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DISPOSITIONAL POSITIVE EMOTIONS SCALE 
(DPES) –LOVE SUBSCALE. 

 
Reference: 
 
Shiota, M. N., Keltner, D., & John O. P. (2006). Positive emotion dispositions differentially 

associated with Big Five personality and attachment style.  Journal of Positive Psychology, 1, 
61-71. 

 
Description of Measure: 
 
The love subscale of the DPES is a 6-item questionnaire that measures a dispositional tendency to 
feel love.  Love is defined as “the surge of feeling experienced when one perceives another acting as a 
reliable and trustworthy caregiver, and submits passively and fully to being the recipient of this care 
(pp. 64).” Respondents report their level of agreement with each item on a 7-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).   
 
Abstracts of Selected Related Articles: 
 
Sprecher, S. & Fehr, B. (2005). Compassionate love for close others and humanity. Journal of Social 

and Personal Relationships, 22, 629-651. 
 

A compassionate love scale was developed that can be used, in alternative forms, to assess 
compassionate or altruistic love for different targets (e.g., close others and all of humankind). 
Using three samples (total N = 529), the Compassionate Love scale was developed and 
piloted. Three studies (total N = 700) were then conducted to provide validation of the scale 
and to examine correlates of compassionate love. In support of our predictions, 
compassionate love was found to be associated positively with prosocial behavior, as directed 
both to close others and to all of humanity. Those who were more religious or spiritual 
experienced more compassionate love than those who were less religious or spiritual. 
Evidence was found that compassionate love is distinct from empathy. In the final study, we 
introduced a relationship-specific version of the Compassionate Love scale, and found that 
compassionate love for a specific close other was associated with the provision of social 
support for that person.  

 
Hendrick, C. & Hendrick, S. (1986). A theory and method of love. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 50, 392-402. 
 

This research was part of a larger research program on love and sex attitudes. Earlier work 
on love was reported in Hendrick, Hendrick, Foote, and Slapion-Foote (1984). The work on 
love extends Lee's (1973/1976) theory of six basic love styles: Eros (passionate love), Ludus 
(game-playing love), Storge (friendship love), Pragma (logical, "shopping list" love), Mania 
(possessive, dependent love), and Agape (all-giving, selfless love). Theory development has 
proceeded concurrently with the development of measurement scales. Study I (N = 807) used 
a 42-item rating questionnaire, with 7 items measuring each of the love styles. Six love style 
scales emerged clearly from factor analysis. Internal reliability was shown for each scale, and 
the scales had low intercorrelations with each other. Significant relationships were found 
between love attitudes and several background variables, including gender, ethnicity, 
previous love experiences, current love status, and self-esteem. Confirmatory Study II (N = 
567) replicated factor structure, factor loadings, and reliability analyses of the first study. In 
addition, the significant relationships between love attitudes and gender, previous love 
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experiences, current love status, and self-esteem were also consistent with the results of 
Study I. The love scale shows considerable promise as an instrument for future research on 
love.  

 
Sprecher, S. & Fehr, B. (2006). Enhancement of mood and self-esteem as a result of giving and 

receiving compassionate love. Current Research in Social Psychology, 11, 227-242. 
 

Compassionate love may be the type of love that leads to the most social good for those who 
are its recipients. However, self-benefits may also occur as a result of experiencing 
compassionate love for others. Three studies were conducted in which people were asked to 
recall a specific experience of compassionate love and to indicate how they were affected on 
several dimensions (mood, self-esteem, closeness to others). In Study 1, participants were 
asked to recall an experience of compassionate love without specification of target. A 
manipulation of the context of compassionate love (relational vs. non-relational) was included 
in Studies 2 and 3. A comparison of compassionate love given versus received was also 
included in Study 3. Overall, the results indicated that people reap many positive benefits of 
experiencing compassionate love for others. Differences in perceived outcomes to the self 
based on relational context and role (giver vs. receiver) were also found and discussed.  

 
Scale 
 
1.) Other people are generally trustworthy. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Disagree 
Somewhat 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 
 
2.) I develop strong feelings of closeness to people easily. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Disagree 
Somewhat 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 
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3.) I find it easy to trust others. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Disagree 
Somewhat 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 
 
4.) I can depend on people when I need help. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Disagree 
Somewhat 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 
 
5.) People are usually considerate of my needs and feelings. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Disagree 
Somewhat 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 
 
6.) I love many people. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Disagree 
Somewhat 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 
 
Scoring: 
 
An average score is calculated for the combination of all 6 items.  Scoring is kept continuous. 
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LOVE ATTITUDES SCALE 
 
Reference: 
 
Hendrick, C. & Hendrick, S. (1986). A theory and method of love. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 50, 392-402. 
 
