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Abstract

This study aimed to investigate the impact of receiving rejection in an online dating app on users'
overall well-being and profile liking behavior. To test this, a dating app prototype (HeartBeat)
was utilized, with two dating success conditions. Half of the participants were assigned to the
match condition, where they predominantly received matches. The other half were assigned to
the no match condition, where they predominantly received no matches. Over the course of five
consecutive days, participants actively engaged with the prototype dating app, creating a profile
and evaluating 30 fictitious dating profiles daily by swiping right (indicating a like) or left
(indicating a dislike). In total, 37 participants utilized the prototype dating app throughout the
entire duration of the study. Results showed no significant differences in well-being scores
between individuals who predominantly received matches and those who did not. Similarly, the
results revealed no differences in profile liking behavior between individuals in the two
conditions. While the study also intended to explore the swipe time for giving a like as part of
profile liking behavior, no results could be obtained. The findings suggest that experiencing
rejection in the pre-conversation phase of online dating does not significantly affect users' overall
well-being and profile liking behavior. This is yet one of the first studies that focuses on the
effects of match versus no match on profile liking behavior. Future studies are recommended to
investigate this further with a larger sample and more diverse measurement scales that

encompass all aspects of well-being.

Keywords: online dating app, well-being, rejection, no-match versus match, profile liking

behavior, longitudinal experiment
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Introduction

Online dating has gained tremendous popularity as a widely accepted method of seeking
romantic connections. Millions of people use dating apps to find potential partners worldwide,
and the Netherlands is no exception. Almost half of the people aged 18-34 in the Netherlands
have created a profile on a dating site or app, with platforms such as Inner Circle, Lexa, and
Tinder among the most widely used (Beukers & Cabenda, 2019). With the increasing popularity
of online dating platforms, users now have easy access to a massive pool of potential matches via
their mobile devices. However, this can also have drawbacks, as a larger number of people using
dating apps can result in experiencing more romantic rejections than traditional dating.

In online dating, rejection refers to cases where users are refused, rejected, or blocked by
(potential) romantic partners (Van de Wiele & Campbell, 2019). Rejection can occur in various
forms, depending on the stage of interaction. In the conversation phase, when two individuals
have expressed initial interest and engage in conversations to get to know each other better,
rejection occurs through message ignoring, ghosting, blocking, or unmatching (Van de Wiele &
Campbell). While on the other hand, rejection in the pre-matching phase refers to the initial
evaluation of profiles, where individuals make decisions based on profile attractiveness, visual
cues, and limited information (Olivera-La Rosa et al., 2019). To date, there has been limited
research on the impact of rejection, specifically at this stage, where individuals face rejection
when their profiles are not liked, despite it being a prevalent form of rejection in contemporary
online dating. Therefore, this research focuses on rejection in the pre-conversation phase,
particularly on receiving no matches. A "no match" occurs when a user expresses interest in a
profile by swiping it to the right (indicating a like), but the owner of the profile does not

reciprocate, swiping it to the left (indicating a dislike) (Pronk & Denissen, 2020).



Experiencing rejection can affect an individual's overall well-being, including life
satisfaction, emotional state, and self-esteem (Courtois & Timmermans, 2018; Heino et al., 2010;
Karsay et al., 2019; Thomas et al., 2023). Previous research suggests that romantic rejection in
mobile dating apps is associated with sadness, anger, frustration, and decreased self-esteem and
self-worth (Andrighetto et al., 2019; Leary, 2015). However, most previous studies have focused
on single interactions with mobile dating apps, providing only a limited perspective. Moreover,
these previous studies have primarily relied on survey methods. This study addresses these
limitations by re-examining the effects of rejection on well-being in an experimental study over a
more extended period, where participants engage with a dating app prototype for several
consecutive days.

The way individuals express their interest in an online dating profile, known as profile
liking behavior, can also be influenced by the experience of rejections. For example, users may
be less likely to swipe right for self-protection or may take more time to decide whether to like a
profile. Despite the growing prevalence of dating apps and the increasing experiences of
rejection within this context, there has been limited research on how rejection within mobile
dating apps affects individuals' profile liking behavior. Investigating this further could provide
new insights into an individuals' social behavior on digital platforms.

This study aims to fill existing gaps in the literature by answering the following research
question: "Does predominantly receiving no matches in an online dating app prototype affect
users' well-being and profile liking behavior over time, compared to predominantly receiving
matches?". To achieve this, an experimental study will be conducted in which participants
interact with a prototype mobile dating app for five consecutive days, swiping through 30

fictious profiles each day.



Depending on the assigned condition, participants will receive predominantly matches or
not. To assess the impact of the rejection on their well-being, participants will be asked to

complete a series of statements about their well-being at the beginning and the end of the study.

Theoretical background

Online dating has gained increasing attention in scientific literature. This trend is
unsurprising, as the practice of using technology to find and establish romantic relationships —
online dating — has become an integral part of modern society (Stoicescu, 2019). Notably, the
number of online daters have grown rapidly, with an estimated 441 million active users
worldwide by the end of 2023 (Buchholz, 2023). Among the various forms of online dating,
dating apps have become the most widely utilized. Especially the so called fast-dating apps, or
swipe-based dating apps, have revolutionized how individuals connect with potential partners.
These apps typically present users with a series of profiles that they can swipe left or right to
indicate interest or disinterest, respectively, expanding the pool of available options beyond one's
immediate social circle and providing a convenient and accessible way to connect with potential
partners (Timmermans & De Caluwe, 2017).

The popularity of these fast dating apps can be explained by Uses and Gratifications
Theory, which suggests that individuals actively choose media platforms to fulfill their specific
needs and desires (Katz, 1959; Katz et al., 1973). More specifically, fast dating apps serve as a
platform where individuals can fulfill their fundamental social needs for interaction and
connection, such as seeking a romantic partner, expanding their social circle, or simply enjoying
entertainment and fun (Bryden, 2017; Timmermans & De Caluwe, 2017). Moreover, swipe-

based dating apps, characterized by their quick and intuitive swiping mechanism, offer a range of



features tailored to meet the diverse needs of their users. The swipe system allows users to
swiftly navigate through profiles and engage with those they find appealing. Once users have
viewed profiles that match their search criteria, such as age and location, they can utilize the
swipe function to express their interest or disinterest. A left swipe indicates a lack of interest,
while a right swipe signifies interest in the person featured on the profile. When two users swipe
right on each other, a match is established, enabling them to initiate a conversation and explore
the possibility of further connection (Tinder, 2021). However, if one of the users does not swipe
right on the other, there is a no match, indicating a lack of mutual interest.

This browsing and evaluation of profiles is called relation shopping (Heino et al., 2010).
This metaphor proposes that daters treat potential romantic partners as assets to be evaluated and
compared, similar to shopping for a product in a shop. The abundance of profiles available
online allows users to engage in the form of comparison shopping, browsing through profiles to
find someone who meets their ideal criteria. However, this abundance of choices can have
negative consequences. Previous research suggests that online daters may develop a rejection
mentality, becoming more pessimistic and dismissive due to the abundance of choices in the
form of an almost unlimited pool of potential partners (Pronk & Denissen, 2020). The many
options presented to individuals increase the likelihood of rejecting potential partners. This
generates a general feeling of dissatisfaction and pessimism about finding a suitable partner,
causing users to gradually become more closed to potential mating opportunities. Therefore, this
mindset may cause individuals to reject more people over time and close themselves off to

mating opportunities.



