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ABSTRACT

Onlinedatnghabecome a commonpl ace in todayo6s soc
to it more than ever before. Because this type of dating has become so widely accepted, the
researchers felt it was necessary to take a deeper look intpreskntation in online datingnd
how people choose to represent themselves. Participants of this study include single men and
women, between the ages of38 froma largeMidwesternmetro area in the United States.
The purpose of this study was to gain information as to how mew@nén choose to represent
themselves on online dating platforms. The key areas that were chosen to be further explored in
the analysis include: the information participants chose to share about themselves, types of
photos they used to represent themsekgmessions of desiring physical relationships and each
gender 6s use of deception. Ultimately, the da
between the information that men and women shared about themselves in their bios, versus what
they discloed to the researchers in questions asked.

INTRODUCTION

The topic of seHpresentation in online dating profiles between men and women required
further exploration because the researchers believe that there is a difference in the way men and
women portrayliemselves online. The sgifesentation tendencies thlaé researchers aimed to

analyzeare the specific ways in which both genders choose to portray themselves, such as the



types of photos they display and how they are choosing to describe themséhessganeral
profile. A 2010 study by Hall, Park, Song & C
monitoring, personality traits, and demographic characteristics that influence online dating
service users’ str at engciogs amdinentiena misrapesentaidniofo n, o
per sonal characteristics” The study wulti mat el
personal assets, relationship goals, personal interests, and personal attributes, whereas women
are more likely tanisreprés e nt  we i g ht 7 . Il{isthgpotleesized thattheeisa ac t )
difference between what people say they are seeking in a romantic partner in their online profile
versus what they actually want in a real life relationship.

By conducting this stly, the researchers aimed to find the specific differences between
men and women’s profiles. By doing so, it was
di screpancies between the two gendersfromlt i s
one another in what they express about themselves. In conducting this study, it is intended to find
out if there is a trend of people purposefully misrepresenting themselves on their online dating
profiles with plans of becoming more successful idifig a romantic partner. If so, what is each
gender most commonly being deceptive about and is there a difference between what they
choose to fabricate?

LITERATURE REVIEW

Online Dating/Mobile Dating
As the digital age increases, singles find online dagg more viable option over
traditional ways of meeting people. A study conducted by Pew Research Center as cited in Smith
& Anderson shows, “[as of 2005] most American

people who use it, and they tendedigw it as a subpar way of meeting people. Today, almost



half of the public knows someone who uses online dating or who has met a spouse or partner via
online dating—and their attitudes towards online dating have grown progressively more
positiveatTa(2@)5, Im today’s day in age, online
acceptable means of finding a significant other. According to a 2015 study, the total number of

single people in the United States is 54,250,000, while the total number of petedJmited

States who have tried online dating is 49,250,000 (Online Dating Statistics, 2015). Thus, it is

shown that a vast majority of singles are now turning to online platforms instead of solely relying

on faceto-face interactions.

In the 21st centurysociety communicates by using hands rather than mouths, touching
keyboards anthousepads o coi nci de with thoughts going th
advances in information technologies have substantially altered the way humans interact.

Between email, texting, social networking, instant messaging, and Skype, people now have the
resources that would make it possible to spend days or even months without comiagféaee

with another person, yet still remain connect
frequency in whichmillennialsuse social media and the heighteneckss to mobile devices, it

is now more possible for people to be connected with someone at all times.

With the prevalence of dating apps, people now have the ability to have constant
attention from someone through online dating networks, if one chooseskat. This breaks the
cycl e of t #tod dnictei”’o malt i “nfgadbeecause with online p
certain relationship phases and go through a quicker course of action when developing a
relationship than traditional dating. Thigustified by the Social Exchange Theory (1959),
which illustrates the extent to which individuals feel about having a relationship with another

person depending on three perceptions; the balance between what is put into a relationship and



what is gotten ot of it, what type of relationship is thought to be deserved, and the chances of

finding a better relationship with someone else. If a person becomes discontent within a

relationship based on these notions, it can lead to one feel unfulfilled by thieintituation.

