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ABSTRACT

Research has suggested thahmand womehave different orientations towards mating
strategies (Buss &chmitt, 1993)with men more likely than women to orient towards short
term mating strategies (Hyde, 200Bhis dissimilarity may cause men and women to have
different goals in romantic situatiorStrategidnterference refer® theconflict that arise when
two sexes encounter thediéferent goalswithin romantic or sexual contexts (Buss, 1989). Men
and women often sol&@rategicinterference through sdiked forms of deceptigwith the
goal toincrease reproductive fitness (Buss, 198%)s meas that men and women sometimes
deceive potential partners about their sexual goals in ways that they believe will appeal to the sex
to which their romantic partner belongs. Thbowing three studiesxplored whether these
gender differences and encousteith strategic interference are still prevalent in the age of new
dating technologiesStudy one investigatevhether users of the online dating appderare
more likely to encounter deception around-Beked formsof strategic interferencianare
online dating websitasersor those who date offline, and it also examined whether these
experiences vary between men and wonguady one also analydevhethergender, sexual
doublestandards, anstrategic interference predictesmantic and sexual sstactionwith a
specifically recalled romantic interactio8tudy two explored how Tinder uggimes gender
typical mate preferences anthting orientation. Finally, study three analyteternet forum
posts on a Tindethemedwekbsite to develop a qualitae picture of the realvorld experiences
of Tinder usersThese studies revealed whether men and women truly undergo different
experiences on the dating market and whether these experiences are influenced by the type of

dating platform that an individuahooses.
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Introduction

Sexual strategies theory suggests that men and women often have divergent mating goals
and approaches (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). However, many critics of evolutionary psychology have
claimed that differences between men amanen are overstated (Hyde, 200%dd 2007. In
addition, because of the rapid development of technology, many questions remain regarding the
applicability of sexual strategies theory within modern contexts. One technology that may be
shaping sexual strategies is the online dating &jpper. Initial studies have found that Tinder
may prime users to engage in a fAfeedback | oop
genderstereotypical mating goals and strategies (Tyson, Perta, Hadd&dtp,2016). This
may increase their likelihooaf encountering sexual conflict, otherwise known as strategic
interference. The studies presented in dmssertationdsted the robustness of sexual strategies
theory in modern contexts. Specifically, these studies expla)@hether the Tinder datirgpp
is associated with higher rates of deception and strategic interference as compared to other dating
plattorms,and b)ifTi nder i nterfaceds priming effects. A
whether there are significant differences in romanticames between male and female users
across different dating platfornasing qualitative analysis
Romantic I nteractions in Contemporary Contexts

The manner in whicpbeople meet romantic partners has undergone significant chasge
the Internet and mobile phones/baleveloped. Globahternet penetratiois increagng at an
exponential rateach yearln just 10 years, the number of Internet users worldwide has doubled,
with over 46% of the human population reporting accedsetdnternet througbither afixed

broadband connection or mobile device (Internet Live Stats, 2016). While many people fear that
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Internet usageeduces the frequency and quality of offlm@nan interactiong growingbody

of researchhassuggestdthatsocial media use actually boostsn i ndi vi d uddflineds numb
friendships (Wang & Wellman, 2008pocial media use is also associated witmareagd

likelihood of finding a romantic partner, especially for those from minority sexual groups

(Rosenfdd & Thomas, 2012). As a result, Internet use has become such aalintgggct of

peopl ethadit mayne lerger be useful to analybei onl i ne 0 aorldsagiwof f | i ne
distinct realms (Veenhof, Wellman, Quell, & Hogan, 2008).

As the Internets beconing acentralground forindividuals to find informationform
friendships, and maintain social connections, people are also going tmérplordove and
sex. Online dating has quickly become one of the most popularimaysch individualsmeet
romantic partnersandits popularity ispredicted to continue to grow for years to come (Sautter,

Tippett, & Morgan, 2010)Over the past 10 years, online dating has become the fastest growing
way for unmarried couples to meet (Rosenfeld & Thomas, 2012). In fact, 27% of adult
heterosexuals méteir significant otheonline, whilethe figure isnearly 70%or homosexuals
(Roserlfeld & Thomas, 2012).

In America, online dating has become increasinghgtilgmatized, with around 59% of
Americans stating that they believe online da
Anderson, 2016)Currently, 15% of all adult Americamsport having used some sort of online
dating site in the past (Smi&Anderson 2016). For many Americans, online dating may offer
solutions to a host of barriers tlatcefacedprevious generations. For example, users of online
dating sites report that bne dating reduces the fear of rejection (Kreager, Cavanagh, Yen, &

Mo Yu, 2014). Additionallyjndividuals can engage in online dating from the comfort of their

own homes and without the pressure that may accompanypanson interaction. In fact,
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studes have demonstrated that users of suchfeigdf&reerto share personal information about
themselve®nline than in persofWhitty & Carr, 2006).

Social connectionare often formed between people who live or work near to one
anotheyandthis maxim s known as the proximity principl@Newcomb, 1960)lt often leads to
homogamy (LeVy & Baldwin, 2012), which occurswhenn i ndi vi dual 6s fri enct
otheris of the same race, clesand background as himself or herg@liline dating is uniquan
that it allows individuals to transcend pximal boundaries, and subsequently, homogamy.
Online dating sites presequalities such a8 u sappeadasceavailability, and shared interests
astheprimary criteria for date selection (Hitsch, Hortag&wAriely, 2010), which may increase
the likelihood of romantic connections forming between two people from different towns, racial
groups, or class backgroun&exual minorities, older individuals, and other groups miay
not have a widgool of available partnersan also benefit from online dating, as it increases
thar number ofpotential romantic partne(Rosenfeld & Thomas, 2012).

While online datingpffersmany advantages fandividuals hoping t@rrange romantic
partnershipsmobile technology is progressing at a pace that may make traditional online dating
websites obsolete. In factsmartphone penetration in the U.S. is at 80%, while mobile use now
comprisever 65% of allglobalinternet traffic (comScore, 2016). As sudating apps
specifically designed for mobile use will likely continue to gain in popularity.

Tinder. Tinderis one of he mosdownloadedating app in the worldNearly 26% of
dating app uselisdicated that they currentlyse Tinder, followed by Plenty &ish (19%)and
OkCupid (10% Priceonomics, 2016). Currently, Tinder has been downloaded over 100 million
times, with 1 million of those downloadspresenting i n diep réesmi u ndwlsich offers c e

users unlimited swipes (Chang, 2016). Tinder is cuyemiensely popular on college
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campuses. One study conducted at a major U.S. university found that 96% of its respondents had
used Tindeat one poin{Hildebrandt, 2015).

Tinder is unique in several way&/hile many other online dating platforms requisers
to complet lengthy personality tests, sign up for a costly monthly service, or fill out a complete
profile before engaging with other usefsderis relativelybarrierfreein comparisonTo
begin, users download the app from either the iOS orddanline marketplace. The basic
service is free, but a premium service offering extra features is available for $9.99 per month.
Once activated, Tinder automatically |links to
the userodos pPphoehbbecolnpr poiplué at es the userds pr
choosing. Users also have the option of completingashodsels cr i pti on, known a
After the userds profile has been dunegaieet ed,
geographical areappear on his or her mobile screen one at a tisers then drag their finger
across the screen to the right if thitilkeo the potential matand would like the opportunity to
message him or heand to the leftif theydonot.tfhe ot her person al so fis)
Amat cho i s cr eat e dreceivetandifltatimangthey aretthen pbrimittedtou s er s
usethe messaging featute contact each othe®ne of the mostompelling elementsf this
interface is that uriie most other dating websites, Tinder makes no effort to match its users,
except on the basis on usslectechge andsPSdeterminedocation. There are no algorithms
that place similar users togetlardno personality testhatcompareu s e r s OAsSsSuUTlp r e s
Tinder is verydifferent fromany other dating service, artgprovides a very unique, unfiltered
look at mating behaviors (Tyson et al., 2016).

As Tinder offers little in the way of matching technology as compared with online dating

sites, the qustion emerges as to why it is so popular. First ofTatider has a gardée
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interface that may be particularly attractive to uséfiile currently there have beeo
scientific studiesonducted t@xplore the addictive properties of Tinderajor magazines have
published articles bgeveral journalistdetailingtheir excessiv&inder ug (Hamilton, 2016;
Rega, 2015)T h e saganpeike quality is so pervasive thahe recently developed app called
Matchrallows users to turn their Tinderatches into collectable playing cards (Abrams, 2016).
As useranustswipe through many photos, hoping that tiext swipe could bring the cognitive
award of making a matcfi, i n dieterface representsvariableratio reward schedul&uch a
schemeencouages individualsto continueengagingn a particular behavior (in this case,
swiping), because they do not know which instantéhat behaviowill provide a reward. This
is the same reward schedule used for slot machines and other kinds of gamdlihgs lamown
to provide a steady behavioral response (Pearce, 2013). The feeling that the next profile will be
the fAwinnero keeps many i ndi vi dithaHomm wesspogea ge d i
for a separate studyarified thatdespite previoudisappointmentshei most def i ni t el yo
intended to continue using Tinder, because 0t
(Wainana, E., personal communication, July 31, 2016).

HoweverenjoyableTinder may be, males and females have largely different experiences
with the app itself. Estimates from GlobalWeblindexe suggestetiat nearly 62% of Tinder
users are male (McGrath, 2016). While a neldewed sexatio has previously been associated
with males adopting more femetigpical mating strategies to compete for fewer women
(Guttentag & Secord, 1983), this efféaats not been observed fhinder (Tysongt al, 2016).
Thisabsenceould be due to the fact thihie appwasspecificallydesignedd obscureany sex
ratio skew, creating an illusiaghat there are margvailable womemising the app and looking

for a potential romantic partnén addition as previously mentioned, Tinder allows users to
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quickly browsethrough potentialljyhundreds of potosperday, selecting potential partners
entirelyon the basis of looks, age, and locatibhis may obscure the actual asymmetrical sex
ratiofor Tinder userand prime males tadoptmoremaletypical mating strategie®©nthe other
hand it could simply be that i n dimterfécais sufficientlyenjoyableto overcome theffects
of an operational sex ratio. In other words, males may continue to use Tinder in concert with
their preferred mating orientation simply because the app isse#ll-suited forthat mating
strategy. Indeed, research has indicated thatwhemug Ti nder , men #Ari ght
profilesthandowomen wi t h 33% of men stating Oahat they
compared to 0% of womeityson et al., 208).

For women Tinder does not obscutke asymmeical sex ratiolnstead, itmayamplify
that ratio Since research on Tinderaselatively newfield, some initial data regarding user
experiencetias comdrom amateur experiments. In an experiment cetetl by the website
Elite Daily (Wood, 2015), two fake Tinder profil§snemale ancdnefemalg were created.
These two individuals were the same ,ayelindependent judgestedthem as similarly
attractive. If men and women were behavim@relativelyanalogous mannemn the app and
using it in similar numbers, trex p e r i me n thypethedized thagtiheg sheuld receive
roughly the same number of matclaesimessages 24 hours. This was not the cabewever
After just one day, the fealeprofile had over 700 matches and nearly 400 messages. The male,
on the othehand, onlyhad269 matches and 28 messages. This asyrgraetjgestd a skew in
mal e and femal e Ti n dSpecificallg,;menamploysdmoreuiranhedisget r at e g
Awlenet 0 mat i,ag wenemare¢carefulyesgeeredand assessl potential mates.

Otherstudies have indicated a deep asymmetry 81 e mosivatiors for usingTinder, with 49%

S
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of men indicatinghatthey use Tinder to findhortterm sexual pargrsversus 15% of women
(Tyson et al., 2016).

A recent study by Tyson et al. (2016) collected the first comprehensive didtesking
how users interact through Tind@he researcherscreattd nder pr ofedl etsheamd i
into major metropolitan cities tgatherdataon how people were actually interactiag the app.
Theyleft these profiles active on Tinder fémonths and created software that automatically
Aswi ped righto on ever ygepgraphiciotagon. Whistgénerated1l 0 0 mi
tens of thousands of likes and thousands of matches, which allbeme$earchers to then
analyze the frequency and type of messages séwotlichemaleandfemale profies. The
results highlightedlisparities betwen the sexes in terms of mating behavior.

Tyson et al. (2016) found thatales and femalediffered inther likelihood of
A mat c e, g pedplebothfi s vingipi ghé &@c o not h eWhilesfempleso f i | e)
matched with 10.5% of the photos thagseleted, only .6% of males matchedut of the .6%
of males who matched, 86% of those matches were from other men. In other words, the
researched@male profile hadn approximately2% chance of matching with a female.

Sumter, Vandenbosch, and Ligbemg (2017)onducted aurveygathering adult Tinder
u s emosvationsfor using the app. They fourtdat males were significantly more likely than
females to use Tinder to find casual s&xpartnersinterestinglytheresearchers also found that
individuals who use Tinder forthat reasonveremore likely to follow through with an offline
meeting. This suggests that for women seeking g¢bort matingopportunities, Tinder may be
an effectiveoption.In a separate study, Tyson et al. (2016) distribatgdalitative survey to 131
frequent Tinder users. Whill9% of male users indicated that theydiSeder forshort term

sexual encountersnly 15% of femaleisers reported the sanidesefindings follow abody of
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research that has found that malesmaoee oriented towards shdgdrm mating strategies (Buss
& Schmitt, 1993) As such, they armore likely than females to use the Internet to find potential
sexual partners (Baumgartner, Valkenburg, & Peter, 2010).
While men appear to ewipingr i gahnmuoh higher rates than womehis does not
mean that womeare having an easier time finding suitable maftésmen appear to bauch
more engaged Tinder users than males (Tyson et al., 2016). In othermeras, may A s wi pe
ri ght o mor e todlysend fewebniessageshte@women once they have matched. In
fact, womenwere over twice adikely as maleso send a message to their maf€izson et al.,
2016) This is most likely because 33% of mahevestatelt hat t hey Acasually |
profileso ascompared t®% of women (Tyson et al., 201&s such, they may be less invested
in responding to matches than women.
If males diddecide to send a message to a matatyweremorelikely to do soright
away, with 63% of male messages sent withmisutes of matching, versus 18% of female
messaged-or males, these messages wergjust sent quicktyrather,they werealso brief in
terms of contentThe mediammalemessage length was just 12 characters,fidp. w ar e you? 0
while the median meage length for females was over 10 times figaire, at around 122
characters per messa@e/son et al., 2016)
This may mean that since males seem to be less invested in the meesgsgsl, they
arealsoless investeth pursung anongoing conversain. In addtion, males may simply enjoy
i nteracti ng winteffacetever whdnahey aneginwdlipgpobusinterested in
pursuing realvorld connectionsThis may lead to disappointment for females who have spent
considerale amount oftime screening potential mateh carefully selecting male useand

then sending longer messages to men who are less likely to respond.
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Thisinitial body ofresearch hasdicatal that women and Bn may be engaging in
differentmating straggieswhile using Tinder. Males swipe right more often, fworeprofiles,
andmore indiscriminatelywith less demonstratadtention ofpursung conversatioras
compared to female®n the other handemalessend fewer messages to fewer mEmese are
longer in lengtland come after more of a delayggesting a higiscreening mating strategs
such,Tinder use may prime males to engage in rxgdecal mating stratags, while
simultaneously primingemales to engage in femetigical mating strategieSuch a scenario
has been found tootentially resultin @ f e e d b @c k nl thedgkes ddopt exaggerated
gendettypical mating strategiesnd orientationgTyson et al., 2016)These mating strategies
are supported bgredictions outlined bgexual strategies theofBuss & Schmitt, 1993), which
will be describedater in the chapter.

Tinder users may have different outcomes as compared to users of online dating websites.
Tinder is different from online dating websitégcause it does not effany matching software
that places similar users together. Potential matches are generated entihg\basis of the
geographic location and age preferences sesbysthemselves. This creates a novel
environmentin whichusers mustise a digital [atform tosort through potential matches on
their own. Due to the online disinhibition effect, which causes Internet users to behave in ways
that may not be acceptable to their surrounding society (Suler, 2004), users nrae feel
select mateasing he most basic of cognitive shortcuts.

If there are morenaleTinder users compared temale Tindebecausdinderfacilitates
maletypical mating strategiest,would be logical to hypothesize that dating apps and websites
thatfacilitate femaletypical mating strategies would have more female users. This does appear

to bethe caseOnly three online dating apps have more female users tharusede Theseare



RUNNING HEAD: STRATEGIC INTERFERENCE AND TINDER USE

Christian Mngle (58.6% female), Coffee Meets Bagel (57.3% female), and eHar(B6r2%
female;Priceonomics, 2016 hesethreeapps advertise loatgrm relationships angse
matching algorithms to carefully curgietential matches hey advertise themselvas better
suited forfemaletypical mating strategies (lortgrm, highlevel of screening), and thus
appears that they do, in faattract more female users. While empirical studies have
guantifiedresearch answering questions about male and female satisfagBtzacross these
differentappst h e i r uaperatona sesratisoffer insightsinto sexlinked preferences.

More sothanmostonlinedating websitesTi nder has bed¢mrrimonkad i hg
strategiegSales, 2015). bwever recent researchasfound that males are much more likely
than femalesacite shortterm sexual encounteas a motivatiorior usingboth Tinder and
online dating sites, with no significant difference between the two platforms (Gatter &
Hodkinson, 2016). As such, motivations may be sinatanssappswhile theinterface may
changeactualbehavios. For example, researchéravefound thatanexcessivenumber of
options in onlinedating formats causéndividuals to focus more asppearancelrang &
Chiou, 2010). As such, Tinder may increass erelianée orappearanceéased criterigthanks
to itsrapidly presented phostream of potential matches.

While Tinder is differenfrom online datingwvebsitesonline dating is also differefrtom
offline dating. Online dating is thought to broaden the pool of petem@atcheswhich can lead
to more diverse relationships (Dutton, Helsper, Whitty, Buckwalter, & Lee, 2b0garticular,
this might benefit individuals who struggle to find romantic parsiartheir offline
environments (Rosenfeld & Thomas, 2012). Heare online dating creates its own unicaet of
barriers and complicatiorsscompared to offline dating. For example, Fink&ehl.,(2012) have

suggestedhato n | i n e sidedy-side) pdywmenbased formamaynot be able to present
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other importanand nuancetraitsthat can only be experiencedan offline contextFor
examplea user mighhave an online profileiith a short bio mentioninglaw-paying job That
user might have sharpsense of humohoweverthat can only be appreciatedgarson. In
termsofa n i n d ilikelihabdi od éx@esencingtrategicinterference, Finkel et al. (2012)
have pointed ouhat online dating magncouragendividuals to concodtantasies about who
and what their potential partneraa the basis dfis or heronline presentatianthese fictions
canlead to conflict when meeting offlinéndeed, researdmasindicated that individualsoften
experience featigs of disappointment regardititgir online dates, most likely because the
dating platform failedo providean interaction that mirrored a reabrld scenariothus
increasing the likelihoodf misconceptions and ideadid imagegFrost, Norton& Ariely,
2006).Additionally, researcherBavefoundthatwomen were more disappointedthin online
dating thanweremen (Frost et al., 2006).

While there may be differences in outcomes across the three dating platforms, there do
not appear to be sizable dissimilarities in terms of the types of people who us&#search
hasdemonstratethat motivationsand intentiongrethe samecross dating platformsvith no
statistically significant differences between useiigh the exception ohgein which Tinder
users are younger than other online dating website (Gatter & Hodkinson, 2016As such,
we didnot predict significant user base differences for the three dating platformgotildt
prohibit the use of betweesubjects design.

Sexualstrategiestheory. Contemporary love and intimate relationships may be related
to theinternal cognitive architeate that developedswe evolvedadaptationsn our ancestral
environments (see Gray Garcia, 2013). Thisdoes nottheame ar e Ahar dwi redo t

a certain wayRatherhumans haveeveloped a set diighly flexible cognitive structurem
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reactonto changing environmeailt realitiesover millions of yearshackelford, Goetz, Liddle,
& Bush, 2012) Many of these adaptatiohsa v e i n c r e @@oeuttivdfiinesa threugh
a process known agxual selectio(Darwin, 1859). Most of human existence was spent in
huntergatherer societies (Pinker, 2003). It is thought that around 11,500 years ago, humans
began domesticating animals for food amolvingtowards agriculture, marking the first shift
away from huntegatherer societies (RichersonBoyd, 2001) While the Earth has undergone
rapid changes due todustrialization, permanest/olutionacross a populous specissa slow
processand estimates have suggested that it takes 1 million years to evolvesalhsta
different physical traits (Uyeda, Hansen, Arn&dPienaar, 2011)or this reason, evolutionary
psychologists have suggested that it is unlikely that our hgateerer ancestors had greatly
different phenotypes from preseststy human populatia(Uyeda et al., 2011)

In addition,therealities of modern life are not necessarily vadifferent in principle
from ancestral lifeFor example, tmans still have to select (and be selected) by mates, work for
food,andcreate and manageromunity andsocial bondslin fact,thosecognitive structures
formed and maintained by ancestral environmerdyg be continuously shapigr realiy. For
example, Tinder may not be fAredefiningd moder
thatis appealingo more primitive cognitive shortcut§he following three studiggsted if these
shortcuts subsequently influence sexual behavior.

Sexual strategies theofBuss & Schmitt, 1993) consists of nine testable hypotheses
regardingheterosexuaiale and femalsexual choice These hypotheses predict that because
males and females have encountered different barriers to reproductive success throughout human
history, each sex has developed unique adaptations to overcome these pddutisnary

psychologisthavesuggestdthat these differences may be relatethenumeric andjualitative
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differences betweermale and female sex gametes (Baanil948). Men produce milliorad
spermin a single daywhile women have a samountof ovad which totalsabouthalf that
numbed over a lifetime andtheycan only produce offspring within a finite feityl window.
This difference has additional repercussions with regard to parental invesisfentales have
a larger reproductive burdexs compared to meduye to thedemands ofestation, childbirth
and nursing. This makes shoerm mating more risky for women than for maa theformer are
likely to be left with the bulk of the physical burden of childbirth and childrearing (Trivers,
1972). According tgarentalinvestmentheory (Trivers, 1972), the sex thas a greater direct
invesimentin parentingchildrenwill subject potential mates to a mapdensive screening and
selectionprocessin fact, human males and females have gametes that reflect this repreduct
reality: Females have fewer, more nutridense o&, and males have an abundant supply of
low-nutrient sperm. As suckexualstrategiegheory predicts that males will be more oriented
towards shorterm mating, and females will be more oriented t@sdongterm mating.

