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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of study variables

M SD

FERBIL
] 3.01 1.48
FHEE LR 3.02 1.43
EEN it 2.19 1.21
IS v s 2] 3.01 1.01
AT 2.53 1.44
EICHTE 2.63 1.83
I3 g Jak 2.38 1.11
[FI2EE T 1.97 1.00
=z 3.79 1.34
TR E— MR I 2.84 1.88
THFERTE] 7 R 4.08 0.82
U7y 422 1.06
Sl 3.76 0.77

KA
2D 3.27 1.01
JEENE 3.85 0.84
BAME 439 0.72
FrH 3.80 0.85
PN EREs 3.43 0.87

3.2 RAABERSERRRRHIVERITDMN

RS IR A ARSI 258, XTI B PAR T BIP4 HLEA T
BESHEOIHT, AR E 2 IR, SR RGN, TEmh 2R LA YT
et SSHHNHEIIEAMLIREIE L RSP TARME, (e M L W IR TR

2 KRAENBEREERAXZKRENERMESH
Table 2 Means, standard deviations, and independent samples t-test results comparing single dating

apps users(n=33) and single non-users(n=188) on five-factor model personality traits

TR E KAl RS

M SD M SD t df d p
T2 3.48 0.93 3.23 1.02 1.359° 219 0.26 0.0176
JEEE 3.49 0.95 3.91 0.81 —2.685" 219 0.48 0.008"™
BN 437 0.74 4.39 0.72 -0.186 219 0.03 0.852
Ttk 3.98 0.93 3.77 0.83 1.330 219 0.24 0.185
AP 3.46 0.92 3.43 0.87 0.206 219 0.04 0.837

E: p<0.05; *p<0.01,

3.3 RAABSRRIRHERNEIAR
AN ) AP AR R A BT R 1 2, S A BB A A
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Table 3 Regression analyses with dating apps using motives scale factors as dependent variables

and sex, age, grade(Block1), and five-factor model personality traits(Block2) as independent variables

A = T T3 HES

Na U b BT e S s Y gt pomm mR w0

B B B B B B yej B B B yej B B
Block1
PER] —0.240 -0.667" -0.602° -0.297 -0.316 -0.299 0.109 -0.090 -0.025 -0.427 0.114 0.052 -0.276
0176 -0286  0.129  0.079 0296 0.030 0.607 0.625 0.185 0.147 0218 -0.247 0.254
F4 0046 0450 0.016 -0.056 -0.235 0.082 -0.182 -0.250 -0.158 0.181 -0.169 0.344 0.031
Block2
M 0373 04177 0179 0.544° 0.171 0469 0234 0.198 0.094 0226 0.097 0.190 0.052
JEEE 0340 -0.255 -0.321  0.051 -0.351 -0.197 0.119 0.037 -0.024 -0.510 0.177 0.370 0.431
HAME -0216 -0.151 -0.343 -0.318 -0.125 0.017 -0.179 -0267 0.120 -0.187 0.226 -0.017 -0.271
JFctE 0313 133 029 0337 0330 -0.107 -0.149 -0.125 0.105 0278 0.044 -0.159 0.230
AhmEbE 0255 -0.038 036 -0.027 0.127 0.381 0.328 0.177 0324 0.084 0.134 0.538 -0.059
R 0380 0633 0481 0377 0324 0478 0390 0247 0255 0.642 0243 0507 0.328
PR 0.185 0511 0307 0.169 0.098 0304 0.187 -.005 0.007 0.283 -0.009 0342 0.104

E: ¥p<0.05/13; *##p<0.001,
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A Study on College Students’ Motivation and Individual
Differences in Using Dating Apps

Wei Wei  Liu Manman Lai Yan WangLei Hu Liwei

Zhejiang University of Traditional Chinese Medicine Mental Health Education Center, Hangzhou

Abstract: In order to explore the relationship between College Students’ use behavior of dating apps,
use motivation and Five-Factor Model of personality, 221 college students were investigated by using
TMS and China Big Five personality questionnaire. The results show that: (1) Among the surveyed
students, the highest motivation of using dating apps is the curiosity about dating apps, followed by time
consumption/ entertainment. (2) There are significant differences in neuroticism and conscientiousness
between users and non-users of dating apps. (3) The neuroticism dimension of big five personalities can
predict the motivation to find intimacy and improve social skills. Research shows that college students
who use dating apps to make friends have certain personality characteristics, and their motivation may
be different with different personality characteristics. The purpose of this study is to provide a theoretical
basis for understanding college students’ online social motivation and behavior.
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