Description of Measure: 
 
A 42-item questionnaire designed to measure attitudes toward love.  The questionnaire combines 
attitudes toward one’s current/recent/hypothetical** partner with attitudes about love in general.  
The scale is broken into 6 subscales (7 items each) that each represent a different love style: 
 EROS (passionate love) 
 LUDUS (game-playing love) 
 STORGE (friendship love) 
 PRAGMA (practical love) 
 MANIA (possessive, dependent love) 
 AGAPE (altruistic love). 
 
Participants respond to each item using a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree), 2 
(moderately agree), 3 (neutral), 4 (moderately disagree), 5 (strongly disagree).  
 
**Participants are instructed to answer questions with their current partner in mind.  However, the 
instructions state that if the respondent does not currently have a partner, he or she should answer 
with their most recent partner in mind.  If, however, the respondents have never been in love, the 
instructions state that they should provide whatever answer they believe would be true.    
 
 
Abstracts of Selected Related Articles: 
 
Sprecher, S. & Fehr, B. (2005). Compassionate love for close others and humanity. Journal of Social 

and Personal Relationships, 22, 629-651. 
 

A compassionate love scale was developed that can be used, in alternative forms, to assess 
compassionate or altruistic love for different targets (e.g., close others and all of humankind). 
Using three samples (total N = 529), the Compassionate Love scale was developed and 
piloted. Three studies (total N = 700) were then conducted to provide validation of the scale 
and to examine correlates of compassionate love. In support of our predictions, 
compassionate love was found to be associated positively with prosocial behavior, as directed 
both to close others and to all of humanity. Those who were more religious or spiritual 
experienced more compassionate love than those who were less religious or spiritual. 
Evidence was found that compassionate love is distinct from empathy. In the final study, we 
introduced a relationship-specific version of the Compassionate Love scale, and found that 
compassionate love for a specific close other was associated with the provision of social 
support for that person.  

 
Feeney, J. A. & Noller, P. (1990). Attachment style as a predictor of adult romantic relationships. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 281-291.  
 

Questionnaire measures of attachment style, attachment history, beliefs about relationships, 
self-esteem, limerence, loving, love addiction, and love styles were administered to 374 
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undergraduates. Attachment style was related in theoretically expected ways to attachment 
history and to beliefs about relationships. Securely attached Ss reported relatively positive 
perceptions of their early family relationships. Avoidant Ss were most likely to report 
childhood separation from their mother and to express mistrust of others. Anxious-
ambivalent subjects were less likely than avoidant Ss to see their father as supportive, and 
they reported a lack of independence and a desire for deep commitment in relationships. The 
self-esteem measure and each of the scales measuring forms of love were factor analyzed 
separately. Analyses based on scale scores derived from the resulting factors indicated that 
attachment style was also strongly related to self-esteem and to the various forms of love 
discussed in other theoretical frameworks. The results suggest that attachment theory offers 
a useful perspective on adult love relationships 

 
Hazan, C. & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment process. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 511-524. 
 

This article explores the possibility that romantic love is an attachment process--a biosocial 
process by which affectional bonds are formed between adult lovers, just as affectional bonds 
are formed earlier in life between human infants and their parents. Key components of 
attachment theory, developed by Bowlby, Ainsworth, and others to explain the develoment of 
affectional bonds in infancy, were translated into terms appropriate to adult romantic love. 
The translation centered on the three major styles of attachment in infancy--secure, 
avoidant, and anxious/ambivalent--and on the notion that continuity of relationship style is 
due in part to mental models (Bowlby's "inner working models") of self and social life. These 
models, and hence a person's attachment style, are seen as determined in part by childhood 
relationships with parents. Two questionnaire studies indicated that (a) relative prevalence 
of the three attachment styles is roughly the same in adulthood as in infancy, (b) the three 
kinds of adults differ predictably in the way they experience romantic love, and (c) 
attachment style is related in theoretically meaningful ways to mental models of self and 
social relationships and to relationship experiences with parents. 

 
Scale 
 
Instructions: 

Some of the items refer to a specific love relationship, while others refer to general attitudes 
and beliefs about love. Whenever possible, answer the questions with your current partner in 
mind. If you are not currently dating anyone, answer the questions with your most recent 
partner in mind. If you have never been in love, answer in terms of what you think your 
responses would most likely be.   
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Please answer using the following scale: 
 1 = strongly agree 
 2 = moderately agree 
 3 = neutral 
 4 = moderately disagree 
 5 = strongly disagree 
 
1. My lover and I were attracted to each other immediately after we first met. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
2. My lover and I have the right physical "chemistry" between us. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3. Our lovemaking is very intense and satisfying. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4. I feel that my lover and I were meant for each other. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
5. My lover and I became emotionally involved rather quickly. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
6. My lover and I really understand each other. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
7. My lover fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomeness. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
8. I try to keep my lover a little uncertain about my commitment to him/her. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

