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Abstract 

Love is an emotion often experienced by individuals involved in romantic relationships. As a result, love has 
become an important determining factor in entering marriage among couples. This experience of love may vary 
across individuals and cultures. Hence, love style measurement serves as an indicator in choosing appropriate 
partner. We investigate the reliability and validity of the Love Attitude Scale (LAS) in this study. This scale has 
24 items which measures six love styles namely Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania and Agape. Respondents 
were 200 individuals ranging from 20-25 years old (100 male and 100 females). Respondents involved in this 
study were individuals with a partner and have experiences in love. Data were analyzed using alpha Cronbach 
analysis and factor analysis. Results from factorial analysis showed that the Love Attitude Scale succeeded in 
extracting six factors as suggested with 67.56% variance. The eigen values ranged from 1.04 to 4.44. Results 
showed medium high alpha Cronbach value for five dimensions, specifically, =0.79 for Eros, =0.87 for 
Storge, =0.82 for Pragma, =0.72 for Mania, and =0.83 for Agape. However, Ludus showed the lowest alpha 
Cronbach value which was =0.39. Findings indicated that this scale is appropriate for use in the Malaysian 
context and the love styles dimension as suggested by LAS is appropriate for cross cultural context. 
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1. Introduction 

The construct of love is a study which has received considerable attention and discussion. Love was defined by 
Plato as an emotion that exists in a hierarchical form, whereas Socrates argued that love is a combination of 
many elements (Levy and Davis, 1988). Those individuals who are in love have mutual appreciation and mutual 
honour towards the existing relationship. Love style on the other hand, refers to how individuals define the 
approach they have towards love. Attitudes that people have on love direct their behavior and experiences 
towards the individual they love (Hendrick and Hendrick, 1986).  

Since the 19th century, there is a close relationship between romantic love, marriage and sexuality. In the west, 
close relationship between two individuals encourages love feelings to develop and love is perceived as an 
important factor for a marriage. Moreover, falling in love towards an individual is the most basic reason for an 
individual to be involved in a relationship (Perez et al., 2009). As a result, this concept has become more popular 
and has been a norm among the society where marriage emerges as a personal choice and romantic love and 
sexual satisfaction needs to be achieved within a marriage.  

On the other hand, several studies have shown that divorce rates among Malays are increasing gradually albeit 
not significantly (Asmah, 1979; Jones, 1980, 1981, 1997; Kling, 1995). This revelation is worrying since it 
results in the question of how relationships based on love can help develop a successful marriage.  

Therefore, the measurement of love style is crucial as it can be used as an instrument to find a suitable partner. 
Several instruments have been developed to measure love for instance, Rubin's (1970) Love Scale, the Love 
Scale developed by Munro and Adams (1978), the ‘Erotometer’ developed by Bardis (1978), and Sternberg’s 
Triangular Love Scale (1986, 1987, 1997). One psychological measurement which has been used widely was 
developed from the Typology Love Theory namely the Love Attitude Scale (LAS; Hendrick et al., 1998). 



www.ccsenet.org/ass                         Asian Social Science                       Vol. 8, No. 9; July 2012 

Published by Canadian Center of Science and Education 67

According to the Typology Love Theory, there are six love styles which are primary love which includes Eros, 
Ludus and Storge and secondary love which consists of Mania, Pragma and Agape.  

Eros refers to the strong physical and emotional attraction followed by commitment to the loved one (Lee, 1973). 
Ludus love refers to playful love or game-playing love. In this love style, there is no commitment towards love 
and the partner (Lee, 1973). Storge refers to love relationship developed slowly from friendship (Lee, 1973). 
Those who practice this love have a strong commitment towards the relationship.  