Rejection in online dating

As individuals reject a larger number of potential partners, the number of individuals who
experience rejection also increases. Online dating offers the advantage of a wide selection of
potential partners to choose from. However, as the number of users on online dating platforms
continues to grow, the likelihood of experiencing romantic rejection intensifies. In online dating,
romantic rejection refers to declining or not responding to a potential match's interest or
invitation to communicate further (Van De Wiele & Campbell, 2019). This rejection can occur at
different stages of interaction. In the orientation phase, known as the pre-matching phase,
individuals evaluate profiles based on attractiveness, visual cues, and limited information to
determine whether they find the person appealing or interesting enough to initiate contact
(Olivera-La Rosa et al., 2019). Rejection within this phase is one of the most prevalent forms of
rejection experienced when using online dating apps, often occurring when individuals do not
receive matches with those they have liked (Hetsroni & Tuncez, 2019; Pronk & Denissen, 2020).
In the subsequent conversation phase, where two individuals have expressed initial interest and
engage in conversations to get to know each other better, rejection takes different forms such as
message ignoring, ghosting, blocking, or unmatching (Van de Wiele & Campbell).

Receiving rejection, regardless of the stage, has an impact on an individual's emotions.
Van der Veen et al. (2019) conducted a study to investigate how individuals emotionally react to
rejection in the conversation phase of online dating by examining brain responses in the region
associated with processing mental and physical pain. Participants participated in a speed dating
activity where they indicated their interest in a potential second date. Those who experienced
rejection did not only report more negative sentiments, but also displayed similar cardiac

responses to those associated with experiencing mental and physical pain, as compared to



individuals who did not encounter rejection. This suggests that the experience of rejection in
online dating, in the conversation phase where contact has already been established and
individuals may be more invested in each other, can trigger both emotional and physiological
reactions, highlighting the impact it can have on an individual's well-being.

In a separate research conducted by Andrighetto et al. (2019), the phenomenon of
rejection within the pre-matching phase, was explored using an experimental framework. The
study involved the creation of online dating profiles by the participants, who then proceeded to
engage in simulated interactions with other participants. Participants in the rejection condition
were presented with a message indicating their lack of desirability, whereas the control group
received an error message. The results indicated that participants who experienced rejection
reported decreased levels of enjoyment and increased levels of sadness. This suggests that,
similar to the conversation phase, experiencing rejection in the pre-matching phase can also
negatively affect individuals' emotional well-being.

Well-being and online dating

Previous studies have also shown that, in addition to experiencing rejection on an online
dating platform, excessive use of online dating applications can significantly impact individuals'
well-being. (e.g., Courtois & Timmermans, 2018; Heino et al., 2010; Karsay et al., 2019;
Thomas et al., 2023). However, well-being is a multifaceted construct that has been measured in
diverse ways, leading to varying definitions. Her and Timmermans (2020) operationalized well-
being as individuals' emotional states, explicitly focusing on joviality, sadness, and anxiety.
Using a cross-sectional correlational design, Her and Timmermans (2020) aimed to investigate
the impact of using dating applications on individuals' well-being, specifically examining the

effects of using Tinder for a week. The PANAS-X subscales were used to measure participants'



emotional states following their Tinder usage. Results showed that users who more compulsively
used the fast dating app Tinder experienced more sadness and anxiety after using the app (Her &
Timmermans, 2020). This finding suggests that individuals who compulsively use a fast dating
app like Tinder are more likely to experience decreased overall well-being after using the app.

Zervoulis et al. (2019) focused on broader psychological constructs of well-being,
including self-esteem, loneliness, and life satisfaction, rather than joviality, sadness, and anxiety.
They conducted a correlational survey study examining the impact of using dating apps on well-
being. Participants were asked self-reported survey questions in the subcategories of self-esteem
(measured by the Global Self-Esteem Scale), loneliness (measured by the UCLA Loneliness
Scale (version 3)), and life satisfaction (measured by the Satisfaction with Life Scale). The study
revealed a relationship between increased dating app usage and adverse psychological outcomes.
Specifically, the study revealed that higher levels of dating app usage, mainly in the pre-
matching phase, were associated with decreased life satisfaction, higher levels of loneliness, and
reduced self-esteem, indicating an overall decrease in subjective well-being. These findings can
be attributed to the challenges individuals face in forming meaningful connections within online
dating apps, leading to feelings of dissatisfaction and loneliness. Moreover, the swiping system
in these fast-dating apps, which promotes judgment based on physical appearance, contributes to
objectification and feelings of diminished self-worth and self-esteem. The constant evaluation
and comparison to others further exacerbate these adverse psychological effects (Zervoulis et al.,
2019).

Overall, multiple studies have demonstrated a negative association between the use of
online dating applications, particularly during the pre-matching phase and when used

compulsively, and individuals' well-being. In this phase, the constant evaluation and comparison



with others causes people to score higher on sadness, anxiety and loneliness and lower on
joviality and life satisfaction. Moreover, it was found that the experience of rejection in both the
pre-matching phase and the conversation phase can negatively affect an individuals' well-being.
However, previous research has mainly focused on assessing the state of well-being at a single
moment in time. Furthermore, previous research primarily relied on survey studies and, to the
best of my knowledge, there is a lack of experimental studies in this area. Therefore, this study
aims to fill this research gap by conducting an experimental study focused on the pre-matching
phase of online dating using a longitudinal design.

For this study, well-being is defined as an individual's subjective well-being, which refers
to their personal perception and emotional experience of their own life, including pleasure,
positive emotions, and general satisfaction. To measure this, a short version of the Warwick-
Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale is used, which captures well-being as a total construct rather
than examining its components. Building upon the findings of the effects of experiencing
rejection and well-being, it is expected that individuals who predominantly receive a rejection, in
this study referred to as no matches, for five consecutive days will score lower on well-being

compared to those who predominantly receive matches leading to the following hypothesis:

H1: People who predominantly receive no matches on a dating app prototype for five

days in a row score lower on well-being than those who predominantly receive matches.

Romantic rejection and online dating behavior
Previous research has been conducted on how individuals adapt and modify their

behavior after receiving rejection or negative feedback. Research on experiencing romantic



rejection in a dating context suggests that individuals who experience romantic rejection may
employ protective strategies to protect themselves from future rejection, such as self-protection
and social avoidance (e.g. Campbell et al., 1998; Gerber & Wheeler, 2009; Watson & Nesdale,
2012). This self-protective mode may be an attempt to minimize the negative emotional impact
of rejection and avoid further social or romantic harm. Whether these psychological processes
underlying romantic rejection also influence the behavior of individuals on online dating apps is
an issue that Van de Wiele and Campbell (2019) sought to address. In their study, they examined
self-reported anticipated behavioral responses associated with experiences of rejection on dating
app usage through an online survey. They found that, despite experiencing rejection, most
participants would continue to use the online dating apps, suggesting that rejection in mobile
dating apps, specifically the pre-matching phase, may not significantly impact app usage. This
finding suggests that individuals in the pre-matching phase of online dating may not perceive
themselves as being rejected due to the absence of explicit feedback or communication during
this phase. Instead, they may interpret the lack of matches as a neutral outcome rather than a
direct rejection, leading them to continue swiping and engaging with the apps.

While Van de Wiele and Campbell's (2019) research relied on an online survey, this
study takes a different approach. Instead of relying solely on self-report measures of anticipated
behaviors, this study assesses participants' actual behavior. By examining participants' real-life
actions instead of anticipated behavior, the potential influence of response biases is minimized.

Instead of studying participants' behavioral responses, Zhang et al. (2022) focused on
participants' neural responses during the decision-making process of seeking romantic
relationships. They used an online speed dating paradigm, similar to the approach used by Van

der Veen et al. (2019), where participants received direct feedback about the acceptance or



rejection of their speed dates. They found that participants took more time to decide if they were
interested in a person compared to showing rejection. This suggests that individuals may invest
more time in considering whether they see themselves going on a date with a particular person,
as the stakes are higher. Building on this outcome, it is hypothesized that people on online dating
apps take longer to show interest in a potential match (swiping right) than to show rejection

(swiping left). This leads to the second hypothesis focusing on profile liking behavior:

H2: The time taken (in seconds) to decide to swipe right (show interest) is longer than the

time is taken to swipe left (show rejection) when evaluating a potential match.

