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ABSTRACT 

The current study investigated whether the importance participants attached to certain 

features in a romantic interaction mediated the link between love styles and online dating 

attitudes and love styles and digital dating behavior.  Single, never-married participants 

(N = 602) rated the importance of five dating features that occurred during relationship 

development: 1) chemistry 2) intimate and fast self-disclosure 3) large field of availables 

4) absence of deception and 5) control over the dating interaction.  In addition, 

participants completed measures pertaining to love attitudes, online dating attitudes, 

digital dating behavior, and a chart measuring how often participants used seven 

communication media to achieve nine relationship-specific behaviors.  The perceived 

importance of the five dating features mediated the relationship between each love style 

and digital dating behavior.  The perceived importance of the five dating features did not 

mediate the relationship between each love style and online dating attitudes.  The 

perceived importance of Absence of Deception did not mediate any of the six multiple 

mediation models that predicted digital dating behavior.  The perceived importance of 

Field of Availables, Chemistry, and Control mediated the relationship between both 

Pragma and Mania, and digital dating behavior.  The remaining four multiple mediation 

models that tested the relationship between each love style and digital dating behavior 

were mediated by a different combination of the perceived importance of dating features.  

Exploratory analyses indicated that the perceived importance of dating features mediated 

the relationship between each of the six love styles and the nine relationship-specific 

behaviors measured in the Digital Dating Chart-Revised.  Within each multiple mediation 

model that tested the relationship between the same love style and a relationship-specific 
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behavior, the same dating features were consistently significant mediators.  Implications 

of the current study findings are discussed.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

My dissertation is concerned with digital dating in the formation of romantic 

relationships, and the factors that determine people’s preferences for digital dating.  I 

have conducted several preliminary studies to develop appropriate measurement 

instruments and to explore relevant variable relationships. My studies are unpublished 

and I draw on their data selectively as background for the dissertation. 

  The first sections of this chapter review in detail the knowledge base on digital 

dating.  First, I provide background information on digital dating relationships, the 

Internet dating industry, and the behavioral goals people attained in digital environments.  

Then, I explain how relationship initiation differs in an online and offline environment.  

Following this section, I discuss the relationship between numerous psychological 

variables and outcome measures, such as digital dating attitudes and behaviors.   

My preliminary and dissertation research focused on the link between love and 

online dating attitudes and behaviors.  Therefore, I briefly review an approach to love 

based on Lee’s (1973) love styles.  Following the review on love, I present my 

preliminary research, focusing especially on the measures I developed to study digital 

dating.  In this section, I explain how I developed the scales and provide an operational 

definition of the measures. Then, I reprise the major results that depict correlational 

associations between love and digital dating measures.  The introduction ends with an 

explanation of the research hypotheses and an overview of the multiple mediation 

analysis I employed to test my hypotheses.   
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 Chapter II elucidates the methods I employed to test my hypotheses.  The results 

are presented in Chapter III and further exploratory analyses can be found in Appendix 

H.  Chapter IV discusses the implications of my findings, limitations of the research, and 

provides suggestions for future studies.   

Digital Dating Relationships 

Digital dating involves seeking and maintaining romantic relationships through 

media that do not permit physical contact.  Digital dating media include, but are not 

limited to, mobile texting and applications, social networking services, online dating 

services, and other Internet-related services.  Three types of relationships form via digital 

dating: 1) naturally forming, 2) targeted, and 3) networked (McKenna, 2008).  Naturally 

forming relationships develop through an interaction between two strangers, without the 

explicit goal of establishing a romantic relationship.  For instance, a naturally forming 

relationship may develop when two individuals discuss shared interests in a chatroom, 

thus forming the foundation for a relationship.  Targeted relationships occur when people 

hold an explicit goal to find a romantic partner through a digital medium, such as through 

an online dating service.  Online dating services maintain a database of potential romantic 

partners and the potential partners’ attributes.  Based on potential partner attributes, 

online dating services offer members searching and/or matching functions to find a 

compatible partner (Finkel, Eastwick, Karney, Reis, & Sprecher, 2012; McKenna, 2008; 

Sautter, Tippett, & Morgan, 2010).  On an online dating service, people may search for 

potential romantic partners on their own and/or the online dating service may supply 

desirable matches based on a mathematical algorithm.  Many of the algorithms employed 

by online dating services match two partners based on their similarity and/or 
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complementarity in personality, emotions, values, attitudes, and other psychological 

variables expected to determine relationship satisfaction and stability (for a review, see 

Finkel, et al., 2012).  Networked relationships develop when two strangers meet via a 

unique connection with the same friend or acquaintance, such as a connection through a 

friend on Facebook. 

In this review, the term online daters refers to individuals who have visited online 

dating services, while Internet daters refers to individuals who have sought relationships 

through any forum on the Internet.  Digital dating describes relationship initiation that 

occurred through any electronic media, including the Internet and mobile cell phones.  

Offline and face-to-face dating are used interchangeably to represent the traditional form 

of relationship development, in which people meet in the same physical space. 

Internet dating industry.  In a nationally representative study in the United 

States, 7% of all Internet-using adults reported that they were single and looking for a 

romantic relationship (Madden & Lenhart, 2006).  Of these single Internet-users, 74% 

(7.4 million) used the Internet for romantic purposes and 37% (3.7 million) had visited an 

online dating website.  Of all Internet-using adults, 11% (16 million) have visited an 

online dating website.  Further, 43% (7 million) of these 16 million online daters have 

been on face-to-face dates and 17% have developed long-term or marital relationships 

with online partners.  On average, online daters obtained 7.6 dates using an online site 

and spent 12 hours per week online dating (Frost, Chance, Norton, & Ariely, 2008).  

Between 2007 and 2009, 22% of heterosexual participants reported that they had met 

their current partner on the Internet, making the Internet the second most common way to 

initiate a romantic relationship; meeting through a friend was the most common 
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(Rosenfeld & Thomas, 2010, as cited in Finkel et al., 2012).  According to IBISWorld, 

14,427 online matchmaking services currently exist in the United States, while during 

2008 Forbes.com reported that 8 million online dating singles went on 24 million first 

dates collectively (Donnelly, 2011, April 11; Espinoza, 2009, January 06). 

The profitable growth of the online dating industry exemplifies the important role 

online dating continues to play in the development of romantic relationships.  Online 

dating services have posted up to 400% growth in sales from 2005 to 2007 (Espinoza, 

2009, January 06).  From 2008 to 2011, the online dating industry experienced an overall 

2.3% increase in annual revenue and annual revenue is expected to increase an additional 

2.8% each year through 2016 (Donnelly, 2011, April 11). 

Digital media relationship goals.  People employ specific types of electronic 

formats to achieve certain goals within a romantic relationship.  For example, to acquire 

information about strangers, people used media that maintained their anonymity (e.g., 

blogs, chatrooms), but to acquire information about acquaintances and close others 

people used media that revealed their identities (e.g., e-mail, text message; Westerman, 

Van Der Heide, Klein, & Walther, 2008).  To convey both positive and negative 

messages to their romantic partners, people used mobile phone texting most often and 

across a diverse number of contexts (Coyne, Stockdale, Busby, Iverson, & Grant, 2011).  

Single individuals looking for a romantic relationship indicated that they used the Internet 

to flirt (40%), ask someone out on a date (28%), and visit an online dating service (37%), 

whereas they were less likely to end a romantic relationship online (9%; Madden & 

Lenhart, 2006).  Recent research indicates that Facebook is the most popular social 

networking service and the most commonly visited website in the United States, 
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indicating that Facebook has become a significant factor in everyday relationships  

(Doughtery, 2010; Wilson, Gosling, & Graham, 2012).  Further, across twelve possible 

digital dating media, participants used mobile texting and Facebook the most often to 

achieve nine relationship behavioral goals (Guthrie, 2011).  Men, more than women, 

reported higher levels of mobile texting and Facebook use.  Compared to eight other 

romantic relationship behavioral goals, participants were least likely to use digital dating 

to end a romantic relationship.  Men, compared to women, used digital dating more to 

achieve the following romantic relationship goals: looking for a hook-up, looking for a 

romantic relationship, and forming a romantic relationship. 

Relationship Development in Traditional and Digital Dating Formats 

Romantic relationships followed different developmental trajectories in face-to-

face and digital dating formats.  The following section discusses how relationship 

development in digital and traditional dating formats varied along six categories: 

1. Field of Availables 

2. Efficiency 

3. Chemistry 

4. Absence of Deception 

5. Self-Disclosure 

6. Control 

Based on the six variations in relationship development, individuals who hold 

certain relationship goals or possess particular psychological attributes may be attracted 

to or deterred from a digital dating environment. 
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In contrast to a traditional dating format, a digital dating medium may provide a 

larger field of availables, or access to thousands of potential romantic partners at the 

same time (Finkel et al., 2012; Heino, Ellison, & Gibbs, 2010; McKenna, 2008).  Online 

daters explained that looking for a romantic partner online is similar to shopping for a 

certain product — online daters searched for partners who fulfilled characteristics that 

they desired in a romantic partner (Heino et al., 2010).  In comparison to traditional 

dating, digital dating formats eased the discovery of romantic partners who share similar 

interests, backgrounds, and views to oneself (McKenna, 2008; Rosen, Cheever, 

Cummings, & Felt, 2008; Skopek, Schulz, & Blossfeld, 2011).  Findings from a 

nationally representative study supported this contention — more participants agreed 

(47%) than disagreed (38%) with the statement, “Online dating allows people to find a 

better match for themselves because they get to know a lot more people” (Madden & 

Lenhart, 2006). 

By identifying the attributes a potential partner must possess before people 

approach them for a relationship, gating features assisted online and offline daters in 

identifying a compatible match.  A gating feature is any visible attribute that determines 

the development of a romantic relationship, such as a visible social stigma or physical 

appearance.  Typically, in a face-to-face interaction, attraction is based on gating features 

that occurred during a face-to-face interaction, including physical attractiveness and non-

verbal behavior.  In a digital dating format, gating features are nonexistent or vary from 

the features in a traditional dating format.  For instance, on an online dating service, 

people determined whether to approach a potential partner by first viewing a profile 
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picture, then by filtering based on a “shopping list” of desired attributes (e.g., height, 

weight, religion; Heino et al., 2010; McKenna, 2008). 

During evaluation of a romantic partner, offline and online daters placed 

importance on different gating features.  Offline daters reported that self-disclosure and a 

partner’s personality were the most important attributes in a date.  Conversely, online 

daters reported they valued physical appearance, similarity, and communication in 

potential dates (Rosen et al., 2008; Whitty, 2008).  Of these characteristics, physical 

attractiveness was the most important attribute people evaluated in a potential online 

partner, followed by similar interests and values (Whitty, 2008).  Although online daters 

desired and contacted people who were highly attractive instead of partners who matched 

them in attractiveness (Hitsch, Hortaçsu, & Ariely, 2010b; Skopek et al., 2011), online 

daters were more likely to contact potential partners who were similar to them in 

background demographics such as age, race, religion, political orientation, educational 

level, and marital, parenthood, and smoking status (Hitsch et al., 2010b; Skopek et al., 

2011). 

By allowing people to quickly and efficiently evaluate the gating features of 

numerous potential partners at one time, digital dating formats challenge the Western 

idea that relationships develop from chemistry.  In a digital dating format, people easily 

eliminated potential partners who did not possess specific attributes, thereby emphasizing 

the importance of similarity when selecting a potential date.  Conversely, in a traditional 

dating format people attained an aggregated evaluation of a potential partner by 

accounting for the potential partner’s individual characteristics and the quality of the 

interaction between two people, termed by lay individuals as chemistry or an instant 
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connection (Barraket & Henry-Waring, 2008; Heino et al., 2010; McKenna, 2008).  Thus, 

in a face-to-face format gating features emphasized chemistry, but in a digital dating 

format gating features highlighted efficiency and partner compatibility. 

The type of individual characteristics listed on an online profile elucidate why 

people are less likely to experience an instant attraction in an online dating environment.  

Online dating permits people to filter profiles based on searchable attributes such as 

educational level and location, instead of on experiential attributes like personality and 

rapport (Frost et al., 2008).  Experiential attributes can only be gleaned from a face-to-

face interaction, while searchable attributes may be presented in an informational format, 

such as on an online dating profile.  Searchable traits do not account for experiential 

qualities (e.g., sense of humor, caring, honesty) that people learn about during a face-to-

face interaction with a potential partner.  Relationship initiation based on searchable 

attributes encourages efficiency over chemistry, in which people can quickly filter out 

potential partners whose profile information does not match their preferred partner 

characteristics.  Conversely, in offline dating, experiential attributes determine 

relationship initiation and lead to feelings of chemistry.  This strong emphasis on 

searchable attributes in the online dating environment led online daters to focus on 

similarity with a romantic partner often in place of chemistry and instant physical 

attraction (Heino et al., 2010).  For instance, online daters preferred efficiency over 

chemistry as a means to focus on similarity with a romantic partner, instead of feelings of 

attraction that online daters felt were misleading when evaluating a romantic partner 

(Heino et al., 2010).  Other online daters reported they were dissatisfied with online 

dating because they desired the shared experience of chemistry and attraction as a method 
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to evaluate a potential romantic relationship.  These findings indicated that online daters’ 

preferences for efficiency over chemistry may depend on the attributes or experiences 

they desire in a partner and a relationship, and thus, may determine the type of digital 

dating environment they pursue.  Even though chemistry may be less likely to occur in a 

digital dating format, online daters place importance on an instant connection when 

meeting an online partner in a face-to-face environment.  After obtaining a date through a 

digital format, participants reported that chemistry was the main reason they decided to 

have a second face-to-face date (Rosen et al., 2008).  These findings signified that online 

daters initially evaluated a potential partner on searchable attributes, but upon meeting a 

partner face-to-face, people relied on experiential qualities to determine compatibility. 

Empirical findings indicated that breadth and depth of self-disclosure determined 

attraction in a digital dating relationship, whereas physical proximity and physical 

attraction predicted attraction in a face-to-face relationship (Merkle & Richardson, 2000; 

Sprecher, Schwartz, Harvey, & Hatfield, 2008).  In a digital environment, the anonymity 

of the self and the control over self-impressions likely contributed to the differences in 

self-disclosure in digital and traditional dating environments (McKenna, 2008).  

Compared to a face-to-face format, people in digital formats expressed their true selves 

more often, disclosed more information to their online partners, experienced self-

disclosure at a faster rate, reported more intimacy, and asked more questions (Heino et 

al., 2010; Levine, 2000; McKenna, 2008; McKenna, Green, & Gleason, 2002; Tidwell & 

Walther, 2002; Walther, 1996).  Online daters reported that online relationships 

developed faster than offline relationships and that online dating facilitated honest and 

intimate conversations, and the ability to learn about a partner (Rosen et al., 2008).  
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Further, potential partners with high levels of self-disclosure were viewed by online 

daters to be more cheerful, open, sharing, and nervous, and less shy, strong, and calm 

(Rosen et al., 2008).  In digital and face-to-face interactions, people reported the same 

level of confidence about their partner’s characteristics, suggesting that increases in self-

disclosure in the online format compensated for the lack of knowledge acquired from a 

physical interaction.  Although self-disclosure is clearly an important element of online 

relationship development, researchers disagree on whether people prefer to engage in 

deep and meaningful online self-disclosure prior to an initial face-to-face meeting 

(McKenna et al., 2002) or whether people desire to schedule an immediate face-to-face 

meeting prior to intimate online self-disclosure (Whitty, 2008).  Ultimately, the time 

when people feel comfortable meeting in a face-to-face environment may depend on 

personal factors such as social anxiety, loneliness, and shyness. 

Although deception occurs in face-to-face formats, lying about physical 

characteristics is easier in an online format.  Online daters reported that they represented 

themselves honestly, but believed that most online daters lied about physical appearance, 

relationship goals, age, income, and marital status (Donn & Sherman, 2002; Ellison, 

Heino, & Gibbs, 2006; Madden & Lenhart, 2006; Whitty, 2008).  Online daters believed 

men were more likely than women to lie about their relationship status and their height 

(Whitty, 2008).  Compared to national averages, men and women reported being taller, 

and women reported weighing less in their online dating profiles (Hitsch, Hortaçsu, & 

Ariely, 2010a).  Compared to their actual measurements, online daters overestimated 

their height, and underestimated their weight and age in their online profiles (Toma, 

Hancock, & Ellison, 2008).  Men were more likely to lie about their height, while women 
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were more likely to lie about their weight.  People most often misrepresented their online 

dating profiles due to an unclear self-concept, a desired future self, or simply placing 

their profile in a more favorable filter option (e.g., lower age range).  Higher levels of 

intentional and positive self-disclosure, but lower levels of honest self-disclosure, 

predicted greater self-presentation success in online dating (Gibbs, Ellison, & Heino, 

2006).  Thus, people who were honest in their online dating profiles were less likely to 

believe that they cast themselves in a positive manner, elucidating the conflict between 

honesty and self-enhancement in online dating.  Finally, people who expected to meet an 

online partner face-to-face reported higher, more honest, and more purposeful self-

disclosure to their online partners, suggesting that anticipation of a face-to-face 

interaction reflected more honest self-presentation in online profiles (Gibbs et al., 2006).  

Given that people know their online partners’ opinions on certain social issues, research 

suggests that people who expect to physically meet their online partner in the future will 

shift their attitudes in the direction of their online partner’s views (Tetlock, 1983).  This 

attitude shift prepares people for the initial face-to-face interaction by guaranteeing social 

approval from their online partner, avoiding disagreement, and preserving their self-

esteem. 

The ability to control the dating interaction in a digital format allows Internet 

daters to thoughtfully consider their responses to a partner, manage their self-

impressions, and present a positive image to potential romantic partners (McKenna, 

2008).  Further, the digital environment provides enhanced feelings of control for 

individuals affected by social stigmas, social anxiety, and socially detrimental variables.  

Finally, people feel more comfortable sharing personal details in an environment in 
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which they can control the response rate, their own words, and their non-verbal behavior; 

therefore, control in a digital environment expedites the rate and intimacy of self-

disclosure, compared to a traditional dating environment. 

Digital dating provides a large field of availables, efficiency in partner evaluation, 

fast and intimate self-disclosure, and control over the dating interaction, whereas 

traditional dating focuses on chemistry in partner evaluation and lower levels of 

deception by a partner and the self.  The level of importance people attach to the six 

dating features may determine people’s attitudes toward online dating and their digital 

dating behavior. 

Factors Associated with Digital Dating 

Age.  Age was positively correlated with responding to and posting online 

personal ads, meeting someone face-to-face that an individual first met online, higher 

involvement in online dating activities, and increased use of online dating to find sexual 

and marital relationship partners (Stephure, Boon, MacKinnon, & Deveau, 2009).  Age 

was negatively correlated with satisfaction and use of face-to-face dating methods.  

Compared to individuals younger than 30 or older than 50, individuals aged 30 to 50 

were more likely to visit an online dating website (Valkenburg & Peter, 2007).  Even 

though age was divided into three categories, this finding suggests that a curvilinear 

relationship exists between age and online dating.  Casual daters and serious daters 

showed positive correlations between age and looking for a romantic relationship on the 

Internet, an online dating service, and between age and online dating attitudes (Guthrie, 

2011).  The age gap in digital dating media use is reflected in the university community, 

in which graduate students were more likely to be involved in online relationships than 
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undergraduate students (Donn & Sherman, 2002).  Compared to an older, more diverse 

non-student sample, undergraduate students reported more experience looking for 

romantic relationships through a social networking site, but less experience looking for a 

romantic relationship on an online dating service (Guthrie, 2011).  Compared to 

undergraduate-aged General Psychology students, an older-aged community sample 

exhibited more favorable attitudes toward online dating, toward forming a romantic 

relationship through an online dating service, and toward finding an ideal partner through 

an online dating service. 

As people age, the number and desirability of potential partners in the traditional 

face-to-face format dwindles, thereby making online dating an attractive format with a 

larger field of available partners who possess desirable characteristics.  Research supports 

this contention.  Older adults’ online dating profiles indicated that they were more 

discriminatory when choosing partner attributes (e.g., age, race, religion, income, height), 

yet they were more willing to date a geographically distant partner.  Thus, older 

individuals’ choosiness may be unfavorable in a face-to-face format, but beneficial in an 

online dating format unconfined by physical proximity (McIntosh, Locker, Briley, Ryan, 

& Scott, 2011). 

Psychological variables.  Investigation into the psychological differences 

between offline and online daters provides insight into the type of individual who would 

prefer online dating to a traditional face-to-face format.  People who dated in an offline 

and online format did not differ on the Big Five personality traits and attachment styles 

(Steffek & Loving, 2009), sensation seeking (Whitty & Buchanan, 2009), emotional 

stability and self-reported attractiveness (Aretz, Demuth, Schmidt, & Vierlein, 2010), or 
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self-esteem (Aretz et al., 2010; Steffek & Loving, 2009).  Findings were mixed for 

extraversion — in one study offline daters were higher in extraversion than online daters 

(Aretz et al., 2010), while in another study offline and online daters were similar (Whitty 

& Buchanan, 2009). 

Via median splits, researchers compared digital dating use among people who 

scored low and high on psychological concepts such as anxiety, shyness, and self-esteem.  

People high and low in social and dating anxiety were equally likely to have used the 

following media: e-mail, chatrooms, instant messaging, telephone, and snail mail 

(Stevens & Morris, 2007).  Socially anxious individuals were more likely to have used 

blogs and less likely to have used webcams and online dating services, while individuals 

anxious about dating were more likely to have used webcams (Stevens & Morris, 2007; 

Valkenburg & Peter, 2007) 

Shyness was positively correlated with online dating in the past, the likelihood of 

online dating in the future, and using Facebook to learn about and to increase closeness to 

other people (Baker & Oswald, 2010; Whitty & Buchanan, 2009).  Shyness was 

negatively correlated with the number of online friends, number of online initiation 

behaviors, and levels of online disclosure, online social support, and online relationship 

satisfaction (Ward & Tracey, 2004).  For face-to-face interactions with a friend, shyness 

was negatively correlated with initiation behaviors, levels of disclosure, and social 

support.  The correlation between shyness and relationship behaviors was weaker in the 

online format, indicating that shyness may be less debilitating in an online format. 

Although offline and online daters exhibited similar levels of self-esteem (Aretz 

et al., 2010; Steffek & Loving, 2009), Internet daters with low self-esteem may feel more 
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comfortable integrating themselves into their social network via digital media than 

traditional face-to-face formats.  For example, students with low self-esteem and low 

well-being exhibited stronger ties to their college community when they reported high 

rather than low levels of Facebook use (Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007).  Compared 

to high self-esteem individuals, low self-esteem individuals believed Facebook popularity 

was more important, revealed more to online Facebook friends, shared exclusive 

information with Facebook friends (instead of offline friends), and expressed more of 

their true selves on Facebook (Zywica & Danowski, 2008).  Further, extraverted, high 

self-esteem participants perceived themselves as popular offline and on Facebook, 

whereas introverted, low self-esteem participants perceived themselves to be popular 

only on Facebook (Zywica & Danowski, 2008).  Digital media give low self-esteem 

individuals more control over their online than offline impressions, ultimately resulting in 

a more positive view of the online self, thus minimizing the fear of rejection and negative 

evaluation potentially experienced in a face-to-face interaction. 

Self-esteem, well-being, romantic relationship importance, and sociability are tied 

to digital dating use.  For casual daters, self-esteem was positively correlated with 

favorable attitudes toward forming a romantic relationship through an online dating 

service, finding an ideal partner through an online dating service, and generally favorable 

online dating attitudes (Guthrie, 2011).  Correlations between self-esteem and online 

dating behaviors and attitudes were not found for non-daters, serious daters, and married 

participants.  Because individuals in casual relationships have not yet entered into a long-

term relationship, casual daters with high levels of self-esteem may be extremely 

confident in their ability to seek and attain a compatible romantic partner through an 
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online dating format.  Sociability, or the number of activities completed each week, 

influences how often people use online dating services.  Sociable people who were high 

in self-esteem were more likely to use online dating services when they viewed romantic 

relationships as important, while sociable people low in self-esteem were more likely to 

use online dating services when they believed romantic relationships were not important 

(Kim, Kwon, & Lee, 2009).  These findings indicate that when romantic relationships are 

defined as an important area of self-worth, people with low self-esteem may experience 

more difficulty presenting a positive self-view to potential romantic partners on the 

Internet.  Yet, another study found the opposite — sociable, low self-esteem individuals 

used online dating websites more when they viewed romantic relationships as important 

compared to unimportant, suggesting that low self-esteem individuals may express their 

sociability more comfortably through a digital than an offline format (Aretz et al., 2010). 

Although self-presentation may be more likely to occur in a digital dating format 

due to the ease and control of the technology, research indicated that Internet daters are 

less likely to deceive or misrepresent their selves in a digital dating format compared to a 

face-to-face format.  Participants showed their “true” selves more when conversing with 

a stranger over the Internet than in a face-to-face condition, a finding that held for 

socially anxious and lonely individuals (Bargh, McKenna, & Fitzsimons, 2002; McKenna 

et al., 2002).  Expressing the true self in an online format was associated with more liking 

and intimacy for the partner, faster relationship development, and higher relationship 

stability.  Clearly, people disclose more to online partners due to the anonymity of the 

partner and the control provided by digital media (McKenna, 2008). 
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Psychological outcomes of digital dating.  At a two-year follow-up, participants 

who used online newsgroups reported lower levels of anxiety and loneliness (McKenna et 

al., 2002).  Further, participants indicated that the Internet decreased their loneliness and 

expanded their social network, reporting an average of six close, intimate, virtual friends.  

The number of partners people met online and the cognitive ability to understand 

personal failures in an online dating format predicted people’s online dating success 

(Gibbs et al., 2006). 

Satisfaction with online dating was positively correlated with the number of dates 

people obtained through an online dating service.  Online daters preferred offline dating 

to online dating, but reported that they enjoyed staying home and watching movies to 

both offline and online dating, exhibiting their frustrations with both dating formats 

(Frost et al., 2008).  Another recent study contradicted the reported dissatisfaction with 

offline and online dating.  The majority of online daters reported that their online (55%) 

and offline dating (56%) experiences were “somewhat positive” and that they would 

recommend online dating to another person (Rosen et al., 2008). 

Dissatisfaction with online dating has been attributed to the type of searching 

technology used by online dating websites, in which members filter potential partners 

according to searchable traits that can be evaluated from an online profile, such as height, 

weight, hobbies, and income.  When selecting a marriage partner, online daters reported 

experiential qualities were more important than searchable traits (Frost et al., 2008).  

Further, people liked a virtual world partner who expressed experiential qualities more 

than a partner whom they read about in an online dating profile. 
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Attitudes toward online dating.  Early research suggested people’s attitudes 

toward online dating were negative (Anderson, 2005).  Specifically, people believed 

online daters had relationship problems, desired a casual sex relationship, and were 

psychos, serial killers, socially awkward, nerdy, desperate, shy, and lonely (Donn & 

Sherman, 2002; Peris et al., 2002; Wildermuth, 2004; Wildermuth & Vogl-Bauer, 2007). 

Recent reports have revealed an increasingly favorable view of online dating.  

The majority of Internet-using adults do not believe that online daters are desperate or 

experience relationship problems, yet they do believe that online dating is dangerous 

(Madden & Lenhart, 2006; Rosen et al., 2008).  Favorable online dating attitudes were 

best predicted by high Internet use and a single relationship status (Sautter et al., 2010).  

People were more likely to online date when they held favorable online dating attitudes 

and knew someone who had online dated (Sautter et al., 2010); when they moved to a 

new location or terminated a past romantic relationship (Yurchisin, Watchravesringkan, 

& Mccabe, 2005); were older rather than younger (Aretz et al., 2010; Donn & Sherman, 

2002; Guthrie, 2011; Stephure et al., 2009; Valkenburg & Peter, 2007; Whitty & 

Buchanan, 2009); were divorced rather than never married (Sautter et al., 2010); had 

limited time to meet partners due to work and single-family responsibilities (Aretz et al., 

2010; Barraket & Henry-Waring, 2008; Donn & Sherman, 2002); and had trouble finding 

romantic partners with similar backgrounds (Barraket & Henry-Waring, 2008; Finkel et 

al., 2012).  Compared to offline daters, online daters were more likely to agree that online 

dating was a good way to meet people and that online dating helps people find a better 

match (Madden & Lenhart, 2006).  Further, single individuals seeking a romantic 

relationship held more favorable attitudes toward online dating services than people in a 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

19 

romantic relationship.  Compared to undergraduate students, graduate students held a 

more favorable view of online dating, reported that online daters were less desperate, that 

nothing was wrong with meeting someone on the Internet, and reported more favorable 

attitudes toward online relationship formation (Donn & Sherman, 2002).  Finally, 

exposure to online dating websites led people to alter their online dating attitudes.  After 

viewing two online dating websites, people reported significantly more favorable online 

dating attitudes than people who did not view the online dating websites, although the 

experimental group denied this change in their attitudes (Donn & Sherman, 2002).  

Overall, findings indicated that as the available field of potential partners in the offline 

environment decreases due to situational causes (e.g., divorce, graduate school, age) 

people’s attitudes toward online dating became increasingly favorable. 

Summary of Past Points on Digital Dating 

The first goal of this section was to differentiate between traditional and Internet 

relationship development along six categories.  First, Internet dating provides access to a 

larger group of potential romantic partners.  Second, Internet dating offers faster and less 

effortful methods to find partners with similar backgrounds and interests than a 

traditional face-to-face format.  Therefore, Internet daters focus on efficiency and 

simultaneous partner evaluation.  Third, offline daters desire an instant connection with 

their romantic partner, and thus emphasize chemistry and separate partner evaluation in 

relationship initiation.  Fourth, online daters experience fast and intimate self-disclosure, 

while offline daters take a longer period of time to learn personal details about each other.  

Fifth, people believed that online daters were more likely to engage in deception and self-

presentation in a digital format than a face-to-face format, but findings indicated that 
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Internet daters were more likely to express their true selves with a stranger in a digital 

format compared to a face-to-face format.  Therefore, people who view honesty as 

important to relationship development may be less likely to seek out digital dating.  Sixth, 

Internet daters maintained more control over their interaction with potential romantic 

partners, whereas offline daters immediately respond to their partner during a face-to-face 

interaction.  The enhanced control and anonymity in a digital environment increases the 

opportunity for directed self-presentation, leads to thoughtful and more intimate self-

disclosure, and reduces the negative impact of social stigmas in a dating situation. 

The second goal of this section was to examine whether demographic and 

psychological factors were associated with digital dating media use and with online 

dating attitudes.  Age was positively correlated with using digital dating media and with 

online dating attitudes.  The relationship between shyness and online dating behaviors 

was mixed, indicating that shy individuals may seek digital relationships in certain 

situations, but not in others.  The association between self-esteem and use of digital 

dating media varied according to relationship status, sociability, and 

extraversion/introversion.  Although early attitudes toward online dating were negative 

and adoption of online dating was slow, in recent years, the online dating industry has 

experienced a rapid increase in membership and revenue, and attitudes toward online 

dating have become favorable.  People were more likely to seek partners through an 

online dating service when they held favorable online dating attitudes, had limited time to 

look for romantic partners, or had restricted access to potential romantic partners. 

In a dating situation, people may vary in the extent to which they perceive the six 

characteristics of traditional and digital dating as important.  For example, people may 
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view chemistry as an important feature of a dating situation, whereas other people may 

view efficiency in partner evaluation as an important feature of a dating situation.  In 

turn, people’s preferences for the six features of relationship initiation may influence 

their online dating attitudes and digital dating behavior.  For example, people who value 

efficiency when evaluating a dating partner may hold favorable online dating attitudes, 

whereas people who believe that chemistry is important when evaluating a dating partner 

may hold negative online dating attitudes. 

My goal was to determine whether people’s experience of love is related to digital 

dating attitudes and behavior through the perceived importance of the aforementioned six 

features of relationship initiation.  In the next section, I review the literature on love, as 

people’s attitudes toward love may influence the extent to which people view the six 

features as important in a dating situation.  For example, people who view love in a 

traditionally romantic way may view chemistry as important to relationship initiation, 

whereas people who view love practically may view efficiency as important to 

relationship initiation. 

Love 

Based on Color Theory of Love (Lee, 1973), the Love Attitudes Scale measures 

attitudes toward love categorized into six love styles (LAS; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; 

Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998).  Each love style taps into a specific view people 

hold about the development of love.  Erotic lovers believe that love occurs via love at 

first sight, chemistry, and an instant connection with a potential partner.  Ludic lovers 

view love as a game; therefore, they manipulate partners, date many individuals, and 

work to ensure that their relationship status with their partner remains ambiguous.  
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Storgic lovers believe that love develops out of and is maintained by a deep friendship.  

Pragmatic lovers focus on compatibility with their partner and believe specific partner 

attributes determine success in their romantic relationship.  Manic lovers, who focus 

completely and obsessively on their romantic partners, are continuously worried about 

their romantic relationship.  In turn, this constant worry motivates Manic lovers to seek 

love and attention obsessively from their romantic partners.  Finally, Agapic lovers view 

love as selfless; they are willing to sacrifice their own wishes and desires for their 

romantic partners. 

The original 42-item LAS measured each love style with seven items (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1986).  The original LAS was reduced to the 24-item LAS-Short Form, with 

four items measuring each love style (Hendrick et al., 1998).  The LAS-Short Form has 

higher reliability than the original LAS, but sample characteristics have a stronger 

influence on the LAS-Short Form (Graham & Christiansen, 2009).  Although the love 

styles measure people’s attitudes towards love, recent research suggested that the love 

styles may also tap into people’s past experiences of love (Davis, Kirkpatrick, Levy, & 

O'Hearn, 1994; Masuda, 2003) 

Through a meta-analysis of numerous love scales, three main components of love 

were identified: romantic love, romantic obsession, and practical friendship (Graham, 

2011).  Romantic love included measures such as the Passionate Love Scale (Hatfield & 

Sprecher, 1986) and the Erotic and Ludic love styles (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986).  

Romantic obsession was made up of the Manic love style, while practical friendship was 

a combination of the Storgic and Pragmatic love styles.  High romantic love and low 

romantic obsession predicted relationship satisfaction and length, suggesting that 
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obsessive love may exist during the early stages of a relationship.  The absence of a 

relationship between practical friendship and relationship length and satisfaction 

suggested that practical friendship tapped into companionship, not friendship love.  The 

three measures of love loaded on one higher-order factor of love, elucidating the 

importance of conducting correlations between outcome measures and both the three 

separate factors of love and the higher-order factor of love. 

Background variables, such as gender and the number of times in love, varied 

with people’s endorsement of each love style.  Men were more ludic and agapic than 

women, while women were more erotic, storgic, and pragmatic than men (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1986; Hendrick et al., 1998).  Ludus was positively correlated with sexual 

Permissiveness and Instrumentality (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Reich, 2006).  Eros, Storge, 

and Pragma were negatively correlated with Permissiveness and Instrumentality, and 

Agape was negatively correlated with Instrumentality.  Erotic lovers reported high self-

esteem, whereas Manic lovers exhibited low self-esteem.  People who were in love two 

times were most likely to endorse the Erotic or Agapic love styles, whereas individuals 

who were never in love were less likely to endorse the Erotic or Agapic love styles 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986).  In addition, participants who were never in love or in love 

three to five times were most likely to be Ludic, whereas participants in love one time 

were least likely to report a Ludic love style. 

My past research investigated the relationship between the love styles and digital 

dating behavior and online dating attitudes.  In the next section I discuss the online dating 

measures that I developed followed by a description of how the online dating measures 

were related to the love styles. 
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My Preliminary Research on Digital Dating 

I have conducted three studies in my current line of research.  In Study 1, I 

conducted a pilot study to develop three scales: 1) Online Dating Attitudes Scale, 2) 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index, and 3) Desire for a Romantic Relationship Scale.  The 

Online Dating Attitudes Scale (see Table A1 in Appendix A) included three subscales 

that measured attitudes toward online dating: Forming a Relationship, Finding an Ideal 

Partner, and General Online Dating Attitudes.  On the “Forming” and “Finding” 

Subscales, participants rated whether forming a relationship and finding their ideal 

romantic partner through an online dating service were acceptable/unacceptable, 

right/wrong, negative/positive, and bad/good.  On a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree; 5 = strongly agree), the General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale assessed 

favorable (e.g., exciting, effective, intimate, practical) and unfavorable (e.g., desperate, 

embarrassing) attitudes toward online dating in general.  Higher scores on the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale provide a measure of favorable online dating attitudes. 

To measure past digital dating behavior, I developed the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index (see Table A2).  The Digital Dating Behavioral Index included three 

subscales that measured participants’ past and expected digital dating behavior: Internet, 

online dating service, and social networking service (SNS).  On a 5-point Likert scale  

(1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), each subscale asked participants 1) whether 

they used the digital dating medium to look for romantic relationships in the past, 2) 

whether they thought about looking for relationships using this digital medium, and 3) 

whether they expected to look for a romantic relationship in the future using this medium.  

Higher scores on the Digital Dating Index signify more digital dating behavioral 
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experience.  The three subscales of the Online Dating Attitudes Scale and the Digital 

Dating Behavioral Index may be used individually or averaged together to obtain a 

composite score of online dating attitudes and digital dating behavior.  

On a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), the Desire 

for a Romantic Relationship Scale (see Table A3) measured motivation to be in a 

romantic relationship.  Maximum likelihood analysis with Promax rotation indicated that 

the Desire for Romantic Relationship Scale comprised two separate factors.  The first 

factor, Importance, measured whether participants believed a romantic relationship was 

significant to their lives.  The second factor, Finding an Ideal Romantic Partner, 

measured participants’ motivation to find the “right” or “ideal” romantic partner.  

Although the factors were positively correlated (r = .42, p ≤ .001), the importance and 

ideal factors should be measured separately. 

Study 2 developed the Digital Dating Chart (see Tables A4 and A5), which 

assessed how often participants used twelve communication media (e.g., mobile texting, 

Facebook) to achieve nine romantic relationship behavioral goals (e.g., maintain a 

relationship).  In Study 2, I included a statement to measure student participants’ attitudes 

toward using a Texas Tech University online dating service.  Excluding the Digital 

Dating Chart, Study 3 tested my digital dating measures on a more diverse sample by 

posting a link on TechAnnounce.  TechAnnounce is a daily e-mail bulletin sent to 

faculty, staff, and students at Texas Tech.  On TechAnnounce, each announcement is sent 

once per week through the university e-mail system.  Overall, my past three studies 

focused on the relationship between the six love styles and digital dating attitudes and 

behaviors.  My research further investigated the link between digital dating measures and 
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eleven intrapersonal measures (e.g., Life Orientation Test—Revised, Meaning in Life, 

Need to Belong).  Background information and my preliminary research on each scale are 

discussed in Appendix A. 

My initial hypotheses expected that Eros, Storge, and Agape would be negatively 

correlated with digital dating attitudes and behaviors, while Pragma, Mania, and Ludus 

would be positively correlated with digital dating attitudes and behaviors.  In the PSY 

1300 and TechAnnounce studies, overall correlations between love styles and online 

dating measures were weak.  Therefore, I divided the sample into gender and dating 

status (i.e., not currently dating, casually dating, seriously dating, and married) to 

investigate associations between love styles, online dating measures, and other 

intrapersonal variables.  After accounting for dating status and gender, preliminary 

findings from the PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce studies indicated that online dating 

attitudes and behaviors do vary with people’s love styles.  In addition, favorable qualities, 

such as optimism, searching for life’s meaning, and high self-esteem, were associated 

with favorable online dating attitudes.  The Extended Literature Review (see Appendix 

A) explains these correlational findings.  Summary tables of the significant correlations 

for the PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce studies are available from the author.  The next 

section discusses the major findings related to love and digital dating outcome measures. 

Love Styles and Digital Relationships: Preliminary Findings 

People’s love styles may influence their digital dating behavior and attitudes.  

People who endorsed a romantic belief about love held negative online dating attitudes 

(Anderson, 2005).  Even though people endorsed six views of love, Anderson (2005) 

only accounted for the relationship between a romantic view of love (similar to Eros) and 
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online dating attitudes.  Second, Anderson (2005) assessed the link between love and 

attitudes, but not the association between love and digital dating behavior.  Specifically, 

the views that love develops from love at first sight (Eros), from a deep friendship 

(Storge), or from a selfless relationship (Agape), should be negatively correlated with 

digital dating behavior and favorable online dating attitudes.  The view that love develops 

from a game between two partners (Ludus), from a deep obsession with a romantic 

partner (Mania), and by finding a partner who possesses a list of desirable attributes 

(Pragma), should be positively correlated with past digital dating behavior and favorable 

online dating attitudes. 

In my preliminary research, I explored how the six love styles were associated 

with online dating attitudes and digital dating behavior.  To investigate the correlations 

between love styles and digital dating behavior and online dating attitudes, I divided the 

sample into gender and dating status (i.e., non-daters, casual daters, serious daters, and 

married participants).  My preliminary correlations were conducted for a PSY 1300 

sample, an undergraduate sample comprised of General Psychology students, and a 

TechAnnounce sample, made up of an older more diverse sample acquired from the 

university community.  The following sections detail the correlations between each love 

style and online dating measures, according to dating status and gender. 