9. I believe that what my lover doesn't know about me won't hurt him/her. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
10. I have sometimes had to keep two of my lovers from finding out about each other. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
11. I can get over love affairs pretty easily and quickly. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
12. My lover would get upset if he/she knew of some of the things I've done with other people. 
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1 2 3 4 5 
 
13. When my lover gets too dependent on me, I want to back off a little. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
14. I enjoy playing the "game of love" with a number of different partners.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
15. It is hard to say exactly where friendship ends and love begins. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
16. Genuine love first requires caring for awhile. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
17. I expect to always be friends with the one I love. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
18. The best kind of love grows out of a long friendship. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
19. Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
20. Love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
21. My most satisfying love relationships have developed from good friendships. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
22. I consider what a person is going to become in life before I commit myself to  him/her. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
23. I try to plan my life carefully before choosing a lover. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
24. It is best to love someone with a similar background. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
25. A main consideration in choosing a lover is how he/she reflects on my family. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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26. An important factor in choosing a partner is whether or not he/she will be a good parent. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
27. One consideration in choosing a partner is how he/she will reflect on my career. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
28. Before getting very involved with anyone, I try to figure out how compatible his/her hereditary 
background is with mine in case we ever have children. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
29. When things aren't right with my lover and me, my stomach gets upset. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
30. When my love affairs break up, I get so depressed that I have even thought of suicide. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
31. Sometimes I get so excited about being in love that I can't sleep. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
32. When my lover doesn't pay attention to me, I feel sick all over. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
33. When I am in love, I have trouble concentrating on anything else. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
34. I cannot relax if I suspect that my lover is with someone else. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
35. If my lover ignores me for a while, I sometimes do stupid things to get his/ her attention back. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
36. I try to always help my lover through difficult times. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
37. I would rather suffer myself than let my lover suffer. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
38. I cannot be happy unless I place my lover's happiness before my own. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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39. I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my lover achieve his/hers. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
40. Whatever I own is my lover's to use as he/ she chooses. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
41. When my lover gets angry with me, I still love him/her fully and unconditionally. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
42. I would endure all things for the sake of my lover. 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

 
Scoring    
 
Each subscale is measured separately (each participant gets a different score on each subscale).  The 
items are divided into subscales in the following way: 
Eros: 1-7 
Ludus: 8-14 
Storge: 15-21 
Pragma: 22-28 
Mania: 29-35 
Agape: 36-42 
 
Scoring is kept continuous.  
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RELATIONSHIP-SPECIFIC LOVE ATTITUDES 
SCALE 

 
Reference: 
 
Hendrick, C. & Hendrick, S. (1990). A relationship-specific version of the Love Attitudes Scale. 

Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 5, 239-254. 
 
Description of Measure: 
 
A 42-item measure of love attitudes— directed toward a specific love relationship.  This measure is a 
modified version of the original Love Attitudes Scale which measured both romantic and not-
romantic attitudes.  The 42 items are divided into 6 subscales representing different love styles.  The 
subscales are: 

EROS (passionate love) 
 LUDUS (game-playing love) 
 STORGE (friendship love) 
 PRAGMA (practical love) 
 MANIA (possessive, dependent love) 
 AGAPE (altruistic love) 
 Respondents answer each item using a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree), 2 (moderately 
agree), 3 (neutral), 4 (moderately disagree), 5 (strongly disagree).   
 
Abstracts of Selected Related Articles: 
 
Hendrick, C. & Hendrick, S. (1986). A theory and method of love. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 50, 392-402. 
 
This research was part of a larger research program on love and sex attitudes. Earlier work 
on love was reported in Hendrick, Hendrick, Foote, and Slapion-Foote (1984). The work on 
love extends Lee's (1973/1976) theory of six basic love styles: Eros (passionate love), Ludus 
(game-playing love), Storge (friendship love), Pragma (logical, "shopping list" love), Mania 
(possessive, dependent love), and Agape (all-giving, selfless love). Theory development has 
proceeded concurrently with the development of measurement scales. Study I (N = 807) used 
a 42-item rating questionnaire, with 7 items measuring each of the love styles. Six love style 
scales emerged clearly from factor analysis. Internal reliability was shown for each scale, and 
the scales had low intercorrelations with each other. Significant relationships were found 
between love attitudes and several background variables, including gender, ethnicity, 
previous love experiences, current love status, and self-esteem. Confirmatory Study II (N = 
567) replicated factor structure, factor loadings, and reliability analyses of the first study. In 
addition, the significant relationships between love attitudes and gender, previous love 
experiences, current love status, and self-esteem were also consistent with the results of 
Study I. The love scale shows considerable promise as an instrument for future research on 
love.  

 
Inman-Amos, J., Hendrick, S., & Hendrick, C. (1994). Love attitudes: Similarities between parents 

and children.  Family Relations. Special Issue: Family processes and child and adolescent 
development: A special issue, 43, 456-461. 

