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Abstract

Online dating has exploded in popularity in recent years, with a proliferation of dating
sites and applications offering an alternative to traditional dating practices. One of the
most successful dating applications nowadays is Tinder, a geolocation-based
application used to find and interact with prospective romantic partners. Given the
prevalence of online dating and Tinder dating, in particular, this study sets out to
explore language use while chatting and flirting on Tinder, examining interaction
through the linguistic framework of relational work (e.g., Locher 2004, 2006, Locher
& Watts 2005, Watts 1989, 2003). Informed by this framework, 198 Tinder naturally-
occurring interactions were qualitatively analysed so that relational behaviours
pertinent to flirting on Tinder can be pinpointed and better understood. The results of
this analysis suggest, among others, that flirting on Tinder can mostly be related to
cooperative relationship-management strategies emerging in small talk and self-
presentation. These include the exchange of compliments, the display of alignment
and concern for the other, and playfulness. Interestingly, non-cooperative behaviours
relevant to conflict and rejection are also found in this context. Furthermore, the
analysis shows that, although many behaviours seem to have a politeness potential,
relational displays and their evaluations can also be politic, impolite, playful etc., thus
covering a wide range of behaviours in the relational work spectrum. Since research
on the linguistic aspect of online dating has been very limited so far, this study
constitutes a first attempt to approach the pragmatics of flirting on Tinder. Therefore,
more research is needed in order to be able to make safer claims as to linguistic

behaviour in this context.
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1. Introduction

Elizabeth Bennet and Mr. Darcy

MR. DARCY: It is a truth universally
acknowledged that a single man in possession
of a good fortune must be in want of a wife. Hi
;)

ELIZABETH: What the fuck.

MR. DARCY: Well, this is the first time that
opening line didn’t work.

ELIZABETH: I could easily forgive your pride, if
you had not mortified mine.

MR. DARCY: So . .. no sexual congress?'

At a time when information and communication technologies constitute an integral
part of everyday life, it is undeniable that the Internet has led to multiple
transformations in the way we perform and think about social relationships and
interaction. In terms of romantic relationships, the Internet has offered a variety of
channels through which partners can communicate, and as has been reported, it affects
extant intimate relationships in both positive and negative ways (Bor & Boehmer
2002). At the same time, it has created opportunities to initiate and maintain
interaction with strangers who could potentially become romantic partners. As a result
of these new transformations and prospects, social norms continually change, not only
in terms of communication with friends and family, but also with regard to interaction
among strangers (Bor & Boehmer 2002: 275). In other words, we have welcomed the
era of online dating among other internet-related interaction modes.

With more than 1,400 websites aimed at helping people initiate romantic

relationships (Bor & Boehmer 2002), online dating or the use of Internet services in

"' From: The New Yorker “Literature’s Great Couples on Tinder”
https://www.newyorker.com/humor/daily-shouts/literatures-great-couples-on-tinder




order to meet and interact with prospective romantic partners (Heino, Ellison & Gibbs
2010) is becoming more and more popular. Interestingly, it has lately started
migrating from online sites to mobile applications, thus becoming even more
convenient. Although there are some common characteristics between matchmaking
in the online world and its traditional, unmediated counterpart, mainly in terms of
self-presentation and assessment of the other (Heino et al. 2010), it is undeniable that
online dating has transformed the way we think about meeting prospective
companions. Often preferred to face-to-face dating, it offers “a wider pool of potential
partners” (Heino et al. 2010: 428), while filtering options facilitate the search for the
desirable Other, saving time. In addition to that, mobile holders looking for a romantic
partner online can choose among an array of different mobile applications available
depending on the specific criteria they have set in order to find a ‘perfect’ match
given their individual needs. Next to generic dating apps such as ‘Bumble’, there are
also apps specifically aimed at the LGBTQ audience, such as ‘Grindr’ and ‘Scissr’,
while more specialized apps are also available, irrespective of the sexual orientation
of daters. For instance, there are special apps for wealthy people who want to meet
equally rich people (e.g., ‘Luxy’), for people interested only in physically attractive
people (e.g., ‘BeautifulPeople’), while there are also applications specifically
designed for older people (e.g., ‘Lumen’), to mention but a few. One of the best-
known applications for online dating, and the most downloaded dating app in Greece?
is Tinder: a geolocation-based app with more than 50 million users throughout the
world and 26 million ‘matches’ a day (Ward 2017).

Tinder, like most dating sites and apps, involves the use of profiles which are
created by the members of a platform and are accessed by other members and

potential romantic partners who are in search of the ‘perfect match’, whether that aims

2 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/resources/idt-2e3f0042-7516-4bd 1 -b4fe-9056540c6518




at a serious relationship or some casual, sexual encounter. Tinder, specifically, draws
basic identifying information such as name, age and profile photos from the user’s
Facebook profile, so that a Tinder profile is created. After creating their profile, daters
can start using the app in either its free or one of its paid versions.? In order for the
application to filter the profiles presented to each member, users are asked, among
other things, to define the desirable distance range within which potential partners
will be sought. Using the app, people are presented with one user’s profile at a time
and they have to either swipe right if they are interested in the other person or swipe
left if they are not. When both individuals swipe right to each other’s profile they are
‘matched’, and only then can they engage in a conversation. Communication and
flirting initially take place on the platform and, depending on the intentions of the
individuals, may eventually end up in the offline world where interaction is developed
and relationships are worked out (Heino et al. 2010).

The present thesis analyses interaction on the platform of Tinder, approaching
it through the linguistic framework of relational work (e.g., Locher 2004, 2006,
Locher & Watts 2005, Watts 1989, 2003). Relational work refers to all the ‘work’
individuals invest in their interaction as they are negotiating their relationship with
their interlocutors and constitutes a widely used approach in recent im/politeness
research. Viewing politeness as an aspect of a broader framework, relational work is a
concept with many ‘shades’. Locher and Watts (2005: 11) note that “relational work
comprises the entire continuum of verbal behavior from direct, impolite, rude or
aggressive interaction through to polite interaction”, which means that it enables the

exploration of many different interactional phenomena and can facilitate our

3 There is one free and two paid versions of Tinder, namely Tinder Plus and Tinder Gold. The paid
versions offer some premium features, such as unlimited ‘likes’ and the opportunity to find someone
within a greater distance range. There is even the possibility to know who ‘liked’ your profile before
deciding whether to swipe left or right to someone’s profile (https://www.help.tinder.com/hc/en-
us/articles/115004487406-Tinder-Plus-and-Tinder-Gold-).




understanding of the pragmatics of online flirting. Using this framework, the aim of
this thesis is to investigate the linguistic behaviour of Greek-speaking individuals who
engage in online dating on Tinder. More specifically, the goal is to explore any
patterns that may emerge in this initial-interaction context, looking at the ways users
collaboratively manage their interaction on Tinder in order to reach their personal
goals. The core research question which, therefore, guides this analysis is the

following:

-- What are the relational strategies Tinder users employ while using this application?

Observing how interlocutors initiate, respond to and judge each other’s contributions,
this piece of research seeks to shed more light on the relational strategies used in this
flirting frame, reflecting the users’ perceived norms of appropriateness. This
exploration will be pursued by looking through naturally occurring Tinder chatlogs, in
what seems to be a difficult though promising venture. Importantly, the fact that
Tinder does not provide detailed filtering options in terms of the desired
characteristics and the intentions of its users (Ward 2017) means that many matches
are made between people who seek different things. In Tyson, Perta, Haddadi and
Seto's (2016) view, this has also been linked to the fact that a very low number of
people decide to meet their matches in real life. However, this is also presumably the
reason why Tinder communication can be very illuminating in terms of language
practices. In other words, even if people meet online without sharing common
interests and motivations for using the app, they are expected to engage in a process
of exploring one another, rejecting or accepting the other’s views and suggestions, as
well as try to build rapport with those they wish to have further communication.

These processes will hopefully surface through analysing Tinder discourse.



The importance of exploring the pragmatics of flirting in an online
environment lies, at least partially, in the fact that close examination of the language
used in dating is rare, since linguistic research in this area is considered to be a ‘black
box’. This is because access to naturally occurring online and/or offline discourse is
limited and delving into private interactions is a hard task (Mortensen 2017), although
dating and mate selection, in general, have received much attention from
evolutionary, psychological and sociological standpoints (see Surra, Gray, Boettcher,
Cottle & West 2006). It is also interesting to note that though much research in
relation to online dating has been conducted with regard to self-presentation and self-
promoting, impression management and motivations to use some application (see
Ward 2017), most research relies on interviews and self-reports rather than natural
data. This study hopes to overcome any obstacles related to the nature of the discourse
involved and aspires to contribute to the under-researched area of language use in
online dating, specifically with regard to interactional pragmatics.

Tinder is selected as the context for this linguistic analysis and preferred over
other online environments because its function is to assist flirting and relationship
initiation, exclusively. In other words, flirting is the single practice involved in the use
of Tinder, thus limiting the scope of the research to flirting per se, leaving out other
sorts of social interaction which could be better studied through other platforms, such
as social networking ones. Members who start using the app depend on ‘text game’ in
order to fulfil their purposes, and language use is very important, since users can only
communicate via text, and, therefore, desire can only be expressed verbally. In the
absence of a shared physical context, the chances for the interaction to migrate to an
offline setting depend almost exclusively on written, online communication. The
significance of language use in terms of successful flirting is, therefore, self-evident

and supported in existing online dating literature (see, for example, Mortensen 2017).



To my knowledge, there are no linguistic analyses looking at the flirting game
on Tinder from a linguistic perspective, let alone Tinder exchanges with regard to
relational work. This is why mapping the area from a linguistic perspective is an
interesting first step. Observing how relational work unfolds can be the path towards
understanding flirting practices, so that our knowledge of the expression and
negotiation of flirtatious intentions will be hopefully advanced and research in the
underexamined area of language in online dating can be promoted. At the same time,
the study responds to the call for an expansion of contexts for linguistic analysis (del-
Teso-Craviotto 2006), as far as language and flirting are concerned, and research in
pragmatic phenomena could be enhanced, through the examination of a theory that
has not yet been applied to this social situation.

Since more and more people are becoming ‘Tinderellas’ and ‘Tinderellos’,
knowing how courteous interaction is managed before possible actual, face to face
meetings seems a good idea. Also, one could argue that dating is a context inevitably
associated with flirting, and courtesy but also with rejection and misunderstandings,
and in the context of online dating, in particular, any of those issues may become even
more pronounced, given that interactants are strangers and thus lack shared
knowledge concerning the interactional preferences of the other. Therefore, in what
follows (Chapter 2), I will introduce the theoretical framework of this thesis
discussing discursive politeness and relational work (2.1.), the context of digital
communication and instant messaging (2.2.), and flirting, online dating and Tinder, in
particular (2.3.). Next (Chapter 3), I will present the methodology employed in this
study, providing some details about data collection and explaining the ways in which
practical and ethical considerations were handled. In the next two chapters (Chapters

4 and 5) I present and discuss the findings yielded after the analysis of data, especially



with regard to cooperative and non-cooperative relational work strategies. Finally, the

last chapter (Chapter 6) includes the concluding remarks of this thesis.



2. Theoretical Background

2.1. Relational Work: From Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Model to

Postmodern Approaches

The term ‘relational work’ emerged within the field of linguistic politeness, as a
development to early politeness theories. Research in this field was initiated by the
highly influential work of Lakoff (1973), Brown and Levinson (1978/1987) and
Leech (1983). Of these the most widely used model is that of Brown and Levinson
(1978/1987). Inspired by Goffman's (1967) dramaturgical theories, this approach to
politeness is based on the concept of ‘face’ in order to describe what happens in social
interaction. The model proposes that when either the positive aspect of ‘face’ (i.e. the
want to be liked and approved of) or its negative aspect (i.e. the want not to be
imposed on) is threatened, politeness may emerge as a way to mitigate the threat.
Politeness manifests itself through specific super-strategies and their outputs that
people use depending on the occasion. Due to the fact that these strategies are well-
defined and they are part of a thorough theory, Brown and Levinson's (1978/1987)
framework has served as the point of departure for a considerable number of studies
on politeness and its importance for later approaches to politeness has been
acknowledged (see Locher & Watts 2005 among others).

At the same time, however, the ‘success’ of the model did not come without
criticism. Though it is hard to review all the arguments against this model, the ones
that are most relevant for this work are reflected in Eelen’s (2001: 119) “triple

conceptual bias”: the model tends to focus more on the polite end of the politeness/



impoliteness dichotomy, is speaker-oriented, and examines the production of
utterances neglecting their uptake. Such criticism led to a shift in politeness research
towards more discursive and relation-based approaches, which do not limit their
examination of politeness to the utterance level. These approaches tried to go beyond
the limitations of Brown and Levinson’s (1978/1987) speaker-based model, as well as
its dependence on the mutually exclusive ‘politeness’/‘impoliteness’ terms. In an
attempt to theorize interaction looking at it from diverse perspectives, different
concepts to describe the linguistic aspect of interaction emerged as well. One of these
approaches is based on the concept of relational work.