Eros.  In the PSY 1300 sample, non-daters showed a negative correlation between 

Eros and using a virtual world to achieve relationship behaviors (Guthrie, 2011).  Serious 

daters showed a negative correlation between Eros and the Online Dating Service 

Behavioral Index and using chatrooms to achieve relationship behaviors.  In the 
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TechAnnounce sample, non-daters exhibited a negative correlation between Eros and the 

Internet Behavioral Index. 

In the PSY 1300 sample, men showed a negative correlation between Eros and the 

Online Dating Service Behavioral Index, while women showed negative correlations 

between Eros and the Internet and Social Networking Services (SNS) Behavioral Indices.  

In the TechAnnounce sample, men exhibited a negative correlation between Eros and the 

Internet Behavioral Index; women showed a negative correlation between Eros and the 

Online Dating Service and SNS Behavioral Indices. 

Overall, Eros was negatively correlated with using the Internet, an online dating 

service, and a social networking service for dating.  Eros was not correlated with online 

dating attitudes. 

Ludus.  In the PSY 1300 sample, non-daters showed a positive correlation 

between Ludus and the Internet, Online Dating Service, and SNS Behavioral Indices.  In 

addition, non-daters showed a positive correlation between Ludus and the Forming a 

Romantic Relationship Subscale and between Ludus and attitudes toward a TTU online 

dating service.  Non-daters showed a positive correlation between Ludus and using 

digital dating media to look for a hook-up and ask a potential partner on a date.  Casual 

daters displayed a positive correlation between Ludus and the Internet and SNS 

Behavioral Indices and with using the following digital dating media to achieve 

relationship behaviors: MySpace, newsgroup, virtual world, blogs, and personal ads.  

Casual daters showed a positive correlation between Ludus and using digital dating 

media to look for a hook-up, look for a romantic relationship, and end a romantic 
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relationship.  Serious daters from the TechAnnounce study showed positive correlations 

between Ludus and the Internet and SNS Behavioral Indices. 

In the PSY 1300 sample, men showed a positive correlation between Ludus and 

the Internet, Online Dating Service, and SNS Behavioral Indices; using digital dating 

media to look for a hook-up and to end a romantic relationship; and with using MySpace.  

In the PSY 1300 sample, women showed a positive correlation between Ludus and the 

Internet and SNS Behavioral Indices; attitudes toward a TTU online dating service; using 

digital media to look for a hook-up, to find someone online whom one first met in person, 

and to ask someone on a date; and using mobile texting and blogging.  In the 

TechAnnounce study, men showed a negative correlation between Ludus and the 

Forming a Romantic Relationship Subscale. 

Overall, Ludus was positively correlated with digital dating behavior and with 

favorable online dating attitudes, such as the Forming a Romantic Relationship Subscale. 

Storge.  In the PSY 1300 sample, for non-daters, Storge was negatively 

associated with the Internet Behavioral Index and with the Finding an Ideal Partner 

Subscale.  Casual daters showed a negative correlation between Storge and the SNS 

Behavioral Index.  Men showed a negative correlation between Storge and the SNS 

Behavioral Index, attitudes toward a TTU online dating service, and using mobile texting 

to achieve relationship behaviors.  In the TechAnnounce sample, men showed a positive 

correlation between Storge and the General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale. 

In general, Storge was negatively correlated with digital dating behavior and with 

positive online dating attitudes. 
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Pragma.  In the PSY 1300 sample, casual daters showed a positive correlation 

between Pragma and using digital media to look for a romantic relationship and to form a 

romantic relationship; and between Pragma and using MySpace to achieve relationship 

behaviors.  In the TechAnnounce sample, non-daters exhibited a negative correlation 

between Pragma and the General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale and casual daters 

showed a negative correlation between Pragma and the Forming a Romantic Relationship 

Subscale.  Serious daters showed a positive correlation between Pragma and the SNS 

Behavioral Index. 

Men in the PSY 1300 sample showed a positive correlation between Pragma and 

using digital media to look for a romantic relationship.  Men in the TechAnnounce study 

showed a negative correlation between Pragma and both the Forming a Romantic 

Relationship Subscale and the Finding an Ideal Romantic Partner Subscale, while women 

showed a positive correlation between Pragma and the SNS Behavioral Index. 

Overall, Pragma was positively correlated with digital dating behavior and 

negatively correlated with favorable online dating attitudes. 

Mania.  In the PSY 1300 sample, non-daters showed a positive correlation 

between Mania and the SNS Behavioral Index, Finding an Ideal Partner Subscale, 

General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale, and attitudes toward a TTU online dating 

service.  For casual daters, Mania was positively correlated with the Internet Behavioral 

Index, attitudes toward a TTU online dating service, and using an online dating service to 

achieve relationship behaviors.  In the TechAnnounce sample, casual daters showed a 

negative correlation between Mania and the Forming a Romantic Relationship subscale.  

Married participants showed positive correlations between Mania and the Internet and 
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Online Dating Service Behavioral Indices and between Mania and the General Online 

Dating Attitudes Subscale. 

For PSY 1300 men, Mania was positively correlated with the SNS Behavioral 

Index, while for women Mania was positively correlated with attitudes toward a TTU 

online dating service and using digital media to look for a hook-up.  In the 

TechAnnounce sample, men showed positive correlations between Mania and the Online 

Dating Service and SNS Behavioral Indices. 

In general, Mania was positively correlated with digital dating behavior and 

favorable online dating attitudes. 

Agape.  In the PSY 1300 sample, men showed a negative correlation between 

Agape and using digital media to look for a hook-up, while women showed a positive 

correlation between Agape and using digital media to maintain a romantic relationship.  

In the TechAnnounce sample, casual daters showed a negative correlation between 

Agape and Forming a Romantic Relationship Subscale.  Serious daters showed a negative 

correlation between Agape and the Online Dating Service Behavioral Index and the 

General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale. 

Overall, Agape was negatively correlated with digital dating behavior and online 

dating attitudes. 

Summary of Findings on Love and Digital Dating 

Overall, Eros and Storge were negatively correlated with digital dating behavior, 

Ludus and Mania were positively correlated with digital dating behavior and online 

dating attitudes, and Agape was negatively correlated with digital dating behavior and 

online dating attitudes.  A few exceptions existed — casual daters showed a negative 
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correlation between Mania and online dating attitudes; women showed a positive 

correlation between Agape and digital media use to maintain a romantic relationship; and 

men showed a positive correlation between Storge and favorable online dating attitudes.  

Interestingly, Pragma was positively correlated with digital dating behavior, but 

negatively correlated with online dating attitudes.  This finding implies that Pragmatic 

lovers’ negative attitudes toward online dating may be due to their digital dating 

behavior, but this conclusion cannot be inferred from a correlational analysis.  In the next 

section, I discuss my proposed research and hypotheses, which are derived from my 

preliminary research on love and digital dating and from the literature on the six features 

associated with traditional and digital dating. 

The Current Study and the Hypotheses 

In the current study, I investigated whether people’s perceived importance of six 

dating features mediated the relationship between six love styles and two online dating 

measures.  First, I investigated whether the perceived importance of six dating features 

mediated the relationship between each of the six love styles and online dating attitudes 

(see Figures 1 through 6).  Second, I investigated whether the perceived importance of six 

dating features mediated the relationship between each of the six love styles and digital 

dating behavior.  As indicated in the conceptual figures, path a measures the influence of 

each love style on each dating feature, and path b measures the influence of each dating 

feature on each outcome variable (i.e., online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior).  In 

total, I tested 12 multiple mediation models, but I have included only six conceptual 

figures by including the two outcomes measures in one figure (the predictions for online 

dating attitudes and digital dating behavior are the same). 
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Although a direct effect of X on Y is not required for mediation (Preacher & 

Hayes, 2008; Shrout & Bolger, 2002), I expect that the love styles directly influenced 

people’s online dating attitudes and digital dating behavior, at least to some extent.  As 

noted previously, Eros and Storge were negatively correlated with digital dating 

behavior, and Agape was negatively correlated with digital dating behavior and online 

dating attitudes (Guthrie, 2011).  Ludus and Mania were positively correlated with digital 

dating behavior and online dating attitudes.  Findings for Pragma were mixed — Pragma 

was positively correlated with digital dating behavior, but negatively correlated with 

online dating attitudes.  Based on my preliminary findings, I expected the following 

relationships between each love style and the two outcome variables — online dating 

attitudes and digital dating behavior (in which higher scores indicated favorable online 

dating attitudes and higher levels of digital dating behavior): 

Hypothesis 1: Eros, Storge, and Agape will be negatively correlated with online 

dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 2: Pragma, Ludus, and Mania will be positively correlated with online 

dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 3: Eros, Storge, and Agape will be negatively correlated with digital 

dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 4: Pragma, Ludus, and Mania will be positively correlated with digital 

dating behavior. 

For multiple mediation to occur between each love style and each digital dating 

outcome I investigated the effects in two paths.  First, each love style must have an effect 

on the perceived importance of each dating feature (path a).  Second, the perceived 
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importance of each dating feature must have an effect on the outcome variables — online 

dating attitudes and digital dating behavior (path b).  My remaining hypotheses focused 

on predicting the indirect paths of each mediator. 

Erotic lovers desire an immediate and uncontrollable connection with a romantic 

partner; therefore, Erotic lovers should attach less value to dating features that provide 

more structure to an interaction.  For instance, a large field of availables defies the Erotic 

belief that one perfect love exists, while the preference for efficiency violates the desire 

for an immediate feeling of love.  Chemistry, the absence of partner deception, and high 

self-disclosure parallel the Erotic lovers’ preference for an instant connection with a 

partner who reciprocates this feeling. 

Storgic lovers view love as developing from a deep friendship, and therefore, they 

prefer to slowly learn about one person over time.  Thus, Storgic lovers should perceive a 

large field of availables, efficiency, and intimate and fast self-disclosure as less 

significant to relationship development.  Conversely, absence of partner deception should 

be a dating feature strongly valued by individuals who desire to learn about a potential 

partner’s interests prior to entering into a romantic relationship.  Since Storgic lovers 

view love as slowly progressing from a friendship to a romantic relationship, they feel 

calm about the status of the relationship, and therefore control over the dating interaction 

should not be a concern for them.  Finally, Storgic lovers do not feel excited or 

emotionally aroused by love, but view love as a growing from a close friendship.  

Therefore, the prediction for Storge and chemistry was difficult, but I expected Storgic 

lovers to perceive chemistry to be an important dating feature, in that a connection with a 

close friendship is an important quality to love as well.  Storgic lovers do not hold 
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preferred characteristics for a desired romantic partner; therefore, Storgic lovers should 

not perceive efficiency in partner evaluation as an important dating feature. 

Agape, conceptually a combination of Eros and Storge, emphasizes an instant 

connection and a deep friendship in the development of love.  Similar to Eros, I expected 

Agape to be positively correlated with dating features that facilitate an instant connection 

and a deep friendship, but negatively correlated with dating features that impede love at 

first sight and learning about a friend over an extended period of time.  Therefore, Agape 

lovers were expected to view chemistry and absence of deception as important, but a 

large field of availables, efficiency in partner evaluations, intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and control as less significant to relationship development. 

Pragmatic lovers seek romantic partners who are compatible with their 

background; therefore, Pragmatic lovers should prefer dating features that enhance 

partner evaluation based on preferred attributes.  Pragmatic lovers were expected to view 

a large field of availables and efficiency in partner evaluation as increasing their access to 

romantic partners with similarities to themselves.  Further, fast and intimate self-

disclosure rapidly reveals a partner’s background, while control in a dating interaction 

gives Pragmatic lovers the ability to elicit specific information about a potential partner’s 

background.  Therefore, Pragmatic lovers should view intimate and fast self-disclosure 

and control in a dating interaction as features that increase the likelihood of finding a 

compatible partner.  Since chemistry and absence of deception do not provide an accurate 

evaluation of a partner’s compatibility, I expected Pragmatic lovers to view chemistry 

and absence of deception to be less important in relationship development. 
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Ludic lovers view love as a game and desire many romantic relationships.  

Through a larger field of availables, efficiency in partner evaluation, and control over the 

dating interaction, I expected Ludic lovers to improve their ability to play the game of 

love and increase the likelihood of obtaining many romantic partners.  Further, Ludic 

lovers prefer to avoid continuous contact with a romantic partner and become concerned 

when a romantic partner desires closeness.  Although Ludic lovers may be unlikely to 

experience fast and intimate self-disclosure with a partner, they may engage in deceptive 

self-disclosure to maintain superficial relationships.  In addition, Ludic lovers conceal 

their motivations in a romantic relationship and believe that lies and dishonesty should be 

acceptable in a romantic relationship.  Therefore, I expected Ludic lovers to perceive fast 

and intimate self-disclosure and absence of deception as less important to relationship 

development.  I did not expect chemistry to be valued by Ludic lovers, as Ludic lovers do 

not form intense and immediate emotional attachments with a romantic partner (as Eros 

does). 

Conceptually, Mania is a combination of the Eros and Ludus love styles.  Manic 

lovers view love obsessively and desire intimate relationships with their romantic 

partners, yet seek control over their partners and relationships.  I expected participants 

high on Mania to perceive dating features associated with Eros and Ludus as important; 

therefore, predictions for the Manic love style were most difficult.  Mania, like Eros, was 

expected to be positively correlated with viewing chemistry and intimate and fast self-

disclosure as important, but negatively correlated with efficiency and a large field of 

availables.  Manic lovers often hold negative or mixed feelings toward a person they 

initially meet, only to quickly fall in love and become romantically obsessed with this 
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individual later.  Further, Manic lovers do not have a clear representation of the 

characteristics they desire in a romantic partner; therefore, I expected that Mania would 

be negatively correlated with efficiency in partner evaluation and a large field of 

availables.  Similar to Ludus, I expected Mania to be positively correlated with the view 

that control is important, but negatively correlated with the view that absence of 

deception is important.  Manic lovers hold uncertainty about the self and their romantic 

partners, create problems to deepen their feelings for a romantic partner, and manipulate 

a potential partner into feelings of love for them, elucidating the importance of control 

and deception in their romantic interactions (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1993). 

Based on the love style preferences for dating partners and interactions, I 

predicted that the love styles would a significant influence on each of the six dating 

feature mediators. 

Hypothesis 5: Eros, Storge, and Agape will be positively correlated with the 

perceived importance of chemistry and absence of deception, and negatively 

correlated with the perceived importance of a large field of availables, efficiency, 

and control over the dating interaction. 

5a: Eros will be positively correlated with the perceived importance of 

intimate and fast self-disclosure 

5b: Storge and Agape will be negatively correlated with the perceived 

importance of intimate and fast self-disclosure. 

Hypothesis 6: Pragma and Ludus will be positively correlated with the perceived 

importance of a large field of availables, efficiency, and control over the dating 
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interaction, and negatively correlated with the perceived importance of chemistry 

and absence of deception. 

6a: Pragma will be positively correlated with the perceived importance of 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, 

6b: Ludus will be negatively correlated with the perceived importance of 

intimate and fast self-disclosure. 

Hypothesis 7: Mania will be positively correlated with the perceived importance 

of chemistry, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control over the dating 

interaction, and negatively correlated with the perceived importance of a large 

field of availables, efficiency, and absence of deception. 

Recent findings provided initial evidence that the six dating features were 

significantly associated with online dating attitudes and digital dating behavior.  Online 

daters who desired to simultaneously evaluate many partners and avoid instant attraction 

felt favorably about online dating, whereas online daters who desired chemistry and a 

“spark” felt negatively about online dating (Heino et al., 2010).  Further, online daters 

reported that they searched for potential partners based on whether people matched the 

requirements they desired in a partner (Heino et al., 2010).  These findings suggested that 

people who prefer efficiency in a dating situation and a larger group from which to select 

partners with desirable attributes had higher levels of digital dating behavior and 

favorable online dating attitudes, compared to people who perceived chemistry to be 

important to relationship development.  Compared to a face-to-face format, in a digital 

dating format self-disclosure with a romantic partner was more intimate and occurred at a 

faster rate.  This finding suggested that people who believed quickly learning about a 
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potential partner was important to relationship development were more likely to Internet 

date (Merkle & Richardson, 2000; Sprecher et al., 2008; Tidwell & Walther, 2002).  

Online daters have reported skepticism about the overly positive views people created of 

themselves on the Internet (Heino et al., 2010) and people were more likely to present 

honest online profiles when expecting to meet an online partner face-to-face (Gibbs et al., 

2006).  Thus, people who perceived honesty and avoiding deception in a romantic 

relationship to be important dating features were expected hold negative online dating 

attitudes, because creating a positive impression of the self is easier in a digital dating 

format.  People in Internet relationships experienced the most control when chatting 

online to potential partners and gradually surrendered this control as the interaction 

moved to off-line activities (e.g., letter, telephone conversation, face-to-face meeting; 

McKenna et al., 2002).  These findings implied that people who perceived control to be 

important in a relationship were more likely to digital date than initially date in a face-to-

face environment.  Based on past research and explained below in hypotheses 8 through 

11, I expected each dating feature to be associated with online dating attitudes and digital 

dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 8: Perceived importance of a larger field of availables, efficiency in 

partner evaluation, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control over the dating 

interaction will be positively correlated with favorable online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 9: Perceived importance of chemistry in partner evaluation and 

absence of deception in a relationship will be negatively correlated with favorable 

online dating attitudes. 
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Hypothesis 10: Perceived importance of a large field of availables, efficiency in 

partner evaluation, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control over the dating 

interaction will be positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 11: Perceived importance of chemistry in partner evaluation and 

absence of deception in a relationship will be negatively correlated with digital 

dating behavior. 

I proposed that each of the six dating features would account for the relationship 

between each love style and the two online dating measures — online dating attitudes and 

digital dating behavior.  To determine whether the dating features mediated the 

relationship between each love style and the two online dating measures, I tested twelve 

multiple mediation models.  Six multiple mediation models tested whether the perceived 

importance of the dating features mediated the relationship between each love style and 

online dating attitudes, while the other six multiple mediation models tested whether the 

perceived importance of the dating features mediated the relationship between each love 

style and digital dating behavior.  To test for multiple mediation, I proposed that each 

love style had a significant influence on each of the six dating features, and in turn, each 

dating feature influenced the two dependent variables, online dating attitudes and digital 

dating behavior.  Within each multiple mediation model, I expected that two types of 

intervening variables existed —mediator and suppressor variables.  Mediation existed 

when the path from a love style (X) to a dating feature (M) multiplied by the path from 

the dating feature (M) to the outcome variable (Y) was the same direction in sign as the 

direct path from X to Y (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).  For example, if path a 

from Pragma (X) to the perceived importance of chemistry (M) and path b from perceived 
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importance of chemistry (M) to positive online dating attitudes (Y) were both represented 

by positive coefficients, then a*b would be positive as well.  To achieve mediation, the 

direct path from Pragma (X) to online dating attitudes (Y) and the a*b path must be 

positive in sign and the a*b path must account for variance in the direct relationship 

between X and Y. 

Suppression exists when the path from a love style (X) to a dating feature (M) 

multiplied by the path from the dating feature (M) to the outcome variable (Y) is opposite 

in sign from the direct path from X to Y.  When suppression occurs, a third variable 

weakens the overall direct effect between X and Y.  Consider the following example of 

suppression.  The path from the predictor Eros (X) to the perceived importance of self-

disclosure (M) is positive and the path from the perceived importance of self-disclosure 

(M) to online dating attitudes (Y) is positive, which results in a positive coefficient for the 

a*b path.  If the direct effect of Eros (X) on the outcome online dating attitudes (Y) were 

negative, but the a*b path was positive, this relationship would be considered suppression 

(Cohen et al., 2003). 

Conceptual figures depict the directional paths predicted in the multiple mediation 

hypotheses for the relationship between each love style and online dating attitudes and 

the relationship between each love style and digital dating behavior.  The predicted 

direction of the paths was the same for online dating attitudes and digital dating behavior.  

In Figures 1 through 6 (see pp. 50–55) these paths are shown as + or – to indicate the 

direction of two relationships in paths a and b.  The relationship in path a was between 

each love style and each dating feature.  The relationship in path b was between each 

dating feature and each outcome measure — online dating attitudes or digital dating 
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behavior.  For path a, a + indicates that a positive correlation was expected between the 

love style and the dating feature, whereas a – indicates that a negative correlation was 

expected between the love style and the dating feature.  Similarly, for path b, a + 

indicates that a positive correlation was hypothesized between the dating feature and the 

digital outcome measure — online dating attitudes or digital dating behavior.  For path b, 

a — indicates that a negative correlation was hypothesized between the dating feature 

and the digital outcome measure.  Based on the correlations for paths a and b, hypotheses 

resulted in four possible scenarios for the presence of mediation: 

1. A positive correlation for both paths a and b indicated two things: (a) a 

positive correlation between a love style and the specific dating feature (path 

a), and (b) a positive correlation between the specific dating feature and 

online dating attitudes or digital dating behavior (path b). 

2.  A negative correlation for both paths a and b indicated two things: (a) a 

negative correlation between a love style and the specific dating feature (path 

a) and (b) a negative correlation between the specific dating feature and online 

dating attitudes or digital dating behavior (path b). 

3. A positive correlation for path a, but a negative correlation for path b 

indicated two things: (a) a positive correlation between a love style and the 

specific dating feature (path a) and (b) a negative correlation between the 

specific dating feature and online dating attitudes or digital dating behavior 

(path b). 

4. A negative correlation for path a, but a positive correlation for path b indicates 

two things: (a) a negative correlation between a love style and the specific 
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dating feature (path a) and (b) a positive correlation between the specific 

dating feature and online dating attitudes or digital dating behavior (path b). 

Based on these four scenarios, multiple mediation hypotheses were developed to 

test whether the six dating features mediated the relationship between each love style and 

each digital dating outcome (i.e., online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior).  Below, 

the multiple mediation hypotheses were categorized according to each love style and 

digital dating outcome. 

Hypothesis 12: For the multiple mediation model of Eros, intimate and fast self-

disclosure will act as a suppressor variable, and the remaining dating features will 

be mediator variables: chemistry, absence of deception, field of availables, 

efficiency, and control (see Figure 1). 

12a: Eros will be positively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

12b: Eros will be positively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

digital dating behavior. 

12c: Eros will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, and control, and these three mediators will be positively 

correlated with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

12d: Eros will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, and control, and these three mediators will be positively 

correlated with digital dating behavior. 
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12e: Eros will be positively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and the suppressor self-disclosure will be positively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

12f: Eros will be positively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and the suppressor self-disclosure will be positively correlated 

with digital dating behavior. 

Although hypotheses 12e and 12f contradicted the hypothesized direct effect of a 

negative correlation between Eros and the two digital dating outcomes (i.e., online dating 

attitudes, digital dating behavior), hypotheses 12e and 12f were based on theoretical 

grounding that Erotic lovers desire high disclosure with their partners.  Therefore, the 

perceived importance of self-disclosure was expected to suppress or weaken the effect of 

Eros on the outcome variables, online dating attitudes and digital dating behavior and was 

still investigated to account for all potential relationships (Cohen et al., 2003; 

MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000). 

Hypothesis 13: For the multiple mediation model of Storge, all six dating features 

will be mediators: chemistry, absence of deception, field of availables, efficiency, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control (see Figure 2). 

13a: Storge will be positively correlated with both chemistry and absence 

of deception, and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

13b: Storge will be positively correlated with both chemistry and absence 

of deception, and these latter two mediator variables will be negatively 

correlated with digital dating behavior. 
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13c: Storge will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these four 

mediator variables will be positively correlated with (favorable) online 

dating attitudes. 

13d: Storge will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these four 

mediators will be positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 14: For the multiple mediation model of Agape, all six dating features 

will be mediators: chemistry, absence of deception, field of availables, efficiency, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control (see Figure 3). 

14a: Agape will be positively correlated with both chemistry and absence 

of deception, and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

14b: Agape will be positively correlated with both chemistry and absence 

of deception, and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated 

with digital dating behavior. 

14c: Agape will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these four 

mediators will be positively correlated with (favorable) online dating 

attitudes. 

14d: Agape will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these four 

mediators will be positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 
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Hypothesis 15: For the multiple mediation model of Pragma, all six dating 

features will act as mediators: field of availables, efficiency, chemistry, absence 

of deception, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control (see Figure 4). 

15a: Pragma will be negatively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 

15b: Pragma will be negatively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

digital dating behavior. 

15c: Pragma will be positively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these four 

mediators will be positively correlated with (favorable) online dating 

attitudes. 

15d: Pragma will be positively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these four 

mediators will be positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 16: For the multiple mediation model of Ludus, five features will act 

as mediators: field of availables, efficiency, chemistry, absence of deception, and 

control.  Intimate and fast self-disclosure will act as a suppressor (see Figure 5). 

16a: Ludus will be negatively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 
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16b: Ludus will be negatively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

digital dating behavior. 

16c: Ludus will be positively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, and control; these three mediators will be positively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

16d: Ludus will be positively correlated with a large field of availables, 

efficiency, and control; these three mediators will be positively correlated 

with digital dating behavior. 

16e: Ludus will be negatively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and this suppressor variable will be positively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 

16f: Ludus will be negatively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and this suppressor variable will be positively correlated with 

digital dating behavior. 

Although hypotheses 16e and 16f  contradicted the hypothesized direct effect of a 

positive correlation between Ludus and digital dating outcomes, hypotheses 16e and 16f 

were based on theoretical grounding that Ludic lovers avoid high disclosure and 

closeness with their partners.  Therefore, the perceived importance of self-disclosure was 

expected to suppress or weaken the effect of Ludus on the outcome variables, online 

dating attitudes and digital dating behavior and was still investigated to account for all 

potential relationships (Cohen et al., 2003; MacKinnon et al., 2000). 
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Hypothesis 17: For the multiple mediation model of Mania, three dating features 

will act as suppressors: field of availables, efficiency, and chemistry, and three 

dating features will act as mediators: absence of deception, intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and control (see Figure 6). 

17a: Mania will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables 

and efficiency, and these two suppressors will be positively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

17b: Mania will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables 

and efficiency, and these two suppressors will be positively correlated 

with digital dating behavior. 

17c: Mania will be positively correlated with chemistry, and the latter 

suppressor will be negatively correlated with (favorable) online dating 

attitudes. 

17d: Mania will be positively correlated with chemistry, and the latter 

suppressor will be negatively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Although hypotheses 17a, 17b, 17c and 17d contradicted the hypothesized direct 

effect of a positive correlation between Mania and digital dating outcomes, hypotheses 

17a through 17d were based on theoretical grounding that Manic lovers desire an 

immediate connection with their partners.  The indirect effect of a suppressor variable 

may be opposite in sign to the direct effect of X on Y and was still investigated to 

account for all potential mediators (Cohen et al., 2003; MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 

2000). 
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17e: Mania will be negatively correlated with the absence of deception, 

and this latter mediator will be negatively correlated with (favorable) 

online dating attitudes. 

17f: Mania will be negatively correlated with the absence of deception, 

and this latter mediator will be negatively correlated with digital dating 

behavior. 

17g: Mania will be positively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure and control, and these two mediators will be positively 

correlated with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

17h: Mania will be positively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure and control, and these two mediators will be positively 

correlated with digital dating behavior. 
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Figure 1. Multiple mediation model showing that Eros (X) has an indirect effect on each 

digital dating outcome (Y; online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior) through each of 

the six dating features (M).  Path a depicts the effect of Eros on each dating feature.  Path 

b depicts the effect of each dating feature on each outcome (i.e., online dating attitudes, 

digital dating behavior).  c′ is the direct effect of Eros on each outcome (online dating 

attitudes, digital dating behavior), independent of the effect of each dating feature on the 

outcome variable.  c1 = c1′ + Σ
6

j =1ajbj.  c1 = total effect; ajbj = indirect effect of Eros on 

each outcome thru each dating feature.  Dotted lines indicate the presence of a suppressor 

variable. 
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Figure 2. Multiple mediation model showing that Storge (X) has an indirect effect on 

each digital dating outcome (Y; online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior) through 

each of the six dating features (M).  Path a depicts the effect of Storge on each dating 

feature.  Path b depicts the effect of each dating feature on each outcome (i.e., online 

dating attitudes, digital dating behavior).  c′ is the direct effect of Storge on each outcome 

(online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior), independent of the effect of each dating 

feature on the outcome variable.  c1 = c1′ + Σ
6

j =1ajbj.  c1 = total effect; ajbj = indirect 

effect of Storge on each outcome thru each dating feature. 
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Figure 3. Multiple mediation model showing that Agape (X) has an indirect effect on 

each digital dating outcome (Y; online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior) through 

each of the six dating features (M).  Path a depicts the effect of Agape on each dating 

feature.  Path b depicts the effect of each dating feature on each outcome (i.e., online 

dating attitudes, digital dating behavior).  c′ is the direct effect of Agape on each outcome 

(online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior), independent of the effect of each dating 

feature on the outcome variable.  c1 = c1′ + Σ
6

j =1ajbj.  c1 = total effect; ajbj = indirect 

effect of Agape on each outcome thru each dating feature. 
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Figure 4. Multiple mediation model showing that Pragma (X) has an indirect effect on 

each digital dating outcome (Y; online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior) through 

each of the six dating features (M).  Path a depicts the effect of Pragma on each dating 

feature.  Path b depicts the effect of each dating feature on each outcome (i.e., online 

dating attitudes, digital dating behavior).  c′ is the direct effect of Pragma on each 

outcome (online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior), independent of the effect of 

each dating feature on the outcome variable.  c1 = c1′ + Σ
6

j =1ajbj.  c1 = total effect; ajbj = 

indirect effect of Pragma on each outcome thru each dating feature. 
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Figure 5. Multiple mediation model showing that Ludus (X) has an indirect effect on 

each digital dating outcome (Y; online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior) through 

each of the six dating features (M).  Path a depicts the effect of Ludus on each dating 

feature.  Path b depicts the effect of each dating feature on each outcome (i.e., online 

dating attitudes, digital dating behavior).  c′ is the direct effect of Ludus on each outcome 

(online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior), independent of the effect of each dating 

feature on the outcome variable.  c1 = c1′ + Σ
6

j =1ajbj.  c1 = total effect; ajbj = indirect 

effect of Ludus on each outcome thru each dating feature.  Dotted lines indicate the 

presence of a suppressor variable. 

 

— 

+ 

+ 

— 

+ 

— 

+ 

+ 

+ 

— 

— 

b6 

b5 

b4 

a6 

c1’ 

b1 

a3 

a2 

a1 

Field of Availables 

Chemistry 

Efficiency 

 

Self-Disclosure 

Absence of Deception 

 

Control 

Online Dating 

Attitudes 

--------------- 

Digital Dating 

Behavior 

 

Ludus 

a4 

a5 

b2 

b3 

+ 

+ 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

55 

 

Figure 6. Multiple mediation model showing that Mania (X) has an indirect effect on 

each digital dating outcome (Y; online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior) through 

each of the six dating features (M).  Path a depicts the effect of Mania on each dating 

feature.  Path b depicts the effect of each dating feature on each outcome (i.e., online 

dating attitudes, digital dating behavior).  c′ is the direct effect of Mania on each outcome 

(online dating attitudes, digital dating behavior), independent of the effect of each dating 

feature on the outcome variable.  c1 = c1′ + Σ
6

j =1ajbj.  c1 = total effect; ajbj = indirect 

effect of Mania on each outcome thru each dating feature.  Dotted lines indicate the 

presence of a suppressor variable. 
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Multiple Mediation Background 

In simple mediation, X has a direct influence on Y and an indirect influence on Y 

through an intervening variable called a mediator (M; see Figure 7).  The mathematical 

equations below represent the relationship between X, M, and Y in a simple mediation 

model.  Equation 1, following, estimates the influence of X on M, Equation 2 estimates 

the influence of X and M on Y, and Equation 3 represents the total effect of X on Y.  In 

equation 2, c1′ represents the direct effect of X on Y.  c1′ measures whether a change in 

one unit in X will lead to a change in Y, independent of the effect of M on Y.  a1b1 

represents the indirect effect of X on Y through M and is obtained from the product of the 

effect of X on M (equation 1) and the effect of M on Y controlling for X (equation 2).  

a1b1 measures whether a change in one unit of X leads to a change in Y due to the effect 

of X on M, which then affects Y.  As represented by c1 in Equation 3, summing the direct 

and indirect effects results in the total effect of X on Y,.  Therefore, c1 = c1′ + a1b1 and 

a1b1 = c1 – c1′.  These equations indicate that 1) the total effect can be determined from 

the sum of the indirect and direct effects and 2) interpretation of the indirect effect is 

analogous to the difference between the direct and total effects. 
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Figure 7. Simple mediation model.  Adapted from “Process: A versatile computational 

tool for observed variable mediation, moderation, and conditional process modeling 

[white paper],” by A. Hayes, 2012, p. 34, http://www.afhayes.com. 

 

M = iM + a1X + eM      (1) 

Y = iY + c1′X + b1M + eY     (2) 

Y = iY* + c1X + eY*      (3) 

 

Two types of multiple mediation exist — parallel multiple mediation and serial 

multiple mediation.  In parallel multiple mediation, X influences each k number of 

mediation variables, and in turn, each k mediator affects Y (see Figure 8)  Each of the k 

mediator variables do not affect each other, although the mediators may co-vary within a 

parallel mediation model.  In parallel mediation models, k models or equations must be 

included to estimate both direct and indirect effects.  The form of each k model follows 

Equation 4 on the next page.  Y is estimated from X and all k mediator variables, as 

exhibited in Equation 5.  Similar to simple mediation, c1′ represents the direct effect of X 

on Y.  Due to the presence of multiple mediators, k specific indirect effects exist in the 

multiple mediation model, in which X has an influence on Y through each mediator Mj.  

Each specific indirect effect is represented by ajbj.  The total effect of X is the sum of the 
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direct effect, c1, and the total indirect effect of X through M, Σ
k
j = 1ajbj.  In other words, 

the total effect is represented by the equation: c1 = c1′ + Σ
k
j =1ajbj.  Alternatively, the 

indirect effect of X on Y through M can be represented by the equation: Σ
k
j = 1ajbj = c1 – 

c1′. 

Mj = iM + aj X + eM      (4) 

Y = iY + c1′ X + Σ
k
j = 1bjM + eY    (5) 

 

 

Figure 8. Parallel multiple mediation model.  Adapted from “Process: A versatile 

computational tool for observed variable mediation, moderation, and conditional process 

modeling [white paper],” by A. Hayes, 2012, p. 34, http://www.afhayes.com. 

 

Serial multiple mediation occurs when X directly influences each k mediator and 

one mediator, M1, influences a second mediator, M2.  Both M1 and M2 influence Y.  In 

serial multiple mediation, the indirect effect of X on Y is the product of three indirect 

paths that connect X and Y: one path through M1, one path through M2, and one path 

through M1 and M2.  The model for serial multiple mediation depicts the relationship 
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between X, multiple mediator Ms, and Y (see Figure 9).  Serial multiple mediation was 

not be applied in this study, and thus statistical equations and modeling are not be 

discussed. 

 

 

Figure 9. Serial multiple mediation model.  Adapted from “Process: A versatile 

computational tool for observed variable mediation, moderation, and conditional process 

modeling [white paper],” by A. Hayes, 2012, p. 34, http://www.afhayes.com. 

 

According to procedures described in recent literature, I conducted bias-corrected 

bootstrapping to test each multiple mediation model (Hayes, 2012; Preacher & Hayes, 

2008).  One mediator is unlikely to account for the entire effect of X on Y; therefore, 

when testing for mediation, multiple mediation is the best approach (Preacher & Hayes, 

2008).  Bootstrapping is a nonparametric resampling procedure that provides an 

improved technique to test multiple mediation analyses, over other mediation models 

such as Baron and Kenny’s (1986) causal-steps analysis and Sobel’s (1982, 1987) 

product-of-coefficients approach (Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007; Hayes, 2012; Preacher & 

Hayes, 2008).  Compared to traditional mediation tests, bootstrapping does not follow the 

assumption of normality for the sampling distribution, is less sensitive to extreme 

outliers, provides more power, does not rely on a p-value for significance, minimizes 
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Type I error, and is not hindered by heteroscedastic standard errors (Fritz & MacKinnon, 

2007; Hayes, 2012; Howell, 2010; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  Although Baron and Kenny 

(1986) required a significant total direct effect before assessing each indirect effect, this 

rule is no longer applicable.  Theoretically, an indirect effect includes numerous paths 

from X to Y which may or may not be included in the mediation model; therefore, in the 

absence of a significant relationship between X and Y, indirect effects of each mediator 

were still tested (Hayes, 2009; Hayes, 2012; MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000). 

During bootstrapping, a computer software program repeatedly and randomly 

samples data from the original data set, with replacement.  Each sample drawn during 

bootstrapping has the same sample size as the original dataset.  Replacement indicates 

that once the data have been selected from the original sample, the data are replaced and 

can be selected an infinite number of times during the follow-up samplings.  From the 

resampled data set, the bootstrapping program estimates each indirect effect in the 

multiple mediation model (Howell, 2010; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  During 

bootstrapping, the process of repeated sampling occurs thousands of times, ultimately 

estimating the sampling distribution of each indirect effect from X to M to Y.  For each 

indirect effect associated with each mediator, bootstrapping calculates a 95% confidence 

around the coefficient of the indirect effect, ajbj.  Within a multiple mediation model, 

bootstrapping provides the ability to contrast multiple mediators, an advantage of this 

statistical procedure.  For example, bootstrapping can compare the strength of each 

mediator in the model or compare the strength of one mediator to the mean of two other 

mediators (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  The purpose of bootstrapping is to estimate the 
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shape of a statistic’s sampling distribution by viewing the sample as a population, instead 

of relying on assumptions about the population’s distribution. 

A caveat when applying bootstrapping to multiple mediation is collinearity among 

the mediators (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  For example, in multiple mediation, a specific 

mediator M1 may mediate the effect of X on Y, depending on other mediators that are 

present in the multiple mediation model.  Therefore, when M1 is highly correlated with 

another mediator, the indirect effect of M1 may be weakened.  To explain the relationship 

between X and Y in instances of high collinearity among mediators, Preacher and Hayes 

(2008) suggest evaluating the total indirect effect to determine whether the combined set 

of mediators explains the effect of X on Y and investigating the indirect effect of each 

mediator.  When the total indirect effect of the combined mediators is not significant, 

specific indirect effects of each mediator may still exist and therefore, both analyses 

should be conducted. 

Two common types of bootstrapping are percentile bootstrapping and bias-

corrected bootstrapping (Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007).  Percentile and bias-corrected 

bootstrap are similar statistical procedures, except that bias-corrected bootstrapping 

accounts for a skew in the population.  To conduct percentile bootstrapping with a 95% 

confidence interval, the 2.5
th

 and 97.5
th

 percentiles are obtained during the resampling 

procedures (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  In other words, the lower and upper bounds of the 

95% confidence intervals are represented by the 2.5
th

 and 97.5
th

 percentiles and are based 

on z-scores from the standard distribution (± 1.96).  For bias-corrected bootstrapping, 

confidence intervals are based on an adjusted z-score, in which the z-score is derived 

from the proportion of bootstrap estimates that are equal to or less than the estimate from 
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the original sample.  In bias-corrected bootstrapping, the estimate based on the original 

sample should fall at the 50
th

 percentile; when the estimate does not fall at the 50
th

 

percentile, bias-corrected bootstrapping adjusts the confidence intervals to permit them to 

be asymmetrical around the estimate.  For both percentile and bias-corrected 

bootstrapping, mediation exists in a model when the confidence interval does not include 

the number zero.  Presently, statisticians strongly recommended multiple mediation and 

bias-corrected bootstrapping when conducting mediation analyses (Fritz & MacKinnon, 

2007; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Participants 

Participants were recruited through two samples via Qualtrics Panels.  For both 

samples Qualtrics sent participants an e-mail invitation to complete a 20 minute online 

survey on their views of romantic relationships.  Participants were reimbursed $5.00 for 

completing the survey.  In the first sample, collected in July 2012, I recruited 600 

participants.  I sought to attain a sample comprised of men and women who lived in the 

Unites States, who identified as heterosexual, and who had never been married.  The only 

inclusionary criterion was that the participants lived in the United States.  The 

exclusionary criteria included:    

 Participants who reported that their sexual orientation was homosexual, bi-

sexual, questioning, or “other.” 

 Participants who reported that their gender was transgender or “other.” 

 In the second sample, participants who reported that their marital status was 

cohabitating with a romantic partner, never married; married and living with 

spouse; married, but separated; divorced; previously divorced and now 

remarried.  

The online survey was developed in such a way that participants who met any of 

the exclusionary criteria did not complete the survey.  In the first sample, about 33% (n = 

198) of the participants reported a marital status of “single, never married.”  Therefore, I 

retained these 198 participants and recruited a second sample of 450 participants from 

Qualtrics Panels in September 2012.  I added a third exclusionary criterion — 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

64 

participants who reported a marital status other than “single, never married” were 

terminated from the online survey.  In addition, Qualtrics Panels used unique codes 

attached to the participants’ accounts to prevent the same participant from completing the 

survey a second time.  After combining the two samples, the sample size was 648. 