 
Parents may influence their children's relationship development by their own relationship. 
The current research explored parent-child love attitude similarity in 86 triads composed of 
young adult children (21-23 yrs old) and their parents. Measures assessed demographics, 
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love attitudes, parent-child relationship quality, children's self-disclosure, and parental 
relationship satisfaction. Results indicated considerable love attitude similarity between 
marital partners (parents), but little similarity between parents and children. 
 

Davies, M. F. (2001). Socially desirable responding and impression management in the endorsement 
of love styles. Journal of Psychology: Interdisciplinary and Applied, 135, 562-570. 

 
In 2 experiments, the researcher investigated the social desirability of different love styles 
(Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and Agape). In Exp 1, the Marlowe-Crowne measure of 
social desirability (D. P. Crowne and D. Marlowe, 1960) was correlated negatively with 
possessive, dependent (Mania) love styles in both men and women. In men, social desirability 
was correlated positively with romantic, passionate love (Eros) and game-playing love 
(Ludus), but negatively with all-giving, selfless love (Agape). In women, social desirability 
was correlated positively with Agape, but negatively with Ludus. 122 college students (aged 
18-38 yrs) participated in Exp 1. In Exp 2, the researcher replicated these findings using an 
impression management manipulation (good, bad, and honest responding) with 89 college 
students (aged 18-44 yrs). The gender differences in social desirability of different love styles 
are explained in terms of traditional and nontraditional gender role socialization. 

 
Scale: 
 
1. My lover and I were attracted to each other immediately after we first met. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2. My lover and I have the right physical “chemistry” between us.  
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3. Our lovemaking is very intense and satisfying. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4. I feel that my lover and I were meant for each other. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

5. My lover and I became emotionally involved rather quickly. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6. My lover and I really understand one another. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
7. My lover fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomness.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
8. I try to keep my lover a little uncertain about my commitment to him/her. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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9.  I believe that what my lover doesn’t know about me won’t hurt him/her. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
10. I have sometimes had to keep my lover from finding out about other lovers.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
11. I could get over my love affair with my lover pretty easily and quickly. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
12. My lover would get upset if he/she knew of some of the things I’ve done with other people. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
13. When my lover gets too dependent on me, I want to back off a little. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
14. I enjoy playing the “game of love” with my lover and a number of different partners. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
15. It is hard for me to say exactly when our friendship turned into love. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
16. To be genuine, our love first required caring for a while  
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
17. I expect to always be friends with my lover. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
18. Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
19. Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
20. Our love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 21. Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it developed from a good friendship. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
22.  I considered what my lover was going to become in life before I committed myself to him/her. 
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 1 2 3 4 5 
 
23. I tried to plan my life carefully before choosing a lover. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
24.  In choosing my lover, I believe it was best to love someone with a similar background.  
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
25. A main consideration in choosing my lover was how he/she would reflect on my family. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
26. An important factor in choosing my lover was whether or not he/she would be a good parent. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
27. One consideration in choosing my lover was how he/she would reflect on my career. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
28. Before getting very involved with my lover, I tried to figure out how compatible his/her 
hereditary background would be with mine in case we ever had children. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
29. When things aren’t right with m lover and me, my stomach gets upset. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
30. If my lover and I break up, I would get so depressed that I would even think of suicide. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
31.) Sometimes I get so excited about being in love with my lover that I can’t sleep. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
32. When my lover doesn’t pay attention to me, I feel sick all over. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
33. Since I’ve been in love with my lover, I’ve had trouble concentrating on anything else. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
34. I cannot relax if I suspect that my lover is with someone else.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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35. If my lover ignores me for a while, I sometimes do stupid things to try to get his/her attention 
back. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
36. I try to always help my lover through difficult times. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
37. I would rather suffer myself than let my lover suffer. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
38. I cannot be happy unless I place my lover’s happiness before my own. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
39. I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my lover achieve his/hers.   
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
40. Whatever I own is my lover’s to use as he/she chooses. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
41. When my lover gets angry with me, I still love him/her fully and unconditionally. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
42. I would endure all things for the sake of my lover. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Scoring: 
 
Each subscale is measured separately (each participant gets a different score on each subscale).  The 
items are divided into subscales in the following way: 
Eros: 1-7 
Ludus: 8-14 
Storge: 15-21 
Pragma: 22-28 
Mania: 29-35 
Agape: 36-42 
 
Scoring is kept continuous.  
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LOVE ATTITUDES SCALE: SHORT FORM 
 

Reference: 
 
Hendrick, C., Hendrick, S., & Dicke, A. (1998). The Love Attitudes Scale: Short form. Journal of 

Personal and Social Relationships, 15, 147-159. 
 