Although discursive approaches are characterised by diversity (a diversity that
could, potentially, create confusion), it seems that there are some points of
convergence in terms of the way im/politeness is now to be viewed (LPRG 2011). For
example, most discursive researchers agree that utterances are not inherently
im/polite, but rather im/politeness is the evaluation of interlocutors while they try to
negotiate their personal relationships with others. They also point to the messiness of
communication which creates the need for any im/politeness analysis to be contextual.
Both the message itself and its uptake are taken into equal consideration, and it can
often be useful to examine even their trigger and effect so that negotiation of
interaction can be put into perspective. This can be achieved by looking at longer
stretches of natural discourse (rather than isolated utterances) so that any linguistic
choice can be seen as informed by co-text and wider social forces. It may be
necessary to note that many discursive approaches follow critical, postmodern
thinking in that they do not aim at the establishment of an overarching ‘grand
narrative’, and, therefore, researchers avoid generalizations. According to Locher

(2015: 6),
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one of the achievements of what has been termed the ‘discursive approaches to
politeness research’ was to again draw attention to the negotiability of the
emic understandings of evaluative concepts such as “polite’, ‘impolite’, ‘rude’,
etc., and, in connection with this, to highlight the embeddedness of the
observed social practices within their local situated framework of the moral

order.

Informed by this discursive turn, relational work emerged as an analytical tool
proposed by Watts and Locher (e.g., Locher 2004, 2006, Locher & Watts 2005, Watts
1989, 2003). According to this framework, im/politeness surfaces in situated,
interpersonal interaction and is just one small part of a more general and inclusive
concept, this of relational work, the latter referring “to all aspects of the work invested
by individuals in the construction, maintenance, reproduction and transformation of
interpersonal relationships’” (Locher & Watts 2008: 96). The framework of relational
work proposes that interaction is based on norms of appropriateness which individuals
may choose to comply with or ignore, and which are dynamically negotiated in the
sociocultural context they emerge and are subject to change. Agreeing with the
proposition of discursive approaches to im/politeness, that it is ‘folk’ (‘first order’)
understandings that should be the focus of im/politeness analyses, the researcher is
often interested in exploring the judgements of both (or all) interactants on how
appropriate specific linguistic behaviours are. Evaluation is based on individuals’
frames of expectations, which are the result of their schematic knowledge and
experiences. It is obvious, then, that within this framework im/politeness is only one
aspect of interpersonal communication: when something is evaluated as polite, the
behaviour involved is positively marked and appropriate, while for something to be

assessed as impolite, the behaviour in point is negatively marked and inappropriate.
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At the same time, it is argued that interaction may not only involve consciously
chosen, marked strategies but also unconscious reproductions of social norms through
unmarked and socially appropriate behaviour, or what has been termed ‘politic’
behaviour (Locher & Watts 2005).

Seen through the discursive viewpoint, utterances examined in this framework
are not “inherently polite or impolite” (Locher & Watts 2008: 78), while the hearer’s

judgements are as important as the speaker’s. As Locher and Watts (2008: 80) stress,

a speaker may wish to be aggressive and hurtful, but still not come across as
such to the hearer. Alternatively, a hearer may interpret the speaker’s utterance
as negatively marked with respect to appropriate behaviour, while the speaker
did not intentionally wish to appear as such. In a first order approach to
impoliteness, it is the interactants’ perceptions of communicators’ intentions
rather than the intentions themselves that determine whether a communicative
act is taken to be impolite or not. In other words, the uptake of a message is as

important if not more important than the utterer’s original intention.

Such perceptions and evaluations are often flexible, first-order ones and not so much
second-order, technical terms (see Watts 2005). However, latest postmodern
approaches do not deny the importance of second-order concepts, so interactants’
judgements are not the exclusive focus in many recent analyses, this thesis included.
For example, in relational work, the notion of ‘face’ as omnipresent and socially
negotiated is still a useful one.

The framework of relational work seems to lend itself well to the exploration
of online flirting, since courtship can be thought of as learned behaviour and the

communicative strategies involved are not just the result of evolutionary forces but
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are closely affected by the cultural and temporal context in which they arise
(O’Farrell, Rosenthal & O’Neal 2003). Therefore, a framework which emphasizes the
importance of sociocultural norms of appropriateness and their fluidity seems more
than fitting for the exploration of natural, chat-log data from Tinder. Moreover,
relational work seems to have a different orientation compared to other traditional,
non-discursive frameworks, since it does not restrict itself to the maintenance of a
positive atmosphere based on co-operation, nor does it force the researcher to resort to
the aforementioned, traditional politeness/impoliteness dichotomy (Locher 2006).
Therefore, it allows the discussion of a greater variety of behaviours within the
context of online dating, and will be used as an analytical tool to look at sociocultural
norms and their management (Haugh, Kadar & Mills 2013) in dyadic, Tinder

interaction.

2.2. The Context of Digital Communication and Instant Messaging

Digital communication has been the focus of much research ever since its advent
(Fiore, Taylor, Zhong, Mendelsohn & Cheshire 2010: 1), thus the discussion on its
characteristics can be ongoing and multifaceted. For the purposes of the current thesis,
I will limit the discussion to elements that seem to be contextually important with
regard to the research question relevant to this analysis.

One of the major concerns about digital communication relates to anonymity,
which has traditionally been expected to lead to chaotic situations, since people hiding
behind a profile could not be held liable for any inappropriate behaviour. Despite
these fears, anonymity could also have positive effects, since people interacting in

digital environments have lower inhibition and feelings of accountability, thus getting
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a feeling of freedom through interaction (Dynel 2015, Lea, Spears & de Groot 2001).
At the same time, users of digital channels exert control over their self-presentation to
a greater extent (Graham & Hardaker 2017), since they can even reinvent their own
personalities when they describe themselves to strangers online. These two
possibilities could be the case in Tinder online dating, as well. Appearing only with
their first name that can even be substituted with a pseudonym, individuals may feel
freer to interact with others, while they have many chances to present themselves to
diverse interlocutors. In terms of synchronicity and asynchronicity, communication on
Tinder, as in many other modern virtual environments, is conducted through a type of
instant messaging (IM), which resembles oral, real world communication in terms of a
number of characteristics (Crystal 2006: 45), and is often referred to as a synchronous
channel (Baron 2010: 14).*

The fact that in digital communication there is absence of the usual, contextual
features of face-to-face communication means that interaction “can seem very
fragmented, messages overlap, sometimes long gaps can occur” and “messages that
are adjacent physically do not necessarily form relevant turns” (Darics 2010: 133).
These are characteristics the analyst needs to be aware of so that false interpretation
based on turn-taking, for example, can be avoided. At the same time, interactants try
to make up for the absence of paralinguistic features, such as gestures and intonation
through creative strategies, like unconventional orthography, capitalization, emoticons
and GIFs to name but a few. In order to understand these practices, though,
interactants “have to rely on their shared understanding of previous experiences in
oral interaction in general and transfer the language use of these situations to the

computer-mediated setting” (Darics 2010: 137). Through this process, digital

4 The discussion on synchronicity and asychronicity stresses that the two should not be seen as “polar
opposites” (Baron 2010: 15) and I would suggest that this is true especially now that communication
channels have advanced possibilities. ‘Synchronous’ here is used to denote a two-way communication
that mostly happens in real time, though remaining sensitive to the schedules of users. Interactants can
(and do) still respond at their convenience.
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communicators create and share norms and practices in their online communities and,
in cases where there is no shared knowledge, things may get more complex in terms
of mutual understanding. It is, thus, evident that digital interaction (like any
interaction) is not defined exclusively by the messages sent or received per se, but it is
rather based on the negotiation of these messages through their co-construction by
their audience and recipient(s) (Mey 2018: 19).

In terms of the pragmatics of digital communication, it seems that the selected
medium of interaction affects the practices involved, while it can also be the case that
users adjust their digital behaviour to suit their relational objectives. For example,
trying to approach politeness phenomena from an interactional politeness viewpoint,
Darics (2010: 142-143) suggests that although economizing is a typical feature of
digital interaction, when there is the risk of losing face or this of communication
break-down, economizing comes second and politeness is prioritized, so norms of
face-to-face politeness may be followed even if that means that interactants have to
double typing time and effort. Graham and Hardaker (2017) also point to the
importance of situating phenomena in the context of each specific platform that is
under investigation, since constraints can have an impact on the way language is used.

Therefore, in the next section the context of online dating and Tinder is discussed.

2.3. Flirting, Online Dating and Tinder

2.3.1. The Language of Flirting and Online Dating

The practice of flirting and the language of flirtatious interaction seem to be topics

that challenge researchers, irrespective of whether desire manifests itself in offline or
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online settings. Kiesling (2011, 2013), sees flirting as an off-record strategy (in
Brown and Levinson’s sense), depending on cooperation and negotiation, and thus
establishes a relationship between flirting and politeness. He argues that the subtle
nature of flirting is especially helpful when there is the prospect of desire being one-
sided, much like an off-record invitation or a request: “one can make a ‘flirt bid,” but
if it is not picked up, it is not as face-threatening as being turned down after asking for
a date” (Kiesling 2013: 107). In this way, Kiesling highlights the importance of
indirectness and ambiguity, two characteristics of flirtatious behaviour that have
politeness potential and which have been linked not only to offline (see, also, Clark,
Shaver & Abrahams 1999), but also to online flirting, being attributed to the text-
based nature of the latter (Chayko 2008, Gershon 2010).

Online dating has recently become a very popular digital activity. Its
popularity is probably the result of its affordances: it is convenient, creates no real-
time burden, and offers a variety of options in terms of interactants so that users have
more opportunities to meet a future partner (Best & Delmege 2012, Chayko 2008,
Heino et al. 2010, Xia, Ribeiro, Chen, Liu & Towsley 2013). Online daters can go
through a great number of profiles in a process that can lead to offline interaction
(Mortensen 2017), may that be romantic, sexual or both. Taking place in a mediated
environment characterised by physical distance, informality and often anonymity, it is
no wonder why the popularity of online dating has seen such a surge, especially given
the restrictions of the modern way of living, when active search of love is concerned.
In research about motivations for online dating through questionnaires (see, e.g.,
Gatter & Hodkinson 2016), apart from meeting a new partner, online daters mention a
variety of other motives and benefits related to matchmaking sites and apps. For
some, online dating interaction is an ego-boost since it seems to validate their

attractiveness (Chayko 2008). Others use platforms for fun, while there are also those
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who seek serious relationships (Ward 2017). Chayko (2008) even suggests that it is
possible that relationships initiated in the online world have great chances to work out
offline, since personal information is already shared and compatibility between
partners is assessed early on during their online communication, to which enough
time is often devoted. At the same time, it cannot be denied that the advantages of
online dating often come at a price. For example, many argue that online dating
promotes a ‘shopping culture’ (Best & Delmege 2012, Heino et al. 2010), which has
both advantages and disadvantages for the people involved in it, especially when
dating is an ongoing process. Some users, also, claim that this kind of interaction is
sterile and the magic of ‘real’ dating is lost (Heino et al. 2010).

The context of online dating seems to be very inviting in terms of linguistic
research, partly because communication takes place through text and almost
exclusively between strangers. This is one of the factors distinguishing flirting in
online dating platforms from flirting in other social networks like Instagram and
Facebook (Best & Delmege 2012). Mortensen (2017: 585) also argues that this
context differs from others since it “functions as a frame that invites and legitimizes
romantic interaction” adding that it “works as a constant backdrop that endorses
romantic and sexual advance”. Therefore, language is important even at a pre-textual
level, when daters try to filter out unsuitable matches based on word choice in their
bio descriptions (Best & Delmege 2012: 238), and becomes even more important at a
first-interaction level. Gibbs, Ellison and Lai (2011) investigated, among others, the
ways online daters employ uncertainty reduction strategies, looking at the way
individuals validate and share personal information while communicating. Since
daters are strangers who do not share some physical context and who cannot depend
on non-verbal cues to evaluate the credibility of each other’s statements and claims, it

is normal that greater uncertainty will emerge, making communication a complex
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process. Mutual understanding, then, and the prospect of a viable future relationship
depend highly on self-disclosure. Online daters share personal information, both to
show that they abide by social expectations and have a job, for instance, and to stand
out and present themselves as unique individuals with dating potential. Still, they are
aware of the risks involved in their interlocutor being dishonest in their own self-
disclosure. Therefore, in their initial interaction with others, users try to verify the
information provided through a number of information-seeking strategies. According
to Gibbs et al. (2011) apart from directly asking questions, these strategies involve
using other communication channels to verify identity (e.g., through the exchange of
phone numbers and/or email addresses), and using social and/or professional
networking sites, or Google to validate identity information.