Qualtrics recruited participants through a company named Clearvoice with the 

website clearvoicesurveys.com.  Clearvoice maintains a database of participants who 

complete online surveys in return for money towards online gift cards.  Participants are 

randomly sent an e-mail invitation to participate in a study, which qualifies Clearvoice as 

an opt-in form of recruitment, less rigorous than representative sampling.  The e-mail 

invitation indicates the name of the study, the amount of the reward, and the estimated 

time to complete the study.  Participants are restricted to one survey invitation each week.  

Currently, Clearvoice has an active membership of approximately 440,000 participants in 

the United States.  At the time of my study, Clearvoice reported 348,000 active US 

members.  For my first survey, Clearvoice sent an e-mail invitation to 1,854 participants, 

869 clicked on the invitation, and 600 completed the survey.  For my second survey, 

Clearvoice sent an e-mail invitation to 5,526 participants, 930 clicked on the survey, and 

450 completed the survey. 

Originally, I began data collection by recruiting participants through Social 

Psychology Network (SPN).  SPN participants were entered in a lottery for an 

Amazon.com gift card.  After a one-month period, I recruited a total of 25 participants.  

Therefore, I ended recruitment through SPN, randomly selected one Amazon.com award 

winner, and mailed this participant his/her gift card.  In addition to the Qualtrics sample, I 

recruited participants through the Texas Tech University General Psychology pool.  
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General Psychology participants received course credit for their participation.  Due to the 

length of my results, the data from the General Psychology pool are not presented.  

Further, by obtaining an Internet sample unconfined by the characteristics of the typical 

General Psychology population, my findings were likely to be more representative of the 

attitudes and behaviors of Americans as a whole (DeFife, 2012; Sears, 1986). 

Overview/Research Design 

The predictors in this study were the six love style variables from the Love 

Attitude Scale-Short Form and the mediators were the final five dating features from 

Perceived Importance of Dating Features Scale (see p. 75, Factor Analyses).  The criteria 

were derived from the overall mean of the Online Dating Attitudes Scale and the Digital 

Dating Behavioral Index.  For exploratory analysis, I entered the mean of the romantic 

relationship behaviors in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised (i.e., mean of each row) as 

criteria in the multiple mediation analyses. 

Measures 

Demographic and Relationship Background Questionnaire.  On the 

Demographic and Relationship Background Questionnaire (see Appendix B), participants 

completed questions about their demographic background (i.e., age, ethnicity) and 

relationship background (i.e., relationship status, number of times in love). 

Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form (LAS-Short Form).  In the multiple 

mediation model, the 24-item Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form (see Appendix C) was the 

predictor variable.  Using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 

agree), participants indicated the extent to which they agreed with four statements about 

how love develops for each of the six love styles (Hendrick et al., 1998).  Each subset of 
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four items was averaged to determine participants’ attitudes toward each of the six love 

styles.  During the scale construction of LAS-Short Form, Cronbach’s alphas for the six 

love styles varied from .69 to .88 (Hendrick et al., 1998). 

Permissiveness and Instrumentality.  The 10-item Permissiveness and the 5-

item Instrumentality subscales of the Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale (Hendrick et al., 2006) 

were exploratory variables (see Appendix D).  Permissiveness (α = .93) measured 

attitudes toward casual sex and Instrumentality (α = .88) measured attitudes toward 

biological or pleasurable sex.  Using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = 

strongly agree), participants indicated the extent to which they agreed with statements 

about their general attitudes and beliefs toward sexuality. 

Perceived Importance of Dating Features Scale (PIDFS).  In the multiple 

mediation model, the Perceived Importance of Dating Features Scale provided a measure 

of the six dating feature mediators (see Appendix E).  On a 5-point scale (1 = not at all 

important; 5 = extremely important), participants rated the extent to which they perceived 

that certain characteristics associated with evaluating a date or long-term romantic 

partner were important.  Prior to factor analysis, the Perceived Importance of Dating 

Features Scale was a 40-item measure.  These items were derived from prior research that 

identified six different reasons people may prefer online dating to offline dating. 

Prior to the current study, a pilot study conducted with undergraduate students 

tested the factor structure of the PIDFS.  In addition, the pilot study tested two different 

sets of instructions.  In the first condition (n = 96), participants were instructed to rate the 

extent to which each of the statements was important when looking for a long-term 

romantic partner.  In the second condition (n = 90), participants were instructed to rate 
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the extent to which each of the statements was important when looking for someone to 

romantically date.  For each of the 40 scale items, independent t-tests were conducted to 

compare the two instructional conditions.  Scores on each of the 40 scale items did not 

differ according to instructional condition.  Thus, the data was combined into one sample 

(N = 186).  Because the instructions from the second condition focused on relationship 

initiation, we decided to use these instructions for the current study.  Next, factor 

analyses tested the factor structure of the PIDFS.  Although factor analyses indicated that 

six factors existed for the PIDFS scale, high correlations were found between Chemistry, 

Absence of Deception, and Control.  In addition, the small sample size (N = 186) of the 

pilot study suggested that the factor structure may be unreliable.  Therefore, I decided to 

administer the 40-item scale to the larger, more diverse sample in the current study and 

conduct factor analyses again.  Factor analyses indicated that five factors existed (see 

p. 75, Factor Analyses).  Based on this resulting factor structure, the items in a subset 

were averaged to determine the perceived importance associated with each of the five 

mediators. 

Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  The Online Dating Attitudes Scale (21-item; α = 

.96) was an outcome variable in the multiple mediation model and measured participants’ 

attitudes toward using an online dating service along three subscales (see Table A1).  The 

subscales included the Forming a Romantic Relationship Subscale (α = .93–.94), Finding 

an Ideal Romantic Partner Subscale (α = .97), and the General Online Dating Attitudes 

Subscale (α = .92).  The Forming a Romantic Relationship and Finding an Ideal Partner 

Subscales measured participants’ attitudes toward forming a romantic relationship and 

finding an ideal partner through an online dating service using four 5-point semantic 
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differential items (unacceptable/acceptable, wrong/right, negative/positive, and 

bad/good).  The 13-item General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale measured overall 

online dating attitudes using a 5-point Likert Scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 

agree).  In this study, the items factored into three different subscales: 1) Forming a 

Romantic Relationship/Finding an Ideal Partner 2) Positive Online Dating Attitudes and 

3) Negative Online Dating Attitudes (see p.75, Factor Analyses).  Overall, the 21 items 

formed a scale, but the subscales may be examined separately as well. 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The Digital Dating Behavioral Index (11-

items; α = .92) was an outcome variable in the multiple mediation model and measured 

participants’ experience with digital dating media (see Table A2).  On a 5-point Likert 

scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), participants indicated whether they 

have looked for romantic relationships, have thought about looking for romantic 

relationships, or will look for romantic relationships in the future using the media in 

question.  The Digital Dating Behavioral Index included three subscales: the Internet 

Behavioral Index (4-items; α = .84–.85), the Online Dating Service Behavioral Index (4-

items, α = .88–.89), and the Social Networking Service Behavioral Index (SNS; 3-items; 

α = .89–.90).  The subscales were combined into one overall score. 

Desire for a Romantic Relationship Scale.  The 10-item Desire for a Romantic 

Relationship Scale was an exploratory variable (see Table A3).  Using a 5-point Likert 

Scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), participants responded to statements 

that measured their motivation to be in a romantic relationship.  In the past, the desire for 

a romantic relationship contained two subscales, Importance and Finding Ideal.  The 6-

item Importance subscale (α = .89) measured whether being in a romantic relationship is 
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important for an individual at the current moment.  The 4-item Finding Ideal subscale 

(α = .69; α = .76) measured whether finding the ideal romantic partner is significant at the 

current point in time.  The two subscales are treated as independent scales.  In this study, 

the Importance subscale was the only independent factor (see p. 75, Factor Analyses). 

Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  The Digital Dating Chart—Revised was a 

second exploratory measure (see Table A5).  The current chart listed seven 

communication media in columns and nine relationship behavioral goals in rows.  In each 

box of the chart, on a 4-point scale (0 = never, 3 = always), participants rated how often 

they used each electronic medium to engage in each relationship behavior.  The digital 

media and the romantic relationship goals were based on past research and discussion 

with students in my Close Relationship courses. 

On the Digital Dating Chart—Original (see Table A4), participants rated how 

often they used 12 digital media when they wanted to achieve nine relationship goals.  

Based on a preliminary study with undergraduate psychology students, I eliminated five 

digital media because the cell and column means were fairly low, indicating that most 

people reported that they never used these five digital media to achieve relationship 

goals.  The five digital media that I eliminated from the chart were chatrooms, 

newsgroups, virtual world/meeting room, blogs, and Internet ads.  The means for online 

dating service and e-mail were fairly low, but I decided to retain the two digital media in 

the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  Since the Digital Dating Chart—Original was tested 

on an undergraduate psychology sample, I suspected that findings for an online dating 

service and e-mail may differ with an older, more diverse sample. 
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Digital Dating Background.  On the Digital Dating Background measure (see 

Appendix F), participants responded to eight Yes/No questions about whether they were 

currently or ever have been in a romantic relationship with someone they met through the 

Internet, an online dating service, or a social networking service. 

Level of Internet use.  Participants answered a one-item question that asked how 

much time they spent on the Internet during the past week (A = zero hours; F = more 

than 16 hours). 

Level of Distraction Check.  On the Level of Distraction Check (see Appendix 

G), one question asked participants how distracted they were during completion of the 

survey (1 = very distracted; 7 = very focused) and a second Yes/No question asked 

participants whether they thought their survey responses should be incorporated into the 

final analysis.  This section provided one method to eliminate participants who were not 

motivated to provide accurate answers during the survey and whose responses could taint 

the outcome of the study. 

Procedure 

Participants were recruited through the Psychology 1300 sample pool and through 

Qualtrics Panels.  On the survey, participants first completed demographic information 

related to their personal background and past relationships.  Then, participants completed 

the following scales in order: Demographic and Relationship Background, Love Attitudes 

Scale-Short Form, Permissiveness and Instrumentality subscales of the Brief Sexual 

Attitudes Scale, Perceived Importance of Dating Features Scale, Desire for a Romantic 

Relationship Scale, Online Dating Attitudes Scale, Digital Dating Behavioral Index, 

Digital Dating Chart-Revised, Digital Dating Background, Internet Use, and Distraction 
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Check.  Within this order, the Online Dating Attitudes Scale and Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index/Digital Dating Chart—Revised were counterbalanced.  
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Outline of Results 

The results for the multiple mediation hypotheses were disorderly.  For simplicity, 

I elected to present the data in an orderly fashion beginning with tests of assumptions, 

factor analyses, demographics, gender differences, effects of type of partner on the love 

styles, and correlational analyses.  Then, I present a description of the multiple mediation 

analyses, followed by an overview of the hypotheses and the corresponding findings for 

each hypothesis.  Following the overview of the hypotheses, two sections provide an in-

depth interpretation of the twelve meditational models.  The first section explains the 

findings for six multiple meditational models that predicted the relationship between the 

six love styles and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The second section explains the 

findings for the remaining six multiple meditational models that predicted the 

relationship between the six love styles and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  This 

approach optimizes an orderly presentation of the data and clearly elucidates the results 

relevant to the hypotheses tests.  In addition, I conducted exploratory analysis to examine 

whether the PIDFS factors mediated the relationship between each love style and the nine 

romantic relationship behaviors in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  This exploratory 

analysis can be found in Appendix H.  I begin with data screening and tests of 

assumptions. 
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Data Screening and Assumptions 

Multiple imputation missing case analysis.  After initially deleting participants 

in the sample who provided incomplete and partial surveys, my sample size was 612 

participants.  To handle missing cases, I conducted a multiple imputation missing case 

analysis.  To handle missing cases at random, multiple imputation is presently the best 

method (Acock, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Yuan, 2010).  Using the proc mi 

function in SAS, I conducted a Monte Carlo Multiple Chain (MCMC) multiple 

imputation analysis to determine the mean parameter estimates for the items in the 

following scales: Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form, Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale, 

Perceived Importance of Dating Features Scale, Desire for a Romantic Relationship 

Scale, General Online Dating Attitudes Scale, and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

The MCMC method is based on the expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm and thus, 

MCMC can be employed for an arbitrary missing data pattern and to impute missing 

values for all variables simultaneously (for a review of the MCMC method, refer to 

Yuan, 2010).  Based on my sample of 612 participants, SAS conducted ten imputations 

for each variable and calculated the mean parameter estimate to enter for the missing 

values.  Subsequently, I entered the parameter estimates into the missing cases. 

Outliers.  To identify outliers, I conducted a regression analysis with participant 

number as the dependent variable and the following 19 quantitative measures as the 

independent variables: 

1. Eros 

2. Ludus 

3. Storge 
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4. Pragma 

5. Mania 

6. Agape 

7. Permissiveness 

8. Instrumentality 

9. Desire for a Romantic Relationship: Importance Subscale 

10. Absence of Deception 

11. Chemistry 

12. Field of Availables 

13. Self-disclosure 

14. Control 

15. Online Dating Attitudes Scale: Forming a Romantic Relationship/Finding a 

Romantic Partner Subscale 

16. Online Dating Attitudes Scale: Positive Online Dating Attitudes Subscale 

17. Online Dating Attitudes Scale: Negative Online Dating Attitudes Subscale 

18. Digital Dating Behavioral Index: Internet/Online Dating Service Subscale 

19. Digital Dating Behavioral Index: Social Networking Service Behavioral 

Index. 

By regressing participant number onto the 19 quantitative measures, I acquired 

the Mahalanobis distance for each case.  Mahalanobis distance is the extent to which each 

case is located near to the center of all other cases (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Outliers 

are located farther from the center of the remaining cases, and this distance can be 

measured with the χ
2 

distribution.  I considered any case with a Mahalanobis distance 
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above 43.82 (i.e., χ
2
(19) = 43.82) to be an outlier.  Ten cases were above 43.82 and 

deleted from further analyses.  To identify the reasons for the outliers, I conducted 

follow-up regression analyses to determine how each of the ten cases differed from the 

overall sample along the 19 variables; these findings are available upon request.  

Eliminating these ten outliers reduced my sample size to 602 participants. 

Of the 10 outliers deleted, descriptive statistics indicated that five of the 

participants were female and five were male.  Seven participants reported being in love 

zero to 1 times, one reported being in love two times, and two reported being in love 

three or more times.  For number of sexual relationships, four participants reported zero, 

three participants reported one to three, one participant reported four to six, and two 

participants reported seven or more. Seven participants were not currently dating, two 

were casually dating, and one was in a long-term relationship.  For the ten outliers, the 

mean age was 43.60 (SD = 10.67), approximately the mean age of the final sample.  After 

reviewing the responses of the ten outliers, a majority of the outliers appeared to include 

extreme scales responses across several measures.       

Normality.  To test for normality, I screened data using skewness and kurtosis 

values, histograms, and Q-Q plots (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Ludus showed positive 

skewness, while Absence of Deception showed negative skewness and positive kurtosis.  

For Ludus, I applied a square root transformation.  For Absence of Deception I reflected 

the variable, then applied the square root of the reflected variable, and re-reflected 

Absence of Deception. 

Linearity and homoscedasticity.  To test the assumptions for linearity and 

homoscedasticity, I created residual plots with standardized residuals plotted on the y-
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axis and standardized predicted values plotted on the x-axis.  Residual plots tested 

linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions between the independent and mediator 

variables, mediator and dependent variables, and independent and dependent variables.  

Thus, residual plots were created for each mediator variable against each love style; each 

online dating attitude and digital dating behavior measure against each love style; and 

each online dating attitude and digital dating behavior measure against each mediator 

variable.  Although these two assumptions do not need to be met to conduct 

bootstrapping, the residual plots indicated that linearity and homoscedasticity were not 

violated. 

Multicollinearity.  To test for multicollinearity, I conducted regression with the 

19 quantitative variables as independent variables and participant number as the 

dependent variable.  Tolerance did not drop below .40 and the variance inflation factor 

did not exceed 2.44, aligning with suggestions that multicollinearity becomes a concern 

when tolerance is less than or equal to .10 and the variance inflation factor is equal to 10 

or above (Cohen et al., 2003). 

Factor Analyses and Internal Consistency of Measures 

Factor analyses and internal consistency analyses were conducted for each 

measure.  For each measure, I conducted maximum likelihood analysis with Promax 

rotation.  Factor loadings, correlations, and internal consistency measures can be found in 

Tables 1 through 9.  The Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form and the Brief Sexual Attitudes 

Scale factored into six and two factors respectively.  All factors had internal consistency 

values above .80, except for Ludus and Mania.  Ludus and Mania had Cronbach’s alpha 

equal to or greater than .70, indicating that the internal consistency was adequate. 
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Scales developed by the author were submitted to factor analyses.  Table 4 shows 

that six items in the Desire for a Romantic Relationship Scale loaded onto one factor.  

The remaining three items that loaded on the second factor were deleted from the Desire 

for a Romantic Relationship Scale.  For the Perceived Importance of Dating Features 

Scale (PIDFS), I conducted seven maximum likelihood analyses until items loaded on 

separate factors.  As indicated in Table 5, PIDFS items loaded onto five separate factors.  

Chemistry and Control were highly correlated with Absence of Deception, indicating that 

multicollinearity may be a potential issue in the multiple mediation models (Table 6).  

The Online Dating Attitudes Scale factored into three separate factors, of which positive 

attitudes and the forming and finding factor were highly correlated (Tables 7 and 8).  This 

factor structure differed from previous findings (Guthrie, 2011) which indicated that the 

Online Dating Attitudes Scale factored into four separate factors and three different 

factors (i.e., Forming a Romantic Relationship, Finding an Ideal Partner, and 

Positive/Negative Attitudes).  Table 9 indicates that items on the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index loaded onto two separate factors, whereas past research identified three 

separate factors (Guthrie, 2011).  In this study, the two factors for the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index were the Internet/Online Dating Behavioral Index and the Social 

Networking Service (SNS) Behavioral Index.  Cronbach’s alphas for the mediator 

measures (PIDFS) and the digital dating dependent measures had values above .90, 

except for the Negative Online Dating Attitudes Subscale, which had a Cronbach’s 

alpha = .84.  These measures were internally consistent. 
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Counterbalanced Conditions 

In this survey, 48.50% (n = 292) of the sample completed the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale first, followed by a block containing the Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  Conversely, 51.50% of the sample (n = 310) 

first completed the block containing the Digital Dating Behavioral Index and the Digital 

Dating Chart—Revised, then subsequently completed the Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  

To test for ordering effects in the presentation of these two blocks, I conducted 

independent t-tests and chi-square analyses.  These findings indicated that the order in 

which participants completed the attitudes and behavioral scales did not affect their 

subsequent survey responses. 

Distraction Check 

Participants reported that they were very focused (M = 5.81, SD = 1.25) while 

completing the survey and only three participants reported that I should remove their 

data.  Based on the small number of participants who suggested not including their data, I 

chose not to remove any of the participants’ data. 

Demographic Information 

Demographic characteristics are outlined in Table 10.  Gender and living in an 

urban or rural location were evenly split among participants.  The average age of 

participants was 38.81 (SD = 13.22, MDN = 37.50).  The majority of participants were 

White, followed by Black/African-American.  A majority of participants had completed 

some post-secondary education.  All participants were single, never married and a large 

majority of the participants reported that they were not currently in a romantic 

relationship and not currently dating.  The number of times participants reported being in 
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love was evenly split across the four categories.  Participants tended to report fewer 

rather than more sexual relationships, which was surprising given the mean age of the 

participants. 

Most participants did not have experience with romantic relationship initiation in 

a digital format.  Of the total participants, a small percentage reported that they currently 

or had been in a romantic relationship that developed on the Internet (17%), a social 

networking site (7%), or an online dating service (10%).  Only 22% of the sample was 

currently or had been a member of an online dating service.  Of those who reported they 

were or had been a member of an online dating service (n = 331), their satisfaction with 

online dating was neutral to slightly dissatisfied (M = 2.84, SD = 1.08).  Finally, about 

half of the participants (48.80%) spent 16 or more hours on the Internet each week. 

Gender Differences 

I conducted chi-square analyses to evaluate gender differences among 

demographic variables.  Prior to conducting the chi-square analyses, I collapsed dating 

status, educational level, and time spent on the Internet into two categories and number of 

sexual relationships into four categories.  Dating status (χ
2
(1) = 4.20, p = .040) and 

number of sexual relationships (χ
2
(3) = 8.91, p = .031) were dependent on gender.  More 

men than women reported their dating status as not currently dating, while more women 

than men reported their dating status as currently dating.  For number of sexual 

relationships, more women than men reported 4 to 6 sexual relationships, while more 

men than women reported 7 or more sexual relationships.  The number of men and 

women who engaged in zero or 1 to 3 sexual relationships did not differ significantly.  

The following variables were not dependent on gender: number of times in love (χ
2
(3) = 
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5.73, p = .125), educational level (χ
2
(1) = 2.13, p = .145), and time spent on the Internet 

(χ
2
(1) = 3.21, p = .321). 

In addition, I conducted independent t-tests to identify gender differences on the 

quantitative scales incorporated in my study.  Table 11 provides the overall means and 

standard deviations of the 19 quantitative scales and Table 12 shows the t-test findings.  

Compared to women, men scored higher on Ludus, Mania, and Agape; permissiveness; 

desire for a romantic relationship; Field of Availables and Self-disclosure factors of the 

PIDFS; and the online dating attitudes and the digital dating behavioral measures.  

Conversely, women scored higher than men on the Absence of Deception and Control 

factors of the PIDFS. 

Type of Partner Effects on Love Styles 

Prior to completing the LAS-Short Form, participants indicated the type of partner 

they would be considering when completing each LAS statement.  I conducted a one-way 

MANOVA on the six love styles with the type of partner participants considered during 

the survey as the independent variable.  Means and standard deviations can be found in 

Table 13.  With the use of Pillai’s trace criterion, multivariate analyses indicated that the 

combined love style dependent variables were significantly affected by the type of 

partner participants considered while completing the Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form 

(Table 14).  Univariate analyses indicated that, excluding Ludus and Mania, each of the 

love styles made significant contributions to the differences between partner type.  To 

decompose the univariate analyses, I conducted Tukey post-hoc analyses on the 

combined dependent variables (Table 15).  For each of the love styles, Tukey post-hoc 

tests revealed the following significant findings: 
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 Eros—People who considered a future partner during the survey were more 

Erotic than people who considered a casual and a recent partner.  People who 

considered a serious partner were more Erotic than people who considered a 

casual, recent, or future partner. 

 Storge—People who considered a future partner were more Storgic than 

people who considered a serious, casual, and recent partner.  People who 

considered a causal and a serious partner were more Storgic than people who 

considered a recent partner. 

 Pragma—People who thought about a serious, casual, and future partner were 

more Pragmatic than people who thought about a recent partner. 

 Agape—People who considered a serious, recent, and future partner were 

more Agapic than people who considered a casual partner.  People who 

thought about a serious partner were more Agapic than people who thought 

about a future and recent partner. 

Due to the small effect sizes (i.e., .10 or less) for each post-hoc analysis, I chose 

to collapse subsequent analyses involving the love styles across partner type. 

Correlational Analysis 

Table 16 displays the correlations between the quantitative scales that were 

measured in this study.  This section discusses the correlations between only those 

measures that were entered into the multiple mediation analyses.  Eros was positively 

correlated with Absence of Deception, Chemistry, Self-Disclosure, and Control.  Ludus 

was negatively correlated with Absence of Deception and positively correlated with Self-

Disclosure.  Pragma was positively correlated with Field of Availables and Self-
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disclosure.  Mania and Agape were positively correlated with Self-disclosure.  Low or 

nonzero correlations were found between the PIDFS variables and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale.  The following PIDFS variables were positively correlated with the 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index: Chemistry, Field of Availables, and Self-disclosure.  

Low or nonzero correlations were found between the love styles and both the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  Only Ludus and Mania 

showed a weak, positive correlation with the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  Although 

an overall relationship did not exist between the love styles and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, I chose to conduct multiple 

mediation analyses.  A total effect of X on Y is no longer a prerequisite to mediation 

analyses (Hayes, 2012; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 

Multiple Mediation Analyses 

I analyzed twelve parallel multiple mediation models with bias-corrected 

bootstrapping using Hayes’ PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2012; see 

http://www.afhayes.com/).  For a description of parallel multiple mediation, refer to 

p. 57.  The PROCESS macro determined the significance of the following paths: the total 

effect of X on Y (c path), the direct effect of X on Y (c′ path), the effect of X on M (path 

a), the effect of M on Y (path b), the specific indirect path from X to Y through each 

mediator M (ab path), and the total indirect path (the sum of all ab paths).  Appendix I 

provides further information on the syntax for the PROCESS macro. 

To test each multiple mediation model, I entered the personal mean of the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale and the personal mean of the Digital Dating Behavioral Index into 

the mediation models as the outcome variables.  Therefore, I tested six multiple 
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mediation models that applied the personal mean of the Online Dating Attitudes Scale as 

the outcome variable and six multiple mediation models that applied the personal mean 

of the Digital Dating Behavioral Index as the outcome variable.  The personal mean of 

the items corresponding to each of the five dating features was entered for each mediating 

variable and the mean for each love style was entered for each predictor variable.  The 

same five mediators were entered for every multiple mediation model.  To provide each 

participant with a scale score, I chose to average each scale instead of summing the 

scales. 

Indirect effect comparisons.  Upon obtaining significant specific indirect effects, 

I conducted pairwise contrasts to compare the specific indirect effects.  Using 

bootstrapping, I conducted pairwise indirect effect contrasts between the five indirect 

mediational paths.  Based on confidence intervals, the pairwise confidence intervals 

identified differences in strength between the six indirect paths.  The contrasts for the 

indirect effects determined whether each dating feature uniquely contributed to the effect 

between each love style and each digital dating measure (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  To 

conduct contrasts between each mediator, I employed the INDIRECT macro (Preacher & 

Hayes, 2008).  Appendix J provides further information on the INDIRECT macro syntax. 

Effect size.  For each multiple mediation model, I calculated effect sizes for the 

indirect effect of X on Y through M.  In multiple mediation, an effect size may be based 

on the standard error or on confidence intervals.  The PROCESS macros provided four 

different calculations of effect sizes: ratio of indirect to total effect (Sobel, 1982), ratio of 

indirect to direct effect (Alwin & Hauser, 1975), partially standardized indirect effect 

(MacKinnon, 2008), and the completely standardized indirect effect (Cheung, 2009; 
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Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  The ratio of indirect to total effect and ratio of indirect to 

direct effect are based on relative magnitude, but have several limitations that result in 

misguided conclusions (for a review see Preacher & Kelley, 2011).  The partially 

standardized indirect effect is calculated by dividing the indirect effect (ab) by the 

standard deviation of Y, thus providing an effect size in units of standard deviations of Y.  

The partially standardized indirect effect is interpreted as the number of standard 

deviation units Y is expected to increase or decrease due to a change in the mediator, M, 

of size a (a is the size of the slope for path a from X to M).  The completely standardized 

indirect effect is an extension of the partially standardized indirect effect and is a scale-

free effect size that does not rely on units associated with X or Y.  The completely 

standardized indirect effect is obtained by multiplying the partially standardized indirect 

effect by the standard deviation of X.  The completely standardized indirect effect is 

interpreted as the number of standard deviations by which Y increases or decreases for 

every one standard deviation in X through the mediator M.  I used the partially 

standardized indirect effect and completely indirect effect when interpreting effect sizes 

for each multiple mediation model. 

Power.  Compared to Baron and Kenny’s (1986) causal-steps test and the Sobel 

product-of-coefficients test (Sobel, 1982, 1987), bias-corrected bootstrapping provides 

higher levels of power (Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  To achieve 

complete mediation with power equal to .80, Fritz and MacKinnon (2007) found that 

percentile bootstrapping required up to 558 participants, bias-corrected bootstrapping 

required up to 462 participants, and Baron and Kenny’s (1986) causal-step analysis 

required up to 20,886 participants.  A larger number of participants was required for each 
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mediation test when paths a and b were small in size.  The final sample size for my 

Qualtrics study was 602 participants, which met Fritz and MacKinnon’s (2007) power 

guidelines. 

Overview of Findings Relevant to Hypotheses 

This section lists each hypothesis, followed by an explanation of the relevant 

findings.  The two sections following the overview of the hypotheses provide detailed 

interpretations of each multiple mediation model.  The first section discusses the multiple 

mediation models predicting the Digital Dating Behavioral Index and the second section 

discusses the multiple mediation models predicting the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

I hypothesized that six PIDFS factors would mediate the relationship between 

each love style and online dating attitudes and each love style and digital dating behavior.  

Because factor analysis indicated that the perceived importance of Efficiency was not a 

separate factor on the PIDFS scale, my hypotheses that predicted mediation for 

Efficiency in each multiple model were not confirmed.  Thus, Efficiency was deleted 

from each hypothesis in which the factor appeared previously, and in the presentation of 

the results. 

An overview of the findings for multiple mediation models can be found in 

Figures 10 through 21.  Total effects indicated that, as a combined group, the five PIDFS 

factors mediated the relationship between each love style and the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index (Table 17).  Specific indirect effects were significant for each 

meditational model, indicating that the PIDFS factors uniquely mediated the relationship 

between each love style and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  Follow-up pairwise 
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contrasts identified the specific indirect effects that were significantly different from each 

other (Table 18). 

The findings for the Online Dating Attitudes Scale were less noteworthy.  The 

total effects indicated that the combined PIDFS variables mediated the relationship 

between each love style and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale (Table 19).  Yet, specific 

indirect effects showed that the PIDFS variables did not individually contribute to the 

relationship between each love style and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  In the 

following sections, I first reiterate each hypothesis and explain whether the findings 

confirmed or did not confirm each hypothesis.  Following the hypotheses section, I 

provide an in-depth analysis of the multiple mediation findings for the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index. 

 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

87 

 

Figure 10. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Eros (X) and the Digital 

Dating Index (Y; digital dating behavior) through each of the five dating features (M).  

All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed lines highlight 

nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant relationships.  B(c) 

represents the total effect of Eros on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  B(c′) 

represents the direct effect of Eros on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, after 

controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 11. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Ludus (X) and the Digital 

Dating Index (Y; digital dating behavior) through each of the five dating features (M).  

All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed lines highlight 

nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant relationships.  B(c) 

represents the total effect of Ludus on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  B(c′) 

represents the direct effect of Ludus on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, after 

controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 12. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Storge (X) and the Digital 

Dating Index (Y; digital dating behavior) through each of the five dating features (M).  

All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed lines highlight 

nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant relationships.  B(c) 

represents the total effect of Storge on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  B(c′) 

represents the direct effect of Storge on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, after 

controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 13. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Pragma (X) and the Digital 

Dating Index (Y; digital dating behavior) through each of the five dating features (M).  

All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed lines highlight 

nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant relationships.  B(c) 

represents the total effect of Pragma on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  B(c′) 

represents the direct effect of Pragma on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, after 

controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 14. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Mania (X) and the Digital 

Dating Index (Y; digital dating behavior) through each of the five dating features (M).  

All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed lines highlight 

nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant relationships.  B(c) 

represents the total effect of Mania on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  B(c′) 

represents the direct effect of Mania on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, after 

controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 15. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Agape (X) and the Digital 

Dating Index (Y; digital dating behavior) through each of the five dating features (M).  

All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed lines highlight 

nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant relationships.  B(c) 

represents the total effect of Agape on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  B(c′) 

represents the direct effect of Agape on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, after 

controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 16. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Eros (X) and the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale (Y; attitudes toward online dating) through each of the five dating 

features (M).  All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed 

lines highlight nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant 

relationships.  B(c) represents the total effect of Eros on the Online Dating Attitudes 

Scale.  B(c′) represents the direct effect of Eros on the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, 

after controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 17. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Ludus (X) and the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale (Y; attitudes toward online dating) through each of the five dating 

features (M).  All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed 

lines highlight nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant 

relationships.  B(c) represents the total effect of Ludus on the Online Dating Attitudes 

Scale.  B(c′) represents the direct effect of Ludus on the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, 

after controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 18. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Storge (X) and the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale (Y; attitudes toward online dating) through each of the five dating 

features (M).  All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed 

lines highlight nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant 

relationships.  B(c) represents the total effect of Storge on the Online Dating Attitudes 

Scale.  B(c′) represents the direct effect of Storge on the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, 

after controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 19. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Pragma (X) and the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale (Y; attitudes toward online dating) through each of the five dating 

features (M).  All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed 

lines highlight nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant 

relationships.  B(c) represents the total effect of Pragma on the Online Dating Attitudes 

Scale.  B(c′) represents the direct effect of Pragma on the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, 

after controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 20. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Mania (X) and the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale (Y; attitudes toward online dating) through each of the five dating 

features (M).  All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed 

lines highlight nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant 

relationships.  B(c) represents the total effect of Mania on the Online Dating Attitudes 

Scale.  B(c′) represents the direct effect of Mania on the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, 

after controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Figure 21. Multiple mediation test of the relationship between Agape (X) and the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale (Y; attitudes toward online dating) through each of the five dating 

features (M).  All coefficients represent unstandardized regression coefficients.  Dashed 

lines highlight nonsignificant relationships and solid lines highlight significant 

relationships.  B(c) represents the total effect of Agape on the Online Dating Attitudes 

Scale.  B(c′) represents the direct effect of Agape on the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, 

after controlling for the five mediators.  *p≤.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. 
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Hypotheses testing the total effect of each love style on each outcome variable 

(path c).  Hypotheses 1 through 4 tested whether each love style had an overall effect on 

each outcome variable.  The outcome variables were the Online Dating Attitudes Scale 

and Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  These hypotheses are discussed below. 

Hypothesis 1: Eros, Storge, and Agape will be negatively correlated with online 

dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 1 was not confirmed.  The total effect of Eros on the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale was significant, indicating that Eros was positively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes.  The total effects of Storge and Agape 

on the Online Dating Attitudes Scale were not significant. 

Hypothesis 2: Pragma, Ludus, and Mania will be positively correlated with online 

dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 2 was partially confirmed.  The total effects of Pragma and Ludus 

on the Online Dating Attitudes Scale were not significant.  The total effect of 

Mania on the Online Dating Attitudes was significant, indicating that Mania 

was positively correlated with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 3: Eros, Storge, and Agape will be negatively correlated with digital 

dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 3 was not confirmed.  The total effects of Eros and Storge on the 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index were not significant.  The total effect of 

Agape on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index was significant and indicated 

that Agape was positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 
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Hypothesis 4: Pragma, Ludus, and Mania will be positively correlated with digital 

dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 4 was confirmed.  The total effects of Pragma, Ludus, and Mania 

on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index were significant and indicated that 

these three love styles were positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypotheses testing the effect of each love style on each PIDFS mediator (path 

a).  Hypotheses 5 through 7 tested whether each love style had a significant effect on the 

perceived importance of each dating feature. 

Hypothesis 5: Eros, Storge, and Agape will be positively correlated with the 

perceived importance of chemistry and absence of deception, and negatively 

correlated with the perceived importance of a large field of availables and control 

over the dating interaction. 

Hypothesis 5 was partially confirmed.  Eros, Storge, and Agape were 

positively correlated with the perceived importance of Absence of Deception.  

Eros and Agape were positively correlated with the perceived importance of 

Chemistry, while Storge was not related to the perceived importance of 

Chemistry.  Contrary to expectations, Eros and Agape were positively 

correlated with the perceived importance of Control, while Storge and Agape 

were positively correlated with the perceived importance of Field of 

Availables. 
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5a: Eros will be positively correlated with the perceived importance of 

intimate and fast self-disclosure. 

Hypothesis 5a was confirmed.  Eros was positively correlated with the 

perceived importance of Self-disclosure. 

5b: Storge and Agape will be negatively correlated with the perceived 

importance of intimate and fast self-disclosure. 

Hypothesis 5b was not confirmed.  Storge and Agape were positively 

correlated with the perceived importance of Self-disclosure.   

Hypothesis 6: Pragma and Ludus will be positively correlated with the perceived 

importance of a large field of availables and control over the dating interaction, 

and negatively correlated with the perceived importance of chemistry and absence 

of deception. 

Hypothesis 6 was partially confirmed.  Pragma and Ludus were positively 

correlated with the perceived importance of Field of Availables, but only 

Pragma was positively correlated with the perceived importance of Control.  

In line with expectations, Ludus was negatively correlated with the perceived 

importance of Absence of Deception.  Contrary to Hypothesis 6, Pragma and 

Ludus were positively correlated with the perceived importance of Chemistry.  

6a: Pragma will be positively correlated with the perceived importance of 

intimate and fast self-disclosure. 

Hypothesis 6a was confirmed.  Pragma was positively correlated with 

the perceived importance of self-disclosure. 
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6b: Ludus will be negatively correlated with the perceived importance of 

intimate and fast self-disclosure. 

Hypothesis 6b was not confirmed.  Ludus was positively correlated 

with the perceived importance of self-disclosure. 

Hypothesis 7: Mania will be positively correlated with the perceived importance 

of chemistry, intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control over the dating 

interaction, and negatively correlated with the perceived importance of a large 

field of availables and absence of deception. 

Hypothesis 7 was partially confirmed.  Mania was positively correlated with 

the perceived importance of Chemistry, Self-disclosure, and Control, thus 

confirming the first part of Hypothesis 7.  Contrary to expectations, Mania 

was positively correlated with Field of Availables and not related to Absence 

of Deception. 

Hypotheses testing the effect of each PIDFS mediator on each outcome 

variable (path b).  Hypothesis 8 through 11 tested whether the perceived importance of 

each dating feature had a significant effect on each outcome variable, Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale and Digital Dating Behavioral Index. 

Hypothesis 8: Perceived importance of a larger field of availables, intimate and 

fast self-disclosure, and control over the dating interaction will be positively 

correlated with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 8 was not confirmed.  The perceived importance of Field of 

Availables, Self-disclosure and Control were not related to the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 
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Hypothesis 9: Perceived importance of chemistry in partner evaluation and 

absence of deception in a relationship will be negatively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 9 was not confirmed.  The perceived importance of Chemistry and 

Absence of Deception were not related to the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

Hypothesis 10: Perceived importance of a larger field of availables, intimate and 

fast self-disclosure, and control over the dating interaction will be positively 

correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 10 was partially confirmed.  The perceived importance of Field of 

Availables, and Self-disclosure were positively correlated with the Digital 

Dating Behavioral Index.  Contrary to expectations, the perceived importance 

of Control was negatively correlated with the Digital Dating Behavioral 

Index. 

Hypothesis 11: Perceived importance of chemistry in partner evaluation and 

absence of deception in a relationship will be negatively correlated with digital 

dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 11 was not confirmed.  The perceived importance of Chemistry 

was positively correlated with the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The 

perceived importance of Absence of Deception was not related to the Digital 

Dating Behavioral Index. 
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Hypotheses testing the specific indirect effects of each PIDFS Mediator (ab 

path).  Hypothesis 12 through 17 tested whether the perceived importance of each dating 

feature mediated the relationship between each love style and each outcome, Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index. 

Hypothesis 12: For the multiple mediation model of Eros, intimate and fast self-

disclosure will act as a suppressor variable, and the remaining dating features will 

be mediator variables: chemistry, absence of deception, field of availables, and 

control. 

12a: Eros will be positively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 12a was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects of 

Chemistry and Absence of Deception were not significant for the 

relationship between Eros and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  

Thus, Chemistry and Absence of Deception did not mediate the 

relationship between Eros and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

12b: Eros will be positively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 12b was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effect 

for Chemistry was significant, indicating that Chemistry mediated the 

relationship between Eros and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

Eros was positively correlated with Chemistry and Chemistry was 
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positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  The specific 

indirect effect for Absence of Deception was not significant, indicating 

that Absence of Deception did not mediate the relationship between 

Eros and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

12c: Eros will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables and 

control, and these two mediators will be positively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 12c was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects for 

Field of Availables, and Control were not significant, indicating that 

Field of Availables and Control did not mediate the relationship 

between Eros and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

12d: Eros will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables and 

control, and these two mediators will be positively correlated with digital 

dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 12d was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effect 

for Control was significant, indicating that Control mediated the 

relationship between Eros and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

Eros was positively correlated with Control, and Control was 

negatively correlated with digital dating behavior.  Contrary to 

expectations, the specific indirect effect for Field of Availables was not 

significant, indicating that Field of Availables did not mediate the 

relationship between Eros and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index. 
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12e: Eros will be positively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and the suppressor self-disclosure will be positively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 12e was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effect of Self-

disclosure was not significant, indicating that Self-disclosure did not 

mediate the relationship between Eros and the Online Dating Attitudes 

Scale. 

12f: Eros will be positively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and the suppressor self-disclosure will be positively correlated 

with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 12f was confirmed.  The specific indirect effect of Self-

disclosure was significant, indicating that Self-disclosure mediated the 

relationship between Eros and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

Eros was positively correlated with Self-disclosure, and Self-disclosure 

was positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  The direct 

effect of Eros on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index was not 

significant, thus the sign for the specific indirect effect of Self-

disclosure could not differ from the direct effect — Self-disclosure was 

not a suppressor variable. 