However, if males and females only engaged in these two divergent mating strategies, the
human race wouldot have experienced such consistent reproductive success. It appears that
men and women may exprespraferencdor differentmating strategies, but not across all
situations, and not always in practi€exual strategies theopredicts that men and women will
alternate between shadrmand longterm mating strategies depending on conditions in their
environmen{Buss & Schmit, 1993; Gangestad & Simpson, 200Bor example, while men are
much more likely than women to desire a variety oLisépartners (Bailey et al., 1994), most
males simply donane et  w oritegarfad shorterm mates (Gangestead & Simpson, 2000).
Therefore, most males may benefit more from a kergn mating strategy in which they

domi nate one femal ebs e ntWomen,there magwedsalect i ve |
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certain males for shoeterm mating who have indicators lmfyjh-quality genegBuss& Schmitt,
1993).

Men who have these higluality genes may be more likely to engage in stesrh
mating strategiegsee Buss, 2005An analysis of the popular online dating site OkCupid
revealed that the most attractive ment $k@ most messages tetmost people (The Deep End,
2016). Interestingly, attractive mereremessaged 11 times more often than were less attractive
males(Rudder, 2009)As such, the most attractive men are sending and receiving more
messages than less attractive men, a patfdsehavior that may indicate shaerm mating
strategiesln turn, tis may facilitatestrategicinterference between the sexes, simcelatively
large number oivomenmessage thiew men who just so happen to possess the particular set of
gualities hat would make sheterm matinga betterapproach taeproductivditness than long
term matingAs such, women may be sending messages to men that are more likely to be
engaging in shotterm mating strategies.

Sexual strategies thedyys p r dehdtmalds ar® more oriented towards sHertn
mating strategies than are females is one of the most replgmatetifferences in psychology
(Hyde, 2005). Compared to males, females are more likely to rexqugmotional or financial
investment before inteotirse (Buss, 2003), more likely to use passive techniques to prolong
romantic encounters (Clark, Shavepo i&n Adr a& a m
sex scenario with someone they already know versus with a stranger (Garcia & Reiber, 2008),
andmore likely to regret a recent casual s@bencounter (Townsend & Wasserman, 2011)
Moreover,if they do engage in sherérm mating strategies, they are more likely to use a-short
term relationship asmeans to screen for a lotgrm relationship (Gréng & Buss, 2000). In

addition, women are more likely to engage in stenin mating strategies for shorter periods of
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time before reorienting back towards loagrm mating (Townsend, 1998). Tinder g0
reflects this disparityAs previously mentiong, 49% of male Tinder usehavestatel their
primary motivation for using Tindevasto find casual shofterm partnerversusthe 15% of
womenwho have reported the sarfieyson et al., 2016). As suctirategicinterference seems
especially pobable inthe Tinder interface.

Furthermoresexual strategigsredicts that foheterosexuamnales reproductive success
dependsipon finding accessible and fertile female partners (Buss & Schmitt, Ma&s may
find thatTinderhelps them to overcome the prablef finding potential female mates. Buss
(1994) found thaheterosexuamen respond tobtainingaccess to multiple female mates by
more shorterm mating strategies. In faetinteraction with an attractive woman can also
promptmalesto assumehortterm mating preferences, an effédtat isnot seenn heterosexual
women interacting with an attractive male (van Straaten, Engels, Finkenauer, & Holland, 2008).
Applying these findings to Tinder ugbat app might priméhe perceptiorof access to multip
available womenin turnencouraging males to orient towards stiertn mating

Women are more |ikely than men to receive
et al, 2016). This may prime women to feel as though men vastly outnumber women on that
dating platform, which is, in fact, true (McGrath, 2016). This effect is further amplified by the
fact that men appear to fiswipe righto more of
woman to match with a potential male partner than for a matetoh with a female (Tyson et
al., 2016). As such, Tinder has a skewed operational sex ratio, which may directly impact sexual
strategies. Studies have demonstrated that when women are made aware that a particular
environment contains more men than wontkay orient more towards lorigrm mating

strategies (Guttentag & Secord, 1983). In contrast, when men are made aware that there are more
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women than men in a particular environment, they orient gravitate towardgesiornating
strategies to a greatergtee (Guttentag & Secord, 1983). As such, both sexes may believe that
there is an operational sex ratio skewed in their favor, increasing the likelihood that both will
engage in more gendstereotypical mating strategies.

It is important to note that thidoes not meahatall men desire and seek partntns
shortterm mating scemas, while females only desire lostigrm partnersin fact, Buss and
Schmitt (1993havefound that men and women who indicate an interest inferrg mating
display largely comparabl®mating psychologs This meanshatthese individuals are largely
looking for similar longterm partners, most often someone who is kind and understasdmg (
Buss & Schmitt, 1993). It isotuntil thedesiresrelated toshorttermmatingare examinethat
we see the largest sex differences (Hyde, 200&%uch, Tinder may prime different desires and
preferences between the genders.

Because Tinder may provide an interface geited for malestereotypical mate
selection critga without the burden of social rejectiohmay be a unique environment to view
sexual strategies theowithout its usual sociatonstraints. Moreover, if Tinder is urgingales
and femalesowardsopposite ends of the mating orientatgpectrumthefollowing studies
exploral how these conflicts ar@ or are nad expeienced in reaivorld contexts.

Strategicinterferencetheory. According tostrategicinterferencegheory,the morethat
males pursue shetérm mating strategieshile females simultaneously pursueng-term mating
strategiesn heterosexual scenaridbe more likelyit is that conflict will emerge (Buss, 1989).
This is supported byarental investment theory, which suggests tuatflicts arisewhen men
and womerboth pursueheir optimal mating strategy (Trivers, 197R)alesandf e ma |l e s 0

preferred mating strategies may differ becausb@fundamental difference in reproductive cost
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(Trivers, 1972)xand the divergerdtructure and functios of their sex gametes (Bateman, B34
Men and womemay thusencountestrategic interference becausiethelarge differences in

how male and femalbodies experience reproduction (Shackelford et al., 2012), and as such,
males and females have differenits related toeproductive fitness (Buss & Schmitt, 1993;
Symons, 1971)

According to Buss (19953rategicinterference can be understoodmposing costs
between the sexs .  Mrelit-ters atiisg strategies lead to costs for fesatethatshort
term mating mgreducea w o nligefihdaxl of procuring ongoing resources for $edfand
heroffspring. For males, femaeldng-term mating strategies which sex is withheld until
resources are providecbome at the cost of seeking additional sexual encountdrotiier
females.

While it appearshatb ot h sexes accrue fAcostso due to t
women appear tamass more costs than males, and mastesiecome specifically fronthe
male desire to pursue multiple mates (Buss, 18&h men and women may misrepresent their
mating goals to find mates more effectivelfis is often known as deception (Haselton, Buss,
Oubaid & Angleitner, 2004). If an individuedalizeshis or hemate does not have the traits that
were advertised, igative responses will ocquhich assisthe individualin identifying and
avoiding future negative encounters wstrategicinterference (Buss, 1989).

Indeed, just as males and females have different mating strategies, they apfsear to
differ in thar negative response to various decepti®iemen are more likely to experience
negative responses when they tbaltthey have been deceived regarding tme msatus, 6 s
resources, or prexisting relationships (Haselta al., 2005). Males, on the other hand, are

more likely to experience negative responses in reaction to a female detie@vimgbout her
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willingness to have sex (Hasleton et al., 2005) or the qualiteidppearancéBuss & Barnes,
1986). Sincafemd e 6 s r e pr o d uincredsavith adcdsd toaedaggrm celationship
with resourcesvailable on an ongoing basdeceptios concerned witlthese dimensions are
direct barriers t@reatemreproductive fitness. For males, access to sexual padmestituteghe
primary barrier to reproductive fitness (Symons, 19@8) sadeceptiosin that domaircause
the most negative responses for males.

Research has suggested thaterosexuamnales have developed the ability to detect cues
for female sexal exploitability andhat theyfind women who display these cues to be more
attractive (Goetz, Easton, Lewis & Bu2911). Males are also more likely to present themselves
asenjoyingmore status in the workplaeed greateaccess to more resourdbanthey actually
have,andthey also have a higher probability of exaggerating fhaitenessand vulnerabity
(Tooke & Camire, 1991). Females, on the other hand, are more likely to deceive about their
fertility throughphysical presentation of fertileaits accented with makeup or through plastic
surgery(Trivers, 2011).

Modern dating technologies brinigese conflicts into focus in a unique way.Wasjust
described, Tinder may encourage users to engage in more-ggndal mating strategig®s
predicted bysexual strategies theoryhus resulting irmore conflict(as predicted bgexual
interference theojy However heterosexuamnales and females may be taking deliberate steps to
conceal their actual mating stratedileough deceptioaround sexlinked forms ofstrategic
interferenceSuch deception consists of any act of
related to a dimension that is highly valued by the opposite sex.

Since mate quality deception is higher in large, anomgpmpulations (Mulder et.al

2009),and because Tinder has been linked to priming more gsteteotypical mating
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orientations (Tyson et .al2016),Tindermay be especially prone to deception aroundliséed
forms ofstrategicinterferenceThat said the question remains as to whethes fair to
exclusivelyexamineme n a n d sexoahzeimadias in evolutionary contextee below
sectionpresens the corresponding cultural perspectiwich also exerts strong influencen
males and female @ating behavior withitontemporarylating markets.

Socialroletheory. Researchassuggestdthat males and females are not actually very
different According to a metanalysis conducted by Canary and Hai$93), males and
females were found to have nearly identical communication behaviors across several dozen
studiesHowever, asymmetrigetween male and female experiences in contemporary society
terms of employment compensation, political represemtaéind other outcomes suggests that
deep differences between the genders may rerAanoss the world, mecourrentlytend to have
more power and resources than do women (Bulstalamuth 2006), to the poirthatthere are
no known historical or contempoyesocieties in which woaen dominate men (Goldberg, 1977
Throughout human history, women have rarely, if ever, had more power andcesssthan men
(Tannahill, 1992 As compared to women,anare proportionally better representagolitics
(U.N. Women 2016), business leadership (Catalyst, 20d8)ithe creation and development of
films and TV shows (Lauzen, 2013h addition,theyare more likely to hold senigositions in
higher academs(IPEDS, 2013).

According tosocial role theory (Eagly, 1), societal expectations diffalong gender
lines, which create distinct social roles for males andfem@alesc i et yds expectatio
different for males and females, and the media, communities, and even nuclear families replicate
these modeld-or example, through observation, chddmay observe their motheather than

their father to be the one whoooks dinnereachnight. The mother may do so, because her
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social environment has communicated this expectation tdckentually, tle children form a
schema in which women are more likely to caoki men are more likely to not cook. As such,
the childrermay themselves pursue cooking if they are feroalghoose not to if thegre male.
Additionally, thesechildrenmay respond negatively if they see someone performing a role that
does not fit with their schema, which adds to the socialization process. This means that social
role theory does ndtazard to guess witkiis disparity between male and female roles orityina
emergedut ratheistates that itloes in fact, exist, perpetuang further adherence to social roles

t hr ough iobsdrvaton af cuadniedqualitiesEagly, Wood, & Diekman, 2000).

According tosocial role theory,males andemales may obsee the behawr around
them, create aschernaf appr oprarad e bidaleanand acbaccordingly. For
example a paper by Crick and Dod¢#994) descrieda model ofsocial information processing.
They foundthat a young child behaving in gigr-non-conforming ways will experiendagh
social adjustment difficultiesThis may causengoing social punishment for not adhering to
gendered social norms. As susbgial role theorypredicts that both males and femafesm a
very young ageareerncouraged by their environments to behaveannerghat replicate
previously displayed gender roléecause deviation from these roles is often met with social
punishment, individuals tend to adhere to these roles.

Contemporarysex roles for males and femsli& nodern dating contexts may also
perpetuate different expectation for men and wodharentJour nal i st Peggy Or en
book,Girls and Sexdescribes how that authimterviewed hundreds of young women across the
United Stateso explore their experiences of sex. Common themes in the bookheere
internaliation ofmediaobjectification, sexual shame, and confusion about pursgxgal

pleasureor sexual chastity. For example, one young wothatOrenstein intervieed stated,
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Aln my gender class 1 6m all, O6That damned pat
only thing | <care about iIis:®0Dped2Bhisleoakiaaddi
women tal ked about e x p®andeewheretisey hmd beén ohe iecipggrits me n
of resources. For example,onecollegged f emal e stated, AEvery gi.
walk into a fraternity house, your most valuable asset is your sex appeal. Everyone knows you
have to i mpsexywithygoys to get them go\giee you alcohol, drugs, rides, whébever
(p.116).

The themes expressed by the wortteat Orensteirinterviewedreflect many of the
predictions okocial role theory. For examplesocial role theorypredictsthatf e ma | elsde s o c i
is more passive thahat ofmales (Eagly, 1987). Indeed, females engage in more sexually
compliant behavior than do men (Impett & Peplau, 2010) and are more likely to base their
relationships off of what they see in TV and fillMofrison & Westma, 2001).This, in turn,
reinforcesa powerdynamicin whichmalesareencouraged to bineaggressors and agents of
power within romantic retsonships. his may be perpetuated in media. A recent analysis of
several dozen movies over the past several decades were found to have dialogue largely be
dominated by men (Anderson & Daniels, 20Egton and Rose (2011) recently published-a 35
year review of contempomnadating advice books to assess progress towards gender equality in
contemporarynterpersonal and cultural social scripts. Their findings indicated there has been
little to no change in gendered sex roles over the past 35 psarss uc h, woaoteeas 6s s ocC
the passive recipient in romantic ands&xnterchanges is stilcévely reinforced. In their
review, Eaton and Rose (2011) gathered several telling quotes from contemporary advice books,
such as the 2008 bodklhy hasndét he c bthihkeaddhowHmget the ughteoner e a |

interested in youwhich statesi ét here i s a very fine |ine bet we
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and asking him out yourself. We dondét want vyo
aggressoro (p. 101).
Due toasymmetrical sex roles between men and women that may cause more negative
responses in women, | hypothesizbdttfemalesvould be more likely than males to experience
both deception andegative responsearound strategic interferende other words, maern
dating systems may still be biased against wqrthers increasinghe likelihood of negative
experiences in modern romantic contexts. How these multiple messages are interpreted and
experienced makargelydepend on socialized attitudes idividual endorses.
Sexualdouble standards. Doublestandards between men and women are attitudes
and/or expectations for a single behavior that differ based upon the gender ostime pe
engaging in the behavior. Mamd womerpotentiallyencounter different expeattons within
sexual contextsAccording tosexualscript theory(Gagnon & Simon, 1973)hese divergent
expectations tightly contrahale and female sexual behavior. In Amergtadies have suggested
thatsexual scripts differ between men and women, mistes expected to be the assertive and
Aseekingd sex in sexual contexts, and women t
In one of the first largscale studiesonyouqpe o pl eds atti tudes towat
sociologist Ira Reiss (1967) interviewed thousands of particigardSound that iigeneral,
womenwereexpected to behave in more sexualiyservative ways than were men. Some
studies have noted that sexual dowdténdards are fading and that more eg@adin attitudes are
taking their place (&plau, Rubin, & Hill, 1977). Mre contemporary researbhs claimed that
sexual doublstandards still exist but in more subtle ways, sudghrasighimplicit biasegather
than eplicit biases (Crawford & Popp, P8). In fact, recent researblassuggestdthat the true

power of sexual doublstandards is actually theerceptiorof their existenceMilhausen and
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Herold (1999) found that women, on average, held largely egalitarian attitudes towards sexuality
but peceived other women as having much stronger aedoublestandards thawas actually

the caseRe@nt research has revealbdt women are more likely to feel judged éohaving a

casual sexual encountiianaremen (Kettrey, 2016 However,mostcollegeaged students do
notappear to hol@xplicit sexual double standards. A study by Allison and Riseman (2013)
sampled thousanad students to find that only around eti&rd of participants held sexual
doublestandardsInterestingly, these doubktandard varied between males and females, with

28% of malesendarsn g At r adi t i ostaadards (i.e.eworaea shoutbipurdue e

casual sex as much as men) and 16% ofwsnerp por t i ng fAr eveandamd 0 s e x u
(i.e., men shouldot pursue casal sex as much as females).

Even thoutp most people do not endorse sexual double standhedsnes who do may
be particularly powerful in perpetuating these beligfa survey of college studenss]ison and
Risman(2013) found that fraternity members were especialBlyiko hold these sexual double
standardsDue to the popularity of Greek culture American college campuses, these attitudes
may be especially influential in such environments. Additionally, dedauzble standards may
still exist for more uncommon sexual behaviors, such as engadimgéperson sexual
encountergJonason & Marks, 2009). This gap may point towards remaining differences in
expectations for male and female behavior.

Endorsing sexal double standardsedict many subsequent beliefs and behavidigh
adherence to sexual doulsiandards has also been linked to unprotected sex interifianslie,
Norris, StappenbeckCue DavisGeorge Zawacki,Morrison, & Abdallah,2016), harsher
judgments of women with sexually transmitted infections (Smith, Mysak, & Michael, 2008), and

lower sexual satisfaicin for womenrelativeto men (lglesias, et al., 2009; Sanchez, Fetterolf, &
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Rudman, 2012)Additionally, females who hold more genelgereotypical sex roles are less
likely to read¢ to behavioral cues of dangg@iranklin, 2008).

These finding$ighlighted thamportarceof measungp ar t i ci pant sdé endor
sexual double standagcandto explore whether that suppatediceddifferent romantic and
sexual outcomed heseattitudes towardsexual doublstandard were assessagingthe Scak
for the Assessment of Sexual Standards Among Y@&EASSY, Emmerink,Vanwesenbck, van
den Eijnden, & ter Bogt, 2015)

Present Research

In study one, Tinder users, online dating website users, andsars of any dating
technologies were compared ibhetweersubjects design to explore their likelihood of
experiencing deceptiaover the past year within romantic dating conte®iace deception is
often an indicator of strateginterference, the goal was to establish whether levels of strategic
interference varied for users by dating platform and gemdeymantic interactiond predicted
that female Tinder users would report higher rates cfiskgd forms of deception around
strategic interference than users of online dating websites ews®ya ddating technologies. |
also predicted a significant interaction with gender, implying that female Tinder users would be
the more likely than male Tinder users to experiencdiskad forms of deception around
strategic interference.

For the second paof study one| created a predictive model for romargatisfactionn
a recently recalled fAfirst dateo and a separ a
who indicated they had participated in a sexual encounter during a recently réxslthate.|
predicted that when individuals reflected on their lagierson first dateparticipantsvho

endorsed sexual double standards and reported experiencing strategic interference would report
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lower rates of romantic and sexual satisfaction thaunld users of other online dating platforms.
| also predicted a significant interactibatween platform angender, suggesting that female
Tinder users would be significantly less likely than male Tinder users to experience romantic and
sexual satisfaain.
For study two, tested the priming effects of using the Tinder dating app. Participants
were randomly assigned to either an experimental or control condition after being administered
pretests. Scores from a subsequent pest, which followed an gerimental prime, were used
to measure if exposure to Tinder changast i ci pant s 6 madng erienpone f er en c e ¢
(shortterm or longterm), and willingness to engage in casual. dgtedicedthat using Tinder
asan experimental prim&ould cause both males and femalegxhibit more gendetypical
mate preferenceandmating orientationshan would theontrol prime
For study three, | explored reigle experiences with the dating app Tinder, as well as its
association with strategic inference. This was accomplished by coding and analymsts
made on th@opularpubliconline forumfA Re d d i t individualsregulaglyshare their
Tinder experiences in an anonymous formatedictedhat incidents o$trategicinterference
would beassociated with negative experienoeslates arranged with the app, with women
reporting both moretrategicinterference anthorenegative responses to romantic encounters

thanwould men.
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Study 1: Romantic Outcomes and Dating Platform Use

Study onewas a survey divided into four parts. The goaltd first partof the study was
to exploreif individuals experiened moredeception around sdinked forms of grategic
interference on Tindeéhan ononline websites anith offline dating scenarios, andalso
assessed whether thileelihood of experiencinghis deceptiorvaried by gendeThesequestions
were exploredy comparing reported deceptiaround sexinked forms of srategicinterference
over the past yeacrosshree groups of peopla abetweersubjects design. These participant
groups wereTinder users, online dating website users, @axticipantsvho were actively dating
without any dating technologpffline). In part two of the survey, | investigated if sexual double
standarcendorement gender, dating platformse,andstrategicinterference predicted
satisfaction witha recently recalled f i r ®lalsalandlyred potential interactions with gender
and platform usd.then replicated this predictiveodelto predict sexual sagfaction for tlose
participants whdwadreported having had a sexual encounter on thest recenfirst date.
Finally, in part f ouendediresppmsesltoygaestidns meganhbg c i pant
motivatiors for going on a date, their experiences witair preferrediating platform, and their
overall satisfaction witthatdating platform.