Description of Measure: 
 
This is a shortened version of the original and revised Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 
1986, 1990).  The original has 42 items, making up 6 different subscales (each with 7 items) that 
represent 6 different love styles  

EROS (passionate love) 
 LUDUS (game-playing love) 
 STORGE (friendship love) 
 PRAGMA (practical love) 
 MANIA (possessive, dependent love) 
 AGAPE (altruistic love) 
The shortened version maintains the same structure of subscales, but shrinks each subscale to 3 
items.  Thus, the shortened version is an 18-item measure of love attitudes.  Respondents answer 
each item using a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree), 2 (moderately agree), 3 (neutral), 4 
(moderately disagree), 5 (strongly disagree).   
 
Abstracts of Selected Related Articles: 
 
Hendrick, C. & Hendrick, S. (1986). A theory and method of love. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 50, 392-402. 
 
This research was part of a larger research program on love and sex attitudes. Earlier work 
on love was reported in Hendrick, Hendrick, Foote, and Slapion-Foote (1984). The work on 
love extends Lee's (1973/1976) theory of six basic love styles: Eros (passionate love), Ludus 
(game-playing love), Storge (friendship love), Pragma (logical, "shopping list" love), Mania 
(possessive, dependent love), and Agape (all-giving, selfless love). Theory development has 
proceeded concurrently with the development of measurement scales. Study I (N = 807) used 
a 42-item rating questionnaire, with 7 items measuring each of the love styles. Six love style 
scales emerged clearly from factor analysis. Internal reliability was shown for each scale, and 
the scales had low intercorrelations with each other. Significant relationships were found 
between love attitudes and several background variables, including gender, ethnicity, 
previous love experiences, current love status, and self-esteem. Confirmatory Study II (N = 
567) replicated factor structure, factor loadings, and reliability analyses of the first study. In 
addition, the significant relationships between love attitudes and gender, previous love 
experiences, current love status, and self-esteem were also consistent with the results of 
Study I. The love scale shows considerable promise as an instrument for future research on 
love.  

 
Sprecher, S. & Fehr, B. (2005). Compassionate love for close others and humanity. Journal of Social 

and Personal Relationships, 22, 629-651. 
 

A compassionate love scale was developed that can be used, in alternative forms, to assess 
compassionate or altruistic love for different targets (e.g., close others and all of humankind). 
Using three samples (total N = 529), the Compassionate Love scale was developed and 
piloted. Three studies (total N = 700) were then conducted to provide validation of the scale 
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and to examine correlates of compassionate love. In support of our predictions, 
compassionate love was found to be associated positively with prosocial behavior, as directed 
both to close others and to all of humanity. Those who were more religious or spiritual 
experienced more compassionate love than those who were less religious or spiritual. 
Evidence was found that compassionate love is distinct from empathy. In the final study, we 
introduced a relationship-specific version of the Compassionate Love scale, and found that 
compassionate love for a specific close other was associated with the provision of social 
support for that person.  

 
Hendrick, S. & Hendrick, C. (2002). Linking romantic love with sex: Development of the perceptions 

of love and sex scale.  

Pilot work and three studies detail the development of the `Perceptions of Love and Sex 
Scale,' a measure of how people view the link between love and sex in their romantic 
relationships. College students generated descriptive responses to a query about the 

connections between love and sex in their romantic relationships. Twenty-seven themes 
were distilled into item format. In Study 1, these items and other relationship measures 
were administered to 348 participants. Five subscales were extracted from the 27 items, 
using principal components analyses. In Study 11, a revised scale and other relationship 
measures were completed by 274 participants, with results replicated in Study Ill (N = 
299). Samples from Studies 11 and Ill were combined for a variety of analyses, including 
confirmatory factor analyses, correlations, hierarchical regression analyses, and sex 
comparisons. The final version of the scale yielded 17 items on four subscales (Love is 
Most Important, Sex Demonstrates Love, Love Comes Before Sex, and Sex is Declining) 
with acceptable psycho- metric properties and expected correlations with measures of 
other relationship constructs. This research demonstrates the utility of studying romantic 
love and sexual expression as linked constructs, rather than as separate, isolated domains 
of scholarly inquiry.  

Scale: 
 
1. My partner and I have the right physical “chemistry” between us.  
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2. I feel that my lover and I were meant for each other. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

3. My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomness.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
4.) I believe that what my partner doesn’t know about me won’t hurt him/her. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
5.) I have sometimes had to keep my partner from finding out about other lovers.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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6.) My partner would get upset if he/she knew of some of the things I’ve done with other people. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
7.) Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
8.) Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
9.) Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it developed from a good friendship. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
10.) A main consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on my family. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
11.) An important factor in choosing my partner was whether or not he/she would be a good parent. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
12.) One consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on my career. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
13.) When my partner doesn’t pay attention to me, I feel sick all over. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
14.) I cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is with someone else.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
15.) If my partner ignores me for a while, I sometimes do stupid things to try to get his/her attention 
back. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
16.) I would rather suffer myself than let my partner suffer. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
17.) I cannot be happy unless I place my partner’s happiness before my own. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
18.) I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner achieve his/hers.   
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Scoring: 
 
Each subscale is measured separately (each participant gets a different score on each subscale).  The 
items are divided into subscales in the following way: 
Eros: 1-3 
Ludus: 4-6 
Storge: 7-9 
Pragma: 10-12 
Mania: 13-15 
Agape: 16-18 
 
Scoring is kept continuous.  
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PASSIONATE LOVE SCALE 
 
Reference: 
 
Hatfield, E. & Sprecher, S. (l986). Measuring passionate love in intimate relations. Journal of 

Adolescence, 9, 383-4l0. 
 
