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With the capacity to connect millions of singles through the virtual world, online
matchmaking has altered the traditional, face-to-face romantic relationship initiation
process. Users of online matchmaking sites have easy access to thousands of available
singles and can communicate with partners before ever meeting face-to-face. Specific
mechanisms by which online matchmaking environments operate are likely to distort
both users’ appraisals of other users and users’ appraisals of themselves. This
phenomenon in dating has left researchers to speculate about the effectiveness of
romantic relationship initiation in such a context, and for relationships that are
successfully formed online, whether the effects of online matchmaking extend beyond the
relationship initiation process to influence the subsequent progression of romantic
relationships. Seventy-five single men and women were recruited and agreed to
subscribe to the online matchmaking site Match.com for 30 days. Participants completed
measures assessing their individual background characteristics, sociosexual orientation,
personality and attachment. In the event that participants scheduled a first date with
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someone they met through Match.com, they completed pre and post-date measures
assessing idealistic distortion of, attention to, and ease of finding alternative dating
partners. Upon completion of their 30 days in the study, participants completed a followup questionnaire assessing the degree to which they idealistically distorted themselves to
other users and their overall satisfaction and experience using Match.com. Logistic
regression analyses revealed that the more users’ distorted the vitality and attractiveness
of dating partners the less likely users were to experience a second date initiated by the
dating partner. Future studies need to consider that traditional models of relationship
initiation are out-dated and not applicable to the study of relationship initiation and
progression in the context of online matchmaking. Relationship researchers need to
investigate: gender differences in filtering potential partners, the function of filtering in
such a context, the developmental progression of filtering and the subsequent potential
heightened importance of physical attraction verses the importance of compatibility in
predicting relationship initiation in the online matchmaking environment. Additionally,
future research should involve comparisons of various matchmaking services’, should
utilize larger sample sizes and should follow participants for a longer period of time.

vii

Table of Contents

Introduction…..……………………………………………………………………..

1

Method………………………………………………………………………………

38

Results………………………………………………………………………………

48

Discussion……………………………………………………………………………

60

Figures and Tables…………………………………………………………………… 79
Appendix A: Standard Components of a Match.com Profile……………………… 106
Appendix B: Participant Recruitment Advertisement……………………………… 108
Appendix C: Consent Form………………………………………………………… 109
Appendix D: Background Information Questionnaire……………………………… 112
Appendix E: Online Matchmaking Use and History Questionnaire………………… 117
Appendix F: Sociosexual Orientation Questionnaire………………………………

119

Appendix G: Personality…………………………………………………………… 121
Appendix H: Adult Attachment Questionnaire……………………………………… 122
Appendix I: Attention to Online Alternatives Questionnaire……………………… 125
Appendix J: Ease of Finding an Online Partner Questionnaire……………………. 126
Appendix K: Pre-Date Desirability of Date Questionnaire………………………… 129
Appendix L: Post-Date Desirability of Date Questionnaire……………………….. 132
Appendix M: Post-Date Questionnaire……………………………………………… 135
Appendix N: Follow-Up Questionnaire……………………………………………

136

References…………………………………………………………………………..

140

Vita…………………………………………………………………………………… 148

viii

Introduction
With its capacity to connect millions of singles through the virtual world, online
matchmaking has altered the romantic relationship initiation process. Users of online
matchmaking sites, henceforth referred to as users, have easy access to thousands of
available singles and can communicate with potential partners before ever meeting faceto-face. This phenomenon in dating has left researchers to speculate about the
effectiveness of romantic relationship initiation in such a context, and, for relationships
successfully initiated online, whether the effects of online matchmaking extend beyond
the relationship initiation process to influence the subsequent progression of romantic
relationships. In this paper, I propose a study that will explore the phenomenology of
online matchmaking and test whether and why the progression of potential romantic
relationships is impeded in the online matchmaking environment.
Match.com, one of the most popular online matchmaking sites, boasts in bold
letters on its webpage that its online matchmaking service proves: “that you can make
love happen through online dating and that lasting relationships are possible” (“Online
dating at Match.com,” 2010). Match.com appeals to singles with claims that its users are
desirable candidates for successful, long-term romantic relationships, and that singles will
increase their chances of forming one of these relationships by using Match.com. The
latter claim is attributed to its simplified process for initiating romantic relationships and
the substantial number of potential dating partners available to users through the online
matchmaking environment. In other words, Match.com claims to facilitate the initiation
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and progression of romantic relationships by providing both a high quality and a high
quantity of potential dating partners to its users.
It is important to consider that users of online matchmaking services are likely to
enact the same filters online that they use offline when selecting dating partners.
Individuals exercise a variety of filtering processes to narrow down and select a dating
partner (Blackwell & Lichter, 2004; Kalmijn, 1998; Kerckhoff & Davis, 1962). When
evaluating potential dating partners, the more selective individuals are (i.e., the more
filters individuals employ), the smaller will be their pool of desirable partners, and
subsequently the less likely they should be to find a dating partner.
It is also important to consider the specific mechanisms by which the online
matchmaking process operates. A feature unique to online matchmaking is that a
subscription to such services requires the creation of an online persona, an avatar with
which to represent one’s actual self in the virtual world. These avatars are subject to
misrepresentation by both subjects and targets. Of concern is the possibility that the
process of communicating through these avatars undermines the progression of
relationships because individuals’ actual selves may not compare to the inflated
expectations precipitated by these misrepresented virtual selves.
One last aspect of online matchmaking that is important to consider is that aspects
specific to the environment have the potential to impede the development of romantic
relationships rather than facilitate them. For example, one of the distinctive features of
the online matchmaking environment is that subscription to such a service provides users
with access to a large pool of potential dating partners. While many have made the

2

assumption that access to so many dating partners will increase the odds of finding a
desirable partner, research has shown that being faced with too many choices results in
poorer decision making and less satisfaction with the final choice (Iyengar & Lepper,
2000).
Users’ overwhelming pool of potential romantic partners, combined with the
idealistic distortion of those users, is likely to inhibit the progression of romantic
relationships. Therein lies the paradox of online matchmaking: a system designed to
facilitate the development of romantic relationships may actually impede their
progression.
The objectives of this study are to examine: (1) the different characteristics of
users who successfully initiate romantic relationships in the online environment verses
those who do not, and, (2) whether the online matchmaking environment impedes the
progression of these romantic relationships due to features specific to this environment
for users who do initiate relationships (i.e., idealistic distortion and an excess of potential
dating partners). The online matchmaking website of focus in this study will be
Match.com. Match.com was chosen for several reasons; first, because it is one of the
largest and most popular online matchmaking sites (“About Match.com,” 2010). Second,
the structure and format of Match.com is representative of most online matchmaking sites
(e.g., requires the completion of an online profile, allows users to browse other users’
profiles, and facilitates anonymous contact between users). And lastly, because it
immediately gives users access to a multitude of potential dating partners, unlike some
other sites like eHarmony, which periodically sends its users “matches.”
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To accomplish my objectives, I will first begin with a description of the
phenomenology of online matchmaking, including a description of its users and the basic
processes it involves. The process by which users filter through potential partners will be
used to explain the likelihood individual users will initiate a romantic relationship online.
Next, I address the process whereby users navigate the substantial field of potential
online matchmaking dating partners and initiate romantic relationships (i.e., narrowing
the field of potential dating partners available through the online matchmaking
environment to the most desirable dating partner). Finally, issues of alternative dating
partners and dependence will be discussed, leading to a discussion about the influence of
idealistic distortion and excess dating partners in the social context of online
matchmaking.
Match.com: Phenomenology of the Online Matchmaking Environment
Whereas online matchmaking did not exist 30 years ago, it has become a widely
available and utilized method of romantic relationship initiation. Of the approximately
10 million internet users within the United States who report that they are single and
looking for romantic partners, 74% have turned to the internet in their quest to find a
significant other (Madden & Lenhart, 2006). In particular, Match.com reportedly serves
millions of singles located throughout 24 countries (“Online dating at Match.com,”
2010).
A multitude of online matchmaking sites exist from which singles may choose.
The most mainstream online matchmaking services create suggested matches based on
preset criteria (e.g., www.eHarmony.com, www.chemistry.com) or provide individuals
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with the ability to browse, at will, the entire database of subscribers (e.g.,
www.Match.com, Yahoo! Personals). Some services combine these two approaches
(e.g., www.perfectmatch.com). Although online matchmaking sites vary in their
methodology, they all have the same underlying purpose: to facilitate the initiation and
subsequent development of romantic relationships (financial motivations not
withstanding).
Relationship initiation in the online matchmaking environment. One of the
claims on the Match.com website is that “Match.com singles are serious about finding
love” (“Online dating at Match.com,” 2010). According to their website, the
characteristics of Match.com users are diverse but their intentions are the same. As stated
on their website:
Match.com members form a diverse, global community of singles who share
common goals - to meet other singles, find dates, form romantic relationships and
meet life partners. Young and old alike, gay and straight, from everywhere
around the world, singles come to Match.com to flirt, meet, date, have fun, fall in
love and to form meaningful, loving relationships (“Online dating at
Match.com,” 2010).
It is important to remember that singles who participate in the online
matchmaking environment, regardless of their intentions, are still subject to the same
narrowing processes by which single individuals filter their pool of potential dating
partners in the offline world. In other words, even if most Match.com users are “serious
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about finding love” it does not mean that these individuals will be any less selective
about choosing their potential dating partners online than they are offline.
According to Goffman (1983), every personal encounter is subject to “quiet
sorting” whereby individuals weigh the “real or apparent attributes” of another individual
in order to make decisions about the likelihood of future relations (p. 8). Furthermore, in
relation to romantic relationships, researchers studying mate selection have identified
processes whereby singles narrow down their pool of dating partners by filtering through
potential dating partners based on personal characteristics (Blackwell & Lichter, 2004;
Kalmijn, 1998; Kerckhoff & Davis, 1962). For example, Kerckhoff and Davis observed
in their study that there are certain “filtering factors” in operation during mate selection
with the social attributes of others being the most important filters at the beginning of
relationships.
Individuals tend to filter for more characteristics as the seriousness of the
relationship they are seeking increases (Kenrick, Groth, Trost, & Sadalla, 1993).
Therefore, individuals in more serious relationships tend to be more homogenous than
individuals in less serious stages of relationships (Blackwell & Lichter, 2000). For
example, married couples are more likely to be racially homogenous as compared to
cohabiting couples (Blackwell & Lichter).
Background characteristics. Background characteristics that are both ascribed
(e.g., age and race) and achieved (e.g., education and income) are the basic criteria
singles use to narrow down and filter potential partners (Blackwell & Lichter 2004;
Winch, 1958). Homogamy among couples with respect to background characteristics is
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a typical observance among relationship researchers (e.g., Blackwell & Lichter;
Kerckhoff, 1974, Winch, 1958). According to Winch:
There is a set of variables upon which homogamy has been shown to function:
race, religion, social class, broad occupational grouping, location of residence,
income, age, level of education, intelligence, etc…these variables function to
select for each of us the sort of people with whom we shall be most likely to
interact, to assure that the people with whom we otherwise associate are more or
less like us with respect to that set of variables and also with respect to cultural
interests and values. (p.14)
Therefore, individual background characteristics, because they can be more easily
observed during relationship initiation, function as indicators of a couple’s innate
compatibility. Other than background characteristics like race and education, internal
working models such as sociosexual orientation, personality and attachment can also
function as filters in the matchmaking environment.
Sociosexual orientation. Sociosexual orientation or sociosexuality, represents
individuals’ personal stance on issues of sexuality. One’s sociosexual orientation
involves beliefs about the acceptable number of lifetime sexual partners, anticipated
sexual behavior, tolerance for concurrent sexual partners, frequency of sexual fantasies
and acceptance of casual sex (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; Simpson, Wilson, &
Winterheld, 2004). The more restrictive an individual’s sociosexuality, the less tolerant
the individual is of casual sex and of having a multitude of sexual partners over their
lifetime. Also, individuals who have a more restrictive sociosexuality require higher
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levels of commitment, emotional intimacy and time before engaging in sexual intercourse
with a partner (Simpson & Gangestad; Simpson et al.). Because individuals with more
restricted sociosexual orientations seek relationships that are more substantial and longterm than individuals with unrestricted sociosexual orientations (Simpson & Gangestad),
individuals with restricted sociosexual orientations should be more selective when
narrowing potential dating partners.
Personality. Having an attractive personality has been found to be one of the most
important characteristics for predicting initial attraction to a potential romantic partner
(Aron, Dutton, Aron, & Iverson, 1989; Sprecher, Aron, Hatfield, Cortese, Potapova, &
Levitskaya, 1994). Certain personality characteristics (e.g., extraversion, openness to
experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) can be considered desirable
personality traits because they are typically associated with positive relationship
outcomes whereas others (e.g., neuroticism) can be considered an undesirable personality
traits because they are typically associated with negative relationship outcomes
(Donnellan, Conger, & Bryant, 2004; Holland & Roisman, 2008). For example,
individuals who score high on the personality construct neuroticism have poorer
interpersonal relationships (Donnellan et al., 2004). Additionally, for men participating
in speed dating, their attraction to speed dating partners has been related to the potential
dating partners’ high levels of extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and low
levels of neuroticism (Luo & Zhang, 2009). Personality characteristics, therefore,
function as additional criteria by which singles filter potential dating partners.

8

Attachment. Attachment style is another personal characteristic by which
potential dating partners are filtered. Research on attachment and romantic relationships
typically finds that individuals who are insecurely attached have greater difficulty
initiating and maintaining relationships (Creasey & Jarvis, 2008). Individuals filter
potential dating partners based on others’ attachment security. For example, individuals
value the characteristics of dating partners who have a secure attachment (e.g.,
trustworthy, dependable, and emotionally open) as compared to dating partners who have
an insecure attachment (dishonest, undependable, and emotionally unavailable; Creasey
& Jarvis). Attachment research has also shown that attachment serves as a filter by
which insecurely attached individuals distort the appraisals of others. For example,
individuals who are high in anxious attachment are likely to have trouble decoding
positive messages from others and are more likely to distort messages and interpret them
as sarcasm (Noller, 2005).
If, as Match.com claims, its users are seeking serious romantic relationships, they
should also be applying more filters to their search parameters (Kenrick et al., 1993),
thereby substantially shrinking their pool of potential dating partners and lowering their
chances of finding a dating partner. As discussed above, background characteristics,
sociosexual orientation, personality and attachment style are some of the primary factors
likely to influence relationship initiation in the online environment. These individual
characteristics represent criteria by which users’ pool of potential dating partners is
narrowed. Therefore, romantic relationships formed in the online matchmaking
environment cannot be expected to exhibit significantly different romantic relationship