However, more singles are dissatisfied with being alone as is shown through a 2010 study
conducted by Nayar which states; “Lonely peop
relationships and are often cynical, rejecting, bored depdessed. Both relationship

dissatisfaction and difficulty with social behaviors may lead lonely people to seek online
relationships” (2010, p. 486) . Furthermore, D
(1982) explains that in a position when analgza relationship, one is likely to find their

situation unsatisfactory when the relationship is not intimate enough, is not defined, or there is a
psychological withdrawal. In the case of online dating, these tendencies occur more often

because the situah tends to be more ambiguous due to the fact that it does not follow the path

of traditional relationships. Duck’s theory I
relationships are assumed to go through. Without anytéatace interaction, it ipossible to

skip over certain steps or go through them in a quicker fashion because cyber relationships do

not require the physical, emotional or social elements that a traditional relationship does. For
example, as shown in his third phase, the Socias®Bbuc k expresses that, “N
unattractive implications of relationship loss, in terms of levels of failure and consequent

| owered social valwues, there are also soci al
assumption that p@te are paired. [...] A single person, one without an appropriate partner, is

thus something of a difficulty fasther peopld o0 manage i n a vibrant soci
436). With an online relationship, a couple is never seen as a plpaitad); therefore it is not

necessary to go through this step of the dissolving of a relationship.



SelfPresentation

Having a strongelf-presentatioms key while a person is involved in online dating
Previous | it eonliadselfpresensatioa istgast itch aatn,d “i nvol ves des
appearance verbally or using photographs, whereagddeee selfpresentation is dynamic and
embodied” (Toma, 2010, p .mpdtéée)placedBoea pravidisgat t her e
together profile, people go baf their way to create the best possible image of themselves on
their online dating profiles. Factors such as creative screen names, striking primary photos and
an intriguing headline messages can attract potential dates. Khan touches on the effedfivenes
profile pictures in his 2015 study by stating that,
“I'n the absence of prior acquaintance, attire
influence on likeability. A genuine smile, one that crinkles up your eyes will make a good first
impression. A slight tilt of the head can also enhance attractiveness. Choice of red in a woman
enhances men’s attraction | eading to signific
simple language, not oveomplicated wording, is likely to reguh significantly higher ratings
of intelligence because people are naturally drawn to words that are easy to remember and
pronounce. It makes informatiomprocessing easier, which also increases likeability. Overall
attractiveness of the text is positiyecorrelated with photo attractiveness. If you can get the
potential date to stop and think about your headline message, increasing the exposure time to the
primary photo, this wi-B)I increase their |ikin

In relation to profile pictures, Kdn also makes the cagat;” Desi r abl e [ scr een
are more often associated with attraction than undesirable names. Names with negative
connotations are often associated with inferiority. Playful screen names are universally attractive.

Men are more attracted to screen namefsitiolicate physical attractiveness, whereas women are



more attracted to screen names that indicate
important in any setting whether it be fetoeface or onlineSelf-presentatioran make or break
a peson's decision to pursue a relationship based on what one presents to the world via online

dating.

SeltDisclosure

Interactions in which a person may share details about themselves can vary from general
meet and greets with small talk, to corsmeg with close family, friends or partners in which
every moment of life is shared with. The levebkeff-disclosuras dependent on the situation a
person is involved in. When meeting a new person, individuals are generally more reserved
during faceto-face interactions. While engaging in online dating, people are able to disclose
details about oneself such as a hometown, job and other personal attributes. By revealing these
details up front, individuals miss out on the initial small talk that otherwiséd be
encountered when meeting a new personfadea c e .-dis¢loSueel mieans letting go of
anxiety and apprehension of losing someone due to knowing someone more intimately; when
relationships reach this st ag®6 109 dMerkldb& c 0o me mo
Richardson, 2000; McKenna et al., 2002(as cited in Rosen, Cheever, Cummings & Felt, 2008,
p.2127). Thislevel of seltdisclosure can be reached in a quicker fashion in an online setting as
people have the ability to disclose more intien@formation up front in a virtual atmosphere.
“When people meet online they tend to reveal
firstfewemai | s . It s all about getting t-tof &oe@eWw eac
(Wallace, 1999; &ks & Floyd, 1996 (as cited in Rosen, Cheever, Cummings, & Felt, 2008,