The longer swipe time and caution in showing interest can be interpreted as an indicator
that people fear rejection. When faced with consistent rejection in online dating, individuals
(unconsciously) use defensive mechanisms such as denial or avoidance. This aligns with
previous insights from psychological literature, which has found that individuals use protective
strategies to cope with challenging situations (e.g., Argan et al., 20-23; Gerber & Wheeler, 2017,
Sommer, 2001). As a result, individuals who have experienced repeated rejection tend to be
more cautious and selective when deciding on a potential partner, which may lead them to be
more selective in choosing a partner, thereby decreasing their liking behavior (Leary, 2015).

Moreover, individuals who primarily receive matches on a dating app prototype receive
more validation. This affirmation could impact their self-worth and heightened confidence,
increasing their liking behavior. Considering these factors, it is reasonable to expect that
individuals who predominantly receive no matches on a dating app prototype will decrease the

number of people they choose to like compared to those who predominantly receive matches



leading to the following hypothesis:

H3: People who predominantly receive no matches on a dating app prototype for five
days in a row reduce the number of people they choose to like than those who receive matches
for several days.

Method

Research Design

This longitudinal research examines whether repeatedly receiving no matches in a
prototype of an online dating app affects users’ (a) well-being, (b) swipe time and (c) profile
liking behavior over a period of five consecutive days. Therefore, the research uses a mixed
design with a within- and a between-subjects variable. The independent, between-subjects,
variable in this study is dating success, defined as either a match or no match. The dependent
variables are subjective well-being and profile liking behavior, measured as swiping time and
number of right swipes. The within-subjects variable in this study was time, measured across five
consecutive days, representing five measurement points.

In the study, participants were assigned to either the no match or match condition within
a prototype dating app, following an 80-20 rule. This means that throughout the week, 80% of
the dating outcomes aligned with the participants’ assigned condition (e.g., 80% matches for
participants in the match condition), while the remaining 20% would display the opposite
condition (e.g., 20% no match for participants in the match conditions). It is important to note

that the first outcome always reflected their assigned condition.



Participants
Target population

This research focused on Dutch individuals between 18 and 30 years old who were open
to a relationship. This population was selected for two reasons. First, around 70% of all dating
app users belong to this age group (Business of Apps, 2023). Second, the displayed profiles
represent this age range, especially the profile images in the dating app prototype. The aim was
to maximize the likelihood of participants swiping right (like) for the profiles by ensuring they
could identify with them.
Sample
Sampling method

The sampling technique that was chosen for this research is non-probability sampling.
More specifically, a convenience sampling method was used. This sampling method has many
significant benefits, including its effectiveness and affordability. Furthermore, participants are
easily accessible and cooperative, which is particularly valuable in a longitudinal study where
participants must swipe and complete surveys over multiple consecutive days (Malhotra & Birks,
2012)
Sample

In order to decide how many participants needed to be recruited for this research, a power
analysis was performed. The power analysis helps to determine the actual sample size needed,
given a desired alpha level (0.05), a desired power level (0.80), and the desired effect size
(medium = .25) (Mayr et al., 2007). The power analysis gave a required sample size of 120

participants.



Initially, a total of 294 people participated in the current study. However, 257 of them
dropped out, indicating a significant dropout rate. This study focused on the individuals who
completed all five days of the study. Unfortunately, a significant number of participants did not
complete the study, potentially representing the majority, as a considerably larger group of
individuals initially began the study on day 1. Furthermore, participants dropped out because
they did not give consent for participating in the study (n = 2), did not share their real email
addresses, had technical issues with the prototype, or did not meet one or more of the study
requirements due to age (n = 22) or not being open to a relationship (n = 56). As a result, the data
of only 37 participants could be analyzed. From those 37 participants, 21 were assigned to the no
match condition and 16 to the match condition.

In the final sample, the distribution between men (n = 16; 43.2%) and women (n = 21;
56.8%) was comparable. The average age of the participants was 24 years old (M = 24.43, SD =
2.23), with the youngest respondent being 20 years old and the oldest participant being 29 years
old. Of all the participants, 13 of them indicated they felt most attracted to men (35.1%), 18 of
them to women (48.6%), and six of them to both genders (16.2%). More than half of the
participants (n = 23; 62.2%) reported to currently use one or more dating platforms. The
remaining participants indicated they are not currently using any dating platforms (n = 14;
38.8%). Among the participants who use dating platforms, 5.4% (n = 2) use the platforms once a
month, 10.8% (n = 4) use them 2-3 times a month, 16.2% (n = 6) use them once a week, 10.8%
(n = 4) use them 2-3 times a week, 10.8% (n = 4) use them 4-5 times a week, and 8.1% (n = 3)

use them once a day.



Materials

Prototype evaluation prior to the main study

Prior to the experiment, a prototype evaluation was conducted in collaboration with two
other master thesis students from Tilburg University to assess the realism and usability of the
initial version of the dating app prototype. The pre-test focused on three key aspects: the dating
profiles in the app, the overall interface of the app, and the interaction with its features. To
measure this, a think-aloud study was conducted. This is a qualitative empirical data collection
technique in which participants verbally express their thoughts about the interaction experience
(Hartson & Pyla, 2019). The study involved 12 participants aged between 18 and 30 years who
were all single and had experience using dating apps. The group was evenly split between men
and women and between those who received a match and those who did not. These participants
were recruited through non-probability sampling, whereby individuals within the researchers'
networks were approached to participate.

Before the study, participants were given an information letter outlining the expectations
of the think-aloud study and asked to sign a consent form. Once this was completed, participants
were sent a Qualtrics link, which they had to access via their smartphones, where they provided
their demographic information, including gender, age, and romantic orientation. The Qualtrics
link then directed them to the prototype dating application in which participants were assigned to
either the match or no match condition. Participants were instructed to use the prototype dating
app as they would any other dating app. They were presented with 30 profiles, consisting of
either male or female users, depending on their indicated sexual preference. Participants were
asked to speak their thoughts out loud while swiping right if they liked someone and left if they

did not like them. After evaluating all 30 profiles, participants were asked additional questions



such as "Are there any crucial features currently missing from the dating app that is essential to
your user experience?" and "To what extent did you find the appearance of the dating app
realistic?". Examples of the materials are presented in Appendix A.

Prototype dating app

After analyzing the results of the pre-test conducted on the prototype dating app, various
adjustments were made to the prototype of the dating app, with the expectation that this would
increase its realism and usability in preparation for this experiment. The input obtained are
divided into profile, interface, and interaction.

Profile

The pre-test showed various opinions on the realism of the profiles displayed in the
prototype dating app. Some participants felt the profiles were a realistic representation of the
people they would meet on a dating app. However, a larger group of participants felt that the
profiles were unrealistic and inauthentic due to the use of similar types of photos for each profile
(e.g. all photos were taken from the same angle or were standard stock photos with a high
quality) and all the profiles showed highly attractive individuals. To improve the realism of the
profiles, it was decided to follow the opinions by the participants and add more realistic profiles
to the dating app prototype. This involved, for example, profile pictures of individuals taken with
their pets, in groups, at social gatherings, or of a slighter lower quality.