9

outcomes than relationships initiated in the offline world. Online matchmaking sites
simply provide these singles a different medium to execute their narrowing processes.
Relationship progression in the online matchmaking environment.
Online matchmaking process: Idealistic distortion. Once a user decides to
subscribe to Match.com, all users must create a personal profile to represent them online.
Developing a profile involves advertising one’s internal (e.g., personality) and external
(e.g., height) characteristics. Profiles provide a range of descriptive information,
typically including age, race, a photograph, biographical information, likes and dislikes,
and a description of what the individual seeks in a romantic partner. A written
description of the standard components involved in a typical Match.com profile is
provided in Appendix A.
An important component exclusive to the online matchmaking process is that
within the virtual world of online matchmaking, users’ real world selves are represented
exclusively by their personal profiles. These profiles are the basis by which users
determine their attraction to potential dating partners. Herein lies the problem with the
underlying process of online matchmaking: the attractiveness of potential real world
partners is based solely on these two-dimensional, virtual profiles. This is deceiving for
two reasons: (a) users idealistically distort their own attributes, and (b) users idealistically
distort the attributes of others.
Idealistic distortion of self. Because profiles are the sole basis by which users
judge the desirability of dating partners, users purposefully design their profiles to entice
others even if it means embellishing or distorting the truth (Ellison et al., 2006; Hardey,
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2004; Lawson & Leck, 2006; Whitty, 2008 & 2009). For example, participants in one
study reported purposefully selecting their most flattering photographs to post in their
profiles (Whitty, 2008). Some participants even reported going to professional
photographers with the sole purpose of obtaining an attractive picture to post on their
dating profile. Additionally, written self-descriptions used in online profiles have been
found to include aspects of marketing the self that are widely utilized in print media
(Hardey).
One proposed reason for users’ tendency to inflate their personal qualities is to
create a profile of an “ideal self,” rather than a “realistic self” (Ellison et al., 2006;
Whitty, 2008). The purpose of this ideal self is to heighten the chance of being perceived
by potential dating partners as attractive, successful, and desirable. An example of a
user’s motivation for designing a flattering profile can be observed in the following quote
from a user of an online matchmaking service:
I sort of thought about what is my ideal self. Because when you date, you present
your best foot forward. I thought about all the qualities that I have, you know,
even if I sometimes make mistakes and stuff…And also got together the best
picture I had, and kind of came up with what I thought my goals were at the time,
because I thought that was an important thing to stress. (Ellison et al., 2006, p.
426)
Importantly, users’ desire to craft an attractive profile is often in contention with
their desire to present an honest and realistic image. For example, one user wrote about
her profile:
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The only thing I kind of feel bad about is that the picture I have of myself is a very
good picture from maybe five years ago. I’ve gained a little bit of weight and I
feel kind of bad about that. I’m going to, you know, lose it again. (Ellison et al.,
2006, p. 426)
In this example the user is conscious that she is being untruthful by using an
outdated photo. However, she rationalizes this deception by telling herself that she will
eventually lose the weight and aspire to the ideal self depicted in the photo. While her
intention may be genuine, she has created a profile of herself that is idealistically
distorted.
Another reported reason for why users embellish their own profiles is to fit into
closed-ended question screening parameters (Ellison et al., 2006; Whitty, 2008). For
example, to search for potential dating partners, users must enter descriptive information
about their desired partner such as a minimum height requirement and an acceptable age
range. Men who are shorter than the average man, for example, may exaggerate their
height to fit into a wider range of search parameters and not be filtered out (Ellison et al.).
Qualitative interviews with online matchmaking users reveal that most users do not
employ these profile deceptions for malicious purposes, but only to improve their
chances of finding a dating partner (Ellison et al.; Hardey, 2002; Whitty). An example of
a user’s deception to evade closed-ended parameters can be observed in the following
quote from a user, “…you see because I have boys, 3 little kids, I know that puts a lot of
people off so there was a time when I didn’t include the fact that I had children” (Whitty,
p. 67).
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Favorable self-presentation strategies are not specific to online matchmaking and
have historically been an important part of social interactions (Baumeister, 1982;
Goffman, 1959). Due to the structure of the online environment, however, selfpresentation strategies may have a heightened importance in this context. For example,
because so few cues exist in online communication, researches have observed that the
significance of those remaining cues become exaggerated and amplified (Ellison et al.,
2006). Therefore, idealistic distortion in the online matchmaking context is likely to be
more misleading than when done in the face-to-face context. As one user put it:
What strikes me about meeting in the flesh is the way no amount of description
can prepare you for the real appearance. The two men I met did not look how I
imagined. Not that they misled me, it is just that normally when you meet people
you know what they look like at the same time. (Hardey, 2002, p. 580)
Idealistic distortion of others. Idealistic distortion, however, is not exclusive to
users’ presentations of their online selves. Users also have a tendency to inflate the
attributes of other users (Lawson & Leck, 2006). The idealistic distortion of potential
dating partners is a function of the online matchmaking environment, which has been
found to elicit “projections of wishes, hopes, dreams” and “expectations characterized by
positive distortion” (Alapack, 2005, p. 54). As discussed earlier, matchmaking profiles
are far from exhaustive representations of users’ real world selves. Information missing
from the profiles of other users is filled in with the viewer’s fantasies for a dating partner
(Arvidsson, 2009). An example of the distortion of dating partners can be observed in
the following quote from a user:
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I think that because of the way we met and the way we talked to each other that I
had confused the fantasy with reality, so I expected him to be more like what we
were pretending than everyday life. (Lawson & Leck, 2006, p.198)
The phenomenon of idealizing dating partners is not specific to online
matchmaking and has existed in the cognition literature for some time. In the early stages
of relationship initiation, the process of thinking about a potential dating partner often
intensifies individual’s preliminary opinions of those partners (Tesser & Reardon, 1981).
In other words, the mere process of thinking about a potential partner positively enhances
feelings toward that person. This is assumed to occur because when individuals enter
into new relationships much is unknown about one another, and the less one knows about
another person the easier it is to idealize and embellish those unknowns (Tesser &
Cowan, 1975; Tesser & Reardon). As one user put it:
I think we are all optimistic when we look, it’s like real estate, you imagine your
dream home and anything they don’t mention isn’t there in general so you have to
take off the rose coloured glasses. (Whitty, 2008, p.65)
Such idealistic distortion should be more pronounced for individuals who meet
through online matchmaking because online profiles are an incomplete representation of
the individual. This leaves many unknowns, often causing users to make inaccurate
assumptions about the dating partner (McKenna, 2007). For example, written
communication between long-distance, engaged partners was highly correlated with
idealization and love, whereas face-to-face communication was negatively correlated
with these variables (Stafford & Reske, 1990).
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The idealistic distortion of oneself and the idealistic distortion of online
matchmaking dating partners should combine to create a very deceptive dating
environment. Perceptions of potential dating partners are inflated until relationships
transition from online to face-to-face, then perceptions of dating partners are likely to
decline because they cannot realistically compete with the idealized image. Idealistic
distortion, however, is just one of the impediments to relationship progression in the
online matchmaking environment; the increased access to such a vast array of potential
dating partners is also problematic.
Online matchmaking access: Expanded field of available dating partners.
Dating and mate selection is about selecting one partner from a vast array of available
alternatives (Kerckhoff, 1974). Individuals interested in selecting a partner do so from
their field of eligible candidates for a spouse. The field of eligible, or available,
candidates is defined as the population of “both appropriate and probable candidates for
marriage” (Kerckhoff, 1974, p.61). Such populations have similar social characteristics
such as racial group, social class, or religious denomination. Furthermore, dating and
mate selection is influenced by individuals’ field of desirable spousal candidates. The
field of desirable candidates refers to relationship partners that are preferred as compared
to those that are simply available (Kerckhoff). Individuals’ appraisal of potential dating
partners, therefore, includes assessments of the availability, or accessibility, of alternative
relationships and the desirability, quality, or potential “pleasingness” of alternative dating
partners (Floyd & Wasner, 1994).
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Proximity constraints have typically limited the field of eligible and desirable
dating partners to which singles have access (Lea & Spears, 1995). For example, daters’
pool of alternative partners is traditionally restricted to those individuals in their
immediate social network; those with whom individuals interact most frequently (e.g.,
friends, neighbors, colleagues). The social context of online matchmaking, however, has
vastly expanded the pool of available dating partners to include anyone with computer
access. Match.com, for example, boasts that “[l]iterally, hundreds of thousands of single
men and single women right in your area have posted personal ads on Match.com”
(“Online dating at Match.com,” 2010). While it is unlikely that every dating partner
encountered will be considered a desirable dating partner, the online matchmaking
context expands the pool of both eligible and desirable dating partners encountered
(Bredow, Cate, & Huston, 2008).
Match.com and proponents of the online matchmaking environment fail to
consider that increased access to potential dating partners may impede the development
of romantic relationships rather than facilitate them. Match.com makes the assumption
that access to an increased number of dating partners will increase the odds of finding a
desirable partner; however, research has shown that being faced with too many
alternatives results in poorer decision making and less satisfaction with the final choice
(Iyengar & Lepper, 2000). Additionally, as described earlier, users of online
matchmaking services should enact the same filtering processes they use offline when
selecting desirable dating partners online. The more filters individuals employ when