Pragma love is a combination between Ludus and Storge whereby love is perceived as realistic and practical 
(Lee, 1988). In this particular love style, it is not based on intense physical attraction but emphasizes the 
conscious search for a compatible partner. Manic love or possessive love is characterized as a combination of 
erotic and Ludic love styles which results in an obsessive, intense, full feeling and possessive kind of love (Lee, 
1988). Those people who belong to this love style have a strong need to be loved. Agape love or altruistic love is 
a combination of erotic and Storgic love (Lee, 1988). This type of love needs attention from the loved ones 
without having personal interest. This love is seen as intense and full of friendship and increases the quality of 
love with the need for mutual helping (altruisme).  

Originally, Hendrick et al. (1984) constructed a love scale for an extensive study of love and sex attitudes among 
undergraduate students. The scale was developed based on Lasswell and Lasswell’s (1976) previous work, 
which was the sample profile. They converted the categorical nature of the sample profile to a Likert scale. Later, 
Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) improved the sample profile which produces the Love Attitude Scale (LAS). 
Similar to the sample profile, the scale consists of six dimensions - Storge, Agape, Mania, Pragma, Ludus and 
Eros. The scale consists of 42 items with an equal number of seven items for each scale. Each item has a 5-point 
Likert Scale as “1” - “strongly disagree” to “5” - “strongly agree”. The total number of responses for each 
subscale gives the proneness of an individual towards a certain love style.  

Hendrick et al. (1998) also built a short version of the Love Attitude Scale to provide researchers with an 
instrument to measure love styles. They produced two sets of short form of LAS which were the 4-item short 
form LAS and the 3-item short form of LAS. To illustrate, each short form of LAS has six dimensions of love, - 
Storge, Agape, Mania, Pragma, Ludus and Eros. In the 3-item short form LAS there was 18 items where all three 
items were used for every love dimension. Conversely, the LAS 4-item short form LAS with 24 items were 
applied using four items for each dimension of love. It was proven that the 4-item and or 3-items versions have 
stronger psychometric properties compared to the earlier version of LAS (1986) (Hendrick et al., 1998). This 
version was shown to be psychometrically sound compared to the first version (Tzeng, 1993) 

Previous research found the LAS to be psychometrically sound (Hendrick and Hendrick, 1989; Tzeng, 1993). 
This is probably because LAS has the ability to measure love at different stages in a relationship including for 
people who are in the falling in love stage (Hendrick and Hendrick, 1990). In addition, the acknowledgement of 
a specific sexual item in the Eros dimension of love also allows researchers to study the existence of sexuality 
within the love context. LAS also allow researchers to understand how love actually functions rather than 
depending on just “liking” and “loving” factors of love proposed earlier by Rubin (1970).  

However, results indicated that some of the items in the love dimensions of LAS have low reliability (Levy and 
Davis, 1988). For example, the love dimensions of Storge and Pragma failed to correlate with the love subscales 
from the Relationships Rating Form (Davis and Latty-Mann, 1987) and Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale 
(1986). Moreover more studies have also shown similar results (Feeney and Noller, 1990; Rotzien et al., 1993).  

Studies on the cross cultural suitability of the theory of love across different cultures need to be done especially 
in distinguishing whether the construct is relatively universal or culture specific. Several cross-cultural 
comparative research have been done with the LAS such as White et al. (2004), Neto et al. (2000), Neto (1994), 
Kanemasa et al. (2004) and Yang and Liu (2007). Findings of these studies generally support the six dimensions 
of love as proposed by Lee (1973). Neto et al. (2000) who conducted the study among students from Africa, Asia, 
South America, and Europe, found that the six dimensions could be regarded as comparable across the examined 
countries.  

A handful of research found that there are consistent differences between male and female in their love styles. A 
study carried out by Hendrick dan Hendrick (1986) involved six love styles which were related to intimacy. 
Love styles which were used were based on the typology love as suggested by Lee (1988). Findings indicated 
that women were prone to practise Storgic love (friendship love), Pragma love (pragmatic love) and Manic love 
(possessive love) whenever in relationship compared to men who were inclined to Ludic love or playful love. 
The difference between genders was not consistent when Eros (romantic love) and Agape (altruistic love) love 
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takes place. This study also supported the fact that individuals with similar personalities and love styles were 
prone to be together.  