Finally, it was discovered that users missed creating their own profiles before swiping
through the profiles of other on the prototype dating app. To address this, the new version of the
prototype dating app gave users the impression that they were creating a profile. In this profile,
they filled in their age, gender, sexual orientation and character traits. Participants could select

the character traits from a list prepared in advance by the researchers. Participants were also



allowed to specify their preferences regarding gender, age and maximum distance from a
potential partner. These specified traits were then included in the participants' profiles.
Simultaneously, participants had the opportunity to view the character traits on other users'
profiles. This gave them insight into the personalities and interests of potential matches, which
further improved their decision-making process while using the app.
Interface

Generally, the pre-test participants were positive toward the prototype dating app's
appearance, as they indicated it looked realistic and comparable to well-known applications like
Tinder and Bumble. However, some participants felt the interface was basic and lacking in
special features, such as the option to contact someone. This concern was addressed in the new
version of the prototype dating app by adding a feature that allows users to say "Hi" to a match.
However, this was a simplified version that did not include a fully interactive feature, which was
done to ensure the feasibility of the research. Moreover, participants felt that the app lacked
identity because it did not have a name. In response to this feedback, it was decided to give the
prototype dating app the name "HeartBeat".
Interaction

In general, the pre-test participants found the swiping feature work well. The cross and
heart icons were user-friendly, and participants found the swiping realistic and straightforward.
However, some users did not perceive receiving a match or no match notification after every
swipe as realistic. In the initial version, participants received a notification after each swipe
indicating the outcome (e.g., a match or no match). However, participants expressed that this
approach did not feel realistic. In the revised version, this was changed so that participants would

receive a pop-up notification when they had a match, a notification on top of their screen when



they had a no match with the message, "You and [name] did not match.”, and sometimes did not
immediately saw the outcome. We retained the notification of a no match to measure the impact
of a "no match" on individuals. Examples of adapted notifications are provided in appendix B.

Additionally, an 80-20 rule was implemented, where 80% of the dating outcomes aligned
with the participants' assigned condition (e.g., 80% matches for participants in the match
condition), while the remaining 20% displayed the opposite condition (e.g., 20% no match for
participants in the match condition). Appendix C displays visual representations of the final
version of the prototype dating app
Measures
Well-being

To measure well-being over time (i.e., day 1 and day 5), the Warwick—Edinburgh Mental
Well-being Scale (WEMWBS) scale was used (Lloyd & Devine, 2012). The scale measures
well-being by measuring both subjective well-being and psychological functioning using 11
items (e.g., "I have been feeling confident™ and "I have been feeling optimistic about the future™)
on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from (=1) "None of the time" to "All of the time" (=5).
Reliability analysis showed an acceptable internal consistency for both the first day of the study
(00 =0.784) and the final day of the study (a = 0.774). In order to measure well-being, the total
score was obtained by summing the score for each of the 11 items. The total score could thus
range between 11 to 55, where higher scores indicate higher well-being. The mean scores
obtained on the scale were 40.30 (SD = 4.53) on the first day and 39.48 (SD = 4.58) on the final

day.



Profile liking behavior

Profile liking behavior on an online dating app is defined as indicating interest or
disinterest by swiping a profile either left (dislike) or right (like). The total number of likes per
day (over 5 consecutive days) was used to measure the profile liking behavior and could thus
range from 0 (no profiles liked) to 30 (all profiles liked) likes per day. The number of likes
across all five days was compared to assess potential changes or patterns over time.
Procedure

The data for this study were collected in collaboration with two other master's thesis
students from Tilburg University. These students also conducted online dating research but had a
different focus.
Participant recruitment and study introduction

Multiple recruiting techniques were employed to maximize the number of respondents
for the study. Initially, respondents were recruited from the student's network, and additionally,
platforms where the target audience is active, such as Facebook, LinkedIn, Instagram, Tiktok,
and dating platforms, were used. After their willingness to participate in the study, participants
were directed to a Qualtrics environment. Here, they were presented with an information letter
detailing the study's nature and objectives. This letter emphasized that answers would remain
confidential and that there were no right or wrong answers to ensure that participants answered
truthfully. It also explained what was expected of them for the next five days. Subsequently, they
were requested to provide their consent to participate in the study by filling out a consent form
and were asked for their email address. By providing their mailing address, participants were
enrolled in a mailing list. Every subsequent morning at 8 am, participants received an email

notifying them to continue the study, resume their swiping activity for that day. Once this



process was completed, the first day of the longitudinal study began.

First, the participants were asked to provide demographic information, such as age,
gender, relationship status, and romantic orientation. Participants who did not meet the
predetermined age range (18-30 years) and were not open to a relationship were excluded from
further participation. When participants met the criteria, they were asked to answer a few
questions on this first day prior to swiping, starting with a personality questionnaire which was
part of another master thesis student’s research. Then, as a pretest measure, respondents were
asked to complete the Edinburgh Mental Well-being Scale (WEMWABS) and a dating confidence
scale. After these questions were answered, participants were directed to the prototype dating
app.

Within the prototype, they were first asked to create a profile. After completing their
profile, participants were presented with 30 profiles per day. The gender of the profiles shown to
each participant depended on their indicated romantic preference, with participants who specified
an interest in men being shown 30 male profiles and those interested in women being shown 30
female profiles. The participants were randomly assigned to either the match or no match
condition from the onset of the study and remained in their assigned condition throughout the
study period. At this stage, participants were asked to express their interest by swiping the
profiles to the left (dislike) or right (like). After the participants finished swiping, they could
make profile adjustments (which was a variable of interest for another master thesis student) and
were asked one general well-being question (i.e., How do you feel at this moment? (1 = Very
bad, 7 = Very good). After this, the participants were directed back to the Qualtrics environment

to submit their responses.



The second, third, and fourth day of the study

At 8 am, a unique link was emailed to participants, notifying them that 30 new profiles
were available for swiping. Clicking on the link redirected them to the Qualtrics environment,
where they were welcomed before being redirected to the dating app prototype. Here,
participants swiped left (dislike) or right (like) on the 30 profiles based on their preferences.
After completing this activity, participants were given the opportunity to adjust their profiles
once again. Upon completion of profile adjustments, they were asked the general well-being
question (i.e., How do you feel at this moment? (1 = Very bad, 7 = Very good). After this, the
participants were directed back to the Qualtrics environment to submit their responses.
The final day of the study and debriefing

On the fifth and last day of the study, participants again received an email with the
Qualtrics link and swiped 30 profiles. At the end, they could make profile adjustments and had to
fill in the general well-being question. Then, they were redirected to the Qualtrics environment,
where they were asked to complete the Edinburgh Mental Well-being Scale (WEMWBS) again
as a post-test measure after finishing swiping for five days. The survey ended with thanking the
participants for their participation and offering them the opportunity to contact the research team
with any questions or comments about the study.
Data Analysis

This study collected two types of data: self-reported well-being and behavioral data
obtained through swiping. The analysis aimed to investigate the long-term effects of receiving
no-matches and matches on well-being and profile liking behavior. For well-being, comparisons

were made between ratings on day one and five to assess potential changes over time. The



statistical analysis involved two repeated measures ANOVA tests and was conducted using SPSS
software.
Results

The goal was to test if time (within-subjects variable) and dating success (between-
subjects variable) influenced well-being (H1), swipe time (H2), and profile liking behavior (H3).
Unfortunately, only two hypotheses (H1 and H3) could be tested due to the unreliability of
measuring swipe time. The time was measured in seconds, but the dataset occasionally contained
negative values and was therefore considered unreliable. Future use of the prototype will require
attention to address this issue.
Well-being

Unfortunately, data from 14 of the 37 participants could not be used because they did not
fill out the well-being scale at the end of the research. Consequently, only data from 23
participants were included for analysis, of which ten were in the no match and 13 were in the
match condition.