16

evaluating potential partners, the smaller their pool of eligible dating partners becomes,
and subsequently, the less likely individuals become to find a dating partner.
Relationship Initiation in the Online Matchmaking Environment
Narrowing the field of available dating partners. As discussed previously,
finding a dating partner involves a series of steps whereby users filter through and narrow
down their pool of eligible dating partners (Blackwell & Lichter, 2004; Kalmijn, 1998;
Kerckhoff & Davis, 1962). A review of the online matchmaking process suggests that
narrowing the field of eligible dating partners in the online matchmaking environment
involves: (a) evaluating all dating partners, (b) determining desirable dating partners, (c)
determining reciprocally desired dating partners, and (d) selecting the single most desired
dating partner with which to initiate a relationship (i.e., go on a first date). A visual
demonstration of this narrowing process can be found in Figure 1. My four proposed
steps for narrowing the field of dating partners are based partly on Whitty’s (2009) five
phases of online dating. Whitty’s phases, however, offer only descriptive information
about the online matchmaking process whereas my four steps emphasize users’ filtering
process, and subsequent shrinking pool of dating partners, that occurs in conjunction with
the online matchmaking process.
Evaluation: All available online matchmaking dating partners. The first stage in
the process of online matchmaking, the evaluation stage, occurs prior to any sort of
communication with other users and involves browsing through all dating partners’
profiles. In this stage, users are busy crafting an attractive profile of themselves, one that
will get them the most attention from other users (Whitty, 2009). It is at this point in the
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online matchmaking process that users first evaluate their eligible dating partners. In this
first stage of the narrowing process, users have the largest pool of partners to consider as
potential dating partners (see Figure 1). The evaluation stage involves viewing and
evaluating all the personal profiles of members available on the matchmaking site.
Determination: Desirable online matchmaking dating partners. Once users have
evaluated all eligible dating partners, the next step is to determine which of those users
they desire as a dating partner. Determining desirable dating partners is the second stage
in narrowing down the pool of available dating partners (see Figure 1). In this stage of
the process, users narrow their pool of potential partners from all online partners to only
those they find desirable as dating partners. It is at this point in the process of dating
online when users first attempt to communicate with the dating partners they find
desirable (Whitty, 2009).
Online matchmaking services have constructed their sites to make this initial
communication between users as easy as possible. Most sites enable users to easily
convey their interest by sending another user a hint that they are interested in them rather
than having to compose and send an email indicating their attraction. For example, users
of Match.com may choose to “wink” at other users. Winks are generic messages that
indicate the user’s interest. The receiver of a wink may choose to send a wink back or
send an actual text message. Winks are helpful when users would like to gauge whether
another user is interested in them but do not wish to invest in sending an entire email.
Reciprocation: Mutually desirable online matchmaking dating partners. Once
users have determined which dating partners are desirable dating partners the next step is
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for users to determine whether those alternative dating partners are mutually interested.
Identifying reciprocally desirable dating partners is the third step toward narrowing down
one’s pool of available dating partners (see Figure 1). In this stage of the process, users
narrow the pool of potential partners from the alternatives users find desirable as dating
partners to those alternatives with reciprocal interest. This point in the process of online
dating involves mutual user interaction through the exchange of instant messages and
emails, as well as any communication users might have over the phone such as talking or
texting (Whitty, 2008).
Selection: Single most desired online matchmaking dating partners. Once mutual
communication has been established online and users feel comfortable with one another,
the next step is for the users to meet face-to-face (McKenna, 2007; Whitty 2009). While
relationships initiated through online matchmaking sites can remain strictly online,
researchers have documented that these relationships often advance to face-to-face
relationships once rapport and trust have been established via the online relationship
(Baker, 2005; Hardey, 2004). One study, for example, interviewed people who had ever
utilized an online dating site and found that over half (57.4%) of the participants reported
meeting potential partners face-to-face within a week or two of meeting online (Whitty,
2008).
Selecting the single most desired dating partners for a first face-to-face meeting is
the last step in narrowing down one’s pool of available dating partners (see Figure 1). In
this stage of the process, users narrow their alternatives from those mutually desired
alternative partners to the single alternative partner users wish to have as a dating partner.
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The first date is critical because this is the point at which the idealized potential partner,
represented through the online profile, is first evaluated in comparison to the actual
person. These face-to-face meetings often fail to live up to expectations (Whitty &
Gavin, 2002). As one user put it, “You find out that imagination and reality do not
square. Something dies.” (Alapack, 2005, p. 56)
Relationship Development in the Online Matchmaking Environment
Reevaluation of the field of online matchmaking dating partners. After a first
date, users must reevaluate the desirability of the dating partner they just met in-person in
comparison to all online matchmaking dating partners. At this point in the process of
online matchmaking, users determine whether they are sexually attracted to and desire to
learn more about the dating partner (Whitty, 2009). This reevaluation will determine
whether the user will decide to pursue a second date, or whether they will seek a
relationship with another dating partner. Choosing to pursue a second date with the dating
partner does not necessarily mean the user will ignore all other dating partners, but it is
the first step in developing a romantic relationship (i.e., finding a partner and eventually
removing oneself from the online matchmaking context). Choosing to seek a relationship
with another online matchmaking dating partner involves returning to the first stage in
narrowing the field of online matchmaking dating partners, the evaluation of all online
matchmaking dating partners.
It is likely that the dating partner from the first date will receive a lower
evaluation of desirability post-date for two reasons: (a) the user’s expectations in the
potential partner were not met due to pre-date idealistic distortion (Lawson & Leck,
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2006), and (b) the user has easy access to a vast array of alternative dating partners from
which to choose (Merkle & Richardson, 2000). An example of the former reason is
illustrated in the following quote a male user wrote about a woman he met online:
She was not my type. Came as a bit of a shock as I thought I’d got to know her. It
was just that I instantly realized that I would not fancy her. Not that she told me
tales about her looks. Suppose I wanted her to look like my ideal woman.
(Hardey, 2002, p. 580)
In the above quote it is apparent that the male user idealistically distorted the
woman he met online. The man in this example had created an image of a person in his
mind and the actual person could not possibly compete. Such distortion contributed to
him feeling disappointed upon meeting her face-to-face.
After a disappointing first date all one has to do is log back on to the online
matchmaking site to find a multitude of alternative partners from which to choose. Most
importantly, the desirability of all those alternative partners is inflated due to the problem
of idealistic distortion. In other words, the reevaluated, and likely disappointing, reality
of the dating partner is competing with the idealized images of countless online
matchmaking dating partners. This combination of idealistic distortion and easy access
to alternative dating partners should perpetuate a dating environment where individuals
are continually dissatisfied with the dating partners they meet in-person, and therefore,
left thinking “the grass is greener on the other side of the fence.”
Alternatives in the online matchmaking environment. Based on the above
reasoning (i.e., idealistic distortion and an expanded field of online matchmaking dating
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partners) users are likely to decide they can do better than the dating partner they met inperson, and therefore, do not pursue a second date. Instead they go back to reevaluate
their pool of alternative dating partners and the process of narrowing down one’s pool of
online matchmaking dating partners becomes a cyclical process (see Figure 1). This
‘grass is greener’ thinking can be illustrated in the following quote from a male user:
There are a lot of women out there and everyone is in touch with any number of
people at the same time. So if anyone falls out or does not seem right it is not as
though this will be the only woman you ever get to chat with! (Hardey, 2004, p.
215)
Alternative dating partners and attention to those alternatives, therefore, are
critical components of the online matchmaking environment. The theoretical literature
on alternatives documents the deleterious influence of alternatives on relationships.
Application of those theories to the social context of online matchmaking illustrates the
lowered likelihood of a second date and subsequently the lowered likelihood of
developing a romantic relationship in such an environment. Examination of alternatives
in theoretical literature helps to illustrate why the online matchmaking environment likely
impedes the development of romantic relationships.
Interdependence theory. According to interdependence theory, when
individuals are determining the acceptability of a relationship, they evaluate the outcomes
of that relationship against some standard (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). The comparison
level for alternatives (CLalt) is the standard individuals use to help determine whether to
remain in a relationship or to leave it. Keeping in mind all available alternative partners,
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the CLalt represents the least desirable outcomes individuals are willing to entertain before
exiting the relationship. An individual’s alternatives include other relationships the
individual could be in or the alternative of being alone. The level at which an
individual’s CLalt is set depends primarily on the perceived quality of the individual’s
best available alternatives.
The degree to which individuals’ current relationships exceed what could be
achieved with their best alternatives determines how dependent individuals are on a
relationship. When the CLalt is high, individuals will be less dependent on the current
relationship than if the CLalt is low (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). It is likely that the online
matchmaking environment promotes a high CLalt due to the vast amount of alternative
dating partners available. However, more important than the sheer quantity of alternative
partners is that in the online matchmaking environment, the desirability of all of those
alternative partners is inflated as a result of idealistic distortion. In other words,
individuals in the online matchmaking context should experience a high CLalt due to the
idealistic distortion and expanded quantity of dating partners available, thereby resulting
in low levels of dependence toward any one dating partner with which they initiate a
romantic relationship.
To illustrate this idea of dependence in the online matchmaking context, take the
fictional character Jane. Jane subscribers to Match.com and first she goes through the
four stages of narrowing her pool of online matchmaking dating partners described in the
previous section. She narrows down her pool of partners to her best available dating
partner, John, and they go on a first date. The likelihood of a second date is determined
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by Jane’s dependence on her relationship with John. That dependence is a function of
Jane’s alternative dating partners. Jane’s dependence on John is likely to be low because
the online matchmaking system offers her easy access to a vast array of alternatives
whose desirability is inflated due to idealistic distortion. Having met in-person (i.e., their
first date), Jane’s perception of John is no longer idealistically distorted and her newly
deflated impression of him has to compete with the multitude of online matchmaking
dating partners that are still subject to idealistic distortion, thus artificially inflating her
CLalt. Jane, therefore, feels little dependence on John. She decides not to pursue a
relationship with him and instead goes back to reevaluate her pool of dating partners.
The influence of alternatives on relationships was further explored in Rusbult’s (1980)
research on the investment model.
Investment model. Rusbult’s investment model is comprised of three
components that individually and collectively influence the development of interpersonal
relationships: satisfaction, alternatives, and investments. Findings across studies
conclude that greater satisfaction, poorer alternatives, and greater investment size in a
relationship significantly predict higher levels of commitment among couples both
individually and collectively (Le & Agnew, 2003).
One component of the investment model, satisfaction, has consistently been
shown to be the strongest predictor of commitment (Le & Agnew, 2003). But it is
important to note that satisfaction alone provides an imperfect picture of commitment
with alternatives predicting commitment beyond the effects of satisfaction (Le &
Agnew). Researchers have reasoned that the alternatives component is an “external,
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structural” factor and is less predictive of commitment than the “internal” factor,
satisfaction (Le & Agnew, p. 50). It may be that alternatives become a stronger predictor
in contexts where the external and structural components of a dating environment are
accentuated. Alternatives, for example, may become a more prominent predictor of
commitment when an individual’s social environment is densely populated with attractive
alternative dating partners in the earliest stages of relationship formation, such as it is in
the online matchmaking environment.
Attractive alternatives. One of the more specific mechanisms by which
alternatives influence the development of romantic relationships is through the perception
individuals have of alternative partners. Rusbult (1980) found that perception of
desirable alternative dating partners (i.e., the alternative was intelligent, physically
attractive, funny, had a pleasant personality, and judged to be an enjoyable dating
partner) was associated with less attachment and commitment to the current partner than
perception of undesirable alternative dating partners. Also, perception of low alternative
partners was associated with greater attachment and commitment to the current
relationship and a lower likelihood of leaving the current relationship to date alternatives
than participants who perceived high alternative dating partners. In relation to the online
matchmaking context, it may be that users are less likely to pursue a second date and
potential long-term relationship if they perceive that many attractive online matchmaking
alternative dating partners exist.
Devaluation of alternatives over time. Rusbult (1983) also applied the
investment model to dating relationships longitudinally and suggested that individuals’
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perceptions of their alternative dating partners decline over time. Johnson and Rusbult
(1989) later argued that over time as individuals become more committed to their current
dating partner they devalue alternative dating partners as a defense mechanism to
maintain commitment to their current relationship. Specifically, individuals who were
more committed to their current partners reported “lower attraction to the alternative
partner, lower desire to date the alternative, lower interest in approaching or being
approached by the alternative, and lower evaluations of the alternative” (Johnson &
Rusbult, p.978). In other words, to maintain relationships, individuals will devalue
alternative dating partners, but this is only true when individuals have high levels of
commitment to their current dating partner. Important in the online matchmaking context
is that levels of relationship commitment that would facilitate the devaluation of
alternative dating partners develop over time and are less characteristic of newly-initiated
relationships (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989; Simpson, Gangestad, & Lerma, 1990).
Based on the above research on alternatives, it seems less probable that
relationships initiated in contexts where there is an abundance of alternative dating
partners that are perceived as attractive and desirable, such as is the case with the online
matchmaking context, will develop into long-term relationships. This can be expected
because: (a) commitment is inversely related to awareness of alternatives (Rusbult, 1980;
1983), and (b) the devaluation of alternatives may be less pronounced in the early stages
of relationships (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989; Simpson et al., 1990). In other words,
commitment levels that would denigrate the negative effect of alternatives on relationship
development are not likely to be present after a first date. This problem is compounded
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by the fact that in the online matchmaking context, alternative dating partners are likely
to be perceived as more desirable than they are in-person due to idealistic distortion, thus
making the devaluation of alternatives even less probable.
Attention to alternatives. Miller (1997) expanded Johnson and Rusbult’s idea of
the devaluation of alternatives with his concept of attention to alternatives. Attention to
alternatives refers to individuals’ awareness of alternative relationship partners. Miller
hypothesized that alternative dating partners must first be noticed before they begin to
interfere with levels of interpersonal commitment in a romantic relationship.
Miller (1997) found satisfaction with, investments in, and commitment to
alternative dating partners to be negatively correlated with attention to alternatives.
Additionally, individuals who reported being more attentive to their alternative dating
partners reported a higher number of perceived alternatives, a higher perceived quality of
those alternatives, and a higher likelihood that they could obtain said alternatives
compared with individuals who were less attentive to alternatives. Also, individuals who
reported more attention to alternatives were less committed to their current dating
partners, reported they recently dated a greater number of people, and reported less
closeness and poorer relational adjustment than individuals who reported less
attentiveness to alternatives.
Especially interesting was Miller’s finding that relationship future (i.e.,
continuation verses termination) is best predicted using attention to alternatives. That is,
attentiveness was a stronger predictor of relationship fate even over the established
measures of satisfaction, investments, and quality of alternatives. Also examined was
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how attention to alternatives functions as a mechanism of relationship maintenance.
Miller found that attention to alternatives mediates the influence of commitment on
relationship outcomes, suggesting that inattentiveness to alternatives is a maintenance
strategy committed individuals adopt to preserve their relationships. Miller concluded,
“even if the grass is greener on the other side of the fence, happy gardeners will be less
likely to notice” (Miller, p. 758). If inattentiveness to alternatives is indeed a strategy
committed individuals adopt to maintain their relationships, then inattentiveness is less
likely to be adopted by users of online matchmaking services because commitment has
time to develop.
What does it matter whether users of online matchmaking services idealistically
distort themselves and others, and have a heightened awareness of alternatives? Or
whether online relationship initiation occurs and a first date leads to a second date? It
matters because online matchmaking services are intended to facilitate relationship
initiation and the subsequent development of romantic relationships. It appears, however,
that the online matchmaking environment may have the unintended consequence of
undermining the development of romantic relationships through the processes described
above (i.e., idealistic distortion of self and others, unmet expectations upon meeting faceto-face, dependence, and attention to alternative dating partners).
Hypotheses Guiding the Present Research
Relationship initiation in the online matchmaking environment. The online
dating environment is intended to promote romantic relationship initiation, and is the
primary reason why individuals subscribe to online matchmaking services. Based on the
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extant literature reviewed above, regardless of the venue for relationship initiation, users
are still going to enact filtering processes when narrowing their pool of alternative
partners (Blackwell & Lichter, 2004; Kalmijn, 1998; Kerckhoff & Davis, 1962);
subsequently, the more filtering criteria, the less likely individuals should be to find a
dating partner because by doing so they are narrowing their pool of eligible dating
partners. The initiation of romantic relationships can be defined and measured in many
different ways. In this investigation, relationship initiation is measured in terms of
having the experience of a first date with a dating partner. I hypothesize that the
occurrence of experiencing a first date should be contingent on some of the personal
characteristics by which individuals commonly filter potential dating partners: (a)
background characteristics, (b) sociosexual orientation, (c) personality, and (d)
attachment.
Hypothesis 1: Background characteristics. User background characteristics
(i.e., age, race, religiosity, education, income, presence of children, and marital history)
should serve as filters by which potential dating partners are narrowed. The more filters a
single imposes on potential dating partners, the fewer potential partners they should have
to choose from and the lower the likelihood of finding a dating partner.
Age. Older, male individuals and younger, female individuals should be more
likely to experience a first date as compared to older, female individuals and younger,
male individuals. This hypothesis is based on research into mate preference and age that
has shown that men prefer women younger than them and that women prefer men older
than themselves (Buss 1989).
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Race. Caucasians should be more likely to experience a first date as compared to
other races. While interracial romantic relationships have become more accepted, there
still remains a strong tendency and preference for people to date within their own racial
group (Yancey, 2009). Because Caucasians represent the majority of the population
users of online matchmaking services (Lawson & Leck, 2006) they therefore have a
larger pool of potential partners, making them more likely to experience a date.
Religiosity. Individuals who are less religious should be more likely to
experience a first date as compared to individuals who are more religious. This
hypothesis is based on research that individuals in more serious stages of relationship
development tend to be more similar in religious affiliation (Blackwell & Lichter, 2004)
suggesting that religious affiliation is an important component of relationship initiation.
Thus, individuals who are more devout in their religion should have a stronger preference
to date and marry someone within their own religious denomination, leading them to
have fewer potential partners from which to choose. Therefore, individuals who are more
religious will have a smaller pool of potential dating partners from which to choose.
Education and income. Individuals who have higher levels of education and
income should be more likely to experience a first date as compared to individuals with
lower levels of education and income. This hypothesis is based on research that
individuals with higher levels of education are more desirable marriage partners (Hoyt &
Hudson, 1981; South, 1993). Additionally, marriage standards for all socioeconomic
cohorts are rising and individuals insist on certain financial security before marrying
(Edin, Kefalas, & Reed, 2004; Smock, Manning, & Porter, 2004). However, there is the
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potential for a gender interaction with both education and income. Because of the social
stereotype that men should be more educated and make more money than women (Eagly
& Wood, 1999), women with higher levels of education and income may have a lower
likelihood of experiencing a first date as compared to women with less education and
lower incomes.
Presence of children. Individuals who do not have children should be more likely
to experience a first date as compared to individuals who do have children. It is likely
that individuals who have children are viewed as less desirable dating partners because,
according to evolutionary perspectives on mate selection, of the potential costs of caring
for children they are not biologically related (Geary, 2010).
Marital history. Individuals who have never been married should be more likely
to experience a first date as compared to individuals who are divorced, separated, or
widowed. It is likely that individuals who have been married before are viewed as less
desirable dating partners because those dating partners have already invested their
resources in another partner (Geary, 2010).
Hypothesis 2: Sociosexual orientation. Users’ sociosexual orientation (i.e.,
sexual promiscuity or the users’ willingness to engage in sex without love) should act as
a filter by which users narrow down dating partners for relationship initiation.
Individuals with more restricted sociosexual orientations tend to require commitment and
emotional intimacy from a romantic relationship before engaging in sexual intercourse
while individuals with more unrestricted sociosexual orientations tend to report being
more comfortable with engaging in sexual intercourse without commitment or emotional
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intimacy (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Additionally, individuals with more restricted
sociosexual orientations tend to report fewer lifetime sexual partners and fewer partners
that they have had sex with on only one occasion than individuals with more of an
unrestricted sociosexual orientation. Greater unrestricted sociosexual orientation means
that an individual is less discriminate about their sexual partners and are therefore open to
relationship initiation with a larger number of individuals. Therefore, greater sociosexual
orientation will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with someone they
meet on Match.com.
Hypothesis 3: Personality.
Extraversion. Individuals who score high on extraversion are typically
characterized as “extraverted” and “enthusiastic” while individuals who score low are
more “reserved” and “quiet” (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). Because extroverts,
by nature, are more sociable they should be more active within the online matchmaking
environment, and therefore, more likely to initiate a date as compared to individuals who
are more introverted. I hypothesize that greater extraversion will increase the likelihood
that users will go out on a date with someone they meet on Match.com.
Agreeableness. Individuals who score high on agreeableness are typically
characterized as “sympathetic” and “warm” while individuals who score low are more
“critical” and “quarrelsome” (Gosling et al., 2003). Because individuals who are
agreeable, by nature, are more friendly to others, they should be more approachable
within the online matchmaking environment, and therefore, be more likely to initiate a
date as compared to individuals who are less agreeable. I hypothesize that greater
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agreeableness will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with someone
they meet on Match.com.
Conscientiousness. Individuals who score high on conscientiousness are typically
characterized as “dependable” and “self-disciplined” while individuals who score low are
more “disorganized” and “careless” (Gosling et al., 2003). Because individuals who are
conscientious, by nature, are more reliable, they should be more likely to actively
participate in the online matchmaking environment, and therefore, be more likely to
initiate a date as compared to individuals who are less conscientious. I hypothesize that
greater conscientiousness will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with
someone they meet on Match.com.
Neuroticism. Individuals who score high on neuroticism are typically
characterized as “anxious” and “easily upset” while individuals who score low are more
“calm” and “emotionally stable” (Gosling et al., 2003). Because individuals who are
neurotic, by nature, are more unstable, they should experience lower quality online
matchmaking interactions, and therefore, be less likely to initiate a date as compared to
individuals who are less neurotic. I hypothesize that greater neuroticism will decrease the
likelihood that users will go out on a date with someone they meet on Match.com.
Openness. Individuals who score high on openness are typically characterized as
“open to new experiences” and “complex” while individuals who score low are more
“conventional” and “uncreative” (Gosling et al., 2003). Because individuals who are
open, by nature, are more adventurous and unconventional, they should be more
amenable to interacting in the online matchmaking environment, and therefore, be more
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likely to initiate a date as compared to individuals who are less open. Therefore, greater
openness will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with someone they
meet on Match.com.
Hypothesis 4: Attachment. In general, individuals who are insecurely attached
have greater difficulty initiating and maintaining relationships (Creasey & Jarvis, 2008).
As discussed previously, individuals filter potential dating partners based on others’
attachment security (i.e., individuals desire partners with secure attachments; Creasey &
Jarvis, 2008) and their own attachment security (individuals’ own attachment influences
relationship interactions; Noller, 2005). I hypothesize that greater attachment security
will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with someone they meet on
Match.com.
Relationship progression in the online matchmaking environment. Based on
the extant literature reviewed above, the online dating context should impede the
development of romantic relationships because of idealistic distortion and the
overwhelming presence of alternatives. The development of romantic relationships can
be defined and measured in many different ways. In this investigation, relationship
development will be measured in terms of movement from a first date to a second date
with a dating partner. I hypothesize that the likelihood a relationship will advance from a
first date to a second should be contingent on individuals’: (a) idealistic distortion of self,
(b) idealistic distortion of dating partners, (c) attention to alternatives, and (d) perceived
ease of finding a desirable dating partner.
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Hypothesis 5: Idealistic distortion.
Idealistic distortion of self. It is expected that the more individuals idealistically
distort themselves in their dating profile, the less likely they should be to go on a second
date with a dating partner. Individuals who idealistically distort themselves in their
dating profile will cause their dating partner to have inflated expectations about them,
causing the dating partner to feel disappointed upon meeting them in person. Such
disappointment should lead users to feel less dependence on that dating partner, and
therefore, be less likely to pursue a relationship with them. I hypothesize that a greater
difference in participants’ actual self and the self depicted in their online profile (i.e.,
idealistic distortion of self) will decrease the likelihood online-initiated dates will
progress from a first date to subsequent dates.
Idealistic distortion of others. It is also expected that the more individuals
idealistically distort their dating partners the less likely they should be to go on a second
date with that dating partner. Individuals who idealistically distort their dating partners
prior to their first date will have inflated expectations of their dates causing them to feel
disappointed upon meeting them in person. Such disappointment should lead users to
feel less dependence on that dating partner, and therefore, be less likely to pursue a
relationship with them. I hypothesize that greater difference in the perceived desirability
of an online user and the actual desirability upon meeting them in person (idealistic
distortion of others) will decrease the likelihood online-initiated dates will progress from
a first date to subsequent dates.
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Hypothesis 6: Alternatives.
Attention to alternative dating partners. Consistent with extant literature, it is
expected that the more attentive individuals are to eligible dating partners the less likely
they should be to go on a second date with a dating partner. Individuals with high
attention to alternatives should feel less dependence on any single dating partner, and
therefore, be less likely to pursue a relationship with them. I hypothesize that greater
attention to alternative dating partners will decrease the likelihood online-initiated dates
will progress from a first date to subsequent dates.
Ease of finding alternatives dating partners. It is also expected that the easier
individuals perceive it is to find a desirable dating partner the less likely they should be to
go on a second date with a dating partner. Individuals who perceive that alternatives can
be easily obtained should feel less dependence on any single dating partner, and
therefore, be less likely to pursue a relationship with them. I hypothesize that greater
perceived ease of finding desirable alternative partners online will decrease the likelihood
online-initiated dates will progress from a first date to subsequent dates.
Summary
Online matchmaking is a phenomenon in the field of romantic relationships.
Extant research has yet to discover its long-term effects on the development of
relationships. Certain user characteristics such as background characteristics, sociosexual
orientation, personality, and attachment may influence romantic relationship initiation in
the online matchmaking environment. To explore the characteristics of individuals who
successfully initiate relationships through online matchmaking and those who do not, this
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study will test my hypotheses that the occurrence of experiencing a first date should be
contingent on individuals’: (a) background characteristics, (b) sociosexual orientation, (c)
personality, and (d) attachment. Also, certain features specific to this environment such
as idealistic distortion and access to a multitude of alternative partners may impede the
development of romantic relationships. To explore the relationship between the online
matchmaking context and the development of romantic relationships this study will test
my hypotheses that the likelihood relationships will advance from a first date to a second
one should be contingent on individuals’: (a) idealistic distortion of self, (b) idealistic
distortion of dating partners, (c) attention to alternatives, and (d) perceived ease of
finding a desirable dating partner.
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Method
Participants
Seventy-five eligible participants (23 men and 52 women) were recruited.
Eligible participants were single (i.e., not involved in a serious romantic relationship)
men and women, 18 years of age or older. Additionally, eligible participants needed to
have a current membership to Match.com or be willing to subscribe to Match.com at their
own expense. All eligible participants had to be willing to maintain their Match.com
subscription for the 1-month duration of the study.
The sample of 75 participants consisted predominately of Caucasians (84%), and
also included Asians (8%), Hispanics (2.7%), African Americans (2.7%), and Pacific
Islanders (1.3%). Roughly half of the participants reported that they were affiliated with
a specific religious denomination (n = 34; i.e., Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewish, and
Hindi) whereas the other half reported no religious affiliation (n = 40; i.e.,
nondenominational, agnostic, and atheist). The sample was fairly evenly distributed in
annual salary with approximately a quarter of participants (25.3%) reporting they earned
less than $25,000, a second quarter (22.7%) reporting they earned less than $50,000, a
third quarter (25.3%) reporting then earned less than $75,000, and the last quarter
reporting either they earned more than $75,000 (16%) or preferred not to answer (8%).
The sample was well-educated with 85% of the participants having at least a 4-year
college degree. In terms of sexual orientation, the majority of the participants were
heterosexual (n = 67), with the remainder of participants self-identifying as homosexual
(n = 5) or bisexual (n = 1). Detailed sample characteristics can be found in Table 1.
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Procedure
Overview. Data collection for the one month longitudinal study occurred over an
approximate 3 month intervals. Participants completed pre- and post-test surveys at the
beginning (i.e., Phase 1) and end (i.e., Phase 3) of the month. Event-contingent sampling
was also used when participants went on a date (i.e., Phase 2). If no date occurred,
participants only completed pre and post surveys.
Participants were recruited through print and online advertisements in The
Chronicle, a popular weekly newspaper; through print flyers distributed on The
University of Texas at Austin campus and at Austin-based singles’ happy hours; through
online advertisements on Facebook and Google; through young professional networking
organizations (e.g., Young Women’s Alliance, Young Men’s Business League); and
through singles’ groups listserves. A sample of the typical advertisement used to recruit
participants can be found in Appendix B. Participants were also recruited through
snowball sampling beginning with friends of the primary investigator and listserves of
which the primary investigator is affiliated. Participants were informed that the purpose
of the study was to document users’ experiences on Match.com (see Appendix C).
Participants were asked to subscribe to the online matchmaking site, Match.com,
and maintain a membership for 1 month. The time period of 1 month was selected
because the purpose of this study was to capture behavior in the earliest stages of
relationships, and past research on online dating has shown that the majority of users
meet potential partners face-to-face within a week or two of meeting online (Whitty,
2008). Additionally, informal pilot testing performed by the primary researcher found
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that on average users of various online matchmaking services reported going on 2.6 dates
a month. Therefore, the time period of 1 month was deemed an appropriate time period
to allow most participants to experience one date.
All data was collected electronically through the online survey site Qualtrics.
Participants followed a link in the study advertisements to a webpage explaining the
details of the study (see Appendix C). Participants consented to be in the study by
selecting “Yes” at the bottom of the webpage. At that point participants were redirected
to a new webpage to complete the first survey (i.e., Phase 1). If participants selected
“No” upon reading the details of the study, they were redirected to a webpage that
thanked them for their interest in the study. Upon completing the first survey,
participants were emailed privately by the primary researcher a brief summary of the
requirements of the study and a link to complete the pre-date survey. Participants were
instructed to follow the link and complete a brief survey within 48 hours before meeting
for a first face-to-face date and within 48 hours after meeting for a first face-to-face date.
Therefore, the number of times a participant completed these Phase 2 surveys was
contingent on the event of scheduling a first date with a dating partner. Participants
received weekly email reminders from the primary investigator reminding them to log on
and complete these surveys in the event of a first date. At the end of the study,
participants were again emailed by the primary researcher and asked to follow a link and
complete the final Phase 3 survey. A timeline depicting an overview of the three phases
of the study and the respective measures completed at each phase can be found in Figure
2. The timeline is indicative of a participant who went on one first date, on day 16,
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during the one-month study period. Upon completion of the Phase 3 survey the
participant’s name went into a raffle drawing for a 1 in 10 chance to win a $100 gift card
to Best Buy.
Phase 1. At Phase 1 all participants were asked to complete questionnaires about
their background characteristics (see Appendix D) and their online matchmaking use and
history (see Appendix E). Participants were also asked to complete measures designed to
assess their sociosexual orientation (Appendix F), personality (Appendix G) and adult
attachment style (Appendix H). Participants were instructed that they could not visit
other matchmaking services during the course of the study. Completion of Phase 1
measures took approximately 15 to 20 minutes.