Hypothesis 13: For the multiple mediation model of Storge, all five dating 

features will be mediators: chemistry, absence of deception, field of availables, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control. 
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13a: Storge will be positively correlated with both chemistry and absence 

of deception, and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 13a was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects of 

Chemistry and Absence of Deception were not significant, indicating 

that Chemistry and Absence of Deception did not mediate the 

relationship between Storge and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

13b: Storge will be positively correlated with both chemistry and absence 

of deception, and these latter two mediator variables will be negatively 

correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 13b was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects for 

Chemistry and Absence of Deception were not significant, indicating 

that Chemistry and Absence of Deception did not mediate the 

relationship between Storge and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index. 

13c: Storge will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these three mediator 

variables will be positively correlated with (favorable) online dating 

attitudes. 

Hypothesis 13c was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects for 

Field of Availables, Self-disclosure, and Control were not significant, 

indicating that Field of Availables, Self-disclosure, and Control did 

not mediate the relationship between Storge and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 
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13d: Storge will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these three mediators will be 

positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 13d was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effects 

for Field of Availables and Self-disclosure were significant, indicating 

that Field of Availables and Self-disclosure mediated the relationship 

between Storge and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  Storge was 

positively correlated with Field of Availables and Self-disclosure, and 

Field of Availables and Self-disclosure were positively correlated with 

digital dating behavior.  Contrary to expectations, the specific indirect 

effect for Control was not significant, indicating that Control did not 

mediate the relationship between Storge and the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index. 

Hypothesis 14: For the multiple mediation model of Agape, all five dating 

features will be mediators: chemistry, absence of deception, field of availables, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control. 

14a: Agape will be positively correlated with both chemistry and absence 

of deception, and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated 

with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 14a was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects for 

Chemistry and Absence of Deception were not significant, indicating 

that Chemistry and Absence of Deception did not mediate the 

relationship between Agape and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 
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14b: Agape will be positively correlated with both chemistry and absence 

of deception, and these latter two mediators will be negatively correlated 

with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 14b was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effect 

for Chemistry was significant, indicating that Chemistry mediated the 

relationship between Agape and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

Agape was positively correlated with Chemistry, and Chemistry was 

positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  Contrary to 

expectations, the specific indirect effect for Absence of Deception was 

not significant, indicating that Absence of Deception did not mediate 

the relationship between Agape and the Digital Dating Behavioral 

Index. 

14c: Agape will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these three mediators will be 

positively correlated with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 14c was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects for 

Field of Availables, Self-disclosure, and Control were not significant, 

indicating that Field of Availables, Self-disclosure, and Control did 

not mediate the relationship between Agape and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 
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14d: Agape will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these three mediators will be 

positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 14d was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effects 

for Field of Availables, Self-disclosure, and Control were significant, 

indicating that Field of Availables, Self-disclosure, and Control 

mediated the relationship between Agape and the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index.  However, the correlations were not in the expected 

direction.  Agape was positively correlated with Field of Availables 

and Self-disclosure, and Field of Availables and Self-disclosure were 

positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  Agape was 

positively correlated with Control and Control was negatively 

correlated with digital dating behavior.  Control was a suppressor 

variable — the indirect effect of Control was opposite in sign to the 

direct effect of Eros on digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 15: For the multiple mediation model of Pragma, all six dating 

features will act as mediators: field of availables, chemistry, absence of deception, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control. 

15a: Pragma will be negatively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 15a was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects for 

Chemistry and Absence of Deception were not significant, indicating 
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that Chemistry and Absence of Deception did not mediate the 

relationship between Pragma and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

15b: Pragma will be negatively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 15b was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effect 

for Chemistry was significant, indicating that Chemistry mediated the 

relationship between Pragma and the Digital Dating Behavioral 

Index.  Pragma was positively correlated with Chemistry and 

Chemistry was positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  

Contrary to expectations, the specific indirect effect for Absence of 

Deception was not significant, indicating that Absence of Deception 

did not mediate the relationship between Pragma and the Digital 

Dating Behavioral Index. 

15c: Pragma will be positively correlated with a large field of availables, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these three mediators will be 

positively correlated with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 15c was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects for 

Field of Availables, Self-disclosure, and Control were not significant, 

indicating that Field of Availables, Self-disclosure, and Control did 

not mediate the relationship between Pragma and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 
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15d: Pragma will be positively correlated with a large field of availables, 

intimate and fast self-disclosure, and control; these three mediators will be 

positively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 15d was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effects 

for Field of Availables and Control were significant, indicating that 

Field of Availables and Control mediated the relationship between 

Pragma and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  Pragma was 

positively correlated with Field of Availables and Field of Availables 

was positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  Pragma was 

positively correlated with Control and Control was negatively 

correlated with digital dating behavior.  Control was a suppressor 

variable — the indirect effect of Control was opposite in sign to the 

direct effect of Pragma on digital dating behavior.  However, the 

specific indirect effect for Self-disclosure was not significant, 

indicating that Self-disclosure did not mediate the relationship 

between Pragma and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index. 

Hypothesis 16: For the multiple mediation model of Ludus, four features will act 

as mediators: field of availables, chemistry, absence of deception, and control.  

Intimate and fast self-disclosure will act as a suppressor. 

16a: Ludus will be negatively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 
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Hypothesis 16a was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects for 

Chemistry and Absence of Deception were not significant, indicating 

that Chemistry and Absence of Deception did not mediate the 

relationship between Ludus and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

16b: Ludus will be negatively correlated with chemistry and absence of 

deception, and these two mediators will be negatively correlated with 

digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 16b was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effect 

for Chemistry was significant, indicating that Chemistry mediated the 

relationship between Ludus and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

Ludus was positively correlated with Chemistry and Chemistry was 

positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  Contrary to 

expectations, the specific indirect effects for Absence of Deception 

were not significant, indicating that Absence of Deception did not 

mediate the relationship between Ludus and the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index. 

16c: Ludus will be positively correlated with a large field of availables 

and control; these two mediators will be positively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 16c was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effects of 

Field of Availables and Control were not significant, indicating that 

Field of Availables and Control did not mediate the relationship 

between Ludus and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 
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16d: Ludus will be positively correlated with a large field of availables 

and control; these two mediators will be positively correlated with digital 

dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 16d was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect for 

Field of Availables was significant, indicating that Field of Availables 

mediated the relationship between Ludus and the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index.  Ludus was positively correlated with Field of 

Availables and Field of Availables was positively correlated with 

digital dating behavior.  However, the specific indirect effect for 

Control was not significant, indicating that Control did not mediate 

the relationship between Ludus and the Digital Dating Behavioral 

Index. 

16e: Ludus will be negatively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and this suppressor variable will be positively correlated with 

(favorable) online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 16e was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effect was not 

significant for Self-disclosure, indicating that Self-disclosure did not 

mediate the relationship between Ludus and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 
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16f: Ludus will be negatively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and this suppressor variable will be positively correlated with 

digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 16f was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect for Self-

disclosure was significant, indicating that Self-disclosure mediated the 

relationship between Ludus and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

However, the correlations were not in the predicted direction.  Ludus 

was positively correlated with Self-disclosure and Self-disclosure was 

positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  Because the direct 

effect was not significant and the  specific indirect effect of Self-

disclosure was positive in sign, Self-disclosure was not considered to 

be a suppressor variable. 

Hypothesis 17: For the multiple mediation model of Mania, three dating features 

will act as suppressors: field of availables and chemistry, and these two dating 

features will act as mediators: absence of deception, intimate and fast self-

disclosure, and control. 

17a: Mania will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables 

and this suppressor will be positively correlated with (favorable) online 

dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 17a was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effect of Field 

of Availables was not significant, indicating that Field of Availables 

did not mediate the relationship between Mania and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 
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17b: Mania will be negatively correlated with a large field of availables 

and this suppressor will be positively correlated with digital dating 

behavior. 

Hypothesis 17b was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effect 

for Field of Availables was significant, indicating that Field of 

Availables mediated the relationship between Mania and the Digital 

Dating Behavioral Index.  However, the correlations were not in the 

predicted direction.  Mania was positively correlated with Field of 

Availables and Field of Availables was positively correlated with 

digital dating behavior.  The signs of the direct effect and the specific 

indirect effect were both positive, and therefore, Field of Availables 

was not a suppressor variable. 

17c: Mania will be positively correlated with chemistry, and the latter 

suppressor will be negatively correlated with (favorable) online dating 

attitudes. 

Hypothesis 17c was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effect of 

Chemistry was not significant, indicating that Chemistry did not 

mediate the relationship between Mania and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 

17d: Mania will be positively correlated with chemistry, and the latter 

suppressor will be negatively correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 17d was partially confirmed.  The specific indirect effect 

for Chemistry was significant, indicating that Chemistry mediated the 
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relationship between Mania and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

Yet, the correlations were not in the expected direction.  Mania was 

positively correlated with Chemistry and Chemistry was positively 

correlated with digital dating behavior.  The signs of the direct effect 

and the specific indirect effect were both positive, and therefore, 

Chemistry was not a suppressor variable. 

17e: Mania will be negatively correlated with the absence of deception, 

and this latter mediator will be negatively correlated with (favorable) 

online dating attitudes. 

Hypothesis 17e was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effect for 

Absence of Deception was not significant, indicating that Absence of 

Deception did not mediate the relationship between Mania and the 

Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

17f: Mania will be negatively correlated with the absence of deception, 

and this latter mediator will be negatively correlated with digital dating 

behavior. 

Hypothesis 17f was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effect for 

Absence of Deception was not significant, indicating that Absence of 

Deception did not mediate the relationship between Mania and the 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index. 

17g: Mania will be positively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure and control, and these two mediators will be positively 

correlated with (favorable) online dating attitudes. 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

118 

Hypothesis 17g was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effect for 

Self-disclosure was not significant, indicating that Self-disclosure did 

not mediate the relationship between Mania and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale.  The specific indirect effect for Control was not 

significant, indicating that Control did not mediate the relationship 

between Mania and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale. 

17h: Mania will be positively correlated with intimate and fast self-

disclosure and control, and these two mediators will be positively 

correlated with digital dating behavior. 

Hypothesis 17h was not confirmed.  The specific indirect effect for 

Self-disclosure was not significant indicating that Self-disclosure did 

not mediate the relationship between Mania and the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index.  The specific indirect effect for Control was 

significant, indicating that Control mediated the relationship between 

Mania and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  However, the 

correlations were not in the predicted direction.  Mania was positively 

correlated with Control and Control was negatively correlated with 

the digital dating behavior.  Control was a suppressor variable — the 

indirect effect of Control was opposite in sign to the direct effect of 

Mania on digital dating behavior. 

The following two sections provide detailed information on the specific paths 

represented in the twelve multiple mediation models. 
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Multiple Mediation Analyses Predicting Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

Overall, the total indirect effects between each love style and the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index were significant.  These total indirect effects indicated that each love 

style was associated with more digital dating behavior through the combined five PIDFS 

mediators.  As previously mentioned, the specific indirect effects between each love style 

and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index through each specific PIDFS mediator were 

significant.  A significant specific indirect effect indicated that each love style did have 

an effect on digital dating behavior through an individual mediator, independent of the 

other four PIDFS mediators.  The significance of the specific indirect effects varied 

according to the love style (Table 17).  The six sections below provide detailed 

information on the significant specific indirect effects.  Follow-up pairwise contrasts 

were conducted to further decompose the significant specific indirect effects (Table 18). 

Eros.  The total effect was not significant, c = −.02, p = .715, indicating that a 

relationship between Eros and digital dating behavior did not exist.  After controlling for 

the five mediating variables, the direct effect of Eros on digital dating behavior was not 

significant, c′ = −.08 p = .120.  The total indirect effect of .06 was significant with a 95% 

bootstrap confidence interval of .009 to .11.  This total indirect effect indicated that Eros 

was associated with more digital dating behavior (.06 units more) through the combined 

five mediating factors: Absence of Deception, Chemistry, Field of Availables, Self-

Disclosure, and Control.  For the total indirect effect, the partially standardized indirect 

effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .05 standard 

deviations for every one-unit increase in Eros (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via the 

combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap confidence interval [.009 to .10]).  In 
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addition, the completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior 

is expected to increase .05 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Eros indirectly 

via the combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI [.007, .09]). 

Three specific indirect effects of Eros on digital dating behavior were significant 

through each of the following mediators: Chemistry, Self-disclosure, and Control.  The 

following three sections discuss these specific indirect effects. 

Eros→Chemistry→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The first specific indirect 

effect assessed the association between Eros and digital dating behavior through 

Chemistry, independent of the mediators Field of Availables, Absence of Deception, 

Self-Disclosure, and Control.  This specific indirect effect is defined as the product of a = 

.28 and b = .16, or .04, with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of .01 to .09.  Eros was 

associated with greater perceived importance of the dating feature Chemistry (.28 units 

more).  In turn, Chemistry was associated with more digital dating behavior (.16 units 

more).  The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is 

expected to increase .04 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Eros (on its 5-

point scale) indirectly via Chemistry (95% bootstrap CI [.01, .08]).  The completely 

standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase 

.04 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Eros indirectly via Chemistry (95% 

bootstrap CI [.01 to .07]). 

Eros→Self-Disclosure→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The second specific 

indirect effect moves from Eros to digital dating behavior through the intervening 

variable Self-disclosure, independent of the other four mediators.  This second specific 

indirect effect is defined as the product of a = .24 and b = .14, or .03, with a 95% 
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bootstrap confidence interval of .009 to .07.  Eros was associated with greater perceived 

importance of the dating feature Self-disclosure (.24 units more).  In turn, Self-disclosure 

was associated with more digital dating behavior (.14 units more).  The partially 

standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase 

.03 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Eros (on its 5-point scale) indirectly 

via Self-Disclosure (95% bootstrap CI [.008, .06]).  The completely standardized indirect 

effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .02 standard 

deviations for every 1 SD increase in Eros indirectly via Self-Disclosure (95% bootstrap 

CI [.007, .05]). 

Eros→Control→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The third specific indirect 

effect assessed the association between Eros and digital dating behavior through the 

mediator Control, independent of Absence of Deception, Chemistry, Field of Availables, 

and Self-Disclosure.  This third effect is defined as the product of a = .23 and b = - .21, 

or −.05, with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of −.09 to −.02.  Eros was associated 

with greater perceived importance for the dating feature Control (.23 units more).  In 

turn, Control was associated with less digital dating behavior (.21 units less).  The 

partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to 

decrease .04 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Eros (on its 5-point scale) 

indirectly via Control (95% bootstrap CI [−.08 to −.02]).  The completely standardized 

indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to decrease .04 standard 

deviations for every 1 SD increase in Eros indirectly via Control (95% bootstrap CI [−.07 

to −.01]). 
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Overall, Eros was associated with greater perceived importance of Chemistry, 

Self-disclosure, and Control.  In turn, Chemistry and Self-disclosure were associated with 

more digital dating behavior, while Control was associated with less digital dating 

behavior.  Pairwise contrasts indicated that the specific indirect effect of Eros on digital 

dating behavior through Control was significantly smaller than the following three 

specific indirect effects: Field of Availables, Chemistry, and Absence of Deception. 

Ludus.  The total effect of Ludus on digital dating behavior was significant, c = 

.23, p<.001, indicating that Ludus was associated with more digital dating behavior (.23 

units more).  After controlling for the five mediating variables, the direct effect was not 

significant, c′ = .09, p = .087.  The total indirect effect of .14 was significant with a 95% 

bootstrap confidence interval of .08 to .19.  This total indirect effect demonstrated that 

Ludus was associated more digital dating behavior (.14 units more) through the combined 

five PIDFS mediating factors.  For the total indirect effect, the partially standardized 

indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .13 standard 

deviations for every one-unit increase in Ludus (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via the 

combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI [.07, .18]).  In addition, the 

completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected 

to increase .11 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Ludus indirectly via the 

combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI [.06, .16]). 

Three specific indirect effects of Ludus on digital dating behavior were significant 

and flowed through the following mediators: Field of Availables, Chemistry, and Self-

disclosure.  The following three sections discuss the three specific indirect effects in 

detail. 
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Ludus→Field of Availables→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The first 

specific indirect effect measured the association between Ludus and digital dating 

behavior through Field of Availables, independent of the four remaining mediators.  The 

effect through Field of Availables is defined as the product of a = .38 and b = .25, or .10, 

with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of .06 to .15.  Ludus was associated with 

greater perceived importance of the dating feature Field of Availables (.38 units more).  

In turn, Field of Availables was associated with more digital dating behavior (.25 units 

more).  The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is 

expected to increase .09 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Ludus (on its 

5-point scale) indirectly via Field of Availables (95% bootstrap CI [.05, .14]).  The 

completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected 

to increase .08 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Ludus indirectly via Field 

of Availables (95% bootstrap CI [.05,  .12]). 

Ludus→Chemistry→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The second specific 

indirect effect assessed the influence of Ludus on digital dating behavior through 

Chemistry, independent of the other four mediators.  The effect through Chemistry is 

defined as the product of a = .10 and b = .15, or .01, with a 95% bootstrap confidence 

interval of .001 to .04.  Ludus was associated with greater perceived importance of the 

dating feature Chemistry (.10 units more).  In turn, Chemistry was associated with more 

digital dating behavior (.15 units more).  The partially standardized indirect effect 

indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .01 standard deviations for 

every one-unit increase in Ludus (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via Chemistry (95% 

bootstrap CI [.001, .03]).  The completely standardized indirect effect indicated that 
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digital dating behavior is expected to increase .01 standard deviations for every 1 SD 

increase in Ludus indirectly via Chemistry (95% bootstrap CI [.001, .03]). 

Ludus→Self-Disclosure→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The third specific 

indirect effect moves from Ludus to digital dating behavior through Self-disclosure.  This 

effect is the product of a = .30 and b = .11, or .03, with a 95% bootstrap confidence 

interval of .002 to .08.  Ludus was associated with greater perceived importance of the 

dating feature Self-disclosure (.30 units more).  In turn, Self-disclosure was associated 

with more digital dating behavior (.11 units more).  The partially standardized indirect 

effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .03 standard 

deviations for every one-unit increase in Ludus (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via Self-

Disclosure (95% bootstrap CI [.002, .07]).  The completely standardized indirect effect 

indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .02 standard deviations for 

every 1 SD increase in Ludus indirectly via Self-Disclosure (95% bootstrap CI [.002, 

.06]). 

Overall, Ludus was associated with greater perceived importance of the following 

dating features: Field of Availables, Chemistry, and Self-disclosure.  In turn, Field of 

Availables, Chemistry, and Self-disclosure was associated with more digital dating 

behavior.  Pairwise contrasts indicated that the specific indirect effect of Ludus on digital 

dating behavior through Field of Availables was significantly larger than the specific 

indirect effects through Chemistry, Absence of Deception, Self-disclosure, and Control.  

In addition, the specific indirect of Ludus on digital dating behavior through Absence of 

Deception was significantly smaller than the specific indirect effects through the 

mediators Self-disclosure and Control. 
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Storge.  The total effect was not significant, c = −.01, p = .788, indicating that a 

relationship between Storge and digital dating behavior did not exist.  After controlling 

for the five mediating variables, the direct effect of Storge on digital dating behavior was 

not significant, c′= −.06, p = .119.  The total indirect effect of .05 was significant with a 

95% bootstrap confidence interval of .01 to .09.  This total indirect effect signifies that 

Storge was associated with more digital dating behavior (.05 units more) through the 

combined five PIDFS mediating variables.  For the total indirect effect, the partially 

standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase 

.05 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Storge (on its 5-point scale) 

indirectly via the combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI [.01, .08]).  In 

addition, the completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior 

is expected to increase .05 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Storge 

indirectly via the combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI [.01, .09]). 

As shown by the specific indirect effects, Field of Availables and Self-disclosure 

mediated the relationship between Storge and digital dating behavior.  In the following 

two sections, these two specific indirect effects are discussed. 

Storge→Field of Availables→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The first 

specific indirect effect assessed the influence of Storge on digital dating behavior through 

Field of Availables.  This effect is the product of a = .11 and b = .27, or .03, with a 95% 

bootstrap confidence interval of .01 to .06.  Storge was associated with greater perceived 

importance of Field of Availables (.11 units more).  In turn, Field of Availables was 

associated with more digital dating behavior (.27 units more).  The partially standardized 

indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .03 standard 
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deviations for every one-unit increase in Storge (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via Field 

of Availables (95% bootstrap CI [.01, .06]).  The completely standardized indirect effect 

indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .03 standard deviations for 

every 1 SD increase in Storge indirectly via Field of Availables (95% bootstrap CI [.01, 

.06]). 

Storge→Self-Disclosure→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The second effect 

flows from Storge to digital dating behavior through Self-disclosure.  This effect is the 

product of a = .16 and b = .14, or .02, with a 95% confidence interval of .005 to .05.  

Storge was associated with greater perceived importance of the dating feature Self-

disclosure (.16 units more).  In turn, Self-disclosure was associated with more digital 

dating behavior (.14 units more).  The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that 

digital dating behavior is expected to increase .02 standard deviations for every one-unit 

increase in Storge (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via Self-Disclosure (95% bootstrap CI 

[.005, .05]).  The completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating 

behavior is expected to increase .02 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Storge 

indirectly via Self-Disclosure (95% bootstrap CI [.005, .05]). 

Overall, Storge was associated with greater perceived importance of Field of 

Availables and Self-disclosure.  In turn, Field of Availables and Self-disclosure were 

associated with more digital dating behavior.  Pairwise contrasts indicated that the 

specific indirect effect of Storge on digital dating behavior through Field of Availables 

was significantly larger than the specific indirect effects through the mediators 

Chemistry, Absence of Deception, and Control.  In addition, the specific indirect effect of 
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Storge on digital dating behavior through Self-disclosure was significantly larger in 

magnitude than the specific indirect effect through Control. 

Pragma.  The total effect of Pragma on the digital dating behavior was 

significant, c = .20, p<.001, indicating that Pragma was associated with more digital 

dating behavior (.20 units more).  After controlling for the five PIDFS mediating 

variables, the direct effect of Pragma on digital dating behavior was not significant, c′ = 

.08, p = .059.  The total indirect effect of .11 was significant with a 95% bootstrap 

confidence interval of .07 to .17.  This total indirect effect showed that Pragma was 

associated with more digital dating behavior (.11 units more) through the combined five 

PIDFS mediating variables.  For the total indirect effect, the partially standardized 

indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .11 standard 

deviations for every one-unit increase in Pragma (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via the 

combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI [.06 to .15]).  In addition, the 

completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected 

to increase .11 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Pragma indirectly via the 

combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI [.06, .16]). 

Three specific indirect effects of Pragma on digital dating behavior were 

significant through three mediators: Field of Availables, Chemistry, and Control.  The 

following sections discuss these three specific indirect effects in detail. 

Pragma→Field of Availables→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The first 

specific indirect effect of Pragma on digital dating behavior through Field of Availables 

was the product of a = .34 and b = .25, or .08, with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval 

of .05 to .13.  Pragma was associated with greater perceived importance of Field of 
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Availables (.34 units more).  In turn, Field of Availables was associated with more digital 

dating behavior (.25 units more).  The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that 

digital dating behavior is expected to increase .08 standard deviations for every one-unit 

increase in Pragma (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via Field of Availables (95% bootstrap 

CI [.05, .12]).  The completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating 

behavior is expected to increase .08 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in 

Pragma indirectly via Field of Availables (95% bootstrap CI [.05, .12]). 

Pragma→Chemistry→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The second specific 

indirect effect of Pragma on digital dating behavior through Chemistry was the product of 

a = .10 and b = .16, or .02, with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of .003 to .04.  

Pragma was associated with greater perceived importance of Chemistry (.10 units more).  

In turn, Chemistry was associated with more digital dating behavior (.16 units more).  

The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected 

to increase .02 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Pragma (on its 5-point 

scale) indirectly via Chemistry (95% bootstrap CI [.002, .04]).  The completely 

standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase 

.02 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Pragma indirectly via Chemistry (95% 

bootstrap CI [.003, .04]). 

Pragma→Control→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The third specific indirect 

effect of Pragma on digital dating behavior through Control was the product of a = .08 

and b = −.22, or −.01, with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of −.05 to −.002.  Pragma 

was associated with greater perceived importance of the dating feature Control (.08 units 

more).  In turn, Control was associated with less digital dating behavior (.22 units less).  
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The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected 

to decrease .02 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Pragma (on its 5-point 

scale) indirectly via Control (95% bootstrap CI [−.04, −.002]).  The completely 

standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to decrease 

.02 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Pragma indirectly via Control (95% 

bootstrap CI [−.004, −.002]). 

Overall, Pragma was associated with greater perceived importance of Field of 

Availables, Chemistry, and Control.  In turn, Field of Availables and Chemistry were 

associated with more digital dating behavior, while Control was associated with less 

digital dating behavior.  Pairwise contrasts indicated that the specific indirect effect of 

Pragma on digital dating behavior through Field of Availables was significantly larger 

than the specific indirect effects through Chemistry, Absence of Deception, and Control.  

In addition, the specific indirect effect of Pragma on digital dating behavior through 

Chemistry was significantly larger than the specific indirect effects through Absence of 

Deception and Control.  Finally, the specific indirect effect of Pragma on digital dating 

behavior through Self-disclosure was significantly larger than the specific indirect effect 

through Control. 

Mania.  The total effect of Mania on the digital dating behavior was significant, 

c = .26, p<.001, indicating that Mania was associated with more digital dating behavior 

(.26 units more).  After controlling for the five PIDFS mediating variables, the direct 

effect of Mania on digital dating behavior remained significant, c′ = .18, p<.001.  Upon 

accounting for the five mediating factors, the direct effect indicated that Mania was 

associated with more digital dating behavior (.18 units more).  The total indirect effect of 
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.08 was significant with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of .04 to .12.  This total 

indirect effect showed Mania was associated with more digital dating behavior (.08 units 

more) through the combined five PIDFS mediating variables.  For the total indirect 

effect, the partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is 

expected to increase .07 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Mania (on its 

5-point scale) indirectly via the combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI 

[.03, .11]).  In addition, the completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital 

dating behavior is expected to increase .06 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in 

Mania indirectly via the combined five mediating variables (95% bootstrap CI[.03, .10]). 

Three specific indirect effects of Mania on digital dating behavior were 

significant through the following mediators: Field of Availables, Chemistry, and Control. 

Mania→Field of Availables→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The first 

specific indirect effect of Mania on digital dating behavior through Field of Availables 

was the product of a = .17 and b = .26, or .05, with a 95% confidence interval of .02 to 

.08.  Mania was associated with greater perceived importance of Field of Availables (.17 

units more).  In turn, Field of Availables was associated with more digital dating behavior 

(.26 units more).  The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating 

behavior is expected to increase .04 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in 

Mania (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via Field of Availables (95% bootstrap CI [.02, 

.08]).  The completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is 

expected to increase .04 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Mania indirectly 

via Field of Availables (95% bootstrap CI [.02, .07]). 
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Mania→Chemistry→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The second specific 

indirect effect of Mania on digital dating behavior through Chemistry was the product of 

a = .16 and b = .14, or .02, with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of .005 to .05.  

Mania was associated with greater perceived importance of Chemistry (.16 units more).  

In turn, Chemistry was associated with more digital dating behavior (.14 units more).  

The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected 

to increase .02 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Mania (on its 5-point 

scale) indirectly via Chemistry (95% bootstrap CI [.005, .05]).  The completely 

standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase 

.02 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Mania indirectly via Chemistry (95% 

bootstrap CI ([.004, .04]). 

Mania→Control→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The third specific effect of 

Mania on digital dating behavior through Control was the product of a = .09 and b = 

−.22, or −.02, with a 95% confidence interval of −.05 to −.002.  Mania was associated 

with greater perceived importance of Control (.09 units more).  In turn, Control was 

associated with less digital dating behavior (.22 units less).  The partially standardized 

indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to decrease .02 standard 

deviations for every one-unit increase in Mania (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via 

Control (95% bootstrap CI [−.04, −.002]).  The completely standardized indirect effect 

indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to decrease .02 standard deviations for 

every 1 SD increase in Mania indirectly via Control (95% bootstrap CI [−.04, −.002]). 

Overall, Mania was associated with greater perceived importance of Field of 

Availables, Chemistry, and Control.  In turn, Field of Availables and Chemistry were 
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associated with more digital dating behavior, while Control was associated with less 

digital dating behavior.  Pairwise contrasts indicated that the specific indirect effect of 

Mania on the digital dating behavior through Absence of Deception was significantly 

smaller than the specific indirect effects through Field of Availables and Chemistry.  In 

addition, the specific indirect effect of Mania on digital dating behavior through Control 

was significantly smaller than the specific indirect effects through Field of Availables, 

Chemistry, Absence of Deception, and Control. 

Agape.  The total effect of Agape on digital dating behavior was significant, c = 

.11, p = .017, indicating that Agape was associated with more digital dating behavior (.11 

units more).  After controlling for the five PIDFS mediating variables, the direct effect of 

Agape on digital dating behavior was not significant, c′ = .04, p = .388.  The total indirect 

effect of .07 was significant with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of .03 to .12.  The 

total indirect effect indicated that the Agape was associated with more digital dating 

behavior (.07 units more) through the combined five PIDFS mediators.  For the total 

indirect effect, the partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating 

behavior is expected to increase .07 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in 

Agape (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via the combined five mediating variables (95% 

bootstrap CI [.03 to .11]).  In addition, the completely standardized indirect effect 

indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .06 standard deviations for 

every 1 SD increase in Agape indirectly via the combined five mediating variables (95% 

bootstrap CI [.03, .11]). 
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Four specific indirect effects of Agape on digital dating behavior were significant 

through the following mediators: Field of Availables, Chemistry, Self-Disclosure, and 

Control.  The following four paragraphs discuss these specific indirect effects in depth. 

Agape→Field of Availables→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The first 

specific indirect effect of Agape on digital dating behavior through Field of Availables 

was the product of a = .15 and b = .27, or .04, with a 95% confidence interval of .01 to 

.08.  Agape was associated with greater perceived importance of the dating feature Field 

of Availables (.15 units more).  In turn, Field of Availables was associated with more 

digital dating behavior (.27 units more).  The partially standardized indirect effect 

indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase .04 standard deviations for 

every one-unit increase in Agape (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via Field of Availables 

(95% bootstrap CI [.01, .07]).  The completely standardized indirect effect indicated that 

digital dating behavior is expected to increase .03 standard deviations for every 1 SD 

increase in Agape indirectly via Field of Availables (95% bootstrap CI [.01, .07]). 

Agape→Chemistry→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The second specific 

indirect effect of Agape on digital dating behavior through Chemistry was the product of 

a = .19 and b = .15, or .03, with a 95% confidence interval of .007 to .06.  Agape was 

associated with greater perceived importance of Chemistry (.19 units more).  In turn, 

Chemistry was associated with more digital dating behavior (.15 units more).  The 

partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to 

increase .03 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Agape (on its 5-point 

scale) indirectly via Chemistry, (95% bootstrap CI [.007, .06]).  The completely 

standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to increase 
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.02 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Agape indirectly via Chemistry (95% 

bootstrap CI [.006, .05]). 

Agape→Self-Disclosure→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The third specific 

indirect effect of Agape on digital dating behavior through Self-Disclosure was the 

product of a = .23 and b = .12, or .03, with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of .004 to 

.06.  Agape was associated with greater perceived importance of Self-disclosure (.23 

units more).  In turn, Self-disclosure was associated with more digital dating behavior 

(.12 units more).  The partially standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating 

behavior is expected to increase .03 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in 

Agape (on its 5-point scale) indirectly via Self-Disclosure (95% bootstrap CI [.004, .06]).  

The completely standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is 

expected to increase .02 standard deviations for every 1 SD increase in Agape indirectly 

via Self-Disclosure (95% bootstrap CI [.004, .05]). 

Agape→Control→Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The fourth specific indirect 

effect of Agape on digital dating behavior through Control was the product of a = .13 and 

b = −.21, or = −.03, with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of −.06 to −.008.  Agape 

was associated with greater perceived importance of Control (.13 units more).  In turn, 

Control was associated with less digital dating behavior (.21 units less).  The partially 

standardized indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to decrease 

.03 standard deviations for every one-unit increase in Agape (on its 5-point scale) 

indirectly via Control (95% bootstrap CI [−.06, −.008]).  The completely standardized 

indirect effect indicated that digital dating behavior is expected to decrease .02 standard 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

135 

deviations for every 1 SD increase in Agape indirectly via Control (95% bootstrap CI 

[−.05, −.007]). 

Overall, Agape was associated with greater perceived importance of the following 

dating features: Field of Availables, Chemistry, Self-disclosure, and Control.  In turn, 

Field of Availables, Chemistry, and Self-disclosure were associated with more digital 

dating behavior, while Control was associated with less digital dating behavior.  Pairwise 

contrasts indicated that the specific indirect effect of Agape on digital dating behavior 

through Control was significantly smaller than the specific indirect effects through Field 

of Availables, Chemistry, Absence of Deception, and Self-disclosure.  The specific 

indirect effect of Agape on digital dating behavior through Absence of Deception was 

significantly smaller than the specific indirect effect through Field of Availables. 

Multiple Mediation Analyses Predicting Online Dating Attitudes Scale 

Overall, total effects for Eros and Mania were significant, indicating that Eros and 

Mania were associated with more favorable online dating attitudes (Table 19).  For each 

of the six love styles, the total indirect effects were significant.  These total indirect 

effects indicated that each love style was associated with more favorable online dating 

attitudes through the combined five PIDFS mediators.  As previously mentioned, the 

specific indirect effects between each love style and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale 

through each specific PIDFS mediator were not significant.  The lack of significance for 

a specific indirect effect indicates that the each love style did not have an effect on online 

dating attitudes through an individual mediator, independent of the other four PIDFS 

mediators.  In other words, each love style was associated with more favorable online 

dating attitudes through the combined five PIDFS mediators, but not through any 
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individual mediator alone.  Because the specific indirect effects were not significant, 

follow-up pairwise contrasts were not conducted.  
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Table 1 

Maximum Likelihood Analysis on the 24-Item Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form 

  Factor Loadings 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Our love relationship is the most 

satisfying because it developed from a 

good friendship. 
.91      

10. Our friendship merged gradually into 

love over time. 
.88      

9. Our love is the best kind because it grew 

out of a long friendship. 
.85      

11. Our love is really a deep friendship, not 

a mysterious, mystical emotion. 
.66      

23. I am usually willing to sacrifice my own 

wishes to let my partner achieve 

his/hers.  
 .86     

21. I would rather suffer myself than let my 

partner suffer. 
 .81  −.12   

22. I cannot be happy unless I place my 

partner’s happiness before my own. 
 .80     

24. I would endure all things for the sake of 

my partner. 
 .73     

1. My partner and I have the right physical 

"chemistry" between us. 
  .80    

2. I feel that my partner and I were meant 

for each other. 
  .78 .10   

3. My partner and I really understand each 

other. 
.11  .75    

4. My partner fits my ideal standards of 

physical beauty/handsomeness. 
  .63    

16. Before getting very involved with my 

partner, I tried to figure out how 

compatible his/her hereditary 

background would be with mine in case 

we ever had children.  

   .75   

13. A main consideration in choosing my 

partner was how he/she would reflect on 

my family. 
   .73   

14. An important factor in choosing my 

partner was whether or not he/she would 

be a good parent. 
   .72 −.16  

15. One consideration in choosing my 

partner was how he/she would reflect on 

my career.   
   .68 .18  

(continued) 
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Table 1 Continued 

Maximum Likelihood Analysis on the 24-Item Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form 

  Factor Loadings 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. I have sometimes had to keep my 

partner from finding out about other 

lovers. 
    .92  

8. I enjoy playing the “game of love” 

with my partner and a number of 

other partners. 
   .18 .56  

7. My partner would get upset if he/she 

knew of some of the things I’ve done 

with other people. 
    .56  

5. I believe that what my partner 

doesn’t know about me won’t hurt 

him/her. 
    .40  

17. When my partner doesn't pay 

attention to me, I feel sick all over. 
     .83 

20. If my partner ignores me for a while, 

I sometimes do stupid things to try to 

get his/her attention back. 
    .11 .71 

19. I cannot relax if I suspect that my 

partner is with someone else. 
  .12 −.11  .57 

18. Since I've been in love with my 

partner, I've had trouble 

concentrating on anything else. 
 .13  .14  .52 

 Eigenvalue 5.72 3.54 2.77 1.57 1.38 1.10 
 Percent of Variance 23.83 14.73 11.77 11.56 6.53 5.75 
 Cronbach’s alpha .89 .88 .83 .81 .70 .76 
Note. Factor 1 = Storge; Factor 2 = Agape; Factor 3 = Eros; Factor 4 = Pragma; Factor 5 = Ludus; Factor 

6 = Mania. 

 

Table 2 

Correlations among the Love Style Factors 

Factor Eros Ludus Storge Pragma Mania Agape 
Eros 1      
Ludus −.06 1     
Storge .47 .09 1    
Pragma .18 .38 .24 1   
Mania .11 .30 .06 .32 1  
Agape .31 .02 .25 .17 .45 1 
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Table 3 

Maximum Likelihood Analysis on the 15-Item Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale 

  Factor Loadings 
Item 1 2 

4. One-night stands are sometimes very enjoyable. .93 −.11 
2. Casual sex is acceptable. .91  
1. I do not need to be committed to a person to have sex with him/her. .88  
3. I would like to have sex with many partners. .83 −.12 
5. It is okay to have ongoing sexual relationships with more than one 

person at a time. .76  

6. Sex as a simple exchange of favors is okay if both people agree to 

it. .73 .12 

8. Life would have fewer problems if people could have sex more 

freely. .69 .10 

10. It is okay for sex to be just good physical release. .68 .19 
9. It is possible to enjoy sex with a person and not like that person 

very much. .54 .14 

7. The best sex is with no strings attached. .50 .28 
12. Sex is primarily the taking of pleasure from another person. −.11 .75 
13. The main purpose of sex is to enjoy oneself.  .74 
11. Sex is best when you let yourself go and focus on your own 

pleasure.  .72 

14. Sex is primarily physical.  .66 
15. Sex is primarily a bodily function, like eating. .12 .58 

 Eigenvalue 7.67 1.79 
 Percent Variance 51.13 11.95 
 Cronbach’s alpha .94 .83 
 Correlation between Factors 1 and 2 r = .56 
Note. Factor 1 = Permissiveness; Factor 2 = Instrumentality. 
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Table 4 

Maximum Likelihood Analysis on the 9-Item Desire for a Romantic Relationship Scale 

  Factor Loadings 

Item 1 2 

6. Being in a romantic relationship is an important part 

of who I am. 
.92 −.22 

4. Being in a romantic relationship is important for me 

right now. 
.89  

5. I am happier when I am in a romantic relationship. .82  

3. Being in a romantic relationship has always been 

important to me. 
.81  

1. I prefer to be in a romantic relationship rather than 

be alone. 
.78  

2. Finding the right romantic partner is important to 

me.  
.57 .26 

8. I wish I had more time to look for a romantic 

partner. 
 .68 

9. I often think about being in the right romantic 

relationship 
.29 .58 

7. Finding the right romantic partner is difficult. −.16 .58 

 Eigenvalue 4.91 1.26 

 Percent of Variance 54.58 14.01 

 Cronbach’s alpha .92 .65
 

 Correlation between Factors 1 and 2 r = .51 
Note. Factor 1 = Importance; Factor 2 = Finding Ideal. 
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Table 5 

Maximum Likelihood Analysis on the 23-Item Perceived Importance of Dating Features 

Scale  

(continued) 

  

  Factor Loadings 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 
23 My date represents themselves honestly to 

me.   
.95     

24 I represent myself honestly to my date.  .92     
26 My date is honest about their values and 

attitudes.  
.90     

27 My date is honest about their background 

(e.g., religion, education)  
.85     

28 My date is honest about their interests and 

hobbies.  
.79     

25 I can identify whether a date is deceiving 

me.  
.65   .12  

4 I have many people whom I can date.   .94    
3 I select a date from a large group of 

people.  
 .87    

2 I have access to many potential romantic 

partners.  
 .87    

1 I can find many people to date.   .81    
14 I feel an immediate physical attraction to 

my date.  
−.13  .96   

13 I have an instant attraction to a date.    .96   
12 I feel chemistry with a date.   .20  .73   
15 I feel a spark with my date.  .11  .72   
10 I feel an instant connection with a date.  .16  .61   
30 I have control over the specific words I 

use during a conversation with a potential 

date.  
   .97  

29 I have control over how I act during a 

conversation with a potential date.  
   .87  

31 I have control over my facial expressions 

and body language during a conversation 

with a potential date.  
   .84  

32 I have control over whether I choose to 

answer the questions a potential date asks 

me.  
   .76  
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Table 5 Continued 

Maximum Likelihood Analysis on the 23-Item Perceived Importance of Dating Features 

Scale 

  Factor Loadings 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 
19 I am comfortable sharing 

intimate information about 

myself with my date.  
.12  −.10  .95 

20 My date is comfortable sharing 

intimate information about 

themselves with me.  
.11    .93 

18 I quickly learn intimate details 

about a potential date.   
−.14  .11  .66 

17 I quickly share intimate details 

about myself with a date.  
−.19  .14  .65 

 Eigenvalue 9.83 3.98 1.89 1.42 1.22 

 Percent Variance 42.74 17.31 8.24 6.17 5.29 

 Cronbach’s alpha .95 .93 .92 .93 .90 
Note. Factor 1= Absence of Deception; Factor 2 = Field of Availables; Factor 3 = Chemistry; Factor 4 = 

Control; Factor 5 = Self-disclosure. 