p.2127)). This generation of singles is looking to mingle to get to know one another via online



chatting, rather than the old school meeting style where the only way to get to kioetlezsc
was to meet facto-face or send a personal letter through the mail.

Espana (2013) looked at the process of online dating, the similarities and differences
between online and offline dating and the emotionssaffetlisclosureon first impressions via-e
mail with a potential partner. Their results indicated a t , “-styleaatingt personaa |
information, personality types and education levels are the most important predictors of self
disclosure. By contrast, onlinedager f ocus on communication styl e
(p-27)) ndi vi dual profile bios on online dating w
which would typically be answered on a fidstte;thus, leading users to skip over this awkward
step in traditional dating. In other words, online dating profiles provide more information up
front than what would otherwise be given in a conventionatfadace encounter. According to
Espana 2013, To under s t-discdasurendkes place andwfseltdisclosure works in
romantic relationships, based on Al tman and T
posits that the more time we spend with others, the more likely we are to disclose more personal
or intimate information about our liveShe social penetration theory is also known as the onion
theory because the theory is based on the notion that as you peel each layer of disclosure and
have deeper conversations, you are getting closer to the core of an individual. As relationships
devel@, the individuals will share more aspects of themselves with more breadth and depth. For
example, every individual has breadth (the various topics incorporated in your life). As you
converse and share information regarding these topics, the depth ayadnishare information
increases with every piece of information exc

(p.19-20).



Self-disclosurein an online atmosphere, focuses more cimite information about an
individualand what is chosen to Bbared with otherd he purpose of this is the hope of
creating a relationshifeople self disclose faster because others can read bios and answers
about the person right away to see if there is an instant connéotaffiine dating these
answers comwith time and you learn as you go. The process of communicating online
expedites surface level conversation. The person already knows the biography of their match
because it ignline;there is less mystery because a person is able to have a deepaf level
conversabn right away.
Deception

Online dating is essentially @gsonal advertisement of an individuidle onine user can
easily enhance onesétf appear more alluring hence why online dating can often be more
appealing than traditional datifg.To at tract customers, online da
two aspects of the services they offer. First, they emphasize that their services are unique to
dating through the Internet; that is, the sites are offering a service that cannot be duplicated
any other way. [...] Second, online dating sites emphasize that forming relationships using their
services is superior to dating offline.” (Fin
enticing to users, due to the fact that online dating gitee individuals the freedom to say
whatever they want to represent themselves; however, there is no ethical standard to assess if
what they are saying is truthful or not. “On
high hopesin findingpgoe nt i al mates. Encountering decepti
process and shatter those hopes, which is why many users characterize online dating as taking a
leap of faith (as ¢ted in Whitty & Joinson, 2009An important question, is whethenline

dating deception is detectable before meeting potential matetofhca c(€oma, 2012, p.78)



With deception being a pertinent issue with online dating, it could easily curb the appeal of these
services to some individuals.

Detecting deception isseoming a major concern with online dating. People are
increasingly becoming worried about being foo
profiles, which complicates the process of forming solid, honest, relationshipe ncer ns ab ot
online decepbn are as old as the Internet itself. These concerns stem from the disembodied
nature of online communication, which allows people to interact in the absence of the physical
self and primarily through textual means. This lack of physicality increasestopipies for
deception (e.g., lying about physical appearance) and decreases the number of cues people use in
detecting deception (e.g., eye gaze, fidgeting). For these reasons, the detection of deception is
assumed to be di f f i qHahcock, 2007, . 18). Oftengtimes,rpgople o n me n t
present themselves as their ideal selves, or how they hope to be in the future, rather than a true
representation of how they are at the time of writing their profile.