Description of Measure: 
 
A 30-item scale (often shrunk into a 15-item measure) designed to measure an individual’s level of 
passionate love toward another person.  Each item has a blank space where respondents are directed 
to fill in the name of their partner.  Each item is answered on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 (not at 
all true) to 9 (definitely true).  
 
Abstracts of Selected Related Articles: 
 
Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. S. (1989). Research on love: Does it measure up? Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 784-794.  
 

Assessed 5 measures of love: the Love Attitudes Scale, the Triangular Theory of Love Scale, 
the Passionate Love Scale, the Relationship Rating Form, and a measure of love and 
attachment (Shaver & Hazan, 1987). The measures were given to 391 unmarried college 
students. Correlations revealed predictable relations among the subscales; however, 
psychometric analyses revealed problems in some of the measures. Factor analysis yielded 6 
factors for the Love Attitudes Scale and 1 for the Passionate Love Scale, similar to previous 
research. Results for the Triangular Theory of Love Scale and for the Relationship Rating 
Form suggest strong interdependency among each measure's subscales. Factors analysis of 
all subscales together yielded 5 distinct factors, reflecting themes of passionate love, 
closeness, ambivalence, secure attachment, and practicality. 

 
Fehr, B. (1988). Prototype analysis of the concepts of love and commitment. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 55, 557-579.  
 

Analyzed lay conceptions of love and commitment from a prototype perspective. In Study 1, 
Ss listed the features of love and/or commitment. In Study 2, centrality (prototypicality) 
ratings of these features were obtained. In Study 3, central features were found to be more 
salient in memory than peripheral features. In Study 4, it was shown that it sounded 
peculiar to hedge central but not peripheral features. In Study 5, central features of love 
were expected to be more applicable than peripheral features as relationships increased in 
love. Similarly for commitment, central features were expected to be more applicable than 
peripheral features as relationships increased in commitment. In Study 6, violations of 
central features of love were perceived as contributing to a greater decrease in love than 
were violations of peripheral features. Similarly, violations of central features of commitment 
were perceived as contributing to a greater decrease in commitment than were violations of 
peripheral features. I concluded that the findings across several studies fit best with Kelley's 
(1983) description of love and commitment as largely overlapping but partially independent. 

 
 
Fehr, B., & Russell, J. A. (1991). Concept of love viewed from a prototype perspective. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 425-438. 
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Even if superordinate concepts (such as "fruit," "vehicle," "sport") are prototypically 
organized, basic-level concepts (such as "apple," "truck," "hockey") might be classically 
defined in terms of individually necessary and jointly sufficient features. A series of 6 studies 
examined 1 basic-level concept in the domain of emotion, "love," and found that it is better 
understood from a prototype than a classical perspective. The natural language concept of 
"love" has an internal structure and fuzzy borders: Maternal love, romantic love, affection, 
love of work, self-love, infatuation, and other subtypes of love can be reliably ordered from 
better to poorer examples of love. In turn, each subtype's goodness as an example of love 
(prototypicality) was found to predict various indices of its cognitive processing. Implications 
for a scientific definition and typology of love are discussed. 

 
Scale: 
 
1. Since I’ve been involved with ____________, my emotions have been on a roller coaster. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
2. I would feel deep despair if ____________ left me. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
3. sometimes my body trembles with excitement at the sight of ____________ 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
4. I take delight in studying the movements and angles of ____________’s body. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
5. Sometimes I feel I can’t control my thought; they are obsessively on ____________. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
6. I feel happy when I am doing something to make ____________ happy. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
7. I would rather be with ____________ than anyone else. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
8. I’d get jealous if I thought ____________ were falling in love with someone else. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
9. No one else could love ____________ like I do. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
10. I yearn to know all about ____________. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
11. I want ____________ -- physically, emotionally, mentally. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
12. I will love ____________ forever. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
13. I melt when looking deeply into ____________’s eyes. 

not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  
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14. I have an endless appetite for affection from ____________. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

15. For me, ____________ is the perfect romantic partner. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

16. ____________ is the person who can make me feel the happiest. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

17. I sense my body responding when ____________ touches me. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

18. I feel tender toward ____________. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

19. ____________ always seems to be on my mind. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