Methods

Participants

The participants were 25¥merican individual®etween the ages of 18 and 34 (41.7%
female, 58.3% mle).| n t er ms o éthnip lackgrounslithp largest share of
respondents as comprised of Caucasians (®b,3 = 181), followed byAfrican-Americars
(9.8%, n = 26) andHispanic (5.9%n = 15). The samp was mostly heterosexual (8%7n =

210). The average age of the participants was 27.4 years old, with the majority of participants
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falling within the 30 to 34yearold age rangen(= 96). The existing literature had demonstrated
that Tinder users are younger than online dating website (Gaiter & Hodkinson, 2016Y.0
determine the replicability of these findings, a-ovegy, betweergroupsanalysis of variance
(ANOVA) tested for significant differences between age and platform use. There were
significant differences between platform use agd F[2, 256] = 7.032p < .001). However, a

T u k e y 6hec apatysistdemonstrated that online dating website users were significantly
younger than both Tinder useps<.006) and offline userg & .004) which was not supported
by previous researchat found Tinder users were younger than online dating website users
(Gatter & Hodkinson, 2016)inder users and offline users were not significantly different in
age p<.980)SeeTabl e 1.1 for further details on

Table 1.1
Study 1 Participant demographics

Frequency Percentage

Age
1821 19 7.4
22-25 72 28.1
26-29 69 27
30-34 94 37
Ethnicity
American Indian or Alaska Nativ 5 1.9
AsianIndian 2 .8
African-American 26 9.8
Caucasiar 181 713
Filipino 5 1.9
Hispanic 15 5.9
Japanest 2 .8
Korean 2 .8
Other Asian 6 2.3
Vietnamese 5 19
Not Listed 5 1.9
Sexual Orientation
Bisexual 25 9.4
Heterosexua 210 82.7
Homosexual 12 47
Not Listed 7 2.3
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Age of participants by platform

Dating Platform M SD

Tinder 26.95 3.95
Dating Website 28.69 3.67
Offline 26.70 4.08
Total 27.41 4.01

Participantsaaged 180 34yearsold were recruited through the crowdsourcing website
Amazon Mechanical Turk (mTuykand asked to complete a survey in exchange for $.75. The
recruitmentmaterialsstated that onlyndividuals whoh ad b e en f @ikdefinedasl vy dat it
having been on at least oneparson datei.€.,a meeting arranged with romantic intentions)
within the last yed were invited to participate. Btompensation was increased from $.50 to
$.75 after several participantsamilot test of the survey stateébatthey felt the compensation
was too low for the length of tinteatit took to complete the surye

The websitenTurk is a crowesourcednline database of individualgho take online
surveys in exchange farsmall financial compensation. Samples from mTurk have been found
to be more ethnically and socioeconomically diverse than social media onsaamples
(Casler, Bickel, & Hackett, 2013andtheyappear to have the same rates of participant error as
campus or community samples (Necka, Cacioppo, Norman, & Gaxi@p16). Furthermore,
mTurk appear$o be just as reliable as lab samples (Behr8hdrek, Meade, & Wiebe, 2011).

Sampling within the dating population was stratified: 100 Tinder userrilid@ dating
website users, and 10ffline users were recruited. This was accomplished by setting a quota for
the number of respondents fragach platform category and posting an advertisement with the
screening criteria on mTur k. Participants wer
platforms did you use t he mosfollowng@tonstfrtme past

which to doose: Tinder, mine datingwebsite(s)andoffline dating. After review, 8 responses
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wereexcludedrom theanalysis. The majority of these responses were removed bébause
participants had completed the survey despite beirggdadf the required agrangg18-34),
meaning that they had disregarded several screening questions prior to beginning th©servey.
possible flaw omTurk is that the financial incentive encourages participants to complete
surveysfor which they are not qualified’his mayalso suggest participants weer lying about
their age, although there could be no definitive conclusions digeweral other responses were
removed because th@nswersn the fill-in-the-blank section suggestdidat the respondent had
not understood thguestion due to language barriers or had purposefully skipped that section
Thus, these types of responses wereoved from further analysis.

As such, the final sampontained2™4 participantsThere were 78 participants who
used Tinder, 87 who used online dating websites, and 89 who used offline dating maftes.
roughly the samaumberof men and women took the entire survey, there vd#ferences in the
number of mermndwomen within eah dating platform. Specificallyn the Tinder condition,
there were nearly three times as many males as fe(saleJ able 1.2)This may corroborate
previous findingsuggesting that theege more men than women Tinder McGrath, 201%
andmay befurther evidence that the Tinder interfasenore appealing in nature to men than

women. Women only outnumbered men in the website condition.

Tablel.2
Gender byDating Platform

Dating Platform  Male Percentage Female Percentage Total
Tinder 58 74.36 20 25.64 78
Dating Website 38 43.68 49 56.32 87
Offline 52 58.43 37 41.57 89
Total 148 100 106 100 254
Design
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Dating experiencesSurvey: part 1, reported deception The first analysis was a 2
(gender) X 3 dating platform) betweersubjects design. In eagnoup(Tinderusers, online
dating website userand offlineuser$, the outcome was measured using-sgported
encountes with deceptionas measured by the adapted Relationship Experiences Inventory

Dating experiencessurvey: part 2, predicting romantic satisfaction. This section
expanded part one lasking participants to focus on their laspigrson romantic meeting
arranged through their respective dating platforms. Part two compared various ronghntic an
sexual outcomes of this last reported first date across the three groups (Tinder users, online
dating website users, and offline users) to predict romantic satisfaction. This model used gender,
sexualdouble standardndorsementating platfornuse andreported sgategicinterference to
predict romantic satisfaction scores

Dating experiencessurvey: part 3, predicting sexual satisfaction. Since not all
participantgeporedhavingparticipated irsex during theimost recentirst date, model twavas
only runfor thoseparticipants whdadnotedthat they had a sexual encourdering their most
recent first dateln total, 57of the 254userg(22.44%) indicated that they had engaged in sex
during their most recent first datdodel two usd gender, sexuaouble standard scores, dating
platform, andstrategicinterference to predict sexual satisfaction scores.

Dating experiencessurvey: part 4, openended axswers Lastly, questions were asked
requesting sho@nswer responsestodescniba r t i ci pant sé6 most recent
explain theireasongor having selectethat particular person for the dandsharegeneral
impressions about dating behavimithe context of their preferred dating platform. These
responses weranalyzed to better understand common themgarding strategic interference

and dating platform use between men and women.
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Measures

Following a short demographic form, the online sunwgdivided into four parts. Part
one utilizel an adapted anabridyedversion of the Relationship Experiend¢astrumen{(REI;
Haselton et al., 2005ee Appendix Bto assestheapproximate frequency of encounters with
deception around sdinked forms ofstrategicinterference within thpastyearont he user 6s
preferreddating platform.

Part two usd the SASSY (Emmerink et al., 2015ee Appendix Dto explore whether
endorsing sexual doub$tandard predicednegative romantic experiences. Part two also
assessed encounters wathategicinterferencevia a short, 3-item scaleadaptedrom strategic
interference theory, as outlined by Buss (1%&® AppendixXC). As such, part two uskgender,
SASSY, andstrategicinterference scores to predict romantic satisfaciermeasured by the
Global Measure of Sexual Satisfaction (GMSEEe AppendiE).

Part threavasonly completed byhoseindividuals who indicate that they had
participated ima sexual encounter during theaost recentirst date. The GMSEX wasagain
employed in that sectigrbut to measure sexual satisfaction instead of romantic satisfésg®n
Appendix F)

Part fourwas comprised od series of opernded questionseekingo determine the
extent of maleand femaletypical mating strategies encdered in modern dating contextee
appendix G. This section also sought to subjectively ascertain the degree to which such
strategieslid (or did noj result in deception around sérked forms ofstrategicinterference.
Please note these measures wereterbalanced within each parhe survey was structured as
follows:

Part One
e Demographic information
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e AdaptedREIl over the past one ye@taselton et al., 2005
Part Two

e Strategidnterference items (Sl items)

e SASSY(Emmerink, et al., 2015)

e GMSEXT romanticencounter (Lawrance & Byers, 1995)
Part Three

e GMSEXIT Sexualencounter (Lawrance & Byers, 1995)
Part Four

e Openended qualitative questions

Relationship experiencesmstrument. Strategidnterference causes negative responses

in men and womewhentheyencountett in different sexlinked dimensions (Buss, 1989). For
example, memre more likely than women todicate more negative responses in relation to
deception around sexual availability, and woraemmore likely than meto indicate more
negative responses in relation to deception around resource availability (Hasleton et al., 2005).
As such, the above examples are-lsgliked forms ofstrategicintefference. Haselton et al. (2005)
created an instrument to assess partici@axigeriences in previous relationshipgarding
instances of deception around siexked forms ofstrategic Interferencéeception around sex
linked forms ofstrategicinterference is a helpful way of noting instancestiaitegic
interference, because deception has coevolved alongside mating strategies as a way to increase
reproductive fitness, and when deception is encountered, it stands out stranglyem@mory
(Buss, 198%. In part one of this survethe likelihood of deception around skmked forms of
strategicinterferencavas useds a proxy fostrategicinterference itself. While this instrument
was designed to assess deception arountirdeed formsof srategicinterference experienced
across all romantic relationshigs,h e p rwordiny indicate that participants should respond
to the items irthe contextof all romantic relationshipwithin the past year on one particular

dating platform Haselton tal. (2005) found thatheC r o n b @pbahfar the REI was over .80

every item on the scale that was used in the adapted and modified version in thi§tggidy
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scale has begmroven tobe crossculturally reliable forAmerican and European populations
(Haselton et al., 2005)Vhile it has 32 items in totathis study only utilized 5 of them,only
including itemghat were specifically related to the proposed causstsadégicinterferenceas
first described by Buss (1989).

Participants completeitie adaptedREI in part oneof the surveyo assess the prevalence
of deception around sdiked forms ofstrategicinterference within one dating platform over
thecourse of one year. Participants respondetié¢drElitems byanswering eithefiye s 06 o r
fino 0 t 0o g u edotstiategicimterierericekExamples of such questions includielas
anyone youovVve iinder/aordine daird website/ithootrthe Aelp of dating
technologieded you to believe he or she wasungerthatn e or she anddriHasi | y wa:
anyone youobve interacted wiwithoutthehelpofdatirgr / an on
technologie® x aggerated his or her social status?0 A
partici pant s Caneouestimateeamough pekcenthge offhow many times this has
occurred across all of your romantic interact
However, this portion of the survey generated low response rates. While the survey was set to
force ei t her fy e ssdhemortion bfrihe guestiopshgreoparscpants were asked
to fill in the estimated percentage of occurrences was not foseslich, a very small portion of
thei ndi vi dual s who i ndi cat etkdpergemtag8hugtbet ual | y i nc
estimation of percentage of encounters that included decepai®dropped from the final
analysesinsteadthe totalyes/no talliesvere summed analsedas a unidimensionaheasuref
likelihood of deception across the threetfolansfrom 0-15.

Strategicinterferenceitems.In part two of the survey, participants were asked to reflect

on theirmost recentirst date arranged through their respective dating plagogimce the REI
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is only validfor assessing deception around-fiaked forms ofstrategicinterference, andven
then,only over adngertime frame, the scalwas reduced and modified three simple itemt®

analyze experiences during a concrete e\&nte no scale currently exists fdirectly

measuring strategic interference, these items were created to assess the two major indicators of
strategic interference: deception and goal incongrudtete oneasgdp ar t i ci pant s, AT
about when you and the other person were arrangiagnitial meeting. Then, move the sctde

a pointbetween 0 and 10 to indicate the relationship length you most desired omoé out of

this meeting0 (onetime encountgrand 10 [ife-time partnership .Wnile future research

should establish if these items measure strategic interference, | believe the simplicity of these
items will broadly indicate the presence of strategic interference.

Item two repeadthis question, exceptt as ked t hAboutthenbelifs ci pant s o6
concerning he ot her pesregardingdlse i ma eetnitngo,n AThi nk about
other person were arranging this initial meeting. Then, move thetscalgointbetween 0 and
10 to indicate the relationship length younthihe other persomost desired would come out of
this meeting. o0 The diff er e-hafef thdtetasoore donthet hes e t
strategicinterference items. The hightre scoe, the higher was the level of goal incongruence,
indicatingstrategic interference.

The other half of thetrategicinterference score consisted of the scorghefollowing
deceptioritem, and was added to the goal incongruence:ife@u r i n g idyowefeedaat e, d
though this person presenteid or herintentions accurately? Please ritis below on a scale of
0to 10. O (re or she completely represented his or her intentions acciranelyL0 (e or she
did not at all present is or her intentions accurateljhe range of the two items added together

was 025. The lower the score, the less deception the participant reported. As such, the
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assessment of experiencgichtegicinterferencavascomprised of botlthe goalincongruence
and deceptioitems with lower scores indicatg lessstrategicinterfaence A unidimensional
scalefor assessingtrategicinterference withira singlediscrete evendoes not exist, and so
these itemsvere designed tmdicatewhether or nottsategicinterferenceoccurredduring the
first date.

Scale for theassessment o$exual standards among youth. Sexual double standasd
suggest thatnen and womeshould ofteradhere to different sockalexual rolesin which males
are powerful and segeeking while females are sexually passive and approach sex with caution
and restraint (Sanchez, Fetterolf, & Rudman, 2012).9A8SY measures tltegree to which
an individual endorses this belief system (Emmeein&l., 201§ This measure has updated
languagaused in previous sexual doulsandards scales that was thadughbe outdated
(Bordini & Sperb, 2013)and it includes items developedietter capture the contextual nature
of modernday sexual doublstandards (Emmerink et al., &)1

The SASSY is a unidimensional measure with 19 iteansirespondents indicateeir
level of agreenent ordisagreenentwith those itemsising a 6point Likert scale. For example,
participants are asked to indicate how much they agree with stagsesnehtas Al t hi nk ¢ he
is to be expected more from men than from woxmand,fiMen and women want completely
di fferent things in sex.0 We changed the orig
Aimeno an dWiiletlersale was originally designed for measuring adolescent attitudes,
it hasachievedeliable and validesultswhen assessingmerging adult attitudes (Emmerink et
al.,, 2016). Theitems itheSASSY wer e designed to measure how
attitudes divergeegardingmale versus female sexual behavior. This scale has been found to

have highevelsof consistencywith a Cronbacé alpha of .90 (Emmerink et al., 2016). Scores
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are calculated by adding the values across all 19 items with higher scores indisatomger
endorsement of sexual doulstandardsSince sexual doublstandards are linkeslith negative
emotionaloutcomegSanchez et al., 2013) was predicted thdtigher SASSY scoresauld
predict lower levels of both romantic and sexual satisfaction.

Global measure ofsexual satisfaction. The GMSEX is a simple-iem survey designed
to assess selfeported sexual satisfactigpbawrance & Byers, 2005)While this scale was
createdo measure sexual satisfactittngan also provide a more robust picturearhantic
satisfaction thagana 1-item Likertscale alone. As sucthe GMSEX wasised(1) to measure
romantic satisfaction with a recently recalled first date, dragplicable (2) to measure
satisfaction with a sexual experience experienced duraidnst date(See appendix F)Jsing
the GMSEX, participantsatedtheir most recat first date overall and, if applicable, their
subsequergexual encounter. The GMSEX asks participants to rate a romantic or sexual
experience o different7-point response scales developed to assess complex and nuanced
responses to sexual interactioRer exampleit asksparticipants to rate the experiencgng the
following scale:0 (bad), 3 (neutra), and 6(good. In addition, participants algate the
experience as (Worthles$ 3 (neutral)or 6 (valuablg. The overall satisfaction scoveas
computedadditively and vasalsopredictedon the basisah  p ar t geaderpSABIY Gre,
strategicinterference score, and type of dating system usquevious studiede scalevas
found to behighly consistentd = .96) and reliable after a twweek followup (@ = .84
Lawrance & Byers, 2005).

Open ended response item&articipants were asked several questions to provide

context and subjective information regarding a recently recalled first date. These questions were
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designed to assess ovewlisfaction with the first date as well as to better understand
participant opinions regarding titag technologies.
Procedure

An advertisement for this survey was uploaded to the requester dashboarandiutke
Website, under the name fiModern Dating Experi
potential participants to see a short description of the survey, as well as toiteview
requirements. The advertisement explained that only indivithetgeen the ags of 1834 could
participate. This particular age group was selected, because studies have suggested that around
80% of Tinder users are within that age brag¢ks¢atista, 2016b)Limiting the sample to this age
range hopefully mitigated betwegmoup diferences. Individuals also needed to have been
actively dating within the last yetw participatei Act i vely dating within ¢t
defined as having gone on at least onpanson date within the last 365 days. The text on the
survey advertiseent stated that participants who megdécriteria could click on the link on the
screen to be directed to thensenform (see Appendix A)Participants who agreed to
participate were then presented witdéngt he f ol I
platforms have you usedost frequentlp ver t he past preseded®aie(Ifhe opt i
Tinder, (2) mlinedatingwebsite(s)and(3)of f | i ne dating. Based on the
they were then automatically directed to the rest of the survey with terminology specifically
suitedfor the particular dating platform.

After completing a demographic questionnaire, participants tleee asked to reflect on
their dating experiences on the dating platform that they indicated using the most frequently over
the past year. To measure and compare deception across the three groups, participants were

asked to indicate if they had ever expeced deceptiomia the Relationship Experiences
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| nst r untems{Haseltorlebal., 2005 Parti ci pantsosktbecéeadhifiyt
indicate whether they had indeed experienced such deception. They were then asked to reflect on
their most recent Hperson first date arranged through their preferred dating platform.
Participants were then presented with the followdagnterbalanced scales:
To measurastrategic interference, participants were given the 3 strategic interference

items described in thdeasuresection, while sexual double standard endorsement was
measured via th8ASSY (Emmerink, et al., 20150 measte romantic satisfaction with their
most recent first date, participants were givenGIMSEX (Lawrance & Byers, 1993)ut asked
to exclusively consider their romantic satisfaction. Gender, platform use, SASSY scores, and
strategic Interference scores wéren used to predict the likelihood of romantic satisfaction, as
measured by the GMSEX.

Participants who indicated that they had a sexual encounter during their last reported first
date were again given the GMSEXawrance & Byers, 1993)ut asked to onlgonsider their
sexual satisfaction with éhsexual encounter during thest date. Gender, platform use, SASSY
scores, and strategic interference scores were then used to predict the likelihood of sexual
satisfaction, as measured by the GMSEX.

Lastly, participants were asked to respond to a series ofenpid questions related to

their attitudes towards their dating platform and overall experiences with that platform.
Moreover, operended questions collected more details regarding the euaitg the
participantsdé6 most recent first date. At the
randomly generated mTurk code into the dashboard of the mTurk webpage where they had first
clicked on the link to participate ingtsurvey. Thisihal step verified their completion of the

survey and ensured that participants®d compens
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Results

Dating Platform and Experiences withDeception byGender

It was predicted thakinder users wouléxperiencenoredeception around sdinked
forms ofstrategicinterference over the past year than would users of online dating websites or
offline daters. It was also predicted that gender would hasignificant interaction wht dating
platform use (Tinder, online welbes, and offline), with female Tinder users anticipated to be
more likely to experience deception than male Tinder userswHsassessedith a twoway
ANOVA teston theeffect of two independent variables (gender, datiatfgrm) on the
likelihood of recalledstrategicinterference over thgast yearas measured by the adapil

(Haselton, et al., 2005).

Tablel.3
Means and Standard Deviations for Effects of Dating Platform use and ExpeiBsausgation
Deception

Dating Platform M SD N

Tinder (overall) 4.51 3.60 78
Male 4.34 3.69 58
Female 5.00 3.37 20

Dating Website 4.6 3.91 87
Male 4.03 4.24 38
Female 5.2 3.59 49

Offline 3.91 3.50 89
Male 3.55 3.57 53
Female 4.40 3.36 37

Total 148 100 254

This hypothesis was partialbupportedAs expected, there was a significant difference
between the three dating platforni$g, 254] = 9.288p <.001, ¢?=.977), suggestinghat the
different dating platforms were associated with diverd¢grels of reported deception. Because
Schefé posthoc tess are often conducted for different sized samples, this testenducted

This testrevealed a significant difference betwéénder and offline participantp & .002), as
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well as between online dating website users and offline ysers0(l). However, there was no
difference between Tinder users and online wehssers in reported deceptign=.945). As
such, Tinder usemsnd online website users were significantly more likely to report having
experienced deception than were offline users, although the former two groups did not exhibit
significant differencebetween one anothekdditionally, the results did not supporeth
hypothesis predicting a significant interaction effedvetfiveen gender and dating platform on
thelikelihood of experiencing decepti¢R[2, 254 = .155,p = .856,d>= .074).This suggests
that there were not significant differences between men and women in terms of their likelihood
of experiencing deception across the three dating platforms.

Tinderusersand online dating website userslltaughly the same likelihood of
expeiencing deception in romantic interactipmsgardless of gendérhese two groups were
much more likelyto experience such deceptihranwereindividuals who e notreport the use

of adating technology.

Table 14
Two-Way ANOVA for Reported Deceptidoy Dating Platform and Gender
Factors Df SS MS F
Gender 2 211.499 105.749 9.288***
Dating Platform 1 39.196 39.196 3.443
Genderx Platform 2 1.769 1.769 155
Residual 248 2823.47 11.385

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

Figurel.l
TwoWay ANOVA foReported Deception by Dating Platform and Gender
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Predicting Romantic Satisfaction

For section two, correlation and multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine
how genderendorsement of sexual double standards, tepgatrategic interference, addting
platformaffected romantic satisfaction with the most recently recalled first dataslpredicted
that gender, platform use, stronger endorsement of sexual double standards, and higher levels of
reported strategimterference would predict lower levels of reported romantic satisfaction. An
interaction between gender and platform use was also predicted, with female Tinder users
anticipated to report significantly lower levels of romantic satisfaction than maler Tigeles.
The original hypothesis was thus supportdtke Tinear combination of predictors was

significantly related to the overall reported quality of a recent first(@te 243 = 10.951p<.
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001). The four predictors (gender, platform, SASSY, amatagjic interference) explaind®.1%
of the varianceWhen predicting romantic satisfaction, this model generated an error of
approximately 6.23 points on the 35 polaMSEX scale.

As can be seen in Table5, strategicinterference had significanthegative regression
weights, indicating that participantsa experiencetligher rates otrategicinterference
reported lower overall romantic quality during their d@te -.396,p < .001) Gender, sexual
double standards, and dating platform did mottcbute to the multiple regression model. This
suggests that encounters wathategicinterference ha stronger negative impact on romantic
interactions thadid gender, the type of dating platform used to arrange the date, aextené
to which theindividual endorse sexual double standards. The predicted interaction between
gender and platforrwas not significantsuggesting that men and womed dot have
significantly different rates of reported romantic satisfactioross the three dating gtaims.
Table 15

Means, Standard Deviations, and Regression Analysis Summary for Factors Predicting Romantic
Satisfaction with &ecentlyRecalled First Date

Variable Mean SD Correlation b b
with Quality
of First Date
Gender 42 494 -.049 -.160 -.012
Sexual Doublé&tandards 97.06 494 .039 .008 .027
Strategic Interference 5.618 3.389 -411 - 796*** -.396***
Online Dating Website .340 A75 110 .091 .006
Offline 350 478 .007 1.589 111
Genderx Dating Website 192 .395 -.053 .066 .592
Gender xOffline 146 .353 127 404 .021

* p< .05, *p< .01, **p<.000
Predicting Sexual Satisfaction

For section threghe hypothesigegardingsexual satisfactiomirrored theearlier
predicton concerningomantic satisfaction. It wasxpectedhat female Tinder users winoore

strongly endorsedexual double standards and experienced higher rasgateficinterference
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would have lower rates of sexual satisfac@seompared to women or men who (1) used other
dating platforms besides Tind@) strongly endorsedexual double standardsd (3) reported
lower rates oftrategicinterference.