Phase 2. Phase 2 comprised the entire 1-month of the study (see Figure 2). The
number of sub-phases within Phase 2 was contingent on the participant’s number of first
dates. For example, the hypothetical study participant depicted in Figure 2 went on one
first date during the course of the study. Forty-eight hours prior to a first date, all
participants were asked to provide the first name and sex of their dating partner and
complete measures on their attention to online matchmaking alternatives (Appendix I),
ease of finding an online matchmaking partner (Appendix J), and the desirability of their
dating partner (Appendix K). Forty-eight hours after a first date, all participants were
asked to again complete measures on their attention to online matchmaking alternatives
(Appendix I); ease of finding an online matchmaking partner (Appendix J); and the
desirability of their dating partner post-date (Appendix L); along with questions about
whether they would like to go on a second date with the dating partner, whether they
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think the dating partner would like to go on a second date with them, and how well the
dating partner met their expectations (Appendix M). Participants were asked to complete
the respective measures within 48 hours of the actual date to ensure that the most
accurate perceptions were recorded. Completion of Phases 2 measures took
approximately 15 to 20 minutes.
Phase 3. In Phases 3 all participants completed a check-in questionnaire that
assessed participants’ current relationship status, use of matchmaking sites and
satisfaction with Match.com (see Appendix N). Additionally, participants were asked
about each first date initiated through Match.com that they went on over the course of the
study and whether those dates resulted in a second date. Participants were also asked
questions about the accuracy with which they had reported some characteristics
commonly misrepresented in online matchmaking profiles (i.e., age, height, and body
type) and questions about the idealistic distortion of themselves through their online
matchmaking profile. Lastly, participants were given the option of answering one openended question about their overall experience on Match.com. Completion of Phase 3
measures took approximately 5 to 10 minutes.
Measures
Individual differences.
Sociosexual orientation. Sociosexual orientation was assessed with Simpson and
Gangestad’s (1991) 7-Item Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI; Appendix F). The
SOI measures individuals’ sociosexual orientation on one continuous scale ranging from
restricted sociosexual orientation to unrestricted sociosexual orientation. The SOI
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addresses five areas: (a) number of different sexual partners in the past year, (b) number
of different sexual partners foreseen in the next 5 years, (c) numbers of times to have
engaged in sex with a partner on only one occasion, (d) frequency of sexual fantasy
(measured using 1-item on an 8-point scale), and (e) attitudes toward casual sex measured
(using three aggregated items). The formula for calculating the sociosexual orientation
score: SOI = 5 X (Item 1) + 1 X (Item 2) + 5 X (Item 3) + 4 X (Item 4) + 2 X (aggregate
of Items 5-7). Higher scores indicate a less restrictive sociosexual orientation. Detailed
information regarding the validity and reliability of the SOI can be found in Simpson and
Gangestad.
Personality. Personality was assessed with Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann’s
(2003) validated 10-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI), which assesses the classic Big
Five personality traits (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional
stability, and openness; see Appendix G). Specifically, participants were presented with
a series of adjective pairs (e.g., extraverted, enthusiastic) and asked to write a number
next to each statement indicating the extent to which they agree or disagree with that
statement (1 = disagree strongly; 7 = agree strongly). Each trait was assessed by
participant responses to two sets of adjective pairs that were then averaged. Detailed
information regarding the validity and reliability of the TIPI can be found in Gosling and
colleagues (2003).
Adult attachment. Adult attachment was assessed with Simpson, Rholes, and
Phillip’s (1996) validated Adult Attachment Questionnaire (see Appendix H). The Adult
Attachment Questionnaire is a 17-item survey that asks respondents how they relate to
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romantic partners in general (e.g., “I'm not very comfortable having to depend on other
people.”). Items were scored on a 7-point Likert scale with higher scores indicating more
agreement with the item. The Adult Attachment Questionnaire taps two dimensions: (a)
avoidance, or the degree to which an individual has negative views of others and
withdraws from intimacy, and (b) ambivalence, or the degree to which an individual has a
negative view of oneself and fears abandonment. Detailed information regarding the
validity and reliability of this measure can be found in Simpson and colleagues (1996).
Predictor variables.
Idealistic distortion of self. To assess participants’ idealistic distortion of
themselves, participants answered questions about the extent to which they had
accurately represented themselves in their online matchmaking profile (see Appendix I).
The four items used to create idealistic distortion of self were: (1) “Considering your
entire profile, to what degree is it an accurate representation of you?,” (2) “Considering
your entire profile, if your family and friends were to view your profile, to what degree
would they say that it is an accurate representation of you?,” (3) “Considering your entire
profile, if your closest friend were to view your profile, to what degree would they say
that it is an accurate representation of you?,” and (4) “Considering your entire profile, if
your previous dating partners were to view your profile, to what degree would they say
that it is an accurate representation of you?” Each item was rated on a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = not at all accurate; 7 = very accurate). Correlation analyses revealed that all
the items were highly correlated (r = .71, p < .001 to r = .82, p < .001). Questions were
aggregated to create one total score for idealistic distortion of the self (α = .93) that
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served as an independent variable to test my first hypothesis involving idealistic
distortion.
Idealistic distortion of others. To assess participants’ idealistic distortion of
dating partners, participants completed a modified form of the short version of the Partner
Perception Scale (Fletcher et al., 1999; Appendices J & K). Participants completed a
scale asking them to rate each item in terms of how accurately each item describes their
dating partner. Items fell into one of three categories: partner warmth-trustworthiness
(i.e., understanding, supportive, considerate, kind, a good listener, sensitive; pre-date α =
.93, post-date α = .95), partner vitality-attractiveness (i.e., adventurous, nice body,
outgoing, sexy, attractive, and a good lover; pre-date α = .87, post-date α = .89), and
partner status-resources (i.e., good job, financially secure, appropriate ethnicity,
successful, and dresses well; pre-date α = .80, post-date α = .85). Each item was rated on
a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all how I perceived my partner; 7 = very much how I
perceived my partner). Because the idealistic distortion of the dating partner was
measured twice (i.e., prior to and following every first date) both difference scores and
absolute value difference scores were computed to create one total score for each of the
three dimensions of idealistic distortion of the dating partner (i.e., warmthtrustworthiness, vitality-attractiveness, and status-resources). The three scores were
aggregated to create the measure of idealistic.
Attention to alternative dating partners online. To assess participants’ attention
to the alternative dating partners on Match.com, all participants completed an adapted
version of Miller’s (1997) Attention to Alternatives Index both before and after a first
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date (see Appendix G). The Attention to Alternatives Index was created by combining
three items written by Sabatelli and Pearce (1986) and three items written by Miller. A
factor analysis revealed that the items all loaded on a single factor and were internally
reliable (α = .85, Miller; α = .74, for the present study). For this dissertation, the
Attention to Alternatives Index was revised to make it applicable to users of online
matchmaking sites. For example, the item, “I am distracted by other people that I find
attractive” was reworded to say, “I am distracted by all the people that I find attractive on
Match.com.” The aim of the adapted version of the scale was to assess participants’
attention to alternatives dating partners.
Ease of finding an alternative dating partner online. To assess participants’ ease
of finding a dating partner online, all participants completed an adapted version of
Simpson’s (1987) Ease of Finding an Alternative Partner scale and Best Alternative
Partner scale (see Appendix H). First, the Best Alternative Partner scale was reworded to
make it specific to the online dating environment. Second, all items in the Best
Alternative Partner scale were reworded to follow the wording of the Ease of Finding an
Alternative Partner scale. For example, the item, “When it comes to dating someone who
has (or will have) financial resources, the benefits of dating my best alternative dating
partner would be ______ those of dating my current partner” was rewritten to say, “I
would have little trouble finding a partner through Match.com who has (or will have)
financial resources.” The revised scale consisted of 11 items all on a 7-point scale (1 =
strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). Higher scores indicate that the participant thought
they could easily find a desirable dating partner through Match.com. The Best
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Alternative Partner scale has been found to be a reliable scale (α = .84, Simpson, 1987; α
= .94, for the present study).
Outcome variables.
Relationship initiation: Likelihood of a first date. Relationship initiation was
defined as the occurrence of a first date. Participants were considered to have initiated a
relationship if, throughout the 30 days of the study, they reported experiencing at least
one first date with a dating partner they met through Match.com.
Relationship progression: Likelihood of a second date. Relationship progression
was defined as the likelihood of a second date. Upon completion of the post-date survey,
participants were asked: (1) if they would initiate a second date with the dating partner,
(2) if the dating partner were to initiate a second date with them, would they go, and (3)
to what extent did the dating partner meet their expectations (see Appendix M). The
likelihood of a second date was measured two times; once based on the dating partners’
initiation of the date, and a second time based on the users’ initiation of the date.
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Results
Relationship Initiation in the Online Matchmaking Environment
The first set of hypotheses involved testing the association between background
characteristics (i.e., age, race, religiously, education, income, presence of children and
marital history), sociosexual orientation, personality, and attachment on relationship
initiation (i.e., whether users went on an online-initiated date during the course of the
study). These hypotheses involved the entire sample of participants (N = 75; see Tables 1
& 2).
Hypothesis 1: Background characteristics.
Age. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that older, male
individuals and younger, female individuals are more likely to experience a first date as
compared to older, female individuals and younger, male individuals. This hypothesis
was tested by estimating an interaction between sex and age. The interaction was not
statistically significant (β= -0.04, SE = 0.07, p = 0.62; see Table 5). Additionally, neither
the main effects for age (β= 0.07, SE = 0.07, p = 0.31; see Table 5) or sex (β= 0.33, SE =
2.43, p = 0.89; see Table 5) were statistically significant.
Race. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that Caucasians
are more likely to experience a first date as compared to other races. Race was dummy
coded with Caucasians as the comparison group and African Americans, Hispanics,
Asians, and Pacific Islanders combined to form the reference group. Results from the
logistic regression did not support the hypothesis (β= 0.57, SE = 0.84, p = 0.50; see Table
5).
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Religiosity. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that
individuals who are less religious are more likely to experience a first date as compared
to individuals who are more religious. The results were not statistically significant (β= 0.37, SE = 0.30, p = 0.22; see Table 5).
Education and income. A logistic regression was estimated to test the
hypotheses that individuals who have higher levels of education and income are more
likely to experience a first date as compared to individuals with lower levels of education
and less income. Education was dummy coded twice: (1) with individuals with a college
degree as the reference group and individuals with less than a college degree as the
comparison group, and (2) with individuals with a college degree as the reference group
and individuals with more than a college degree as the comparison group. The results
for education from the logistic regression were not statistically significant for individuals
with more than a college degree (β=- 0.03, SE = 0.56, p = 0.96) or for individuals with
less than a college degree (β= -1.11, SE = 0.87, p = 0.33; see Table 5). Also tested was
the potential interaction between education and sex, however, the results did not reveal a
significant interaction (β= -1.87, SE = 1.52, p = 0.22; β= 1.48, SE = 1.91, p = 0.44,
respectively). Additionally, the results for income were not statistically significant (β= 0.18, SE = 0.14, p = 0.20; see Table 5). Also tested was the potential interaction between
income and sex, however, the results did not reveal a significant interaction (β= 0.37, SE
= 0.45, p = 0.40).
Presence of children. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis
that individuals who do not have children are more likely to experience a first date as
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compared to individuals who have children. Marital history was dummy coded with no
children as the comparison group and children as the reference group. The results were
not statically significant (β= 0.92, SE = 1.07, p = 0.39; see Table 5).
Marital history. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that
individuals who have never been married are more likely to experience a first date as
compared to individuals who are divorced, separated, or widowed. Marital history was
dummy coded with never married as the comparison group and divorced, separated, and
widowed as the reference group. The results were not statically significant (β= 0.63, SE
= 1.02, p = 0.54; see Table 5).
Hypothesis 2: Sociosexual orientation. A logistic regression was estimated to
test the hypothesis that greater sociosexual orientation will increase the likelihood that
users will go out on a date with someone they meet on Match.com. The results were not
statistically significant (β= -1.03, SE = 2.15, p = 0.63; see Table 6).
Hypothesis 3: Personality.
Extraversion. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that greater
extraversion will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with someone
they meet on Match.com. The results were not statistically significant (β= 0.04, SE =
0.16, p = 0.78; see Table 7).
Agreeableness. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that
greater agreeableness will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with
someone they meet on Match.com. The results were not statistically significant (β= 0.05,
SE = 0.32, p = 0.87; see Table 7).
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Conscientiousness. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that
greater conscientiousness will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with
someone they meet on Match.com. The results were not statistically significant (β= 0.27,
SE = 0.24, p = 0.27; see Table 7).
Neuroticism. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that
greater neuroticism will decrease the likelihood that users will go out on a date with
someone they meet on Match.com. The results were not statistically significant (β= 0.12, SE = 0.29, p = 0.63; see Table 7).
Openness. A logistic regression was estimated to test the hypothesis that greater
openness will increase the likelihood that users will go out on a date with someone they
meet on Match.com. The results were not statistically significant (β= 0.16, SE = 0.28, p
= 0.59; see Table 7).
Hypothesis 4: Attachment. A logistic regression was estimated to test the
hypothesis that greater attachment security will increase the likelihood that users will go
out on a date with someone they meet on Match.com. The results were not statistically
significant for avoidant attachment (β= -0.04, SE = 0.25, p = 0.90; see Table 8) or for
anxious attachment (β= 0.24, SE = 0.24, p = 0.32).
Supplemental analyses: T-Tests and chi squares. Due to the small sample size
in the current study, additional analyses were conducted using more liberal tests of
significant differences. Independent samples t-tests were conducted to explore the
association between continuous independent variables (i.e., age, religiosity, income,
sociosexual orientation, personality and attachment) and relationship initiation (see Table
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9). For these analyses, the tests were used to compare the means for each continuous
independent variable between users who went on a first, online-initiated date during the
course of the study and users who did not go on a date. Utilization of t-tests required
reversing the direction of analyses such that the dependent variable in the logistic
regression now served as the independent between-groups predictor. This approach
increases the variability of the outcome variables and allows for more liberal tests of
statistical significance. Additionally, chi squares tests of independence were conducted to
explore the association between categorical independent variables, (i.e., sex, race,
presence of children and marital status) and relationship initiation (see Table 10).
Pearson chi squares were calculated to test for significant differences between users who
went on a first, online-initiated date during the course of the study and users who did not
for each categorical dependent variable. Education was tested both as a continuous and a
categorical variable using a t-test and a chi square, respectively. As with the results from
the logistic regressions, no statistically significant results were found for any of the
continuous or categorical variables involved in Hypotheses 1 through 4 between users
who went on a first, online-initiated date during the course of the study and users who did
not (see Tables 9 & 10).
Relationship Progression in the Online Matchmaking Environment
The second set of hypotheses involved testing the association between idealistic
distortion and alternatives on relationship progression (i.e., the likelihood of going on a
second date for users who went on an online-initiated date during the course of the
study). These hypotheses involved a subsample of the participants (n = 34; see Table 3 &
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4). Twenty-five women and nine men reported going on an online-initiated date during
the course of the study. The sample of 34 participants who went on an online-initiated
date during the course of the study consisted predominately of Caucasians (91.2%); no
African American participants reported going on an online-initiated date during the
course of the study. In terms of sexual orientation, the majority of the participants were
heterosexual (n = 30), with the remainder of participants self-identifying as homosexual
(n = 3) or bisexual (n = 1).
For the 34 participants who experienced a first, online-initiated date during the
course of the study, relationship progression was calculated two ways: (1) the likelihood
of a second date if the dating partner initiated the date, and (2) the likelihood of a second
date if the user initiated the date. Because some participants reported going on multiple
first dates during the course of the study (n = 11), for consistency, participants’ first, first
date was selected for analyses. Additionally, the number of dates participants
experienced during the course of the study was controlled for in all analyses. Descriptive
information regarding users who went on a first, online-initiated date during the course of
the study can be found in Tables 11 and 12. Pre and post-date means and standard
deviations at the item-level for measures of the perceived desirability of dating partners,
attention to alternative dating partners and ease of finding alternative dating partners can
be found in Figures 3, 4 and 5. Additionally, comparisons of the pre- and post-date item
means for the perceived desirability of dating partners, attention to alternative dating
partners and ease of finding alternative dating partners can be found in Table 13.
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Hypothesis 5: Idealistic distortion.
Idealistic distortion of self. A logistic regression was estimated to test the
hypothesis that greater idealistic distortion of the self will decrease the likelihood onlineinitiated dates will progress from a first date to subsequent dates. The likelihood of
experiencing a second date was assessed based on the dating partner initiating a second
date and the user initiating a second date. The results were not statistically significant
regardless of who initiated a second date (β = 0.78, SE = 0.67, p = 0.24, dating partner
initiates; β = 0.12, SE = 0.83, p = 0.83, user initiates; see Table 14).
Idealistic distortion of others. A logistic regression was estimated to test the
hypothesis that a greater difference in the idealistic distortion of others will decrease the
likelihood online-initiated dates will progress from a first date to subsequent dates. The
three subscales of the idealistic distortion of others (i.e., warmth-trustworthiness, vitalityattractiveness, and status-resources) were calculated using both a difference score and an
absolute value difference score. The idealistic distortion of others subscale, partner
vitality-attractiveness, calculated using the absolute value of the difference, significantly
predicted the likelihood of a second date if the dating partner initiated the date (β = -0.60,
SE = 0.31, p = 0.05; see Tables 14 & 16). Interpretation of the exponentiated logistic
indicates that the greater the difference in pre- and post-date perceptions of dating partner
vitality-attractiveness the less likely individuals are to go on a second date (exponentiated
β = 0.55).
It is important to note that this significant finding was only observed when
idealistic distortion was calculated using an absolute value difference score and not when
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using a basic difference score. Although, idealistic distortion, was originally based on the
decline in users’ perceptions of dating partners after the first date, I decided to explore the
more general hypothesis that pre- and post-date distortion of dating partners impedes the
progression of relationship initiation. Absolute value difference scores were utilized to
maximize the sample size and capture overall discrepancies in users’ pre- and post-date
perceptions of dating partners’ warmth-trustworthiness, vitality-attractiveness, and statusresources. Kenny, Kashy and Cook (2006) argue that absolute value difference scores
are the best method for calculating discrepancies in constructs across time when the
directionality of the change is not essential. Therefore, this method was deemed
appropriate for determining whether inaccurate perceptions about dating partners in
general influence relationship progression.
Additionally, while results for distortion were significant, results for idealistic
distortion were nonsignificant. Examination of the paired t-tests for items comprising the
subscale for perceptions of dating partners’ vitality-attractiveness suggest that as
hypothesized, idealistic distortion may be occurring. The items comprising the dating
partners’ perceived vitality attractiveness were: adventurous, nice body, outgoing, sexy,
attractive, and good lover. Paired t-tests at the item-level revealed that two items, sexy
and attractiveness, were significantly different between pre- and post-test ratings. In both
cases, the pre-test means were significantly higher pre-date than post-date (see Figure 3
& Table 13). In other words, participants rated potential dating partners’ sexiness and
attractiveness as significantly lower after meeting them in person, supporting Hypotheses
5 that users are idealistically distorting perceptions of dating partners’ attractiveness.
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Additionally, while not significant in the paired t-test, all but one of the four remaining
items on the dating partners’ perceived vitality-attractiveness also had lower post-test
means than pre-test means. Based on examination of the paired t-tests it seems likely that
idealistic distortion of dating partners’ vitality-attractiveness is in fact operating in the
online matchmaking context but that the effect was suppressed mathematically in the
calculation of idealistic distortion using mean difference scores because the positive and
negative values canceled one another out.
No other subscales of the idealistic distortion of others yielded significant results.
Additionally, examination of the paired t-tests for items comprising the subscale for
perceptions of dating partners’ honesty-trustworthiness and status-resources, revealed a
general trend of users’ rating dating partners’ honesty-trustworthiness and statusresources higher post-date than pre-date (see Figure 3 & Table 13). All items on the
subscale honesty-trustworthiness (i.e., understanding, supportive, considerate, kind, a
good listener, and sensitive) were significantly higher post-date than pre-date. Three of
the five items for status-resource (i.e., good job, financially secure, appropriate ethnicity,
successful and dresses well) were significantly higher post-date than pre-date. Unlike
items on the subscale vitality-attractiveness, this trend in higher post-date perceptions is
contrary to Hypothesis 5 that users’ would idealistically distort partners’ pre-date.
Hypothesis 6: Alternatives.
Attention to alternative dating partners. A logistic regression was estimated to
test the hypothesis that greater attention to alternative dating partners will decrease the
likelihood online-initiated dates will progress from a first date to subsequent dates. The
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results were not statistically significant regardless of whether the dating partner initiated
the date or the user did (β= 0.16, SE = 0.13, p = 0.21; β= 0.03, SE = 0.09, p = 0.75,
respectively; see Table 15). Additionally, examination of the paired t-tests for items
comprising the attention to alternative dating partners scale, revealed no particular trend
in users’ ratings of their attention to alternative dating partners between pre- and postdate assessments, nor were any of the changes in items statistically significant between
assessments (see Figure 4 & Table 13).
Ease of finding alternative dating partners. A logistic regression was estimated
to test the hypothesis that greater perceived ease of finding a desirable alternative partner
online will decrease the likelihood online-initiated dates will progress from a first date to
subsequent dates. The ease of finding an alternative dating partner was marginally
significant in predicting the likelihood of a second date if the dating partner initiated the
date (β= 0.07, SE = 0.04, p = 0.07; see Tables 15 & 17). Contrary to Hypothesis 6,
interpretation of the exponentiated logistic indicates that the greater the perceived ease of
finding alternative dating partners the more likely individuals are to go on a second date
(exponentiated β = 1.07). Additionally, the change in users’ perceived ease of finding
alternatives before their first date and after their first date was also assessed, but no
statistically significant results emerged (β = 0.12, SE = 0.09, p = 0.16, dating partner
initiates; β = 0.02, SE = 0.06, p = 0.72, user initiates; see Table 15). Additionally,
examination of the paired t-tests for items comprising ease of finding alternative dating
partners, revealed four items that were statistically significant between pre-date and postdate assessments (see Figure 5 & Table 13). In particular, users were significantly more
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likely post-date to believe that they could easily find alternative dating partners online
who would: provide emotional support, be reliable and trustworthy, have stable and
pleasant personalities, and have (or will have) high social status.
Supplemental analyses.
Users’ expectations. I also explored the influence of how well users’
expectations were met on the likelihood of a second date in supplemental analyses. One
question asked of participants in the Post-Date Questionnaire assessed how well users felt
their dating partner met their pre-date expectations. A logical possibility is that users’
attention to alternative dating partners and ease of finding alternative dating partners are
moderated by how well users’ expectations are met. Therefore, the influence of how well
users’ expectations were met and the interaction of how well users’ expectations were
met with attention to alternative dating partners and ease of finding alternative dating
partners were also tested for their effect on the likelihood of a second date. How well
users’ expectations were met was significant in predicting the likelihood of a second date
if either the dating partner or the user initiated the date (β = 1.68, SE = 0.68, p = 0.01,
dating partner initiated; β = 1.06, SE = 0.5, p = 0.03, user initiates; see Tables 15 & 18).
Interpretation of the exponentiated logistic indicates that the more users’ expectations of
their dating partner were met the more likely users were to go on a second date regardless
of who initiates the second date (exponentiated β = 5.39 & 2.89, respectively).
Additionally, the interaction of how well users’ expectations were met with change in
ease of finding alternative partners was marginally significant in predicting the likelihood
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of a second date if either the user or the dating partner initiated the date (β = -0.32, SE =
0.18, p = 0.07; see Tables 15 & 17).
T-Tests. Independent samples t-tests were conducted to explore the association
between continuous independent variables (i.e., idealistic distortion of self, idealistic
distortion of others, attention to alternative dating partners and ease of finding alternative
dating partners) and relationship progression (see Table 19). Results from the t-tests
indicated one statistically significant result for ease of finding alternative dating partners
and the likelihood of going on a second date if the dating partner initiated. Participants
who indicated that they would go on a second date if the dating partner initiated the date
perceived greater ease of finding alternative dating partners (x = 53.26) than participants
who indicated that they would not go on a second date if the dating partner initiated the
date (x = 44.25; t = -2.03, df = 33, p =.05). Thus, the finding of this analysis is in line
with the logistic regression which found a marginally significant relationship. No other
statistically significant results were found between users who indicated they were likely
to go on a second date with dating partners and users who were not (see Table 19).
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Discussion
With its capacity to connect millions of people with the simple click of a button,
the online matchmaking system has substantially altered the traditional relationship
initiation process. Relationship researchers have since questioned the effect such a
medium has on individual users and on relationships initiated through the online
matchmaking environment. The primary objectives of the present study were to explore
the phenomenology of online matchmaking and test whether and why the progression of
potential romantic relationships is impeded in the online matchmaking environment.
Relationship Initiation in the Online Matchmaking Environment
The first research question of this study concerned whether certain individual
traits, such as background characteristics (i.e., age, race, religiosity, education, income,
presence of children, and marital status), sociosexual orientation, personality and
attachment, affect the likelihood that users will initiate relationships through Match.com.
It was hypothesized that the process by which users filter through their available dating
partners is associated with the likelihood of initiating a relationship in the context of
online matchmaking. Specifically, I hypothesized that the more criteria users employ
when filtering potential dating partners the less likely they are to initiate relationships in
the online matchmaking environment because the more criteria users stipulate about
potential dating partners the smaller should be their pool of potential partners.
Investigation of users’ personal characteristics on the process of relationship
initiation failed to yield any statistically significant results. Specifically, background
characteristics (i.e., age, race, religiosity, education, income, presence of children, and
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marital history), sociosexual orientation, personality, and attachment did not significantly
predict the likelihood of experiencing a first online-initiated date.
One possible explanation for the nonsignificant associations between personal
characteristics and romantic relationship initiation in the online matchmaking
environment is that there was not enough power to find statistically significant
associations given the small sample size (i.e., N = 75). A second explanation is that
based on the models employed in this study, there is simply no association between
personal characteristics and romantic relationship initiation. Specifically, the present
study was based on models derived from traditional, offline romantic relationship
initiation and progression. What needs to be considered is that like traditional methods of
romantic relationship initiation, such models are out-dated and not applicable to
relationship initiation and progression in the context of online matchmaking. That said,
the remainder of this Discussion will focus on directions for future models of romantic
relationship initiation and progression in the online matchmaking environment based on
the quantitative and qualitative results from the present study.
Filtering in the online matchmaking context. While the quantitative data
collected for this study did not reveal a significant association between personal
characteristics and relationship initiation, examination of the qualitative data suggests
that users may in fact be filtering potential partners in the online matchmaking
environment. In response to an open-ended question about the participants’ overall
experience on Match.com, users mentioned filtering potential dating partners on many
characteristics such as age, geographic location, life situation (i.e., work-life balance),
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ethnicity, religion, physical attractiveness, and height. For example, one user expressed
her frustration with dating partners who did not adhere to the filtering criteria she
specified in her user profile concerning geographic location and age.
It annoys me that people out of my local area or age range contact me (and
sometimes are very persistent). If I'm looking for someone with certain qualities I
don't want people out of those qualities bothering me.
Another user expressed a similar frustration, complaining that “[p]otential
partners contacted regardless of not meeting any of [her] criteria. This was frustrating.
The majority of potential dates that contacted [her] did not meet any of [her]
standards/profile criteria.” The previous quote indicates that some users are filtering
potential dating partners based on self-determined parameters. The specific criteria by
which Match.com allows users to filter other users include: hair color, eye color, height,
body type (e.g., slender, athletic and toned, about average, and a few extra pounds),
languages spoken, ethnicity, faith, education, profession, income, smoking habits,
drinking habits, marital history, presence of children, and desire for future children.
Match.com users may choose to filter potential dating partners based on these traits or
users may indicate that they have no preference for each particular trait.
Sex and filtering in the online matchmaking environment. One potential
direction for future models of relationship initiation in the online matchmaking context is
gender differences in filtering. Extant research into the selectivity by which singles
narrow down their pool of potential romantic partners suggests that men and women
typically maintain different standards for qualifying others as acceptable dating partners
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(Finkel & Eastwick, 2009; Kenrick, Neuberg, Zierk, & Krones, 1994; Kurzban &
Weeden, 2005). For example, at speed-dating events, women tend to be significantly
more selective when choosing a dating partner than men (Finkel & Eastwick; Kurzban &
Weeden). The different filtering processes enacted by men and women in the present
study were apparent upon examination of the qualitative data. Oftentimes older women
complained that men in their age group were filtering for women who were “considerably
younger than they are.” For example, one female user complained that her biggest
frustration while using Match.com to find a dating partner was:
…the young age range many men in [her] age category want. [She’s] 54. [She]
selected 47-58 as appropriate but men [her] age put 25-48 or some such
nonsense. What ARE they thinking? That a woman 15-20 years younger would be
interested in THEM? This is the single biggest frustration is men's unrealistic
expectations of what they will attract. [She does] not want someone 60! Men are
insecure and afraid a woman close to their age will actually have a brain or
opinion. Plus, a man's 50 yr old body is not what a 30 year old wants.
For these older, female users, the field of potential dating partners they are
filtering for (i.e., men of a similar age to themselves) do not appear to reciprocate the
interest because older, male users appear to be filtering for potential dating partners who
are significantly younger than themselves. Important to future models of relationship
initiation are the criteria by which men and women filter potential dating partners.
Filtering as a necessity in the online matchmaking environment. Another
potential direction for future models of relationship initiation in the online matchmaking
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environment is exploration of whether the process of filtering potential dating partners
facilitates the relationship initiation process rather than hindering it. It could be that
enacting more stringent filtering criteria is a necessary strategy in the online
matchmaking environment because of the vast array of potential dating partners to choose
from. For example, some people seemed beset by the sea of alternatives and felt that
even more features to help users evaluate potential partners were necessary. As one
participant put it, “I feel like it is a job, reading all the profiles, eliminating many and
selecting a few.” Multiple participants echoed how “overwhelming” it was to have so
many potential partners available to them. It may be that in the context of online
matchmaking, where there is an abundance of available partners, strict filtering criteria
are a necessity because they help narrow down the enormous pool of dating partners to a
smaller pool of more compatible dating partners. As one user put it:
There were so many people to sift through and it [is] hard to keep track of them.
There [are] only a few people that really interested me out of the hundreds that
showed up in my searches.
It is possible that successful relationship initiation in the online matchmaking
environment requires that users enact tighter parameters when selecting potential dating
partners than they would in the offline world. As one user commented about her
Match.com experience, she has “learned how to screen people.” Therefore, important to
future models of relationship initiation is the directional influence of filtering potential
dating partners on the likelihood of relationship initiation.
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Attractiveness and the developmental process of filtering in the online
matchmaking environment. One last potential direction for future models of relationship
initiation in the online matchmaking environment is the exploration of physical
attractiveness and basic chemistry between users. While physical attractiveness has
always been of known importance to romantic relationship initiation in the offline world
(Feingold, 1990), it may be of heightened importance in the online world. Extant
literature on online matchmaking reveals that physical attractiveness is a highly important
quality in online matchmaking (Whitty, 2008). Additionally, physical attractiveness has
been found to be a significant predictor of successful relationship initiation in speed
dating studies for both men and women (Eastwick & Finkel, 2008; Kurzban & Weeden
2005).
Unique to the online matchmaking context is that communication between
partners occurs prior to meeting face-to-face. Whereas singles in the offline world are
able to judge physical attraction to potential dating partners instantly upon meeting them,
in the online matchmaking world, physical attractiveness can only be inferred. As one
user put it, the online matchmaking system “skips a few steps normally involved in the
dating process, and…the result is a little awkward.”
While physical characteristics of dating partners can be perceived from online
matchmaking profiles, there is no concrete way for users to determine their actual
physical attraction to potential dating partners, they may only infer their attraction based
on virtual avatars. Once attraction to potential dating partners in the online matchmaking
world is assumed, users proceed to investigate and evaluate compatibility based on