To test hypothesis 1, which states that people who predominantly receive no
matches on a dating app prototype for five days in a row score lower on well-being than people
who predominantly receive matches for five days in a row, a repeated measures ANOVA was
conducted with well-being as the outcome variable. Results showed that there was no significant
difference in well-being scores between participants in the different experimental conditions.
Specifically, participants in the no match condition displayed comparable well-being scores (M =
40.80, SD = 2.53) to those in the match condition (M = 39.19, SD = 4.96), F(1, 21) =.0868, p =
.36 (See Table 1). Moreover, no differences were found between the average well-being scores

on the first day of the study (M =40.30, SD = 4.53) and those on the final day of the study (M =



39.48, SD = 4.58), F(1,21) = 1.031, p = .32, indicating that consecutive days of swiping had no
notable impact on participants' well-being. There was thus no main effect of time on well-being.
In addition, no interaction effect of time and match condition was found, F(1, 21) =0.243, p =

63, 52 =.01.

Table 1

Mean scores (SD) of Well-Being Scores (N =23)

Day 1 Day 5 Total
No-match condition 41.00 (3.59) 40.60 (2.99) 40.80 (2.53)
(N=10)
Match condition 39.77 (5.22) 38.62 (5.19) 39.19 (4.96)
(N=13)
Total 40.30 (4.53) 39.48 (4.40) 39.89 (4.09)
(N=23)

Note. Well-being scores are the total scores of the WEMWABS scale, where higher scores indicate higher well-being.

In addition to using the WEMBWS scale to measure well-being on the first and last day
of the study, participants indicated in the prototype each day after swiping how they felt at that
moment on a scale from 1 to 7. Ratings to this question were examined to assess how and if the
participants' feelings changed over the five consecutive days. Notably, all 37 participants
responded to this daily inquiry. The findings revealed that five consecutive days of swiping had
an impact on the participants' feelings, F(4, 140) = 2.852, p = .03, specifically showing a
decrease in participants' average feelings as the study progressed for both experimental

conditions (See Table 2). However, further analyses using Bonferroni pairwise comparison



revealed that there were no significant differences between the different time points (all p’s >
.05). Additionally, upon analyzing Figure 1, it becomes evident that the developmental trends
over time are consistent for both conditions. Despite showing higher average scores for the no
match condition compared to the match condition, the difference in participants' feelings
between the two groups was not statistically significant. Lastly, the repeated measures ANOVA
revealed no significant interaction between match condition and time, F(4, 140) = .639, p =.74.
This means that whether participants received matches or no matches in the dating app did not

have a noticeable impact on how their feelings changed over the course of the study.

Table 2

Mean scores (SD) of Participants' Feelings (N =37)

Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5 Total
No match 4,74 (1.33) 4.83 (0.93) 4.79 (1.16) 4.39 (0.91) 4.19 (1.25) 4,59 (0.81)
condition
(N=21)
Match 5.05 (1.00) 5.45 (1.15) 5.12 (1.31) 5.19 (1.42) 4.75 (1.44) 5.11 (1.00)
condition
(N=16)
Total 4.87 (1.20) 5.10 (1.06) 4.93 (1.22) 474 (1.21) 4.43 (1.34) 4.81(0.92)
(N=37)

Note. Participants’ feelings were measured through the question "How do you feel at this moment?" on a 7-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Very bad) to 7 (Very good) for 5 consecutive days.



Figure 1
Average Score of Participants’ Feelings over Time (No Match vs. Match)

Participants’ Feelings

1 2 3

Time

Note. Participants in no-match condition = 21, participants in match condition = 16, total N = 37.

Overall, the results did not support hypothesis 1, which predicted that people who
predominantly receive no-matches on a dating app prototype for five days in a row score lower
on well-being than those who predominantly receive matches for five days in a row. Therefore,
H1 was rejected.

Profile liking behavior

In contrast to well-being, the data on swiping behavior could be analyzed for all 37
participants (no match condition = 21; match condition = 16). Participants were presented with
30 profiles for five consecutive days, resulting in 150 profiles that could be swiped right or left.

On average, participants swiped right on 27 profiles in total (M = 26.87, SD = 21.60). The
average number of liked profiles per day was five (M = 5.37, SD = 4.32), with a higher number
of right swipes observed on the first day (M = 6.77, SD = 5.77) than on the last day (M = 1.97,
SD = 3.09) (See Figure 2). The repeated measures ANOVA results revealed that this difference
was significant, F(4, 140) = 18.635, p <.001. This indicates that participants' number of right

swipes changed significantly over time, showing a noticeable decline throughout the study (See



Table 3). Pairwise comparisons using Bonferroni indicated a significant difference between day
five and day one (p <.001), but no significant differences were observed for the other time levels
(all p's >.05). Additionally, there was no significant main effect of right swipes between the
different experimental conditions, F(1, 35) =.004, p = .95, indicating that people liked as much
profiles in the match (M = 27.06; SD = 17.42) as in the no match condition (M = 26.63; SD =
26.75).

Furthermore, the results indicated an interaction effect between time and match condition
(no match vs. match), F(4, 140) = 2.653, p = .036. Looking at the graph (Figure 2), it was
observed that on the second day, participants in the no match condition swiped right more
frequently than those in the match condition. However, further exploration of the interaction
effect using pairwise comparisons corrected with LSD showed no significant difference on day
2. Additional analyses using pairwise comparisons corrected with LSD demonstrated that the
number of right swipes on the last day significantly differed from the number of right swipes on
all other days (all p's <.01). Nevertheless, further exploration found no significant differences
between different time points and experimental conditions (all p's > .05). These findings,
however, did not support the hypothesis that individuals who predominantly receive no matches
on a dating app prototype for five consecutive days swipe fewer profiles than those who

predominantly receive matches for five consecutive days. As a result, H2 was rejected.

Figure 2

The average number of right swipes per day per condition



Average number of right swipes

Experimental
condition
—— No-match

== Match

Note. Participants in no-match condition = 21, participants in match condition = 16, total N = 37.

Table 3

Mean scores (SD) of Swiping Behavior (N =37)

Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5 Total
Men 8.18 10.35 6.27 577 2.60 6.63
(n=10) (6.50) (6.40) (3.34) (4.85) (2.50) (4.25)
No-
match
condition | Women | 4.80 5.42 4.67 5.55 1.40 4.37
(4.18) (3.68) (2.82) (3.33) (2.01) (2.40)
(n=11)
Total 6.49 7.88 5.47 5.66 2.00
(n=21) (5.60) (5.67) (3.12) (4.05) (2.29) 5.50
(3.55)
Men 12.00 10.12 11.64 10.67 5.00 9.89
(n=6) (7.72) (6.94) (8.28) (7.92) (5.51) (6.63)
Match
condition Women 4.20 2.37 3.19 2.90 0.30 2.59
(n=10) (2.86) (1.94) (2.02) (2.18) (0.67) (1.04)
Total 7.13 5.28 6.36 5.81 2.06 5.33
(n=16) (6.32) (5.77) (6.57) (6.23) (3.99) (5.35)

Note. Swiping behavior is the average number of right swipes per day in the dating app prototype



Discussion

Overall, no significant differences were found in this study. First, the results show no
difference in well-being between individuals who predominantly received no matches and those
who predominantly received matches, which contradicts H1. This finding contradicts the
expectations set by previous studies (e.g. Andrighetto et al., 2019; Van der Veen et al., 2019),
which suggested that experiencing rejection negatively impacts emotional well-being. There are
several possible explanations for this. First, the inconsistent findings may be attributed to the low
sample size. The limited number of participants in this study lacks the ability to detect significant
effects or relationships accurately. A second possible explanation for this inconsistency could be
the use of a broad well-being scale, which lacks specificity. Well-being is a broad concept
without a clear-cut definition, and the same applies to the outcome variables utilized to assess it.
Van der Veen et al. (2019) measured well-being through heart rate, while Andrighetto et al.
(2019) focused on emotional aspects by measuring the levels of enjoyment and sadness. In
contrast, our study utilized the comprehensive WEMWBS scale, capturing well-being as a whole
rather than its individual components. This broad scale may have compromised sensitivity,
leading to potential oversight of subtle variations in well-being data. Another possible
explanation could be that rejection during the pre-matching phase has a lesser impact on
individuals compared to rejection during the conversation phase, which has been studied more
extensively. In the pre-matching phase, people are still exploring potential matches and have not
yet developed strong emotional connections. As a result, the rejection experienced at this stage
may not significantly affect their overall well-being. However, during the conversation phase,
individuals have already matched with someone, engaged in conversations, and formed a

connection. Rejection at this point can feel more personal, potentially leading to a stronger



impact on their well-being. Finally, a possible explanation of the inconsistency could be that
participants perceived the experience of rejection as a ‘part-of-the-game’ aspect of using dating
apps. It is plausible that individuals are aware of the possibility of encountering rejection when
they start using a dating app and understand that it is a common experience within this context,
potentially leading to a minimal impact on their well-being. This would align with a finding from
a previous study by Van De Wiele and Campbell (2019), who found that individuals often
perceive rejection in an online dating context as something "common" or "expected".