To conduct this analysis, participants who indicated that they had sex on the first date
were extracted from the datadettotal, 57 participantseported havingengaged in a sexual
encounter on themost recentirst date.Before conducting the multiple regression analysis, we
wanted to explore if condition (Tinder, online dating website, or offline) was associated with a
parti ci pantehgagirginkesan thefirst dae. To that end,aneway ANOVA was
conducted to test if there was a significant differeax®ss the three dating platforms in term of
u s elikedihdod of engaging in sex on the first daf&e resultsverenot significan (F[2, 253
= .975,p = .379) suggesting that dating platform use was not associatedheitikelihood of
engaging on sex on the first date. As such, there were no statistically significant differences
bet ween men and ohengagngrossx oh thekfiestldatehagrosd the three
platforms.

Unlike the model predicting romantic satisfaction, the model predicting sexual
satisfaction was not significariR{ = .195,F[5, 51] = 1.696 p =.132) This suggests that dating
platform use, genderirategic interference, and endorsement of sexual double standards did not
predict a participantds | i kel i hHooaler,of experi e
endorsement adexual double standardgl independently contribute tm the likelihood of
indicating sexual satisfactiob € .302,p =.033), which was not a predicted result
Table 16

Means, Standard Deviations, and Regression Analysis Summary for Factors Predicting Sexual
Satisfaction with a Recently Recalled First Date

Variable Mean SD Correlation b b
with Sexual
Satisfaction
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Gender .33 476 -.021 1.052 .086
Sexual Doublé&tandards  115.684  22.403 .263 .079 .302*
Strategic Interference 5.474 3.241 -.178 231 -.161
Online Dating Website .26 444 -.212 -3.078 -.234
Offline .333 A76 011 -2.311 -.188
Gendetx Online .140 .350 -174 -1.671 -.100
Gender x Offline .105 .320 131 3.402 .180

*p< .05, **p< .01, **p< .001
Additional Analysis

In order to explore the possible relationship with sexual double standard scores and
romantic outcomes, a 2 (sex) x 3 (dating platform)tay ANOVA was conducted. There was
not a significant interaction effect between gender and dating platform on dexib# standard
endorsementH[2, 254] = .197p = .822). The main effect of dating platform use on sexual
double standard endsgment was also not significant, though margiRf, 254] = 2.720p =
.068). ASchefg posthoc test was conducted to better understand possible diffeiarsmaial
doubles standard endorsemaatoss dating platforms. This revealed a significant difference in
endorsement of sexual double standards between Tinder users and onlinesgasiifig=u003),
as well as between Tinder users and offline dating usersO(L7). There was no significant
difference between users of online dating and offline datingrms of their likelihood of
endorsing sexual double standands (896). Additonally, there was a main effect for gender
(F[1, 254] = 11.413p < .0QL). As such, Tinder users were more likely to endorse sexual double
standards than were online website users and offline users, and men were more likely to endorse
sexual double standi#s than were women across the three dating platforms.
Figurel.2

Two-Way ANOVA for Reported Sexual Double Standard Endorsement by Dating Platform and
Gender
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Estimated Marginal Means of Sexual Double Standards
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Open-Ended Answer Responses

At the end of the survey, participants were asked to utilstesanswer format to
express their thoughts and opinions of their most recent first date. The questions in this section
were meant to contextualize why individuals agreed to go on a date with a potential mate, what
occurred during that date, and what &#reir overall attitudes towards toward their particular
dating platform.

Tinder users. Despite the higher rates of deception over the last year reported in the
guantitative portions for Tinder and online website users, very few Tinder users mentioned
feeling deceived by their most recent first date in the sirgtver portion of the survein fact,

the only 7.4% of Tinder users stated that they felt their dates had inaccurately represented

45



RUNNING HEAD: STRATEGIC INTERFERENCE AND TINDER USE

themselves in their online photos versus their-liapresentation. Only 2.7% of the recalled
first dates were described as negative. The majorityeofiates described were neutral:
| thought he was cute, ddfigured Iwould give him a shott was normal, like meeting a
friend, which was awkward considering we were supptsée going on a date, blut
still went along with it andlecided to give I a shot. hsic] was nice, he paid for
dinner, wetalked about things and work and whatnot, and then we walked around
Disneylandbeforeleaving and splitting ugFemale, 2y
Coming into it, | was pretty nervous because it was essentially a blindMateent for
dinner. | only had a picture to base off of who | was looking for, so | was uncertain.
However, when she walked in, | could instantly recognize her. She didn't look quite like
her picture, but it was very similar. We had some basic conversatidnt didn't really
go beyond that. We weren't getting together as well as we did online. She seemed fidgety
the whole time, and | could tell she was uncomfortable. We called it g aighit didn't
go beyond that(Male, 22)
Only 7.4% of Tinder ugs stated that the reason that they went on their most recent date
arranged through that app was because they wanted desinocasual sex encountédn fact,
there were multiple instances in which participants mentioned that they were using thessite for
casual sexual encountéyt found something more losigrm:
We did not 'hook up' on our first date and seemed to have a genuine emotional
connectionGenerally, | was using Tinder to hook up but Ifdwa serious romance

through it. (Male, 28)
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In college Tinder was something to spark sexual relations. After college | wanted to

utilize it as a dating platfornThis [first date]was unique because this developed into a

long term relationship(Male, 24)

Almost all of the shoranswer responses indicatech at t he parti ci pant 0s
meeting his or her most recent first date was because the person seemed interesting, or because a
connection seemed to be present between them. Most users seemed to casually approach dates
arranged through Tinder, adél not mention strict criteria for agreeing to me#line:

He was good looking, around the same age as me and hard wdYinglked about

Tinder and our dating experienc@$ie exchanges were pleasant and he expressed an

interest in meWe et at a coffee shopie coincidentally picked my favorite one which

gave me a good first impressidfremale, 33)

She was attractive, looked kinda fanBfe initiated the conversation. We had typical

discussionsind then found out we lived one block away from each other. The initial

interchanges were pleasant, she thought | had sex with one of her fviénds.

got along decently with our text messages. We had talked for a few days then she agreed

to comeover. (Male, 24)

Many usersodé response to the question, fAWhy
suggested that they were interested in both g¢kart and longerm dating. In fact, most
responses suggested thditen individuals met romantic partners throughdein they were
operrminded about the nature of the relationship that might transpire.

| thought she was very beautiful and also somewhat humble, which was different from

the other women | had seen onliheias immediately attracted to her face andy |
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wanted to see if she was as beautiful in person as her piMgaset at a local bar in the

city. We were both immediately completely comfortable with each other and \2idhin

minutes,dancing and kissing. (Male, 33)

We talked a lot at first, it was mostly about books and common interests, he was good

with advice about job ideas and dealing with family drama. He was sweet and it was just

a comfortable conversatiohthought they sounded nice and a meal sounéedl

reasonable amount of time bawted to spend with them, | liked our conversations and

thought that it could turn into maré~emale, 29)

Interestingly, while most Tinder users seemed to have approached their most recent first
date without exptit expectations concerning the nature of the relationshipritgiit follow,
when asked to give their overall opinion of the app, 37% of Tinder users stated that they thought
it was mostly used to find casual sex. This suggests that thkitgimary motvation for using
the appwas notsherte r m mat i ng, many peopl eupbdi,ddgmpper cei
if they themselves did not use it as such. In fact, none of the participants who indicated that they
had sex on their most recent first datentrened any kind of regret for having done so.
Moreover, the participants did not describe any first dates during which their romantic partner
had engaged in deception to bring about a sexual encounter. As such, it appears that perceptions
of the app divaged from what majority of the participants actually experienced on their last
recalled first date. For example, oneyhroldfemalep ar t i ¢ i p ahink thawvTinder e , fil
has becoma waste of time. Nobody is evegrious on there and even when theytbay want a
relationship they are just looking for hookups. Itisthe g ace to find a new re
despite sharing that her most recent first date was a successful one and that she planned to

continue to see that particular person romantically.
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Tinder users al so i natdomat edcltaltdtontsthay hvdad h
application. Only 36.7% of those who had used Tinder over the past year indicated that they still
actively utilized it. The remainingarticipantshad either stopped usitige app altogether or
only used it occasionally. When users were asked to state whether and why they wsiagstill
Tinder, many of the participants stated that they often activated their accounts for brief periods of
time before signing off again:

| $advery easy interface. | just dbminderstand the point of finding "matches" and then

never ever conversing. It almost seems that the potential of finding someone better on the

nextswipe inadvertently makes you miss out on a pretty meaningfullraeebn and

off. | get frustrated with it. | currentlgm not. But that changes week{i¥ale, 32)

| don't use it too often. But it can be helpful. You have to be carefultbink you have

to be that way with most dating applicatiolis|sic] have time to go out or feel like

meeting someone, thamwill flip through and see if there are new membéfemale, 32)
Figure 1.3

Percentage dParticipants whdJsed TindeOver thePastY ear toFind RomanticPartners who
CurrentlyHave arActive TinderAccount
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Taken together, these responses suggest that many people engaged with Tinder
inconsistently, had opeminded expectations regarding the nature of tlioaships arranged
through theapp, and tended to have average first dates. Frustration with the app appeared to stem
from the expectation that everyone uses it primarily to arrange casual sexual encounters, even
though very few of the users in this study indicated thattiaeis primary motivation for using
the app, or their subsequent experience with it. Other frustrations included a lack of potential
matches, too many spammers, and disappointing outcomes for recent dates. Very few people
described events that suggested thay had encountered strategic interference in the form of
deception or goal incongruence during their most recent first date. Overall, it seemed that Tinder
users felt somewhat apathetic about the app but continued to use it, because the interface is
ergaging and the app is currently popular.

Online dating websiteusers.Users of online dating websites reported using 16 different
such websites to arrange their most recent first date. Many of these online dating websites also
offer an app version of theservices, which may further explain why manytted quantitative
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results failed to detect significant differences between online dating website users and Tinder
users. The most popular dating website was OkCupid, followed by MatdPlemgOfFish.
Thesethree sites made up 77% of all online dating website users, suggesting that while there
may be many dating websites catering to specific niches or preferences, most individuals used

one of these three sites for finding potential romantic partners.

Figure 14
ReportedOnline Dating WebsitedUsed toArrange Most RcentFirst Date
Tumblr Facebook i1
Grindr  Growlr 1% ourTime 4% Lra;gg:hst
1% 1% 1% FetLife
Eharmony Lo
BlackPeopleMeet
1% Match
Meetme 1304
1%

Christian_Mingle
4%

Interpal
1%
Childfree
2%
OkCupid
320%
PlentyOfFIsh
22%
Onl ine dati ng -endedssponses disnetrampéar to e eomsiderably

different from those of Tinder users. Only 4.5% of dating website users reported tealerged
by their romantic partner during their last most recent first date. Interestingly, manyusetise
who indicated that they had experienced deception did not consider that duplicity to be
inherently negative:

| was sitting in Union Statioand ke came around the cornérat was when | saw him
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for the first time. He was more overweight than | thought he was and | was surprised by

that, and | could see he was very nervous so | comforted him to put him at ease. | was not

very nervous and was moi@used on making him feel safe. We hugged and he was
shaking from nerves, after we finished the hugonake apart and we bolaughed.

(Female, 28, Tumbilr)

We had a quick initial meeting. We met a bar close to where we both live. That had food

and drinkghat we mentioned we both liked. She was attractive and seemed mainly like

in her pictures. She was a little heavier and out of shape than she appeared online. But,
that wasn't a problem. | still liked her. We had a good conversation and we had
chemistry.We started flirting and then started kissing. When we left the bar, we made out
some more. We both seemed like we wanted to have sex, but we resisted. | got a strong
signal from her that it would be better to wait, even though she had her legs wrapped
araund me several times. So, we called it a datevasdontinued to date after that

(Male, 34, OkCupid)

Similar to the Tinder users, few online dating website users indicated that their most
recent first date was negative, with only 12.5% of udeseribing a date that was negative in
nature:

He's very nice, he's just kind of an idiot. He likes car racing and that was ALL he talked

about. He doesn't understand politics, literatlarything other than car racing. It was a

very boring date(Female, 31, Match.com)

We met in a public area for coffee. She was late. She seemed not as friendly as our

messages. | bought her coffee and she perked up. She was distracted on her phone the

whole time. Made me feel kinda useless and like a feiglred she was talking to other
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guys. | tried to get her attention with topics that she was interested in before, but she was

still distracted. Once | finished my drink, we parted ways. Sheideen smile or

pretend she was interested in.r{Male, 27, OkCupid)

The outcomes described for online dating websites and Tinder users were very similar in
nature suggesting that participamsay view Tinder as more of an extension of online dating
websites than as a replacement for them. No paattimentioned using online dating websites
for finding shoriterm casual sex, but they did seem to have a similarly casual approach towards
arranging offline meetings as did Tinder users. Online website users did occasionally mention
experiencing deceptip but most users seemed to be somewhat conditioned to online profiles not
perfectly mat c hliferpgsentadtian. Tpeeefore,dheyddsl not weswally indicate
that they felt frustrated by inaccurate representations.

Taken together, thesanfiings suggest there may not be many differences regarding
intentions and experiences between Tinder wuse
reputation appeared to represent the largest diffe@ross the dating platforms.

Offline users While not all offline users indicated how they met the person with whom
they went on their last recalled first date, those who did often said the arrangement was made
through a friend. In many ways, such arrangements mirrored the connections made through
online dating, except that for offline users, the link was facilitated by a social contact. Users
described scenarios in which a friend suggested that they meet another single acquaintance,
shared their pictures, and then gave the two potential romantioparr s one anot her os
information. From there, users described engaging in text messages or phone calls before
meeting each other:

She was a friend of a friend. | was told that she was single, and attractive, and that she
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was in the dating scenlewas also told we had a lot in common. We spoke a few times

on the phone, and exchanged photos. We both agreed that we should meet in person

(Male, 30)

Other ways that people described meeting was gt aothrough random encounters
while going about daily activities:

We both sat down at a local Starbucks, and | paid for her and my lattes. We just started

talking about what we enjoy doing life, what was our occupatiofsic] what we are we

looking for in a relationship[sic] and etc. Iwas nothing more than that. We both were

really kind with one and another, and we joxgérall had a pretty good tim@viale, 30)

Some users also blurred the definition of
Several participants mentioned seeingieone on Facebook or other social media that they
found attractive and was as a friend of a friend. This then encouraged them to request more
information about this person through a mutual friend, which then started the previously
mentioned process of slrag photos and contact information through that mutual friend. One
user, who had also used Tinder in the past, did not find much of a difference between using
dating apps and using friends to arrange date
about the same asing Tinder or any other dating app, only we knew a bit about ethen
through our mutual friendo (Male, 30).

Other users spoke harshly about online dating and tended to view it negatively. Their
responses indicated that online datiag la negative stigma:

| think finding someone offline is always a much better optidmess yodre socially

awkward, speaking to someone in person gives you a real feel of what they are like and

lets you know if yodl even be able to talk to themlso online you never know how
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many people@mneone is actually talking tbusually dor@ have a problem finding

someone in person and meeting new pediave an approachable face drain very

kind sol can have pleasing conversations with strangedsget to know them better over

time. Online dating to me is like a last resort thinpjifst carét seem to talk to someone

in person (Male, 23)

Discussion

Part one of the survey partially supported the prediction that Tinder users would be more
likely thanother dating platform usets report having experienced deception over the past year.
Tinder users and online dating website users were both equally likely to experience higher levels
of deception as compared to those who did not use any datimgaiogy.This is most likely
because the primary source of deception reported was regarding presented appearance in an
online profile versus actual appearance offline. Since offline users were never presented with an
online dating profile picture beforaeeting their romantic partners, they did not encounter this
deception. Other forms of deception regarding status, resources, or social prestige were simply
not reported across the three platforms.

There were no significant differences between Tindersuand online dating website
usersn regard to reported decepticand no significant interaction effect between gender and
dating platform on reported encounters with deception. As such, it appears that men and women
who use either Tinder or online dajiwebsites are more likely to experience deception than are
men and women who do not use any kind of dating technology. This suggests that Tinder and
online dating websites may not have different effects on users in terms of experienced deception,

athouh dating technol ogy overall may 1 ncrease
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interface is different than those of online dating websites, it may not cause any additional
deception relative to other online formats.

In part two of the survey, pa&ipants recalled their most recent first date arranged
through the dating platform they indicated using the most frequently over the past year. The
hypothesis that gender, endorsement of sexual double standards, platform use, and strategic
interference wold predict romantic satisfaction was supported. However, only strategic
interference significantly contributed to the model. This suggests that strategic interference is the
strongest predictor of romantic satisfaction, regardless of gender, sexual standkrds
endorsement, or dating platform. This finding implies that dating technology is not necessarily
leading to higher rates of strategic interference but that when it is encountered, it negatively
impacts the overall quality of the romantic encounltgerestingly, in the sheainswer portion
of the survey, most users across all three dating platforms did not discuss having experienced
frequent or profound levels of strategic interference. Most dissatisfaction with romantic
encounters appeared to dhee to poor manners, lack of a connection, or miscommunication.
Additionally, most users across all three dating platforms indicated that they werm ke
regarding the kind of relationship that might transpire from their date, suggesting thatdmen an
womends mating orientations are highly flexib

In part three of the survey, participants who indicated that they had a sexual encounter during

their most recent first date were asked to report their satisfaction with the encounter. The
hypothesis that gender, endorsement of sexual d@tdhdards, platform use, astichtegic
interference would predict sexual satisfaction was not supported. However, there was a main
effect for sexual double standard endorsement and sexual satisfActiexploratorywo-way

ANOVA between gender and platform use on endorsement of sexual double staratands
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significant, but a pogtoc analysis found significant differences in sexual double standard
endorsement among Tinder users, online dating welrs#es, and offline users. This finding
suggests that Tinder users might be more likely to endorse sexual double standards than non
Tinder users. The fact that our Tinder group was disproportionately male might explain this
effect. Since men are more ligdb endorse sexual double standards than are women (Allison &
Risman, 2013), this gender imbalance may have influenced this fFagulte studies would need
to control for this effect.

The operended portion of the survey did not reveal large diffezeracross the three
dating platforms in terms of the quality of first date or the likelihood of experiencing strategic
interference. Overall perceptions about Tinder seemed to imply that many people consider it a
Ahowkod app, despi t atsstaing thatheyftherhskhees didmat psdidd e
shortterm partners. In fact, none of the respondents described a first date during which they felt
pressured to engage in a shmrm sexual encounter. Additionally, many participants explained
that threy were now in a relationship with the last person tieydated from Tindem fact,
while Tinderoés interface g¢gi ve s-tetmdatingi moptr e ssi on
users described engaging in prolonged text messaging or messagiigg tth@app prior to
meeting. Offline arrangements followed a similar trajectory, in which many users were matched
with a potential partner through a friend who then facilitated an exchange of photos and contact
information between the two interested partidfterwards, texting or calling took place until
both parties felt there was adequate interest on both ends to justify meeting for a date.

As such, interactions on all three dating platforms appeared to follow the same pattern:
initial attraction or mterest, messages or phone calls, and the arrangement of a date in a public

place. Outcomes across the three platforms appeared to be roughly similar. Offline users often
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stated that they felt online dating increases the likelihood of being deceivetegralso
suggested that online dating is for individuals who are less social.

It may be that Tinderodés Afeedback | oopo pr
was originally detected (Tyson et,&016). Males and females may be engaging muge
stereotypical behavior in terms of swiping and initial messaging. Once a connection is
established between two interested individuals on the app, however, it does not appear that the
subsequent encounter is largely different than those resultingofitbne dating websites or
offline formats. Very few Tinder users indicated that they used the app primarily fotestmort
sexual encounters, despite many people perceiving the app as geared toward that type of
behavior. As such, it appears that most peegio use Tinder do so for the same reasons that
they use online dating websitesadfline encountersNamely,  &ihad a lot in common, so we
decided to meetandseegit woul d | ead to something moreo (N
Limitations

This studywas limited by both the size and quality of the data. To make more reliable
predictions, this survey should be distributed across multiple sites to a larger sample of
participants. Additionally,@par t i ci pant s6 data had e¢causebe excl
those respondents had not followed the screening instructions and were outside of the indicated
age range. Other limitations includsgispicions that somedividuds took the survey multiple
times(Qualtricsdata found multiple results came form the samenusually similaip
addresss, strong language barriers that made it unlikely tleatainparticipans understood the
guestions, and participants skipping questions altogether to finish quickly an ribesr
compensation. In addition, several responses came from thepbgsieal locationsuggesting

that respondents might have used specialized software to take the survey multiple times to
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receive the compensation more than oht@ddition, some p#cipants did not appear to be

American despite Qualtrics reporting that the survey was taken within the U.S.A. This is may be

a growing issue with mTurk participants, in which software is used to indicate they are within

the U.S.A. when in fact they an®t (Kahan, 2013Juture researchers may prefer to distribute

this survey on college campuses or through a platform that more rigorously controls for quality.
This studyobés sample only included 20 femal

particular wauld benefit from additional recruitment in a future survey. This small sample made

it difficult to draw conclusions regarding gender differences on the app. Future research should

greatly expand the sample to prevent any asymmetry between gender anagapjoauns

threatening the validity of the study.