65

internal characteristics (e.g., personality). Match.com encourages this process by sending
users suggested “matches” that are based simply of users’ similarities to one another
(e.g., enjoyment of exercise or love of pets). Importantly, while users may begin
communicating online with one another and may establish numerous areas of
compatibility, their physical attraction to one another remains contingent on a twodimensional perception. As one user described it, “[t]here is more to attraction than the
way someone looks in a photo: the way one moves, speaks, smells, etc. What's more,
photos can be recent and clear but still misleading.”
Both the quantitative and the qualitative data from the present study suggest the
importance of physical attractiveness above and beyond the importance of other personal
characteristics and compatibility. In the quantitative data, users were significantly likely
to distort dating partners’ attractiveness and sexiness prior to meeting them in person.
Additionally, in the qualitative data, multiple users indicated that while they often were
capable of forming successful “connections” with dating partners online that did not
necessarily correlate with attraction upon meeting face-to-face. For example, one user
wrote:
I think it's interesting that you can feel a connection on paper, communicating by
email, or even talking on the phone. But when in person, one-on-one, or even in a
group, there could be absolutely NO chemistry.
Another user wrote:
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It is really hard to determine if there is physical chemistry before actually meeting
these guys. The disparity becomes obvious right away and many of these coffees
or lunches are a waste of time.
It may be that predictors of compatibility matter less in the beginning for romantic
relationships initiated in the online matchmaking context because basic physical
attraction between singles is not immediately confirmed. Additionally, while physical
attractiveness can develop over time, it is less likely to do so in the online matchmaking
environment because the developmental process is missing. For instance, romantic
relationship initiation in the offline world is most often the result of proximity (Lea &
Spears, 1995). As discussed in my Introduction, daters’ pool of alternative partners is
traditionally restricted to those individuals in their immediate social network; those with
whom individuals interact most frequently (e.g., friends, neighbors, colleagues). For
example, a single may meet a potential dating partner through friends. While the single
may not automatically be physically attracted to the potential dating partner, an attraction
may develop over time as the two get to know one another. Because the two singles
share a social network they also share a small amount of dependence (Huston &
Levinger, 1978). Singles who meet offline are likely to be exposed to one another in
social contexts at various points in the future due to their mutual social network;
therefore, the two are more invested in one another as compared to singles who meet in
the online matchmaking context.
Additionally, while singles who meet through their social networks may not
initially be physically attracted to one another, there is the potential that as the two come
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to know one another through their social networks that romantic attraction may develop.
Conversely, in the online matchmaking context users are subject to determining romantic
relationship potential upon their first face-to-face meeting. Specifically, individuals
meeting through their social networks are less likely to be subject to the overt pressure
that both are single and evaluating the other as a potential romantic partner as is
relationship initiation in the online matchmaking context. Future models of relationship
initiation should look into the developmental process of relationships initiated online and
the hierarchical patterns by which users filter potential dating partners for characteristics
such as physical attractiveness on the likelihood of relationship initiation.
Relationship Progression in the Online Matchmaking Environment
The second research question investigated in this study concerned whether
idealistic distortion and alternatives affect the likelihood of relationship progression in
the online matchmaking environment. It was hypothesized that greater idealistic
distortion of oneself and of others would impede relationship progression; that is,
whether a first online-initiated date results in a second date. This hypothesis was based
on the idea that the online matchmaking environment promotes the idealistic distortion of
the self and of others through virtual avatars, resulting in inflated expectations about
potential dating partners and consequently, disappointment upon meeting face-to-face.
Additionally, it was hypothesized that greater attention to alternative dating partners and
greater perceived ease of finding alternative partners would impede romantic relationship
progression for online-initiated relationships. This hypothesis was based on the idea that
exposure to excessive alternatives should result in individuals feeling less dependence