This was also supported by a study conducted by Bailey et al. (1987) which showed that Ludic love styles were 
practised by males whereas females were more likely to practise Pragma and Manic love styles. Hendrick et al. 
(1988) have carried out a study to investigate the relationship between love styles and relationship satisfaction 
among 57 couples who were in love. The Love Attitude Scale (LAS) was employed by the researchers in the 
study. Findings indicated that Eros love style (romatic love) and Agape love style (altruistic love) were 
significantly and positively related with relationship satisfaction. In addition, Ludus love or playful love was 
found to be negatively related with relationship satisfaction.  

A study conducted by Bernardes et al. (1999) in Lisbon University were aimed to replicate the study which were 
once carried out by Hendrick dan Hendrick (1995) to explore the role of gender towards love and sexuality. A 
number of 245 Portuguese within the age range of 18 to 30 years old were chosen as subjects to answer the 
questionnaires containing The Sexual Attitude Scale and The Love Attitude Scale. Results obtained found that 
males were more likely to adopt permissive sexual attitude and Ludus and Agape love style. According to the 
sociobiological approach, males were prone to adapt to Ludus love style and permissiveness sexual attitude to 
maximize the reproduction potential and thus, they accept promiscuous relationship more easily. Social learning 
theory suggests that social stereotyping causes males to be more active in sexual roles which help to explain 
sexual permissiveness or sexual promiscuity among them. Women on the other hand, were prone to adopt 
Pragma love style. The Pragma love style adopted by women was also explained by the sociobiological approach 
as women having more concern about investing on their offspring.  

A study by Morrow et al. (1995) reported that relationship satisfaction was correlated positively with Eros love 
style (romantic love) whereas, negatively with Ludus love style (playful love) which applied to both genders. 
Consequently, the researchers also discovered that Eros (romantic love) and Agape (altruistic love) love styles 
were correlated with high commitment. However, Ludic love style (playful love) showed the reverse finding. 
This study also found that couples showed similar attitudes towards love and specific relationship quality such as 
commitment.  

A study carried out by Butler et al. (1995) also used the Love Attitude Scale (LAS) to analyze the relationship 
between love styles and other variables such as gender, age, various social factors and culture. Findings indicated 
that women were prone to adopt Storge (friendship love) and Pragma (pragmatic love) love styles whereas, 
males were prone to adopt Ludus (playful love) and Agape (altruistic love) love styles. If age factor was 
analyzed with love, it was found that the younger respondents were prone to adopt Eros love style (romantic 
love). Conversely, when age of respondents increases, they were more prone to adopt Storge (friendship love) 
and Pragma (pragmatic love) love styles.  

A study by Perez et al. (2009) studied the love concepts among Spanish population and the difference of love 
concepts among different genders and age groups. Results showed that within Spanish context, accepted love 
styles were Eros (romantic love), Agape (altruistic love), Pragma (pragmatic love) and Storge (friendship love). 
Conversely, Ludus love style or playful love was rejected fully by both genders whereas Mania love style or 
possessive love was not considered by respondents from this study. However, male respondents (especially the 
older group) generally showed more acceptance towards Eros love style (romantic love) and Agape love style 
(altruistic love) for all ages. Female respondents from all ages were more prone to adopt Pragma love style and 
respondents who were female, young and early adult were prone to reject Ludus love style. Local studies carried 
out by Saodah (2007) were aimed to identify gender differences in the love styles among Universiti Kebangsaan 
Malaysia (UKM) students. The Love Attitude Scale was used to investigate the love styles which were adopted 
by respondents. Findings showed that there were no differences according to gender, race and residing place in 
love styles.  