Despite the importance of language in dating processes, linguistics is only
barely represented in the dating literature, especially with regard to online dating. In
contrast, dating is of concern in various other disciplines like psychology, sociology,
interpersonal communication and cultural theory (Best & Delmege 2012). In the last
couple of decades, there have been numerous studies on different aspects of dating
and flirting, such as the role of evolutionary processes and societal conditions under
which romance unfolds (Surra et al. 2006), mating preferences (see McDaniel 2005),
flirting styles in relationship initiation (Hall, Carter, Cody & Albright 2010), and
especially self-presentation (Ellison, Heino & Gibbs, 2006). However, what should be
noted is that most research in the field of online dating is based on self-reports and
interviews, exploring dating sites rather than applications like Tinder. From the above,
it transpires that the discourse of online flirting has received hardly any scholarly
attention so far. In one of the few studies on the language of online dating, Mortensen
(2017) explores what she calls ‘imagined togetherness’ (i.e. hinting at a shared

future), as a strategy which online daters use to make flirting relevant while
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exchanging biographical information. The aim of the study was to better understand
the implicit nature of flirting, approaching online dating sites in a micro-level
linguistic and interactional analysis. The findings of the study validate the role of
implicitness and ambiguity (see Kiesling 2011, 2013 mentioned earlier) as key
characteristics of flirting, since they protect users from rejection and boost
excitement. Mortensen (2017) also notes that this implicitness of flirting practices
makes it difficult to draw a line between what is considered flirting and what is not,
and, therefore, some phenomena may go unnoticed while examining presumably
flirtatious instances, thus making the analyst’s job even harder. Heino et al. (2010),
also, explored the way users of dating sites experience their initial interaction with
other users through accepting or resisting the metaphor of dating as a marketplace and
studied how this metaphor affects the strategies used and dating ideologies.

Another study touching upon the linguistic aspect of online flirting is that of
del-Teso-Craviotto (2006), who examined English and Spanish dating chatrooms and
found that cyberflirting often involves the creation of a play frame, in which users feel
safer. This frame provides an excuse for users when norms of appropriateness are not
followed, while it also promotes feelings of intimacy and protects them from the risks
of exposure inherent in the expression of erotic or sexual feelings. This finding is in
line with Chayko's (2008) observation that flirting is related to playfulness,
occasionally belonging to the fun side of social interaction. According to Chayko

(2008: 76),

we learn to flirt online much as we do face-to-face, by adopting a “playful and
ironic” self-description, attitude, and tone, and, if writing, attempting to
translate those things to text. As one’s tone of voice is absent in the written

word, we must spend extra time when conversing textually to ensure that our
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words match our intent as closely as possible. In addition, such matters as the
pace of the communication and pattern of the turn-taking take on additional

significance.

However, the aforementioned displays depend highly on the specific platform chosen
for dating interaction. Therefore, the affordances and limitations of Tinder can carry
meaning and should be taken into consideration while analysing interaction occurring
on this application. Since the medium chosen as a communication channel can affect
the message involved (Gershon, 2010), the next section provides some details, which

relate specifically to Tinder.

2.3.2. Tinder

As has already been mentioned, research on online dating is limited, especially as
regards the linguistic aspects of interaction on dating sites and applications. However,
before proceeding with the discussion of what little is available, a few words on the
Tinder application itself are in order. Tinder is a geolocation-based dating application,
which first appeared on mobile screens in 2012 and has achieved international
popularity ever since, with a total of 20 billion matches so far. Used in more than 190
countries,’ Tinder can be considered a ‘social phenomenon’, to borrow the term used
in Tyson et al. (2016). With its distinctive fire icon, which establishes its relationship
with flirting and dating through the visual representation of the already known
conceptual metaphor of desire as fire (Deignan 2002: 24), Tinder is the first most
popular dating application in Greece, as has already been mentioned. Its ground-

breaking facility is that it enables its users to discover and communicate with other

5 https://www.gotinder.com/press
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people who are within a specific distance range, a feature which constitutes one of the
differences between Tinder and other popular dating apps and sites (Ward 2017),
since the criterion for matching with other people is not, for example, mutual interests
but locality (Tyson et al. 2016).

Tinder users create profiles, which contain some basic information
automatically drawn from the users’ Facebook profiles, such as their age and a few
photos, and optionally some information about their work and educational
background. There is also the possibility for a short bio, while some users decide to
connect their Instagram or Spotify accounts to their profiles, so that more photos or
their musical interests are occasionally available. After creating their Tinder profiles
and selecting the criteria for their preferred potential daters (i.e. gender, distance and
age range only), the app presents each user with one primary photo of another user
who matches their criteria. Tapping the photo, users can view some more photos of
the individual, while at the bottom of the screen there are five icons, among which are
a heart icon and a cross icon. Tapping on either icon the user can respond to the photo
by ‘liking’ or ‘disliking’ the user. The same can be done through swiping right and
left, respectively, in a practice that seems very simple and stress-free (Freitas 2017).
Therefore, the process of accepting or rejecting someone starts at a pre-chat phase.
Users are not aware of who or how many users have liked or rejected them, except
when both users have swiped right to each other and have become a match. The only
way a user can become aware of someone who likes them is when the latter has
‘Super Liked’ them, through tapping on another icon. This is the only thing users can
do to make their interest visible to the other a priori, though Super Likes are limited to
one per day in the free version of the application.

Interestingly, no notification is received when a profile is rejected or when the

like is ‘one-sided’. When matched, users receive an ‘It’s a Match!’ notification,



21

prompting them to either ‘Send Message’ or ‘Keep Swiping’. The application sends
users notifications to ‘encourage’ them to chat once they are matched and get back to
the text game when they have not used the application for some time. This is done
creatively, through a great range of different notifications that users receive
encouraging Tinder activity (see Appendix 1). As in many online environments,
Tinder communication is text-based, and users can depend on a very limited selection
of non-verbal elements (Ward 2017), such as emojis and GIFs. Moreover, users
cannot exchange photos, videos or voice messages unlike in other applications.

Due to Tinder’s limited filtering options, users are presented with potential
‘matches’ based on a few, very specific criteria, while restrictions in terms of cues
also apply to the amount of information presented in a profile. This means that in
most cases users get to navigate through numerous profiles, and in order to select
whether they would like to try and communicate with a person or not, they are obliged
to decide on the basis of limited profile information, contrary to what happens in
many online dating sites (cf. Xia et al. 2013). Therefore, more often than not, users
judge whether they will swipe right to a profile or not based on the other person’s
photos only. In this way, personality characteristics are not available to users prior to
matching with others, which is why Tinder is often referred to as a “cut-down”
version of online dating (Tyson et al. 2016).

The fact that Tinder offers limited cues prior to matching is an important
feature that renders it an interesting context for linguistic research. Limited cues
could, probably, be one reason why the rumour circulating around this application is
that it is mostly used for casual “hook-ups” (Ward 2017: 1650), or that Tinder users
are often in despair (Freitas 2017: 196). Since the criterion upon which matches are
made is physical appearance, a criterion commonly thought of as superficial one, it is

not surprising that use of this application is often considered a stigmatized activity.
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Ward (2017) suggests that stigmatization is probably a reason why claiming to use
Tinder just for entertainment sounds more socially acceptable. Stigmatization,
however, is not exclusively related to Tinder, but rather to online dating in general.

del-Teso-Craviotto, discussing cyberdating in dating chatrooms explains that

conversations are often riveted by erotic innuendoes, flirty remarks, or
sexually explicit jokes, which adds an additional social stigma to the
participation in these cyberspaces, namely, the negative connotations
associated with actively looking for sex, love, and romance — as opposed to
the ‘natural’ way, which is letting destiny or Cupid do the work for you.
Consequently, participants find pleasure in getting involved in the dynamics of
Internet flirting, but at the same time they must show to other participants that
they are not losers, people without social skills, or psychopaths. (del-Teso-

Craviotto 2006: 465).

Nevertheless, it has been suggested that lately the stigma is diminishing and online
dating has started to become more socially acceptable (Bor & Boehmer 2002, Ellison,
Heino & Gibbs 2006, Gatter & Hodkinson 2016, Gibbs, Ellison & Lai 2011), while it
is also true that the fact that cues are limited does not necessarily impede
communication, since small cues can be enough for online daters to draw inferences
and assess whether another user qualifies as a potential dater or not (Ellison et al.
2006).

As already mentioned, research on Tinder is scarce (Tyson et al. 2016, Ward
2017). Issues explored in the extant literature are mainly user characteristics, self-
presentation and motivations to use the application. In terms of the first, Tyson et al.

(2016) found that the average Tinder user is in their mid-twenties, a finding which
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again may explain Tinder’s reputation as an application useful for casual
relationships, since this kind of relationship would probably not suit older users (see,
also, Gatter & Hodkinson 2016). On the other hand, Gatter & Hodkinson, (2016), who
explored differences in terms of user characteristics and motivations in Tinder and
online dating agencies, found no significant differences either between Tinder users
and users of online dating sites, or between Tinder users and general population, thus
providing evidence against the aforementioned age-specific view.

Ward (2017) explored self-presentation on Tinder through interviewing Tinder
users in the Netherlands. In her research, she provides some interesting insights
concerning user experiences and motivations to use the application. The study also
suggests that people use the limited cues the medium offers as a way to present
themselves and ‘decode’ others, and that while using the app they often experiment in
their profile choices trying to find the best way to become more accepted by other
users. Gender differences have also been studied. Women may get a larger number of
matches and in less time than men. This may result from women’s high selectivity
concerning their matches, since they only ‘like’ a small number of men (Tyson et al.
2016). Men, on the other hand, like most profiles they view in a more superficial and
casual way, potentially because they achieve a very small number of matches and
because they tend to be more sexually permissive (Gatter & Hodkinson 2016, Tyson
et al. 2016). These Tinder-specific findings are in accord with similar research in the

more general context of online dating (Fiore et al. 2010, Xia et al. 2013).
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3. Data and Methodology

3.1. Collecting Natural Data

In order to explore language use in the context of Tinder dating, this study employed
natural data granted to the analyst by Tinder users. This decision was informed by the
generally accepted claim that pragmatic analyses through a discursive approach
should employ naturally occurring data (Grainger 2011, Locher & Watts 2008, LPRG
2011), so that emergent phenomena can be viewed as situated and interactionally
managed. In addition, according to Locher & Graham (2010: 3), when adopting a
pragmatic perspective, analysts should engage themselves in a thorough examination
of the ways in which language is used by social actors in the process of shaping and
defining their relationships, as well as explore the way these relationships shape
language in use. Both these purposes are best facilitated by examining natural data. In
addition, given that most research in the field of online dating is “experimental and
reported” in nature (Mortensen 2017: 581), using natural data is a much-desired
contribution (Mortensen 2015). Apart from having occurred naturally, the data used in
this study has another advantage. It derives from interactions between users of the
application, all of which took place prior to the present study. This means that all
dialogues considered occurred spontaneously, as the result of the real wish of users to
communicate with potential romantic partners and are not the product of the
researcher’s request for data. Since the dialogues pre-existed and were not produced
to fit the purposes of the current study, research bias is minimized. This decision, also,

seemed less risky in terms of ethics and quality of data, compared to other methods of
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data collection, such as asking people to use Tinder and record their messages for the
sake of the study or using ‘curated’ profiles (cf. Tyson et al. 2016). However, tackling
naturally-occurring conversations for research purposes is not an easy task, let alone
when the research involved is related to dating, where access to personal discourse is
fraught with even greater difficulty and is thus limited (Mortensen 2017). This
difficulty inherent in any attempt to delve into private interactions relates to practical
and ethical limitations (Mortensen 2017), both of which are discussed in the following

subsections.

3.2. Practical Difficulties

The practical difficulties this study was met with relate to accessing an adequate
number of dialogues by persuading Tinder users to ‘donate’ data for research
purposes. This venture was rather hard, not only because these dialogues are very
personal, but also because Tinder is often considered stigmatized, as has already been
mentioned and thus many users were sceptical about sharing their logs with the
researcher. Given the difficulty, the sampling method employed was this of snow-ball
sampling (Saumure & Given 2008). Since Tinder population is hard-to-reach, I started
with friends and friends of friends who I knew were Tinder users and then asked them
to invite other users they knew. This method was decided upon because participants
had to meet specific criteria, i.e. be actual users of the particular dating application
and willing to participate in the study. Users were informed about a study broadly
construed as one about use of language in Tinder and were recruited through requests
made by word of mouth. The sampling method facilitated data collection, creating a

climate of trust for the users, since the researcher was not a complete stranger but
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rather a friend or an acquaintance, so they could feel safer in ‘exposing themselves’
granting me access to their personal logs.

Another difficulty encountered has to do with the temporality of Tinder logs.
More specifically, when users ‘unmatch’ or are ‘unmatched’ by another user, their
dialogues are deleted, which is also the case when users delete their accounts. This
made things more complicated, since a number of users willing to participate could
not access some or all of their past dialogues. Despite these difficulties, the data
collected spanned approximately 2 months and derived from a sample of 15 people
who accepted the invitation to contribute to the research and provided consent. The
present conversational data set consists of 198 interactions between heterosexual
individuals, ranging from 1 to over 10,000 words and the vast majority of them are

held in Greek.