20. If I were separated from ____________for a long time, I would feel intensely lonely. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

21. I sometimes find it difficult to concentrate on work because thoughts of ____________ occupy my 
mind. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

22.  I want ____________ to know me – my thoughts, my fears, and my hopes. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

23. Knowing that ____________ cares about me makes me feel complete. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

24. I eagerly look for signs indicating ____________’s desire for me. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

25. If ____________ were going through a difficult time, I would put away my own concerns to help 
him/her out. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

26. ____________ can make me feel effervescent and bubbly. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

27. In the presence of ____________, I yearn to touch and be touched. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

28. An existence without ____________ would be dark and dismal. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

29. I possess a powerful attraction for ____________. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

30. I get extremely depressed when things don’t go right in my relationship with ____________. 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 definitely true  

 
Note: Items 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 19, 22, 24, 29, 30 make up the shortened version. 
 
 
Scoring: 
 
Scoring is either kept continuous or broken into the following classifications (for the 15 item 
shortened version): 
• 106-135 points = Wildly, even recklessly, in love.  
• 86-105 points = Passionate, but less intense.  
• 66-85 points = Occasional bursts of passion.  
• 45-65 points = Tepid, infrequent passion.  
• 15-44 points = The thrill is gone. 
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RELIGIOUS LOVE MEASURE 
 

Reference: 
 
Levin, J. (2001). God, love, and health: Findings from a clinical study. Review of Religious Research, 

42, 277-293.   
 
Description of Measure: 
 
An 8-item scale designed to measure religious love.  These 8-items make up the religious love 
subscale of the Sorokin Multidimensional Inventory of Love Experience (SMILE).  Respondents 
answer each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree).  
 
Abstracts of Selected Related Articles: 
 
Oman, D., & Thoresen, C. E. (2002). ‘Does religion cause health?’: Differing interpretations and 

diverse meanings. Journal of Health Psychology, 7, 365-380. 

The question, 'Does religion (or spirituality) cause physical health benefits?' may be given 
at least four diverging interpretations in terms of causal path diagrams. In common usage, 
the question may be interpreted to indicate that religion causally influences health by: (1) 
any mechanism, including well-established factors such as social support and improved 
health behaviors; (2) additional mechanisms, such as enhanced positive psychological 
states (e.g. faith, hope, inner peace) acting through psychoneuroimmunologic or 
psychoneuroendocrinologic pathways; (3) offering psychological strength for acquiring 
or maintaining positive health behaviors; or (4) causally influencing health by distant 
healing or intercessory prayer. We review historical confusion between these 
interpretations, arguing that disentangling them is important for collaborative health care, 
promotion and research. 

Levin, J. (2002).  Is depressed affect a function of one’s relationship with God?: Findings from a 
study of primary care patients.  The International Journal of Psychiatry in Medicine, 32, 
379-393.  

Objective: This study examines the association between a self-reported loving relationship 
with God and the presence of depressed affect. Building on prior clinical and epidemiologic 
research on religious factors in mental health, it seeks to extend consideration to internal 
religious resources. Method: Data are from 205 primary care outpatients who completed a 
self-administered survey inquiring about their relationship with God, their mental and 
physical health, and various religious and psychosocial issues. The principal dependent 
construct is the depressed affect subscale of the General Well-Being Scale. The principal 
independent construct is a validated eight-item self-report measure of loving and being loved 
by God based on a theoretical taxonomy developed by Sorokin. Results: Hierarchical ordinary 
least squares regression was used to investigate the association between this construct, 
which Sorokin termed "religious love," and the measure of depressed affect. After controlling 
for sets of hypothesized mediating factors (multi-item measures of religious involvement, 
social resources, psychological resources, and physical health status) in five successive 
models, as well as several key sociodemographic variables, the statistically significant 
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inverse association between these two constructs in the baseline model ( = -.29, p < .01) 
remained strong and statistically significant ( = -.21, p < .05). Conclusions: These findings 
raise the possibility that a loving relationship with God may exert a protective effect on 
psychological distress. One's relationship with God thus may represent an important 
personal resource for mitigating the emotional consequences of poor health and other 
deleterious life circumstances, as well as a marker for successful religious coping.  

Sprecher, S. & Fehr, B. (2005). Compassionate love for close others and humanity. Journal of Social 
and Personal Relationships, 22, 629-651. 

 
A compassionate love scale was developed that can be used, in alternative forms, to assess 
compassionate or altruistic love for different targets (e.g., close others and all of humankind). 
Using three samples (total N = 529), the Compassionate Love scale was developed and 
piloted. Three studies (total N = 700) were then conducted to provide validation of the scale 
and to examine correlates of compassionate love. In support of our predictions, 
compassionate love was found to be associated positively with prosocial behavior, as directed 
both to close others and to all of humanity. Those who were more religious or spiritual 
experienced more compassionate love than those who were less religious or spiritual. 
Evidence was found that compassionate love is distinct from empathy. In the final study, we 
introduced a relationship-specific version of the Compassionate Love scale, and found that 
compassionate love for a specific close other was associated with the provision of social 
support for that person.  