 

Table 6 

Correlations among Perceived Importance of Dating Features Factors 

Factor 
Absence of 

Deception 
Chemistry 

Field of 

Availables 
Control 

Self-

Disclosure 
Absence of 

Deception 
1.00 

    

Chemistry .57 1.00    
Field of Availables  .08 .36 1.00   
Control .61 .51 .21 1.00  
Self-Disclosure .29 .57 .45 .29 1.00 
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Table 7 

Maximum Likelihood Analysis on the 21-Item Online Dating Attitudes Scale 

  Factor Loadings 

Item 1 2 3 
1 Forming—Accept .62  .13 
2 Forming—Right  .77   
3 Forming—Positive  .76 .10  
4 Forming—Good  .84   
5 Ideal—Accept .83   
6 Ideal—Right  .98   
7 Ideal—Positive  .94   
8 Ideal—Good  1.02   

13 Online dating is exciting.  .78  
14 Online dating is enjoyable.  .83  
15 Online dating is effective.  .86  
16 Online dating is an honest way to meet a romantic partner.  .76  
17 Online dating is intimate.  .71  
18 Online dating is realistic.  .70  
19 Online dating is practical. .24 .56  
20 Online dating works. .10 .73  
21 Love can be found by online dating. .29 .51  
9 Online dating is desperate.

r   .81 
10 Online dating is for the lonely.

r 
  .86 

11 Online dating is for the shy.
r 

 −.22 .63 
12 Online dating is embarrassing.

r 
  .72 

 Eigenvalue 11.03 2.11 1.72 

 Percent of Variance 52.52 10.05 8.17 

 Cronbach’s alpha for subscales .96 .92 .84 

 Cronbach’s alpha for overall scale r = .95 
Note. Factor 1 = Forming a Romantic Relationship and Finding an Ideal Partner Attitudes; Factor 2 = 

Positive Online Dating Attitudes; Factor 3 = Negative Online Dating Attitudes.  
r
 Item was reverse-scored. 

 

Table 8 

Factor Correlations among Online Dating Attitude Subscales 

Factor 
Forming and 

Finding 
Positive Online 

Dating 
Negative Online 

Dating 
Forming and Finding 

Attitudes 
1   

Positive Online Dating 

Attitudes 
.72 1  

Negative Online Dating 

Attitudes 
.45 .38 1 
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Table 9 

Maximum Likelihood Analysis on the 11-Item Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

  Factor Loadings 

Item 1 2 
1 I have looked for new relationships of any type on the Internet. .59 .12 
2 I have looked for a romantic relationship on the Internet.  .65  
3 I have thought about looking for a romantic relationship on the 

Internet. 
.82  

4 In the future, I will look for a romantic relationship on the 

Internet. 
.87  

5 I have looked for a romantic relationship through an online 

dating service (e.g., match.com, e-harmony, chemistry.com). 
.68  

6 I have thought about looking for a romantic relationship 

through an online dating service (e.g., match.com, e-harmony, 

chemistry.com). 
.86  

7 In the future, I will look for a romantic relationship through an 

online dating service (e.g., match.com, e-harmony, 

chemistry.com).  
.94  

8 In the future, I will use an online dating service (e.g., 

match.com, e-harmony, chemistry.com).  
.94  

9 I have looked for romantic relationships through a social 

networking site (e.g., Facebook, MySpace). 
 .89 

10 I have thought about looking for a romantic relationship 

through a social networking site (e.g., Facebook, MySpace). 
 .93 

11 In the future, I will look for a romantic relationship using a 

social networking site (e.g., Facebook, MySpace). 
 .86 

 Eigenvalue 6.93 1.55 

 Percent Variance 63.02 14.07 

 Cronbach’s alpha for subscales .95 .93 

 Cronbach’s alpha for overall scale r = .94 

 Correlation between Factors 1 and 2 r = .56 
Note. Factor 1 = Internet and Online Dating Service; Factor 2 = Social Networking Service. 
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Table 10 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N = 602) 

Characteristic n % 
Gender   
 Men 309 51.30 
 Women 293 48.70 
 Missing — — 
Ethnic/racial background   
 Asian/Pacific Islander / Asian-American 38 6.30 
 Black/ African-American 64 10.60 
 Native-American / American Indian/ First Nation 3 .50 
 Hispanic / Latino / Mexican-American 36 6.00 
 Middle Eastern / Eastern-American 2 .30 
 White (Non-Hispanic) / Caucasian-American 443 73.60 
 Multiracial / Multiethnic 16 2.70 
 Missing — — 
What is your sexual orientation?   
 Heterosexual 602 100% 
Do you live within 50 miles of one of the US urban cities listed above?   
 No 290 48.20 
 Yes 311 51.70 
 Missing 1 .20 
Education   
Attended some secondary education (for example: 9th, 10th, 11th, 12th; no 

diploma) 
8 1.30 

High school graduate, received high school diploma or the 
equivalent (for example: GED) 

97 16.10 

 Attended some college or university, no degree 166 27.60 
 2-year Associate’s degree or equivalent (for example: AA, AS) 101 16.80 
 4-year Bachelor’s degree or equivalent (for example: BA, BS) 156 25.90 
 Master’s level degree (for example: MS, MA, MBA) 55 9.10 
Doctorate or professional level degree (for example: Ph.D., 
M.D., D.D.S) 

17 2.80 

 Other (please specify): 2 .30 
 Missing — — 
Are you currently in a romantic relationship?   
 No 445 73.90 
 Yes 156 25.90 
 Missing 1 .20 

(continued)  
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Table 10 Continued 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N = 602) 

Characteristic n % 
Length of romantic relationship

a 
  

 Up to 1 month 7 1.20 
 More than 1 month up to 6 months 21 3.50 
 More than 6 months up 1 year 28 4.70 
 More than 1 year up to 2 years 30 5.00 
 More than 2 years up to 3 years 15 2.50 
 More than 3 years 55 9.10 
 Missing 446 74.10 
Marital status   
 Single, never married 602 100% 
Dating status   
 Not currently dating 405 67.30 
 Casually dating more than one person 25 4.20 
 Casually dating one person 57 9.50 
 Seriously dating one person 59 9.80 
 Long-term committed partnership 45 7.50 
 Engaged 10 1.70 
 Other (please specify) 0 0 
 Missing 1 .20 
Number of times in love   
 0 times 150 24.90 
 1 time 157 26.10 
 2 times 165 27.40 
 3 or more times 139 21.40 
 Missing 1 .20 
Number of sexual relationships   
 Zero 150 24.90 
 1–3 176 29.20 
 4–6 86 14.30 
 7–9 45 7.50 
 10 or more 140 23.30 
 Missing 5 .80 
Note. Totals of percentages were not 100 for every characteristic due to rounding.  

a 
Only participants who 

indicated they were in a romantic relationship (n = 156) responded to the length of romantic relationship 

question. 
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Table 11 

Grand Means and Standard Deviations of Scales (N = 602) 

   95% CI 

Variable M SD LL UL 

     
Love Styles     

Eros 3.75 .89 3.68 3.82 
Ludus

 
2.35 .89 2.27 2.42 

Storge
 

3.40 1.06 3.32 3.49 
Pragma 2.59 1.03 2.51 2.67 
Mania 2.82 .92 2.74 2.89 
Agape

 
3.35 .93 3.28 3.42 

     
Sexual Attitudes    

Permissiveness 2.62 1.08 2.53 2.70 
Instrumentality 2.79 .92 2.71 2.87 

     
Desire for a Romantic Relationship 

Desire: Importance 3.30 1.03 3.22 3.38 
     
Perceived Importance of Dating Features Scale 

Absence of Deception 3.91 .96 3.82 3.98 
Chemistry

 
3.39 .97 3.31 3.46 

Field of Availables 2.32 1.05 2.23 2.40 
Self-Disclosure 2.74 1.01 2.66 2.82 
Control 3.49 .99 3.41 3.57 

     
Online Dating Attitudes Scale 

Forming and Finding Attitudes Subscale 3.27 .94 3.20 3.35 
Positive Attitudes Subscale 3.09 .80 3.02 3.15 
Negative Attitudes Subscale 3.08 .99 3.00 3.16 
One Factor 3.18 .77 3.11 3.23 

     
Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

Internet and Online Dating Service 2.67 1.15 2.57 2.76 
Social Networking Service 2.05 1.15 1.96 2.14 
One Factor 2.50 1.08 2.41 2.58 
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Table 12 

Group Differences on Selected Scales for Men (n = 309) and Women (n = 293) 

 Men Women    

   95% CI   95% CI    

Variable M SD LL UL M SD LL UL t(600) p 
Cohen’s 

d 

            
Eros 3.74 .83 3.65 3.84 3.80 .89 3.69 3.90 −.74 .460 −.06 
Ludus

a 
1.56 .29 1.52 1.58 1.46 .27 1.43 1.49 4.10 <.001 .33 

Storge
 

3.39 1.00 3.27 3.50 3.41 1.09 3.29 3.54 −.33 .748 −.03 
Pragma 2.56 1.03 2.44 2.67 2.61 .99 2.49 2.72 −.61 .920 −.05 
Mania

b 2.91 .87 2.81 3.00 2.74 .94 2.63 2.85 2.28 .023 .19 
Agape

b 
3.56 .81 3.47 3.65 3.13 .97 3.02 3.25 5.83 <.001 .48 

            
Permissiveness 2.95 1.07 2.83 3.07 2.29 .97 2.18 2.40 7.88 <.001 .64 
Instrumentality 2.81 .92 2.71 2.91 2.80 .90 2.70 2.91 .09 .969 .01 
            
Desire 

Importance
b 

3.40 .95 3.29 3.50 3.19 1.07 3.07 3.31 2.51 .012 .21 

            
Absence of 

Deception
a 4.52 .31 4.48 4.55 4.66 .30 4.63 4.70 -5.88 <.001 −.48 

Chemistry
b 

3.31 .89 3.21 3.41 3.44 1.00 3.33 3.56 -1.73 .085 −.14 
Field of 

Availables  
2.44 1.03 2.33 2.56 2.18 1.02 2.06 2.30 3.13 .002 .26 

Self-Disclosure 2.84 .96 2.73 2.95 2.62 1.00 2.51 2.74 2.75 .006 .22 
Control 3.30 .98 3.19 3.41 3.67 .95 3.55 3.77 -4.59 <.001 −.37 
            
Forming and 

Finding 

Attitudes 

Subscale 

3.36 .91 3.26 3.46 3.18 .95 3.07 3.29 2.34 .020 .19 

Positive 

Attitudes 

Subscale 
3.16 .75 3.08 3.24 3.01 .84 2.91 3.10 2.37 .018 .19 

Negative 

Attitudes 

Subscale
b 

3.07 .92 2.96 3.17 3.08 1.05 2.96 3.20 −.22 .826 −.02 

One Factor 3.23 .72 3.15 3.31 3.10 .80 3.01 3.19 2.14 .033 .17 

(continued) 
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Table 12 Continued 

Group Differences on Selected Scales for Men (n = 309) and Women (n = 293) 

 Men Women    

   95% CI   95% CI    

Variable M SD LL UL M SD LL UL t(600) p 
Cohen’s 

d 
Internet and 

Online Dating 

Service 
2.78 1.14 2.65 2.91 2.56 1.22 2.42 2.70 2.30 .022 .19 

Social 

Networking 

Service
b 

2.32 1.16 2.19 2.45 1.78 1.08 1.65 1.90 5.97 <.001 .49 

One Factor 2.66 1.06 2.54 2.77 2.35 1.06 2.22 2.47 3.58 <.001 .29 
Note. 

a 
Means, standard deviations, and t-values  based on transformations.  Ludus  was based on a square-

root transformation.  Absence of  Deception was based on reflection of the variable, square root 

transformation, and then re-reflection.  
b 
Levene’s Test for equality of variances was significant for the 

following measures: Mania, Agape, Desire: Importance, Chemistry, Negative Attitudes Subscale and the 

Digital Dating Social Networking Service Subscale.  A significant finding for the Levene test of equality 

indicates that these four measures violated the homogeneity of variance assumption.  To correct for 

heterogeneous variances for these four measures, I applied the Welch-Satterthwaite solution to determine 

the degrees of freedom and I chose not to pool the variances to calculate the t-value.  The adjusted t-values 

are reflected in the above table.  The adjusted degrees of freedom for each measure are as follows: Mania: 

df  = 589.82; Agape: df  = 569.56; Desire: Importance: df = 582.40; Chemistry: df  = 582.46; Negative 

Attitudes: df = 580.49; Social Networking Service: df = 598.06. 
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Table 13 

Means and Standard Deviations for Love Styles by Partner Type 

 Current Serious (1) Current Casual (2) Recent (3) Future (4) 

Love Style M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Eros 4.15 .75 3.58 .72 3.47 .93 3.93 .75 
Ludus 2.32 .97 2.58 .93 2.25 .76 2.40 .90 
Storge 3.44 1.07 3.47 .87 2.99 1.12 3.78 .81 
Pragma 2.68 .98 2.61 1.09 2.28 .98 2.84 .95 
Mania 2.89 .97 2.61 1.02 2.80 .97 2.89 .76 
Agape 3.62 .86 3.03 .88 3.31 .96 3.36 .87 

 

Table 14 

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for Love Styles 

     Univariate 

 Multivariate Eros Ludus
c 

Storge 

Source F
a 

p η
2 

Eff. Size F
b p η

2 
F

b p η
2 

F
b p η

2 

Partner Type 8.21 <.001 .23 .08 22.14 <.001 .10 2.14 .094 .01 22.87 <.001 .10 

              

     Univariate (continued) 

     Pragma Mania Agape 

Source     F
b p η

2 
F

b p η
2 

F
b p η

2 

Partner Type     11.73 <.001 .06 1.64 .18 .01 6.08 <.001 .03 
Note. Multivariate F-ratios were generated from Pillai’s statistic.  

a 
Multivariate df = 18, 1770.  

b 
Univariate df = 3, 593.  

c 
F-values based on square root 

transformation of Ludus. 
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Table 15 

Post Hoc Comparisons for Partner Type According to Love Style 

     Univariate 

 Multivariate Eros Ludus Storge 

Source F
a 

p η
2 

Eff. Size F
b p η

2 
F

b p η
2 

F
b p η

2 

Serious vs. Casual 6.21 <.001 .06 .06 18.92 <.001 .03 — — — .04 .846 .00 
Serious vs. Recent 10.39 <.001 .10 .10 53.61 <.001 .08 — — — 16.04 <.001 .03 
Serious vs. Future 6.03 <.001 .06 .06 5.59 .018 .01 — — — 8.99 .003 .01 
Casual vs. Recent 4.69 <.001 .05 .05 .79 .374 .00 — — — 10.65 .001 .02 
Casual vs. Future 2.98 .007 .03 .03 8.31 .004 .01 — — — 4.32 .038 .01 
Recent vs. Future 16.32 <.001 .14 .14 33.98 <.001 .05 — — — 67.98 <.001 .10 

              

     Univariate (continued) 

     Pragma Mania Agape 

Source     F
b p η

2 
F

b p η
2 

F
b p η

2 

Serious vs. Casual     .20 .653 .00 — — — 16.39 <.001 .03 
Serious vs. Recent     12.49 <.001 .02 — — — 9.28 .002 .02 
Serious vs. Future     1.96 .162 <.001 — — — 6.46 .011 .01 
Casual vs. Recent     4.88 .028 .01 — — — 4.18 .041 .01 
Casual vs. Future     2.41 .121 .00 — — — 5.87 .016 .01 
Recent vs. Future     33.74 <.000 .05 — — — .35 .555 .00 
Note. Multivariate F-ratios were generated from Pillai’s statistic.  

a 
Multivariate df = 6, 588.  

b 
Univariate df = 1, 593. 
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Table 16 

Intercorrelations for Quantitative Scales 

Measure Eros Ludus
a 

Storge Pragma Mania Agape Permissiveness Instrumentality 
Desire for a 

RR 

Eros 1         

Ludus
a 

−.08 1        

Storge .47* .07 1       

Pragma .18* .37* .24* 1      

Mania .11 .28* .06  1     

Agape .31* −.001 .25* .17* .45* 1    

Permissiveness −.09 .43* −.06 −.06 .11 −.01 1   

Instrumentality −.04 .37* .02 .13 .19* −.03 .56* 1  

Desire for a Romantic Relationship .24* .09 .13 .23* .28* .35* .12 .16* 1 

Absence of Deception
a 

.22* −.25* .09 −.02 .03 .14* −.15* −.05 .22* 

Chemistry .25* .08 .05 .10 .16* .18* .17* .18* .41* 

Field of Availables .05 .31* .12 .33* .15* .13 .26* .30* .31* 

Self-Disclosure .21* .25* .17* .31* .23* .22* .18* .22* .37* 

Control .20* −.05 .07 .09 .08 .12 −.07 .09 .22* 

Forming and Finding Attitudes .11 −.04 −.02 −.02 .10 .06 .27* .13 .21* 

Positive Att. .12 .09 .06 .13 .19* .12 .30* .24* .30* 

Negative Att. −.002 −.11 −.09 −.08 −.09 −.14* .10 −.02 −.01 

Online Dating Attitudes Scale .10 −.03 −.02 −.01 .09 .04 .29* .15* .21* 

Internet and Online Dating Service 

Behavioral Index 
−.01 .12 −.02 .14* .19* .08 .28* .12 .38* 

SNS Behavioral Index −.02 .26* .03 .25* .23* .10 .26* .15* .28* 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index −.02 .17* −.01 .19* .22* .10 .30* .14* .39* 

(continued)  
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Table 16 Continued 

Intercorrelations for Quantitative Scales 

Measure 
Absence of 

Deception
a Chemistry 

Field of 

Availables 

Self-

Disclosure 
Control 

Forming 

& 

Finding 

Att. 

Positive 

Att. 

Negative 

Att. 

Online 

Dating 

Scale 

IODS SNS DDBI 

Absence of 

Deception
a 1            

Chemistry .56* 1           

Field of 

Availables 
.07 .36* 1          

Self-

Disclosure 
.27* .57* .45* 1         

Control .59* .51* .21* .29* 1        

Forming and 

Finding 

Attitudes 

.11 .18* .12 .13 .05 1       

Positive Att. .07 .18* .21* .23* .09 .72* 1      

Negative Att. −.02 −.03 −.02 −.06 −.05 .45* .38* 1     

Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale 
.08 .15* .12 .13 .04 .93* .85* .67* 1    

Internet and 

Online Dating 

Service 

Behavioral 

Index (IODS) 

.09 .23* .28* .24* .02 .49* .49* .24* .51* 1   

SNS 

Behavioral 

Index (SNS) 

−.13 .10 .35* .26* −.09 .28* .34* .06 .29* .56* 1  

Digital Dating 

Behavioral 

Index (DDBI) 

.04 .22* .32* .27* −.01 .47* .50* .21* .49* .97* .74* 1 

Note. N = 602.  RR = Romantic relationship; SNS = Social networking service, Att. = Attitudes.  
a 
For Ludus, correlations based on square root 

transformation.  For Absence of Deception, correlations based on reflection, square root transformation, and re-reflection. *p < .001. 
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Table 17 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Each Love Style and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index  

Measure c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

 B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Eros 

Total Effect c = −.02 .715        

Direct Effect c′ = −.08 .120        

Total Indirect Effect    .06 [.009, .11] .05 [.009, .10] .05 [.007, .09] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .06 .26 .02 [−.007, .05] .02 [−.007, .04] .01 [−.006, .04] 

 Chemistry   .28 .16 .04 [.01, .09] .04 [.01, .08] .04 [.01, .07] 

 Absence of Deception   .24 .04 .01 [−.02, .04] .009 [−.11, .04] .008 [−.01, .03] 

 Self-disclosure   .24 .14 .03 [.009, .07] .03 [.008, .06] .02 [.007, .05] 

 Control   .23 −.21 −.05 [−.09, −.02] −.04 [−.08, −.02] −.04 [−.07, −.01] 

Ludus 

Total Effect c = .23 <.001         

Direct Effect c′= .09 .087         

Total Indirect Effect     .14 [.08, .19] .13 [.07, .18] .11 [.06, .16] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .38 .25 .10 [.06, .15] .09 [.05, .14] .08 [.05, .12] 

 Chemistry   .10 .15 .01 [.001, .04] .01 [.001, .03] .01 [.001, .03] 

 Absence of Deception   −.25 .07 −.02 [−.05, .01] −.02 [−.05, .01] −.01 [−.04, .009] 

 Self-Disclosure   .30 .11 .03 [.002, .08] .03 [.002, .07] .02 [.002, .06] 

 Control   −.04 −.21 .009 [−.01, .04] .008 [−.009, .03] .007 [−.008, .03] 

(continued) 
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Table 17 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Each Love Style and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

Measure c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

 B p B B B CI Eff. Size CI Eff. Size CI 

Storge 

Total Effect c = −.01 .788         

Direct Effect c′ = −.06 .119         

Total Indirect Effect     .05 [.01, .09] .05 [.01, .08] .05 [.01, .09] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .11 .27 .03 [.01, .06] .03 [.01, .06] .03 [.01, .06] 

 Chemistry   .05 .15 .006 [−.003, .03] .006 [−.003, .02] .006 [−.003, .03] 

 Absence of 

Deception 
  .08 .05 .004 [−.005, .02] .004 [−.004, .02] .004 [−.005, .02] 

 Self-disclosure   .16 .14 .02 [.005, .05] .02 [.005, .05] .02 [.005, .05] 

 Control   .06 −.21 −.01 [−.04, .001] −.01 [−.04, .001] −.01 [−.04, .001] 

Pragma 

Total Effect c = .20 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .08 .059         

Total Indirect Effect     .11 [.07, .17] .11 [.06, .15] .11 [.06, .16] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .34 .25 .08 [.05, .13] .08 [.05, .12] .08 [.05, .12] 

 Chemistry   .10 .16 .02 [.003, .04] .02 [.002, .04] .02 [.003, .04] 

 Absence of 

Deception 
  −.02 .05 −.0008 [−.01, .002] −.0007 [−.01, .002] −.0007 [−.01, .002] 

 Self-disclosure   .31 .10 .03 [−.002, .07] .03 [−.001, .07] .03 [−.002, .07] 

 Control   .08 −.22 −.01 [−.05, −.002] −.02 [−.04, −.002] −.02 [−.04, −.002] 

(continued) 
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Table 17 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Each Love Style and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

Measure c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

 B p B B B CI Eff. Size CI Eff. Size CI 

Mania 

Total Effect c = .26 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .18 <.001         

Total Indirect Effect     .08 [.04, .12] .07 [.03, .11] .06 [.03, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .17 .26 .05 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .07] 

 Chemistry   .16 .14 .02 [.005, .05] .02 [.005, .05] .02 [.004, .04] 

 Absence of 

Deception 
  .038 .05 .002 [−.002, .02] .002 [−.002, .02] .002 [−.002, .014] 

 Self-Disclosure   .25 .10 .02 [−.002, .06] .02 [−.002, .06] .02 [−.002, .05] 

 Control   .09 −.22 −.02 [−.05, −.002] −.02 [−.04, −.002] −.02 [−.04, −.002] 

Agape 

Total Effect c = .11 .017         

Direct Effect c′= .04 .388         

Total Indirect Effect     .07 [.03, .12] .07 [.03, .11] .06 [.03, .11] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .15 .27 .04 [.01, .08] .04 [.01, .07] .03 [.01, .07] 

 Chemistry   .19 .15 .03 [.007, .06] .03 [.007, .06] .02 [.006, .05] 

 Absence of 

Deception 
  .15 .03 .005 [−.01, .03] .005 [−.01, .03] .004 [−.01, .02] 

 Self-Disclosure   .23 .12 .03 [.004, .06] .03 [.004, .06] .02 [.004, .05] 

 Control   .13 −.21 −.03 [−.06, −.008] −.03 [−.06, −.008] −.02 [−.05, −.007] 

Note. CI = Confidence Interval.  Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Total indirect effect is the sum of the five a*b paths.  

Each specific indirect effect measures the effect of each love style on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index through each individual mediator.  The 

partially standardized indirect effect and completely standardized indirect effect represent effect sizes.  Bolded text represents effects that are significant.  

For the total and direct effect, significance is determined by p≤.05.  For the total indirect effect and each specific indirect effect, significance is 

determined by bias-corrected confidence intervals that do not contain zero.  
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Table 18 

Specific Indirect Effect Contrast Tests for the Relationship between Each Love Style and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index  

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 

Eros 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry −.03 .02 −.07 .02 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .007 .02 −.03 .05 

Field of Availables vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .02 −.05 .02 

Field of Availables vs. Control .06 .02 .02 .12 

Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .03 .03 −.02 .09 

Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure .01 .03 −.04 .07 

Chemistry vs. Control .09 .03 .04 .16 

Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .02 −.07 .02 

Absence of Deception vs. Control .06 .03 .007 .12 

Self-disclosure vs. Control .08 .02 .04 .13 

Ludus 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .08 .02 .04 .13 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .11 .03 .06 .17 

Field of Availables vs. Self-disclosure .06 .03 .001 .13 

Field of Availables vs. Control .09 .03 .04 .15 

Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .03 .02 −.003 .06 

Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .02 −.06 .02 

Chemistry vs. Control .005 .02 −.03 .04 

Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.05 .02 −.10 −.006 

Absence of Deception vs. Control −.03 .02 .08 .008 

Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .02 −.02 .07 

(continued)  
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Table 18 Continued 

Specific Indirect Effect Contrast Tests for the Relationship between Each Love Style and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 

Storge 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .01 .0005 .05 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .03 .01 .005 .06 

Field of Availables vs. Self-disclosure .009 .02 −.02 .04 

Field of Availables vs. Control .04 .02 .02 .08 

Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .003 .009 −.01 .02 

Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .01 −.04 .008 

Chemistry vs. Control .02 .01 −.003 .05 

Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .01 −.05 .002 

Absence of Deception vs. Control .02 .01 −.002 .05 

Self-disclosure vs. Control .04 .02 .01 .07 

Pragma 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .07 .02 .03 .12 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .09 .02 .05 .13 

Field of Availables vs. Self-disclosure .05 .03 −.004 .12 

Field of Availables vs. Control .10 .02 .06 .16 

Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .02 .009 .003 .04 

Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .02 −.06 .03 

Chemistry vs. Control .03 .02 .008 .07 

Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.03 .02 −.07 .003 

Absence of Deception vs. Control .02 .01 −.0007 .05 

Self-disclosure vs. Control .05 .02 .01 .10 

(continued)  
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Table 18 Continued 

Specific Indirect Effect Contrast Tests for the Relationship between Each Love Style and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 

Mania 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .02 −.01 .06 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .04 .02 .02 .08 

Field of Availables vs. Self-disclosure .02 .02 −.02 .07 

Field of Availables vs. Control .06 .02 .03 .11 

Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .02 .01 .0005 .05 

Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.001 .02 −.04 .04 

Chemistry vs. Control .04 .02 .01 .08 

Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .02 −.06 .007 

Absence of Deception vs. Control .02 .01 .0008 .06 

Self-disclosure vs. Control .04 .02 .009 .09 

Agape 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .01 .02 −.03 .05 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .03 .02 .005 .07 

Field of Availables vs. Self-disclosure .01 .02 −.03 .06 

Field of Availables vs. Control .07 .02 .03 .12 

Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .02 .02 −.009 .06 

Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure .0003 .02 −.04 .05 

Chemistry vs. Control .06 .02 .02 .11 

Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .02 −.06 .009 

Absence of Deception vs. Control .03 .02 .002 .08 

Self-disclosure vs. Control .06 .02 .03 .10 

Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Point estimates are calculated by subtracting the unstandardized regression 

coefficients for the two mediators.  For example, the point estimate for Field of Availables vs. Chemistry was calculated by subtracting the specific 

indirect effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Chemistry from the specific indirect effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Field of 

Availables.  Bolded text represents contrasts that are significantly different in magnitude as determined by bias-corrected confidence intervals that do 

not contain zero.  
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Table 19 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Each Love Style and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale  

 
Total Effect 

(path c) 
Direct Effect 

(path c′) 
Total Indirect Effect  

(paths a*b) 
Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 
Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 
Measure B p B p B CI Eff. Size CI Eff. Size CI 
Eros c = .08 .020 c′ = .06 .126 .03 [.003, .06] .03 [.004, .07] .03 [.003, .06] 
Ludus c = −.02 .637 c′= −.06 .132 .04 [.002, .09] .06 [.002, .11] .05 [.002, .10] 
Storge c = −.01 .635 c′= −.03 .310 .02 [.0007, .04] .02 [.001, .05] .02 [.001, .05] 
Pragma c = −.007 .812 c′ = −.05 .171 .04 [.007, .07] .05 [.009, .09] .05 [.01, .10] 
Mania c = .08 .021 c′ = .05 .117 .02 [.004, .05] .03 [.005, .02] .03 [.005, .06] 
Agape c = .03 .397 c′ = −.002 .960 .03 [.01, .05] .04 [.01, .07] .04 [.01, .07] 
Note. CI = Confidence Interval.  Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Total indirect effect is the sum of the five a*b paths.  

Total indirect effect is the sum of the five a*b paths.  Specific indirect effects were not significant and are not shown in this table.  The partially 

standardized indirect effect and completely standardized indirect effect represent effect sizes. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Overview of the Current Study 

The purpose of the current study was to identify the mediating factors that 

explained the relationship between people’s attitudes toward love and two outcome 

variables — online dating attitudes and digital dating behavior.  In this study, the 

variables were the six love styles, the five PIDFS mediators that measured the importance 

people attached to aspects of a dating interaction, and the overall measures of online 

dating attitudes and digital dating behavior.  In addition, this study explored whether the 

importance people attached to the five dating features mediated the relationship between 

the six love styles and nine relationship specific-behaviors measured via the Digital 

Dating Chart—Revised. 

The current study found that the perceived importance of dating features did 

mediate the relationship between the six love styles and digital dating behavior.  Yet, the 

perceived importance of dating features did not mediate the relationship between the six 

love styles and online dating attitudes, as predicted.  The lack of significant mediation for 

the models predicting online dating attitudes pertains to the correlations between the 

PIDFS variables and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  Due to the lack of significant 

correlations between each PIDFS variable and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale (i.e., b 

paths), the perceived importance of Field of Availables, Chemistry, Absence of 

Deception, Self-Disclosure, and Control were not significant mediators of the relationship 

between each love style and online dating attitudes. 
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Sample Characteristics 

Overall, the demographics of the sample were unusual.  Even though the average 

age was 38.81, the majority of the single, never married sample was not currently dating, 

reported a small number of sexual relationships, and had been in love a few, if any, times.  

A 4 (Gender, Dating Status, Number of Times in Love, Number of Sexual Relationships) 

X 6 (Love Styles) multivariate analysis of variance provided more information on how 

these variables affected the variables of interest.  Number of sexual relationships affected 

the love styles, but the number of times in love and dating status did not.  People who 

reported zero sexual relationships were more Pragmatic, while people with 7 or more 

sexual relationships were more Ludic.  People who reported zero or 1 to 3 sexual 

relationships were more Storgic than people with more sexual relationships. 

Direct Effect of Love Styles on Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

In this study, Eros, Storge, and Agape were hypothesized to be negatively 

correlated with digital dating behavior, while Ludus, Pragma, and Mania were predicted 

to be positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  This study found that Ludus, 

Pragma, Mania, and Agape were associated with more digital dating behavior, while Eros 

and Storge were not related to digital dating behavior.  Thus, people with favorable 

attitudes toward game-playing love (Ludus), practical love (Pragma), obsessive love 

(Mania), and selfless love (Agape) reported past and probable digital dating behavior.  

Yet, favorable attitudes toward romantic love (Eros) and friendship love (Storge) were 

not predictive of digital dating behavior. 

The lack of a direct effect between Eros and digital dating behavior may be due to 

the suppressor variable, Control.  In the multiple mediation model for Eros, Chemistry 
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and Self-disclosure were mediators, in which both PIDFS variables were positively 

correlated with Eros and positively correlated with digital dating behavior.  Conversely, 

Control was positively correlated with Eros, but negatively correlated with digital dating 

behavior.  Thus, the conflicting signs of the ab paths, in which Control exhibited a 

negative ab path and Chemistry and Self-disclosure had positive ab paths, may have 

resulted in the nonsignificant direct effect of Eros on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  

The lack of a direct effect of Storge on the Digital Dating Behavioral Index is less clear.  

Previously, Storge was negatively correlated with digital dating behavior (Guthrie, 2011).  

Potentially, the atypical characteristics of the sample, in which people with less sexual 

experience were more Storgic, may have altered the typically negative correlation 

between Storge and digital dating behavior. 

Relationship between the Love Styles and the Perceived Importance of Dating 

Features Scale 

The hypotheses that predicted correlations between each of the love styles and the 

five PIDFS variables were based on the theoretical underpinnings of each love style (see 

p. 34).  In general, the love styles were positively correlated with the PIDFS mediators.  

The only negative correlation was between Ludus and Absence of Deception.  For 

instance, Chemistry was hypothesized to be positively correlated with Eros, Storge, and 

Agape, but negatively correlated with Ludus, Pragma, and Mania.  Yet, findings 

indicated that Chemistry was positively correlated with every love style, except Storge.  

This finding suggests that Chemistry is perceived to be an important component of a 

dating interaction, despite the love style to which people ascribe. 
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Multiple Mediation Models Predicting the Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

In this study, Chemistry, Self-disclosure, Field of Availables, and Control were 

found to be significant mediators of the relationship between the love styles and the 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  Absence of Deception was not a significant mediator.  

As shown below, the presence of each significant PIDFS variable in the multiple 

mediation model varied: 

Love Style Field of 

Availables 

Chemistry Self-

disclosure 

Control Absence of 

Deception 

Eros — Chemistry Self-

disclosure 

Control — 

Ludus Field of 

Availables 

Chemistry Self-

disclosure 

— — 

Storge Field of 

Availables 

— Self-

disclosure 

— — 

Pragma Field of 

Availables 

Chemistry — Control — 

Mania Field of 

Availables 

Chemistry — Control — 

Agape Field of 

Availables 

Chemistry Self-

disclosure 

Control — 

 

Each love style was positively correlated with the perceived importance of each 

dating feature, yet significant mediators varied according to the multiple mediation 

models.  Although hypotheses predicted that certain love styles would be negatively 

correlated with the perceived importance of certain dating features (e.g., Eros was 

predicted to be negatively correlated with Field of Availables), these findings were not 

confirmed.  Thus, the hypotheses which predicted that specific love styles were 

negatively correlated with the perceived importance of a specific dating feature were 

either not confirmed or the specific love style was in fact positively correlated with the 

perceived importance of a specific dating feature. 
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The perceived importance of Self-disclosure, Field of Availables, and Chemistry, 

was positively related to digital dating behavior.  Erotic, Ludic, Storgic, and Agapic 

lovers reported more digital dating because they viewed fast and intimate self-disclosure 

to be important in a romantic interaction.  Research supports this supposition — people 

experienced faster and more intimate disclosure in a digital format compared to a face-to-

face format (Merkle & Richardson, 2000; Sprecher et al., 2008; Tidwell & Walther, 

2002).  In addition, Ludic, Storgic, Pragmatic, Manic, and Agapic Lovers engaged in 

digital dating because they viewed a large Field of Availables as important.  Similarly, 

research has found that people who selected their romantic partners based on preferred 

attributes reported positive online dating attitudes, suggesting that a large group from 

which to choose romantic partners would ease the process of finding a partner who 

satisfied these preferred characteristics (Heino et al., 2010).  Erotic, Ludic, Pragmatic, 

Manic, and Agapic lovers engaged in digital dating behavior because they viewed 

Chemistry as important to a dating interaction.  However, preferences for chemistry and 

romantic love have been associated with negative online dating attitudes (Anderson, 

2005; Heino et al., 2010).  The contradiction between past research and the current 

findings may be explained by differentiating between attitudes and behavior.  People who 

view chemistry to be an important quality to a romantic relationship may hold 

unfavorable attitudes toward online dating.  In addition, these same individuals may have 

previously participated in some type of digital dating behavior, in which their 

unfavorable attitudes were formed after the digital dating experience.  In addition, even 

though people may attach importance to the dating feature Chemistry and hold negative 

online dating attitudes, they may have previously sought (or expect to seek) romantic 
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relationships through a medium other than an online dating service that the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index captured (e.g., Internet, Social Networking Service). 

Although hypotheses predicted a positive correlation between Control and digital 

dating behavior, Control was negatively correlated with digital dating behavior.  For 

Pragmatic, Manic, and Agapic lovers, Control suppressed the positive correlation 

between each love style and digital dating behavior.  For Eros, Control appeared to be a 

suppressor variable.  Although the direct effect of Eros on digital dating behavior was not 

significant, the indirect effect of Control was opposite in sign to the indirect effects of the 

other two significant mediators, Self-disclosure and Chemistry.  The finding that Control 

minimized the effect of each love style on digital dating was surprising, given that 

seeking relationships digitally has provided people with more control over their words, 

body language, and self-presentation (McKenna, 2008; McKenna et al., 2002).  In this 

study, the negative correlation between Control and digital dating behavior suggests that 

people who perceive control over their words and body language to be important in a 

dating situation have engaged in less digital dating behavior.  This further implies that 

when people perceive control to be important in a dating interaction they may prefer a 

face-to-face format, despite findings that suggest people have more actual control in a 

digital format. 

In this study, hypotheses predicted that the perceived importance of Absence of 

Deception would be negatively correlated with the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The 

nonsignificant correlation between Absence of Deception and digital dating behavior 

indicates that the perceived importance of Absence of Deception did not mediate the 

relationship between any of the six love styles and digital dating behavior.  This finding 
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contradicted prior research, which found that people believed online daters created an 

exaggerated positive impression of themselves in online profiles and were more likely to 

lie about their traits and characteristics on the Internet compared to a face-to-face 

interaction (Gibbs et al., 2006; Heino et al., 2010).  Past research suggested that people 

who viewed Absence of Deception as important to a dating interaction would report 

lower levels of digital dating behavior.  Although participants perceived Absence of 

Deception to be the most important of the five dating features (M = 3.91), Absence of 

Deception was moderately correlated with Chemistry (r = .56) and Control (r = .59), 

suggesting that some degree of multicollinearity may have reduced the ability for 

Absence of Deception to act as a mediator in each model. 

The above discrepancies between the current study findings and the findings 

reported in literature may be due to measurement of the mediators in the Perceived 

Importance of the Dating Features Scale.  To obtain a measure of each mediator, 

participants were asked to indicate how important each item was to them during a dating 

interaction.  Thus, the importance people attached to each dating feature may differ from 

the actual presence of each dating feature in a digital environment.  In other words, 

people may believe that Control is important to a dating interaction and the view that 

Control is important may be associated with less digital dating behavior.  This association 

between Control and digital dating behavior is different from the actual presence of more 

control in a digital dating interaction (versus a face-to-face interaction) that has been 

previously reported in past research (McKenna et al., 2002).  Therefore, viewing control 

as more important, and the finding that perceiving Control as important was associated 

with less digital behavior implies that people who view control as more important will be 
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less inclined to digital date, even though research suggests that people in fact experienced 

more control in a digital environment. 

This same concept could be applied to the findings for Chemistry.  Although prior 

research has suggested that people who value Chemistry and romantic love reported 

negative online dating attitudes, the study findings suggest that people who perceived 

Chemistry to be important engaged or expected to engage in digital dating.  Thus, 

viewing Chemistry as an important dating feature is associated with more digital dating 

behavior, whereas experiencing minimal Chemistry in an online dating environment was 

associated with negative online dating attitudes.  This suggests that people who view 

Chemistry as important may be attracted to digital dating, but when they do not feel 

Chemistry in a digital environment, they report negative online dating attitudes.  Future 

research should investigate whether people reduce their digital dating behavior after 

experiencing a lack of Chemistry in a digital dating environment. 