59



RUNNING HEAD: STRATEGIC INTERFERENCE AND TINDER USE

Study 2: The Priming Effects of Tinder

Participants in study two completed an online survey assessingtiteipreferences,
desire for shoror longterm mating and thewillingness to engage in casual dearticipants
werethen randomly placed participants into two conditions: Tinder and coRadicipants in
the Tinder condition signed on to and utilized their Tinder app for 5 minutes, and participants in
the control codition swiped through a series of neutral phatbbuilding, inanimate objects,
and the interior of various roomessn  an e x p e r iAffsewarids padicgpantsavérd e t .
given the same measures as in their pretéss. was taestif the participantsn the Tinder
condition change what traits they prefer in a mate, theieferencdor long or shorterm
mating, andheir willingness to engage in casual séer interacting with the apgompared to
the control groupThe goal of study two was to expeentally testthéi f e e d b atbdt | oo p 0O
previous research has foymwhere males and females engage in more geggdeal mating
strategies in observed interactions on Tinder (Tyson et al., ZDHi€)feedback loop was
hypothesized to be causedmrticipants perceiving a skewed operational sex ratio in which
many available partneeppeared to b theirdatingenvironmentln other wordsthis study
exploral if using Tinder has priming effects that impact subsequent mating behEvese
effectswere analyzeavith 2 x 2 ANCOVA controlling for prdest scoresun separatelyn five
dependent variablemate preferenc@ooks, resourcesntelligencg andmating orientation
(relationship length and willingness to engage in casual sex)
Priming Effects of Skewed Operational Sex Ratio

Sexual behaviors often changben individuals perceive a skewed operational sex ratio
wherethere are more members of the oppesér gender than sansex(Guttentag & Secord,

1983). In environments where there anere men than women, females are more likely te self
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report higher levels of promiscuity (Schmitt, 2005) and are more likely to be sexually active and
less likely to be in a committed relationship (Uecker & Regnerus, 2010). This changaah se
behavioris thought to be caused by females competindefoermales by shiftig sexual
strategies to malpreferred behaviors (Guttentag & Secord, 1983). Since Tinder may prime
males to perceive a skewed sex ratio in which there are many available females in thei
immediate environment, males may rely more on steorh criteria when assessing possible
mates on TindeiThis behaviormayalso be true fonomosexual males since Tinder provides a
stream of photos of potential male partners, suggesting there areonaamytic options in the
immediate environmenkdales regularly rate good looks as criteria for stenn mating[Buss
& Schmitt, 1993. As such, it is predicted that males in the Tinder condition will be more likely
than those in the control conditionrtate attractiveness as an important trait in a paramet this
effect will not be seen in woméhypothesis 1)

Studies also suggest that when males are in the presence of attractive females, they orient
more to short term mating strategies (&raaten et al2008. Since Tinder provides users with
a stream of images of available women, this may prime a change toward®shartating
preferencesAlternatively, in environments where there are more women than men, females
indicate a preferender long-term mating (Guttentag & Secord, 1983), become more interested
in cues of commitment (Buss, 2003), and have earlier rates of marriage (South & Trent, 1988).
Since the operational sex ratio of Tinder is skewed with a higher percentage of meortrem
(McGrath, 2016), and because male behavior on the app suggests men are swiping right at higher
rates than women, thus increasing the chance of receiving a match for women and not for men
(Tyson et al., 2016), it is predicted men in the Tinder camdiwill indicate a preference for

shortterm relationships in theirgsttest versus preest scores (hypothesis 2), and that women in
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the Tinder condition will be more likely to indicate a preference for-teng relationships in
their posttest versusheir pretest scores (hypothesis& compared to the control grolp
addition, it is predicted that women will indicate a lowered desire to engage in casual sex inn
their posttest versus their prest compared to a control gro(fpypothesis 4yvhile males will
indicate an increased desire to engage in casual sex in theiegtogérsus preest scores
compared to a control group (hypothesjis

Lichter Anderson and Hayward (1995) found that women in areas with less men are more
likely to prefer a mle partneof high status and resourc&nce Tinder may prime women to
feel that they are outnumbered by miémyas predicted that women in the Tinder condition
would be more likely to rate resources as an important trait in atpdteatein their psttest
versus their preestthan women in the control conditighypothesis).

Women consistently rate intelligence as an important trait in both-&rortand long
term mates (Prokosh, Coss, Scheib, Blo2@98). However, males show decreased value in
intelligence for shorterm mates (Buss & Schmitt, 1998ecause Tinder may prime males to
orient towards shotterm strategiest is predicted that males in the Tinder condition will show a
lower preferene for an intelligent partner in their pestst versus their pretestorescompared
to the control conditiofhypothesis?). This effect was not predicted for females.

Method

Participants

Participants wrerecruited througldirect advertisingaind through the Psychology student
recruitment tool known as SON4tthe University of Hawai i  a t. Pavt One ofahe survey
was online, and any individual over the age of 18 could participate in exchange docrexgit as

arranged by studesiiprofesors. Participants who indicatddring part one athe survey that
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they had an active Tinder account were automatically invited to participate in part two of the
study, which was conducted-eampus for $10 in compensatidn total, 382 participants
paricipated in part one of the study, &bl individuak participated in botlpart one and part
two. Since study two was concerned with how an experimental pffieeedparticipants
between a preestand postest, only the 54 participants who completethimortiors of the
survey werdurther analged The sample was predominantly female (68.5%,37; 31.5%,n =
17: malg and heterosexual (72.2%= 39). In totd, 3.7% f = 2) of the population was
homosexual, and 24.1% € 13)wasbisexual.The average age was 22.96.e most common
ethnicity wasCaucasiar§33.3%,n = 18), followed bythose withmultiple race identity (22.2%
= 12).More participants wereandomlyassigned to the experimental condition (62.6%,34)
than the control condition (37.06%= 20). SeeTable 2.1for more information regarding

participant ethnic identity and information regarding participant condition membership.

Table 2.1
Participant Demographics
Frequency Percentage
Age
1821 27 50
22-25 15 27.78
26-29 7 12.96
30+ 5 9.25
Ethnicity
American Indian or Alaska Nativ 1 1.9
AsianIndian 2 3.8
African - American 1 1.9
Caucasiar 18 33.3
Chinese 3 5.6
Filipino 2 1.9
Hispanic 3 5.6
Japanest 2 1.9
Korean 1 1.9
Multiple Races 12 22.2
Other Asian 2 2.3
Vietnamese 1 19
Not Listed 6 2.3

63



RUNNING HEAD: STRATEGIC INTERFERENCE AND TINDER USE

Sexual Orientation

Bisexual 13 24.1
Heterosexua 39 72.2
Homosexual 2 3.7

Design

Study two was a tw(participant gender) by two (conditioby two (time)mixeddesign.
Parti ci pant éestasdpasteseveere analyzad toptastehe effects of an experimental
prime on five separate dependent varialbiegte preferencooks, resources, intelligence) and
mating orientatiorfrelationship length and willingness to engage in casual Baxficipants
wererandomly assignetb either the Tinder condition or the control condition using the online
randomi zer Randoiized Ripss/evavtrandomizer.or/See Table 2.2 for the
distribution of gender within the two conditions.

Table 2.2
Gender by ©ndition

Dating Male Percentage Female Percentage Total Percentage
Platform

Tinder 10 18.5% 24 44.4% 34 62.9%
Control 7 12.96% 13 24.1% 20 37.06%
Total 17 31.46% 37 68.5% 54 100%
Measures

Participants completed identical piesstand posttest measuresnly with differentfiller
guestions inserted to obscure the repeatedsures desigithese measures includgae Mating
Preferences Questionnai@4PQ) (Buss, 1989bjand twoMating Orientation Itermadapted
from Buss and Schmitt (1993). These measurenvegris given before and after the
experimental manipulation.

Mating preferencesquestionnaires.Hyde (1939) desloped a scale to assess mate

preferences on college campuses, wiichndthat males and females have divergent mate
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preferences, especially for shtetm romantic partners. This scale has since been modified and
expanded into two questionnaires, whicté meant to be scored togetli@ee Appendix K Part
one is he Mate Preferences Scale (MPS) by Buss and Barnes (Fa86pnénhas participants
rank their preferred traits in a mate fror13. Part two inthe MatePreferencefuestionnaires
the Factors in Choosing a Mate Questionnaire (FCMQ) by Buss (1989b), which has participants
rate the desirability of 18 traits on a four point scale. Tla¢elreferencesscalehas good
internal consistency with a, 1O86panditlecdmbised al pha
guestionnaires have good external validity showing reliable significant results across 37
disparate cultures (Buss, 1989b).

Only target items were analyzed. These target items were looks, resources, and
intelligence.These itemsra target items because these items have statistically different
outcomes between male and females in mate preferences (Buss 1989b). As such, they represent
sexlinked mate preferences.

Mating orientation and willingness toengage incasualsex Par t i ci pant 6 s mat
orientation was assessed by asking what length of relationséypdésired on a-10 scale. This
scale was organized from dnle time relationship onjyo 10 (ife-long commitmentSee
Appendix D). Participantavere also asked to irmhtetheir willingness to engage in sex on the
first date. This wasated ora 7-point Likert scale from Oneverwilling) to O @lways willing).
Like the other measures, these items were given to the participants before and after the
experimental primeDifferences in these scores were used to assess chamggsnig
orientation and willingness to engage in casual sex.

Stimuli. Participants for part two of the study were randomly assigned to either the

Tinder condition or the control condition. The @ar condition participants interacted with their
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Tinder app for five minutes before completing the fiest measures. The control condition
swiped through a series of neutral photographs taken from the Geneva Affective Picture
DatabaseNeutral set; DaiGlauser & Schere011) and the Natural Scenes Collectioampus
building set; Burge & GeisleR011). These images have béested for their neutral properties.
Two sets were selected becausetpsts demonstrated that participants moved through the entire
Geneva Affective Picture Database (neutral isetyvo minutes instead of five. Combining the
two sets allowed for usets view each picture one time during the fiménute experimental
manipulation as evidenced in a fiest session conducted with research assistants.
Procedure

This study was approved by the WHU n tnstitutional Review Board after a fefloard
review. All participants over the age of 18 were invited to participate in part one of the study,
which was an online survey through Qualtrisiier completing an agreement to participate
form (seeAppendixH), participants completed a short-18 minute surveyThis survey
consisted of the matinpreferences questionnaitbe mating orientation and willingness to
engage in casual sex item, along with other measures that were not target items and meant to
obscure the purpose of the studyhese measures were counterbalanced to control for any
priming effects caused by the order of the meas@asicipantsvho had an active Tinder
account and indicated that they were interested in part two of the studyut@retcally
presented witlan invitation to part two at the end of the survey. Participants at this time were
directed to an online booking tool hosted at
select a day and time to participate in part two. Anted seven research assistants were trained
to run participants with the appropriate protocols during several lab meetings. All research

assistants memorized an experimental script that was recited for every par{ssedmpendix
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J). Participants wereandomly assigned into the two conditions as they signed up via the
youcanbook.me appointment tool. All research assistants had access to the list of participants and
their assigned conditiotout they did not know the purpose of the study.

The experimentook place on campus in a private lab room. Only the participant and one
research assistant was present at any given time. Participants were instructed to sit at a table, at
which point the experimenter sat across from the participant and reviewed $eatcon
participate form(see Appendix). After the participant signed the agreemienparticipate form,
the expemnenter began reciting the experimental script. This sexipkained to participanis
the experimental conditiainat theywould be inteacting with their Tinder account for a total of
five minutes. Participants were told to interact with the app exactly as they would notmally.
was explainedhatduring these five minutes, tlexperimentewould be behind a partition
where they could not see, monitor, or record the participant during this time.

Participants in the control condition were givenAgple ipad minitablet that was pre
loaded with theneutralphotographs. Participants were misted to swipe through these
photographs by dragging their finger left across the screen. It was explained that participants
could look at the images for as little or as long as they de&icedoth conditions, participants
were told to wait until thexperimentewe nt behind a partition in th
begind to commence using their Tinder app or

After five minutes, the experimentert at ed fnfpl ease stop and si gl
accounto or dfApl pasetdvieop adwi prhetegerinentdtmen t he t ab
emerged from behind the partition and informieel participant that thewould becompleting
some additional forms on the computer in the lab. The experimenter then opened a link to a

survey on Goolg Forms that had already been digitally signed with their participation number.
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Google Forms was used because this survey tool allows for the same ip address to complete the
survey multiple times, which was necessary given all participants completeastiiesp on the
same computer.

The survey contained the same measures as thegtreurvey, only with additional filler
guestions and measures meant to obscure the purpose of the study (e.g. a personality test and
free-response questions describing tisehaes to potential magesThe experimenter was behind
the partition while participants completed the pest measures. In several instances,
participants asked the experimenter to clarify certain questions. All experimenters were trained
to respondriplease respond to the question as naturally as you can given the information on the
S Cc r e e rpostiest mhasureserecounterbalancetb counteract possible priming effects
across the two measures. Once the participamipleted the survey and presdecet fis ub mi t o
button, the participant alerted the experimenter that they were finished. At this point, the
experimenter came out from the partition, handed the participant the $10 compensation, and
thanked them for their time.

Results

Hypothesisl exploredi f p a r ratings fgupaysitaldlobksas anmportant trait in a
potential mateliffered by gender and cdition betweerpre-testand postestscoresThis was
tested with awo-way 2 (gender) x 2 (conditiolANCOVA while controlling for pretest gores
This hypothesis was not suppeitt There was no main effect for conditi@f{1,44] = .018 p =
894, > =.000), gender(F[1,44] = .285, p = .596,d° = .006), or aninteraction between gender
and condition[1,48] = 515 p =477, d*> =.012). As such, there appeared to be no significant
differences between men and women in either the experimental or control condition in relation to

ratingphysical looksas importantn a potential mate.
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Hypothesi2 explored if males in the Tinder condition were more likely to change their
relationship preference to shderm mating conpared to a control group. Hypesis 3 explored
if women in the Tinder condition were more likely to change their relationshipreneteto
long-term mating compared tocantrol group. Neither hypotheseere supported. There was
no significant change for conditi¢/[1,49] = .139p =.711,0? = .003, gendel(F[1,48] = .138,
p=.711,¢? = .003), or gender x conditio(F[1,48] = 2.42p = .126,d? = .009 between praest
and postest scoresAs such, gender and condition had no effect on relationship length
preference between pre and ptest scores.

Hypothesist explored if males in the Tinder condition were midkely to indicate a
willingness to engage in casual ssampared to a control grougandhypothesis 5 exploreil
females in the Tinder condition were more likely to indicatavwaelwillingness to engage in
casual seetween praest and postest scorecompared to a control grouleitherhypothesis
was supported. There was no main effect for cond{f¢h,48] = .414p = 894,0 = .009),
gender F[1,48] = .008p = .596,d% = .000), or an interaction between gender and condition
(F[1,48] = .244p = .477,d? = .005. As such, there was no apparent difference between gender
or condition in relation to likelihood to have sex on the first date between pre artdgiasiores
compared to the control group

Hypothesis @xplored if women in the Tinder cdition were more likely tovalue
intelligence in a potential partner in pdest scores compared to the control condition. This
hypothesis was not supported. There was no main effect for condifiod4] = .757 p =.389,
d?>=.017), gender F[1,44] = .954p =. .334,d?> = .021), or an interaction between gender and
condition §[1,48] = .276p =.602,d° = .006) on intelligence ratingsAs such, there did not

appear tde significant differences between gender and condition in relation to likelihood to
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value intelligence in a partner between-fst and postest scores compared to the control
group.

Hypothesis 7 explored if women in the Tinder condition were moreylikeValue
resources in a potential partner in ptesit scores compared to the control condition. This
hypothesis waalsonot supported. There was no main effect for condiijth,44] = .078 p
=.781,d%> = .002, gender [1,44] = 710, p = .404, ¢ = .016), or an interaction between gender
and conditionf[1,48] = 2.147p = .150, ¢? = .047). As such, there weneo significant
differences between gender and condition in relation to endorsing resources as an important trait
in a romantic partner between gest and postest scores compared to the control group.
Table 23

PreTestand PosfTest Mean Scores andaftard Deviations as a Function of Experimental
Condition and Gender

Pretest Posttest Overall Posttest Tinder Posttest Control

Dependent M SD M SD SD SD M SD
Variable
Attractiveness 8.22 2.65 8.53 2.65 8.41 2.51 8.76 2.97

Male 8.24 3.4 9.14 3.77 8.56 3.54 10.2 4.38

Female 8.21 2.50 8.29 2.07 8.35 2.08 8.17 2.12
Relationship 5.69 3.31 6.2 2.65 6.38 2.86 5.90 2.27
Length

Male 5.76 3.98 6.53 3.00 7.5 3.31 5.14 1.95

Female 5.65 3.01 6.05 2.49 5.92 2.59 6.31 2.39

Casual Sex  2.79 2.03 2.80 1.99 2.49 2.00 3.15 1.98

Male 3.71 1.93 3.59 1.97 3.4 2.07 3.86 1.95
Female 2.36 1.96 2.43 1.92 2.25 1.91 2.76 1.92
Intelligence  6.88 2.3 7.22 2.19 7.43 241 7.14 2.13
Male 6.59 1.87 7.39 2.37 7.33 2.78 7.6 1.81
Female 7.02 2.49 6.94 1.85 7.39 2.25 6.67 1.87
Resources 9.35 2.6 10.63 10.63 10.47 2.25 10.94 2.82
Male 9.88 2.52 10.47 2.26 11.89 2.36 10.8 2.59
Female 9.11 2.63 10.94 2.82 9.91 2.00 11 3.02

Additional Analysis
In order to explore if there were any differences between gender or condition, 2 (gender)

x 2 (condition) tweway ANOVAs were conducted on each pretest and posttest dependent
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variable. None of these analyses were significant. These analysaberereduced to ongay
ANOVAs comparing gender on pretest and posttest scores. Only one analysis was significant,
which was between gender and willingness to have sex on a first date. This analysis was
significant on pretest scores (F[1,51] = 5.494,.023) and posttest scordq1,51]=4.145,p=
.047). This suggests there are differences betwedes and females alillelihood to indicate a
willingness to engage in sex in a first date setting. It did not appear this difference was effected
by the eyerimental prime.
Discussion

This experiment found no differences betwpestest and postest scores in either
gender or condition. This may support the hypothesis that differences between men and women
are overemphasized (Hyde, 206fde, 200y . I nt erestingly, the means
mate preferences, preferred relationship length, and likelihood to engage in casueresgix
very similarin both pretest and postest settingsWhile previous studies have found males to
rate attractiveess as more importathtan female¢Buss & Schmitt, 1993this sample found
virtually no difference in the rating means between the two gemd#re pretest (nales:M =
8.24,M = females: 8.21pr posttest (malesM = 9.14, femalesM = 8.29) The sane is true for
intelligence preest (malesM = 6.59, femalesM = 7.02) and postest (malesM = 7.39,
femalesM = 6.94).Importance ofe@sourcesvas also not gendered in the fpest(males:M =
9.88, femaled! = 9.11)or posttest (malesM = 10.47, femalesvl = 10.94)

The only significantifference betweemales and femalesasdemonstrated ithe
willingness to have sex on the first dat®resThis suggests thaas previous literature has

suggested, the largest gender difference appedes in hypothetical willingness to engage in
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casual sex (Hyde, 2005). This willingness does not necessarily translate into behavior, and these
results suggest it is not sensitive to priming by an interface such as.Tinder

Other predications based on den stereotypical mate preferences were not significant.
This suggests that gender stereotypical mate preferences may be fustéhadtypes. Men and
women in this sample did not appear to have any differencelsantivey sought after in a mate,
and thee preferences did not appear to be sensitive to the Tinder phese results support
growing evidence for gender similarity over gender dissimilarity (Hyde, ZI%) and suggest
that evolutionargenderegreferencesnd mating orientations may riag applicable in blanket
application to contemporary contexts.
Limitations

This study wasffectedby a low sample siz&articipants may have been dissuated
participateby the nature of the experiment. Participants may not have wanted to disclose that
they are online dating users, or felt unsure of what tiperson portion of the experiment would
entail. In addition, many participants expressed interest in participating, but had recently
deactivated their Tinder account. Study one supported the diticixt many Tinder users engage
with the app cyclically, and may sign on and off for varying periods of time. As such, the sample
was further limited to participants who happened to be engaged with the app during the time of
the studyFuture studies mayeed to extend to multiple campuses, or to use the Tinder app itself
in order to recruit for more participants.

Another limitation to this study was thifie sample was disproportionally female, with a
disproportionate amount of participants assigneddexperimentatather than the control
condition. The disproportionate aonm of female participants was unusimathat other studies

examining Tinder experiencéave hadoo many males, a disparity that is reflected in actual
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gender demographics of appers (McGrath, 2016). This may have been ahbge
oversampling studentsom Psychology courses, which are often disproportionally female
(Cynkar, 2007). A more representative sample may be achieved by increasing recruitment
outside of Psychology classes

Another limitation to this studwasthatthe use of a personal Tinder account could not
control for confounding variables. Because experimenters did not monitor how participants were
interacting with their inder app, it is possible that participantzre responding to other social
media or text notificationthat were sent to their phodering the experiment. This may have
decreased priming effects of the app. For participants in the control conditi@salso
unknownif the participant had beent@racting with their app prior to entering the experiment
which may have unknowingly primed control participants. In addition, partiagpeerte told to
interact with their app as naturally as possible. However, there are many different activities a
userof Tinder can engage in within the app. Some participants may have been swiping through
photosduring the experimentand others may have been engaging in messagihgne or
more other individualsAs such, this may have had effects on the priming ditpedbof the app
itself. This could be ameliorated in the futu
which all participants engage in the exact same pattern of activity with an interface that is similar
to that of Tinder.