RESEARCH QUESTION/ HYPOTHESIS AND JUSTIFICAT IONS

When looking at online and mobile dating, there are three main factors that are used to
make an online dater stand out in the virtual world=gedentation, seffisclosure and
deception, as is shown in the body of the literature abbieehypothesized that there is a
difference in the way men and women portray themselves online. However, research to date has
not fully explored how one presents their ideal self onlreesus their actual self.

The researchers of this study were curitound out if individuals misrepresent
themselves on their profile bios when it comes to attempting to find a romantic partner. It is
thought that there is a difference between what people say they are seeking in a romantic partner

in their online profié as opposed to what they actually want in a real life relationship.



RQ: What are the different ways that men and womeseiggresentatiorin their
profiles on online dating websites?

METHODOLOGY

Sample Participants

The target participants selected for this study were a convenience sample of seven single
men and seven single women all between the ages®b i8a largeMidwestmetro area. The
14 total participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire (See Appeigdice 1), which was
sent out via email with an attached word documiactuded in the email was a message stating
the purpose of this study and a brief explanation of the study. No incentive was given for the
survey. The participants were also askedttach a screenshot(s) of their main profile and basic
bio, including their main picture. The researchers then examined the data using a coding sheet
(See Appendix Figure 2).
Analysis of Content

The researchers compared a total of 14 profiles from th@nolgy dating websites:
Match.com, OKCupid and Tinder. Match.com and OKCupid are online dating websites, while
Tinder is a mobile dating app. From these profiles the researchers focused on the different
characteristics that each participant discloses intieer bio The information gathered from
both their profiles and the questionnaire responses were analyzed through a coding sheet (See
Figure 2) in which the researcherscrose f er enced each participant’ s
observed that the data calted from Tinder profiles was not as extensive as other dating
platforms being analyzed, because Tinder has a maximum limit of a combination 500 letters

and/or symbols. Other dating sites, such as Match.com and OKCupid have different sections

10



with specifc questions that allow users to elaborate as much as they want, while Tinder only has
a blank slate where a person can type as much as the limit allows.

RESULTS/DISCUSSION

The amount of information people disclose about themselves on online dating profiles
varied from person to person. The key areas that were chosen to be further explored in the
anal ysis include the participantvestypendfor mati o
photos they used to represent themselves, expressions of desiring physical relationships and each
gender’s use of deception.

Information Shared

The data suggests that profiles on Tinder usually had very brief statements, many of
which wereseemingly random thoughts that came across as vague and only provided a small
gl i mpse of the individual’'s personality. For
think the drummer from Nirvana | ookTisgved ot | i
a brief insight into her personality, showing that she is not only a fan of this particular genre of
music, but also her potentially eclectic nature. However, the men and women that did go into
more depth on their Tinder profiles showed veryfdf er ent trends. | n compa
tended to discuss work, sports and the military, while women, on the other hand, discussed work,
school and social interests.

Al t man and Taylor’'s Social Penetration The
onion model, is the process of developing intimacy with another person through mutual self
disclosure and other forms of vulnerability. In other words, you have to peel back the layers to
get to know someone on a deeper level. Through evaluation ofrtiepaants, the researchers

found that people were more comfortable initiating conversation online as opposed to in person.

11



Thus, the users were more comfortable with vulnerability in an online platform because it
seemed less intimidating as well as lesky. Many expressed that there is not as much risk of
immediate rejection and embarrassment when approaching someone online. Male 6 states in his
answers, “In person, | would never ini-tiate a
text. Inothewor d s : Il wouldn’'t chat wup a stranger at
find someone to date, so it seems less intrusive to initiate conversation. | also ask more questions
than | would in person, ot her Wwonmedating aseredrehner p
able to disclose information much more quickly than they would when meetintpféaee.