3.3. Ethical Considerations

In addition to the data collection difficulties, researchers are faced with ethical
considerations, too, when dealing with natural data. According to Graham & Hardaker
(2017: 800), quality research in digital interaction can be complicated, and every
methodological account concerning it should include an ethical component discussing
the way the particular research intends to minimize any potential risk for participants.
They argue that, towards this direction, two steps should be taken: first, the researcher
should obtain consent from the individuals involved, and second remove any
personally identifying information. This is in line with the general ‘principle of care’,
which “requires the researcher to exercise empathy and care for her participants and

ensure to the greatest extent possible to give back to the community” (Mortensen
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2015: 2). These guidelines were followed in this piece of research; however, in most
cases consent was acquired from only one of the two interlocutors.® This is due to the
fact that those who volunteered to donate their conversations were free to decide
whether they felt comfortable enough with any of their interlocutors to ask for their
consent. This decision seemed ethically correct, in that it gave volunteers agentive
power (see Mortensen 2015) and their preferences were totally respected. However, it
should be noted here that this data set was treated separately: in cases when consent of
only one of the two interlocutors was obtained, the discussions were not reproduced in
direct quotation. When examples of dyadic interaction are presented, these are
exclusively drawn from the few interactions for which the researcher has both
interlocutors’ consent and all single-turn, direct quotes appearing in the current thesis
derive from messages sent by users who have consented to the study. This means that
ethical concerns in terms of rights of data ownership were minimized. It also follows,
though, that only a small number of practices discussed in this study could be
illustrated through actual examples. Acquiring consent from both parts proved to be
extremely challenging, especially because it involved communicating retrospectively
with people users often had one-off contact.

The most common concern of (potential) participants was that sensitive
information would be included in the natural data obtained. For this reason, all
participants were informed about privacy issues through an informed consent form
(see Appendix 2), which participants read and signed before contributing to this study,
noting whether they also had the consent of any of their interlocutors or not. In this
briefing consent form, users were reassured that no potentially identifying information
would be included in the study. They were also invited to eliminate any information

they considered sensitive and remove any screenshot photos and user names,

¢ The problem of not ensuring informed consent by all individuals participating directly or indirectly in
research is also highlighted by Mortensen (2015) who faced the same challenge.
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especially for the interactions they could not acquire their interlocutors’ consent.
Knowing that this could be a tiresome process in which some of the participants
would not be willing to get engaged, I guaranteed that I would erase any information
that I considered sensitive, such as workplace address and Facebook account name.
Therefore, no identifiable information is recorded in the data and all names are
pseudonyms.

It is important to note that there is, often, no general consensus in terms of
ethical guidelines (Graham & Hardaker 2017, Mortensen 2015) and the final decision
on how to deal with ethics remains in the hands of the researcher.” Especially in terms
of dating research and intimate interaction, ethical questions are posed at every step
involved, from data collection and recording to research publishing, and they become
even harder in the online setting (see Mortensen 2015 for a detailed account). In the
case of the present study, the steps taken to respond to the ethical challenges inherent
in this research were, to the researcher’s view, the best possible ones to protect
participants’ privacy without compromising the quality of the research. Since this
online dating scene involves private discussions, it was a matter of common sense to
seek ethical consent and remove any identifying details, not only for reasons of

research integrity but also to encourage individuals to contribute to the research.

3.4. The Use of Questionnaires

After being informed about practical and ethical issues relevant to data collection,

participants were asked to respond to a very brief questionnaire (see Appendix 3)

concerning a limited range of user characteristics, such as gender and age and

7 Nevertheless, according to Graham & Hardaker (2017: 801), seeking informed consent is advisable
when private data is concerned.
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motivations to use the application. Information about the aforementioned user
characteristics was considered important towards having a better-informed data
analysis in the framework of discursive politeness, also given that communication is
always situated and should be examined as such (Sillars & Vangelisti 2006: 345).

At the same time, however, the questionnaire was kept short, first because the
primary focus of the study is interaction per se, and second because the task assigned
to participants in terms of providing their data was already considered great
imposition, so no additional burden in terms of an elaborate questionnaire would be a
good idea. A brief, focused, questionnaire, then, was seen as an assistive tool to the
interpretation of language data, without, however, making general claims concerning
user characteristics, especially since this has already been a research topic in the
Tinder literature (see Gatter & Hodkinson 2016, Ward 2017). It may be interesting to
note that although the researcher only asked for screenshot conversations without
requesting any information except for what was included in the questionnaire, some
participants voluntarily provided some unprompted, extra information about some
specific conversations, such as whether they met offline with the individual they

talked on Tinder or not.

3.5. Method of Analysis

The data collected was analysed qualitatively rather than quantitatively, so that
micro-level aspects of interaction could be looked at in a conversation-analysis
inspired manner. A qualitative approach seems particularly useful for the purposes of
this study, since any findings are not theory-driven but the result of a real-life

situation that is looked at through the user’s own words (Shapiro 2005, as cited in
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Best & Delmege, 2012). Qualitative research enables an in-depth exploration of
phenomena, and all conclusions are grounded in their real setting, which is why this
method is favoured in discursive frameworks (LPRG 2011). Best and Delmege (2012:
244) also stress that “a qualitative methodology is particularly suited to research that
intends to uncover shifts in the fabric of cultural, power and norm-based relations,
which might otherwise be missed or misinterpreted”. Therefore, in the current work,
an interpretive, close-observation and qualitative approach to interactional phenomena
was used, so that norm-related perceptions and relationship negotiation can be
understood through the participants’ own instances of verbal communication. This
was done with the hope that both conscious and unconscious choices would reveal
potentially informative relational patterns. Therefore, contextual factors were taken
into account and complete discussion logs were analysed, when possible. Thus, this
thesis follows Locher's proposition regarding a holistic approach to interactional
phenomena (2015: 8) and it is not based on predefined notions of im/politeness,
neither does it aim to propose a generalizable model of relational work. The aim is
rather to understand the processes through which speakers and hearers understand and
negotiate notions, as these are presented to the researcher in their manifestation in

interaction.
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4. Data analysis

The qualitative analysis of interactions enabled the identification of distinct practices
present in social interaction on Tinder, so that the linguistic area of flirting on the
platform can be mapped. It is suggested that the attempt at flirting on Tinder involves
various linguistic behaviours, not all of which are indicative of cooperation. The
patterns which emerged in the present data set, from flirting initiation to its building
or failure, are presented in the following sections, and explored on the basis of the
relational work invested. First, I present the findings and discuss issues relevant to
interaction initiation and reciprocation. Then, I proceed to consider flirting strategies

of cooperative nature and, finally, conflictual interaction.

4.1. Interaction Initiation: Who Initiates the Interaction and How

As is the case with face-to-face encounters, initiation is an important part of Tinder
interaction since it ‘sets the ball rolling’ in terms of getting acquainted with a newly
acquired ‘match’. In the present data, the vast majority of introductory messages are
sent by male users. More specifically, only 8% of the 193 interaction initiations
recorded in the data are made by female users. The remaining 92% are made by men
trying to start communication in various ways. This may be justified by the fact that
women often avoid initiating courtship and let men initiate it instead, so that they can
escape a negative first impression and possibly out of fear of rejection (McDaniel

2005). This tendency shows that this data set does not challenge the anecdotal,
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traditional norm that men should make the ‘first move’, which can also be associated
with a more traditional style of flirting, according to which traditional gender roles set
the limits for behaving and women are more passive than men while flirting (Hall et
al. 2010: 369).

The majority of initial messages are of the conventional ‘hi, how are you’
type, often made slightly less conventional through the use of creative strategies
typical of computer mediated communication, like repetition of vowels to signal
intonation as if in oral speech, diminutivised first names and greetings including the
word ‘match’ as a term of address instead of names. Greetings and ‘how-are-yous’
present at the introductory stage of communication are also used to re-initiate
discussion after some time has passed and when Tinder interaction spans more than
one day. The use of terms of endearment which have a complimenting overtone, such
as the term duopen ‘beautiful’ in messages such as yeid oov duopen ‘hello beautiful’
was also common in a number of initiations. Complimenting terms of endearment
range from mild ones, most often embedded in greetings instead of a first name, to
more explicitly eroticized ones. In addition, a smaller number of users start chatting in
more creative ways. For example, some opt for visual content, sending greeting GIFs
or emojis, often accompanied by funny statements. Interestingly, creative uses of
language in order to spark interaction often involve humour. Greeting the other, for
example, showing familiarity and intimacy and asking questions as if they already
know the other (example 1), ‘advertising’ themselves and indirectly expressing how

their ‘perfect match’ is are examples of humorous initiations.

(1) Aio?® Lazareeee
Kai esu edw

8 All user names have been replaced by pseudonyms.
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Lisa: Lazaroooos
You are here too

Occasionally one-word attention-getters, typical of oral communication are also used

(example 2).

2) Ailo Enn

Lisa: Ho

Finally, asking questions and making observations drawing on available cues, such as
bio information and photos seems to be a common ice-breaking strategy, which also
enables the initiation of interaction through compliments. For example, a male user,
drawing on one of his interactant’s photos and her age, congratulated her on her
newly-acquired degree and complimented her on completing her studies early as a
way to initiate interaction. It seems that, in the present data, most users avoid a
potentially risky creative initiation and opt for more conventionalised types of
introductory messages (Table 1). It should be noted that playfulness, drawing on
available cues and complimenting behaviour are three practices which are also present

in later stages and are, thus, discussed in more detail in the following sections.

Table 1. Linguistic strategies employed in interaction initiation

Type of Message Number (out of 193)
Greeting and/or ‘how-are-yous’ 116

GIFs or emojis (with or without text) | 21

Greeting and complimenting term of | 13

endearment

Comment about available cues 15
Creative openings 12
One-word attention getter/name in | 8
vocative

Compliment 8
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4.2. Unreciprocated Messages

An interesting finding emerging through the analysis of the data is that a great number
of messages sent to initiate interaction remain unreciprocated. Although we cannot
draw generalizations on the basis of the percentage of unreciprocated messages, since
we know for sure that not all data ‘donors’ contributed all their logs, we can
nevertheless observe that in the present data set there is a significant number of
messages which got no reply. Some of this data consist of a single turn, while other
unreciprocated logs consist of up to 10 turns of messages (sent in the period of 8
whole months), showing the willingness of the initiator to try hard (though in vain)
for a reply. It is noteworthy, that the majority of unreciprocated messages are
addressed to women. This may show that women are pickier, probably justified by the
fact that female users are more popular than male ones and thus have more options as
to whom they respond (Fiore et al. 2010).

Trying to understand whether there are any patterns that can explain how users
decide whether to respond to someone or not, unreciprocated messages were micro-
analysed to see if the use of language could be a contributing factor. This question
was motivated by one of the data contributors who voluntarily told me about her
dislike for conventional openings. As she told me, in her bio she wrote that “if you
cannot think of something better than the ‘creative’ “hi, how are you?”” message, don’t
even bother”. However, given that the majority of available reciprocated messages
are conventional, and since looking at the number of different conventional and
unconventional unreciprocated messages (Table 2) did not prove to be informative,

we cannot assume that conventionality is the reason users avoid responding. We can,

9 I have the user’s permission to reproduce their bio information.
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neither, safely assess whether language use is an important factor predicting
reciprocation, since the picture is not so clear, and a number of more creatively
expressed messages are also left unreciprocated. Having said that, the fact that the
majority (over 50%) of unreciprocated messages are of the highly conventional type
could possibly suggest that in this particular environment conventionality in initiation
may not be the best idea. This trend could be related to the fact that conventionality
goes against the need of at least some participants to select matches among those who
stand out from the numerous potential daters in the Tinder pool. Nevertheless, it
seems that a larger data set is needed to understand the potential role of language in

motivating non/reciprocation of initial messages on Tinder.

Table 2. Different types of unreciprocated messages

Type of Message Number (out of 75)
Single-turn: conventional (greeting and | 38

‘how-are-yous’)
Single-turn: creative (use of emoji, GIF or | 18

other)
Single-turn: compliment 10
Multiple turns 9

4.3. Cooperative Management of Courtship

Despite the non-cooperative behaviour of some and the fact that many initial
messages may never receive a reply, the majority of interactions (92%) are generally
cooperative. Users engage in small talk and self-presentation practices, exchange
compliments, align with their interlocutor and present themselves as in need of the
other, show concern and become playful, while they also often invite their ‘match’ to
continue their communication on another platform and/or meet offline. These

practices will be considered in the following sections.
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4.3.1. Small Talk and Self-presentation

In the vast majority of chat-logs accessed for the purposes of the present analysis,
interactants engage in small talk and self-presentation practices. Although phatic
communication is a common practice when individuals meet for the first-time (Pillet-
Shore 2011), the conventionality of phatic communication is commented upon by a
small number of users, who receive or even initiate a conventional, phatic comment.
For example, one user said to his interlocutor that asking how one is sounds awkward
since this person is a stranger. Nevertheless, the majority of users still resorted to such
initial enquiries.