68

toward any one dating partner thus causing them to be less likely to progress in a
relationship with any one dating partner.
Idealistic distortion. Investigation of the influence of idealistic distortion on
relationship progression revealed that the more users distorted the vitality-attractiveness
of dating partners the less likely users were to experience a second date initiated by the
dating partner. Specifically, interpretation of the statistically significant finding for
vitality-attractiveness, calculated using an absolute value difference score, suggests that
the greater the general difference in users’ perceptions of their dating partners between
communicating online and meeting face-to-face, the less likely users’ are to go on a
second date if the dating partner initiates a date.
The significant finding for the overall distortion of dating partners’ vitalityattractiveness suggests that accuracy in perceptions of dating partners is of considerable
importance to relationship progression in the online matchmaking context. While it is
intuitive to expect that declines between pre-date and post-date perceptions of dating
partners would likely leave users disappointed, and therefore, less likely to experience a
second date with dating partners, tests of this hypothesis were nonsignificant (i.e., tests of
the hypothesis involving the idealistic distortion of dating partners). Additionally, it is
counterintuitive to expect that increases between pre-date and post-date perceptions of
dating partners would impede relationship progression. Why would expecting less and
finding more be problematic?
One explanation is that users prefer to be matched equally in social worth with
dating partners and may feel uncomfortable if their dating partner possesses qualities
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greater in value. This is referred to as the matching hypothesis (Walster, Aronson,
Abrahams, & Rottman, 1966). Therefore, while users may find the potential dating
partner desirable, they may also lack the self-confidence that they are worthy of such a
valuable mate and consequently be less likely to experience relationship progression with
the dating partner.
Supplemental analyses on how well users’ expectations about their dating partners
were met, however, suggest that the matching hypothesis may not be the accurate
explanation for why there was a significant finding for the distortion of dating partners’
vitality-attractiveness and a nonsignificant finding for the idealistic distortion of dating
partners’ vitality-attractiveness. Examination of users’ post-date expectations revealed
that users who felt that their dating partner met or exceeded their expectations were
significantly more likely to experience a second date regardless of whether the dating
partner initiated the date or they initiated the date. These supplemental results fail to
support the idea that users may feel inferior when their dating partners exceed users’ predate perceptions. The following quote illustrates the beneficial aspect of having low predate perceptions of dating partners:
It's an incredibly unique experience that I went into with low expectations.
However, I went on one date from match.com and am now seeing that guy. I did
not expect anything to happen from match, and yet here I am with a boyfriend.
Further confirmation that users idealistically distort dating partners’
attractiveness, as discussed above, was found in the examination of the paired t-tests for
items comprising the subscale for perceptions of dating partners’ vitality-attractiveness.
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The general trend for users to rate dating partners’ vitality-attractiveness lower after
meeting them in person supports the hypothesis that users’ idealistically distort their
dating partners’ overall attractiveness in the online matchmaking environment.
Alternatives. In addition to idealistic distortion, I also hypothesized that
alternatives would impede relationship progression in the online matchmaking
environment. Specifically, I hypothesized that greater attention to alternative dating
partners and greater perceived ease of finding alternative partners would impede romantic
relationship progression because users would feel less dependence on the dating partner.
Contrary to my hypothesis, users’ perceived ease of finding alternative partners was
marginally significant in increasing the likelihood of a second date if the dating partner
initiated the date. A possible explanation for this is that users who perceive it is easier to
find alternative partners online are highly desirable dating partners. Because this
association was only found when the dating partner initiated a second date, and not when
the user initiated a second date, it is possible that these users possess characteristics
highly sought after in a romantic partner by the general population of singles (e.g., they
have a good personality and are physically attractive), and therefore, have a greater
likelihood of being asked on a second date. No other findings for alternatives and the
likelihood of experiencing a second date emerged as statistically significant.
Future Research
Online matchmaking has become, and will undoubtedly continue to be, a
mainstream method of romantic relationship initiation. As one user described it,
“[o]nline dating is pretty much the only option. Friends don't know anyone ‘good

71

enough’ to introduce me to, or are looking themselves. Everyone is so busy that it is at
least efficient.” Importantly, relationship initiation in the online match making context is
unique and does not fit neatly into models of romantic relationship initiation and
progression that are based on offline relationships. Because the primary purpose of
online matchmaking services is to initiate and promote the development of romantic
relationships, it is important to further investigate the mechanisms that facilitate
relationship development or a lack thereof by developing models that are specific to this
distinctive environment. Based on the quantitative and qualitative data from this study,
future researchers of online-initiated relationships should further investigate: gender
differences in filtering, the function of filtering in such a context, the developmental
progression of filtering and the subsequent potential heightened importance of physical
attraction verses the importance of compatibility in predicting relationship initiation in
the online matchmaking environment. Additionally, future research should involve
comparisons of various matchmaking services’ approaches and should make it a priority
to utilize larger sample sizes and follow participants for a longer period of time.
Filters. Further investigation is needed to explore the processes by which users
filter potential partners in the online matchmaking context. It may be that filtering
operates differently in the online matchmaking environment. As discussed previously,
filtering in the online matchmaking environment may: vary based on gender, be a
necessary mechanism for successfully initiating a relationship online, be influenced by
the developmental process of relationships, or only involve physical attractiveness. To
examine these possibilities, researchers need to obtain descriptive information on the
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personal characteristics of dating partners to further explore whether personal
characteristics are associated with romantic relationship initiation in the online
matchmaking environment. Furthermore, relationship researchers need to investigate
whether there are hierarchies by which individuals employ these filters. The present
study only asked participants about their general perceptions about their dating partners
(i.e., warmth-trustworthiness, vitality-attractiveness, and status resources). The only
concrete descriptive information obtained about dating partners was their sex. Future
studies should inquire about more demographic characteristics of dating partners’ (e.g.,
age and race). Such information will allow researchers to determine the similarity by
which users select dating partners.
Additionally, as mentioned previously, if the process of filtering potential dating
partners is actually an asset in the online matchmaking environment because it narrows
down the overwhelming pool of partners from which to choose, it may be that online
matchmaking sites need to enact additional criteria by which users can more easily filter
through the less compatible partners. Some existing online matchmaking sites already
take this approach. For example, eHarmony only exposes users to dating partners who
they deem are compatible partners. Therefore, they limit both the number of dating
partners users are exposed to and the alleged quality of those dating partners. If filtering
is a necessary component in the online matchmaking environment, such an approach may
increase the likelihood of romantic relationship initiation and progression. An interesting
experiment would be to compare relationship outcomes for users of Match.com and
eHarmony is important to answer this question.
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Distortion and expectations. Examination of the qualitative data in this study
suggests that virtual representation of the self through virtual avatars by means of twodimensional pictures and textual descriptions are misleading. Future research into the
online matchmaking environment should further examine the processes by which
perceptions of dating partners become distorted and contribute to the formation of
inaccurate expectations of dating partners. Two potential areas that may be contributing
to distortion and unmet expectations include users’ motivations for their subscription to
online matchmaking services (i.e., to find a casual sexual partner, to find a marriage
partner) and users’ previous experience with online matchmaking services. Motivations
for short-term versus long-term relationships, for example, are likely to influence
expectations of potential dating partners. Also, previous experience with online
matchmaking services may influence perceptions and expectations of dating partners.
For example, users who have unsuccessfully used online matchmaking services in the
past may be more likely to distort perceptions of dating partners and consequently have
lower expectations than users who have never used a service.
Additionally, future research needs to suggest and test more accurate methods of
depicting users to one another. For example, perhaps online matchmaking sites should
incorporate live video chat between users. Such an approach may help bridge the gaps of
uncertainty between photos and face-to-face meetings and allow users to gauge potential
chemistry.
Online matchmaking approaches. One particular area of user-desired changes to
Match.com, apparent from the qualitative data, involved a more hands-on approach to
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matchmaking. Many participants echoed the sentiment that they wanted the Match.com
to do the work of selecting a compatible partner for them and that they wanted those
dating partners to be of high quality and compatibility. This reiterates my earlier
suggestion of the need for future researchers to investigate differences in approaches
taken by the various online matchmaking services (e.g., eHarmony and Match.com). It
may be that there are no differences in each company’s ability to facilitate the successful
initiation and progression of romantic relationships. Expectations that an online
matchmaking service is capable of providing such specialized matching may be
unrealistic for a matchmaking company that services thousands of users and operates
online, never meeting their users in-person to assess and verify the quality of those users.
Such matchmaking services do exist offline (e.g., It’s Just Lunch) but are considerably
more time consuming and expensive. One user’s comment illustrates the discrepancies
between different approaches to matchmaking:
I have had better luck or more quality dates through programs like "It's Just
lunch." These men have been screened by the company, they are financially
invested and have more to lose if they misrepresent themselves. The feedback
process works well. Unfortunately, that is way more expensive.
Alas, like the above user, this study revealed that most participants were
dissatisfied with various aspects of Match.com. Therefore, more exploration into the
phenomenon of online matchmaking, both qualitative and quantitative, is imperative so
that these matchmaking systems can improve the processes by which they attempt to
facilitate the development of romantic relationships. Not only will additional research

75

into online matchmaking be beneficial to these services and the singles that use them, but
further investigation into online matchmaking will also be beneficial to the field of
relationship research as a whole because it offers researchers a medium to investigate the
minute processes involved in romantic relationship initiation. Other than speed-dating
venues, online matchmaking services are unique because they allow researchers the
possibility to follow individuals prior to the initiation of romantic relationship. This is an
important contribution because retrospective reports of relationship initiation between
romantic couples are often biased (Metts, Sprecher, & Cupach, 1991).
Samples. Importantly, future investigation into all hypotheses in the present
study should involve a larger sample size and following participants for a longer period
of time than 1 month. A larger sample size will provide researchers with more power to
find statistically significant results. Also, following online users for a longer period of
time (e.g., 3 months) would allow for more users to experience a first date and for more
users to experience multiple first dates. It may be that the influence of certain constructs
such as attention to and ease of finding alternative dating partners become more
detrimental to relationship progression in later stages of development. Additionally,
following users for a longer period of time would allow researchers to investigate the
differences in users who initiate romantic relationships that progress into long-term
relationships as compared to users who are only capable of initiating short-term
relationships.
Future Theory
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Collectively, the underlying principle behind this discussion is that new
theoretical models, specific to the unique mechanisms and processes involved in the
online matchmaking environment, need to be designed. The current study and
hypotheses were based on models derived from traditional, offline romantic relationship
initiation and progression research and theory. What needs to be considered, based on
the quantitative and qualitative results of this study, is that like traditional methods of
romantic relationship initiation, such models are outdated and may not be directly
applicable to relationship initiation and progression in the context of online
matchmaking. In other words, a new approach to dating requires new theory.
Because the primary purpose of online matchmaking services is to initiate and
promote the development of romantic relationships, it is important to further investigate
the mechanisms that facilitate relationship development or a lack thereof by developing
models that are specific to this distinctive environment. In summary, the quantitative and
qualitative data from the present study offer insight into directions for future models for
the investigation of romantic relationships in the online matchmaking environment.
Future models of relationship initiation in the context of online matchmaking need to
delve into the presence and importance of filters in such an environment. Specifically,
models should involve gender differences in filtering, the function filtering services in
such a context, and the developmental progression of filtering and the subsequent
potential heightened importance of physical attraction verses the importance of
compatibility in predicting relationship initiation in the online matchmaking environment.
Additionally, future models of relationship progression in the context of online
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matchmaking need to include examination of users’ expectations and motivations and
their influence on perceptions of potential dating partners in the online matchmaking
environment.
Conclusion
There is no doubt that the online matchmaking environment has altered the
processes by which individuals initiate and progress in romantic relationships.
Importantly, this high-tech approach to dating is not a trend; it is here to stay. Therefore,
further investigation into online matchmaking is essential for improving the process and
facilitating healthy romantic relationships. Findings from the present study suggest that
models specific to the online matchmaking system need to be developed to better
understand romantic relationships initiated in such a context. Specific areas where
further investigation is needed include the processes by which users filter potential
partners, distort potential dating partners, as well as the process by which expectations of
those dating partners are formed.
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Figure 2
Potential Timeline for a Study Participant
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Figure 3
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Figure 4
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Figure 5
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Table 1
Background Characteristics: Analytic Sample (N = 75)
Sex
23
52

Male
Female
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Homosexual
Bisexual

67
5
1

Mean

SD

Range

36.44

11.87

22-66

Age

State of residence
Arizona
California
District of Columbia
Georgia
Illinois
Massachusetts
Nevada
New York
Ohio
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Washington
Wisconsin

2
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
56
1
1
1

Race
63
2
2
6
1
1

Caucasian
African American
Hispanic or Latin American
Asian or Asian American
Pacific Islander
Other

84

Religion
Protestant
Roman Catholic
Jewish
Hinduism
Nondenominational
Agnostic
Atheist
Other

21
9
2
3
14
15
3
8

Business
Government
Medical
Engineer/Technical/Computers
Sales
Education/Teacher/Researcher
Service Industry
Student
Other

6
5
4
5
10
6
3
22
14

High school/GED
Some college
2-year college degree
4-year college degree
Master's degree
Doctoral degree
Professional degree (JD, MD)

3
6
2
36
25
1
2

$0-$25,000
$25,001-$50,000
$50,001-$75,000
$75,001 +
Prefer not to answer

19
17
19
12
6

Yes
No

18
57

Profession

Education

Income

Children
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Table 2
Social Characteristics: Analytic Sample (N = 75)
Marital status
Never married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed

51
20
2
1

Current romantic relationship status
67
8

Single
Casually dating more than one person
Most desired romantic relationship status

2
14
21

To have a casual sexual partner
To have a casual dating partner
To have a steady dating partner
To have a serious committed
relationship
To be married

31
7

Match.com use
24
37
14

Never
Currently
In the past, not currently
M

SD

Range

Number of first dates in a typical month

1.08

1.25

0-4

Number of first dates in last 30 days
Number of online matchmaking dates in last 30
days
Confidence Match.com will meet expectationsa

1.03

1.37

0-6

1.39

1.52

0-5

2.74

1.33

1-6

a

7 = Very confident, 1= Not at all confident
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Table 3
Background Characteristics: Subsample (N = 34)
Sex
9
25

Male
Female
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Homosexual
Bisexual

30
3
1

Mean

SD

Range

37.68

12.63

23-66

Age

State of residence
Arizona
California
District of Columbia
Georgia
Illinois
Massachusetts
Nevada
New York
Ohio
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Washington
Wisconsin

1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
26
1
0
0

Race
31
0
1
1
1

Caucasian
African American
Hispanic or Latin American
Asian or Asian American
Pacific Islander

87

Religion
10
5
2
1
5
9
1
1

Protestant
Roman Catholic
Jewish
Hinduism
Nondenominational
Agnostic
Atheist
Other
Profession
Business
Government
Medical
Engineer/Technical/Computers
Sales
Education/Teacher/Researcher
Service Industry
Student
Other

3
2
1
3
8
1
0
9
7

High school/GED
Some college
2-year college degree
4-year college degree
Master's degree
Doctoral degree
Professional degree (JD, MD)

0
1
2
16
13
0
1

$0-$25,000
$25,001-$50,000
$50,001-$75,000
$75,001 +
Prefer not to answer

8
10
8
6
1

Yes
No

7
27

Education

Income

Children
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Table 4
Social Characteristics: Subsample (n = 34)
Marital history
24
8
2
0

Never married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed
Current romantic relationship status

30
4

Single
Casually dating more than one person
Most desired romantic relationship status

0
8
8

To have a casual sexual partner
To have a casual dating partner
To have a steady dating partner
To have a serious committed
relationship
To be married

14
4

Match.com use
9
19
6

Never
Currently
In the past, not currently
M

SD

Range

Number of first dates in a typical month

1.45

1.41

0-4

Number of first dates in last 30 days
Number of online matchmaking dates in last 30
days
Confidence Match.com will meet expectationsa

1.19

1.47

0-6

1.55

1.47

0-5

3.09

1.33

1-6

a

7 = Very confident, 1= Not at all confident
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Table 5
Logistic Regressions: Background Characteristics (Model 1 and Model 2)
Model 1:Background
B(S.E.)

p

Model 2: Background with gender interactions

χ2

df

p

9.15

8

0.33

Exp(B)

B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

-1.03(2.15)

0.63

0.36

-2.26(3.23)

0.48

0.1

Age

0.04(0.03)

0.30

1.04

0.07(0.07)

0.31

1.07

0.57(0.84)

0.50

1.77

1.06(0.96)

0.27

2.89

-0.37(0.30)

0.22

0.69

-0.26(0.33)

0.44

0.77

More than a college degree

-0.03(0.56)

0.96

0.97

1.38(1.32)

0.30

3.98

c

Less than a college degree

-1.11(0.87)

0.20

0.33

-2.11(1.63)

0.20

0.12

Income

-0.18(0.14)

0.20

0.84

-0.51(0.40)

0.20

0.6

0.63(1.02)

0.54

1.87

0.67(1.09)

0.54

1.96

0.92(1.07)

0.39

2.5

1.09(1.13)

0.34

2.96

0.33(2.43)

0.89

1.39

Age X sex

-0.04(0.07)

0.62

0.97

More than a college degree X sex

-1.87(1.52)

0.22

1.15

Less than a college degree X sex

1.47(1.91)

0.44

4.38

Race

Religiosity
b

d

Children

e

Marital history
Sex

f

df

Income X sex
0.37(0.45)
0.40
1.44
Race: 0 = nonwhite, 1 = white. bCollege degree: 0 = college degree or less, 1 = more than a college degree. cCollege degree: 0 =
college degree or more, 1 = less than a college degree. dChildren: 0 = no, 1 = yes. eMarital history: 0 = divorced, separated, widowed,
1 = never married. fSex: 0 = male, 1 = female.

a

90

p

12.76 13 0.47

Constant
a

χ2

Table 6
Logistic Regressions: Sociosexual Orientation (Model 3 and Model 4)
Model 4: Sociosexual orientation
Model 3: Sociosexual orientation
B(S.E.)
Constant

0.63

Exp(B)

with background characteristics

χ

df

p

1.64

1

0.20

0.36

B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

0.66

0.36

Sociosexual orientation

0.01(0.01)

0.52

1.01

Age

0.01(0.04)

0.75

1.01

0.43(0.97)

0.66

1.54

-0.37(0.33)

0.26

0.69

More than a college degree

-0.26(0.60)

0.68

0.77

Less than a college degreec

-1.22(0.92)

0.19

0.30

Income

0.19(0.25)