Women shared this same sentiment as expres
pretty shy as far as approaching someone like thatrgopéut online | feel like I could be
myself right off the bat”. Participants of ©bo
being vulnerable when behind a computer screen that is missing {toftaz® meetings. The
participants overwhelmingly exgssed a willingness to expose their true selves in less time
when communicating online than they normally would when meeting a date in person. Toma
(2008) el aborates in saying, “lnitiating rela
disclosu e: what i nformation to disclose and how t
(p. 2). This | eads t-disclosmg much soaner m a elatiorishapythatr s 7
began online as opposed to one that started face to face.
Types oPhotos Used

Relating to the information shared, the re
well as their photos | eft more room for peopl
were more up front. In another example, Female 6 expresses her secstmthrough the

photos she has chosen to display. She revealed, "Most of the pictures on there are of me when |

12



travel. | chose the pictures that remind me of fun times and also highlight my love for travel/fun.
| have pictures on my profile from Paris London, Morocco, and Spain,
to and had experiences that have shaped who |
hand, were commonly taken in front of generic greenery or inconspicuous places and their
descriptions wee more direct and to the point with less room for interpretation. Male 4
exemplifies this as his picture is taken in an unrecognizable outdoor setting and his personal
description reads sheadpdnging. “ Hockey, tacos, and
In their profiles, men atshad the tendency to display photos that showed them engaging
in different activities. A majority of the male participants had pictures that showed different
aspects of their lives to display that they are physically active in general, without verhializing
their description about themsel ves. Mal e 3 st
into a different aspect of what | want my i ma
the researchers obser vesweebfphotosewitheagiogofpar t i ci p
friends, usually in a party atmosphere where they are engaging in something physically active.
The photos also often showcased the participants in the outdoors, typically displaying
their full bodies. As far as editing tihg@ictures, one out of seven men admitted to using filters,
and another one out of the seven men had used a professional image. As de Backer et al. (2008)
noted, “it iIs much easier to present oneself
a tributes”™ (p. 123) . Men generally expressed

would encourage women to gain interest in them. For example, Male 4 states this about his

profile picture, “Yes | do J[uktahose afewghdtasthdtle pi c
thought give anyone viewing my profile the be
t o BaumeiPsrteesrenst aSeilofn Theory. The theory expla

13



self presentational motivations che distinguished. (as cited in Baumeister, 1982 p. 25)3
One (pleasing the augiremsean)t aitd otno tmatthre a@amud’i e
and preferences. The ot her {pygelsfendamndtornudtoi am
ideal sel f” ( Bau r8e). FRrterample, dn®viould dreps.differehtly going into a
professional interview than to hang out with friends at a sports bar to watch the big game. Men
and women want to give off a good image of themselves online thiejeare looking for a
potential partner in order to be more successful.

Four out of seven women who patrticipated in the survey used some sort of photo editing,
such as filters. Female 7, whose profile photo has the most obvious editing due tottred fact
she altered her photo to a different color, stated in her answeshthat..enj oys tur ning
her photos into black and whi bysHarncockk Aama,or di ng
“The profile photograph i self-presemtaton, and oné thasis ¢ o mp
critical for relational success” (para. 7). B
much more thought and effort into finding the perfect photo to represent themselves rather than
simply describing themselvélsrough words.

When the researchers analyzed the photos of both genders, they found similar
characteristics were appearing throughout their profile bios. As also detailed by Hancock &
T o ma , -présengation is defined as the process of packaging atmbetiie self in order to
create a certain impression upon the audience
down into two different categories, we find a
them in a party scene or showitigm acting more stoic through their pictures taken. Male 5
stated in his answers, "l used a black and white filter to go for a more vintage look. I thought it

fitting with my black tie look and the scotch in my hand.” This can lead the researcheswe belie