Self-presentation is also present in most interactions. Whether the logs
accessed represent communication that took place in the span of many days or just a
few hours, most interactants talk about their jobs, interests, the way their day has been
so far or what they are going through in a particular period, and they also invite their
interlocutor to do the same. Self-disclosures are both minimal, in that they only
respond to the particular question which prompted them, and extended, often
including other pieces of information voluntarily offered. Engaging in self-
representation through asking and answering questions, participants start to get to
know each other, proving that elicitation of self-disclosure and showing interest in the
other are common in courtship initiation to encourage intimacy (Hall, Cody, Jackson
& Flesh 2008, Hall et al. 2010). Disclosure and the exchange of personal information
are also important because they function as uncertainty reduction techniques (Gibbs et
al. 2011), helping users understand whether their interlocutors are truthful in how they
present themselves. A number of users do not, even, hesitate to make revelations

about personal matters, such as the death of a family member, although
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communication may have only begun a few minutes before. In many chat logs,
interactants use cues instantly available to them in their ‘match’s’ profile, most
usually drawing on photos and bios, in order to keep the discussion going. These cues
give interactants the opportunity to ask further questions and, as a result, they often
end up discussing related topics in long stretches of discourse. Through this process,
they can present themselves in ways they deem most flattering, thus maintaining and
enhancing their face. At the same time, users collect necessary information to guide
their decision as to whether the other is a potential real-life ‘match’, or they should
continue swiping right to other users. Since personal information is exchanged, users
can not only detect misrepresentation but also understand the other’s intentions while
using the application, so problems can be avoided. When users engage in small talk
and when they exchange information in the process of introducing themselves and
getting to know their ‘match’ they are mostly non-polite or politic. This means that
their linguistic behaviour is socially acceptable and unmarked, in that their
interlocutor is not prompted to comment on this behaviour, and communication flows

in a cooperative manner (example 3).!°

3) T&éwm: AovAevelg e00;

OMPé: Nat, dovAevm o eTaipio Tov avarapPdvel customer
support
Nothing too fancy alla sxetika kala gia edw

T: Do u like it?

O: I’'m bored most of the time but I like my colleagues, we
have fun there

T: Hahahahah

Typical of most jobs here
[ can identify &

O: But you like your job right?
T: 1 like my subject, I don’t really like the way things are
done in the field

19 Tn this exchange, as in some others, the users often switch from Greek to English and vice versa. The
woman is Greek, while the man is a bilingual French-Greek speaker, so English is frequently used as a
lingua franca. The chunks in English are reproduced in italics.
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Jenny: Do you work here?
Olivier:  Yes, I work for a customer support company
Nothing too fancy but more or less OK for Greece

J: Do u like it?

O: I’m bored most of the time but I like my colleagues, we
have fun there

J: Hahahahah

Typical of most jobs here
I can identify &

O: But you like your job right?
J: I like my subject, I don’t really like the way things are done
in the field

4.3.2. Exchange of Compliments

Drawing on available cues and newly acquired information during small talk and self-
presentation, users can often become flirtatious. For example, this can be achieved
through compliments, which have been found to play a role in flirting behaviour
(Golato 2005: 211). In the current Tinder logs, compliments, whether direct or
indirect, reciprocated or unreciprocated, are present more often than not. Users
compliment one another on their appearance or the activities they are involved in, as
shown in photos. Compliments on appearance have generally been considered the
most frequently occurring type of compliment and are common in Greek interactions,
too (Placencia & Lower 2013, Sifianou 2001). Interestingly, users go further than that
and once interaction is established, many of them compliment the other on cues which
are not readily accessible through photos, such as their sense of humour, their
creativity and the way they have managed to keep boredom at bay in relation to their

current communication (example 4).
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(4) OMmPié:  Egw eimai gallos opws katalaves :D
Alla menw edw arketa xronia
TCévn: Ta eAAnVviKe 6oV QOVOVTOL TTOAD KOAO TOVTOG :)

Olivier: I am French as you understand :D
But I have lived here for many years
Jenny: Your Greek sounds very good though :)

Sometimes, compliments are not straightforwardly directed towards the other user,
but to the quality of their co-constructed interaction, suggesting, for example, that
their interaction has been successful, and possibly hinting at the prospect of successful

future encounters (example 5).

(5)  OMPes: So we ‘ll make the same jokes
Av16 Ba el cuvevvonon

Olivier: ~ So we ‘Il make the same jokes
That’s what coordination means

Comments like these provide evidence for the importance of language use at this
stage. Users seem to be happy to understand that their digital communication is
smooth because this can somehow guarantee the potential of a successful, future face-
to-face interaction. In this way, they appear to be proactive, trying to avoid a potential
real-life failure of communication. In terms of uptake, compliments are mostly
followed by a one-word thanking phrase, which is a common and ‘safe’ choice of an
appreciative response (Grainger 2013: 34), while users return the compliments paid to
them only occasionally. It should be noted that many compliment recipients avoid
responding to them and just proceed with another topic, probably because they feel
embarrassed (see, e.g., Golato 2005). Interestingly, though rarely, users respond to

compliments in more creative ways. For example, one female user responds to two
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different compliments on her beauty (both embedded in ‘how-are-you’ sequences)

through playful self-praise (examples 6, 7).

(6)  Toye vrepPorike &
Koo opoppove eov;

Stop it, you are exaggerating &/
Fine I keep getting more beautiful you?

(7)  Koho gipor 1 opopon &
Eov

Fine me the beautiful one &
You

Although such responses may seem absurd and could be taken as self-praise, these
self-oriented compliments are rather playful than sincere. Exaggerating through self-
oriented humour (Haugh 2011: 173), the speaker seems to ridicule her own utterance,
which is further supported by the use of the same emoji in both cases, denoting
jocular intentions.

Compliments have traditionally been considered a display of cooperation,
solidarity and understanding towards the other’s face needs and desires, and their
rapport-building potential has often been discussed in the relevant literature (see
Placencia & Lower 2013, Sifianou 2001). According to Sifianou (2001: 399),
complimenting can be face-enhancing not only for the recipient but also for the
complimenter, since in this way both can present themselves as cooperative and
considerate of their interlocutor’s face wants. It can, then, be suggested that in the
present context compliments have a politeness potential, especially when they are
reciprocated or when evaluations such as ‘that was sweet’ are made, though no user

explicitly assesses a compliment as polite in the interactions examined. Serving as a
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vehicle for the complimenter to present themselves as a worthy prospective partner,
the primordial function of compliments on Tinder seems to be face-enhancing,
helping to create a bond between the complimenter and the compliment recipient.
Although one could suggest that compliments have an instrumental function in that
they attempt to secure the continuation of communication, it seems more plausible to
suggest that most of them have a rapport-building purpose.

When they do not emerge as marked and open to a politeness interpretation,
compliments seem to be perceived as socially-expected instances of non-polite
behaviour, following the perceived norm of appropriacy in the given situation of first-
time interaction. Compliments on appearance and communication flow can have
flirtatious connotations or can even be explicit displays of flirtation. Their positive
affective meaning is often boosted in creative ways, such as the use of emojis and
GIFs or creative orthography.

Nevertheless, there are some cases in the data when compliments were taken
as too conventional or common place, and provoked a rather negative reaction by the
recipient. For example, a female user responds to a compliment about her name by
implying that the compliment is too banal, or as she said, “a typical one”. It seems
that, for her, compliments of the ‘one-fit-all’ type can be exchanged in a routine-like
fashion and thus carry no meaning or additional effort. The recipients, in these cases,
probably imply that such compliments do not reflect genuine feelings and are rather
mere flattery. Negative reactions are also produced when the compliments are not
justified by available cues as, for example, in the case of a male user complimenting
his interlocutor on the work skills he assumes she possesses but without really
knowing. In this case, the user seems to consider this display as over-polite or
irrelevant, in the same fashion that a compliment is negatively judged when evidently

false (Spencer-Oatey, Ng & Dong 2008, as cited in Placencia & Lower 2013).
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In terms of the negatively marked uptake of compliments and conventionality,
it has been argued (Placencia & Lower 2013: 635) that conventional compliments are
easier in digital communication, since direct forms are less cognitively demanding
and can be produced effortlessly. We may suspect though that, at least in this context,
effortlessness can be taken as absence of inspiration and willingness to stand out and
thus these compliments may not correspond to the interactants’ expected level of
necessary relational work. Sifianou, also, notes that complimenting behaviour can be
assessed as “simply following social conventions of polite behaviour” (2001: 392)
and can thus be equalled by absence of sincerity, as seems to be the case in the
instances under scrutiny. Negative evaluations of conventional compliments may
reflect the preference of Greeks for non-formulaic and more creative compliments
(Sifianou 2001), a claim which could be further supported by the presence of more

creative (example 8) and often funny compliments (example 9) in this data set.

(8)  Adumeig Mrdunn pov!

You are shining, Babis!!!

(9)  Tiopaio moptokori poiri &

How lovely orange hair &

4.3.3. Showing Alignment and Positioning Oneself as in Need of the Other

Another flirting strategy that is often employed drawing on available cues has to do
with presenting oneself as needing the other. This is particularly the case when users
take advantage of what they know about the other’s job, for example, and become

flirtatious through stressing their own needs concerning the other’s profession,

! Tntertextually referring to a humorous Greek advertisement.
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hobbies, and knowledge. For example, in the following extract, a female user and

prospective lawyer says (example 10):

(10) Pes m oti eisai dikigoros
Thelw tn voitheia s
Prepei na m matheis t panta p 3ereis

Tell me that you are a lawyer
I need your help
You must teach me everything you know

This practice, which is observed in a number of different interactions and can be thus
considered a strategy, facilitates flirting through making the other feel important and
justifies the pursue of communication through a real-life need, even though the
speaker probably exaggerates. It may, also, function in the same way as compliments
do: it makes the interlocutor feel secure in this communication, since their acceptance
by the other is validated. This strategy seems to be part of users’ general tendency to
show alignment with the other in the process of flirting.

Trying to show alignment and interest in the other person and their
contributions to the discussion is evident in cases of chat logs which are made up of
more than just a few messages. Linguistic indicators which show understanding,
cooperation and alignment, as well as continuers to keep the discussion going abound
in the present data. Positive assessments, like zéleia ‘perfect’, to what the other has
just said are also frequent. Showing alignment through the use of various linguistic
devices like the aforementioned ones is typical in responses to self-disclosures and
initial interactions in general (Haugh & Carbaugh 2015). In the present context,
alignment is not limited to isolated linguistic indicators. Users seem to exchange
information about what they have in common, thus establishing common ground (see

Pillet-Shore 2011), which has traditionally been considered an important display of
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politeness in Greek culture, like the expression of solidarity and concern (Sifianou
1992a, 1992b). Alignment is also pursued when a user initiates interaction in a
particular, creative way, such as through the use of emojis or GIFs, in which case
interactants tend to respond in the same semiotic way, thus showing they are
conversant with such means of communication and comply with the frame proposed.
This is particularly evident when the frame is a playful one. The same is sometimes
seen in the use of forms of address: when someone uses a one-word complimenting
term of endearment (e.g., ouoppn ‘beautiful’) instead of a first name, the other user
may respond in the same way, and when jokes come into play, they are also often
reciprocated. By indicating cooperation and alignment, ‘matches’ show to one another
that they are on the same page, which seems to be very important for them, probably
since they make it clear that lack of involvement and interest are not the case in their
interaction (Kiesling 2013). For instance, in the following example, users’ utterances
overlap and this is taken as something indicative of successful communication by both

parts (example 11)

(11) T&éwm: GO BACK TO YOUR COUNTRY, Greek mentality has
corrupted u!!!

OMPé: Greece corrupted me you know
T: XAXAXAXAXAXA
O: Greece does this to anyone I have witnessed it
T: To €18&g OTL TO EUTEG TAVTOYPOVA LE PEVD OVTO E;
O: Nou!!!

Amictevto

Jenny: GO BACK TO YOUR COUNTRY, Greek mentality
has corrupted u!!!

Olivier:  Greece corrupted me you know

HAHAHAHAHAHA

Greece does this to anyone I have witnessed it

You noticed that we said this simultaneously, right?

Yes!!!

Unbelievable

O =0O=
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By showing alignment, users present themselves as agreeable, adaptive and interested
in getting to know more about their potential partners. At the same time, they keep the
other user’s interest in this particular interaction, discouraging them from switching to
another ‘match’. Given the importance and fragility of communication at this stage,
showing alignment is an important display of relational work aimed at the
maintenance of smooth communication. It may, also, have some interesting flirting

potential and is a possible sign of flirtatious intentions (Kiesling 2013: 115).

4.3.4. Showing Concern

Showing concern towards the other, as well as being cautious in what you ask and
what you say before a possible face-to-face meeting is accomplished, are two
emerging, context-specific norms which both have politeness and flirtatious potential.
The first one seems to apply to this context despite the fact that users are complete
strangers, while on the contrary, the second one seems to be justified by the fact that
the interactants are strangers. These two norms can be viewed as interdependent, since
when someone is cautious in what they say they often do so in order to show concern
towards the other’s face, though in the present data they also surface as two distinct
norms. Such displays are open to a polite interpretation and are positively assessed by
the other.