The pairwise contrast tests provided additional information that differentiated the 

six multiple mediation models from each other.  For each of the six love styles, the 

contrast effect tests identified differences among the specific indirect effects of the 

PIDFS variables.  For instance, in the multiple mediation model for Pragma, the specific 

indirect effect of Field of Availables was significantly greater than the mediator 

Chemistry.  Yet, in the multiple mediation model for Mania, the specific indirect effect of 

Field of Availables did not differ from Chemistry.  These differences identify the dating 

features to which people attached the most importance, and therefore, the dating features 

that best explain the relationship between each love style and digital dating behavior. 
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Multiple Mediation Models Predicting Online Dating Attitudes 

 The lack of significant mediation for the models predicting online dating 

attitudes, but the presence of significant mediation for the models predicting digital 

dating behavior raises a question about the relationship between the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index.  The moderate, positive 

correlation (r = .49) between the Online Dating Attitudes Scale and the Digital Dating 

Behavioral Index provides evidence of attitude-behavior consistency.  This positive 

correlation suggests that people who possessed favorable online dating attitudes had 

previously engaged in digital dating behavior or expected do so in the future, providing 

validity for the Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  The fact that the PIDFS variables were 

not mediators of the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, but were mediators of the Digital 

Dating Behavior Index may be due to the summative nature of this scale.  In other words, 

the Digital Dating Index measured behavior along three facets (e.g., Internet, online 

dating service, and social networking service), while the Online Dating Attitudes Scale 

measured attitudes toward using only one attitude object — an online dating service.  In 

general, more people had been in a relationship that formed via the combined three media 

(i.e., Total: n = 209; Internet: n = 105; Social Networking Service: n = 43; Online Dating 

Service: n = 61), whereas fewer people had formed a relationship through an online 

dating service (n = 61) or were members of an online dating service (n = 134).  Thus, the 

specificity of the Online Dating Attitudes Scale may have restricted the correlations 

between the PIDFS variables and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, resulting in a lack of 

mediation.  Future research should develop a measure to assess attitudes toward using 

various types of digital dating media to develop a more expansive attitudinal measure. 
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Exploratory Analyses: Digital Dating Chart—Revised 

An exploratory analysis found that the PIDFS variables mediated the relationship 

between the six love styles and the amount of digital media people used to achieve nine 

different relationship behaviors.  Several noteworthy findings resulted from this 

exploratory analysis.  First, Field of Availables and Self-disclosure were consistently 

significant, positive mediators for the multiple mediation models involving Ludus, 

Storge, Pragma, and Mania.  This indicates that Ludic, Storgic, Pragmatic, and Manic 

lovers used digital media to achieve certain relationship behaviors because they perceived 

Self-disclosure and Field of Availables to be important dating features.  Second, Field of 

Availables and Chemistry were consistently significant, positive mediators for the 

multiple mediation models involving Mania and Agape.  Thus, Manic and Agapic lovers 

used digital media to achieve relationship behaviors because they perceived a large field 

of availables and an instant connection to be important dating features.  Third, Chemistry 

and Self-disclosure were consistently significant, positive mediators for the multiple 

mediation models involving Eros.  Thus, Erotic lovers used digital media to achieve 

relationship behaviors because they perceived an instant connection and intimate and fast 

self-disclosure to be important factors of a dating relationship. 

Absence of Deception was a significant mediator for the relationship between 

Eros and Agape and using digital media to look for a casual hook-up.  Erotic and Agapic 

lovers perceived Absence of Deception to be an important dating feature, yet Absence of 

Deception was associated with less digital media use to look for a casual hook-up.  This 

finding suggests that Erotic and Agapic lovers were less likely to use digital media to 

look for a casual hook-up, because they valued honesty in a dating interaction.  In 
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addition, this finding implies that Erotic and Agapic lovers believed that deception was 

likely to occur in a casual hook-up formed via the digital environment, as Absence of 

Deception was not a significant mediator of any other models involving Eros, Agape, or 

the other four love styles.  Finally, a significant point pertains to the multiple mediation 

findings for the relationship behaviors, Maintaining a Romantic Relationship and 

Advancing a Romantic Relationship.  Across the multiple mediation models for the six 

love styles, the significant mediators for these two relationship behaviors were the same.  

In addition, the unstandardized coefficients for the a and b paths were often the same 

values.  This suggests that participants viewed the relationship behaviors, Maintaining a 

Romantic Relationship and Advancing a Romantic Relationship, as the same behavior.  

Future research should investigate whether the Digital Dating Chart—Revised is 

measuring two separate constructs. 

Study Limitations and Future Research 

This study had several limitations.  First, this study was a correlational study; 

therefore, causation cannot be drawn from the multiple mediation models.  Although 

mediation was found, the conclusion that a love style caused the perceived importance of 

a dating feature, and that the perceived importance of this dating feature caused a digital 

dating behavior to increase or decrease cannot be made. 

The following factors were moderately, positively correlated with each other: 

Absence of Deception with Chemistry and Control; Chemistry with Self-disclosure and 

Control; and Field of Availables with Self-disclosure.  Although not extremely high, 

these correlations may have resulted in multicollinearity.  Multicollinearity would have 

attenuated the effects of the PIDFS variables on digital dating behavior (i.e., attenuated 
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the b path; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  Although these correlations were not indicative of 

high overlap among mediators, the correlations could have weakened the significance of 

certain specific indirect effects, thus making a significant mediator appear to be 

nonsignificant. 

The following suggestions would improve future studies that seek to investigate 

the relationship between love styles and both online dating attitudes and digital dating 

behavior.  First, by experimentally manipulating love styles and subsequently assessing 

people’s online dating attitudes, the link between love styles and online dating attitudes 

can be causally explained.  Experimental manipulation of the love styles can be 

accomplished by asking participants to watch a movie clip or listen to a song that makes a 

certain love style more accessible.  Second, a follow-up study should obtain a measure of 

future digital dating behavior.  The current Digital Dating Behavioral Index is a measure 

of past and expected digital dating behavior.  By asking participants to monitor their 

digital dating behavior, a more accurate test of the mediating factors of the relationship 

between love styles and digital dating behavior will be attained.  Third, a more expansive 

scale of attitudes toward digital dating media should be developed.  As previously 

discussed, the Online Dating Attitudes Scale measured attitudes toward using an online 

dating service only.  This study demonstrated that people seek romantic relationships 

through various digital media, in which an online dating service was only one format.  

Therefore, a scale that measures attitudes toward various digital media would provide a 

better test of the mediating factors of the relationship between love styles and digital 

dating attitudes.  Fourth, a study should investigate attitude change during exposure to 

online dating websites.  The current study found that online dating attitudes and digital 
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dating behavior were positively correlated.  Yet, the current study and prior research has 

found that people were dissatisfied with their online dating experience, which suggested 

that people hold unfavorable online dating attitudes after an online dating experience.  By 

assessing attitudes toward online dating before and after prolonged online dating use, 

researchers can determine whether the experience of online dating results in unfavorable 

online dating attitudes.  Finally, this study should be investigated in various populations, 

such as couples seeking remarriage, elderly individuals, and people currently online 

dating.  This sample was unusual in the level of sexual and relationship experience.  By 

limiting the sample to a current demographic group, more consistent findings may 

appear. 

Practical Significance 

Despite the limitations, the current study holds practical significance for 

relationship theorists and online dating companies.  First, the Online Dating Attitudes 

Scale provides a tool for researchers and online dating companies to assess people’s 

views of online dating in general.  Yet, as discussed earlier, people’s attitudes toward 

online dating are not necessarily indicative of their decision to engage in online dating or 

to look for relationships through a digital medium.  The Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

provides a measure of whether people have looked for relationships in the past, have 

thought about doing so, or expect to do so in the future using three digital media.  By 

pinpointing clients with prior digital dating history and/or clients who would be likely to 

use digital dating services in the future, this behavioral tool could improve the market 

segmentation of online dating services.  Because digital media, and specifically social 

networking sites, have become integrated with people’s daily lives researchers are now 
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calling for separate, clear measures of each medium (Wilson et al., 2012).  The Digital 

Dating Chart—Revised achieves this goal.  In addition, the Digital Dating Chart—

Revised will assist online dating companies in gaining a clearer picture of the specific 

behaviors that people seek to achieve though digital media use.  For instance, do people 

use digital media more often to seek a casual hook-up or to ask someone on a date?  

Further, the Digital Dating Chart—Revised provides a scientific indicator of the 

communication media that a target market most often uses to achieve relationship 

behaviors.  The Digital Dating Chart—Revised will answer questions such as, Do people 

ages 18 to 20 use Facebook or mobile texting more often to form romantic relationships?  

Upon answering this question, online dating companies may incorporate this type of 

technology into their dating programs. 

Thus, the findings of this study do provide practical significance.  By identifying 

the mediating factors that explain the relationship between each love style and online 

dating attitudes, digital dating behavior, and relationship-specific behaviors, close 

relationship theorists and online dating companies can pinpoint the reasons why people 

may decide to engage in digital dating.  By identifying a target market’s love style and 

the corresponding importance this group attaches to aspects of a dating feature, online 

dating companies may cater their advertisements and services to assist people in 

searching for romantic partners. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXTENDED LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

The extended literature review provides further findings based on my preliminary 

research on digital dating.  First, I provide background information on each scale I used 

in my past research.  Then, I discuss the relationship between each variable and the 

digital dating measures I described previously.  Findings are interpreted separately for the 

undergraduate PSY 1300 sample and the more diverse TechAnnounce sample.  The 

correlations between each variable and the digital dating measures were computed 

according to level of dating status and gender.  The correlations discussed below are 

available in table format from the author. 

Preliminary Research: Scale Background 

Compassionate Love Scale: Stranger-Humanity Version (Sprecher & Fehr, 

2005).  The Compassionate Love Scale is a 21-item scale that measures the benevolent 

love people have for strangers and humanity.  For my study I adapted the 7-point Likert 

scale (1 = not at all true of me; 7 = very true of me), to a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree; 5 = strongly agree).  On the 5-point scale, PSY 1300 participants indicated the 

extent to which they agreed with each statement.  For the original scale and for my PSY 

1300, Cronbach’s alphas were .95. 

Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale: Permissiveness and Instrumentality Subscales 

(Hendrick et al., 2006).  The 23-item Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale is a multidimensional 

scale that measures sexual attitudes along four dimensions.  In my preliminary studies, I 

administered the Permissiveness and Instrumentality subscales.  Permissiveness is a  
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10-item subscale that measures attitudes toward casual sex and Instrumentality is a 5-item 

subscale that measures attitudes toward biological sex, or the attitude that sexual 

intercourse exists only for physical pleasure.  On a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree; 5 = strongly agree), PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce participants indicated the 

extent to which they agreed with 15 statements about general beliefs or attitudes toward 

sex.  In the original development of the Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale, the Cronbach’s 

alphas for Permissiveness and Instrumentality were .93 and .88 and the correlation 

between the two subscales was .41.  In my PSY 1300 sample, the Cronbach’s alphas for 

Permissiveness and Instrumentality were .96 and .88 and for the TechAnnounce sample 

the Cronbach’s alphas were .94 and .82.  Correlations between the two subscales were .67 

and .41 for the PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce samples, respectively. 

Life Orientation Test—Revised (LOT-R; Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994).  

The 10-item Life Orientation Test—Revised was developed as a uni-dimensional 

measure of trait optimism.  On the LOT-R, three items are scored in the direction of 

optimism, three items are scored in the direction of pessimism, and four items are filler 

items.  Recent research indicates that the LOT-R is bi-dimensional measure comprised of 

separate optimism and pessimism factors (Herzberg, Glaesmer, & Hoyer, 2006).  My 

research supports the bi-dimensional approach (Guthrie, 2011).  On a 5-point Likert scale 

(1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce participants 

indicated the extent to which they agreed with 10 statements describing positive or 

negative experiences.  The Cronbach’s alpha for the original one-factor scale was .78 

(Scheier et al., 1994), but in a recent analysis of the LOT-R as a bi-dimensional structure, 

Cronbach’s alphas were .71 for Optimism and .68 for Pessimism (Herzberg et al., 2006), 
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and the correlation between the two factors was −.15.  For my PSY 1300 study (Guthrie, 

2011), Cronbach’s alphas for Optimism and Pessimism were .70 and .78 and for the 

TechAnnounce study were .74 and .80.  The correlations between the two factors were 

−.33 for the PSY 1300 sample and −.50 for the TechAnnounce sample. 

Meaning in Life Scale (Steger, Frazier, Oishi, & Kaler, 2006).  The 10-item 

Meaning in Life Scale taps two independent factors, Presence of Meaning and Search for 

Meaning.  Presence of Meaning measures whether participants perceive a current purpose 

in their lives, while Search for Meaning measures whether people are searching for a 

purpose in their lives.  For my study, I adapted the 7-point Likert scale (1 = absolutely 

untrue; 7 = absolutely true) to a 5-poin Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 

agree).  On a 5-point scale, PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce participants indicated the 

extent to which they agreed with statements about what makes their lives significant.  For 

the original scale, Cronbach’s alphas for Presence and Search were between .86 and .88.  

The correlations between the two factors were −.09 and −.28.  The Cronbach’s alphas for 

Presence and Search were .87 for the PSY 1300 sample and .89 for the TechAnnounce 

sample.  The correlation between the two Meaning in Life factors was −.20 for the PSY 

1300 sample and −.10 for the TechAnnounce sample.  Presence and Search have been 

negatively correlated and uncorrelated (Steger et al., 2006). 

Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 

1985).  The Satisfaction with Life Scale measures overall well-being or life satisfaction.  

For my study, I adapted the original 7-item Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = 

strongly agree) to a 5-point Likert scale.  On a 5-point Likert Scale (1 = strongly 

disagree; 5 = strongly agree), PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce participants indicated the 
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extent to which they agreed with five statements about the quality of their lives.  The 

Cronbach’s alpha for the original scale was .87.  The Cronbach’s alpha for my PSY 1300 

sample was .88 and for the TechAnnounce sample was .87. 

Love and Perceptions Scale: Sex is Declining Subscale (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 2002).  The 3-item Sex is Declining Subscale measures whether sex is 

declining in a current romantic relationship.  On a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree; 5 = strongly agree), PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce participants indicated 

whether sexual intercourse was declining in their romantic relationship. 

Need to Belong (Leary, Kelly, Cottrell, & Schreindorfer, 2007).  The 10-item 

Need to Belong scale measures the extent to which people agree that they have a strong 

desire to maintain close, human bonds.  On a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 

5 = strongly agree), PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce participants indicated the extent to 

which they agreed with statements about belongingness on a 5-point Likert scale.  In the 

original scale, the Cronbach’s alpha was .77.  Cronbach’s alpha for the PSY 1300 study 

was .78 and for the TechAnnounce study was .82. 

General Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999).  The 4-item General 

Happiness Scale measures the extent to which people report being happy.  PSY 1300 

participants responded to three statements about their level of happiness and one 

statement about the extent to which they were not happy.  After preliminary analyses, I 

deleted the fourth statement about the extent of being unhappy, due to a low factor 

loading.  Across several studies, the Cronbach’s alphas were between .79 and .94 

(Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999). 
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Revised Cheek and Buss Shyness Scale (RCBS; Hopko, Stowell, Jones, 

Armento, & Cheek, 2005).  The 13-item RCBS is a uni-dimensional measure of shyness 

and sociability, in which higher scores are indicative of more shyness.  On a 5-point 

Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), PSY 1300 participants indicated 

the extent to which they agreed with statements about their shyness and behavior in social 

interactions.  In the original scale, the Cronbach’s alpha was .86 and in my PSY 1300 

sample the Cronbach’s alpha was .87. 

Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980).  The 20-

item Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale is a uni-dimensional measure of dissatisfaction 

with social relationships, in which higher scores represent more loneliness.  On the 

original scale, participants responded to each statement by indicating the frequency that 

they experienced each feeling (1 = never; 4 = often).  For my studies, on a 5-point Likert 

scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree).  PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce 

participants indicated the extent to which they agreed that they held the feelings 

described in each statement.  Cronbach’s alphas for the original RCBS were .94 and .96.  

For my studies, Cronbach’s alphas were .94 (PSY 1300 study) and .93 (TechAnnounce 

study). 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1989).  The 10-item Rosenberg Self-

Esteem Scale measures trait self-esteem.  On a 5-point scale, PSY 1300 and 

TechAnnounce participants indicated the extent to which they agreed with statements 

about their feelings toward the self (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree).  

Cronbach’s alphas for the RSE range from .77 to 88 (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1993).  The 

Cronbach’s alphas were .90 for my PSY 1300 study and .89 for my TechAnnounce study. 
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Preliminary Correlational Research 

In the sections below, I detail significant correlations between intrapersonal 

variables and digital dating measures.  I explain the correlations separately for each 

sample (i.e., PSY 1300, TechAnnounce) and interpret the correlations by dating status 

and gender.  In certain cases, overall significant correlations between an intrapersonal 

variable and a digital dating measure are provided. 

Compassionate love.  In the PSY 1300 sample (Guthrie, 2011), non-daters 

showed a negative correlation between compassionate love and using digital media to 

look for a casual hook-up.  For casual daters, compassionate love was negatively 

correlated with the Online Dating Service Behavioral Index, yet positively correlated 

with the digital dating chart mean and with using digital dating media to maintain a 

romantic relationship, advance a romantic relationship, and flirt.  For men, compassionate 

love was positively correlated with the Forming a Romantic Relationship Subscale and 

with using digital media to advance a romantic relationship. 

Sex is declining.  In the PSY 1300 sample, I found overall positive correlations 

between Sex is Declining and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, the Internet 

Behavioral Index, and the Online Dating Service Behavioral Index.  Non-daters showed a 

positive correlation between Sex is Declining and chatroom use.  Casual daters showed a 

negative correlation between Sex is Declining and using digital media to maintain a 

relationship and to flirt.  For casual daters, Sex is Declining was positively correlated 

with newsgroups, virtual worlds, and personal ads use, but negatively correlated with 

Facebook and mobile texting use.  Men showed negative correlations between Sex is 

Declining and using digital media to advance a romantic relationship and between Sex is 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

194 

Declining and mobile texting use.  Women showed a positive correlation between Sex is 

Declining and the Digital Dating Behavioral Index, Internet Behavioral Index, and 

attitudes toward a TTU online dating service.  In the TechAnnounce sample, non-daters 

and men showed a positive correlation between Sex is Declining and the Digital Dating, 

Internet, and Online Dating Service Behavioral Indices. 

Permissiveness.  In the PSY 1300 sample, I found an overall, positive correlation 

between Permissiveness and using digital dating media to seek a casual hook-up (r=.41; 

Guthrie, 2011).  In addition, I found overall positive correlations between Permissiveness 

and the Digital Dating, Internet, Online Dating Service, and SNS Behavioral Indices.  

Non-daters showed positive correlations between Permissiveness and the Online Dating 

Service Behavioral Index and between Permissiveness and using digital media to hook-

up.  Casual daters and serious daters showed positive correlations between 

Permissiveness and numerous digital dating behaviors (e.g., looking for a casual hook-up 

and looking for a romantic relationship), but only casual daters exhibited a positive 

correlation between Permissiveness and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale and attitudes 

toward a TTU online dating service.  Both men and women showed positive correlations 

between Permissiveness and using digital media to look for a hook-up, while men also 

showed positive correlations between Permissiveness and finding someone they first met 

in person and between Permissiveness and using an online dating service to achieve 

relationship goals. 

In the TechAnnounce sample, I found overall correlations between 

Permissiveness and the Digital Dating, Internet, Online Dating Service, and SNS 

Behavioral Indices; Online Dating Attitudes Scale; and the Forming a Romantic 
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Relationship, Finding an Ideal Partner, and General Online Dating Attitudes subscales.  

Married participants showed positive correlations between Permissiveness and the Digital 

Dating, Internet, and Online Dating Service Indices.  Non-daters and serious daters 

showed strong, positive correlations between Permissiveness and digital dating behavior 

and online dating attitudes, but casual daters did not exhibit correlations between 

Permissiveness and digital dating measures.  Men and women exhibited positive 

correlations between Permissiveness and digital dating behavior and attitudes. 

Instrumentality.  In the PSY 1300 sample, I found overall positive correlations 

between Instrumentality and the Digital Dating, Internet, Online Dating, and SNS 

Behavioral Indices.  In addition, I found an overall positive correlation between 

Instrumentality and using digital media to look for a hook-up.  For non-daters, 

Instrumentality was positively correlated with the Digital Dating and Online Dating 

Service Behavioral Indices, and with using digital media to look for a hook-up.  Casual 

daters, serious daters, and men showed positive correlations between Instrumentality and 

various digital dating behaviors and attitudes (e.g., looking for a casual hook-up and 

Online Dating Attitude Scale).  Women showed positive correlations between 

Instrumentality and the Digital Dating, Internet, Online Dating, and SNS Behavioral 

Indices, and using digital media to look for a hook-up. 

In the TechAnnounce sample, I found an overall positive correlation between 

Instrumentality and the Digital Dating and SNS Behavioral Indices.  Non-daters and 

serious daters showed positive correlations between Instrumentality and digital dating 

behaviors and attitudes, while casual daters did not.  Men showed positive correlations 

between the Digital Dating, Online Dating, and SNS Behavioral Indices, while women 
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showed a positive correlation between Instrumentality and the Forming a Romantic 

Relationship subscale. 

Desire for a romantic relationship.   

Importance.  In the PSY 1300 sample, non-daters, casual daters, and men showed 

positive correlations between Importance and positive attitudes toward a TTU-online 

dating service.  Non-daters showed positive correlations between Importance and looking 

for a hook-up, while casual daters showed positive correlations between Importance and 

looking for a romantic relationship.  In the TechAnnounce sample, non-daters and 

married participants showed positive correlations between the Importance and Forming a 

Romantic Relationship and Finding an Ideal Partner subscales; married participants also 

showed a positive correlation between Importance and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  

In addition, non-daters showed positive correlations between Importance and the digital 

dating behavior measures. 

Ideal.  In the PSY 1300 sample, I found overall positive correlations between 

Ideal and the Digital Dating, Internet, and SNS Behavioral Indices, and between Ideal 

and attitudes toward a TTU online dating service.  Non-daters, casual daters, serious 

daters, men, and women showed positive correlations between Ideal and attitudes toward 

a TTU online dating service.  Non-daters exhibited a positive correlation between Ideal 

and the Finding an Ideal Partner subscale, while casual daters exhibited a positive 

correlation between Ideal and using digital media to look for a romantic relationship.  

Serious daters showed positive correlations between Ideal and the Digital Dating, 

Internet, and SNS Behavioral Indices, and between Ideal and Facebook use to achieve 

relationship goals.  Women showed a positive correlation between Ideal and using digital 
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media to look for a hook-up, while men showed positive correlations between Ideal and 

several digital dating behavior and attitudinal measures (e.g., Digital Dating Behavioral 

Index and using Facebook to achieve romantic relationship behaviors). 

In the TechAnnounce sample, Ideal was strongly, positively correlated with 

Digital Dating, Internet, Online Dating Service, and SNS Behavioral Indices.  Non-

daters, serious daters, married participants, men, and women showed positive correlations 

between Ideal and the four behavioral indices; casual daters did not.  Non-daters showed 

positive correlations between Ideal and the Forming a Romantic Relationship and 

Finding an Ideal Partner subscales. 

Need to belong.  In the PSY 1300 sample, casual daters showed positive 

correlations between need to belong and using Facebook and an online dating service to 

achieve relationship goals, and between need to belong and positive attitudes toward a 

TTU online dating service.  In the TechAnnounce sample, non-daters and men showed 

positive correlations between the need to belong and the Digital Dating, Internet, and 

SNS Behavioral Indices. 

Satisfaction with life.  In the PSY 1300 sample, casual daters showed a negative 

correlation between well-being and the Digital Dating and SNS Behavioral Indices, a 

positive correlation between well-being and using Skype to achieve relationships goals, 

and a positive correlation between well-being and attitudes toward a TTU online dating 

service.  Serious daters showed negative correlations between well-being and the Digital 

Dating, Internet, and Online Dating Service Behavioral Indices, and negative correlations 

between well-being and using an online dating service, e-mail, and Internet personal ads 
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to achieve relationship goals.  Men showed a negative correlation between well-being 

and the Online Dating Service Behavioral Index. 

In the TechAnnounce sample, I found overall negative correlations between well-

being and the Digital Dating and Online Dating Service Behavioral Indices.  Married 

participants exhibited positive correlations between well-being and the General Online 

Dating Attitudes Subscale.  Non-Daters exhibited negative correlations between well-

being and the Digital Dating, Internet, and Online Dating Service Behavioral Indices, and 

serious daters exhibited negative correlations between well-being and the Online Dating 

Service Behavioral Index. 

Meaning in life.   

Presence of Meaning.  Participants who scored high on Presence of Meaning in 

Life reported that they had found a purpose for their lives (Steger et al., 2006).  In the 

PSY 1300 sample, non-daters showed a positive correlation between Presence of 

Meaning and using instant messaging to achieve relationship goals.  Casual daters 

showed positive correlations between Presence of Meaning and using digital media to 

maintain and advance a romantic relationship and between Presence of Meaning and 

Skype use to achieve relationship goals.  In the TechAnnounce sample, married 

participants showed positive correlations between Presence of Meaning and the Online 

Dating Attitudes Scale and the General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale. 

Search for Meaning.  In the PSY 1300 sample, I found positive correlations 

between Search for Meaning and the SNS Behavioral Index, using digital to find 

someone participants first met in person, and positive attitudes toward a TTU online 

dating service.  Non-daters, men, and women showed positive correlations between 
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Search for Meaning and positive attitudes toward a TTU online dating service.  Non-

daters showed positive correlations between Search for Meaning and various digital 

dating behaviors and attitudes.  Casual daters showed a positive correlation between 

Search for Meaning and virtual world use to achieve relationship goals, while serious 

daters showed a positive correlation between Search for Meaning and using digital media 

to find someone participants first met in person.  Men showed positive correlations 

between Search for Meaning and using digital media to achieve three relationship 

behaviors — looking for a romantic relationship, flirting, and asking a potential partner 

on a date.  Women showed positive correlations between Search and the SNS Behavioral 

Index and between Search for Meaning and finding someone that participants first met in 

person.  In the TechAnnounce sample, casual daters exhibited a negative correlation 

between Search for meaning and Forming a Romantic Relationship Subscale. 

Optimism.  In the PSY 1300 sample, non-daters exhibited a positive correlation 

between Optimism and the Digital Dating Chart Mean, using Facebook and mobile 

texting to achieve relationship goals, and using digital media to achieve six relationship 

behaviors (e.g., look for a romantic relationship).  Casual daters showed a positive 

correlation between Optimism and using MySpace, chatrooms, and a virtual world to 

achieve relationship goals.  Serious daters showed a negative correlation between 

Optimism and the Internet Behavioral Index.  Men showed positive correlations between 

Optimism and the Digital Dating Chart Mean, using mobile texting to achieve 

relationship behaviors, and using digital media to flirt, ask a potential partner on a date, 

and to find someone participants first met in person.  In the TechAnnounce sample, 
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casual daters showed a positive correlation between Optimism and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 

Pessimism.  In the PSY 1300 sample, casual daters showed negative correlations 

between Pessimism and using digital media to flirt and to find someone participants first 

met in person, and a negative correlation between Pessimism and using Facebook to 

achieve relationship goals listed in the Digital Dating Chart—Original.  Interestingly, 

casual daters showed positive correlations between Pessimism and using the following 

digital media to achieve relationship goals: newsgroups, virtual world, blogs, and Internet 

personal ads.  Serious daters showed positive correlations between Pessimism and the 

Digital Dating, Internet, Online Dating Service, and SNS Behavioral Indices, and using 

digital media to ask a potential partner on a date.  Yet, serious daters exhibited negative 

correlations between Pessimism and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale and the Forming a 

Romantic Relationship Subscale.  Men showed a negative correlation between Pessimism 

and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, but positive correlations between Pessimism and 

using the following four digital media to achieve relationship goals: newsgroups, virtual 

world, blogs, and Internet personal ads. 

In the TechAnnounce sample, I found an overall correlation between Pessimism 

and the SNS Behavioral Index.  Married participants and men showed positive 

correlations between Pessimism and the digital dating behavioral measures.  Casual 

daters showed a strong, negative correlation between Pessimism and the Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale. 
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Happiness.  Non-daters exhibited negative correlations between happiness and 

the Online Dating Attitudes Scale, Forming a Romantic Relationship Subscale, and the 

General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale. 

Shyness.  In the PSY 1300 sample, non-daters showed negative correlations 

between shyness and the Digital Dating Chart Mean and between shyness and using 

digital media to achieve the following four relationship behavioral goals: maintain a 

relationship, advance a relationship, flirt, and find someone participants first met in 

person.  Casual daters showed a positive correlation between shyness and using an online 

dating service to achieve relationship goals.  Serious daters showed positive correlations 

between shyness and the Digital Dating, Internet, Online Dating Service, and SNS 

Behavioral Indices; between shyness and using digital media to end a romantic 

relationship and to ask a potential partner on a date; and between shyness and using an 

online dating service and e-mail to attain relationship goals.  Men showed positive 

correlations between shyness and the Online Dating Service Behavioral Index and 

between shyness and using an online dating service to achieve relationship goals.  In 

addition, men exhibited negative correlations between shyness and using digital media to 

advance a romantic relationship and between shyness using mobile texting to achieve 

relationship goals. 

Loneliness.  Non-daters showed positive correlations between loneliness and the 

Online Dating Attitudes Scale and the General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale, but a 

negative correlation between loneliness and using digital media to flirt.  Casual daters 

showed negative correlations between loneliness and using digital media to maintain and 

advance a relationship and between loneliness and Skype use to attain relationship goals.  
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Serious daters showed positive correlations between loneliness and e-mail use to achieve 

relationship goals and between loneliness and the Digital Dating, Internet, Online Dating 

Service, and SNS Behavioral Indices.  Men showed negative correlations between 

loneliness and using digital media to advance a romantic relationship and between 

loneliness and using Facebook and mobile texting to achieve relationship goals.  Women 

in the PSY 1300 and TechAnnounce samples showed positive correlations between 

loneliness and the Digital Dating and Internet Behavioral Indices. 

Self-esteem.  In the PSY 1300 sample, non-daters exhibited a negative correlation 

between self-esteem and the General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale.  Casual daters 

showed positive correlations between self-esteem and using digital media to maintain a 

relationship and to find someone participants first met in person.  Serious daters showed 

negative correlations between self-esteem and the Digital Dating, Internet, and the Online 

Dating Service Behavioral Indices.  In addition, serious daters showed a negative 

correlation between self-esteem and using an online dating service to achieve relationship 

behaviors.  Men showed a negative correlation between self-esteem and using digital 

media to advance a romantic relationship, but a positive correlation between self-esteem 

and using mobile texting to attain relationship goals.  In the TechAnnounce sample, 

casual daters exhibited strong, positive correlations between self-esteem and the Internet 

Behavioral Index, Online Dating Attitudes Scale, and the Forming a Romantic 

Relationship, Finding an Ideal Partner, and General Online Dating Attitudes subscales. 
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Table A1 

Scale Statements and Cronbach’s alphas for the Online Dating Attitudes Scale 

Online Dating Attitudes Scale 
(PSY 1300: α = .95; TechAnnounce Study: α = .96) 

Subscale Item 

Forming a Romantic 

Relationship 
 

(PSY 1300: α = .94;  

TechAnnounce: α = .93) 

Forming a romantic relationship through an online dating 

service is: 
1. unacceptable/acceptable 

2. wrong/right 

3. negative/positive 

4. bad/good 

Finding an Ideal 

Romantic Partner 
 

(PSY 1300 & TechAnnounce: 

α = .97) 

Finding an ideal partner through an online dating service is: 
1. unacceptable/acceptable 

2. wrong/right 

3. negative/positive 

4. bad/good 

General Online 

Dating Attitudes 
 

(PSY 1300 & TechAnnounce: 

α = .92) 

1. Online dating is desperate.
r
 

2. Online dating is for the lonely.
r
 

3. Online dating is for the shy.
r
 

4. Online dating is embarrassing.
r
 

5. Online dating is exciting. 

6. Online dating is enjoyable. 

7. Online dating is effective. 

8. Online dating is an honest way to meet a romantic 

partner. 

9. Online dating is intimate. 

10. Online dating is realistic. 

11. Online dating is practical. 

12. Online dating works. 

13. Love can be found by online dating. 
Note. 

r
 = reverse-scored.  General Online Dating Attitudes Subscale scored on a 5-point Likert scale 

(1=strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree).  Subscale inter-correlations by sample: Forming and Finding 

(PSY 1300: r = .67; TechAnnounce: r = .79); Forming and General Online Dating Attitudes (PSY 1300: r = 

.67; TechAnnounce: r = .69); Finding and General Online Dating Attitudes (PSY 1300: r = .70; 

TechAnnounce: r = .69). 
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Table A2 

Scale Statements and Cronbach’s alphas for the Digital Dating Behavioral Index 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index (BI) 
(PSY 1300 & TechAnnounce α = .92) 

Subscale Item 

Internet Behavioral Index (BI) 
 

(PSY 1300: α = .84; 

TechAnnounce: α = .85) 

1. I have looked for new relationships of any type on 

the Internet. 

2. I have looked for a romantic relationship on the 

Internet. 

3. I have thought about looking for a romantic 

relationship on the Internet. 

4. In the future, I will look for a romantic 

relationship on the Internet. 

Online Dating Service  

Behavioral Index (BI) 
 

(PSY 1300: α = .88; 

TechAnnounce: α = .89) 

1. I have looked for a romantic relationship through 

an online dating service (e.g., match.com, e-

harmony, chemistry.com). 

2. I have thought about looking for a romantic 

relationship through an online dating service (e.g., 

match.com, e-harmony, chemistry.com). 

3. In the future, I will look for a romantic 

relationship through an online dating service (e.g., 

match.com, e-harmony, chemistry.com). 

4. In the future, I will use an online dating service 

(e.g., match.com, e-harmony, chemistry.com).  

Social Networking Service (SNS)  

Behavioral Index (BI) 
 

(PSY 1300: α = .90; 

TechAnnounce: α = .89) 

1. I have looked for a romantic relationship through a 

social networking site (e.g., Facebook, MySpace). 

2. I have thought about looking for a romantic 

relationship through a social networking site (e.g., 

Facebook, MySpace). 

3. In the future, I will look for a romantic 

relationship using a social networking site (e.g., 

Facebook, MySpace). 

Note. Items scored on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree).  Subscale inter-

correlations by sample: Internet BI and Online Dating Service BI (PSY 1300: r = .65; TechAnnounce: r = 

.81); Internet BI and SNS BI (PSY 1300: r = .76; TechAnnounce: r = .54); Online Dating Service BI and 

SNS BI (PSY 1300: r = .49; TechAnnounce: r = .43). 
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Table A3 

Scale Statements and Cronbach’s alphas for the Desire for a Romantic Relationship 

Scale 

Desire for a Romantic Relationship 
Subscale Item 

Importance 
(PSY 1300 & 

TechAnnounce: α = .89) 

1. I prefer to be in a romantic relationship rather 

than be alone. 

2. Finding the right romantic partner is important to 

me.  

3. Being in a romantic relationship has always been 

important to me. 

4. Being in a romantic relationship is important for 

me right now. 

5. I am happier when I am in a romantic 

relationship. 

6. Being in a romantic relationship is an important 

part of who I am. 

Finding Ideal 
(PSY 1300: α = .69;  

TechAnnounce: α = .76) 

1. I hope to find my ideal romantic partner during 

college. 

2. Finding the right romantic partner is difficult.  

3. I wish I had more time to look for a romantic 

partner. 

4. I often think about being in the right romantic 

relationship 
Note. Subscale inter-correlation: (PSY 1300: r = .42; TechAnnounce: r = .28) 

 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

206 

Table A4 

Digital Dating Chart —Original 

 Digital Dating Medium  

Directions: Rate all items in each row with 0, 1, 2, or 3 

as defined by the scale below. 
 
0 = never 
1 = occasionally 
2 = usually 
3 = always 
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1. Look for a casual hook-up  .40 .08 1.01 .05 .18 .01 .04 .03 .03 .11 .01 .01 .17 
2. Look for a romantic relationship  .45 .09 .98 .03 .13 .00 .05 .02 .03 .11 .00 .01 .16 
3. Form a romantic relationship  .47 .08 1.18 .01 .17 .00 .04 .03 .03 .15 .01 .01 .18 
4. Maintain a romantic relationship  .88 .11 1.72 .06 .21 .01 .03 .14 .04 .54 .01 .01 .31 
5. Advance a romantic relationship  .60 .07 1.37 .01 .15 .00 .02 .09 .02 .34 .01 .00 .23 
6. End a romantic relationship  .17 .07 .70 .02 .03 .00 .01 .02 .02 .04 .00 .01 .09 
7. Find a romantic partner online that you first met 

in person 
 

1.12 .18 .85 .04 .13 .02 .02 .06 .03 .10 .02 .01 .22 

8. Flirt with a potential romantic partner  1.40 .23 1.84 .04 .28 .01 .05 .07 .04 .30 .03 .01 .36 
9. Ask a potential romantic partner on a date  .59 .10 1.33 .04 .11 .02 .05 .05 .02 .13 .01 .01 .20 

Column Mean   .68 .11 1.22 .03 .16 .01 .04 .06 .03 .20 .01 .01 / 

Grand Mean .21 

Note. U.S. Copyright pending.  The first nine rows and 12 columns show cell means.  In the Digital Dating Chart—Revised (see Table 5), the shaded columns 

were removed, except for the first shaded column.  
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Table A5 

Digital Dating Chart—Revised 

 Digital Dating Medium  

Directions: Rate all items in each row with 0, 1, 2, or 3 as defined by the scale 

below. 
 
0 = never 
1 = occasionally 
2 = usually 
3 = always 
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1. Look for a casual hook-up          
2. Look for a romantic relationship          
3. Form a romantic relationship          
4. Maintain a romantic relationship          
5. Advance a romantic relationship          
6. End a romantic relationship          
7. Find a romantic partner online that you first met in person          
8. Flirt with a potential romantic partner          
9. Ask a potential romantic partner on a date          

Column Mean          

Grand Mean  
Note. U.S. Copyright pending.
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APPENDIX B 

DEMOGRAPHICS AND RELATIONSHIP BACKGROUND 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. What gender do you identify with most? 

A. Man 

B. Woman 

C. Transgender 

D. Other (please specify): _______________ 

 
2. What is your racial/ethnic background? 

A. Asian/Pacific Islander/Asian-American 

B. Black/African-American 

C. Native-American/American Indian/First Nation 

D. Hispanic/Latino/Mexican-American 

E. Middle Eastern/Eastern-American 

F. White (Non-Hispanic)/Caucasian-American 

G. Multiracial/Multiethnic 

H. Other (please specify): ____________________ 

 
3. How old are you? (in years): __________________________ 

 
4. Do you live in the United States of America? (This question was administered to the 

Qualtrics sample only.) 

A. No 

B. Yes 

 
5. What country do you live in? __________________________ (Displays if participant 

answers No to #4; This question was administered to the Qualtrics sample only.) 

 
6. What city or town do you live in? _________________________  (This question was 

administered to the Qualtrics sample only.) 

 
7. What state do you live in? (drop-down menu; Displays if participant answers Yes to #4; 

This question was administered to the Qualtrics sample only.) 
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8. An urban area has a population of 2 million people or more.  In the United States, the 

following cities are classified as urban areas: New York City, Los Angeles, Chicago, San 

Francisco-San Jose, Dallas-Fort Worth, Miami, Philadelphia, Houston, Boston, Atlanta, 

Washington, D.C., Phoenix-Mesa, Detroit, Seattle, San Diego, Minneapolis-Saint Paul, 

Tampa-St. Petersburg, Denver, Baltimore, and St. Louis.  

 

8a. Do you live within 50 miles of one of the US urban cities listed above? 
A. No 

B. Yes 

 
9. Question #9 on educational level was different for the PSY 1300 and Qualtrics samples 

 

What is your educational level? (for the PSY 1300 sample only) 
A. Freshman 

B. Sophomore 

C. Junior 

D. Senior 

E. Graduate 

F. Other (please specify): _________________ 

 

What is your highest level of education? (for the Qualtrics sample) 
A. Attended some secondary education (for example: 9th, 10th, 11th, 12th; no diploma) 

B. High school graduate, received high school diploma or the equivalent (for example: 

GED) 

C. Attended some college or university, no degree 

D. 2-year Associate’s degree or equivalent (for example: AA, AS) 

E. 4-year Bachelor’s degree or equivalent (for example: BA, BS) 

F. Master’s level degree (for example: MS, MA, MBA) 

G. Doctorate or professional level degree (for example: Ph.D., M.D., D.D.S) 

H. Other (please specify): _____________________ 

 
10. Are you currently in a romantic relationship? 

A. No 

B. Yes 

 
11. What gender does your romantic partner most identify with? (Displays if participant 

answers Yes to #10) 

A. Man 

B. Women 

C. Transgender 

D. Other (please specify): ______________ 
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12. How long have you been in the romantic relationship? (Displays if participants answers 

Yes to #10) 

A. Up to 1 month 

B. More than 1 month up to 6 months 

C. More than 6 months up 1 year 

D. More than 1 year up to 2 years 

E. More than 2 years up to 3 years 

F. More than 3 years 

 
13. What is your sexual orientation? 

A. Heterosexual 

B. Homosexual 

C. Bi-sexual 

D. Questioning 

E. Other (please specify): _____________________ 

 
14. What is your marital status? 

A. Single, never married 

B. Cohabitating with a long-term partner, never married 

C. Married and living with spouse 

D. Married but separated 

E. Divorced 

F. Previously divorced and now remarried 

 
15. What is your dating status? (Displays if participant answers A, B, or E to #14) 

A. Not currently dating 

B. Casually dating more than one person 

C. Casually dating one person 

D. Seriously dating one person 

E. Long-term committed partnership 

F. Engaged 

 
16. How many times have you been in love? 

A. 0 times 

B. 1 time 

C. 2 times 

D. 3 or more times 

 
17. How many sexual relationships have you had? 

A. 0 

B. 1-3 

C. 4-6 

D. 7-9 

E. 10 or more 
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APPENDIX C 

LOVE ATTITUDES SCALE: SHORT FORM 

(Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998) 

Directions: Listed below are several statements that reflect different attitudes about love.  