The fact that individuals were not affected by receiving rejection in the pre-matching
phase could be a possible explanation for not finding a significant difference in user profile
liking behavior between individuals who predominantly received matches and those who
predominantly received no matches. It was expected that participants who mainly received no
matches on the dating app prototype would like fewer profiles compared to participants who
predominantly received matches for five consecutive days (H3). This expectation was based on
previous studies that have suggested that rejection can influence individuals' behavioral
strategies, with participants who experience more frequent rejection becoming more cautious in
their interactions and less inclined to show interest in other profiles (Leary, 2015). However, the
research results showed no significant difference in profile liking behavior between the two
experimental conditions.

While no support was found for H3, results did show a main effect of time. The number
of liked profiles decreased over the days, regardless of the experimental condition. This finding
aligns with the concept of a rejection mindset proposed by Pronk and Denissen (2020). This
mindset suggests that individuals become more inclined to reject potential partners when

presented with more options.



Further exploring the relationship between receiving rejection and its impact on profile
liking behavior revealed gender differences, with men swiping right on more profiles than
women. This finding aligns with previous studies that have demonstrated that women exhibit
higher levels of selectivity in their mate preferences (e.g., Abramova et al., 2016; Kanazawa,
2009; Whyte et al., 2021). However, contrary to these findings, it was observed that women who
receive few matches increase their liking activity, suggesting that the experience of receiving no
matches impacts women's swipe behavior, motivating them to search for potential matches
actively. A possible explanation for this behavioral pattern could be that women who receive
fewer matches may perceive a scarcity of potential partners, prompting them to take a more
proactive approach to their swiping behavior (Thomas et al., 2022). Consequently, when faced
with limited options, women may exhibit a more active engagement with online dating
platforms, swiping more to maximize their chances of finding a suitable partner. Another
explanation for this behavior could be that women seek more validation than men. Numerous
studies have consistently shown that women tend to have lower self-esteem than men (e.g., Gao
et al., 2022; Zeigler-Hill & Myers, 2012; Zuckerman et al., 2016). In response to rejection,
women may be inclined to like more as a way to bolster their self-worth, aiming to increase the
likelihood of receiving positive responses. By liking more profiles, they hope to garner more
matches and interactions, reinforcing their perception of attractiveness and self-value.
Implications

This research contributes to the existing literature by providing new insights into the
relationship between online dating success, well-being and profile liking behavior within a
dating app prototype. A first implication of this research is that it contributes to the limited

research that uses an experimental design to examine the relationships between online dating,



well-being and receiving rejection. Previous studies have primarily relied on survey methods
(e.g., Andrighetto et al., 2019; Her & Timmermans, 2021; Zervoulis et al. 2019), which only
yield correlations between online dating and well-being. In contrast, this study used an
experimental approach, which allowed causal relationships to be established. Moreover, this
study is one of the first studies to experimentally examine dating success on dating apps during
the pre-matching phase of online dating. Previous studies focusing on online dating, rejection
and well-being have primarily examined rejection during the conversation phase, where
individuals are already more invested in the relationship (e.g. Thomas et al., 2022; VVan der Veen
etal., 2019).

Although no significant differences were found, several interesting findings emerged,
which shed light on the behavior of users in the online dating app environment. One notable
finding is that being rejected in the pre-matching phase on a swipe-based dating app does not
impact an individuals’ profile liking behavior. This observation suggests that users might
anticipate the possibility of rejection right from the beginning of their app usage. This
relationship, however, has yet to be explored more extensively in future research.

A practical implication of the finding that being rejected, in the form of receiving no
matches, on an online dating app does not influence users' profile liking behavior is that many
dating apps currently implement a feature where users encounter matches among the first few
profiles each time they open or use the app (Thomas et al., 2023). This feature aims to create a
positive initial experience and increases user engagement. However, considering that users'
profile liking behavior remains consistent and the number of liked profiles decreases over time,
regardless of whether they initially receive matches, dating apps might reconsider the need for

such a feature.



Finally, the study has methodological implications as it employs an innovative approach
to measure behavioral data in online dating. Utilizing a prototype online dating app that closely
resembles popular fast-dating apps like Tinder introduces a novel methodology for studying
online dating experiences. By simulating a realistic online dating app, the study aimed to capture
participants' genuine interactions and behaviors, enhancing the ecological validity of the
findings. Consequently, the study's findings can be applied to actual online dating contexts,
providing valuable insights for researchers, app developers, and users seeking a deeper
understanding of online dating phenomena.

Limitations and suggestions for future research

The results of this study give valuable information about the relationship between
repeatedly receiving no-matches versus repeatedly receiving matches for five consecutive days,
and their impact on well-being and profile liking behavior in the context of online dating.
However, there are a few limitations that should be discussed.

First, the research needed a bigger sample size. A power analysis conducted prior to the
experiment indicated that at least 120 participants were required to detect a meaningful effect
size increase with a = .05 and § = .80. Despite efforts to mitigate dropout, data from only 23
participants were available for well-being measures, and 37 participants for profile liking
behavior. Several factors contributed to this high dropout rate. First, many participants dropped
out due to technical problems with the prototype. Despite pre-testing the prototype, unforeseen
issues arose. One of these problems was that participants sometimes landed on the wrong day
when clicking the link. Participants received a daily link to the prototype via email, and on the
first day, a cookie was placed to recognize their progress automatically. However, if participants

opened the prototype in an incognito window or deleted cookies in-between days, the prototype



failed to track their progress and redirected them to the first day. This problem came to light
through messages and emails received by the researchers. The researchers addressed this
problem by creating new emails containing the necessary information. However, unfortunately, it
may have resulted in the likely loss of a significant portion of participants. Second, the
longitudinal design of the study may also have had an impact on participant dropout. Not all
participants remained actively engaged throughout the entire duration of the study, resulting in
premature dropouts. Third, external factors may have influenced the high number of dropouts.
For example, the timing of the study, as the data collection took place during the May holiday
period in the Netherlands. Many participants, particularly students due to nonprobability
sampling, were free from their obligations during this period. This may have influenced
participant engagement and involvement. In future longitudinal research, it is advisable for other
researchers to plan their data collection outside of holiday periods whenever possible. This
approach can help minimize the potential influence of external factors like vacations or other
time-off periods, allowing for a more consistent and reliable participation rate throughout the
study.

A second limitation of this study is the scale used to measure well-being. Given the lack
of previous longitudinal research on well-being in an experimental study, a well-established
scale with high internal consistency and reliability was chosen for this specific study. Well-
being, however, is a multidimensional construct influenced by numerous factors such as self-
esteem, social support, and life circumstances, which may not be measurable using just one
general well-being scale alone. Therefore, it is recommended for future research to include a
more comprehensive range of measures and use both narrower and broader scales to get more

clarity on whether rejections do not impact general well-being as measured in this study, or if



there are also no effects when measuring other — and more specific — facets of well-being.