The display of empathy and concern becomes more pronounced when people
talk about negative experiences. In the following example (example 12), the male user
seems to be in physical pain. Concern and empathy are shown by his female ‘match’
who volunteers to console him with a positive suggestion, the use of the inclusive

“let’s”, and an offer of help.
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(12) Olivier:  Ishould probably see a doctor

Jenny: Well I suppose that if it werw something serious it
would hurt you all the time
Yeah it’s probably not broken but it is annoying!
Let’s wait for 3 more days :)
Yeah
Can I do anything to help u psychologically?
That’s cute thank you :)

O=owQ

Although concern is appreciated, the male user prefers to thank their interlocutor for
their concern, characterising it “cute” rather than kind or polite. In fact, in the present
dataset explicit evaluation concerning the politeness of this display was absent. The
same applies to cases when a user shows respect towards the other’s desired degree of
self-exposure. It seems that it is appreciated when someone offers to be discrete and
non-imposing, though this appreciation is mostly shown through a non-elaborate
thanking phrase. The same seems to be the case when users sound willing to accept

what the other has suggested.

4.3.5. Playfulness

Elaborate or minimal playful exchanges are present in over 50% of the interactions
accessed,!? and they seem to facilitate courtship initiation and intimacy building.
Users often sound ambiguous, ironic, and joking in their interactions, employing a
number of linguistic devices. For example, many users use first or second-person
plural, especially in greetings. The choice of plural (V) forms to single others, as well
as the use of rather formal forms of address such as xvpia (nov) ‘(my) madam’, create
an atmosphere of pseudo-formality in the case of second-person plural, and pseudo-

intimacy in the case of first-person plural as in the case of “let’s” in example (12)

12 The 75 unreciprocated messages in the data set are not taken into account in this calculation.
Playfulness is observed in 63 out of the 123 remaining interactions.
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earlier. Interaction thus becomes relaxed and intimacy is primed. The same effect is
accomplished through the use of GIFs and emojis, which often mark an utterance as
ironic or joking and are also used to denote sexual intentions, as they often add to the

romantic aspect of interaction (see Mortensen 2017) (example 13).

(13)  Are u by any chance, probably and maybe a bit diiiirty minded these
after hours? [

Generally speaking, emoticons help interactants express feelings as well as avoid
misunderstandings (Cakir, Bichelmeyer & Cagiltay 2005), while they are also used as
meta-comments to “set the record straight” signifying what should not be taken
literally (see Darics 2010).

Interestingly, users also sound abrupt, rude and impolite,'*> but only for the

sake of playfulness, as can be seen in the following examples (examples 14, 15, 16).

(14) TCéwm: [Tepaotika pag!!! Av Kot 6TV NAKL GOV OVGKOAQ. ... &/
Jenny: Hope we get well soon!!! Though this is hard at your
age....'w

(15) TCéwm: Mo kado Tov dev AVOIEEG EPMUEPION TATTOV
OMPé: Xoyoxo Oo o€ TViE®

Jenny: Thank God you did not open a newspaper, grandpa
Olivier: ~ Hahaha I will choke you

(16) TCévm: X o0 0 oL 0x L
Ewson yehowog!! &

Jenny: Hahahahahaha

13 The term here is used as a lay one.
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It is obvious in these examples that whether impoliteness surfaces directly or
indirectly, this is only done in the frame of playfulness and it is understood as non-
threatening, as shown in the graphemic representations of laughter in the current
examples. Teasing often emerges in just a few turns, potentially functioning as an ice-
breaker really useful to previously unknown individuals, or in many turns, thus
creating an omnipresent frame through which utterances are filtered. Within this
frame, possibly threatening exchanges are acceptable and interpreted as mere teasing
rather than as criticism (cf. Brown & Levinson 1987: 39, 66), and humour arises in a
context where people are not familiar with one another (Haugh 2011).

Playfulness is also achieved through repetition of words that the other user has
used or by referring to issues or jokes that the other has raised on a previous day. The
following example (example 17) is an instance of humour being co-constructed in this

way (see Haugh 2011).

(17)  OMPeé: Zmv nAkio pov gipacte moAd evaicOntol EEpels. ..

Olivier: At my age we are very sensitive, you know...

The male user has received ‘mean’ and ironic comments about his age by his ‘match’
(see examples 14 and 15). Interpreting them as jocular on a subsequent occasion, he
takes up this playfulness, making reference to his age in the same way that his female
interlocutor first did. Accepting her mocking humour and repeating it in an ostensibly
self-depreciative remark, he shows his relaxed attitude while no negative assessments
emerge. What he does with the face-threat is that he “casually mentions” it to
“counteract” it (Grainger 2011: 48). It is, therefore, as if users co-construct a game in
which they build rapport “based on shared experience” (Grainger 2004: 44). It is this

shared interpretation of the non-face-threatening nature of such comments which
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creates intimacy (Haugh & Pillet-Shore 2018). This technique proves that “joking is a
jointly constructed phenomenon, involving initiation and uptake” (Grainger 2004: 45)
and can be used as a flirting strategy. Users indirectly show that the other’s words
have been taken into account and thus interlocutors can feel special, which is
important given that users heavily depend on this shared knowledge to engage in
interaction. Through rapport-building humour, users keep boredom at bay, '* while
showing alignment (Tannen 1989).

Jocular interaction has been the focus of much research (see, for example,
Haugh 2011), while diverse settings of interaction have occasionally been studied in
terms of humour (see Grainger 2004). Despite certain notable exceptions (del-Teso-
Craviotto 2006, Hardey 2002), flirtatious interaction has been neglected. This is
probably due to a common belief that humour predominantly emerges among
previously acquainted individuals only (Brown and Levinson 1978/1987, Haugh
2011). In the present data, playfulness does emerge, despite the fact that we are
dealing with first time interactants and the use of humour may be risky. One can
assume that this is intensified, probably, because interactants have some special,
romantic motivation. It seems that making the whole discussion humorous,
playfulness contributes to a casual atmosphere, while it also creates intimacy, which
can facilitate eroticism (del-Teso-Craviotto 2006). Rendering messages ambiguous
often functions as a face saving strategy which mitigates rejection and non-
reciprocation, as well as potentially socially risky flirting practices, such as a face-to-
face meeting invitation (see del-Teso-Craviotto 2006). Playfulness, in other words,
masks the erotic game carried out while it also helps users stand out in a ‘plenty of

fish’ environment. It also provides an ‘emergency exit’ in times of face-threat,

14 Boredom is a fear often expressed by users, especially when the other does not remember previously
shared information.
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offering the ‘I was just kidding’ strategy which can always be employed to avoid
losing face (del-Teso-Craviotto 2006, Haugh 2016, Haugh & Pillet-Shore 2018).
Using humour to avoid boring discussions is something that is often positively
commented upon by interactants, and given what they say, making the other laugh is
important in this context. Whether users explicitly comment on how much they laugh
with the other’s comments or their contentment with it manifests itself indirectly,
being humorous is only taken positively in this data set. An exception, which is
though rare in the data, is when utterances are not understood as humorous and are
taken literally, in which case misunderstandings follow. To avoid confusion, users
often explicitly mark their utterances as playful. Nevertheless, the general playfulness
frame as this emerges through this data is flexible enough to enable the manifestation
of ‘mock impoliteness’ in teasing, a kind of superficial impoliteness which does not
intend to trigger offence (Culpeper 1996). Judgements related to it are, therefore,
never negative. In other words, when utterances which have the potential of being
considered impolite are used within the established frame of playfulness, evaluations
are positive, and behaviour is considered ‘funny’ rather than socially unacceptable.
For example, in the following instance (example 18), the English word ‘silly’,
playfully and creatively written using Greek characters, does not constitute an

evaluation to be taken at face value.

(18) T'xovvt vdurt, yo0 ap pikt oi!

Good night, you are really silly!

The fact that teasing is mostly accepted as such without creating misunderstandings
shows that it is a shared stance or, in other words, part of the users’ common social

knowledge in this context (Haugh & Pillet-Shore 2018). Given the prominence of
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playfulness in this data set, we can assume that it may be one of the most

characteristic relational work displays in flirting on Tinder.

4.3.6. Invitations to Change Platform and/or Meet Offline

Another interesting observation relevant to a significant number (37%)'° of the
interactions accessed is that users either ask their interactants to transfer their
communication to another platform or propose face-to-face meetings. In terms of the
first type of invitation, change of medium is proposed by both male and female users
only after some basic communication has already been established and rarely earlier.
In the vast majority of cases, users ask to move to Instagram or Facebook, and this
invitation is often justified. Some express fears that Tinder will bug and they will lose
their contacts, others refer to the limitations of Tinder not allowing photo exchange
and restricting access to few photos only, etc. Finally, some users express their
concern that their contact will be interrupted since they do not log in the platform
often enough to have an ongoing conversation.

According to Gershon (2010), switching media offers insights concerning
users’ intentions. These insights do not only relate to the affordances of different
platforms, but also come as a result of the users’ decision to discontinue
communication on the platform of Tinder. In other words, the intention to change
medium may be indicative of users’ media ideologies concerning the platform.
Suggestions to change medium probably reveal the users’ need both to have more
options in terms of their digital communication, and to cross-validate the cues
available to them through Tinder profiles getting additional cues for identity

verification purposes (Gibbs et al. 2011: 72). According to Gibbs et al., this practice

15 Again, unreciprocated messages were not taken into account.
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also indicates that a relationship has started to progress (2011: 91). Thus, users may
imply that Tinder can be an acceptable platform in terms of communication initiation
but not in terms of its continuation.

Some users, however, are ‘bold’ enough to invite their ‘match’ to meet in real-
life directly, without expressing any need for further communication on another
platform. These invitations are of two types: invitations for a casual, friendly meeting
and invitations that implicitly or explicitly denote the prospect of sexual encounter. Of
course, we can assume that since many interactions migrate to other platforms, some
invitations for face-to-face meeting will be made outside Tinder. Nevertheless, what
can be said about these invitations is that most of them are made by male users, and
that the invitation is probably expressed in a more direct way when the prospect of a
sexual encounter has already been implied. For example, in the case of an interaction
full of sexual innuendos, the male user said he is coming out of the shower and he
invites his interlocutor to join him in bed and see if they are a real ‘match’, thus
making what seems to be an explicitly sexual invitation. In other cases, invitations are
mitigated through humour or presented as an alternative indirectly expressed. In the
following example the heavily hedged invitation is made by a male user in a

discussion about movies (example 19).

(19)  Gnk polla m aresoun den exw thema..na s pw poia eida kai m arese?
Des to rememory h to seven sisters.. Alliws blepoume kai kamia mazi

Generally I like many movies.. do you want to know which one I
watched and I liked? Watch rememory or seven sisters.. Or we can
watch one together
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4.4. Non-cooperative Management of Interaction: Conflict and Rejection

Although the ultimate goal in a flirting context seems to be the establishment of
rapport, instances of conflictual interaction are not absent in the data set examined,
even despite the limited number of logs accessed. In most cases of conflict,
disagreement between users seems to have emerged due to different motivations to
use the application, and thus different expectations of their interaction with their
‘match’. Some conflictual interactions also seem to emerge from different ideologies
concerning particular norms. An interesting example includes a lightly sexualised
interaction in which interlocutors have also connected on Instagram, as can be
understood from the data. At some point, the male user decides to send some
explicitly sexual content. This move is taken as an offensive, face-threatening act, and
the female user explicitly suggests he must have some psychological or mental issues,
thus returning the face-threat. It is, therefore, understood that being more sexual than
your ‘match’ deems suitable may be seen as breaching the perceived norm of
appropriate, flirting behaviour on Tinder. The picture is more complex, though. After
reciprocating face-threatening acts, the interlocutors continue to negotiate the norm
exchanging opinions on sexual permissiveness and digital interaction. The male user
tries to persuade his ‘match’ that what happened was no big deal and motivates her to
do the same. After some exchanges, it is understood that she is convinced and has sent
some sexual content, as well. Therefore, in this context, too, norms are clearly not
static and shared by all members of a community. Although there are some commonly
accepted norms, many of them are perspectival and personal, and are thus subject to
negotiation.

Conflict may also emerge as a result of misrepresentation. According to

Ellison, Hancock, and Toma (2012), in location-based dating environments, the
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possibility of deception is minimized as a result of the prospect that users will meet
offline. Therefore, although profile embellishment is common, blatant deception is
not. However, it seems that this is not the case when there is no shared intention to
meet in real-life. The one case of misrepresentation found in the data is a worth-
noting example of conflict management. In this case, the male user used fake photos
in his profile, which he confesses to his ‘match’ after interacting for a couple of
weeks. Priming his account, he shows concern for his interlocutor’s time and then
voluntarily admits to having used fake photos, without, however, apologising. On the
contrary, he explicitly says that his account does not constitute an apology. What
follows is a long discussion on deception, real communication, and the motivation
behind his misrepresentation. Conflict here has to do with the norm of being truthful
and with medium ideologies which are far from identical (see Gershon 2010). For
him, no apology is necessary: since he uses Tinder for fun and superficial
communication with no intention of a real-time meeting, he does not have to be
truthful. Avoiding acceptance of his fault, the male user tries to avoid the threat to his
own face. On the other hand, the female user considers it irrational to engage in such
childish, and definitely dishonest behaviour, and threatens his face through the use of
criticism, attributing what she explicitly argues to be a lie to his low self-esteem.