0.45

1.21

0.42(1.10)

0.71

151

0.78(1.12)

0.49

2.17

a

Religiosity
b

Childrend
e

Marital history

χ2

df

6.90 10
-1.03(2.31)

Race

-1.03(2.15)

p

2

p
0.74

Sexf
-0.02(0.63) 0.98
0.98
Race: 0 = nonwhite, 1 = white. bCollege degree: 0 = college degree or less, 1 = more than a college degree. cCollege degree: 0 =
college degree or more, 1 = less than a college degree. dChildren: 0 = no, 1 = yes. eMarital history: 0 = divorced, separated, widowed,
1 = never married. fSex: 0 = male, 1 = female.

a
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Table 7
Logistic Regressions: Personality (Model 5 and Model 6)
Model 6: Personality
Model 5: Personality
B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

2

with background characteristics

χ

df

p

1.50

5

0.91

B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

χ2
9.43

Constant

-2.43(2.84)

0.39

0.09

-3.79(3.74)

0.31

0.02

Extraversion

0.04(0.16)

0.78

1.05

0.14(0.19)

0.47

1.15

Agreeableness

0.05(0.32)

0.87

1.06

-0.33(0.48)

0.49

0.72

Conscientiousness

0.27(0.24)

0.27

1.31

0.23(0.28)

0.40

1.26

Neuroticism

-0.12(0.29)

0.63

0.9

-0.19(0.31)

0.54

0.83

Openness

0.16(0.28)

0.59

1.17

0.32(0.36)

0.37

1.38

Age

0.04(0.04)

0.32

1.04

Race

0.75(0.96)

0.44

2.11

Religiosity

-0.18(0.36)

0.62

0.84

More than a college degree

-0.29(0.68)

0.67

0.75

Less than a college degree

-1.50(0.95)

0.12

0.22

Income

0.19(0.26)

0.46

1.21

Children

0.62(1.12)

0.58

1.86

Marital history

1.13(1.14)

0.32

3.10

df

p

14 0.80

Sex
-0.14(0.64) 0.82
0.87
Race: 0 = nonwhite, 1 = white. bCollege degree: 0 = college degree or less, 1 = more than a college degree. cCollege degree: 0 =
college degree or more, 1 = less than a college degree. dChildren: 0 = no, 1 = yes. eMarital history: 0 = divorced, separated, widowed,
1 = never married. fSex: 0 = male, 1 = female.

a
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Table 8
Logistic Regressions: Attachment (Model 7 and Model 8)
Model 8: Attachment
Model 7: Attachment
B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

2

with background characteristics

χ

df

p

1.05

2

0.59

B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

Constant

-0.97(1.32)

0.46

0.34

-2.23(2.52)

0.38

0.12

Avoidant

-0.04(0.25)

0.90

0.97

-0.19(0.31)

0.55

0.83

Anxious

0.24(0.24)

0.32

1.27

0.32(0.27)

0.24

1.37

Age

0.03(0.04)

0.43

1.03

Racea

0.68(0.87)

0.44

1.98

Religiosity

-0.34(0.32)

0.29

0.71

-0.24(0.59)

0.69

0.79

Less than a college degree

-0.98(0.90)

0.27

0.37

Income

0.18(0.24)

0.46

1.20

Children

0.20(1.09)

0.85

1.23

Marital historye

0.84(1.12)

0.46

2.31

More than a college degreeb
c

d

f

χ2

df

p

8.16

11

0.70

Sex
0.09(0.65) 0.89
1.09
b
Race: 0 = nonwhite, 1 = white. College degree: 0 = college degree or less, 1 = more than a college degree. cCollege degree: 0 =
college degree or more, 1 = less than a college degree. dChildren: 0 = no, 1 = yes. eMarital history: 0 = divorced, separated, widowed,
1 = never married. fSex: 0 = male, 1 = female.

a
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Table 9
T-Tests: Hypotheses 1-4 (Continuous Variables)
No date
Hypothesis 1: Background characteristics
N
40
Age
39
Religiosity
33
Income
40
Education

Date

T-tests

Mean
35.53
2.54
2.33
2.15

SD
11.37
1.00
1.27
0.74

N Mean SD
t-test df p-value
0.48
35 37.49 12.50 -0.71 73
35 2.20 0.93 1.50 72
0.14
34 2.59 1.33 -0.80 65
0.42
35 2.31 0.63 -1.03 73
0.31

38

77.45

35.97 33 89.55 44.11 -1.27 69

0.21

40
40
40
40
40

4.80
5.63
5.44
5.15
5.71

1.66
0.81
1.06
1.04
0.83

35
35
35
35
35

4.94
5.60
5.67
5.13
5.79

1.57
0.86
1.16
1.30
0.98

-0.38
0.13
-0.92
0.08
-0.35

73
73
73
73
73

0.70
0.90
0.36
0.94
0.73

40
40

3.94
3.45

1.04
0.94

35
35

4.18
3.41

0.97
0.95

-1.01 73
0.17 73

0.32
0.87

Hypothesis 2: Sociosexual orientation
Sociosexual orientation
Hypothesis 3: Personality
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Neurotic
Openness
Hypothesis 4: Attachment
Anxious
Avoidant
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Table 10
Chi Squares: Hypothesis 1 (Categorical Variables)
No date

Date

Male

13 (32.50%) 10 (28.57%)

Female

27 (67.50%) 25 (71.43%)

White

31 (79.49%) 32 (91.43%)

Non-white

8 (20.51%)

3 (8.57%)

Less than a college degree

8 (20.00%)

3 (8.57%)

College degree

18 (45.00%) 18 (51.43%)

More than a college degree

14 (35.00%) 14 (40.00%)

No children

29 (72.50%) 28 (80.00%)

Children

11 (27.50%)

Never married

13 (33.33%) 10 (28.57%)

χ2

df

p

0.14

1

0.71

2.08

1

0.15

1.95

2

0.38

0.58

1

0.45

0.20

1

0.66

7 (20.00%)

Divorced, separated or widowed 26 (66.67%) 25 (71.43%)
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Table 11
Likelihood of a Second Date if the Dating Partner Initiates the Date
No (n = 7)

Yes (n = 27)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Age

36.88

11.33

38.41

13.19

Racea

0.88

0.35

0.93

0.27

Degree of religiosity

2.50

0.93

2.11

0.93

Education

2.38

0.74

2.33

0.62

Income

2.75

1.67

2.42

1.14

Sexb

2.00

0.00

1.67

0.48

Childrenc

0.13

0.35

0.22

0.42

Marital historyd

0.88

0.35

0.67

0.48

Sociosexual orientation

66.63

34.19

97.12

44.88

Extraversion

5.19

1.67

4.89

1.56

Agreeableness

5.31

0.59

5.65

0.91

Consciousness

5.88

0.88

5.54

1.24

Neurotic

4.94

1.18

5.11

1.39

Openness

5.31

0.70

5.94

1.01

Avoidant

3.94

0.92

3.32

0.85

Anxious

3.92

0.68

4.26

1.04

Idealistic distortion of self

6.04

0.55

6.45

0.61

Dating partner warmth-trustworthiness

-1.86

7.38

-3.92

5.30

Dating partner vitality-attractiveness

2.83

5.64

0.19

3.50

Dating partner status-resource

0.25

6.50

-1.84

4.07

Attention to alternatives

17.00

2.83

18.92

3.93

Ease of finding alternatives

44.25

11.17

53.26

10.99

Expectations met
2.71
0.76
3.56
0.75
a
Race: 0 = nonwhite, 1 = white. bSex: 0 = male, 1 = female. cChildren: 0 = no,
1 = yes. dMarital history: 0 = divorced, separated, widowed, 1 = never married.
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Table 12
Likelihood of a Second Date if the User Initiates the Date
No (n = 18)

Yes (n = 16)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Age

37.79

12.01

38.38

13.76

Racea

0.95

0.23

0.88

0.34

Degree of religiosity

2.32

0.89

2.06

1.00

Education

2.26

0.73

2.44

0.51

Income

2.44

1.34

2.56

1.21

Sexb

1.89

0.32

1.56

0.51

Childrenc

0.16

0.37

0.25

0.45

Marital historyd

0.74

0.45

0.69

0.48

Sociosexual orientation

78.94

37.34

101.19

48.84

Extraversion

4.79

1.61

5.16

1.54

Agreeableness

5.55

0.90

5.59

0.82

Consciousness

5.71

1.35

5.50

0.93

Neurotic

5.16

1.28

4.97

1.42

Openness

5.79

0.92

5.81

1.08

Avoidant

3.81

0.90

3.05

0.71

Anxious

3.92

0.96

4.49

0.93

Idealistic distortion of self

6.32

0.70

6.40

0.53

Dating partner warmth-trustworthiness

-3.67

5.59

-3.27

6.09

Dating partner vitality-attractiveness

1.41

4.39

-0.13

3.50

Dating partner status-resource

-0.93

3.97

-2.21

4.85

Attention to alternatives

18.28

3.95

18.69

3.63

Ease of finding alternatives

49.63

10.01

53.06

13.18

Expectations met
3.11
0.83
3.69
0.70
Race: 0 = nonwhite, 1 = white. bSex: 0 = male, 1 = female. cChildren: 0 = no,
1 = yes. dMarital history: 0 = divorced, separated, widowed, 1 = never married.
a
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Table 13
Paired T-Tests for Idealistic Distortion of Dating Partner, Attention to Alternative Dating
Partners, and Ease of Finding Alternative Dating Partners
Mean

SD

S.E.

t

df

p

Idealistic distortion of dating partner
Understanding

-0.50

1.21

0.21

-2.40 33 0.022

Supportive

-0.47

1.21

0.21

-2.26 33 0.030

Considerate

-0.65

1.04

0.18

-3.62 33 0.001

Kind

-0.68

1.04

0.18

-3.81 33 0.001

A good listener

-0.76

1.35

0.23

-3.30 33 0.002

Sensitive

-0.42

1.06

0.18

-2.30 32 0.028

Adventurous

-0.26

1.08

0.19

-1.43 33 0.163

Nice body

0.15

0.97

0.17

0.90 32 0.377

Outgoing

-0.03

1.22

0.21

-0.14 33 0.889

Sexy

0.62

1.37

0.24

2.63 33 0.013

Attractive

0.47

1.28

0.22

2.14 33 0.040

Good lover

0.06

1.52

0.26

0.23 32 0.820

Good job

-0.58

1.46

0.25

-2.27 32 0.030

Financially secure

-0.09

1.18

0.21

-0.44 32 0.662

Appropriate ethnicity

-0.09

0.97

0.17

-0.53 33 0.598

Successful

-0.42

1.09

0.20

-2.14 30 0.040

Dresses well

-0.55

1.18

0.20

-2.67 32 0.012
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Attention to alternative dating partners
I am distracted by all the people that I find attractive on
Match.com
I communicate with multiple people at one time on
Match.com
I'm very aware that because of Match.com, there are
plenty of "fish in the sea."
I'm interested in dating multiple people I have met on
Match.com
I date multiple people I have met online without
mentioning that to my dates
I often notice good-looking or attractive people on
Match.com

0.09

0.79

0.14

0.65 33 0.521

-0.06

0.70

0.12

-0.49 32 0.625

0.12

0.88

0.15

0.78 33 0.441

-0.03

0.72

0.12

-0.24 33 0.812

-0.06

1.03

0.18

-0.34 32 0.737

0.03

0.76

0.13

0.23 33 0.822

Ease of finding alternative dating partners
0.24

1.07

0.18

1.28 33 0.211

Is physically attractive

-0.09

1.29

0.22

-0.40 33 0.692

Can provide emotional support

-0.29

0.94

0.16

-1.83 33 0.077

Is reliable and trustworthy

-0.56

0.96

0.16

-3.40 33 0.002

0.12

1.15

0.20

0.60 33 0.554

-0.18

0.90

0.15

-1.14 33 0.263

0.06

1.04

0.18

0.33 33 0.744

Has a stable, pleasant personality

-0.44

1.13

0.19

-2.27 33 0.030

Has (or will have) high social status

-0.41

1.10

0.19

-2.17 33 0.037

Can (could) be close and intimate

-0.03

1.06

0.18

-0.16 33 0.872

Is sexually attractive

-0.15

0.99

0.17

-0.87 33 0.392

Has (or will have) financial resources

Has values and attitudes similar to mine
Is kind and understanding
Has similar interests to mine
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Table 14
Summary of Logistic Regressions: Idealistic Distortion (Model 9 through Model 22)
Dating partner
initiates

User initiates

B(S.E.)

B(S.E.)

0.78(0.67)

0.12(0.83)

Dating partner
initiates

User initiates

B(S.E.)

B(S.E.)

Model 11 and Model 12: Dating partner warmth-trustworthiness

0.06(0.08)

-0.01(0.06)

Model 13 and Model 14: Dating partner vitality-attractiveness

0.18(0.13)

0.10(0.09)

Model 15 and Model 16: Dating partner status-resources

0.12(0.14)

0.07(0.09)

B(S.E.)

B(S.E.)

Model 17 and Model 18: Dating partner warmth-trustworthiness

-0.17(0.14)

-0.02(0.12)

Model 19 and Model 20 : Dating partner vitality-attractiveness

-0.60(0.31)*

-0.16(0.19)

Model 21 and Model 22: Dating partner status-resources

-0.19(0.21)

0.19(0.18)

Model 9 and Model 10: Idealistic distortion of self

Idealistic distortion of others (difference scores)

Idealistic distortion of others (absolute value difference scores)
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Table 15
Summary of Logistic Regressions: Alternatives (Model 23 through Model 36)
Dating partner
initiates

User initiates

B(S.E.)

B(S.E.)

Model 23 and Model 24: Attention to alternatives

0.16(0.13)

0.03(0.09)

Model 25 and Model 26: Change in attention to alternatives

-0.12(0.17)

-0.03(0.13)

Model 27 and Model 28: Change in attention to alternatives X expectations

-0.39(0.42)

-0.51(0.31)

Model 29 and Model 30: Expectations

1.68(0.68)*

1.06(0.50)*

Model 31 and Model 32: Ease of finding alternatives

0.07(0.04)†

0.03(0.03)

Model 33 and Model 34: Change in ease of finding alternatives

0.12(0.09)

0.02(0.06)

-0.32(0.18)†

-0.16(.12)

Model 35 and Model 36: Change in ease of finding alternatives X expectations
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Table 16
Expanded Logistic Regressions: Idealistic Distortion of Others (Model 19)
Model 19: Idealistic distortion of others
with dating partner initiates
B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

Constant

-3.42(3.04)

0.26

0.03

Vitality-attractiveness (absolute value)

-0.60(0.31)

0.05

0.55

Pre-date vitality-attractiveness

0.26(0.20)

0.20

1.30

Post-date vitality-attractiveness

0.02(0.13)

0.86

1.02
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χ2

df

p

11.15

3

0.01

Table 17
Expanded Logistic Regressions: Ease of Finding Alternatives (Model 31 and Model 35)
Model 35: Change in ease of finding
alternatives X expectations
with dating partner initiates

Model 31: Ease of finding alternatives
with dating partner initiates
B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

Constant

-2.11(1.86)

0.26

1.07

Ease of finding alternatives

0.07(0.04)

0.07

1.07

χ2

df

p

3.68

1

0.06

B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

-3.86(2.83)

0.17

0.02

Difference in ease of finding
alternatives

1.08(0.59)

0.07

1.66

Expectations

1.74(0.93)

0.06

5.70

Expectations X difference in
ease of finding alternatives

-0.32(0.18)

0.07

0.62
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χ2

df

p

11.94

3

0.01

Table 18
Expanded Logistic Regressions: Expectations (Model 29 and Model 30)
Model 29: Expectations with
dating partner initiates
B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

Model 30: Expectations with user initiates

χ2

df

p

8.61

1

0.00

B(S.E.)

p

Exp(B)

Constant

3.97(2.01)

0.05

0.02

3.76(1.74)

0.03

0.02

Expectations

1.69(0.68)

0.01

5.39

1.06(0.50)

0.03

2.89
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χ2

df

p

5.47

1

0.02

Table 19
T-Tests: Hypotheses 5 and 6
No date

Date

T-tests

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

t-test

df

p-value

Dating partner initiates

8

6.16

0.61

26

6.45

0.61

-1.19

32

0.24

User initiates

18

6.36

0.70

16

6.41

0.53

-0.21

32

0.83

Dating partner warmth-trustworthiness

7

-1.86

7.38

26

-3.92

5.30

0.84

31

0.41

Dating partner vitality-attractiveness

6

2.83

5.64

26

0.19

3.50

1.48

30

0.15

Dating partner status-resources

4

0.25

6.50

25

-1.84

4.07

0.88

27

0.39

Dating partner warmth-trustworthiness

18

-3.67

5.59

15

-3.27

6.09

-0.20

31

0.85

Dating partner vitality-attractiveness

17

1.41

4.39

15

-0.13

3.50

1.09

30

0.28

Dating partner status-resources

15

-0.93

3.97

14

-2.21

4.85

0.78

27

0.44

Attention to alternatives

8

17.00

2.83

26

18.92

3.93

-1.28

32

0.21

Ease of finding alternatives

8

44.25

11.17

27

53.26

10.99

-2.03*

33

0.05

Attention to alternatives

18

18.28

3.95

16

18.69

3.63

-0.31

32

0.76

Ease of finding alternatives

19

49.63

10.01

16

53.06

13.18

-0.87

33

0.39

Hypothesis 5: Idealistic distortion
Idealistic distortion of self

Idealistic distortion of others
Dating partner initiates:

User initiates:

Hypothesis 6: Alternatives
Dating partner initiates:

User initiates:

105

Appendix A
Standard Components of a Match.com Profile
The initial part of the Match.com profile consists of a primary photo, username,
and dating headline which identify users to other users. Matchmaking sites encourage all
users to post a recent headshot because online dating services claim that photos increase
response to profiles (Baker, 2005). This primary photo serves as the physical
representation of users online. Rather than using their real names, users must select a
one-word username. Usernames typically consist of the person’s actual name, nickname,
initials, or, a catchy slogan (e.g., giveita5hot). The last piece of users’ introductory
information is their dating headline. A dating headline is a few words that identify
something unique about the users or their motive for being online, such as, “nice guy
trying not to finish last” and “New to TX.”
The primary photo, username, and dating headline are the first pieces of
information that represent users to other users online because they are the first facets of
information viewed by other users. Other information included in the initial part of the
profile is physical details about users: age, gender, physical location (i.e., city of
residence), ethnicity, body type (e.g., athletic and toned), and height; personal
information about users: activity status (i.e., the length of time since the person last
logged into the site), relationship history (e.g., never married), presence of children (i.e.,
whether the user has children), religion, and smoking and drinking habits; and personal
information about user’s preference in a mate, including preferred age range (e.g.,
seeking women 22-31) and preferred proximity (e.g., within 15 miles of Austin, Texas).
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Following the initial profile information are any additional photos users choose to
upload to supplement their primary photo. Additional photographs paint a picture of
users’ personal style and lifestyle (Lawson & Leck, 2006). The next section of the online
profile is a personal commentary called “In My Own Words.” In this section users
answer open-ended questions about their job, what they like to do for fun, favorite hot
spots, favorite things, and the last book they read. Then there is an open-ended question
where users write generally about their life and what they are looking for in a partner.
The length of these open-ended questions range from leaving the field blank, writing only
one word, or writing multiple paragraphs (Hardey, 2004).
The final section of the Match.com profile is a checklist of physical and
background factoids about users and what users are looking for in a partner. The
checklist includes things like hair and eye color, the presence of body art, preferred sports
and exercise, health, interests, education, occupation, income, languages spoken, political
beliefs, astrological sign, living situation (e.g., live with roommate, live alone), and pets.
The checklist on characteristics desired in a partner include: hair and eye color, height,
body type, languages spoken, ethnicity, faith, education, job, income, smoking and
drinking habits, relationships (e.g., never married, widowed, currently separated,
divorced), presence of children, desirability of children, turn-ons (e.g., candlelight,
dancing, erotica) and turn-offs (e.g., brainiacs, long hair, body piercings).
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Appendix B
Participant Recruitment Advertisement

Single?
Researchers at the University of Texas are seeking volunteers to participate in a study
that will track singles' use of Match.com over the course of 1-month. Help relationship
researchers gain a better understanding of online dating.
Eligible participants must be:
(1) 18 years of age or older,
(2) not currently involved in a serious romantic relationship, and
(3) be willing to subscribe to Match.com for 1 month at their own expense or already be a
subscriber.
1 out of 10 people will win a $100 gift card to Best Buy!
Interested?
http://tiny.cc/UTMatchStudy
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Appendix C
Consent Form
You are invited to participate in a research study, entitled “Online-Initiated Romances.”
The study is being conducted by Lisa Steffek, M.A. and Timothy Loving, Ph.D. in the
department of Human Development and Family Sciences of The University of Texas, 1
University Station, A2700, Austin, TX 78712; (512) 471-1017;
UTMatchStudy@gmail.com.
The purpose of this study is to document users’ experiences on the online matchmaking
site, Match.com. Your participation in the survey will contribute to a better understanding
of online matchmaking. Participant involvement in this study spans 1 month. You are
free to contact the investigator at the above address and phone number to discuss the
study.
•
•
•

Eligible participants are 100 men and women, 18 years of age or older, who are
not involved in an exclusive heterosexual or homosexual relationship.
Eligible participants must be willing to subscribe and maintain a membership to
Match.com for 1 month (participants may have a current membership to
Match.com or be new subscribers).
Eligible participants must agree not to visit alternative online matchmaking sites
during the course of the study.

This 1-month long study involves 3 steps:
Step 1-First Day of the 1-Month Period of the Study:
If you agree to be part of the study please select the “Yes” box at the bottom of this page.
Next, you will be prompted to complete a brief, anonymous survey regarding your
background, personality, sexual orientation, and romantic history. You may feel
uncomfortable answering questions about your sexual history; however, you may skip
any items you do not wish to answer. We estimate this survey will take 30 minutes to
complete.
Following completion of the study survey you will be asked to sign up for at least a 1month membership to Match.com (that is if you do not already have an active
membership). Membership subscriptions range from 1-month to 6-months with prices
ranging from $34.99 to $16.99 a month. Also, following completion of the study survey,
you will receive an email thanking you for your participation in the study and reminding
you of the study details. This email should be saved for the duration of the study in case
you wish to review the terms of the study.
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Step 2-Throughout the 1-Month Period of the Study:
During the 1-month following your entrance into the study we ask that you provide us
with feedback on any first, face-to-face dates you go on with someone you meet on
Match.com. In the event that you schedule a first, face-to-face date with someone you
meet on Match.com, you will need to complete a Pre-Date Survey within 48 hours prior
to the date. Then, within 48 hours after the first date you will need to complete a PostDate Survey. We estimate these surveys will take 10-15 minutes to complete. Links to
the Pre-Date Survey and Post-Date Survey are located in emails you will receive from
our research team throughout the course of the study. Therefore, for every first date you
go on with someone you meet on Match.com, you will need to refer to the links provided
in study emails and complete the Pre-Date Survey and the Post-Date Survey.
Step 3-Last Day of the 1-Month Period of the Study:
At the end of your 1-month period in the study, you will receive an email requesting that
you complete a final Follow-Up Survey. We estimate this survey will take 15 minutes to
complete.
Upon your completion of the study, your name will be entered into a raffle drawing for a
1 in 10 chance of winning a $100 gift certificate to Best Buy.
Risks to participants are considered minimal. The only cost for participating in this study
is a 1-month subscription to Match.com. There are no benefits for participating in this
study but data collected will contribute to a better understanding of online matchmaking.
Identification numbers associated with email addresses will be kept during the data
collection phase for tracking purposes. A limited number of research team members will
have access to the data during data collection. This information will be stripped from the
final data set.
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may decline to answer any survey
question and you have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without
penalty. If you wish to withdraw from the study or have any questions, please call Lisa
Steffek at (512) 471-1017or send an email to UTMatchStudy@gmail.com.
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This study has been reviewed and approved by The University of Texas at Austin
Institutional Review Board. If you have questions about your rights as a study
participant, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact anonymously, if you wish - the Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-8871
or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.
IRB Approval Number: 2009-05-0038
If you agree to participate please select “Yes” at the bottom of the screen, otherwise
select “No.”
Thank you.
o Yes
o No
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Appendix D
Background Information Questionnaire

What is your gender?
o Male
o Female
What year were you born?
____________
In which country do you reside?
_____________
In what state do you reside?
_____________
In what city do you currently reside?
_____________
What race do you most strongly identify with?
o White/Caucasian
o African American
o Hispanic or Latin American origin
o Asian or Asian American
o American Indian or Alaskan Native
o Pacific Islander
o Other: _____________
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What is your current religion?
o Protestant
o Roman Catholic
o Baptist
o Jewish
o Morman/LDS
o Hinduism
o Nondenominational
o Agnostic
o Atheist
o Other: _____________
Would you say you are…?
o Not at all religious
o Not very religious
o Somewhat religious
o Very religious
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What is your current profession?
o Business
o Government
o Medical
o Engineer/Technical/Computers
o Sales
o Law/Attorney
o Teacher/Researcher
o Service Industry
o Student
o Other: _____________
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
o Less than High School
o High School/GED
o Some College
o 2-year College Degree
o 4-year College Degree
o Master’s Degree
o Doctoral Degree
o Professional Degree (JD, MD)
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What is your annual salary including bonuses and commissions in US dollars?
o $0 - $25,000
o $25,001 - $50,000
o $75,001 - $100,000
o $100,001 - $125,000
o $125,001 - $125,000
o $125,001 – 150,000
o $150,001 - $175,000
o $175,001 - $200,000
o $200,001 +
o prefer not to answer
Do you have any children?
o Yes
o No
How many children do you have?
____________
I am attracted to…
o Men
o Women
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What is your marital history?
o Never married
o Divorced
o Separated
o Widowed
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Appendix E
Online Matchmaking Use and History Questionnaire
Please indicate past and current use of any matchmaking website
Currently

In the past but not
currently

Match.com

o

o

eHarmony.com

o

o

Chemistry.com

o

o

Compatible Partners

o

o

Yahoo! Personals

o

o

Plentyoffish.com

o

o

OkCupid.com

o

o

Lavalife.com

o

o

MillionaireMatch.com

o

o

PerfectMatch.com

o

o

Other:

o

o

Other:

o

o

Other:

o

o

117

Number of months
total

How many first dates do you go on in a typical month?

_____________________
How many first dates have you been on in the last 30 days?

_____________________
Of the first dates you have been on in the last 30 days, how many of those were initiated
through an online matchmaking site?

_____________________
What do you most want from a romantic relationship right now?

o
o
o
o
o

to have a casual sexual partner
to have a casual dating partner
to have a steady dating partner
to have a serious committed relationship
to be married

How confident are you that your subscription to Match.com over the next month will fulfill
your expectations?
Not at all confident

o

o

o
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o

o

o

o

Very confident

Appendix F
Sociosexual Orientation Questionnaire
Please answer all of the following questions honestly. As with every survey question, your
answers are confidential.

With how many different partners have you had sex (sexual intercourse) with in the past
year?

_____________________
How many different partners do you foresee yourself having sex with during the next five
years? (Please give a specific, realistic estimate)

_____________________
With how many different partners have you had sex with on one and only one occasion?

_____________________
How often do you fantasize about having sex with someone?

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Never
Once every two or three months
Once a month
Once every two weeks
Once a week
A few times each week
Nearly every day
At least once a day
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

Strongly
Somewhat
Disagree
disagree
disagree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Somewhat
Strongly
Agree
agree
agree

Sex without love
is OK.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I can imagine
myself being
comfortable and
enjoying "casual"
sex with different
partners.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I would have to
be closely
attached to
someone (both
emotionally and
psychologically)
before I could
feel comfortable
and fully enjoy
having sex with
him or her.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix G
Personality Questionnaire
Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please indicate
the extent to which you agree or disagree that the traits apply to you. You should rate the
extent to which the pair of traits applies to you, even if one characteristic applies more
strongly than the other.
I see myself as:

Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
Disagree
disagree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Extraverted,
enthusiastic

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Critical,
quarrelsome

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Dependable,
selfdisciplined

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Anxious,
easily upset

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Open to new
experiences,
complex

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Reserved,
quiet

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Sympathetic,
warm

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Disorganized,
careless

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Calm,
emotionally
stable

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Conventional,
uncreative

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix H
Adult Attachment Questionnaire
Please answer the following questions according to how you typically feel toward romantic

partners in general.

Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I'm not very
comfortable
having to
depend on
other people.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I'm
comfortable
have others
depend on
me.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I rarely worry
about being
abandoned by
others.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I don't like
people getting
too close to
me.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I'm somewhat
uncomfortable
being too
close to
others.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Strongly
disagree
I find it
relatively easy
to get close to
others.
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I find it
difficult to
trust others
completely.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I'm nervous
whenever
anyone gets
too close to
me.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Others often
want me to be
more intimate
than I feel
comfortable
being.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Others often
are reluctant
to get as close
as I would
like.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I often worry
that my
partner(s)
don't really
love me.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I rarely worry
about my
partner(s)
leaving me.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I often want
to merge
completely
with others,
and this desire
sometimes
scares them
away.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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I'm confident
others would
never hurt me
by suddenly
ending our
relationship.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I usually want
more
closeness and
intimacy than
others do.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The thought
of being left
by others
rarely enters
my mind.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I'm confident
that my
partner(s)
love me just
as much as I
love them.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix I
Attention to Online Alternatives Questionnaire
For the following statements, please indicate how often these statements are true of yourself.
Never Seldom Occasionally Often Always
I am distracted by all the people that I find
attractive on Match.com

o

o

o

o

o

I communicate with multiple people at one
time on Match.com

o

o

o

o

o

I'm very aware that because of Match.com,
there are plenty of "fish in the sea."

o

o

o

o

o

I'm interested in dating multiple people I
have met on Match.com

o

o

o

o

o

I date multiple people I have met online
without mentioning that to my dates.

o

o

o

o

o

I often notice good-looking or attractive
people on Match.com

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix J
Ease of Finding an Online Partner Questionnaire
For the following statements, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each
statement.

Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

It would be easy
for me to find a
partner through
Match.com who
is physically
attractive.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I would have no
trouble finding a
partner through
Match.com who
can provide
emotional
support.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

It would be easy
to find a partner
through
Match.com who
is reliable and
trustworthy.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Strongly
disagree
I would have no
trouble finding a
partner through
Match.com who
has (or will
have) financial
resources.
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It would be easy
for me to find a
partner through
Match.com who
has values and
attitudes similar
to mine.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

It would be easy
for me to find a
dating partner
through
Match.com who
is kind and
understanding.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

It would be easy
for me to find a
partner through
Match.com who
has a stable,
pleasant
personality.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I would have no
trouble finding a
partner through
Match.com who
has (or will
have) high social
status.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I would have no
trouble finding a
partner through
Match.com who
has similar
interests to mine.
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It probably
would be easy
for me to find a
dating partner
through
Match.com with
whom I can
(could) be close
and intimate.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I would have no
trouble finding a
partner through
Match.com who
is sexually
attractive.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix K
Pre-Date Desirability of Date Questionnaire
Please rate each of the following items in terms of how accurately each item describes your
date. Even though you have not yet met this person face-to-face, please respond to each item
to the best of your ability based upon what you know about the person you will be going on
a date with.
Understandinga
Does not describe
my date at all

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

Supportivea
Does not describe
my date at all
Consideratea
Does not describe
my date at all
Kinda
Does not describe
my date at all
A good listenera
Does not describe
my date at all
Sensitivea
Does not describe
my date at all
Adventurousb
Does not describe
my date at all
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Nice bodyb
Does not describe
my date at all

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

Outgoingb
Does not describe
my date at all
Sexyb
Does not describe
my date at all
Attractiveb
Does not describe
my date at all
Good loverb
Does not describe
my date at all
Good jobc
Does not describe
my date at all
Financially securec
Does not describe
my date at all
Appropriate ethnicityc
Does not describe
my date at all
Successfulc
Does not describe
my date at all
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Dresses wellc
Does not describe
my date at all

o

o

o

o

a

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

Partner warmth-trustworthiness subscale. bPartner vitality-attractiveness subscale. cPartner
status-resource subscale.
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Appendix L
Post-Date Desirability of Date Questionnaire
Please rate each of the following items in terms of how accurately each item describes your
date. Even though you have not yet met this person, please respond to each item to the best
of your ability based upon what you know about the person after meeting them face-to-face.
Understandinga
Does not describe
my date at all

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

Supportivea
Does not describe
my date at all
Consideratea
Does not describe
my date at all
Kinda
Does not describe
my date at all
A good listenera
Does not describe
my date at all
Sensitivea
Does not describe
my date at all
Adventurousb
Does not describe
my date at all
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Nice bodyb
Does not describe
my date at all

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

Outgoingb
Does not describe
my date at all
Sexyb
Does not describe
my date at all
Attractiveb
Does not describe
my date at all
Good loverb
Does not describe
my date at all
Good jobc
Does not describe
my date at all
Financially securec
Does not describe
my date at all
Appropriate ethnicityc
Does not describe
my date at all
Successfulc
Does not describe
my date at all
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Dresses wellc
Does not describe
my date at all

o

o

o

o

a

o

o

o

Describes my
date very well

Partner warmth-trustworthiness subscale. bPartner vitality-attractiveness subscale. cPartner
status-resource subscale.
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Appendix M
Post-Date Questionnaire
Will you initiate a second date with (name of dating partner)?

o
o

Yes
No

If (name of dating partner) initiated a second date with you will you go?

o
o

Yes
No

To what extent did (name of dating partner) meet your expectations?
Much worse than
I expected

Worse than I
expected

Exactly as I
expected

Better than I
expected

Much better than
I expected

o

o

o

o

o
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Appendix N
Follow-Up Questionnaire
Which of the following best describes your current relationship status?

o
o
o

Single, not currently dating anyone
Casually dating more than one person
Exclusively dating one person

Over the course of the last month, how often did you log in to Match.com?

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Once a month
Once every two weeks
Once a week
Once every 3-4 days
Once a day
2-4 times a day
5-7 times a day
8 or more times a day

How many first dates did you go on in the last month?
_____________________

Of all the first dates you went on in the last month, how many of those were initiated
through Match.com?
_____________________
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Of all the first, Match.com-initiated dates you went on in the past month, how many of
those resulted in a second date? Please enter the name of your date(s) and whether or not
you initiated the second date(s)?
Name

Did you initiate the date? (Yes or No)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Based on your experiences over the past month, how satisfied are you with Match.com?
Very
Dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Neutral

Somewhat
Satisfied

Satisfied

Very
Satisfied

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Sometimes people overstate or understate information about themselves in their online
profiles. To help us better understand the online dating environment, we would like your
candid responses to the following questions. Please realize that these responses are
completely confidential and will not in any way be linked to your personal identity.
To what extent is the age listed on your Match.com profile accurate?

o
o
o

I am older than the age listed on my Match.com profile
I am younger than the age listed on my Match.com profile
The age listed on my Match.com profile is my accurate age

To what extent is the height listed on my Match.com profile accurate?

o
o
o

I am taller than the height I listed on my Match.com profile
I am shorter than the height listed on my Match.com profile
The height listed on my Match.com profile is my accurate height

Below are the options Match.com providers to describe their body type. Which description
did you indicate on your Match.com profile?

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Slender
About average
Athletic and toned
Heavyset
A few extra pounds
Stocky
Big and beautiful
Curvy
Full-figured
No answer

If your friends were completing the profile about you which would they be most likely to
select as your body type?

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Slender
About average
Athletic and toned
Heaviest
A few extra pounds
Stocky
Big and beautiful
Curvy
Full-figured
No answer
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Considering your entire profile, to what degree is it an accurate representation of you?
Not at all accurate

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Very accurate

Considering your entire profile, if your family and friends were to view your profile, to
what degree would they say that it is an accurate representation of you?
Not at all accurate

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Very accurate

Considering your entire profile, if your closest friend was to view your profile, to what
degree would he/she say that it is an accurate representation of you?
Not at all accurate

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Very accurate

Considering your entire profile, if your previous dating partners were to view your profile,
to what degree would they say that it is an accurate representation of you?
Not at all accurate

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Very accurate

Please use the following text box to describe your experience and impression of online
dating. (Optional)
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