This study was furtirdimited by the nature of the scales used in thetgsts and post
tests. In attempting simplicity, the scales measuring mate preference and mating orikathtion
only one or two items. As such, these scatey have not contained enough items to falgess
the target factor. For example, willingness to engage in casual sex may be betterdwatsare

more nuanced and muitem scale. Futuretgdies may incorporate expandezhles to assess
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willingness to engage in casual sex such asdb®sexuabrientationinventory (Simpson &
Gangestad, 1991). This inventory contains subscales that may better capture different dimensions
that indicate willingness to engage in casual sex besides simphggeit regarding willingness

to engage in sex on thedt date.
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Study 3: Tinder Experiences from the Tinder Subreddit

The incredible technolacal growthof the past 20 yearseans thatdividuals are more
connected to one another than ever before (see Christakis & Fowler, 2006). Rieasarch
indicated that most social media users share information online in order to socialize and connect
with others (Lee & Ma, 2012). As such, many individuals utilize Internet forums to share
informationregardingspecific issues, experiences, or inter@sn anonymous format.
Researchers have found that Igqrtcupweithbh f orums o
collections of individualsvith a sharedrait orcommon interestan discuss their thoughts and
experiences within an anonymous space (Molpbeetrich, Strickland, & Myerburg, 2003).
Many of these Internet forums are public, asdrs frequentlfeel thattheir identity is protected
by their avatar or screen nam@onsequentlysesearch using Internet forums has become a
powerful way togainanunderstand n g o f i exgkniencesdvithaut \soatindpeir
privacy (Holz, Kronberger, & Wagner, 2012). Tkenbe especially true for sensitive topics that
are taboo to discuss in public spaces (Holz et al., 2012). Internet forums regarding sl@xing
may thus be welsuitedfor this kind of research

Study three consisted of an analysi@d8 0 posts from t lrean AStory
Reddib s Tsubfdeerrum ( known as the ATinder -moatbr eddi t
period in 2016 These posts were examin@dbetter understand Tinder usigperiences with
realworld encounters arranged through the app. The goakstuldy was to explore how nine
different factorshale gender, female gendsubstance se,sexual encounter oirst date, no
sexual encounter on first dagncountewith deception, goal congruence, goal incongruence,
andighostingo) were r eldedirefdasecondate, andimeé f f er ent t |

encounter, overalomanticsatisfaction, overalomanticdissatisfaction, sexual satisfaction,
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sexual dissatisfaction) in postescribinga recent ifperson first date arranged through Tinder.
AGhostingdo was a term used by many posters
abruptly ended all ele@inic communication following a first datik.was hypothesized that
deception and goal incongruence would be related to negative romantic and sexual outcomes,
andthis effectwas anticipated tbe more pronounced for women tHanmen.

TheTinder subred i 6torg Time threadonstitutes a placehereindividualscan
anonymouslyshare their personal experieneath the dating app. Other Tinder usénenuse
anonymous screen names to interact with the original poster,offégimg encouragement or
advice. All of the posts are visible to the pubbnd viewing them does not require individuals to
createa Reddit account or interact with the posters in any way. Most posters included their
gender alongside their pesThe dhata wasassessedsing a comlmationof inductive and
deductive content analigtechniquesandcorrespondence analysigentified major themes
related tanodern Tinder usage and the rolestoategicinterference irffline Tinder dating
scenarios.

Methods
Participants

The first50 postsfrom January February, May, June, September, and Odtudienet
therequiremenbf describing an iperson first datéen posts at least twesentences in length
were collectedesulting in300 sampled posts. Twenty of these posts were subsequently
removed eitherbecause thegliscussed romantic encountérat hadhot beenexclusively
arranged through Tinder, or because they referenced multiple encounters that were difficult to
differentiate fromeachother(e.g.,i5 potential guys: 2 flakes, 1 ureectedly messy "breakup,”

1 overly att ac he demale Januaty,2&L6). Thesesthhd bremauted ;
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in the original sampléecause they met the initial criteriaaainsisting oimore than two
sentences and describing an offline enteuarranged through Tindddowever,after

subsequent laimeetingsthe team of research assistants determtinaidhesepostswere too
ambiguous to analyzés suchthey were excluded from the analydistotal, the final sample
contained280posts The sample wagrimarily composed afnales (73.9% n = 207) with

females comprising the remaini@g.1% (= 73). As such, the Story Time threadslargely
maledominated. While participants did not usually disclose their sexual orientation, the posts
rarely described homosexual dates. As such, almost #ieposts described heterosexual
romantic encounters. While some participants indicated their location, most dibnetheless,
the @ntent of the posts suggestbédtmost participants were Amean. Post content suggested
thatthe remainingparticipants were from Canada, the United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand,
and possibly other European countrielglost of the posts did not contain aother demographic
information and sdurther analysioncerningndividual difference®etweernpostersvas not

possible

Design

This study compared threlationshipsetween fixed factorekpressedendersubstance
use,sexual encounter on first date, no sexual encounter on firsteda@untemwith deception,
goal congruence, goal incongruenaedfi g h o 9 with majod themesdesire for a second
date, ondime encounteroverall satisfaction, overall dissatisfaction, sexual satisfaction, sexual
dissatisfaction)asdescribed in the Tinder subretidiia content analysis arglcorrespondence
analysis of a contingency tablEhe relationship between the frequency with which each factor
was mentioned and the frequency with which theme was mentiotieel same post was then

depicted in a twalimensional graphA content analysis was conducted ago better
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understand the conteixt which participants werexperiencing theioffline first datesarranged
via Tindet

Analysis Materials

Redditisofe n r e f e ithe feodt pageof thesinteinet atsatves asacentral
meeting place where individuals caggregat social media postsom across the web, stear
news storiespostpictures and make commerfis F AQ, 0 2016 ) .thatwanttoi ndi vi du
discusgheirexperiences or thoughts on a particular topic, Redslit hosts one dhternet s
largest collections dbrums, which are known asubredditsThese subreddits are connected
beneath the larger Reddit mainframe, offering uaarspprtunity connect with otheren the
basis ofspecific interestandt hemes. Ther e are currently over
subreddi t s ,bnthesafoces dopicstich Bs)news, politics, moviaedmusic.

The Tinder subreddit currentlyal over 320,000 subscribers, making it the largest known
Tinder forum on the web (ATi nderonatdailb@sis7) . The
with postsfeaturingscreenshots of uncomfortaldehumorousnterchanges between Tinder
usersii p r ovbrkshopsd wher e users make suggestions for
profiles and general questions regarding successful usage of the app.

Figure3.1
FrontPage of the TindeBubreddit with Pinne&tory TimeThread
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@ reddit

Subscribe and join
our community!

Tinder

321,153 subscribers e 1,375 online e Subscribe o

Hot About this community

# - rfTinder - 4d - u/AutoModerator +0
Profile Review - Week of March 14, 2017

675 Comments

# - tfTinder « 4d - u/AutoModerator + 90
Story Time - Week of March 13, 2017

231 Comments

"™ rfTinder - i.redd.it  6h « u/Saffro

ZZ |think I'm being hit on by a subreddit
simulator

65 Comments

@R r/Tinder - i.imgur « 10h « u/dontbesuchajerr

St ot s s ouiosk.
e -

| got rek'd &3

For example, a recent pastn t i Woukd @ he agpropriate to use Tinder to strictly
meet friends of the oppositegex ( AiCoasti se, 0 Oct dpagerofthedioder6) wa s
subreddit. Each posteatea new @Gt ihm ewhldi ch ot her users can c
post their own photos beneath the original post. As such, at any given time, the Tinder subreddit
has hundreds of otdtloconsamingbbementd whith dam neirabérsn the
hundredd relaedtothei ni t i al userdéds post. Wi thin these |

formed when a poster responds to a specific comorethte original post. As such, one post in
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the Tinder subredtican give rise to hundreds of smaller threads, which often break out into
tangential discussions, debates, or even arguments.
The Tinder subreddi 80 aalts o hfee attoupr eosf fit phien nnead
posts are alwaylecatedat the top of the forum, while subsequent posts are lste¢te basis of
when the lastommenwvas made One of these pinned pndastt s i s t
it is so popular that it is updated every week with a new(tige i St o r y Wdek ohAugust
16, pWithif this weekly thread, users share their most recent expesienitemeeting
or trying to meead potential romantic partners through Tinder. Each weskrs shararound
150 stories or commentiescribingspecificinteractionsexperiences, and sexual encounters
oftenin great detail. Users then comment on these occurrences, offering advice or support for the
original poster. For examplthe below text is aexcerpt from one usérpostabout a
satisfactory date with a youmgoman he met on Tinder:
To wrap it up, she spent the night, we woke up the next morning, had sex again and then |
cooked her breaké&h and she went home. Sfss] coming back this Thursday for round
3. We agreed to being eeriasrralaionshp bdcauseofs he do
some persaal issues she has but[bit] cool with that, taking it slowly and building trust
over time. For now, we are just casually dating each other, exclusively | gtinaly
did it | guess :D (Male, October2016)

Figure 3.2
Screenshot of the Story Timidread in the TindeBubreddit
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@ reddit

Log in / Register

r/Tinder
Story Time - Week of March 13, 2017

Feel free to use this thread to discuss all of your Tinder
dates from the past week.

Started seeing this girl a couple weeks ago and we hung out
for the third time on Saturday. Originally the plan was to drink
and make out for a while but when she got here she said she
didn't feel like drinking. Cool with me, more alcohol for the
rest of the weekend. Ended up chatting for like an hour and
then shit got real. Made out for like half an hour, then she took
my pants off. Long story short, lost my virginity over the
weekend :)

Procedure

Each weekapproximately 150 stories are shanmedhe Story Timehread,and the
averagestorylengthis oneor two paragraphs. The first 50 posts that (1) described a first date
arranged through Tinder and (2) were more than two sentences in length were satipled
monthduringJanuary, February, May, June, Septemédied Octobeof 2016 Posts that
mentioned mor¢han one first date were separated into separate units ofigreadgscounted as
separate posts. For example, a single poster publistsgubst,which was therseparated into

two units of analysis

81



RUNNING HEAD: STRATEGIC INTERFERENCE AND TINDER USE

[Poste one]ln the past 7 days | have hit a new fogfiinder dates, four in a week, and

some of these have caused me to ask a few questions you might be able to answer.

First a bit about me, | am going to College, live in a College town, marathon runner and |

am short, 5640 (which might affect the dat

Girl/Date #1 Matched several times, from deleting andreating accounts but finally
meet up for some coffee and had a good enough time to schedule hanging out again.
Tried to bring the date back to my place but she said she wanted to get to knoweme mor

first. | didndét go in for a kiss even thou

[Post two]Girl/Date #2 Oddest date out of the bunch. Again coffee, we talked for a while
and had a solid time but | kept getting a friend vibe. When wegarays it was very
obvious that we woul dndét see each other ag

(Male, January, October, 2016)

As previously mentioned, 20 posts weseluded pecause¢hey mentionednultiple
dating platformsor encounterén suchan ambiguous manner thitvas impossible tgeparate
them into individualnits of analysisThe participantsdid not usually volunteer thetges and
locatiors, but nearly every sampled post listed ¢he t hgendér as either male or fematyen
when a poster omitted that informaticthe content of the postsually made it cleaAll of the
posts were extracted andpepulated in a word documeatn d t h e puser famesvérep ant s 0
removed before the research teamded themPosts that were sher than two sentences were
not analyzed, regardlesstbiir content.
In the end, our researtbama gr eed upon nine Afactorso and
were theoretical or observational categories based on discrete traits (male, female) or discrete

events (had semal encounterdid not have sexal encountergoal congruencesubstanceise,
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deceptionfighosting). Themes were classified tiosetheoreticalindobservational categories
thatwererelated to attitudesiésire for a secondhte, ondime encounteroverall satisfation,
overalldissatisfactionsexual satisfaion, sexualdissatisfaction)For each factor and theme
categorya researcheassigned each post a valugiop indicatingthatthe posidescribed that
category 0,0 m@ ahatitha gpsdid not describe that categdigee Appendix M)These
frequencies werthenentered intseparate spreadshe#tat were organized byonth and rater.
The nterrater reliability was calculated for each month. Thieadata was then entered into
contingency tablesn which thefactors and themes were crdabulated andssessedsing
correspndence analysis. Thissulted ina graphical representatidtustratingthe relationships
between théactors and theme# alsovisualizedthe relationship betweesirategic interference
andvarious factors anthemesconnected teomantic interactions arranged through Tinder.
Results

Descriptive Statistics

Each post was read and coded by two different trained judges afterp&oson training
sessionsMoreover, each judge was alsmailedasummary othecoding guidelinesand a
coding sheet was also provided (see appeiliXheinterpreter reliability was calculated for
each month to ensutkeinternal validityof the ratingsTheCr o n b a ¢ hexcseded8linp h a
each monthwith the exception ofFebruary, which had a Qnob a ¢ h 6 s 0.62.I1Tpidneault o f
might bedue to the fact one of tlfebruaryraters wasbsent during one of theo training
meetingsFuture studiegouldboost the interrater reliability bpcreasing the amount tfining
offered to all potentialaters.

Posts were typically one paragraph in length, but some were muchdoofgen a whole

page or more. In total, 495,104 words were read and analyzed. Frequencies were analyzed
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between factors and themes. OverBlf 18 factors and themegerecodedin the 280 posts.
Most participants described events that were positive in nature, with 58 4%66) of the
participants stating that they experienced overall satisfaction with their first date. Only 24.6% (
=69) of the posters were not satisfied whkir first date. The remaining 20% £ 56) described
dates that were neither positive nor negativelse theydid not discuss their feelings enough
depthfor the raters to categorize them
Activates that described any genital contact wh#nhands, mouth,oe n ot her per son
genitals were coded as a sexual encoulest posters (56.8% = 151) described first dates
that did not include a sexual encounter. However, 43r28011) of the postdid describe a
sexual encountemhe percentage ofgsts that described a sexual encouwias oughly the
same for both meand womenwith 29.6% 0= 83) of mal esnc=3§ofst s and
f emal es 6 p ossch aenabenterc Asisuch, magor gender differences were not
detected irerms of apdr i ¢ i [kelinobdofspostingabout a sexual encounter. In addition,
only 10.9% = 11) of the posts that describgekual activityindicateddissatisfactiorwith that
encounter. This suggests that most of the individuals who engaged in a sexual emgerenter

sexual satiséd, regardless of gender.
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Figure 33
Frequency ofFactorsMentioned in 280 posta itheTinder Subreddit
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Figure 34

Frequency ofThemedVientioned in 280 postsa itheTinder Subreddit
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Deception and goal incongruence wased as proxies fatrategic interference. Overall,
reported deception was lowith only 16.1% ( = 45) ofthe posts descriipg an encounter with
deception. The mosbmmon form of deceptoooncer ned a gap bet ween hoc
dateappearedn real lifeversusn his or herprofile picture. No posts described deception
regardingan exaggerated access to resources or social or professional phestwgepoststhe
authorsdescribedattempted robbess,duringwhich their dateengaged in deception in an effort
to steal money. One post descrilzecheeting during which the author wasked intoattending
a sales event that Irad been told would bedate.30.7% @ = 86) described encountering goal
incongruence, meanirtgatthe poster felthathe or shdad different goals for the encounter
thandid his or hedate.For example, one person may have wanted atemyg relationship, but
the other justvanted a onéime encounterA slightly higher number gbosts described goal
congruence (37.1% = 104),with participants indicamng they felt they had the same goals for
the first date adid their romantic partner. This suggests that nebsthe posers did not
encounter strategic interference durihgir recent initial romantic encounter arranged through
Tinder. As such, 42.5%E 119) ofthe posters indicated th#éhey wanted to continue to datest
person they described in their pasith only 21.8% f = 61)of the posters expressing no
intention of pursuing a second date. Timpliesthat most Tinder useeseactively pursuing
ongoing relationshipsather tharonetime sexual encounters.
Correspondence Analysis

The purpose of correspondence analysis is to present categorical data that has been
guantified and then graphically displayedailtow-dimensional space (Clausen, 1998). This type
of analysis is especialgppropriatdor dataorganized into inductively deloped categories

(Clausen, 1998ks it can visually clarify theelationshipsamongthem(Holtz, Kronberger &
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Wagner, 2012)Since some of the categories in this analysis were inductive (goal incongruence
and deception) and based on strategic interéer¢Buss, 1989) and sexual strategies theory
(Buss & Schmitt, 1993), correspondence analysis was selected as a method of analysis.

For study three, the 15 factors and themes that were generated through inductive and
deductive coding were entered int8-aay contingency table and then subjected to
correspondence analysis. In correspondence analysis, thénertieo is used to indicate the
degree to which categories are spread froniitkatroidd which is calculatedby dividing the
total column frequenes by hesum of the coded categories (in this casgld factors and
themes). Categories that are not close to this average will appear far from the centroid, while
those that are similar will appear close to the centroid. Categories that are assottiabed
anothemill be in close proximal distande each other when plotted on a tdinensional
graph while those that are not linked to each othél be further apart.

The orrespondence analysis demonstrated that dimension 1 accounted for 83% of the
variance in factors and themes, dimension 2 accounted for 14.4% of the variance in factors and
themes, and dimensionoBly accounted for 2.5% of the variance. These three dioessould
sufficiently explain the total inertialthoughfigure 3.4only includes the mordominant first
and secondnes Figure 3.4llustrates theelationshipdbetweerthefactors and themeas
describedn the 280 postsszia asymmetrically normated graphical display of row and column

points.
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Figure 35
Correspondence analysis of matrix cra@abulating between factors and themes
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Goal congruence and substancewseeclustered together wittihethemes of oveall
satisfaction with thelate. In other wordsndividuals who engaged in some kind of substance
use and had similar goals for the romantic encounter were more likely to feel satisfied with the
date and want tparticipate ina subsequent romantic encounter. Both genslers incudedin
this clusterjndicatingan overallhigher likelihood of positive events being described in the

analyzed Tinder postsersus negative eventsith no major differences between men and
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women. Inshort the results did not reveal amajor detectabldifferences in firstlate
outcomes between men and women.

Encountering deceptioor goal incongruence, experiencing a sudded to
communicationviai gh o ®t wege c¢cl ustered with themes of
dateand a lack of intereshipursuinga second date. Thignding supporedthe original
hypothesis that strategic interference as measured by goal incongruence and deaagton
predict lowerevels ofoverall romantic satisfaction.

Sex and sexual satisfaction were tightly clustered. This sugbesisost individuals
who described a sexual encounteticated that it wasexually satisfying. Participants who
described a sexually unsatisfying encounter were nateckgswith other factors or themes. As
such, the factorandthemedlid not seem to bpredictors okithersexual satisfaction or
dissatisfaction. Sexual satisfaction and dissatisfactibnat appear to be relatéoloverall
satisfaction with the date, which may have implicati@gardinghe role of sex in first date
encountersAdditionally, the likelihood of havingexor not having sex doesas apparently
unrelated to any other factors or themes. This sugdjeststrategic interference ight predict
overalldate qualityas well as the desire forsabsequent datalthough it does natecessarily
predicto n dikekhood of having sex during an initial romantic encounter. Further anadysis
requiredto establksh reliable predictors fdirst date sex (or the lack thereaiyd subsequent

satisfaction with that encounter.
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ARStory

Table3.1.
Contingency Table of Factors and The®nmderSubredditnd on t he
Themes
Factors Wants 2¢ One Time Overall O\I<Ieortall Sexually Sexually Not Active
Date Meeting  Satisfied Satisfi Satisfied Satisfied Margin
atisfied

Male 86 43 112 55 71 71 374

Female 34 14 43 14 30 30 139

Had Sex 56 22 89 11 96 96 284

Did Not Have Sex 63 39 60 58 0 0 220

Substance Use 38 29 53 19 44 44 185

Deception 14 23 16 22 13 13 89

Ghosted 9 12 7 18 6 6 54

Goal Congruence 66 14 95 2 62 62 242

Goal Incongruence 19 33 13 52 10 10 131
Active Margin 385 229 488 251 332 332 1718
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Table 32
Profiles and massdar factors andhemesfo und o n t h ethréa@storhe Tindefr Subreddit
Row Profiles

Factors Wants One Time ngrgll OverfaII.Not Sexuglly Sexuglly Not Total Row

2" Date Meeting Satisfied Satisfied  Satisfied Satisfied Masses
Male 230 115 .299 147 .190 .019 1.00 218
Female .245 101 .309 101 216 .029 1.00 .081
Had Sex 197 .077 313 .039 .338 .035 1.00 165
Did Not Have Sex .286 A77 271 .264 .000 .000 1.00 128
Substance Use .205 157 .286 103 .238 011 1.00 .108
Deception 157 .258 .180 247 146 .011 1.00 .052
Ghosted 167 212 .130 .333 111 .037 1.00 .031
Goal Congruence 273 .058 393 .008 256 .012 1.00 141
Goal Incongruence 145 252 .099 397 .076 .031 1.00 .076

Average row profile 224 133 .284 146 .193 .019 1.00
Column Profiles

Factors Wants One T_ime ngrqll OverqII_Not Sexuglly Sexuglly Not Total é‘éﬁﬁ?ﬁ
2" Date Meeting Satisfied  Satisfied  Satisfied Satisfied Profile
Male 223 .188 .230 219 214 212 218
Female .088 .061 .088 .056 .090 121 .081
Had Sex 145 .096 .182 .044 .289 .303 .165
Did Not Have Sex 164 170 123 231 .000 .000 .128
Substance Use .099 127 .109 .076 133 .061 .108
Deception .036 .100 .033 .088 .039 .030 .052
Ghosted .023 .052 .014 072 .018 .061 .031
GoalCongruence A71 .061 195 .008 .187 .091 141
Goal Incongruence .049 144 .027 207 .030 121 .076

Column masses 224 .133 .284 146 193 .019
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Content Analysis

Members of online Internet forums oftearm virtual social communitiesn which
members are expected to adhereaibgpoken rules and contracts (Rheingold, 1993the
Tinder subreddit, most posts to ffitgtory Time thread described events that were either very
positive or very negative inature. As such, one unspoken rule of the forum mdlgdiaisers
should only sharextremely positive or extremely negative storiegjsers might be expected to
exaggerateletails of theiencounters arranged through Tinder. Several research assistants
vocalizeda concern duringhelab meetings that were held throughout the coding process that
this particular population of participantg&seither exaggeratingboutencounters, or that the
Tinder subreddit attragtisers that are more likely to have particularly dramatic romantic
encountes. Indeed, posters who described more exciting events were more likely to receive
additional comments or questiomsresponse ttheir original post. Belovis an example ahe
encouragemerihatone poster received for posting a detailed explanation of a recent sexual
encounter

Figure3.6
Example ofEncouragement on the Tind8ubreddit

You and kingofnumber2 have the best stories. | always think I'm doing pretty well on Tinder, but you guys put
me to shame. True inspirations!