14



one of two things; first, men want to be seen as individuals who like to have fun and second, they
want to come off as someone who isn't soft an
the other hand showed the opposite. All seven participantsrigdd white smiles, and from the
beginning, there was a sense of open, inviting and welcoming vibes about their personalities
through their dating sites. All seven of the female participants had posed pictures as opposed to
candid photos; four out of teke seven women posed with the stereotypical female pose with
their hand on their hip with their chin up and chest out.
Expression of Physical Relationships

In their answers, men were more overt when expressing a desire to have physical
relationslips than what was expressed by women. In response to a question regarding face
face meetings from online platforms, Male 3 a
majority of the women | meet online. It's awkward but | turn it into a purely pHysiedionship
with no strings attached. Usually only meetféacé a c e t h e This axpresses adirect’
intention to meet people solely for a shi@tm physical relationship. Male participants also
alluded to desiring this type of relationship witltheir bios, but were much more ambiguous
when doing so. For example, Male 2 states 1in
someone cannot take away from you so | et’s ge
he is only looking for ex, this statement could easily be interpreted as such. Especially, due to
the fact that this is the only information he provides for himself other than his age. Male 2
mentioned regarding meeting faimeface with people he has metonliheY e s, wappt h t hi s
most of the interactions ar eOnthadatherhand,xaual so vy
women directly expressed interest in a purely sexual relationship in their questionnaire. Only one

out of seven women reported in their online bio that theyld be interested in casual sex, but

15



only after expressing primary interest in finding new friends and finding atéong
relationship. This can relate back the concept of Interpersonal Processes in Romantic
Relationships, whickt at es, “The ways people think about
clearly influence whether and how they initiate relationships with others. Those who see
relationships as risky and dangerous are likely to approach potential partners diffeeantly t
those who view relationships as stable and rewarding. Similarly, once individuals are involved
with a romantic partner, their thoughts about their partner and about their relationship are likely
to affect their rel ati 0603).0Oveoal apprehensien’in agd\alBontg e | i
romantic relationships correlates with the way people feel about their relationship, the way
people behave toward their partner, and even the way their partner behaves towards them.
Use of Deception

The data suggsts that men were more prone to being deceptive about age, job title, and
income. For instance, Male 2 stated in his questionnaire that he is 19 years old, but when you
look at his profile bio, it says that he is 25 years old. Clearly the two are nadteahsAnother
example of deception comes from Male 6, where he intentionally is deceptive about his income,

saying that he makes more than he really does. When asked if he had ever intentionally provided

misleading information abouirhself on his bio, 8 answered; Yes, and it was i nt
claim to have a slightly higher income than I
desirabl e”. I n his profile, he chooses to dis

leaving this part ohis personal life seeming a bit vague.
Women were found to be more prone to being deceptive about the school they are
attending and filters being used in photos. For example, Female 3 uses the University of

Mi nnesot a’ sU-Malho' g, a nwh i“cSihkeito believedhatl sleeasa current student

16



or alum of the institution. However, during the interview she admits that she has never attended

the University of Minnesota, but she attends a different college. Lastly, another example of a

female being deceipe is Female 4. She states that she never uses filters on profile photos but
looking closely at her picture, one can tell that it has been retouched, mainly due to the fact that

her complexion is casiderably lighter and clearénan in pictures used imer profile from the

same setting. All of this can be tied back to the Interpersonal Dec@ajhtsmmy, whichargues,

“At root, deception is accomplished by mani pu
concealment, or equivocation, liars use a@gto accomplish their ends. [the authors] agree, but

not necessarily on moral ground. They judge a deceptive act on the basis of the deceiver's
motives, not on the acts itself” (Buller & Bu
participants, thenformation from their profiles demonstrates manipulated or misconstrued

contentthat couldmake potential mates more attracted to their profiles. Although the intent may

not have beeiil intentioned the participants were not fully transparent when useig

disclosure.

In summary, the data suggests that there were recognizable discrepancies between the
information that men and women shared as well as differences between what participants stated
in the descriptions of themselves in their bios, versus thiegtstated in theguestionnaires.