For each statement, indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement.  The 

items refer to a specific love relationship. 

 

For each statement: 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Moderately disagree 

3 = Neutral—neither disagree nor agree 

4 = Moderately agree 

5 = Strongly agree 

 

For each item below, please answer in terms of a current serious romantic relationship.  If 

you are not currently in a romantic relationship, please answer with your most recent 

relationship in mind.  If you have never had a romantic relationship, please answer in 

terms of how you think you might answer with a future partner. 

 

I am answering the following statements in terms of: 
A. A current, serious romantic relationship 

B. A current, casual romantic relationship 

C. My most recent romantic relationship. 

D. A future romantic relationship 

 

Eros 
1. My partner and I have the right physical "chemistry" between us. 

2. I feel that my partner and I were meant for each other. 

3. My partner and I really understand each other. 

4. My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomeness. 

Ludus 
5. I believe that what my partner doesn’t know about me won’t hurt him/her. 

6. I have sometimes had to keep my partner from finding out about other lovers. 

7. My partner would get upset if he/she knew of some of the things I’ve done with other 

people. 

8. I enjoy playing the “game of love” with my partner and a number of other partners. 

Storge 
9. Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship. 

10. Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 

11. Our love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion. 

12. Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it developed from a good friendship. 

(continued) 
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Pragma 
13. A main consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on my 

family. 

14. An important factor in choosing my partner was whether or not he/she would be a good 

parent. 

15. One consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on my career.  

16. Before getting very involved with my partner, I tried to figure out how compatible his/her 

hereditary background would be with mine in case we ever had children. 

Mania 
17. When my partner doesn't pay attention to me, I feel sick all over. 

18. Since I've been in love with my partner, I've had trouble concentrating on anything else. 

19. I cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is with someone else. 

20. If my partner ignores me for a while, I sometimes do stupid things to try to get his/her 

attention back. 

Agape 
21. I would rather suffer myself than let my partner suffer. 

22. I cannot be happy unless I place my partner’s happiness before my own. 

23. I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner achieve his/hers. 

24. I would endure all things for the sake of my partner. 
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APPENDIX D 

PERMISSIVENESS AND INSTRUMENTALITY 

Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Reich, 2006) 

Directions: Listed below are several statements that reflect different attitudes about sex.  

For each statement, indicate the extent to which you agree with that statement.  Some of 

the items refer to a specific sexual relationship, while others refer to general attitudes and 

beliefs about sex. 

 

For each statement: 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Moderately disagree 

3 = Neutral—neither disagree nor agree 

4 = Moderately agree 

5 = Strongly agree 

 

Permissiveness 
1. I do not need to be committed to a person to have sex with him/her. 

2. Casual sex is acceptable. 

3. I would like to have sex with many partners. 

4. One-night stands are sometimes very enjoyable. 

5. It is okay to have ongoing sexual relationships with more than one person at a time. 

6. Sex as a simple exchange of favors is okay if both people agree to it. 

7. The best sex is with no strings attached. 

8. Life would have fewer problems if people could have sex more freely. 

9. It is possible to enjoy sex with a person and not like that person very much. 

10. It is okay for sex to be just good physical release. 

Instrumentality 
11. Sex is best when you let yourself go and focus on your own pleasure. 

12. Sex is primarily the taking of pleasure from another person. 

13. The main purpose of sex is to enjoy oneself. 

14. Sex is primarily physical. 

15. Sex is primarily a bodily function, like eating. 
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APPENDIX E 

PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OF DATING FEATURES SCALE 

Directions: 

Condition 1 (long-term partner): Please rate the extent to which each of the statements are 

important to you when looking for a long-term romantic partner. 

 

Condition 2 (romantically date): Please rate the extent to which each of the statements are 

important to you when looking for someone to romantically date. 

 

1 = Not at all Important 

2 = Slightly Important 

3 = Moderately Important 

4 = Very Important 

5 = Extremely Important 

 

Field of Availables 
1. I can find many people to date. 

2. I have access to many potential romantic partners. 

3. I get to know a lot of people before selecting an individual to date. 

4. I select a date from a large group of people. 

5. I have many people whom I can date. 

Efficiency 
1. I can easily find a romantic partner who has similar interests to me. 

2. I can easily find a romantic partner with the same background as me (e.g., religion, 

ethnicity, educational level). 

3. I can easily find a compatible romantic partner. 

4. I know instantly if a romantic partner is similar to me. 

5. I can evaluate several dates at one time. 

6. I can compare my dates’ attributes to each other. 

7. I can focus on evaluating the attributes of one date at a time. 

8. I can quickly eliminate undesirable dating partners. 

Chemistry 
1. I feel an instant connection with a date. 

2. I am immediately drawn to my date’s personality. 

3. I feel chemistry with a date.  

4. I have an instant attraction to a date. 

5. I feel an immediate physical attraction to my date. 

6. I feel a spark with my date. 

7. I feel in sync with my date. 

(continued) 
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Self-disclosure 
1. I quickly share intimate details about myself with a date. 

2. I quickly learn intimate details about a potential date.  

3. I spend time learning about one potential partner. 

4. I am comfortable sharing intimate information about myself with my date. 

5. My date is comfortable sharing intimate information about themselves with me. 

Absence of Deception 
1. I express my true self to a date 

2. My date expresses their true self to me. 

3. My date represents themselves honestly to me.  

4. I represent myself honestly to my date. 

5. I can identify whether a date is deceiving me. 

6. My date shares personal information that makes me view them in a positive way. 

7. I share personal information about myself that makes my date view me in a positive way.  

8. My date is honest about their physical attractiveness. 

9. My date is honest about their values and attitudes. 

10. My date is honest about their background (e.g., religion, education). 

11. My date is honest about their interests and hobbies. 

Control 
1. I have control over how I act during a conversation with a potential date. 

2. I have control over the specific words I use during a conversation with a potential date. 

3. I have control over my facial expressions and body language during a conversation with a 

potential date. 

4. I have control over whether I choose to answer the questions a potential date asks me. 
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APPENDIX F 

DIGITAL RELATIONSHIP BACKGROUND 

Directions: Listed below are questions that ask about the development of your romantic 

relationships.  Please indicate whether your past or current romantic relationships have 

formed through an online medium by answering Yes or No to each question. 

 
1. I was in a romantic relationship that developed through the Internet. 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 
2. I am currently in a romantic relationship that developed through the Internet 

a. No 

b. Yes 

 
3. I was in a romantic relationship that developed through a social networking service (e.g., 

Facebook, MySpace). 

a. No 

b. Yes 

 
4. I am currently in a romantic relationship that developed through a social networking 

service (e.g., Facebook, MySpace). 

a. No 

b. Yes 

 
5. I was in a romantic relationship that developed through an online dating service (e.g., 

match.com, e-harmony.com, chemistry.com). 

a. No 

b. Yes 

 
6. I am currently in a romantic relationship that developed through an online dating service 

(e.g., match.com, e-harmony.com, chemistry.com). 

a. No 

b. Yes 

 
7. I have been a member of an online dating service (e.g., match.com, e-harmony.com, 

chemistry.com). 

a. No 

b. Yes 

 
8. I am currently a member of an online dating service (e.g., match.com, e-harmony.com, 

chemistry.com). 

a. No 

b. Yes 
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APPENDIX G 

LEVEL OF DISTRACTION CHECK 

Directions: The following two questions ask about your level of focus during the survey.  

Please answer the following questions honestly. 

 
1. How distracted were you while completing this survey? 

1. Very distracted 

2. Distracted 

3. Somewhat distracted 

4. Neutral 

5. Somewhat focused 

6. Focused 

7. Very focused 

 
2. We know that sometimes participants get lost in their thoughts, confused, or impatient.  

Sometimes participants do not take the survey seriously.  Because it is difficult for us to 

judge your level of engagement, we need you to do it for us.  If you think there is a 

reason your data may not be useful to us (any of the reasons above), please indicate that 

below. 

1. DO include my data; I paid attention, followed the instructions carefully, and I did 

the best I could. 

2. DO NOT include my data; I was distracted, confused, in a hurry, not taking this 

seriously, or did not perform well for some other reason. 
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APPENDIX H 

EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS 

Exploratory Analysis 

I conducted an exploratory to analyses to determine whether the five PIDFS 

variables mediated the relationship between each love style and the nine relationship 

behaviors measured in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised (Table A5). 

Reduced Qualtrics Sample 

The sample for the exploratory analysis was the same Qualtrics sample made up 

of 602 participants from the prior multiple mediation analysis.  Of the 602 participants, 

35 did not complete the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  Therefore, these 35 participants 

were deleted from further analyses, which resulted in a reduced sample size of 567 

participants. 

Data Screening and Assumptions 

Outliers.  To identify outliers, I conducted a regression analysis with participant 

number as the dependent variable and the nine Digital Dating Chart relationship 

behaviors as the independent variables (e.g., looking for a casual hook-up).  I considered 

any case with a Mahalanobis Distance above 27.88 (i.e., χ
2
(9) = 27.88) to be an outlier.  

Over 20 cases were above 27.88.  To identify the measures on which each outlier 

significantly differed from the overall sample, I conducted stepwise regression.  In this 

stepwise regression, I created a dummy variable to represent the outlier as the dependent 

variable.  All nine relationship behaviors were entered as independent variables in the 

stepwise regression.  The stepwise regression analyses are available upon request.  The 

regression analyses demonstrated that the identified outliers were extreme because of 
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scores above 2.0 on the 0 to 3 item scale for the Digital Dating Chart.  In other words, 

because a large majority of participants reported a zero on each measure (i.e., indicating 

that they never used one digital medium to achieve a relationship behavior), high values 

in any cell were identified by Mahalanobis Distance as outliers.  Therefore, I decided not 

to delete outliers based on Mahalanobis Distance, but instead to evaluate each Digital 

Dating Chart measure for normality. 

Normality.  To test for normality, I screened data using skewness and kurtosis 

values, histograms, and Q-Q plots (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Every relationship 

behavior was positively skewed with high kurtosis.  Histograms demonstrated that the 

skewness and kurtosis were a direct result of the large number of participants who 

reported zero for each measure.  To correct for the skewness and kurtosis, I applied a 

square root transformation to each behavior.  The square root transformation reduced 

skewness and kurtosis levels. 

Linearity and Homoscedasticity.  To test the assumptions for linearity and 

homoscedasticity, I created residual plots with standardized residuals on the y-axis 

against standardized predicted values on the x-axis.  Residual plots tested linearity and 

homoscedasticity assumptions between the independent and mediator variables, mediator 

and dependent variables, and independent and dependent variables.  Thus, residual plots 

were created for each mediator variable against each love style; each Digital Dating 

Chart—Revised relationship behavior against each love style; and each Digital Dating 

Chart—Revised relationship behavior against each mediator variable.  Although these 

two assumptions do not need to be met to conduct bootstrapping, the residual plots 

indicated that linearity and homogeneity were not violated. 
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Multicollinearity.  To test for multicollinearity, I conducted a regression 

analysis.  In the regression analysis, I assessed multicollinearity between the nine Digital 

Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors and the remaining 19 quantitative 

measures used in the prior multicollinearity analysis (e.g., love styles, PIDFS variables).  

All the variables were entered as independent variables and participant number was 

entered as the dependent variable.  Tolerance did not drop below .21 and the variance 

inflation factor did not exceed 7.53, aligning with suggestions that multicollinearity is a 

concern when tolerance is less than or equal to .10 and the variance inflation factor is 

equal to 10 or above (Cohen et al., 2003). 

Counterbalanced Conditions 

To test for ordering effects in presentation of the Online Dating Attitudes Scale 

and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised, I conducted independent t-tests.  The order in 

which participants completed the attitudes and behavior scales did not affect their 

responses to the Digital Dating Chart—Revised measures.  This table of independent t-

test effects is available from the author. 

Multitrait–Multimethod Matrix (MTMM) Approach 

To test the validity of the Digital Dating Chart—Revised, I tested several models 

using confirmatory factor analysis in SAS.  These models did not show appropriate factor 

model fit.  As a secondary step to assess reliability and validity for the Digital Dating 

Chart—Revised, I applied the Multitrait–Multimethod Matrix (MTMM) approach 

(Campbell & Fiske, 1959).  In this MTMM correlation matrix, a measure of reliability 

(i.e., monotrait–monomethod correlation) is computed separately from the overall 

correlation chart, and then substituted for the “1’s” typically found in a correlation table.  
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The MTMM correlation matrix for the Digital Dating Chart—Revised measures can be 

found in Table H1.  In this analysis, each of the nine relationship behaviors represented a 

trait and each of the seven communication media represented a methods factor.  In the 

MTMM matrix, the monomethod blocks contain all correlations that share the same 

method of measurement or communication media.  Monomethod blocks contain two 

types of correlations: 1) Monotrait–monomethod and 2) Heterotrait–monomethod.  

Heteromethod blocks comprise correlations that do not share the same methods of 

measurement.  The heteromethod blocks contain two types of correlations: 1) Monotrait–

heteromethod and 2) Heterotrait–heteromethod.  These four types of correlations and 

their respective measures of reliability and validity are discussed next. 

Monotrait–Monomethod Correlations and Reliability.  Reliability is measured 

through the monotrait–monomethod correlation.  In each monomethod block of the 

MTMM matrix, reliability is represented by the correlations between the same 

relationship behaviors.  To calculate reliability, I correlated each relationship behavior 

with the average of the relationship behavior across all communication media (i.e., 

average of the relationship behavior row).  For instance, to calculate the reliability for the 

Hook-up–Facebook item, I correlated the Hook-up–Facebook cell with the average of all 

Hook-up items across the seven communication media.  Although this measure includes 

overlap by incorporating the item in question into the average, this calculation of 

reliability was deemed the most feasible calculation given the large number of items in 

the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  High correlations indicated that a relationship 

behavior item was consistent in relation to the average of all relationship behaviors.  For 

all relationship behavior items, reliability ranged from .49 to .86.  Low reliabilities were 
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found for Maintain–MySpace (r = .49), Advance–MySpace (r = .50), Flirt–MySpace (r = 

.52), Maintain–Online Dating Service (r = .54), Advance–Online Dating Service (r = 

.56), Flirt–Skype (r = .58), and Ask–Skype (r = .59). 

Monotrait–Heteromethod Correlations and Convergent Validity.  Convergent 

validity is measured via the monotrait–heteromethod correlations.  In each heteromethod 

block of the MTMM matrix, the middle diagonal provides a measure of convergent 

validity.  To measure convergent validity, correlations were conducted between items of 

the same relationship behavior, but different communication media.  For instance, a 

correlation was conducted between Hook-up along the Facebook methods factor and 

Hook-up along the MySpace methods factor.  Convergent validity measures the extent to 

which two traits that should be theoretically related are in fact related in the real world.  

A high correlation indicates that the relationship behavior measures the same concept 

across different communication media.  Convergent validity ranged from .30 to .84.  Low 

levels of convergent validity were identified for the following heteromethod blocks: 

Facebook–Online Dating Service, MySpace–Texting, MySpace–Email, Texting–Online 

Dating Service, and Online Dating Service–Skype. 

Heterotrait–Heteromethod Correlations and Discriminant Validity.  

Discriminant validity is measured with heterotrait–heteromethod correlations.  In each 

heteromethod block, the correlations in the heterotrait–heteromethod triangles represent 

measures of discriminant validity.  To measure discriminant validity, correlations were 

calculated for items that differed according to both trait and method.  For example, the 

correlations between Hookup–Facebook and Looking for a romantic relationship–

MySpace provide a measure of discriminant validity.  Discriminant validity measures the 
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extent to which concepts that should not be theoretically related are in fact, not related in 

reality.  Low correlations should be present for correlations between measures of both 

different relationship behaviors and communication media.  These low correlations 

would indicate that the two items measure different relationship behaviors.  As evidence 

of discriminant validity, the convergent validity correlation in the heteromethod block 

should be higher than the discriminant validity hetero-trait hetero-method correlations 

located in the same row and column.  For instance, the correlation between Hookup–

Facebook and Hook-up–MySpace should be higher than the correlations located in the 

same row and column.  In the following heteromethod blocks, discriminant validity was 

not lower than convergent validity: 

 MySpace–Texting 

 MySpace–Instant Messaging 

 MySpace–Online Dating Service 

 MySpace–E-mail 

 MySpace–Skype 

 Texting–Online Dating Service 

 Instant Messaging–Online Dating Service 

 Online Dating Service–E-mail 

 Online Dating Service–Skype. 

The heterotrait–heteromethod correlations should be the lowest in the MTMM 

matrix (i.e., in comparison to reliability, monotrait–heteromethod, and heterotrait–

monomethod correlations).  In general, the heterotrait–heteromethod correlations were 
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the lowest correlations in the matrix, except for the aforementioned exclusions listed 

above. 

Heterotrait–Monomethod Correlations and Methods Factor.  The strength of 

the methods factor is measured with heterotrait–monomethod correlations.  In each 

monomethod block, the correlations in the heterotrait–monomethod triangles represent 

measures of the strength of the methods factor, or the strength of the communication 

media factor.  The heterotrait–monomethod correlations were conducted between items 

of the same communication media, but not the same relationship behavior.  High 

correlations in the heterotrait–monomethod triangles indicate a strong methods factor.  

Heterotrait–monomethod correlations ranged from .34 to .89.  In general, the heterotrait–

monomethod correlations were moderate to high, indicating that a strong methods factor 

existed for the Digital Dating Chart—Revised. 

Gender and Dating Status Differences 

To determine whether gender and dating status was associated with each 

relationship behavior in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised, I conducted a 2 (gender, 

dating status) by 9 (relationship behaviors) MANOVA.  Means and standard deviations 

can be found in Table H2.  Pillai’s trace indicated that main effects of gender and dating 

status were significant, but that the gender by dating status interaction was not significant 

(Table H3). 

Univariate analyses for gender indicated that more men than women used digital 

media to achieve the following relationship behaviors: looking for a casual hook-up, 

looking for a romantic relationship, finding a romantic partner online whom they first met 

in person, and asking a potential romantic partner on a date.  The main effect for dating 
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status indicated that participants who were currently dating reported they used digital 

media more often to achieve each of the nine relationship behaviors than participants who 

were not currently dating. 

Correlational Analysis 

Table H4 displays the correlations between the quantitative measures that were 

entered into the upcoming multiple mediation analyses.  Eros was positively correlated 

with Absence of Deception, Chemistry, Self-Disclosure, and Control.  Ludus was 

negatively correlated with Absence of Deception and positively correlated with Self-

Disclosure.  Pragma was positively correlated with Field of Availables and Self-

disclosure.  Mania and Agape were positively correlated with Self-disclosure.  In 

addition, Storge was weakly, positively correlated with Self-disclosure, while Agape was 

weakly, positively correlated with Chemistry.  Low or nonzero correlations were found 

between the PIDFS variables and the Online Dating Attitudes Scale.  The following 

PIDFS variables were positively correlated with the Digital Dating Behavioral Index: 

Chemistry, Field of Availables, and Self-disclosure.  In general, low or nonzero 

correlations were found between the love styles and the relationship behaviors in the 

Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  The following relationships were found between the 

love styles and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors: 

 Ludus was positively correlated with using digital media to look for a casual 

hook-up and to end a romantic relationship. 

 Pragma was positively correlated with using digital media to end a romantic 

relationship and to find a romantic partner online whom one first met in 

person 



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

226 

 Mania was weakly, positively correlated with using digital media to maintain 

and advance a romantic relationship. 

 Agape was positively correlated with using digital media to form a romantic 

relationship, find a romantic partner online whom one first met in person, and 

ask a potential romantic partner on a date. 

Although strong relationships did not exist between the love styles and the Digital 

Dating Chart—Revised relationships behaviors, I chose to conduct multiple mediation 

analyses.  A total effect of X on Y is no longer a prerequisite to mediation analyses 

(Hayes, 2012; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 

Exploratory Multiple Mediation Analyses 

As an exploratory analysis, I tested whether the PIDFS factors mediated the 

relationship between each love style and the nine relationship behaviors from the Digital 

Dating Chart—Revised.  To test for mediation, I utilized the Process macro for SPSS 

(Hayes, 2012) and entered each love style as an independent variable, the five PIDFS 

factors as the mediators, and the mean of each row in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised 

as the dependent variables.  In the Digital Dating Chart—Revised, the mean of each row 

represented a measure of how often participants used digital dating media to achieve each 

relationship behavior (e.g., looking for a casual hook-up).  The following six sections 

provide an overview of the multiple mediation findings for the relationship between each 

love style and the nine Digital Dating Chart—Revised behaviors.  Due to the length, I 

have not included an in-depth breakdown of each multiple mediation model.  The in-

depth analyses, which further explain the specific indirect effects and pairwise contrasts, 

are available from the author.  In the tables listed below, I have provided only the 
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significant specific indirect effects and significant pairwise contrasts.  A summary of the 

entire set of findings in table format, as well as, the multiple mediation figures are 

available from the author.   

 Multiple Mediation 

Analysis Table 

Follow-up Contrast 

Effects Table 

Eros H5 H6 

Ludus H7 H8 

Storge H9 H10 

Pragma H11 H12 

Mania H13 H14 

Agape H15 H16 

 

Overview of multiple mediation findings for the relationship between Eros 

and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors.  The total indirect 

effects were significant for every behavior in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  The 

total indirect effects indicated that Eros was associated with more digital media use to 

achieve each romantic relationship behavior via the combined five PIDFS mediators.  In 

general, specific indirect effects (Table H5) indicated that Chemistry and Self-disclosure 

were significant mediators of the relationship between Eros and using digital media to 

achieve the romantic relationship behaviors measured in the Digital Dating Chart—

Revised.  In addition, Absence of Deception was a significant mediator of the 

relationship between Eros and digital media use to look for a casual hook-up.  Finally, 

specific indirect effects were not significant for the relationship between Eros and asking 

a potential romantic partner on a date, indicating that the five PIDFS variables did not 

individually mediate this relationship.  Significant pairwise contrasts can be found in 

Table H6. 
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Overview of multiple mediation findings for the relationship between Ludus 

and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors.  The total indirect 

effects were significant for every behavior in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised, except 

for flirting with a potential romantic partner.  The total indirect effects indicated that 

Ludus was associated with more digital media use to achieve each romantic relationship 

behavior via the combined five PIDFS mediators.  Specific indirect effects (Table H7) 

indicated that Field of Availables and Self-disclosure were the only significant mediators 

of the relationship between Ludus and digital media use to achieve the romantic 

relationship behaviors measured in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  Significant 

pairwise contrasts can be found in Table H8. 

Overview of multiple mediation findings for the relationship between Storge 

and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors.  The total indirect 

effects were significant for every relationship behavior in the Digital Dating Chart—

Revised, except for advancing a romantic relationship and flirting with a potential 

romantic partner.  The total indirect effects indicated that Storge was associated with 

more digital media use to achieve each romantic relationship behavior via the combined 

five PIDFS mediators.  Specific indirect effects (Table H9) indicated that Field of 

Availables and Self-disclosure were the only significant mediators of the relationship 

between Storge and digital media use to achieve the romantic relationship behaviors 

measured in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  Significant pairwise contrasts can be 

found in Table H10. 

Overview of multiple mediation findings for the relationship between 

Pragma and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors.  The total 
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indirect effects were significant for every behavior in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  

The total indirect effects indicated that Pragma was associated with more digital media 

use to achieve each romantic relationship behavior via the combined five PIDFS 

mediators.  Specific indirect effects (Table H11) indicated that Field of Availables, 

Chemistry, and Self-disclosure were significant mediators of the relationship between 

Pragma and digital media use to achieve the romantic relationship behaviors measured in 

the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  Significant pairwise contrasts can be found in Table 

H12. 

Overview of multiple mediation findings for the relationship between Mania 

and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors.  The total indirect 

effects were significant for every behavior in the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  The 

total indirect effects indicated that Mania was associated with more digital media use to 

achieve each romantic relationship behavior via the combined five PIDFS mediators.  

Specific indirect effects (Table H13) indicated that Field of Availables, Chemistry, and 

Self-disclosure were significant mediators of the relationship between Mania and digital 

media use to achieve the romantic relationship behaviors measured in the Digital Dating 

Chart—Revised.  Significant pairwise contrasts can be found in Table H14. 

Overview of multiple mediation findings for the relationship between Agape 

and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors.  The total indirect 

effects were significant for every relationship behavior in the Digital Dating Chart—

Revised.  The total indirect effects indicated that Agape was associated with more digital 

media use to achieve each romantic relationship behavior via the combined five PIDFS 

mediators.  Specific indirect effects (Table H15) indicated that Field of Availables, 
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Chemistry, and Self-disclosure were significant mediators of the relationship between 

Agape and digital media use to achieve the romantic relationship behaviors measured in 

the Digital Dating Chart—Revised.  Similar to the relationship between Eros and looking 

for a casual hook-up, the relationship between Agape and looking for a casual hook-up 

was mediated by Absence of Deception as well.  Significant pairwise contrasts can be 

found in Table H16. 
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Table H1 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

  Facebook 

 Relationship Behavior Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

F
ac

eb
o
o
k
 

Hookup .68         
Look .68 .65        
Form .55 .75 .71       
Maintain .41 .56 .70 .71      
Advance .46 .55 .70 .87 .71     
End .44 .38 .45 .39 .39 .77    
Met .38 .51 .57 .59 .58 .35 .81   
Flirt .49 .61 .62 .66 .62 .34 .60 .72  
Ask .49 .56 .69 .63 .64 .48 .55 .63 .68 

M
y
S

p
ac

e 

Hookup .50 .44 .48 .36 .36 .53 .31 .35 .40 
Look .46 .53 .49 .38 .37 .47 .33 .33 .43 
Form .38 .46 .50 .39 .37 .53 .33 .32 .44 
Maintain .39 .45 .46 .45 .43 .57 .37 .35 .47 
Advance .44 .47 .44 .42 .46 .60 .38 .31 .46 
End .42 .35 .37 .31 .34 .84 .34 .27 .44 
Find .31 .41 .40 .33 .34 .48 .49 .33 .36 
Flirt .38 .46 .43 .37 .37 .51 .36 .43 .43 
Ask .44 .48 .51 .41 .41 .62 .37 .37 .53 

T
ex

ti
n

g
 

Hookup .52 .37 .41 .42 .40 .38 .37 .41 .44 
Look .39 .48 .50 .43 .41 .35 .40 .41 .50 
Form .34 .38 .55 .50 .52 .26 .46 .40 .50 
Maintain .24 .31 .38 .56 .49 .19 .48 .43 .41 
Advance .25 .32 .40 .54 .53 .20 .48 .44 .44 
End .29 .29 .32 .31 .30 .69 .28 .28 .38 
Find .28 .31 .41 .38 .37 .37 .52 .34 .48 
Flirt .26 .32 .38 .48 .42 .19 .47 .52 .40 
Ask .28 .31 .42 .47 .45 .23 .48 .47 .50 

(continued)  

Hetero-

method 

Block 

Mono-

method 

Block 

Heterotrait-

monomethod 

triangles 

(lightest gray) 

Heterotrait-

heteromethod 

triangles  

(white) 

1’s replaced with 

measure of 

reliability  

(darkest gray) 

Measure of discriminant validity 

 (medium gray) 
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

 Facebook 
 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

In
st

an
t 

M
es

sa
g
in

g
 

Hookup .45 .38 .38 .35 .33 .43 .30 .32 .41 
Look .35 .37 .39 .34 .33 .37 .30 .29 .44 
Form .31 .36 .48 .42 .42 .34 .36 .36 .46 
Maintain .24 .30 .37 .48 .46 .27 .40 .36 .42 
Advance .25 .34 .37 .45 .46 .26 .38 .31 .38 
End .32 .26 .35 .32 .34 .72 .27 .30 .38 
Find .32 .39 .39 .31 .32 .41 .47 .33 .44 
Flirt .25 .29 .37 .39 .39 .26 .40 .42 .42 
Ask .27 .33 .38 .36 .37 .35 .37 .37 .52 

O
D

S
 

Hookup .46 .40 .35 .28 .31 .27 .25 .26 .33 
Look .24 .35 .33 .28 .28 .23 .32 .30 .29 
Form .27 .34 .41 .31 .33 .26 .31 .25 .33 
Maintain .32 .35 .39 .31 .31 .40 .30 .23 .36 
Advance .33 .39 .39 .28 .32 .39 .29 .20 .32 
End .33 .32 .37 .28 .33 .59 .27 .25 .35 
Find .32 .40 .38 .29 .31 .34 .39 .28 .41 
Flirt .32 .36 .36 .28 .28 .21 .36 .30 .32 
Ask .29 .30 .32 .25 .28 .25 .31 .32 .35 

E
-m

ai
l 

Hookup .46 .39 .35 .27 .28 .42 .26 .32 .35 
Look .38 .40 .37 .27 .28 .40 .30 .34 .41 
Form .30 .36 .43 .35 .36 .36 .37 .36 .38 
Maintain .21 .24 .29 .43 .41 .26 .35 .32 .34 
Advance .23 .30 .31 .41 .45 .25 .35 .35 .35 
End .32 .33 .35 .32 .36 .52 .32 .32 .35 
Find .29 .32 .32 .28 .30 .34 .49 .31 .37 
Flirt .24 .30 .28 .29 .27 .21 .36 .44 .36 
Ask .24 .30 .32 .28 .33 .25 .31 .32 .43 

(continued)  
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

 Facebook 
 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

S
k
y
p
e 

Hookup .46 .44 .52 .44 .42 .57 .36 .40 .46 
Look .44 .47 .54 .44 .44 .53 .39 .36 .49 
Form .39 .36 .53 .46 .47 .52 .42 .36 .46 
Maintain .30 .35 .43 .58 .53 .44 .42 .38 .44 
Advance .30 .35 .47 .54 .59 .45 .41 .38 .47 
End .35 .38 .44 .39 .39 .75 .36 .32 .45 
Find .32 .36 .41 .36 .33 .55 .47 .30 .42 
Flirt .34 .37 .46 .48 .47 .44 .43 .44 .47 
Ask .39 .39 .43 .41 .44 .48 .39 .36 .50 

(continued)  
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

 MySpace  

 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

M
y
S

p
ac

e 

Hookup .64         
Look .73 .62        
Form .68 .81 .56       
Maintain .61 .71 .81 .49      
Advance .53 .68 .74 .86 .50     
End .58 .55 .62 .63 .69 .75    
Find .59 .61 .71 .69 .65 .58 .65   
Flirt .66 .69 .77 .73 .67 .54 .72 .52  
Ask .67 .70 .86 .85 .75 .69 .73 .80 .53 

T
ex

ti
n
g
 

Hookup .49 .41 .45 .47 .45 .42 .42 .41 .46 
Look .45 .48 .46 .47 .46 .37 .40 .41 .48 
Form .37 .36 .35 .35 .37 .27 .37 .32 .33 
Maintain .26 .27 .26 .32 .30 .20 .28 .25 .26 
Advance .28 .28 .30 .30 .34 .22 .33 .29 .28 
End .41 .41 .44 .46 .46 .67 .41 .44 .52 
Find .39 .43 .44 .46 .45 .43 .47 .40 .46 
Flirt .30 .26 .26 .27 .25 .18 .33 .33 .29 
Ask .30 .26 .28 .29 .26 .25 .34 .29 .33 

In
st

an
t 

M
es

sa
g
in

g
 

Hookup .54 .40 .43 .45 .43 .47 .37 .38 .50 
Look .51 .50 .51 .46 .46 .43 .37 .43 .50 
Form .46 .41 .42 .40 .41 .37 .39 .40 .39 
Maintain .36 .33 .34 .40 .40 .31 .38 .37 .36 
Advance .37 .35 .37 .41 .42 .31 .40 .39 .37 
End .47 .44 .48 .49 .48 .70 .44 .45 .55 
Find .49 .36 .48 .46 .44 .45 .55 .45 .48 
Flirt .38 .40 .38 .36 .33 .27 .41 .44 .39 
Ask .42 .42 .44 .44 .37 .37 .44 .42 .49 

(continued)  
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

 MySpace 
 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

O
D

S
 

Hookup .42 .42 .39 .34 .33 .29 .30 .35 .39 
Look .34 .41 .39 .34 .29 .25 .31 .32 .33 
Form .38 .44 .44 .34 .33 .29 .38 .32 .38 
Maintain .50 .47 .51 .50 .47 .46 .45 .41 .55 
Advance .48 .50 .54 .52 .51 .45 .45 .41 .54 
End .48 .45 .51 .50 .52 .67 .45 .43 .55 
Find .42 .50 .51 .49 .49 .43 .52 .42 .56 
Flirt .39 .42 .40 .35 .32 .28 .29 .38 .42 
Ask .35 .41 .40 .37 .36 .31 .34 .34 .42 

E
-m

ai
l 

Hookup .48 .45 .42 .44 .45 .43 .36 .43 .46 
Look .46 .47 .45 .43 .42 .42 .35 .43 .46 
Form .47 .41 .42 .41 .40 .36 .44 .44 .41 
Maintain .32 .30 .33 .35 .34 .29 .33 .32 .33 
Advance .34 .33 .35 .34 .36 .28 .35 .35 .34 
End .42 .43 .42 .44 .44 .54 .39 .47 .49 
Find .40 .35 .35 .38 .40 .39 .49 .38 .40 
Flirt .33 .33 .34 .33 .29 .24 .38 .45 .37 
Ask .28 .34 .34 .33 .32 .27 .31 .36 .39 

S
k

y
p

e 

Hookup .62 .57 .64 .60 .57 .58 .56 .52 .64 
Look .61 .63 .67 .64 .61 .56 .59 .56 .67 
Form .50 .49 .53 .52 .55 .51 .51 .44 .51 
Maintain .37 .36 .36 .41 .46 .37 .36 .33 .38 
Advance .37 .36 .41 .44 .47 .39 .40 .34 .42 
End .49 .51 .57 .58 .61 .75 .52 .51 .63 
Find .48 .45 .54 .54 .55 .61 .60 .46 .60 
Flirt .41 .37 .46 .46 .45 .40 .43 .46 .52 
Ask .41 .42 .52 .53 .54 .49 .47 .48 .59 
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

  Texting 

 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

T
ex

ti
n
g
 

Hookup .79         
Look .65 .70        
Form .59 .69 .77       
Maintain .46 .49 .64 .84      
Advance .49 .49 .65 .85 .84     
End .48 .48 .40 .38 .36 .86    
Find .54 .61 .58 .45 .50 .45 .78   
Flirt .53 .54 .62 .71 .71 .39 .51 .78  
Ask .50 .57 .63 .66 .70 .42 .60 .73 .79 

In
st

an
t 

M
es

sa
g
in

g
 

Hookup .61 .51 .41 .31 .34 .41 .39 .34 .35 
Look .49 .58 .46 .32 .35 .38 .43 .37 .37 
Form .40 .44 .57 .38 .43 .33 .42 .36 .39 
Maintain .37 .37 .43 .57 .55 .33 .40 .43 .43 
Advance .36 .39 .46 .49 .58 .31 .38 .40 .46 
End .37 .39 .34 .28 .32 .69 .35 .28 .34 
Find .43 .46 .47 .32 .39 .34 .63 .39 .44 
Flirt .40 .40 .40 .38 .41 .32 .42 .51 .43 
Ask .41 .42 .40 .35 .39 .38 .44 .39 .49 

O
D

S
 

Hookup .43 .36 .33 .22 .25 .28 .31 .23 .26 
Look .29 .31 .30 .27 .30 .24 .35 .28 .26 
Form .35 .37 .39 .34 .38 .28 .44 .32 .33 
Maintain .42 .40 .39 .30 .34 .40 .44 .30 .34 
Advance .34 .38 .36 .27 .33 .38 .41 .26 .31 
End .41 .41 .37 .35 .30 .52 .47 .25 .29 
Find .37 .43 .41 .28 .36 .38 .58 .34 .38 
Flirt .32 .35 .30 .28 .30 .27 .37 .31 .30 
Ask .30 .32 .31 .24 .30 .27 .39 .27 .32 

(continued) 
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

 Texting 
 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

E
-m

ai
l 

Hookup .52 .52 .38 .22 .25 .42 .40 .29 .31 
Look .45 .51 .40 .23 .27 .38 .41 .28 .30 
Form .43 .46 .56 .33 .40 .35 .47 .38 .40 
Maintain .31 .29 .36 .55 .52 .32 .38 .40 .40 
Advance .32 .31 .42 .48 .59 .31 .40 .39 .44 
End .40 .42 .40 .32 .35 .62 .41 .33 .36 
Find .37 .37 .41 .31 .36 .30 .60 .34 .40 
Flirt .34 .29 .30 .32 .37 .30 .35 .48 .40 
Ask .25 .31 .31 .31 .38 .29 .39 .32 .46 

S
k
y
p
e 

Hookup .51 .52 .41 .29 .29 .46 .42 .30 .32 
Look .51 .59 .43 .31 .31 .41 .53 .33 .34 
Form .49 .51 .53 .39 .42 .39 .48 .39 .38 
Maintain .38 .39 .43 .53 .52 .37 .42 .44 .46 
Advance .36 .38 .47 .50 .54 .38 .40 .38 .47 
End .37 .45 .37 .26 .29 .62 .47 .27 .29 
Find .39 .40 .36 .30 .28 .44 .58 .28 .38 
Flirt .42 .41 .42 .37 .39 .41 .44 .45 .47 
Ask .39 .42 .39 .33 .38 .38 .47 .32 .45 

(continued) 
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

  Instant Messaging 

 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

In
st

an
t 

M
es

sa
g
in

g
 

Hookup .78         
Look .70 .70        
Form .57 .71 .75       
Maintain .52 .57 .73 .76      
Advance .54 .57 .73 .88 .78     
End .48 .49 .43 .40 .41 .82    
Met .53 .57 .62 .52 .55 .41 .77   
Flirt .53 .62 .72 .73 .72 .41 .62 .74  
Ask .57 .61 .65 .65 .69 .46 .66 .77 .76 

O
D

S
 

Hookup .52 .44 .35 .29 .34 .32 .39 .36 .40 
Look .39 .45 .39 .36 .39 .26 .40 .45 .45 
Form .40 .47 .48 .42 .47 .33 .42 .46 .50 
Maintain .49 .50 .49 .43 .46 .43 .51 .43 .55 
Advance .50 .47 .46 .38 .45 .45 .50 .40 .51 
End .49 .46 .47 .36 .39 .59 .53 .34 .43 
Find .41 .46 .50 .39 .45 .42 .64 .49 .53 
Flirt .41 .47 .43 .38 .44 .30 .41 .47 .50 
Ask .38 .45 .47 .38 .42 .33 .46 .47 .53 

E
m

ai
l 

Hookup .67 .54 .44 .35 .36 .43 .47 .39 .44 
Look .56 .62 .53 .40 .40 .43 .52 .42 .49 
Form .48 .52 .67 .51 .53 .39 .59 .50 .52 
Maintain .35 .38 .49 .65 .63 .33 .44 .49 .50 
Advance .37 .40 .53 .61 .67 .35 .48 .47 .49 
End .44 .45 .45 .41 .43 .60 .46 .38 .44 
Find .39 .43 .54 .43 .47 .34 .75 .49 .51 
Flirt .42 .45 .45 .47 .47 .30 .51 .59 .53 
Ask .39 .44 .51 .50 .54 .33 .48 .52 .60 
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

 Instant Messaging 
 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

S
k
y
p
e 

Hookup .56 .52 .45 .35 .34 .52 .46 .36 .36 
Look .49 .58 .49 .37 .36 .46 .53 .40 .42 
Form .41 .45 .50 .36 .36 .46 .48 .36 .32 
Maintain .34 .34 .38 .45 .45 .39 .39 .33 .30 
Advance .33 .35 .43 .47 .50 .42 .41 .37 .35 
End .44 .47 .43 .34 .35 .70 .50 .35 .41 
Find .42 .43 .39 .33 .34 .47 .58 .36 .39 
Flirt .41 .43 .42 .39 .41 .42 .46 .46 .37 
Ask .39 .44 .38 .35 .40 .41 .47 .35 .41 

(continued) 
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

 Online Dating Service 

 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

O
D

S
 

Hookup .77         
Look .62 .80        
Form .64 .77 .74       
Maintain .56 .57 .71 .54      
Advance .56 .55 .70 .82 .56     
End .39 .39 .43 .62 .58 .76    
Met .48 .51 .62 .68 .68 .62 .71   
Flirt .61 .69 .73 .63 .61 .47 .59 .62  
Ask .56 .66 .72 .64 .65 .49 .64 .74 .67 

E
m

ai
l 

Hookup .54 .35 .38 .46 .49 .50 .42 .40 .38 
Look .51 .46 .43 .50 .46 .52 .49 .47 .47 
Form .41 .42 .47 .51 .46 .51 .51 .41 .45 
Maintain .29 .38 .42 .42 .35 .36 .39 .37 .39 
Advance .33 .37 .43 .45 .40 .40 .44 .40 .41 
End .34 .35 .41 .51 .48 .63 .51 .41 .43 
Find .34 .41 .44 .49 .47 .51 .61 .44 .47 
Flirt .37 .40 .39 .40 .34 .35 .45 .40 .41 
Ask .37 .40 .44 .44 .47 .41 .52 .42 .49 

S
k

y
p

e 

Hookup .42 .31 .37 .48 .46 .57 .41 .34 .29 
Look .39 .36 .42 .47 .48 .57 .54 .40 .40 
Form .31 .31 .38 .41 .39 .53 .44 .29 .35 
Maintain .19 .21 .32 .33 .32 .39 .33 .25 .22 
Advance .22 .23 .35 .37 .36 .40 .38 .26 .23 
End .28 .26 .34 .46 .46 .69 .49 .31 .34 
Find .30 .28 .37 .45 .44 .54 .54 .31 .33 
Flirt .26 .23 .31 .36 .35 .42 .43 .31 .28 
Ask .33 .32 .40 .44 .42 .48 .48 .35 .33 
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Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

 Email 

 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

E
m

ai
l 

Hookup .77         
Look .75 .72        
Form .63 .74 .77       
Maintain .40 .47 .60 .80      
Advance .43 .50 .66 .82 .81     
End .50 .52 .55 .43 .45 .83    
Met .48 .57 .65 .54 .53 .48 .80   
Flirt .50 .54 .59 .60 .60 .46 .57 .75  
Ask .47 .51 .55 .61 .64 .46 .54 .67 .75 

S
k
y
p
e 

Hookup .58 .51 .47 .32 .34 .42 .38 .30 .28 
Look .51 .57 .49 .32 .34 .48 .44 .36 .34 
Form .43 .48 .54 .37 .37 .43 .42 .30 .26 
Maintain .32 .31 .37 .48 .47 .39 .38 .32 .35 
Advance .33 .30 .41 .51 .53 .40 .37 .31 .39 
End .45 .43 .42 .30 .31 .61 .45 .20 .34 
Find .40 .38 .42 .36 .33 .44 .56 .34 .36 
Flirt .41 .35 .43 .37 .39 .42 .37 .43 .39 
Ask .40 .36 .38 .33 .39 .42 .39 .35 .45 

(continued)  



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

242 

Table H1 Continued 

Multi-trait Multi-method (MTMM) Correlation Matrix 

  Skype 

 Traits Hookup Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask 

S
k
y
p
e 

Hookup .64         
Look .77 .64        
Form .75 .76 .63       
Maintain .54 .55 .71 .65      
Advance .53 .53 .67 .89 .69     
End .59 .64 .60 .53 .54 .77    
Met .58 .63 .62 .57 .56 .72 .68   
Flirt .60 .62 .66 .69 .71 .58 .63 .58  
Ask .56 .65 .62 .63 .69 .64 .67 .76 .59 

Note. All correlations were significant at the p<.001 level.  Correlations based on square root transformations of the Digital Dating Chart—Revised 

items. 
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Table H2 

Means and Standard Deviations for Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship Behaviors as a Function of Gender and 

Dating Status 

 Men
 

Women
 

   95% CI   95% CI 

Dating Status M SD LL UL M SD LL UL 

 Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Not Dating  .18 .31 .14 .22 .12 .31 .07 .16 

Dating .37 .46 .27 .47 .24 .40 .16 .31 

 Look for a Romantic Relationship 

Not Dating  .21 .32 .17 .25 .17 .30 .13 .22 

Dating .42 .47 .32 .52 .31 .42 .23 .40 

 Form a Romantic Relationship 

Not Dating  .18 .32 .14 .23 .15 .31 .10 .19 

Dating .42 .45 .33 .52 .37 .45 .28 .46 

 Maintain a Romantic Relationship 

Not Dating  .23 .40 .18 .29 .24 .40 .18 .30 

Dating .57 .51 .46 .68 .61 .50 .51 .71 

 Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Not Dating  .20 .38 .15 .26 .17 .36 .12 .23 

Dating .51 .51 .40 .62 .52 .52 .42 .62 

 End a Romantic Relationship 

Not Dating  .06 .22 .03 .09 .09 .27 .05 .13 

Dating .25 .46 .15 .35 .23 .38 .16 .31 

 Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Not Dating  .15 .31 .11 .20 .14 .34 .09 .19 

Dating .45 .53 .33 .56 .30 .42 .22 .38 

 Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 

Not Dating  .29 .40 .24 .35 .27 .39 .21 .32 

Dating .53 .51 .42 .64 .36 .44 .43 .62 

 Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 

Not Dating  .23 .37 .18 .28 .14 .31 .10 .19 

Dating .52 .49 .41 .62 .38 .45 .29 .46 

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL= upper limit.  Mean and standard deviation values based on square root transformations of the 

Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors.  
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Table H3 

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for the Effect of Gender and Dating Status on the Digital Dating Chart—

Revised Relationship Behaviors 

     Univariate 

 Multivariate Hook-up Look for a RR Form a RR 

Source F p η
2 Eff. 