Haha why thank you! Might have a few more as the week progresses :p

However, most posts were positive in natgtgggestinghatdespite angxaggeration

participants were generally enjoying their Tinder encounters. Participants new to Tinder did not
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appear tdhaveexperiencd anytrepidation about usintpe app and many were surprised at how
quickly downloadinghe app ledtooffi ne encounters: fAl1l9yo virgin,
girl SAT, banging TUE, seeing her again THU, then she goes away skiing leaving me alone with
my thoughtso (Male, January, 2016) .
Most offline encounters arranged through Tinder followed a similar paarticipants
described swiping right on a photgubsequently receiving a match notificatiengaging in
texting or phone caljsand then arranging an-person encounteusually within a few days or a
week. While this pattern facilitadgparticipanté  a hta ehgade yn sheterm mating strategies,
the majority of the posters who had positive first dates indi¢htgdhey wanted to see that
person again. This wadsotrue for participants whwere engaging in casual sex without
commitmend many n this situation planned to continue to see the same person for additional
sexual encounters
| figure it's already midnight, so what the heck. Kids fall asleep before the movie ends,
we retire to the bedroom for a couple hours of foreplay/teasing unéhd:ep having
sex. Take a couple hour nap, sneak out at 5 AM without waking the living room full of
kids. She's busy and not looking for anything serious, so will likely see. éiyile,
September, 2016)
Many participants appeared to view positive sexual encountarfoasdation foeither
a more serious lontgrm relationship ofuturesexual encounters without commitment. It did not
appear that women were any more or less likely than males to desing@ing sexual
relationship:
My first Tinder experience was pretty fast and eventful. A while ago | had recently gotten

out of a long relationship and frankly | was bored so | downloaded Tinder. Started
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swiping and got a few matches. Some guy messagesidnwee start chatting about

Game of Thrones cause that's what | was watching and mentions we should watch it
together and pretty much asks to come over that night. Mind you, this is all literally in the
first day | downloaded Tinder. | kind of said whiaéthell why not even though we barely

had a conversation, he came over at like 11pm and he brought pizza. We chatted and ate
pizza and watched Game of Thrones and soon enough, we're making out and going for it.
We had sex multiple times and crashed atTi&m. Didn't even have Tinder downloaded

for one whole day but whatever. It was pretty fun. Guy came over like every night for a
week after that | swear. Tinder, for me, was pretty much what | thought.i{freasale,

May, 2016)

Other women discuss@&scounters that were purely sexw@adpressingio intention of
meeting with the person again. Women did not appear to discuss these encmsimgers
language aniess direct language than thattloé male participantsjor did they appeanore

likely thanmen toexperience feelings shame about recent casualisgencounters:
| hadn't slept with someone since June or May so | decided to hoojsigpsemeone. |

matched with a bunch of guys on tinder and wrote to some of them but they either didn't
reply or were just weird. | was almost giving up when a really hot guy wrote to me. He
was 34 (I'm 22) but | decided to go for it anyway. He brought pizza and we had a good

conversation actually! He asked me to show him the flat which led us to the bedroom.

Ok so wow!!! I've always been in[®c] rough sex but haven't tried it too much since no

one l'vesleptwithhdseen i n to it Baoyeahitvwasfackigpuy was .
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awesome. Still masturbating over it haha. Probably never ggaenhim again because

it's too far away :/(Female, September, 2016)

Tinder users were not especially likely to encounter deception, but when they did, it was
often associated with negative outcomes. Most ofléseribedieceptiorconcerned disparities
b et we e n in-persdnaappeadasemdprofile picture.Female participantsften notedthat
their date misrepresented his height, weight, or gladity, while male participant§equently
noted that their female date was heavier than she appeared to be in her photo, and this was

frequently linked with negative outcomes.

She asks spur of the moment on Tuesday night if | can meet up then for a drink. 1 go to
meet up with her arowd 10, and immediately notice she's about 40 pounds heavier than
her photos would suggest (on a little frame, so it's significant to her body shape). If |
squinted I could kind of tell how she took those photos, but man, it just was barely the
same girl.Immediately | noticed she's trashed. Slurring, being loud, doing weird voices,
spinning around on her bar stolifsic] becomes apparent that we actually have nothing

in common. She knows nothing about the hobbies we were supposed to have in common,
to thepoint where | assume she had to have been googling to keep up in conversation. |
down my drink so | can deal with what's happening in front of me, she downs hers

becausé well | assume that's just her sty(®lale, October, 2016)

However,as was the case study one, deceptiamb out oneds phvgssi cal a
not alwaygudged harshlyMany Tinder users mentionduiat they had previously usether
forms of dating technologyhus,that this particular populatiomight beespecially awaréat

profile pcturesdt 0 not al way s-pemantpedentationd@n e 6sostner st at e
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a bit bigger than in the picture but | | i ke h
there were many posisdicatingthat the individualvas more attrawve in real life than in

photos:

| showed up early and | luckily got to watch this stunning girl walk into the bar, turns out
t hat her pictures donét do her justice at

and drinking throughout the nigh{Male, February, 2016)

While the majority of posts the Tinder subreddit indicated that participdradnot
experieneddeception, manysers dicexperience goal incongruence.simchposts, participants
described either themselves or the romantitneaas wanting subsequent dates, while the other
did not want to see them agalhdid not appear that either gender was more likely than the other
to experience this goal incongruen€ften, participants noticed this goal incongruence when
t hey Wwe s ¢aeiltipe dateyith the other person ding off all communication without

offering a significant explanation:

We were texting late on the night of April 11th when | asked hejffauanother date]

and she did not immediately respond. | just assumed sligidgakleep since it was after
midnight on a work night so | did not think anything of it. 3 weeks later my text still has
no reply but she watches my 2 minute snap story everyday still. Thadligbrdan

crying meme wasreated for situations like thigMale, May, 2016)

AGhostingo appeared to be alnpastiouace of stri
participants often explained scenarinsvhichthey thoughtadate hadeen successfblut were
surprised when theneturned from thelateonlyt o f i nd t hat they had been

Tinder. Unmatching is @inderfeature that allows users to disablessagindpetween
96



RUNNING HEAD: STRATEGIC INTERFERENCE AND TINDER USE

themselves andmother personUsers generally employ the unmatching featunenthey no
longer want someone to contact thevany participants described realizing that they had been
Aunmat chedo aokbeiagtold that the other pensanydid not want to see them again
| come back from work, check tinder and see sia'sn my conversations anymore. I'm
thinking that's weird, if she unmatched me same day, considering how good we hit it off
(Male, October, 2016)
| check Tinder to message her goodbye only to find she's already unmatchddttse. :
not like we would rally have a chance of having a relationship since | was only in town
for a short time. But she was a very nice person and | at least wanted to say goodbye

(Male, February, 2016)

While ghosting and unmatching appeared to cause emotional strife, haligsgésfying
date also caused many participants to feel frustration. Howlevenost of the dates that were
described as negativthe reason was ndeception or goal incongruence. Instaadnost such
casesthe two individualsimplyfailed to feel a connection or firmbmmonalitiesor elsethe

participant considered his or heaited behavior to be rude

Turned out to be arguably the most boring experience of my life. Made shitty small talk
for half an hour at a restaurant untildgged down the waiter, paid the bill, and then
attempted a variety of ways of getting my ass the fuck out of tBaok to the drawing

board. (Male, May, 2016)

| just had a horrible date with the seven years older than me surgeon. He tore me down
the enire night, calling me arrogant, ("not confident, THERE'S A DIFFERENCE"), after

revealing that | had issues with men only wanting me for sex he said "I mean you do
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exude a sexual charisma and you have a bit of a slutty appearance"” and generally just

took ewerything I liked about myself and made it béeemale, January, 2016)

Of the280 posts, only two described a situation in which deception was used in an
attempt to steal money from the participaiisone casejeception was used to trick a

participant into attending a sales event

So | pitch up there and phone her because the place is pretty big. She directs me to a
parking lot with a couple of buildings. As | get there, | see a bunch of other dudes
arriving (red flag no. 1) and juser waiting and greeting themé ot duped into a

shitty seminar with 280 other tinder expectants instead of a ddfale, January, 2016)

As suchmost participants appeared to fdittee actual danger or riskdm usingTinder.
This may be because most of the dates were planned in public seesally preventing

unsafe situations from arising.
Discussion

Overall,thecontent and correspondence anedyisdicated little to no gender differences
regardingexperience with the Tinder appemaleparticipants were just as likehs male
participantgo describe sexual encounteaiad they employedimilar languagéo do so
Deception was uncommoalthough itwas associated with negative outconasspredicted
Female participants did not mention angtances ofleceptiorregardinggenderstereotypical
traits, such as access to resources or prestige, suggesting these quaiittes lessaluable in
the contemporary dating markeanhypothesizedRather the only deceptiothatfemales

mentionedpertained to appearancégales were also likely to cifghysical appearanaes the
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primary source of deceptioMoreover, suclieception oftercoincided withnegative romantic

outcomes.

Goal incongruengen which oneonly person wanted to see ththeragain was fairly
common.lt was often communicated passively through ghosting or unmatching on théepp.
andwomenappeared to be equally likely émgage in ghosting and unmatchiagto be the
victim of thesebehaviorsFor both gendergjoal incongruencappeared to be the largest source

of strife in regards to utilizing the app.

Negative dates appeared togsénarily the result oflifferencesin personalities,
interests, or accepted behagidvlost participants describeegative dates as stemming from
conversations that went poorly, excessive substance use, or rude comments. Deception and goal
incongruence did not appear tothe primary causes of these negative encounters. Howidneer,
correspondence analysis found that deception and goal incongruence were associated with
overall dissatisfactiowith the appFurthermore, theantent analysis suggested thdtile
deception aboythysical appearancesompted annitial negative reactioon the part of
participans,i n most c as es, subsequentdeshaviorthattcaufesparscipants s
to indicatethatthe datehad gone poorlyit could be thathe earliedeception causeitiese

participants tevaluate h e i r ensliag beh@iw morenegativdy.

Most of thedescribedlateswere positive, with participants indicating that they wanted to
see the other person again. Participants appearechapierg the first date lead to a variety of
future relationship types. As was the casstudy one, participantsaimed that they werepen
minded regardinghekind of relationshighatwould transpire from their recent first date. Many

describech desire for alwngoing sexual relationship with no commitmemijle manynoted
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that theywanted dong-term committed relationship with their recent first date. There were no
detectable differences betwemen and women regarditige preferredrelationshipength Both
genders appeared have flexible intentions and goals regardihg applendingsupportto the
pluralist model of sexual strategies the(®angestad & Simpson, 200hich stateghatmen
and women regularlghift between shottermand longterm mating strategigsee also Buss &
Schmitt, 1993), which may be a way in whiclles and females navigate around strategic

interference.

The forum users did not appear to endorse sexual double stalardsn posted
openly andin great detaijlregarding their romantic and sexual encountdeeover, other
posterdid not seentojudgeap ar t i ci pant 6 s r o ma ontthe basimaf s ex ual
genderRather, posters seemed to encouragh males and females describeheir encounters
in great detail This suggests that sexual double standardsbhmdgspervasivehanprevously
believed Another potential explanation is that #w@onymous nature of the forum obsclre
u s eandoidemenf such double standard&dditionally, it could be thathe individualsmost

likely to post on this particular public forum are less Wkial endorse sexual double standards.

On the wholeTinder users didot have a high likelihood @xperiening strategic
interference, and there were no detectable differences betinesgenders irterms ofromantic
outcomes. Men and women appeared kylikely to engage in a sexual encounterthe first
date, enjoy that experience, and use thefappothlong-termand shorterm mating strategies.
As such, Tinder useseem tde having positive experiencesth meeting romantic partners

though the appwyith Tinderfacilitating a wide range of romantic goals.
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The Tinder subreddgeemed to functioas a supportive virtual communjtyith over
300,000 posters regularly sharing personal romantic and sexual emspadtgce, and opinions.
Comments on posts in ti&ory Timethread were almost always inquisitive, supportive, or
encouraging. Outside of the Story Time threadnerousther threadallow posters to ask
guestions, post screenshots of their own prefde feedback, or even meet other Tinder users in
their area for offline encounters. As such, the Tinder subreddit appears to be a positive virtual
spacan which Tinder usergancreate social connections and receive feedback and support from

their peers.
Limitations

As previously mentioned, posts on the forum were often extremegigtiveor positive in
nature.Consequentlythe participantscould have beeaxaggerating, or theuld have been a
sample bia# individuals with particular traits were more likely to post their stories on a public
Internet forumCompared tatudy one participants in this study appeared to hiazémuch
more positive experiences with their most recent first datedittthe mndomly sampled
Internet populationin the first studyparticipants generally described neutral encounters. In
addition,the participants in studthreewere much more likely to indicatkat they had
participated in a sexual encounter the first dateywhich may support the theory titheywere
exaggerating or only sharirsfories aboutlates that ended with a sexual encouritee Story
Timethread appeadto be maledominated, and males arere frequenthsocialy rewarded
for having sex thaarewomen (Rudman, Fetteroi. Sanchez, 2013)yhich might have further
encourage males to post about sexual encountershis particular forumA future studyshould

thusdirectly distribuie a survey to Tinder subreddit useBsich data would paint a maosecurate
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picture ofdemographic differences, aitdvould allow researchers &xplore individual
differences between this particular population of Tinder wmsisarandom samplef Tinder

users in a general Internet study.

102



RUNNING HEAD: STRATEGIC INTERFERENCE AND TINDER USE

General Discussion
Studies one through threppliedpredications of sexual strategies theory (Buss &

Schmitt, 1993)strategic interference theory (Buss, 1989 saial role theory (Ealgy 198%p
contemporary contexts. If sexual strategies prediffsrent expectations and outcomes between
men and women in the dating market, and if asymmetries in the social settings of that dating
market presented possible burden towards women, it was predicted that men and women would
regularly encounter strategitterference in contemporary romantic contemtgh females
experiencing more negative outcomes than.miérs was hypothesized because women had
reported more negative responses from strategic interference than men (Haselton et alt, 2005)
was additonally predicted that the dating app Tinder, which initial research suggested was
priming more gendered behavior in monitored interactions on the app (Tyson et al., 2016), would
increase conflict and deception in offline encounters and these negativésinvpatd be
disproportionally experienced by women compared to men. These findinggernamllynot
supported by thprecedinghree studies.

In study ondghe hypothesis that female Tinder users would be the most likely to
experience deception was palty supported. Study one did not find any differences between
males and femalemnd likelihood of experiencing deception. This goes against previous findings
suggestingnen misrepresent themselves online along more dimensions than women (Hall, Park,
Song & Cody, 2010). However, there were significant differermstsveerusers of online
dating technologiegTinder and online dating websiteuseash d t hos e anydatingon 6t
technology at allTinder and online datg website useraere more likelyto encounter
deception than those who did not use any dating technology Atditional analysis
demonstrated that Tinder users were also more likely to endorse sexual double standards than
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online dating website and offline usefsis result was not ginally predicted, butould

suggest that individuals who use Tinder may be more likely to expect women to behave in more
sexually conservative ways than méwlditional studies may consider incorporating sexual

double standard endorsement in future stssidf Tinder users.

In addition,when participants in study one were asked to reflect on their last first date,
sexual double standard scores, gender, dating platform and strategic interference significantly
predicted romantic satisfactiomhe primary cotributor to this model, hower, was strategic
interference. This suggests tihagher levels of strategic interference predicted lower romantic
satisfactionAs such.encountering strategic interference in a romantic encounter significantly
predicts negave romantic outcomes regardless of gender or dating platform use. These findings
suggest that Tinder is not contributing to higher rates of strategic interference in contemporary
dating marketsand that there are no perceivable gender differences auetgsing strategic
interferenceacross different dating platformBuss (1989) predicted that women have more
negative responses to strategic interference thanwiech may be because findings suggest
more strategic 1 nter f aesieernogpersuemuttiplernatesd(Bussause of
1995) However, this was not replicated within study one. Both men and women appeared to be
equally likely to rate a first date lower if strategic interference was encountered. Strategic
interference did not, howevigsredict lower sexual satisfaction outcomes for those who indicated
having sex on the first date. This suggests sexual satisfaction may not be impacted by strategic
interference the same way that impacts romantic satisfaction.

Contentanalysis of studyme demonstrated that Tinder users had the percepabthe
appwasprimarily for shortterm mating scenarios, despiery few of the participants indicating

that they themselves used it for theselusively shorterm goalsThis suggests that thereasn
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still be a stigma for using the app tAanderis intended foshortterm mating scenarios.
However, the majority of participantgere using the app with flexible expectations in regard to
the type of relationship they werarguing. This finding suppts pluralism of sexual strategies
(Gangestad & Simpson, 200hich emphasizes thatales and females change mating
strategies based on highdgntextual factorsit appearedboth men and women were open to a
variety of different romantic scenarios, ahdt they rapidly adapted their mating goals
according to thaeituation As such, this may be why our studies failed to replicate strongly
gendered differences across participdrdtrategies and goals varied more by situation than
gender.

Study twofailed to find differences in gender or assigned conditinrstudy two, males
and £males had nearly identical prstand posttest scores indicating simpaeferences for
intelligence, resources, relationship length, and attractiveness in a potentiat. pevenonly
significant difference between genders wagected in thékelihood to engage in sex on the first
date, which suggested that males were more likely to indicate a willingness than females. This
finding supports the gender similarity hypotlselsy Hyde (2005), which suggests that male and
female interests and behaviors on the dating marketaatly similar except for masé
expressed desire for more shtmtm partners than womeRarticipantépostest scores failed to
change after interacty with a personal Tinder account, which suggests the interface of Tinder
may not havehe predicted priming effects, or that future experimental studies should develop a
stronger prime. Since there were no priming effects found after use of the appystdaijed
to support the prediction that Tinder wuse

of strategic interference between potential romantic partners.
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Study three analyzed a popular Internet forum for Tinder ksensn as the Tinder
subreddito better understand reaborld experiences with the app. Overall, thajority of
posters on the Tinder subreddit descrilates that were positive in nature, and they also
expressed positive feelings regarding use of the app awaftale the Tinder subreddit itself
was largely dominated by men, women were just as likely to share about sexual experiences as
male participants, and were just as likely to express positive experiences with the sexual
encounter as male participants. These egpeds were never observed to be subjected to
criticism, suggesting that the Tinder subreddit does not reflect strong endorsement of sexual
double standard®articipants in study three appeared to have more positive experiences with
Tinder than participastfrom study one. This could becausdinder users who are enjoying
the app may be more likely to join an Internet commualiiyut that app, and as such, the
randomly sampled populatidrom study one hatéss polarizing experiences.

Study three founthat strategic interference as measured by goal incongruence and
deception was associated with negative romantic outcomes. This was similar to the findings in
study one. Also similar to study one was the finding that sexual satisfaction was not related to
strategic interference. Sexual satisfaction and dissatisfaction in study three were not related to
any other themes or events (besides the event of having sex), suggesting that sexual satisfaction
may have difference predictive factors than overall roroadiisfaction.

Study three contradicted previous findings that men are more likely to have a negative
response regarding deception about attractiveness than wBosn& Barnes, 1986)n study
three, the only form of deception female posters reportedd&ception about quality of looks,

and content analysis revealed that this deception was just as likely to cause negative responses in
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women as it did in men. As such, the gendered categories of mate preferences outlined by sexual
strategies theor{Buss1989)may not be completelgpplicable to contemporary dating markets.

Conclusion
Across all three of these studies, there was very little evidence to suggest men and

women arénaving differenexpectation®r encountering largely different experienceshe

modern dating markeT.hese studies support research that suggests men and women behave

similarly far more than they behave differenf@anary & Hause, 1993\hile sexual strategies

theory does suggest both men and women engage in bothleshoaind longterm mating

strategies interchangeably (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000), the large body of evolutionary

psychology literature suggests a dichotomy between male and female preferences and behaviors

in the dating market (see Buss, 2008)ese findingsuggest that males and females may

regularly encounter strategic interference in romantic contexts. Howeseptecedinghree

studiesgenerallydid not support these findings. Across all studies, men and women appeared to

have similar preferences, ex@nces, and encounters through the online dating app Tinder.
Across all three studies, participants appeared to have flexible mating strategies and

goals, anaxhibiteda high level of comfort with using Tinder to achieve those particular goals.

Overall,it appeared most of our participants approached dating through the Tinder app as a way

to find some sort of connecti@nwhether it be short term or long term. As such, Tinder does not

appear to be changing mating strategies, behaviors, or mate prefehesteasl, it appears to

simply be making it easier for individualsparsuedifferent experieces in the modern dating

market, regardless of gender.
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Appendix A: Consent Form and Demographic Informationfor Study One

AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN
Strategic interference and Tinder use in millennials: A mixedmethod investigation of male
and female romantic interactions in the modern world

Researchers:
Jeanette Lee Purvis, Student Investigator: (808)312/0
Elaine Hatfield, Principal Investigatof808) 9566276

My name is Jeanette Purvis. | am a graduate student at the University of Hawaii (UH). As part of

my degree program, | am conducting a research project examining behavior in modern dating
markets. The purpose of my projectisto bettetenr st and mi |l | enni al user 6
trying to find a romantic partner. | am asking you to participate in this project because you are
between 184 years old and have been active in the dating market within the past year

Project Description - Activities and Time Commitment: If you decide to take part in this

project, you will be asked to fill out a demographic questionnaire and brief survey. Most
responses will be multiple choice, however, there will be a few questions where you may add an
openended response. Completing the survey will take approximateBR0Ihinutes.
Approximately300individuals will participate in the survey portion of this research project.

Benefits and Risks There will be no direct benefit to you for taking part in frigject. The

findings from this project may help better understand dating and research related to Social
Psychology. Potential risk: You may be asked to recall and discuss recent romantic encounters,
including sexual encounters. If you are not comfortdideussing this, or if you believe this

may trigger upsetting responses, it is recommended that you do not agree to participate in the
study.

Confidentiality and Privacy: | will not ask you for any personal information, such as your
name or address. Pismdo not include any personal information in your survey responses.

Voluntary Participation : You can freely choose to take part or to not take part in this survey.
There will be no penalty or loss of benefits for either decision. If you do agreeitipadet you
can stop at any time.