Conclusion

This study aimed to investigate the impact of repeatedly receiving matches or no matches
in an online dating app on users' well-being and profile liking behavior over time. A five-day
experimental study was conducted, where participants interacted with a prototype dating app and
daily evaluated 30 fictitious dating profiles by swiping right (indicating a like) or left (indicating
a dislike). Additionally, participants completed a well-being scale at the beginning and end of the
study. In contrast to the expectations, the results revealed no significant differences in well-being
and number of profile likes between individuals who predominantly received no matches and
those who predominantly received matches. Future research is recommended to replicate this
study with larger sample size and multiple well-being scales to further explore these findings. In
conclusion, this study contributes to research on online dating and user behavior and provides

useful insights for online dating applications and users of online dating platforms.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Introduction and consent form pre-test

Introduction

Thank you for your participation in this research! For our master's thesis at Tilburg University,
we are researching the user experience of a prototype online dating app. We are especially
curious to what extent you, as a user, experience the dating app as realistic and why you choose
to swipe left or right for someone. Ultimately, we hope to use your insights to optimize the user

experience of this prototype to make it even more realistic.

How does it work?

Once you have read this introduction, the survey will start. It will take a maximum of 15
minutes. You will be shown a prototype mobile dating app. In the app, 30 potential partner
suggestions will be presented. We would like to ask you to rate these people fairly. Please try to
imagine that you are the person who is using this dating app. Do you like someone? Then swipe
right. If you don't want to like someone, swipe left. Meanwhile, we ask you to speak your
thoughts out loud. We are mainly interested in how realistic you find dating app prototype and
why you decide to make a certain choice. Please try to take this into account during your aloud
thinking process. When you are done swiping, we will ask you a few more questions about your

experience.



Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary and you can withdraw at any time. There are
no right or wrong thoughts or answers to the questions. Try to go along with the first thoughts

you have.

Have fun swiping and good luck!

Consent Form
Dating app prototype - evaluation
| agree to participate in the research project to evaluate the presented dating app prototype,
conducted by Dick, Esmay and Janiek who have discussed the research project with me.
| have had the opportunity to ask questions about this research and | have received satisfactory
answers. | understand the general purposes, risks and methods of this research.
| consent to participate in the research project and agree with the following statements:
e | have read the information above carefully
e my participation is completely voluntary
e | have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without any implications to me
e | know what | am expected and required to do
e | know that | can contact the researchers or principal investigator for any complaints with
the research or the conduct of the research
e | am able to request a copy of the research findings and reports

o | agree that my anonymized data will be stored for 10 years



o | agree that my anonymized data will be used for potential future studies or scientific

publication
o | agree that my anonymized data can be shared with others (for non-commercial
purposes)
In addition, | consent to:
« audio-visual recording of any part of or all research activities (if applicable)
e publication of results from this study on the condition that my identify will not be

revealed.

Name:

Signature:

Date:
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Screenshots of the final version of the prototype dating app

Beab\r

Welcome!

LET'S BEGIN!

o 2 3 4

Basics Interests  Preferences  Display

My age:

My gender:

Female
Male
Non-binary

Other: | Enter here

My profile picture:

UPLOAD

Welcome
to Heartbeat

Let's start by creating your profile!

SOUNDS GOOD

H 3 4

Basics Interests  Preferences  Display

My traits (1-3):

(3 Kind)(& Spomtaneous)(& Loyal)

(5 Funny)(; Intel\igent)(_; Ambiﬂous)
(5 Open-minded)(a Empathic)ci Calm)

& Independent

I am looking for (select 1):

(' Something casual) (. Serious re\ationship)

¥ No preference

My interests (1-4):

(-l Mov'les) (ﬂ Nerﬂix) Ct Bouks)

(-l Spor‘ts) (-k Music) (t Cooking)

C-l Creativity_) (-! Gaming) (_-t Shopping)
(-l Trave\l\'ng) (-I Festivals) (! Ccncerts)

My favorite music (1-2):
Cﬂ Pop)(_ﬂ Rock_) (.ﬂ RnB) (.ﬂ Hiphop)

(ﬂ Blues)(_ﬂ Jazz) (_ﬂ Metal) (ﬂ Electronic)
(' J1 Classical




o—H 4

Basics Interests  Preferences  Display

Show me:

Women

Search distance:

40 km

Show ages:

Bart (23)

(& Empathic) (¥ Serious relationship ) (# Sports )

O =

Beablr

Time to swipe!

Day 1

LET'S BEGIN! O

Wouter (22) 24 km away

(@ Something casual ) ((J2 Hiphop ) (® Last minute )

O % O
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Today's matches:
RO

Today's messages:

No new conversations.

CONTINUE

o 2

Evaluation Display

How are you feeling right now?

Very bad

Very
good

Time to reflect

You're almost done, just a few
more questions.

CONTINUE

o—0

Evaluation Display

If you'd like, you can update which of your

information you want others to see:

My age

My distance

My traits (e.g., open-minded)

My intentions (e.g., serious or casual)
My interests (e.g., sports)

My favorite music (e.g. jazz)

My favorite type of holiday (e.g., last minute)



You are done with the app for today. Please
close this window and return to Qualtrics to
continue the study.
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Match vs. no match notification examples

It's a match! '+

(@ Something casual ) (% Travelling) (/2 RnB)

CONTINUE SWIPING

A
P
Tim (24) 16 an avay




Appendix D

Questionnaire experiment

Recruitment text
YOU'VE GOT A MATCH! @ Are you open to a relationship and are you maximum 30 years

old? Then we are looking for you! We are looking for participants for our master study on online
dating. All you have to do is swipe five days in a row on a dating app (similar to Tinder) and
who knows, you might find a nice match! It only takes a few minutes a day and you would help

us a lot. LINK: https://tiu.nu/dayl

Information letter

Welcome,

Thank you very much for participating in this study of Tilburg University! In this text you can

read all the information that is necessary to start with this study, so please read it carefully.

With this research, we want to gain insights into people’s behavior when using a prototype of an
online dating app for a longer period of time. Therefore, we would like to ask you to interact
with the mock-up online dating app HeartBeat for five consecutive days on your phone. Please
make sure that you have a steady WIFI connection. You are asked to swipe some profiles in
HeartBeat every day. If you have swiped right (thus liked) a profile, you will receive a
notification indicating whether you have a match with this person or not. You may thus also be

rejected, which may cause discomfort.


https://tiu.nu/day1

On the first and fifth (last) day, you are asked to answer a set of additional questions. On
average, partaking in this study will take around 5 minutes a day. The first day will take around
15 minutes as it consists of more questions. To recognize you in subsequent days, a cookie with
your unique participant ID will be installed on your device on the first day. On this first day,
you’ll also be asked to share your email address, which we will use to send you an e-mail every
day at 8am with the participation link for that day. Please check your spam folder when
participating the study, as the follow up e-mails may end up there. Make sure you swipe the
profiles of that day before 23:59pm. Your email address will be removed as soon as the data

collection has been finished.

There are no risks for participating in this study. All data collection will be done according to the
General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR). The Research Ethics and Data Management
Committee (REDC) of Tilburg School of Humanities and Digital Sciences (TSHD) has given
permission for conducting this study (REDC.2022.16ab). The collected data will be anonymized
and treated with utmost confidentiality. By no means, your email address can be associated with
the results after data collection has been finished. The anonymized data of this study will be

stored for 10 years and can be shared with other researchers (for non-commercial purposes).

