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What Drives Daters to Deceive?
Ontario Comparing Experiences with Deception While Dating Online and Offline

UNIVERSITY

Lyndsay R. Woolridge, Rebecca Fisico, Amy-May Leach, & Leigh Harkins
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Introduction Results

* People lie in one out of every three social interactions with their romantic Do daters lie more in person or on dating apps? Do people’s motivations to deceive predict their likelihood of deception?
partners, and even more frequently with strangers (DePaulo & Kashy, 1998). * Main effect of Modalit-y, F(1, 2.1.1) =4.68, p =.032,n,* =.02. | In person? YES! On dating apps? YES!

* Despite the growing number of relationships that begin online (Rosenfeld et * Daters were less likely to lie in person (M = 2.23, SD = 3.21) than on dating apps F(4, 101) = 52.33, p <.001, R? = .68, R? adj = .66 | F(4, 101) = 8.17, p < .001, R? = .24, R? adj = .22
al., 2019), few studies have examined whether established patterns of (M=3.27, 5D = 3.83). Antisocial Antisocial
deception manifest in the same way in person and online. 62 96% lied on dates 20.44% lied on B =2.95, SE =.71, t(105) = 4.19, p < .001 B =1.46, SE = .66, t(105) = 2.22, p = .029

 Research has found that men and women lie about different topics on their in person dating apps Self-serving

B = .89, SE = .28, t(105) = 3.13, p = .002

D u Protection

B =.39, SE = .19, t(105) = 2.04, p = .044

Do daters lie about different topics in person and on dating apps? . .
* No main effect of Gender, F(4, 209) = 1.53, Pillai’'s V¢® = .03, p =.196, n 2 = .03. Discussion

dating profiles (Toma et al., 2008), but little is known about what other
factors might be associated with the use of deception while dating.

* We explored whether deception prevalence, type, and motivation to deceive
are influenced by gender and dating modality.

MEthOd * Main effect of Modality, F(4, 209) = 8.11, Pillai’s V¥ = 13, p <.001, n 2 = .13. | o |
. Dating app users lied about their appearance more than in-person daters, * We conducted one of the first surveys on the incidence of, and underlying
: _ _ motivations for, the use of deception on dating apps compared to in person.
Participants F(1,212) = 24.60, p <.001, n,2=.10. | | | _ P tng app P np
* 216 participants (108 students and 108 community members) * Dating app users lied about their biographical details more than in-person daters, * We found that using dating apps poses a higher risk of being deceived than
» Eligibility: Aged 18+, live in North America, and have used a dating app F(1,212) = 4.42, p = .037, n 2 = .02. dating in-person. However, the prevalence of deception online and offline
and/or been on a date in person | suggests people are at a high risk of encountering deceit across modalities.
* Demographics: 50% female; aged 18-53 years old (M = 24.75; SD = 6.44); <12 Types of beception * Males and females did not differ in their prevalence or type of deception.
predominantly White (50.93%), South Asian (17.13%), Black (10.19%), and S 1 * Self-serving motivations to deceive were exclusive to dating in person. This
multiracial/other (10.19%) O 0.8 result is consistent with literature indicating that people are more likely to
50.6 lie in person when they are motivated to be likeable (Feldman et al., 2002)
Materials 894 = In Person as is often the case when meeting a new prospective partner.
Demographics Questionnaire 05 = Dating App » The finding that deception on dating apps was uniquely fueled by antisocial
General Dating Questionnaire. Participants were asked about their past = 0 motivations supports recent calls for legislation to protect online daters
. e . . . = ) o SYME
experle.nCe with I.n person datlng O.r using datlng dpPps. % Appearance Biographical Lifestyle Personal from Catf|sh|ng (Koch, 2017).
Deception Experience Questhnnglre. i rt|C|pan’Fs were.askec about how they Note. **p < .001, *p < .05 * Future research could investigate what role individual traits (e.g., self-
present themselves when dating in person or using dating apps. | | | | | | esteem, mate value) play in a person’s proclivity to deceive while dating.
* Half of participants were asked about dating in person and half were asked % of Daters Who Intentionally Provided Misleading, Dishonest, or False Information
about dating apps. In person: Dating app:
* Al participants were asked about their perspectives on, and personal 2.78% | Manipulated lighting/angles [T 5.3 7% References
experiences Wlth, encou nterlng and engaging In deceptlon while datlng. 11 11% - E dited/exaggerated appearance _ 10.44% DeP;aSl;/ICc:)I;(E)BI.O{I;/Iy.’, ?4?123)323/35)73 (1998). Everyday lies in close and casual relationships. Journal of Personality and Social
: Feldman, R. S., Forrest, J. A., & Happ, B. R. (2002). Self-presentation and verbal deception: Do self-presenters lie more?
Design A Location _ REERL Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 24(2), 163-170. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15324834BASP2402_8
2 (Gender: Male vs. Female) X (Modallty In-Person vs. Dating App) 4 63% - Age _ 19 44% Koolgégi.el‘\//lv’. 2253?127:3)3T()25C36(])t0h a catfish: A statutory solution for victims of online impersonation. University of Colorado Law
2 789 . Gender - 12 04% Rosenfeld, M. J., Thomas, R. J., & Hausen, S. (2019). Disintermediating your friends: How online dating in the United States
' ' displaces other ways of meeting. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(36), 1/753-17758.
Procedure https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1908630116
Participants recruited using social media and the undergraduate participant Do males and females differ in their overall incidence of deception? Toma, C. L'{ ':'_a”C_OCK |J T-’d&t_E”ison’f!T'- B. ;2008>-I§epa§'g”g_fj<>;ffog‘ fictiog: I‘I\”téxa;;(r;‘“;g;; digg%ﬁve self-
. . . . . . resentation In oniine aatin rotties. rFersonality an OocClal FSycnoio uiietin, , — .
pool were invited to complete an anonymous online survey using Qualtrics. * No main effect of Gender, F(1, 211) = 1.94, p =.165, n,? = .01. Ettps://doi.org/10.1177/01%12167208318067 ’ oo
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