 
Scale:   Contact author for permission to use items. 
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ROMANTIC LOVE SCALE 
 
Reference: 
 
Rubin, Z (1970). Measurement of romantic love. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 16, 

265-273. 
 
Description of Measure: 
 
A 13-item measure of romantic love designed to capture three components of love: affiliative and 
dependent need, a predisposition to help, and an orientation of exclusiveness and absorption.  Each 
item has a blank which respondents are directed to fill in with the name of their partner.  
Respondents answer each item on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true, disagree 
completely) to 9 (definitely true, agree completely). 
 
Abstracts of Selected Related Articles: 
 
Fehr, B., & Russell, J. A. (1991). Concept of love viewed from a prototype perspective. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 425-438. 
 

Even if superordinate concepts (such as "fruit," "vehicle," "sport") are prototypically 
organized, basic-level concepts (such as "apple," "truck," "hockey") might be classically 
defined in terms of individually necessary and jointly sufficient features. A series of 6 studies 
examined 1 basic-level concept in the domain of emotion, "love," and found that it is better 
understood from a prototype than a classical perspective. The natural language concept of 
"love" has an internal structure and fuzzy borders: Maternal love, romantic love, affection, 
love of work, self-love, infatuation, and other subtypes of love can be reliably ordered from 
better to poorer examples of love. In turn, each subtype's goodness as an example of love 
(prototypicality) was found to predict various indices of its cognitive processing. Implications 
for a scientific definition and typology of love are discussed. 

 
Sternberg, R. J. (1986). A triangular theory of love. Psychological Review, 93, 119-135.  
 

Presents a triangular theory of love, which deals both with the nature of love and with loves 
in different kinds of relationships. It is suggested that there are 3 components: (a) intimacy 
encompassing the feelings of closeness, connectedness, and bondedness experienced in loving 
relationships; (b) passion encompassing the drives that lead to romance, physical attraction, 
and sexual consummation; and (c) decision/commitment encompassing, in the short term, the 
decision that one loves another, and in the long term, the commitment to maintain that love. 
The amount of love one experiences depends on the absolute strength of the 3 components, 
and the kind of love one experiences depends on their strengths relative to each other. The 
components interact with each other and with the actions that they produce and that 
produce them so as to form a number of different kinds of loving experiences. The triangular 
theory of love subsumes other theories and can account for a number of empirical findings in 
the research literature, as well as for a number of experiences with which many are familiar 
firsthand. It is proposed that the triangular theory provides a comprehensive basis for 
understanding many aspects of the love that underlies close relationships. 

 
Feeney, J. A., & Noller, P. (1990). Attachment style as a predictor of adult romantic relationships.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 281-291.   
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Questionnaire measures of attachment style, attachment history, beliefs about relationships, 
self-esteem, limerence, loving, love addiction, and love styles were administered to 374 
undergraduates. Attachment style was related in theoretically expected ways to attachment 
history and to beliefs about relationships. Securely attached Ss reported relatively positive 
perceptions of their early family relationships. Avoidant Ss were most likely to report 
childhood separation from their mother and to express mistrust of others. Anxious-
ambivalent subjects were less likely than avoidant Ss to see their father as supportive, and 
they reported a lack of independence and a desire for deep commitment in relationships. The 
self-esteem measure and each of the scales measuring forms of love were factor analyzed 
separately. Analyses based on scale scores derived from the resulting factors indicated that 
attachment style was also strongly related to self-esteem and to the various forms of love 
discussed in other theoretical frameworks. The results suggest that attachment theory offers 
a useful perspective on adult love relationships. 

 
Scale: 
 
1. If ________ were feeling badly, my first duty would be to cheer him (her) up.  
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
2. I feel that I can confide in ________ about virtually everything.  
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
3. I find it easy to ignore ________ 's faults.  
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
4. I would do almost anything for ________. 
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
5. I feel very possessive toward ________.  
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
6. If I could never be with ________, I would feel miserable.  
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
7. If I were lonely, my first thought would be to seek out ________.  
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
8. One of my primary concerns is ________ ‘s welfare.  
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not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
9. I would forgive ________ for practically anything. 
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
  
10. I feel responsible for ________  's well-being.  
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
11. When I am with ________, I spend a good deal of time just looking at him (her).  
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
12. I would greatly enjoy being confided in by ________. 
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
13. It would be hard for me to get along without ________. 
 
not at all true/  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  definitely true 
disagree completely            agree completely 
 
Scoring: 
 
Scoring is kept continuous. 
 
 