Participating in this study is completely voluntary and during this study you have the right to
withdraw at any time, for any reason and without negative consequences. If you have any
guestions about this study at a later time, you can contact the researchers on
datingappresearch@tilburguniversity.edu. For comments or complaints about this study, you can

also contact the REDC of TSHD via tshd.redc@tilburguniversity.edu.



mailto:tshd.redc@tilburguniversity.edu

Consent form
When you want to participate in this study, you agree with the following statements:
e You have read the information above carefully;
e You are 18 years or older;
e You know that if you have any questions, you can contact the researchers;
e You know that you may be rejected when liking profiles in the mock-up dating app
HeartBeat;
e You accept that a cookie will be installed on your device that will only store your unique
participant ID;
e You know that you can withdraw from this study at any times without reason and without
negative consequences;
e You agree that your anonymized data will be stored for 10 years;
e You agree that your anonymized data will be used for potential future studies or a
scientific publication;
e You agree that your anonymized data can be shared with others (for non-commercial

purposes).

11 agree with this and would like to start with the study.

1 1 do not agree with this and | do not want to participate in this study.



Demographic questions

What is your age? (fill in your age in numbers)

What gender do you identify most with?
0 Male

0 Female

0 Non-binary

0 Other, namely

0 Prefer not to say

Which gender do you feel most attracted to?

0 Males

0 Females

0 Both

0 Other, namely:
0 Prefer not to say

Are you currently open for a relationship?
0 Yes

0 No



Are you currently using one or more dating platforms?

0 Yes
0 No
0 Prefer not to say

Approximately how often do you use this/these platforms per month?

0 Once a month

0 2-3 times a month
0 Once a week

0 2-3 times a week
0 4-5 times a week
0 Once a day

0 2-3 times a day

0 More than 2-3 times a day

E-mail

In order to contact you the upcoming days, we need your email address.*

*This email address will only be used to contact you during the five-day study, will not be
linked to your answers, and will be removed from our database as soon as we're done with data

collection.



** Please make sure you check your spam mailbox every day as the emails we send may end up

in your spam folder.

Personality

We will now ask you to answer some statements about your personality. Indicate to what extent

you agree with the following statements.



| see myself as someone who ...

Strongly

disagree Disagree

... IS
reserved (1)

... 18
generally
trusting (2)

... tends to
be lazy (3)

... 1s
relaxed,
handles

stress well

(4)

... has few
artistic
interests (5)

... 18
outgoing,
sociable (6)
... tends to
find fault
with others

()

...does a
thorough
job (8)

... gets
nervous
easily (9)

... has an
active
imagination
(10)

Well-being

Somewhat
disagree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree



Below are some statements about your feelings and thoughts. Please tick the box that best describes your
experiences.

Over the past 5 days...

Totally disagree
1)

Neither agree
nor disagree (3)

Totally agree

Disagree (2) (3)

Agree (4)

I've been feeling
relaxed (3)

I've been feeling
interested in
other people (4)

I've had energy
to spare (5)

I've been
dealing with
problems well

(6)

I've been
thinking clearly

()

I've been feeling
good about
myself (8)

I've been feeling
close to other

people (9)

I've been feeling
confident (10)

I've been feeling
loved (12)

I've been
interested in
new things (13)

I've been feeling
cheerful (14)



Dating confidence
Indicate to what extent you agree with the following items

Totall Neither
disagrge Disagree Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
(2 disagree (3)  disagree agree (5)
1) )

Totally

Agree (6) agree (7)

I lack
confidence
in my
ability to
find
romantic
connections
in real life
oron
online
dating apps
1)

| often feel
thatl ama
failure at
dating (2)

In general |
feel
satisfied
with my
dating life
@)

| often
worry
about my
future
dating life
4)

Prototype

Click here to open the prototype

Please click on the arrow button below after you are done with swiping on the prototype.



Day 2,3and 4

Example of mail

Start Swiping HeartBeat - Day 2 © inbox a

Online Dating App Research <datingappresearch@tilburguniversity.edu> zaémei 1121 % &
aan Online «

Xn Engels ¥ > Nederlands +  Bericht vertalen Uitzetten voor: Engels

Dear participant,

Day 2 of the study has arrived. We kindly recuest that you open the link below in a non-incognito browser to start swiping once more. Please make sure that you have a
steady WIFI connection and that you swipe through all the profiles of the day before 23.59 pm. This task will only require 5 minutes of your time.

CLICK TO START SWIPING

Thank you and have fun swiping!

Kind regards,

Dick, Esmay and Janiek

.
'

TILBURG ¢ Hjf ¢ UNIVERSITY
l\;/l

Introduction

Welcome back! It's time to swipe again. Have fun!

Click here to open the prototype

Please click on the arrow button below after you are done with swiping on the prototype.



Day 5
Welcome back! It's time to swipe again.
Today is the last day of the survey.

After you finish swiping, a few more additional questions will be asked. Please make sure you
don't forget to answer these.

Have fun!

Click here to open the prototype

Please click on the arrow button below after you are done with swiping on the prototype.
Well-being

Below are some statements about your feelings and thoughts. Please tick the box that best
describes your experiences.

Over the past 5 days...



I've been feeling
relaxed (3)

I've been feeling
interested in
other people (4)

I've had energy
to spare (5)

I've been
dealing with
problems well

(6)

I've been
thinking clearly

Y]

I've been feeling
good about
myself (8)

I've been feeling
close to other

people (9)

I've been feeling
confident (10)

I've been feeling
loved (12)

I've been
interested in
new things (13)

I've been feeling
cheerful (14)

Totally disagree
1)

Disagree (2)

Neither agree
nor disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Totally agree
()



Dating confidence
Indicate to what extent you agree with the following items

Totall Neither
disagrge Disagree Somewhat ~ agree nor
(2) disagree (3)  disagree
1) o

I lack
confidence
in my
ability to
find
romantic
connections
in real life
oron
online
dating apps
1)

| often feel
thatl ama
failure at
dating (2)

In general |
feel
satisfied
with my
dating life
3)

| often
worry
about my
future
dating life
(4)

Debriefing

Somewhat
agree (5)

Agree (6)

Totally
agree (7)



You’ve reached the end of the study! Again, thank you very much for your involved
participation. In this study, you have interacted for five days with the dating app prototype
HeartBeat in one of two conditions. This was thus not an actual online dating app, and so you’ve
not created a profile yourself and the profiles you swiped were also fictitious. You either
interacted with the version of HeartBeat in which you predominantly matched with the profiles
you swiped right, or with the version in which you predominantly did not match with the profiles
your swiped right. We want to highlight again that the degree of dating success does in no way
reflect reality, as you were just randomly assigned to a match or no match experimental

condition.

The main goal of this study is to examine the effects of dating success on online dating
behaviors and mental well-being on the long-term. In previous studies, dating success did not
seem to impact well-being much, but in these studies participants only interacted with the
prototype for one short period of time. Therefore, we first of all want to examine if participants’
well-being is affected when they receive matches or no matches for a longer period of time.
Second, we want to examine if one’s dating success affects online dating behavior. It may for
example happen that someone who is often rejected starts to like more profiles over time to
increase chances of receiving matches or likes fewer profiles to diminish feelings of rejection. Or
that people who receive fewer matches are more willing to start a conversation with a person
with whom they match. Finally, we want to investigate if individual differences play a role here.
For example, men might like more profiles and make quicker decisions, and introverts may be
less willing to engage in a conversation once they have a match than extraverts and those open to

experience.



Do you still want to withdraw your participation? Please mail your unique code presented on top
of this page to the researchers (datingappresearch@tilburguniversity.edu). All your data will then
be removed from the database. You can do this as long as the results of this study have not been
published. For questions or comments, you can send an e-mail to the researchers using the email

address above.

For any comments or complaints about the study, you can also contact the Research Ethics and
Data Management Committee of Tilburg School of Humanities and Digital Sciences

(REDC.2022.16ab) at tshd.redc@tilburguniversity.edu.

Don’t forget to submit your answers by clicking on the arrow at the bottom of the page.