The most interesting aspects of this interaction is that users are willing to
negotiate the incident for a long time, and that she receives his account showing
concern and giving him advice, instead of just expressing her distress about what
happened. Giving advice, in this interaction, indicates that his behaviour is negatively
judged. It shows that she now approaches him as a problematic individual and she
takes on a role different than this of the potential partner, explicitly taking pity on
him. It may also be interesting to observe when and how this long negotiation

concludes. The interaction is brought to an end the moment he tries to sound
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humorous. Jocular behaviour seems to be unacceptable here, since it triggers her one-
word leave-taking phrase. In other words, his attempt at remedial work probably fails,
because the work he invests (i.e., choosing some humorous linguistic management) is
not the expected one under these circumstances. This incident, besides being an
informative manifestation of how conflict is negotiated, proves that different
understandings of truthfulness, morality and expectations can have an adverse effect
on relationship building in the context of Tinder. It seems that when the “contract”
between online daters prescribing truthful profile representation is broken (Ellison et
al. 2012: 56-57), misrepresentation is deemed unacceptable and triggers negative
moral judgements. This incident also shows that specific utterances and speech acts
cannot be safely linked to im/politeness and other judgements without first critically
approaching context. Here, for example, giving advice is not appreciated by the
advice-recipient, since the act itself is probably taken as a face-threatening one and
the piece of advice is understood as unsolicited.

Utterances taken as impolite also create conflict. In these cases, conflict is
mostly non-negotiated, and users stop communicating after a few instances of
behaviour they perceive as impolite or aggressive. For example, in one of the
interactions accessed, a male user seems to be judged as offensive on the basis of his
comment concerning the age of his ‘match’ and her ‘ability’ to find a sexual partner in
the offline world. Flaming, an instance of digital aggressive verbal interaction
(Morand & Ocker 2003), escalates quickly, and when he insists on his opinion that
this medium is the only way through which she can find a sexual partner, the female
user responds in a long, didactic contribution and then never texts back (example 20).
Interestingly enough, the final part of her contribution is again a piece of advice, as

she probably tries to save face.
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(20)  Asgv €xeig 10éa Tt ivor ot yuvaikeg, Tt ival ot dAAot dvBpwmot, Ta POAQ,
o1 6Y€0€1g, 10 app oto omoio Ppiokesat kot 1 W 1 {on. [Tov HBa cov
amodetkvieL Eava Kot Eavd 0Tt okéPTesOL oo Kot Y1 avtd Pyaivels o€
ad1€€oda, aALd €00 Ba kortdg am’ v GAAN Kou Bo vmokpivecar 6Tl
eloal 6T” apyidlo GOV Kot OTL 6TV TPAYUOTIKOTNTO Ogv MBeAeg avTo
mov Oev KATAPEPES VO OMOKTNOELS, Kot Ba to yAgvalelg yw va o€
neioelc. Av Beg kdt va alAdEet, dev etvar apyd.

You have no idea what women, other people, genders, relationships
and the app you are in are, or what life itself is. And this will prove you
again and again that the way you are thinking is rotten and that’s why
you are led to dead-ends, but you will be looking the other way and
pretend you don’t care and that in reality you don’t like what you do
not manage to get, and you will mock it to persuade yourself. If you
want to change something, it is not too late.

In the (rare) conflictual interactions found in the data, it is obvious that when assumed
norms are breached and the level of relational work invested does not conform to the
expectations of the other, negative evaluations are triggered and/or, sooner or later,
communication is brought to an end. The potential of conflict is avoided only when
different motivations to use the application are negotiated in a playful way, or when
one of the two interlocutors changes the topic of discussion.

In terms of rejection, this mostly emerges when one of the two ‘matched’
users stops reciprocating messages. Especially when it is women who do not reply,
men often text again to playfully complain and humorously motivate users to respond
so that communication can restart. In this case, playfulness mitigates the imposition
involved in complaining about the presumed rejection: being playful, users can
indirectly complain about rejection without losing face and appearing needy or
imposing. It is evident that rejection, too, can be related to different expectations, or
different approaches to norms. For example, a user may stop responding after the
other expresses their sexual intentions, or after an invitation for a face-to-face meeting
is deemed as hasty. In one of the few instances where rejection is explicitly justified,

one of the interactants explains to their ‘match’ that boredom is the reason why they
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gave up on them. Whether explained or not, rejection is accepted in most of the cases

and is not negotiated.

4.5. Some General Comments

Apart from the strategies that have already been discussed, an interesting common
practice of Tinder users is to discuss the reasons they have signed up on Tinder.
Although topics related to the medium of interaction and the situation in which the
interactants find themselves are common ones in phatic communication between new
acquaintances (Schneider 1987), this practice can provide some noteworthy insights.
First, it contributes to our knowledge concerning motivations to use the application.
While discussing issues around Tinder, many users refer to it as an effective way to
meet new people in a romantic way, and only in a few interactions is Tinder use
exclusively related to ephemeral, sexual encounters. However, most of those who
contributed to the study and were asked to complete the complementary questionnaire
responded to the relevant question saying that they mostly use Tinder for casual
flirting and one-night-stands. Nevertheless, what remains clear is that flirting is the
main reason why Tinder users are on the application, whether they seek fleeting
romance or a meaningful relationship. This means that interaction in this application
is predominantly related to romantic intentions more than anything else, so relational
management strategies can be safely examined through this prism.

The tendency to ask to know more about why the other is on the platform, and
the way users answer may also show that stigmatization in terms of online dating is
still of concern, at least in Greece. Apart from mentioning that they are on the

application to find a romantic partner, pursue sexual encounters and have fun, some
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users told their interlocutor that their friends created their profile just for fun, that they
have only used it once or that they signed up at a difficult period of their life when
they wanted some distraction. In fact, one user stresses that they do not need this
platform anymore, since he is now healthy and not depressed, implying that if you are
not desperate in one way or another, other means of getting dates are preferred. It can,
therefore, be suggested that accounting for their presence on the application, users
“establish a safe distance between their real (critical) selves and their virtual
(enjoying) selves” (del-Teso-Craviotto 2006: 466), so that they do not identify as
‘habitual’ Tinder users. Stigmatization and Tinder’s negative connotations can also be
related to the previously discussed tendency of users to transfer communication to
other platforms. Apart from solving practical issues, the change of medium can make
users feel better in their communication, knowing that the context there is less
ethically condemned. Further research is needed to assess the extent to which this
looming stigmatization is an important contextual factor shaping negotiation of
courtship in Tinder.

What can generally be inferred about users’ beliefs concerning Tinder is that it
is a casual medium, and its informality is shown in the discontinuity of
communication on it. In the present data, it is evident that interaction is largely
fragmented and unpredictable, especially as to how and when it will stop. Quite a few
users stop responding at some unexpected point, often vanishing without explaining
why and without showing any signs that they are discontent with their communication
with the other. This may be an illustration of the ‘ghosting’ phenomenon, which has
been discussed in popular press and recently in scholarly articles as a unilateral,
communication avoidance practice that is usually enacted through digital media and
aims at relationship dissolution (LeFebvre et al. 2019: 10). Leave-takings, also, are

not always there to signal the end of communication, and it seems that they are
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present when interaction has progressed, rather than when it is still at an initial stage.
In other words, communication and its continuation are never guaranteed on this
platform. In addition, users respond to messages sent months before or re-initiate
interaction a long time after their last contact, and in both cases, communication may
continue after just a small comment of the ‘long-time-no-see’ type. Interestingly, also,
totally unexpected things may be said right after the other has kicked off the
discussion. Revelations of various types, exchange of sensitive information and
details that would probably seem irrelevant in a face-to-face, first-time meeting are
just common practice in Tinder, and most of the time they go unmarked since they are
not commented upon by users. It may be important to note here that the ages of those
who contributed to this study ranged from early twenties through to early forties, with
the vast majority being between early twenties and early thirties. It thus follows that
the present sample comprises of young people, who are probably not bothered by this
style of communication. Nevertheless, it is this casual nature of communication which
may be one of the reasons why Tinder is often considered a casual platform, better
suited for ephemeral relationships (Ward 2017: 1650) and perhaps just spending one’s

time.
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5. Discussion

According to Mortensen (2015: 14), “online dating is both an entertaining enterprise
as well as a vehicle for exhaustive and intense affective experiences including joyful
expectation, intimate recognition, and sad disappointment”. The present analysis
comes to validate this observation: it seems that Tinder interactions are multifaceted
and flirting on Tinder may involve many communicative management processes, as
well as some ‘collateral damage’ when conflict occurs. Using an inclusive approach
to better understand this ‘relational mosaic’ proved to be a good idea, in that we had
the opportunity to analyse various displays of the work users invest in getting
acquainted with their ‘matches’ and being flirtatious.

The most important aspects of socially acceptable behaviour in this context
seem to be being humorous and showing alignment and concern. The personal, mostly
romantic goals of the interactants create a need for the construction of familiarity.
This familiarity is co-constructed through the aforementioned processes. Especially
humour, in its diverse linguistic manifestations, is used to “bond with the reader”
(Locher 2006: 261), so in a flirting context it promotes a relaxed atmosphere and
facilitates intimacy. When the sense of humour is shared, users can build on what they
have in common, and this potentially advances communication. Humour also takes on
the role of mitigator in the manifestation of romantic or sexual intent and makes the
expression of desire subtle. Its dominant role in this context can possibly be due to the
fact that it makes flirting easier: since rapport is being built in a way that resembles a
game, the expression of erotic or flirtatious intent can be ambiguous and thus both

interlocutors can save face if something goes wrong since “all is done in jest” (del-
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Teso-Craviotto 2006: 466). The multiple roles of playfulness in the present
interactions make it clear that humour is an important display of relational work
invested in flirting, while the same is true of showing alignment. Using available cues,
users also show concern and interest in the other. They appear eager to follow the line
proposed by their interlocutor, in terms of using particular semiotic modes, for
example, and they actively show their cooperation and consideration of the other’s
face.

What can be proposed about positively marked behaviours in the present data,
especially those related to the above-mentioned practices, is that they have the
potential to be considered polite, but users resort to more emotionally loaded kinds of
evaluation, approaching them more as sweet than as polite. Playful behaviour, for
example, is assessed positively more often than not without, however, being judged as
polite. The same applies to other displays, such as showing alignment, concern and
empathy. The politeness potential of small talk has long been established, especially
in relation to showing agreement and interest in the other (Schneider 1988). The latter
two (i.e. displaying agreement and interest), though, have mostly been related to
politeness in the literature about non-flirtatious interaction (see Haugh 2011,
Svennevig 1999). Therefore, asking users to characterise the pertinent behaviours
would be a good idea before making politeness claims. In this way, we may gain
better insights and see if post-hoc positive evaluations are, indeed, more emotionally
loaded and if the term ‘polite’ is not thought of as accurate enough to describe how
people evaluate such behaviours.

Moreover, what can be suggested based on the present data is that behaviours
which are marked as positive or/and seem to have some politeness potential are those
which are related to the expression of intimate and romantic intentions, rather than

those relating to the exchange of personal information in the process of getting to
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know the other. Interaction in the latter case can better be described as politic
behaviour. In other words, in most cases of small talk and other processes involved in
self-presentation, behaviours seem to be socially acceptable but unmarked.

In accordance with Locher’s (2006: 258) claim that polite behaviour is not as
frequent as has traditionally been believed, the findings of the present study are
indicative that polite behaviour constitutes only one aspect of the relational work
invested in Tinder interactions and can be observed less frequently compared to other
aspects of relational work, such as politic behaviour. What is even more striking,
though, is that in a digital environment created for people who would like to get closer
and intimate, instances of impoliteness, aggressive behaviour and breaching of norms
are not absent. In terms of negative, often less subtle, judgements, behaviours seem to
be clearly taken as rude, impolite or ignorant when norms are breached, and
behaviour becomes socially unacceptable, often resulting in conflict and hindering
further communication. Although users could instantly ‘unmatch’ the user who
triggered negative feelings and offense, it seems that in the few instances of conflict
observed users prefer to negotiate the reasons and effects of misunderstandings,
account for their conduct or, at least, respond to aggressive behaviour without letting
go. This may be an attempt to save face even though the interactants are strangers, an
attempt which may be related to the sensitivities around using Tinder. It is also
interesting that Tinder users do not seem to breach norms only because they say
something socially inappropriate. Users appear to judge behaviours as unacceptable
also when they find them boring, overly complimentary and conventional, guided by
their personal ideologies rather than by culturally and socially defined ‘rules’ only.
For example, sexual permissiveness and the extent to which it can manifest through
language, the importance of creativity in order for someone to ‘pass’ as a potential

partner and the extent to which compliments are welcome in this context are only a



63

few aspects of flirting practices that do not seem to be explained by single,
collectively agreed on norms. In any case, the diversity of practices proves that a
holistic approach to interpersonal communication is a good idea in order to fully
understand the texture of online dating, especially since, to my knowledge, no

previous study has touched upon the non-cooperative side of online dating interaction.
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6. Conclusion

The aim of this thesis was to explore the relational implications and subtleties, as well
as the particularities of language use in the context of online dating on the platform of
Tinder. The findings of this exploration show that, while on Tinder, people engage in
many interactional processes. For example, they talk about themselves and ask
questions to find more about their interactants, they joke and show interest in and
concern for the other. The relational role of these processes, in most of the cases
observed in the current data set, seems to be the building of intimacy, which facilitates
flirting and ultimately helps users attain their (mostly romantic) goals. The creation of
a cooperative environment seems to be interactants’ major concern, thus supporting
Kiesling’s (2013: 106) claim that flirting is an activity based on cooperation.
Relational work is invested in all communication practices of interactants, whether
treating the other with consideration is the goal, or not. For example, relational work
is also present in the processes of filtering out unsuitable matches or when conflict has
occurred. It, therefore, follows from this piece of research that the framework of
relational work can be of great explanatory value in the context of online dating
discourse. This is probably because through a norm-based, holistic framework the
researcher can approach a wide range of sociolinguistic phenomena and see how they
blend in interaction.