Size 
F p η

2 
F p η

2 
F p η

2 

Gender (G) 5.33 <.001 .08 .08 9.16 .003 .02 4.76 .030 .008 2.04 .154 .003 
Dating Status (D) 9.52 <.001 .13 .13 23.50 <.001 .04 29.66 <.001 .05 48.77 <.001 .08 
G X D 1.41 .182 .02 .02          

 

Table H3 Continued 

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for the Effect of Gender and Dating Status on the Digital Dating Chart—

Revised Relationship Behaviors 

     Univariate (continued) 

 Multivariate Maintain a RR Advance a RR End a RR 

Source F p η
2 Eff. 

Size 
F p η

2 
F p η

2 
F p η

2 

Gender (G) 5.33 <.001 .08 .08 .34 .560 .0006 .09 .759 .0002 .01 .904 .00003 
Dating Status (D) 9.52 <.001 .13 .13 79.92 <.001 .12 73.06 <.001 .12 33.77 <.001 .06 
G X D 1.41 .182 .02 .02          

(continued)  



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

245 

Table H3 Continued 

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for the Effect of Gender and Dating Status on the Digital Dating Chart—

Revised Relationship Behaviors 

     Univariate (continued) 

 Multivariate Find Partner Online Flirt Ask on a Date 

Source F p η
2 

Eff. Size F p η
2 

F p η
2 

F p η
2 

Gender (G) 5.33 <.001 .08 .08 5.99 .015 .01 .19 .665 .0003 10.61 .001 .02 
Dating 

Status (D) 
9.52 <.001 .13 .13 44.94 <.001 .07 43.46 <.001 .07 55.83 <.001 .09 

G X D 1.41 .182 .02 .02          
Note. Multivariate F-ratios were generated from Pillai’s statistic.  

a 
Multivariate df = 9, 554.  

b 
Univariate df = 1, 562.  F-values based on square root 

transformations of the Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors. 
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Table H4 

Intercorrelations between Quantitative Measures and Digital Dating Chart—Revised Measures 

Measure Eros Ludus
a 

Storge Pragma Mania Agape Permissiveness Instrumentality 
Desire 

RR 

Eros 1         

Ludus
a 

−.10 1        

Storge .45* .05 1       

Pragma .17* .34* .24* 1      

Mania .10 .27* .04 .30* 1     

Agape .31* −.02 .24* .15* .44* 1    

Permissiveness −.12 .43* −.09 −.10 .07 −.04 1   

Instrumentality −.07 .36* .00 .11 .15 −.07 .54* 1  

Desire for a Romantic Relationship .23* .08 .12 .22* .27* .33* .09 .12 1 

Absence of Deception
a 

.20* −.27* .07 −.03 .02 .11 −.17* −.08 .20* 

Chemistry .23* .07 .02 .08 .15 .17* .15* .17* .40* 

Field of Availables .04 .30* .10 .32* .12 .11 .23* .27* .29* 

Self-Disclosure .20* .24* .15* .30* .23* .21* .17* .21* .38* 

Control .18* −.07 .05 .08 .08 .10 −.01 .08 .20* 

Forming and Finding Attitudes .10 −.01 −.02 −.02 .09 .06 .28* .12 .19* 

Positive Attitude .10 .08 .05 .12* .16 .11 .28* .21* .28* 

Negative Attitude .02 −.09 −.07 −.06 −.08 −.13 .12 .00 .00 

Online Dating Attitudes Scale .09 −.009 −.02 .00 .08 .03 .29* .14* .20* 

Internet and Online Dating Service Behavioral 

Index 
−.03 .11 −.04 .12* .16* .06 .27* .10 .36* 

SNS Behavioral Index −.03 .25* .01 .24* .21* .09 .25* .13 .27* 

Digital Dating Behavioral Index −.04 .17* −.03 .17 .19* .08* .29* .12 .37* 

(continued) 
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Table H4 Continued 

Intercorrelations between Quantitative Measures and Digital Dating Chart—Revised Measures 

Measure Eros Ludus
a 

Storge Pragma Mania Agape Permissiveness Instrumentality Desire RR 

Hookup
a 

−.001 .21* −.01 .13 .11 .09 .30* 18* .17* 

Look for RR .02 .12 −.04 .10 .13 .13 .21* .11 .28* 

Form RR .06 .10 −.01 .13 .11 .16* .15* .10 .27* 

Maintain RR .08 .06 −.03 .10 .13 .12 .12 .08 .29* 

Advance RR .08 .08 −.03 .09 .14* .15 .13 .07 .30* 

End RR −.03 .19* −.01 .22* .12 .08 .10 .11 .20* 

Find .09 .10 .02 .16* .12 .16* .14* .07 .20* 

Flirt .06 .08 −.004 .06 .13 .12 .18* .08 .29* 

Ask on Date .07 .12 −.02 .07 .14* .15* .16* .04 .24* 

(continued) 
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Table H4 Continued 

Intercorrelations between Quantitative Measures and Digital Dating Chart—Revised Measures 

Measure 
Absence 

Deception
a Chemistry 

Field of 

Availables 

Self-

Disclosure 
Control 

Forming/ 

Finding 

Att. 

Positive 

Att. 

Negative 

Att. 

Att. 

Scale 
IODS SNS DDBI 

Absence of 

Deception
a 1            

Chemistry .55* 1           

Field of 

Availables 
.06 .35* 1          

Self-Disclosure .26* .56* .44* 1         

Control .58* .50* .21* .28* 1        

Forming and 

Finding 

Attitudes 

.10 .18* .11 .14* .05 1       

Positive Att. .06 .17* .18* .23* .08 .72* 1      

Negative Att. −.006 .00 .00 −.03 −.03 .46* .41* 1     

Online Dating 

Attitudes Scale  
.07 .15* .11 .14* .04 .93* .85* .68* 1    

Internet and 

Online Dating 

Service 

Behavioral 

Index (IODS) 

.08 .23* .26* .23* .01 .49* .48* .26* .51* 1   

SNS Behavioral 

Index 
−.14* .08 .33* .24* −.09 .29* .32* .08 .29* .54* 1  

Digital Dating 

Behavioral 

Index (DDBI) 

.03 .21* .31* .26* −.02 .49* .48* .23* .50* .97* .73* 1 

(continued)  
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Table H4 Continued 

Intercorrelations between Quantitative Measures and Digital Dating Chart—Revised Measures 

Measure 
Absence of 

Deception
a Chemistry 

Field of 

Availables 

Self-

Disclosure 
Control 

Forming & 

Finding 

Att. 

Positive 

Att. 

Negative 

Att. 

Online 

Dating 

Scale 

IODS SNS DDBI 

Hookup
a 

−.03 .17* .24* .24* .008 .19* .23* .05 .20* .40* .42* .45* 

Look for 

RR 
.08 .21* .24* .20* .05 .29* .30* .13 .30* .55* .42* .57* 

Form RR .08 .21* .22* .19* .06 .25* .28* .10 .26* .43* .35* .45* 

Maintain 

RR 
.13 .23* .17* .18* .06 .24* .27* .10 .25* .35* .26* .36* 

Advance 

RR 
.09 .22* .19* .18* .06 .23* .27* .11 .25* .35* .28* .37* 

End RR .05 .13 .22* .21* .06 .05 .15* .08 .09 .28* .25* .30* 

Find .10 .17* .19* .21* .06 .15* .22* .02 .16* .32* .28* .34* 

Flirt .17* .27* .18* .19* .09 .27* .30* .10 .27* .42* .30* .43* 

Ask on 

Date 
.07 .18* .18* .17* .03 .20* .27* .09 .23* .40* .29* .41* 

(continued) 
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Table H4 Continued 

Intercorrelations between Quantitative Measures and Digital Dating Chart—Revised Measures 

Measure Hookup
a 

Look Form Maintain Advance End Find Flirt Ask on a Date 

Hookup
a 

1         

Look RR .73* 1        

Form RR .68* .80* 1       

Maintain RR .54* .62* .75* 1      

Advance RR .57* .62* .77* .89* 1     

End RR .55* .55* .56* .51* .52* 1    

Find .57* .65* .71* .67* .67* .55* 1   

Flirt .62* .70* .73* .74* .73* .49* .69* 1  

Ask on Date .59* .68* .74* .73* .76* .55* .72* .77* 1 

Note. N = 567.  RR = Romantic relationship; SNS = social networking service, Att. = Attitudes, FB = Facebook, IM = Instant Messaging, ODS = Online 

Dating Service.  
a 
For Ludus and the nine Digital Dating Chart—Revised relationship behaviors, correlations based on square root transformation.  For 

Absence of Deception, correlations based on reflection, square root transformation, and re-reflection. *p < .001. 
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Table H5 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Eros and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Total Effect c = .003 .878         

Direct Effect c′ = −.01 .576         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [.0007, .03] .03 [.001, .07] .03 [.001, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Absence of Deception   .21 −.04 −.009 [−.02, −.0009] −.02 [−.05, −.002] −.02 [−.04, −.002] 

 Self-disclosure   .23 .07 .01 [.007, .03] .04 [.02, .07] .03 [.01, .06] 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .009 .661         

Direct Effect c′ = −.008 .694         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.004, .03] .04 [.008, .07] .04 [.007, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Chemistry   .26 .05 .01 [.003, .03] .03 [.007, .06] .03 [.006, .05] 

 Self-disclosure   .23 .04 .01 [.002, .02] .02 [.005, .05] .02 [.004, .04] 

Form a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .02 .375         

Direct Effect c′ = .001 .956         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.005, .03] .04 [.01, .08] .04 [.009, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Chemistry   .26 .05 .01 [.002, .03] .03 [.004, .06] .02 [.003, .05] 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 .022         

Direct Effect c′ = .04 .205         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.02, .05] .05 [.02, .09] .04 [.02, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Chemistry   .26 .08 .02 [.006, .04] .04 [.01, .08] .03 [.009, .06] 

(continued)  
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Table H5 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Eros and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .05 .071         

Direct Effect c′ = .02 .392         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.009, .04] .05 [.02, .08] .04 [.01, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Chemistry   .26 .08 .02 [.006, .04] .04 [.01, .08] .03 [.01, .07] 

End a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = −.02 .383         

Direct Effect c′ = −.04 .090         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.004, .03] .04 [.008, .08] .04 [.007, .05] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Self-disclosure   .23 .08 .02 [.008, .03] .04 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .06] 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Total Effect c = .04 .087         

Direct Effect c′ = .02 .366         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.006, .03] .04 [.01, .07] .03 [.01, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Self-disclosure   .23 .06 .01 [.003, .03] .03 [.006, .06] .02 [.005, .05] 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 

Total Effect c = .04 .109         

Direct Effect c′ = .01 .688         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .05] .06 [.02, .10] .05 [.02, .08] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Chemistry   .26 .09 .02 [.009, .04] .04 [.02, .08] .04 [.01, .07] 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 

Total Effect c = .04 .099         

Direct Effect c′ = .02 .386         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.005, .03] .04 [.01, .07] .03 [.008, .06] 

Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Only significant specific indirect effects are shown.    
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Table H6 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Eros and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .002 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Self-disclosure −.01 .005 −.02 −.002 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .017 .009 .003 .04 
Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .007 −.04 −.01 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .008 .03 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .0003 .02 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .02 .01 .001 .04 
Chemistry vs. Control .02 .008 .007 .04 
Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.01 .007 −.03 −.002 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .005 .03 

Form a Romantic Relationship 
Chemistry vs. Control .02 .008 .003 .04 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 
Chemistry vs. Control .03 .01 .01 .06 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .01 .001 .04 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 
Chemistry vs. Control .03 .01 .008 .06 

End a Romantic Relationship 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .005 .03 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .008 .006 .04 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 
Chemistry vs. Control .03 .01 .01 .06 
Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Point estimates are calculated by subtracting the unstandardized regression 

coefficients for the two mediators.  For example, the point estimate for Self-disclosure vs. Control was calculated by subtracting the specific indirect 

effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Control from the specific indirect effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Self-disclosure.  Only 

significant contrast effects are shown.  Contrasts that are significantly different in magnitude are determined by bias-corrected confidence intervals that 

do not contain zero.  
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Table H7  

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Ludus and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Total Effect c = .11 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .06 .004         

Total Indirect Effect     .05 [.02, .07] .11 [.06, .16] .10 [.06, .14] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .37 .06 .02 [.007, .04] .05 [.02, .09] .05 [.02, .08] 

 Self-disclosure   .29 .05 .02 [.005, .03] .04 [.01, .07] .03 [.01, .06] 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .08 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .03 .120         

Total Indirect Effect     .04 [.02, .07] .10 [.05, .15] .09 [.04, .13] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .37 .07 .03 [.01, .04] .06 [.03, .10] .05 [.03, .08] 

 Self-disclosure   .29 .03 .01 [.0004, .02] .02 [.0003, .05] .02 [.0003, .04] 

Form a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .07 .002         

Direct Effect c′ = .03 .235         

Total Indirect Effect     .04 [.01, .07] .09 [.03, .14] .08 [.03, .12] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .37 .07 .03 [.01, .05] .06 [.03, .10] .05 [.02, .08] 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 .042         

Direct Effect c′ = .02 .481         

Total Indirect Effect     .04 [.004, .07] .06 [.007, .12] .05 [.006, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .37 .06 .02 [.004, .05] .04 [.007, .08] .03 [.006, .07] 

(continued)  
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Table H7 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Ludus and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 .021         

Direct Effect c′ = .03 .378         

Total Indirect Effect     .04 [.006, .07] .06 [.009, .12] .06 [.007, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .37 .06 .02 [.003, .05] .04 [.005, .08] .04 [.005, .07] 

End a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .09 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .06 .003         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .05] .07 [.02, .12] .06 [.02, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .37 .05 .02 [.005, .04] .05 [.01, .08] .04 [.01, .07] 

 Self-disclosure   .29 .06 .02 [.008, .03] .04 [.02, .07] .04 [.02, .06] 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Total Effect c = .06 .008         

Direct Effect c′ = .03 .207         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.003, .06] .06 [.005, .12] .05 [.005, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .37 .06 .02 [.006, .04] .04 [.01, .08] .04 [.01, .07] 

 Self-disclosure   .29 .05 .02 [.002, .03] .03 [.004, .07] .03 [.004, .06] 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 

Total Effect c = .07 .010         

Direct Effect c′ = .04 .167         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [−.003, .06] .05 [−.006, .11] .04 [−.005, .09] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .37 .06 .02 [.005, .04] .04 [.009, .08] .04 [.007, .07] 

(continued)  
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Table H7 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Ludus and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 

Total Effect c = .07 .001         

Direct Effect c′ = .05 .072         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.004, .06] .06 [.008, .11] .05 [.007, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .37 .05 .02 [.004, .04] .04 [.009, .08] .04 [.008, .07] 

Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Only significant specific indirect effects are shown. 
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Table H8 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Ludus and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 

Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .008 .005 .04 

Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .008 .006 .04 

Self-disclosure vs. Control .01 .007 .003 .03 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .008 .007 .04 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .01 .006 .05 

Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .009 .009 .04 

Form a Romantic Relationship 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .009 .008 .04 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .03 .01 .006 .05 

Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .009 .01 .05 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .03 .01 .005 .06 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .01 .001 .04 

End a Romantic Relationship 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .009 .006 .04 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .01 .005 .05 

Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .008 .006 .04 

Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .008 −.04 −.008 

Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .009 −.04 −.005 

Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .007 .003 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .009 .004 .04 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .03 .01 .01 .06 

Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .009 .002 .04 

Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.03 .01 −.05 −.005 

(continued)  



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

258 

Table H8 Continued 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Ludus and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .03 .01 .009 .06 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .03 .01 .002 .05 

Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .009 .002 .04 

Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Point estimates are calculated by subtracting the unstandardized regression 

coefficients for the two mediators.  For example, the point estimate for Self-disclosure vs. Control was calculated by subtracting the specific indirect 

effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Control from the specific indirect effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Self-disclosure.  Only 

significant contrast effects are shown.  Contrasts that are significantly different in magnitude are determined by bias-corrected confidence intervals that 

do not contain zero. 
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Table H9 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Storge and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Total Effect c = .005 .780         

Direct Effect c′ = −.008 .594         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [.002, .03] .03 [.005, .06] .03 [.005, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .10 .07 .007 [.002, .02] .02 [.004, .04] .02 [.004, .04] 

 Self-disclosure   .14 .07 .009 [.003, .02] .02 [.008, .04] .02 [.009, .05] 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = −.009 .605         

Direct Effect c′ = −.02 .203         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [.002, .03] .03 [.003, .06] .03 [.004, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .10 .08 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.004, .04] .02 [.004, .04] 

 Self-disclosure   .14 .05 .006 [.001, .01] .01 [.003, .03] .02 [.003, .04] 

Form a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = −.003 .870         

Direct Effect c′ = −.01 .395         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [.002, .03] .03 [.003, .05] .03 [.003, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .10 .07 .007 [.002, .02] .02 [.003, .04] .02 [.004, .04] 

 Self-disclosure   .14 .04 .005 [.0001, .01] .01 [.0002, .03] .01 [.0002, .03] 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = −.008 .727         

Direct Effect c′ = −.02 .330         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [−.0001, .03] .02 [−.0001, .05] .03 [.0000, .05] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .10 .07 .007 [.001, .02] .01 [.002, .03] .01 [.002, .03] 

(continued)  
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Table H9 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Findings for the Relationship between Storge and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = −.009 .692         

Direct Effect c′ = −.02 .334         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [−.0003, .03] .02 [−.0009, .05] .02 [−.0009, .05] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .10 .07 .007 [.001, .02] .01 [.002, .03] .01 [.002, .03] 

End a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .007 .685         

Direct Effect c′ = −.009 .573         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.006, .03] .04 [.01, .07] .04 [.02, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .10 .06 .006 [.001, .02] .02 [.003, .04] .02 [.003, .04] 

 Self-disclosure   .14 .07 .01 [.004, .02] .02 [.009, .05] .03 [.01, .05] 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Total Effect c = .01 .503         

Direct Effect c′ = −.002 .932         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [.004, .03] .03 [.008, .06] .03 [.009, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .10 .06 .006 [.001, .01] .01 [.002, .03] .01 [.003, .03] 

 Self-disclosure   .14 .06 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.003, .04] .02 [.004, .04] 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 

Total Effect c = −.002 .924         

Direct Effect c′ = −.01 .466         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [−.0006, .03] .02 [−.001, .05] .03 [−.001, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .10 .07 .007 [.001, .02] .01 [.002, .03] .01 [.002, .03] 

(continued)  
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Table H9 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Storge and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 

Total Effect c = −.01 .582         

Direct Effect c′ = −.02 .221         

Total Indirect Effect     .01 [.002, .03] .03 [.004, .05] .03 [.004, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .10 .06 .006 [.001, .02] .01 [.002, .03] .01 [.002, .03] 

 Self-disclosure   .14 .05 .007 [.0003, .02] .01 [.0007, .04] .01 [.0007, .04] 

Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Only significant specific indirect effects are shown. 
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Table H10 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Storge and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .006 .004 .0006 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .009 .004 .003 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .008 .004 .002 .02 
Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.008 .004 −.02 −.002 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .01 .004 .004 .02 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .008 .004 .002 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .009 .004 .002 .02 
Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.007 .004 −.02 −.002 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .007 .004 .002 .02 

Form a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .007 .004 .0001 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .008 .004 .002 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .008 .004 .002 .02 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .006 .004 .0003 .02 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Control .009 .005 .001 .02 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .009 .006 .0001 .02 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Control .008 .005 .001 .02 

End a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .007 .004 .001 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .007 .004 .001 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .006 .004 .0004 .01 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .01 .004 .03 .02 

(continued)  
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Table H10 Continued 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Storge and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .006 .004 .0004 .01 
Field of Availables vs. Control .008 .004 .002 .02 
Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.008 .005 −.02 −.0003 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .009 .005 .002 .02 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 
Field of Availables vs. Control .009 .005 .001 .02 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 
Field of Availables vs. Control .008 .004 .002 .02 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .008 .005 .001 .02 
Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Point estimates are calculated by subtracting the unstandardized regression 

coefficients for the two mediators.  For example, the point estimate for Self-disclosure vs. Control was calculated by subtracting the specific indirect 

effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Control from the specific indirect effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Self-disclosure.  

Contrasts that are significantly different in magnitude are determined by bias-corrected confidence intervals that do not contain zero.  
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Table H11 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Pragma and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Total Effect c = .07 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .03 .089         

Total Indirect Effect     .04 [.02, .06] .09 [.06, .14] .10 [.06, .14] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables    .32 .06 .02 [.008, .04] .05 [.02, .08] .05 [.02, .09] 

 Self-disclosure   .29 .06 .02 [.006, .03] .04 [.01, .07] .04 [.02, .07] 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .03 .164         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.02, .05] .08 [.04, .12] .08 [.04, .12] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .32 .07 .02 [.01, .04] .05 [.03, .08] .05 [.03, .09] 

 Chemistry   .07 .05 .004 [.0002, .01] .01 [.0003, .03] .01 [.0003, .03] 

Form a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .07 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .04 .048         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .05] .07 [.03, .11] .07 [.03, .11] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .32 .07 .02 [.009, .04] .05 [.02, .08] .05 [.02, .08] 

 Chemistry   .07 .05 .004 [.0001, .01] .009 [.0001, .03] .009 [.0001, .03] 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 .011         

Direct Effect c′ = .03 .253         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.009, .06] .06 [.01, .10] .06 [.02, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .32 .06 .02 [.002, .04] .03 [.003, .07] .03 [.003, .07] 

 Chemistry   .07 .09 .007 [.0002, .02] .01 [.0001, .03] .01 [.0002, .03] 

(continued)  
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Table H11 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Pragma and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 .011         

Direct Effect c′ = .03 .258         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.008, .06] .06 [.02, .10] .06 [.02, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .32 .06 .02 [.002, .04] .03 [.004, .07] .04 [.004, .07] 

 Chemistry   .07 .09 .007 [.0001, .02] .01 [.0002, .03] .01 [.0002, .03] 

End a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .09 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .06 <.001         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.02, .05] .08 [.04, .11] .08 [.04, .11] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .32 .05 .02 [.004, .03] .04 [.01, .07] .04 [.01, .07] 

 Self-disclosure   .29 .05 .02 [.006, .03] .04 [.02, .07] .04 [.02, .07] 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Total Effect c = .08 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .05 .019         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .05] .06 [.02, .10] .06 [.02, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .32 .05 .02 [.003, .03] .03 [.006, .06] .03 [.006, .07] 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 

Total Effect c = .05 .021         

Direct Effect c′ = .02 .408         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .06] .06 [.02, .10] .06 [.02, .10] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .32 .06 .02 [.005, .04] .04 [.01, .07] .04 [.01, .07] 

(continued)  



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

266 

Table H11 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Pragma and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 

Total Effect c = .05 .017         

Direct Effect c′ = .02 .447         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .05] .07 [.03, .11] .07 [.03, .11] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .32 .06 .02 [.005, .04] .04 [.01, .07] .04 [.01, .07] 

Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Only significant specific indirect effects are shown.  
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Table H12 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Pragma and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .008 .004 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .007 .006 .04 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .008 .009 .04 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .007 .03 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .008 .005 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .007 .01 .04 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .008 .01 .04 
Chemistry vs. Control .006 .004 .0008 .02 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .01 .006 .001 .03 

Form a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .008 .003 .04 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .008 .009 .04 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .008 .01 .04 
Chemistry vs. Control .006 .004 .0003 .02 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .01 .002 .04 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .01 .004 .05 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .008 .005 .0009 .02 
Chemistry vs. Control .01 .007 .0008 .03 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .01 .002 .04 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .01 .002 .04 
Chemistry vs. Control −.009 .006 .0001 .03 
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Table H12 Continued 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Pragma and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
End a Romantic Relationship 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .02 .008 .004 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .007 .004 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .007 .003 .03 
Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .007 −.03 −.006 
Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .006 −.03 −.006 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .006 .03 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .008 .004 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .008 .005 .04 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .008 .001 .03 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .009 .006 .04 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .01 .007 .05 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .008 .004 .001 .02 
Chemistry vs. Control .01 .006 .0006 .03 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .02 .008 .005 .04 
Field of Availables vs. Control .02 .009 .006 .04 
Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Point estimates are calculated by subtracting the unstandardized regression 

coefficients for the two mediators.  For example, the point estimate for Self-disclosure vs. Control was calculated by subtracting the specific indirect 

effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Control from the specific indirect effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Self-disclosure.  Only 

significant contrast effects are shown.  Contrasts that are significantly different in magnitude are determined by bias-corrected confidence intervals that 

do not contain zero.  
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Table H13 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Mania and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Total Effect c = .06 .001         

Direct Effect c′ = .04 .051         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .04] .06 [.03, .10] .06 [.03, .09] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables    .13 .07 .009 [.002, .02] .02 [.006, .05] .02 [.005, .04] 

 Self-disclosure   .25 .06 .014 [.005, .03] .04 [.01, .06] .03 [.01, .06] 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .07 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .05 .015         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.01, .04] .05 [.02, .09] .05 [.02, .08] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .13 .08 .01 [.003, .02] .02 [.006, .05] .02 [.006, .05] 

 Chemistry   .15 .05 .007 [.002, .02] .02 [.003, .04] .02 [.003, .04] 

Form a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 .003         

Direct Effect c′ = .04 .053         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.008, .04] .05 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .08] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .13 .08 .01 [.003, .02] .02 [.006, .05] .02 [.005, .04] 

 Chemistry   .15 .05 .007 [.001, .02] .02 [.002, .04] .01 [.002, .03] 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .09 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .07 .013         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.008, .05] .04 [.01, .08] .04 [.01, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .13 .07 .009 [.002, .03] .02 [.003, .04] .01 [.002, .04] 

 Chemistry   .15 .08 .01 [.003, .03] .02 [.006, .05] .02 [.005, .05] 

(continued)  



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

270 

Table H13 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Mania and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .10 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .07 .004         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.006, .04] .04 [.01, .08] .04 [.01, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .13 .07 .009 [.001, .02] .02 [.002, .04] .01 [.002, .04] 

 Chemistry   .15 .08 .01 [.003, .03] .02 [.006, .05] .02 [.005, .04] 

End a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 .002         

Direct Effect c′ = .04 .049         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.01, .04] .05 [.03, .09] .05 [.02, .08] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .13 .06 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.005, .05] .02 [.004, .04] 

 Self-disclosure   .25 .06 .02 [.007, .03] .04 [.02, .07] .04 [.02, .06] 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Total Effect c = .07 .003         

Direct Effect c′ = .05 .042         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.008, .04] .04 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .13 .06 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.004, .04] .02 [.004, .04] 

 Self-disclosure   .25 .05 .01 [.002, .03] .03 [.003, .06] .02 [.003, .05] 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 

Total Effect c = .09 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .07 .006         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.008, .04] .05 [.02, .08] .04 [.01. .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .13 .07 .009 [.002, .02] .02 [.004, .04] .02 [.004, .04] 

 Chemistry   .15 .09 .01 [.004, .03] .03 [.009, .05] .02 [.008, .05] 

(continued)  



Texas Tech University, Michelle Guthrie Yarwood, May 2013 

271 

Table H13 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Mania and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 

Total Effect c = .08 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .06 .004         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.007, .04] .04 [.01, .07] .04 [.01, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .13 .06 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.004, .04] .02 [.004, .04] 

Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Only significant specific indirect effects are shown. 
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Table H14 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Mania and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .01 .005 .002 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .005 .003 .02 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .006 .03 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .003 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .004 .03 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .008 .004 .001 .02 
Chemistry vs. Control .01 .005 .003 .02 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .01 .005 .002 .02 

Form a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .01 .005 .003 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .003 .03 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .007 .004 .001 .02 
Chemistry vs. Control .009 .005 .001 .02 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .007 .003 .03 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .002 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .02 .008 .005 .04 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .008 .005 .0009 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .007 .002 .03 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .002 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .02 .007 .004 .03 
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Table H14 Continued 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Mania and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
End a Romantic Relationship 

Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .01 .007 .002 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .008 .004 .002 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .008 .005 .001 .02 
Chemistry vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .008 −.04 −.007 
Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.02 .006 −.03 −.007 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .007 .03 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .008 .005 .0004 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .003 .03 
Absence of Deception vs. Self-disclosure −.01 .007 −.03 −.0005 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .007 .004 .03 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .008 .005 .0009 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .007 .003 .03 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .004 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .02 .007 .006 .03 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .008 .005 .001 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .002 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .009 .006 .0008 .02 
Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Point estimates are calculated by subtracting the unstandardized regression 

coefficients for the two mediators.  For example, the point estimate for Self-disclosure vs. Control was calculated by subtracting the specific indirect 

effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Control from the specific indirect effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Self-disclosure.  Only 

significant contrast effects are shown.  Contrasts that are significantly different in magnitude are determined by bias-corrected confidence intervals that 

do not contain zero. 
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Table H15 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Agape and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Total Effect c = .04 .028         

Direct Effect c′ = .02 .261         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.007, .04] .05 [.02, .09] .05 [.02, .08] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .12 .07 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.005, .05] .02 [.004, .04] 

 Absence of Deception   .12 −.04 −.005 [−.01, −.0007] −.01 [−.03, −.002] −.01 [−.03, −.002] 

 Self-disclosure   .23 .06 .01 [.005, .03] .03 [.01, .06] .03 [.01, .06] 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .06 .001         

Direct Effect c′ = .04 .030         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.008, .04] .05 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .08] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .12 .07 .009 [.002, .02] .02 [.005, .05] .02 [.005, .04] 

 Chemistry   .17 .05 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.004, .04] .02 [.004, .04] 

Form a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .07 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .05 .006         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.007, .04] .04 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .12 .07 .009 [.002, .02] .02 [.005, .04] .02 [.005, .04] 

 Chemistry   .17 .05 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.003, .04] .02 [.003, .04] 
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Table H15 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Agape and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .08 .002         

Direct Effect c′ = .05 .047         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .05] .04 [.02, .08] .05 [.02, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .12 .07 .008 [.001, .02] .01 [.002, .04] .01 [.002, .03] 

 Chemistry   .17 .09 .01 [.004, .03] .03 [.007, .06] .02 [.007, .05] 

Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .09 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .06 .013         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.01, .04] .04 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .12 .06 .008 [.001, .02] .01 [.002, .04] .01 [.002, .03] 

 Chemistry   .17 .08 .01 [.004, .03] .03 [.007, .06] .02 [.007, .05] 

End a Romantic Relationship 

Total Effect c = .04 .050         

Direct Effect c′ = .02 .358         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.008, .04] .05 [.02, .08] .04 [.02, .07] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .12 .06 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.004, .04] .02 [.003, .04] 

 Self-disclosure   .23 .09 .02 [.007, .03] .04 [.02, .07] .04 [.02, .06] 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 

Total Effect c = .08 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .06 .005         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.009, .04] .04 [.02, .07] .04 [.02, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .12 06 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.003, .04] .01 [.003, .03] 
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Table H15 Continued 

Multiple Mediation Analyses for the Relationship between Agape and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship 

Behaviors 

 c, c′ path a path b path 
Indirect Effect 

(a*b) 

Partially Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Completely Standardized  

Indirect Effect 

Measure B p B B B CI Effect Size CI Effect Size CI 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 

Total Effect c = .08 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .05 .024         

Total Indirect Effect     .03 [.01, .05] .05 [.02, .09] .05 [.02, .08] 

Specific Indirect Effects           

 Field of Availables   .12 .07 .008 [.002, .02] .02 [.003, .04] .01 [.003, .03] 

 Chemistry   .17 .09 .02 [.005, .03] .03 [.01, .06] .03 [.01, .05] 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 

Total Effect c = .08 <.001         

Direct Effect c′ = .06 .005         

Total Indirect Effect     .02 [.008, .03] .04 [.02, .07] .04 [.02, .06] 

Specific Indirect Effects          

 Field of Availables   .12 .06 .007 [.002, .02] .02 [.003, .04] .01 [.003, .03] 

Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Only significant specific indirect effects are shown. 
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Table H16 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Agape and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship Behaviors 

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
Look for a Casual Hook-up 

Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .005 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .005 .003 .02 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .001 .03 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .02 .006 .007 .03 

Look for a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .002 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .004 .03 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .001 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .01 .006 .003 .03 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .01 .005 .002 .02 

Form a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .01 .005 .002 .02 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .003 .02 
Chemistry vs. Absence of Deception .01 .006 .0008 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .01 .006 .002 .03 

Maintain a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .007 .003 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .02 .009 .006 .04 

(continued) 
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Table H16 Continued 

Significant Contrast Tests for Specific Indirect Effects of Agape and the Digital Dating Chart—Revised Relationship Behaviors  

   95% Bias-corrected Confidence Interval 

Contrast Point Estimate SE Lower Upper 
Advance a Romantic Relationship 

Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .007 .002 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .02 .009 .005 .04 

End a Romantic Relationship 
Field of Availables vs. Chemistry .01 .006 .001 .03 
Field of Availables vs. Absence of Deception .009 .004 .002 .02 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .01 .006 .006 .03 

Find a Romantic Partner Online whom One First Met in Person 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .002 .03 
Self-disclosure vs. Control .01 .007 .003 .03 

Flirt with a Potential Romantic Partner 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .007 .003 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .02 .009 .006 .04 

Ask a Potential Romantic Partner on a Date 
Field of Availables vs. Control .01 .006 .002 .03 
Chemistry vs. Control .01 .007 .0003 .03 
Note. Confidence intervals obtained from 5,000 bootstrap samples.  Point estimates are calculated by subtracting the unstandardized regression 

coefficients for the two mediators.  For example, the point estimate for Self-disclosure vs. Control was calculated by subtracting the specific indirect 

effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Control from the specific indirect effect unstandardized regression coefficient for Self-disclosure.  Only 

significant contrast effects are shown.  Contrasts that are significantly different in magnitude are determined by bias-corrected confidence intervals that 

do not contain zero. 
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APPENDIX I 

EXAMPLE OF SPSS PROCESS MACRO 

In the example below, I demonstrate how I entered specific variables into the 

SPSS PROCESS syntax to test whether six dating features mediate the relationship 

between Eros, the predictor, and online dating attitudes, the outcome measure: 

process vars = Eros onlinedatingattitudes fieldofavaiables efficiency 

chemistry deception selfdisclosure control/y=onlinedatingattitudes/x=Eros/m= 

fieldofavaiables efficiency chemistry deception selfdisclosure 

control/total=1/model=4/ effsize=1/boot=5000/. 

Following process vars every variable that I entered into the multiple mediation 

equation is listed.  Then, x, y, and m were set equal to the variables that represent the 

predictor, the criterion, and the mediators.  PROCESS can account for covariate variables 

that may affect the relationship between the independent and dependent variables, such as 

demographic and personality variables.  To enter covariates into the model, the covariates 

can be listed at the end of the process vars list, but are not assigned to x, y, or m.  The 

PROCESS command can automatically analyze any uncategorized variables at the end of 

the process vars list as covariates.  Total effect = 1 indicates that the output displayed 

the total, direct, and indirect effects, and the path coefficients.  Model = 4 informed SPSS 

to conduct a parallel mediation model and boot=5000 indicated that 5000 resamples were 

conducted during bootstrapping.  The PROCESS macro automatically calculated 95% 

bias-corrected confidence intervals.  In addition, effsize=1 requested several effect size 

calculations. 
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APPENDIX J 

EXAMPLE OF SPSS INDIRECT MACRO 

In the example below, I demonstrate how I entered specific variables into the 

SPSS INDIRECT syntax to test for indirect effects of each mediator: 

INDIRECT Y = onlinedatingattitudes/X = Eros/M = fieldofavaiables 

efficiency chemistry deception selfdisclosure control/C = 

0/BOOT =5000/CONF = 95/CONTRAST = 1/PERCENT = 1/BC = 1/BCA = 

1. 

In the syntax, Y = onlinedatingattitudes indicated that the outcome variable is 

online dating attitudes and X = Eros indicated that the predictor variable is the love style 

Eros.  The six mediators were entered simultaneously in the syntax as indicated by the 

coding M = fieldofavaiables efficiency chemistry deception selfdisclosure control.  

Typically, covariates are substituted for the zero in the code C = 0; the zero indicated that 

I did not incorporate a covariate into my multiple mediation model.  BOOT =5000 

represented the number of times resampling was requested for the multiple mediation 

analysis.  For my analyses, I resampled 5000 times as recommended by Preacher and 

Hayes (2008).  CONF = 95 indicates that I requested 95% confidence intervals and 

CONTRAST = 1 shows that I asked the software to conduct contrasts between each of 

the six mediators.  PERCENT = 1 indicated that all the confidence intervals were 

printed, BC = 1 requested the bias-corrected confidence intervals, and BCA = 1 

requested the bias-confidence accelerated intervals.  Bias-confidence accelerated 

bootstrapping is an approach similar to bias-corrected bootstrapping and was not 

discussed in this paper. 