Questions:If you have any questions about this study, please call or email me, the principal
investigator, at 808278149 or jpurvis@hawaii.edu. You may also contact the project
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supervisor, Dr. Elaine Hatfield, at @09566276 or elainehatfield582@gmail.com. If you have
guestions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the UH Human Studies
Program at 808.956.5007 or uhirbo@hawaii.edu. If you feel that this survey has caused any
psychological or ewtional distress, it is recommended that you immediately contact the UH
counseling service at (808) 95827

| have read, understood, and printed a copy of, the above consent form and desire of my own free
will to participate in this study.

| agree to participate [ ]
| do not agree to participate [ ]

Demographic Information
Please answer the following questions about yourself:

1. What is your agm year®

2. What is your gender?

3 Femal e

3 Mal e

3 geideradn s

3 Not | isted (please specify)
3 Prefer not to disclose

3. What race do you most closely identify with? (Please check all that apply)
3 American I ndian or Al aska Native
3 N-HispanicWhite

3 Black or African Ameri can

3 Asian I ndian

3 Hi spanic or Latino

3 Chinese

3 Filipino

3 Japanese

3 Korean

3 Vietnamese

3 Asian not I|isted (Please print race bel ow.
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3 Native Hawaii an
3 Samoan
3 Pacific Islander not I isted (Please print r

Chuukese, etc.)

3 Prefer not to say

5. What is your religious preference?

An Orthodox church such as the Greek or Rus
Protestant

Roman Catholic
Christian Scientist
Jewi sh

Musl i m

S e vDayhAdventist

Mor mon

At hei st

Agnostic

N @frithee above (please specify)

W (W (W W W W MW M W MW W

3 Prefer not to say

Which of the following methods did you usestto find potential romantic partners within the

past year?

[ ] Tinder

[ ] Online Dating website (please specify which one)
[INoonlineservicesfiof f 1 i ned dating.
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Appendix B: Relationship Experiences Instrument (REI)

Below is a list of things men and women sometimes do in relationships. We would like to know
whether someone who you have met on Tinder/Online Website/Met Offline has ever behaved in

any of these ways toward yoauthe pastyear For each exampl e, select
did not.o I f it did happen to you, indicate a
occurred across all interactions with potential mate3inder/Online Website/Met Offline over

the past year

You may not know the answer to all of these questions. Isyrmngly believehat someone has
engaged in one of these de stonmlybebhendbat someones i der
hasnote ngaged in a parti cul &Remenleeg thipscdlemmly,incledesn si d e
individuals you have interacted with on Tinder/Online Website/Offline, or started a relationship

with on Tinder/Online Website/Met Offline.

Considering online your interactions over the past year on Tinder/Online Wielesit@ffline,
has anyone youbve interacted or met with ever

1) Led you to believe he or she was older than he or she actually was

¢ Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic intexctions within the past year):

¢, No

2) Led you to believe he or she was younger than he or she actually was

¢, Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic intei@ions within the past year):

¢, No

3) Concealed that he or she was already in a seriougéomgrelationship when he or she
became involved with you

¢, Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this occurred overytharlast
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):

¢, No

4) Led you to believe that he or she was more desirable to members of the opposite sex than he
or she actually was
¢ Yes (please indicate the approximate pergta times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):
¢, No
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5)

¢

Faked an orgasm when he or she had sex with you

Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this acouerethe last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):
No

Led you the believe he or she was more ambitious than he or she actually was

Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of timesctusred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):
No

Misled you about his or her intelligence so that you would believe he or she was smarter
than he or she actually was

Yes (please indate the approximate percentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):
No

Exaggerated his or her social status

Yes (please indicate the approximate percentagienes this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):
No

Exaggerated his or her occupational status or prestige

Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times thisextower the last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):
No

10) Misled you by indicating that he or she wanted a {targh commitment when he or she

¢

actually did not

Yes (please indicate the approximpeFcentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):
No

11) Led you to believe he or she had intentions of developing ateyngrelationship with you

after you becam sexually involved with him or her; when he or she actually did not

Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):
No
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12) Led you to believe that he or she had stronger feelings for you than he or she actually did in
order in order to have sex with you

¢, Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic intections within the past year):

¢ No

13) Led you to believe he or she had more money than he or she actually had

¢ Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic irdractions within the past year):

¢, No

14) Led you to believe that he or she would have sex with you, but then refused to do so

¢ Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your offline romantic interactions within the past year):

¢ No

15) Led you to believe he or she was better looking than he or she actually was

¢ Yes (please indicate the approximate percentage of times this occurred over the last year out
of all your dfline romantic interactions within the past year):

¢ No

Scoring:

REI: Deception around SexLinked Forms of Strategic Interference-

All items were added together for one continuous variable. Percentages were not analyzed as
most participants did not complete that portion of the survey.

Interpretation The higher the scores, the more frequently deception arousiohises forms of
Strategic Interference were encountered
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Appendix C: Strategic Interference ltems

1) Think about when you and the other person were arranging this initial meeting. Then, move
the scale between 0 and 10 to indicate the relationship length you most desired would come out
of this meeting.

0 = A onetime encounter

10 = Life-time partnersiu

2) Think about when you and the other person were arranging this initial meeting. Then, move
the scale between 0 and 10 to indicate the relationship length youhbiokher persomost

desired would come out of this meeting

0 = A onetime encounter

10 = Life-time partnership

3) During the date,id you feel as though this person preseittiscor helintentions accurately?
Please ratéhis below on a scale of @ 10.

0 =He or she completely represented his or her intentions accurately

10 = He or ke did not at all present is or her intentions accurately

Scoring

Overall Strategic Interference Score- Add the values from:
Strategic Interferencd®ifference between the values from questions 4 & 5 and
Deception around Strategic Interference: Summadigiween the values from questions 8
and 9

Interpretation The higher the scores, the more Strategic Interference encountered during the
meeting
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Appendix D: Scale for the Assessment of Sexual Standards Among Youth
Please read the following statements and indicate on the scale below how mddagoeeor
agreewith the statement.

1) Once a man is sexually aroused, a woman cannot really refuse sex anymore.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

2) Women like men who take the lead in sex.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

3) I think that a woman who takes timtiative in sex is pushy.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

4) | think it is more appropriate for a man than for a woman to date different people at the
same time.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

5) Women should act in a more reserved way concerning sex than men.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

6) | think it more appropriate for a man than for a woman to have sex without love.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

7) A man should be more knowledgeable about sex than a woman.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
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8) | think sex is less important for women than for men.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

9) | think it is normal for men to take the dominant role in sex.

2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

10) I think sexually explicit talk is more acceptable for a man than for a woman.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

11) Sometimes a man should apply some pressure to a woman to get what he wants sexually.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

12) It is more important for a woman to keep her virginity until marriage than it is for a man.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

13) Men are more entitled to sexual pleasure than women.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

14) It is not becoming for a woman to have unusual sexual desires.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

15) Sex is more important for men than for women.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

16) It is more important for a woman to look attractive than it is for a man.
1 2 3 4 5 6
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Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

17)Men and women want completealifferent things in sex.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

18) | think cheating is to be expected more from men than from women.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

19) 1 think it is important for a man to act as if he is sexually active, even if it is not true.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

20) | think it is more appropriate for a man than for a woman to masturbate frequently.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely  Mostly Slightly Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

Scoring Total score = all items.

Interpretation The higher the score, the more sexd@lible standards the individual holds
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Appendix E: Global Measure of Sexual Satisfactiofi Romantic Satisfaction

Please rate the first date on the followthgnensions:

Bad Neutral Good

0 -------- 1 2 -------- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Unpleasant Neutral Pleasant
0 -------- 1 2 ----m-- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Negative Neutral Positive
0-------- 1 2 -------- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Unsatisfying Neutral Satisfying
0 -------- 1 2 ----me- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Worthless Neutral Valuable
0-------- 1 2 -------- 3 e 4 5--- 6
Scoring

Romantic Satisfaction-
Scores from GMSEX added together for total romantic satisfaction score

Interpretation The higher the scores, the more satisfied the individual was with the romantic
encounter
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Appendix F: Global Measure of Sexual Satisfactioii SexualSatisfaction

Please rate theexual encouer on the following dimensions:

Bad Neutral Good

0 -------- 1 2 -------- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Unpleasant Neutral Pleasant
0 -------- 1 2 ----m-- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Negative Neutral Positive
0-------- 1 2 -------- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Unsatisfying Neutral Satisfying
0 -------- 1 2 ----me- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Worthless Neutral Valuable
0-------- 1 2 -------- 3-- 4 5--- 6
Scoring

Sexual Satisfaction
Scores from GMSEX added together for total sesatikfaction score

Interpretation The higher the scores, the more satisfied the individual was with the sexual
encounter
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Appendix G: Open-Ended Response Items
Take a moment to recall your last experience meeting someond iindier/Online
Website/Offline in an offline, romantic format and answer the following questions. In other
words, recall your | ast #Afirst dateo encounte

1) Please describe your initial impressions based on hisrgricture/profile/first sight

2) Please describe your initial messages/conversation. What were the initial interchanges like?
What did you talk about?

3) Why did you agree to meet/go on a date with this person?
4) Please describe the first meetingplae Description should be at least a paragraph long and
include how you were feeling throughout the meeting, the actions of the other individual, and

what you did during the meeting

5) Was this meeting unique compared to any other meetings that yobathtreough Tinder?
Why or why not?

6) Describe your overall opinion of using Tinder to meet potential romantic partners.
7) Do you currently use Tinder? Why or why not?

Scoring
Look for themes relating to Strategic Interference and romantic andlsatisfaction
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Appendix H: Agreement to Participate, Study Twg Part One

Aloha! My name is Jeanette Purvis and you are invited to take part in a research study. | am a
part of the requirements for earning my graduate degree, | am doing a research project. The
purpose of my project is to better understand modern experiences with online dating. | am
asking you to participate if you areat least 18 years old.

Project Description z Activities and Time Commitment: If you decide to take part in this
project, you will be asked to fill out an online survey that lasts about @5 minutes to

complete. The questions in this survey are mainly mtiple choice. However, there will be a few
guestions where you may add an opeended response. The survey is accessed on a website to
which I will provide you with a link. | expect that around 400 people will take part in this

project.

Some individuals wll be invited to participate in part two of this study, which will take place at
least one week after the completion of this survey. If you are invited for the iperson part of
this experiment, your invitation will appear immediately at the close of thionline research
study, accompanied with more information on how to sign up for the second portion of the
experiment. This experiment will be held in a lab on campus, and will require brief utilization
of an online dating application, in which none of youactivity is recorded. This portion should
take approximately 1520 minutes to complete. Compensation for part two of the study will be
$10.

Benefits and Risks: There will be no direct benefit to you for taking part in this project. The
findings from this project may help create a better understanding of modern dating
experiences on new dating applications. There is no known risk to you for participating in this
project. However, if you feel anxiety or emotional trouble during or after completing this
survey, please contact the UH counseling center at (808) 95627.

Confidentiality and Privacy: | will not ask you for any personal information, such as your
name or address. However, if you were not directed to this study via SONA, and your professor
hasarranged for you to receive extra credit for participation in this study, please enter your
student ID and your course name and number below

Student ID:
Class Name and Number:

Please note this information will not be connected to your answers in the survey. It will only be
used to communicate in aggregate form to professors which students who have participated in
the online portion of the survey soextra credit may be given.

Voluntary Participation: You can freely choose to take part or to not take part in this survey
and the in-person experiment in case you are invited. There will be no penalty or loss of
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benefits for either decision. If you do agee to participate, you can decide to stop at any time
and still receive your compensation.

Questions: If you have any questions about this study, please call or email me at (808) 956
6679, orjpurvis@hawaii.edu. You may also contact my advisor, Dr. Elaine Hatfield at (808)
956-6276 or elaineh@hawaii.edulf you have questions about your rights as a research
participant, you may contact the UH Human Studies Program at(8) 956-5007 or
uhirb@hawaii.edu.

Compensation: You may be given extra credit for participation in this survey, as arranged by
your individual professors. If you are not currently enrolled in a course that has arraged extra
credit for your participation in this project, there will be no compensation for participating in
part one of the study.

If you are invited to participate in part two of the survey, you will be given $10 cash
compensation for participation, regardless of class enrollment.

To Access the Survey:Please go to the following web page: [Link here]. You should find a link
and instructions for completing the survey. Going to the first page of the survey will be
considered as your consent to participate in this study. If you are invited to participate ipart
two of the study, you will receive a message at the end of your survey that will direct you to a
sign-up screen for the inperson experiment, which will require a second consent form to be
reviewed and signed.

Please indicate below if you would bénterested in being invited to part two of this experiment.
Indicating your interest below does not guarantee invitation, nor does it require that you
participate.

[ ] No I am NOT interested in being invited to part two of this experiment
[ 1Yes, | AM interested in being invited to part two of this experiment.

Please print a copy of this page for your reference.
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Appendix I: Agreement to Participate, Study Two, Part Two

Aloha! My name is Jeanette Purvis and you are invited to tagart in a research study. | am a
COAAOAOA OOOAAT O AO OEA 51 EOAOOEOU T &£ (AxAEo2E A
part of the requirements for earning my graduate degree, | am doing a research project. The

purpose of my project is to evaluate mdern experiences on online dating applications. | am

asking you to participate because you indicated that you are currently single and an active user

of the dating applicationTinder.

Activities and Time Commitment: If you participate in this project, you will be asked to log
into your Tinder account and spend five minutes interacting with people through your account.
During this time, the experimenter will be behind a partition, and will not be able to observe or
record your activity on the application. After five minutes has passed, you will be asked to
complete a short series of surveys on the computer in the lab. Again, the experimenter will be
behind a partition and unable to see observe your survey responses. 8de responses will be
completely anonymous. After you complete the survey on the computer, the experiment will
end and you may leave. Your participation will take 2@5 minutes. Only you and | will be
present during the experiment You will be one of aboutLl00 people in this study.

Benefits and Risks: There will be no direct benefit to you for participating in this project. The
results of this project may help to better understand experiences with the online dating app
Tinder. | believe there is little risk to you in participating in this research project. You may
become stressed or uncomfortable. If you do experience these feelings, you can take a break.
You can also stop participating in the study at any time, and still receive your compensation.
Additionally, if you feel anxiety or emotional trouble during or after completing this survey,
please contact the UH counseling center immediately at (808) 95827

Privacy and Confidentiality | will keep all study data secure in a locked filing cabinet in a
locked office/encrypted on a password protected computer. Only my University of Hawaii
advisor and | will have access to the information. Other agencies that have legal permission
have the right to review research records. The University of Hawaii Human St Program

has the right to review research records for this study. When | report the results of my research
project, | will not use your name. | will not use any other personal identifying information that
can identify you. | will use pseudonyms (fake nass), and will report my findings in a way that
protects your privacy and confidentiality to the extent allowed by law.

Voluntary Participation: Your participation in this project is completely voluntary. You may
stop participating at any time. If you sbp being in the study, there will be no penalty or loss to
you.

Compensation:

You will receive $10 in cash compensation for participation in this research project. All
participants, regardless of how they were recruited (i.e. SONA or négBONA), will recéve this
compensation.
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Questions: If you have any questions about this study, please call or email me at (808) 956
8414 or jpurvis@hawaii.edu. You may also contact my advisor, Dr. Elaine Hatfield at (808) 956
6276 or elaineh@hawaii.edulf you have questions about your rights as a research participant,
you may contact the UH Human Studies Program at 808.956.5007wdrirb@hawaii.edu.

If you agree to participate in this project, please sign and date the following signature page and
return it to the experimenter.

Please keep the section above for your records.

Signature(s) for Consent :

| give permission to join the research project entitledModern
Experiences with Online Dating Applications, Part Two

Name of Participant (Print):

OAOOEAEDPAT 080 3ECI AOOOA(

Signature of the Person Obtaining Consent:

Date:

Mahalo!
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Appendix J: Experiment Script

For ALL participants, say the following:
AThanks for coming in to participate in ou
participate form. As you will see, you are agreeing to participate in an experiment that is
about modern experiences with online dating applications. Take a moment to look over
the form and if you agree to participate, please sign the back form. Would you like to
keep a copy of your consent for your recor

Cut off the bottom portion of the fim and give them the first page and a half if they say
YES. If they say NO, simply take the consent form and place it into the folder on the
desk.

For condition A participants, say the following:

ANow that you have si gnedtheexpariment thssant f or
study exploring user experiences with the dating application, Tinder. For part one of this study,
you are going to log into your Tinder account on your phone, and you will interact with the app
exactly as you would at homeorwhe you 6r e by yoursel f. I owi || n
your interaction with the app at this time. | will be behind this partition and will not be able to
see what you are doing. You will do this for 5 minutes. If you run out of swipes or other
activities to engage in, look through old messages or engage with your own profile or settings.
Anything as long as you stay engaged in the app for the entire 5 minutes. After these five
minutes are up, | will come out from the partition and ask you t@la@f your account. At that
point, we will begin part two. Do you understand? Ok. You mayindg your account. | will
start the timer as soon as | sit down on the

For condition B participants, say the following:
A Now tulhave sigged your consent form, we will begin the experiment. This is a
study exploring user experiences with the dating application, Tinder. For part one of this study,
you are going to |l ook at a series thdtablethot os o
For five minutes, you will swipe through a se
device. Please note you will have an entire 5 minutes to look at these photos, so you do not have
to rush. Look at the photos as you would atheo picture. Swipe at your own speed. | will not
record or monitor you in any way during this time. When the five minutes are up, | will come out
from behind the partition, and we will begin part two of the experiment. Do you understand? OKk.
You may begirswiping. | will start the timer as soon as | sit down on the other side of the
partition. o

**Press start on the stopwatch. During this time, try to stay as quiet as possible. Do not type into
the main computer or your own laptop (noises can be distgaatid mess with the experiment).
It is recommended you bring your own books or articles to read, or browse your phone**

Part two of the experiment (same for all participants)
1. Tell the participants to stop swiping. Participants from condition A can put tea
phones. You can take the tablet from Participants from condition B.
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2. Ask the participants to sit in front of the Mac computer. Open the shortcut on the desktop
that says ASurvey. o
3. Tell the participant:
a Ailn part two of t hi eteaesaripseofquest®emdires. y ou Wwi
Keep moving through the survey, responding honestly to the questions, until the
survey give you a completion message. A
End of the Experiment
1. When the per son s ay snforthdr panicifaiomandtake $lQ aut t h an
of the envelope on the desk. Give the part
participating in this experiment. Here is your compensation. You are now free to leave. If
you have additional questions about the stydy can reach out to the investigators
|l i sted on your consent form. o
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Appendix K: Mating Preferences Questionnaire

Part One:
Marital statugplease circle): single dating engaged married divorced

Please evaluate tliellowing factors in choosing a mate. If you consider it

Indispensable gi ve itééeéeéée.3 points

Important but not indispensableéée. . . 2
Desirable but not very i mportantée. . 1
Irrelevantor uni mportanteééeééeeée. .0 points

(1) Goodook and housekeeper

(2) Pleasing disposition

(3) Sociability

(4) Similar educational background
(5) Refinement, neatness

(6) Good financial prospect

(7) Chastity (no previous experience in dartexcourse)
(8) Dependable character

(9) Emotional stability & maturity
(10) Desire for home and children
(11) Favorable social status or rating
(12) Good looks

(13) Similar religious background
(14) Ambition & industriousness

(15) Similar political background

(16) Mutual attractiénlove
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Part Two:

Instructions. Below are listed a set of characteristiasrfight be present in a potential mate or
marriage partner. Please rank them on their desirability in someone you might marry. Give a
e characteri

Ailo

t o

to

t he most
characteristicinapgoe nt i al
i 1 3 0 "ihostrdesiret ehardct@ristic in a potential mate.

(17) Good health

(18) Education & intelligence

desi

Kind & understanding

Religious

Exciting personality

Creative & artistic

Good housekeeper

Intelligent

Good earning capacity

Wants children

Easygoing

Good heredity

College graduate

Physically attractive

Healthy

rabl

mat e; a

fi 30

t o

t he

t

St
hi

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

c
rd

n a
mo st

Scoring Intelligence attractiveness, and earning capacity are added together from both part one
and part two for three different dependent variable values

Interpretation The higher the scores, the more gesglpical the mate preference. Change in
these scores indites a move away or towardsnglertypical mating preferences
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Appendix L: Mating Orientation Items
Please respond to the following questions or prompts:
1) Please indicate on the below scale the length of relationship you currently desire.

0 = Onetime encounter only, 10 = Liféime commitment

2) Please indicate on the scale belwaw willing you are to have sex on the first date

0 =Neverwilling, 6 = Always willing

*In the online survey, the participants were able to slide an indicator alosgalgeto make

selection
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Appendix M: Coding Sheet for Tinder Subreddit Analysis

1 Gender
o Female: 1
o Male: 0
T Sexual Orientation (Assume based on relationship described)
o Straight: 0
o Everything else: 1
T Meeting

o Anin-person meeting: 0

o Messaging withoumeeting (no further analysis, just quotes): 1

o General descriptions of a relationship (no further analysis, just quotes): 2

o Questions or comments about Tinder use in general (no further analysis, just
guotes): 3

SectionB - Factors
*Mark fAloategevgryhat i s mentioned in the pos

1 No Sexual EncounteNo event described in which mouth, hands or genitals made
contact with other personés genitals

1 Sexual EncounteDescribes event in which mouth, hands, or gésitnade contact with
ot her personds genitals

1 Substance Usdescribed drinking or doing drugs

1 Deception Inaccurate representation of traits or goals (looks, availability, intentions,
resources, status)

1 Ghosting:An event in which all communication abriypended with no explanation

Goal CongruenceDescribed having the same relationship goals as the other person

1 Goal IncongruencebDescribed having different relationship goals as the other person

=

Section E- Satisfaction
*Mar k A10 i n eivsernye nctaitoengeodr yi nt htahte post . I f it

Overall SatisfactionDescribes being satisfied with the interaction

Overall DissatisfactionDescribes being not satisfied with the interaction

Overall Sexual Satisfactiomescribesexual enounter as being satisfying

Overall Sexual Dissatisfactiomescribes sexua&ncounter as not being satisfying
Desire for 29 Date: Says they went on, or plan on going, to a second date

One Time Encounte©nly met one time with no concrete plans for a second meeting

=A =4 -4 -4 A 4
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