The main limitation of this study is that it is based on a small, convenience
sample that only allows tentative conclusions. This means that the data set accessed is
not homogeneous, since it includes from discourse fragments to very long

interactions. This data, also, derives mostly from chat logs of Greek-speaking users of
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Tinder and thus no claims are to be made except those about the immediate context,
both in terms of the medium and in terms of the cultural context. Limitations apply to
the data retrieved through the use of questionnaire, as well, in which case findings can
potentially be affected by self-report issues and respondent bias. However, the
questionnaire findings were only used to better understand Tinder characteristics and
motivations, so these limitations have not affected findings in terms of relational work
claims, which is the main focus here.

Given these limitations, a larger scale study seems to be necessary to shed
more light on issues that have only been touched upon in extant research, so that
observations based upon trends can be validated or rejected. In a more representative
project, it would be interesting to assess the way social variants and individual
characteristics can be correlated with specific linguistic strategies on Tinder. It would
also be particularly interesting if findings concerning digital, Tinder flirting are
compared to face-to-face flirting, so that we could understand which of the findings
discussed above are due to the digital nature of Tinder communication and which can
be attributed to the flirting frame itself. Another suggestion would be to see how
communication unravels after it has migrated to another platform and investigate
whether platforms which provide more opportunities in terms of communication
enable a different negotiation of norms and relationships.

In this study, the biggest problem in accessing Tinder natural data was finding
‘data donors’. However, this should not be seen as a reason (or an excuse) to avoid
future research in the field but should rather pivot discussion on how to find ways to
motivate users to contribute to such research. I believe that future projects could
prompt participants to contribute, through monetary compensation, for instance. It is
clear that the venture of linguistically examining private, romantic communication is

full of limitations. However, the present study aspires to help us reconsider the
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benefits of exploring this type of discourse. The plethora of online dating platforms
invites theorizing about the pragmatics of online flirting, while it seems that, at least
in its digital form, romantic discourse can be rich in practices that could be analysed
from diverse linguistic perspectives, such as from a critical discourse one or a feminist
discourse one to name but a few.

Overall, this thesis hopes to contribute to the limited research on the
pragmatics of flirting in online dating by highlighting the different behaviours
manifest in flirting on Tinder and discussing the ways these shape the users’
perceptions of the other and their shared experiences. Despite the limitations, a first
attempt was made towards understanding relational practices on this platform.
Investigating the complexities of relational work proved to be an effective way
towards understanding linguistic practices and giving a more comprehensive account
of the linguistic strategies used in this popular kind of technology-mediated discourse.
It enabled an exploration of both speaker’s contributions and hearer’s evaluations, as
they emerged through observable linguistic cues, while it also helped us grasp the
social, joint and multifaceted nature of Tinder interactions. Hopefully, this first study
will give a direction towards future projects related to internet use, language and
flirting, so that flirting stops being just a notoriously undefined term of the “I know it

when I see it” kind (Kiesling 2013: 106).
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Appendix 1: Notifications sent to Tinder users

A. Notifications encouraging the user to start a conversation with their newly acquired
match

The one who sends the first message wins. Ready. Set. Go!
Say something sweet!

It’s good you didn’t accidentally swipe left

If only there were a way to start a conversation. Oh wait...
The definition of FOMO: Fear of Missing Out

Great question! Ask to get the answer.

Winning!

It all starts here.

5 million messages sent in the last hour...you can’t even think of one?
How many languages can you type in?

Did the cat bite your tongue?

How many friends have you made on Tinder?
#WeBothSwipedRight

In many cultures, silence is considered rude.

Billions of messages have been sent on Tinder. What will yours be?
You miss 100% of the memories you never make.

Don’t swipe and drive

Say something nice about one of their photos

Give them a compliment and watch what happens.

What are you waiting for?

Are your hands tied or something?

Your move...

You know they already want to talk to you, right? #WeBothSwipedRight
How long until you send a message?

See that box down there? Compliment me.

It started here.

Make them smile.

Achievement unlocked!

Be social.

I wonder what tagline they got.

There’s nothing wrong with sending the first message.
Insert thoughtful message below.

This screen would look a lot better with a conversation in it.
It’s not Tinder until you send a message.

Tell them why you swiped right?

Are you waiting for an invitation?

Staring at this screen won’t start a convo...

You’ re not getting any younger.
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B. Notifications sent to the user to encourage using the application

e Don’t keep your match waiting. Send him a message. ®

e Somebody likes you. €@Open Tinder and swipe right to see who!

e Who are all these new people swiping in your area?> Swipe to find out=

e You have 75 new likes €. Swipe to see if you like them back. ¢

e Hey good-looking @ Swiping Right is the easiest way to meet someone new:

e Haven’t seen you for a while, but we know staying fly is a full-time job.
#/Don’t forget to stop by and show off your hard work '

e Your profile is about to be hidden.% Open Tinder to continue to be seen by
potential matches.
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Appendix 2: Informed Consent Form

EONIKO KAI KAITOAIXTPIAKO ITANEINIXTHMIO AGHNQN
PIAOXOPIKH XXOAH
TMHMA ATTAIKHX TAQXYXAY KAI ®IAOAOI'TAX

"EvTomo cuvaivesng yio SUTA®NaTIKN Epyocia
Tithog Epegovnrikiig Epyacioc: H I'lowoouc 'Ex@pacn oto Tinder

Epeovitpra: Evavlia Kappovidxn (email: ekavroulaki@enl.uoa.gr, ktv. 6979294743)

1. Xkomég TG ITAONATIKIG EPYUCiog

Eipot petamtoyioxn eoumrpia tov Tunpatog Ayyiikng Idoocag kot @iioroyiag tov EBvikov kot
Koamodiotprokod [Mavemotnuiov AOvov Kot HeAET® TOV S1adKTLAKO AOY0. ZUYKEKPIUEVO, OKOTTOC TNG
TOPoVoag JSIMAMUOTIKNG HEAETNG €lvol 1 dlepedvnon Tov TPOmov EKEPOCNG KATA TN Ypnon g
epappoyng Tinder.

Awdikacio

INa 1o Adyo avto, Bo oG TaPaKaAODGO VO LLOV TOPUYOPNOETE AVOVULLN GUVOLIAIES GG, OTMS OVTES
mpoékuyay Katd T xpnon g epapuoyng Tinder. A Tig cuvoprieg avtég pmopeite vo {nrioete va
maporelpBodv ouykekpyéva Tppata. Ot cuvopdieg 6o pedetnBoldv pe otdyo TNV TOCOTIKN KOt
TOLOTIKN TOVG aviAvon, ywpig va tavtonotgicte pe omotovonmote tpoémo. Emiong, Oa cag {ntnbei n
AVOVLUN CLUTANPOOT] €VOG EPOTNHOTOAOYIOV HE oTOYO TN dlEPebvoN TOV KWVATPOV ¥PNoNG TG
EQUPLOYNG, £TCL MOTE Ol GLVOUIAEG VO LTOpoHV Vo avoALBODV pe ToV KaADTEPO duvatd TPOTO.

2. Anpocigven 0£60puEVOV — 0mTOTELECHATOV

H ovppetoyn cog oty épevva givatl eBeAOVTIKN KOl LWTOPEITE VL UV GUVOLVECETE 1| VO SIOKOYETE TN
GUUETOYN ©0G OmoTe TO embvpeite. ZOUUETEXOVTOG OTNV EPELVO CUUEMVEITE PE TN HUEAAOVTIKN
TOAPOLCINoT € CLVESPLO 1 ONUOCIELON TV OMOTEAECUATOV NG, He Tnv mpobmdbeon o611 ot
TANpogopieg Ba ivar avdVVLES KOl Ol GUUUETEXOVTEG OgV Bal TAVTOTOOVVTAL e OTOLOVONTOTE TPOTO.
Ta dedopéva mov Ba cvykevipwBobv Ba kmwdikomomBodv pe apBud, kot to ovopoto Ba
avtikotaotafodv pe yevdmvoua. Ta dedopéva Ba kpatnBovv o€ AGPUAES HEPOG PEXPL TO TEPUG TNG
£peuvag.

3. ITimpogopics
Av &yete OmO1ECONTOTE EPMTNOELG, avnovyieg N apPBolieg oxetiKd pe Tov okomd N T JladIKaciol TG
€peuvag emKovoviote Lall Lov va 560G 0D0W TEPICTOTEPES SIEVKPLVICELS.

4. Afqioon cvvaiveong

AldBoca To £VTLmo aVTo, KATovVo® TIG d1adtkacies Tov Ba akoAovHc®m Kot CUVALVD VO CUUUETACY®
oV €pevva e £Vav 1 Kot TOLG SO A0 TOVG TAPUKAT® TPOTOVG:

(KvkA®dOTE TO aVTIGTOL(O YPALLLLLL).

A. TTopaympdVTOG GUVOLUALES Y1aL TIG OTTOTEG £ TNV AAELD TOL ATOLOV LE TO OTOI0 GLVOLANGO.

B. IMopaympdvtog cuvopuiies yia tig onoieg dev Exm {nthioet N Adfet adeia omd Tov/Tnv
GUVOLUANTH/TPLO KOl OTLG OTOTES £X OLOYPAWEL TN GMTOYPOPIC. KOL TO USEr Name TOL GUVOLUANTY|
LoV, KaB®G Kol OTOdNTOTE TANPOPOPic. 0N YEL TNV TAVTOTOINGT TOV.

Hpepopmvia: _ / /

OVOLOTETMVOLO Kot Yroypoagpn epevvnti
VIOYPUPT] CUUUETEXOVTOG

20g EVYOPIOTM TOAD Yio. T1) GVppETOYN oag. H fonfeid cog etvar oAb onpovTiky yio péva.
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Appendix 3: Questionnaire

Epotmpatoroyro yio ™ xpiion e e@appoyng Tinder

To mopokdT® epOTNUATOAOYIO0 omoTEAEl UEPOG NG OWTAMUOTIKNAG €PYACIOG TNG METOMTUYLOKNG
pountplog Evavliog Kappoviaxn. H epyasia apopd otn ypnon g epappoyng Tinder. tdyog tov
gpotnpoToloyiov eivar va Ponbnoel oto va avaivBoldv pe v peyoAvtepn dvvarn axpifela ot
duroyot ov €yovv mopaywpnbel 1 Oa TapaywpnBovv. Ta p@TNUATOAOYLO ATOVTOVTOL OVAOVULLO KoL
0o KodkomromBobv pe aplBud £T6L OOTE VO UTOPOVV VO OVTIGTOWYNOOLV LE TIG €MIONG AVAOVUUES
ouvopdieg cag. Edv dev emBupeite pmopeite va Unv omovioeTe o€ o 1 TEPIOCOTEPEG OMO TIG
TOPOKAT® ep@Toels. [apakold amavtiote 0TI EpOTNOELS LOVO €4V glote ypnotng tov Tinder, dvo
tov 18 gtdv. o omowndnmote mepetaipm dievkpiviion 1 amopio EMKOWV®OVIOTE otV NA. dtevbuvon:

ekavroulaki@enl.uoa.gr.

EméCre:

1. ®vro

O Avdépag
Tovaika
Alho

O O

2. Hhxio

18 -22
23-27
28 - 32
33-37
38-42
43 - 47

48+
3. T mowovg amd Tovg ToPaKaT® Adyovg ypnopomoreite to Tinder; (unopeite va emiétete
TOPUTAV® amd £vav AOYO0)

Oooo0oOoo0oad

O

INa va yaledo Tpopid GAiwv

INao va cuvoAd dtadikTvokd

INa va Bpo Kamotov/a cHVIPOPO e TOV 0Toi0/a VoL KAV® GYEoT
INo va Bpo kamoov/a yio one night stand 1 «xoAapd» EAEPT
Mo mAdxa

A\o:

Oooo0oOoo0oad