Thiswas ultimately found through an analysis of online dating profiles gathered from a
convenience sample 14 participants; 7 men and 7 women in which the researchers focused on
looking at the types of photos used bg participants, their expression of physical relationships,
and the use of deception. Through studying these categories, the researchers were able to
conclude that there were indeed clear ways in which men and women use self presentation in

their online @ting profiles.
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LIMITATIONS

While conducting the research, there were some limitations that may have inhibited the
success of the study. Firstly, it was noted that by using information from the mobile dating app,
Tinder, a limited amount of data about tieer was gained due to the fact that the app only
allows for a narrow amountohcar act ers to be used in an indivi
herself This minimized the information that could have been gained. Therefore, in comparison
to the profiles fron larger websites such as Match.com @kdCupid, whichprovide an
extensive amount of information, data taken from Tinder was extremely limited because it was
more of a small snapshot.

Another limitation was that the participants were from a convenigaogple. All
participants were known by at least one of the researchers. It is perceived that if the participants
were complete strangers, the information that was disclosed may have been more accurate as
participants could have felt cautious disclosingspersonal information to somebody that they
already knew. The researchers feel as if this could have repressed the quality of the answers
gained from participants because of the fact that there was the possibility of feeling embarrassed
by being completglitransparent or vulnerable.

Suggestions For Future Research

In conclusion, the results gained from this study have proatigapingstonedor future
research. If subsequent analysis were to be conducted, the researchers feel that haviegta diffe
pool of participants that were complete strangers, and more specific data requirements, such as
using only one dating platform could create a more successful study. By gaining data from

strangers, one could eliminate the potential for participargs/éinaccurate selfeporting.
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Also, by narrowing down the data to only one dating platform, preferably a more expansive

website such as Match.com, future researchers could gain access to even more specific data.
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APPENDIX

Figure 1

By consenting to participate in this study and filling out the questionnaire below, you are
agreeing to share personal information from your online dating profile and allowing the
researchers to havaccess to a screenshot of your basic profile informatidihe researchers

will be using your information to complete a study which will be supervised by Concordia
University, Saint Paul. All information provided will remain completely anonymous. Your nhame
and profile picture or any other confidential informatigou may have disclosed to the
researchers will not be used, and will be immediately discarded after completion of our
research. If you agree to the terms above, please continue with the questionnaire. Your
participation and honesty are valued and extrgnag@preciated. These questions will take
approximately 20 minutes to answer. Thank you!

Interview Questions:
Basic Information:

1. How old are you?
2. When was your profile picture taken? Why did you choose that photo?

3. Did you use filters or photshopfor your profile picture? Why did you use this? (i.e was
there a feature you wanted to hide or enhance? If so what were they?)

4. Do you have multiple pictures of yourself on your online bio? If so, why did you choose
the various photos?

5. What is your inéntion for being on an online dating website? (Are you looking for a long
term relationship, marriage, friendship, etc.)

6. What type of relationship are you looking for? (heterosexual, homosexual, other)
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Dating Platforms:

7. Do you have links on youwnline dating site to other social media platforms? Please list
your social media platforms that you linked. If you have linked to other platforms, why
did you choose to do so? If not, why have you chosen not to link to these?

8. How long have you been dhis website or dating app?

9. What made you choose this website or dating app?

10.How many other online dating sites are you using?

11.1f you have more than one online dating profile, are you being consistent with how you
are describing yourself on each prd?ile

12.How did you decide what to put on your profile?
Social Interactions:
13.Have you ever met fade-face with a person you originally matched with online? If yes,

how did the interaction go? Please describe.

14.Have you ever put misleading information about yourself on your profile? Was it
intentional? If so, please describe.

15.Would you initiate a conversation differently online verses when you are talking to
someone in person? How so?

16.Have you ever attempted find your match from an online dating site on other social
media platforms? If so, did that change your initial impression of that individual?
Explain.

Once again, thank you for your participation in this research study. It is greatly appreciated
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Figure 2
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