The cultural context of Malaysia is unique as it is a multiethnic country with Eastern values. One of the ethnicity 
in Malaysia, the Malay people is said to have a strong sense of community spirit, place great emphasis on 
manners, are helpful, polite, considerate and courteous (Mastor, 2000). Another basic concept of the Malay 
culture is the social emotion of malu (shame, propriety) (Mastor, 2000). Swift (1965) equated malu with 
“hypersensitiveness to what other people are thinking about oneself” (p.110). Although this characteristic is 
common among Malays, few studies have equated Malays to Malaysians as a whole (Mastor, 2000). As a result 
of these traits of manners, considerate, courteous and malu, expressions of love among Malaysians are usually 
conveyed indirectly.  
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Hence, this study is aimed to explore the suitability of the factor structure of the Love Attitude Scale (LAS) with 
the Malaysian samples. Specifically, the research objective is to investigate the reliability and validity of the 
Love Attitude Scale. Four main objectives in this study are: (1) to evaluate the construct validity of the Love 
Attitude Scale (LAS) whether the scale produces six dimensions or love styles as suggested by the Typology 
Love Theory (Lee, 1988); (2) to investigate the reliability of the Love Attitude Scale (LAS); (3) to investigate 
the criterion validity of the LAS by its correlation with sexual attitude; and (4) to investigate the gender 
differences in love styles.  

2. Materials and Method 

2.1 Respondents 

The target population is university students in the age range of 20 to 25 years old. The sample was 200 
respondents comprising of 100 males and 100 females with a partner and have experiences in love. Purposive 
sampling was used in which selection of respondents were based on the criteria of individuals who were in love 
and voluntarily participated in the study.  

2.2 Research Instruments 

The instrument used in this study was the Love Attitude Scale Short Form (Hendrick et al., 1998). The Love 
Attitudes Scale (LAS) short form consists of 24 items. Each component in the love style comprises four items 
chosen from the original version (Hendrick et al., 1998). The scale uses a 5-point Likert format which is 
1=strongly agree to 5=strongly disagree. The lower the scores obtained through the items, the higher 
respondents’ agreement with the love style. Another instrument used was the Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale 
(Hendrick et al., 2006) which measures four dimensions in sexual attitudes namely permissiveness, birth control, 
communion and instrumentality. This scale has 43 items and also uses the 5-point Likert scale which is 
1=strongly agree to 5=strongly disagree. Both these instruments were translated into Bahasa Malaysia using the 
back translation method. 

In three previous studies conducted, it was found that the mean alpha reliability was 0.80 (Hendrick et al., 1998). 
According to a study by White (2003), the reliability coefficients for the six love styles were Eros (0.71), Ludus 
(0.75), Storge (0.84), Pragma (0.82), Mania (0.71) and Agape (0.84). The short form scale has stronger 
psychometric properties compared to the original scale (Hendrick et al. 1998). For instance, the inter-item 
correlations increased from 0.37 (original version) to 0.50 (short form version). The test-retest reliability 
reported was also good ranging from 0.63 to 0.76. The reliability of the Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale also showed 
good internal consistency ranging from 0.71 to 0.93 with reliability coefficients of 0.93 for permissiveness, 0.84 
for birth control, 0.71 for communion, and 0.77 for instrumentality (Hendrick et al., 2006). 

3. Results and Discussion 

The first objective was to evaluate the construct validity of the Love Attitude Scale. Construct validity was 
analyzed using factor analysis. Results of factor analysis using the principal component and varimax rotation 
method succeeded in producing a good result for construct validity. The analysis extracted seven factors while 
the scale claimed to measure six love styles. When analysis was forced to extract six factors, results were able to 
produce six distinct principal components with good eigen values from 1.04 to 4.44 with the percentage of 
variance explained (PVE) of 18.52%. Table 1 showed the six principal components of love styles. (see Table 1) 

Table 1. Results of factor analysis for the Love Attitudes Scale: Short Form 

Factor Structure Loading 
Factor 1: Eros love style=10.44% variance  
1 My partner and I have the right physical chemistry between us. 0.77 
2 I feel that my partner and I were meant for each other. 0.78 
3 My partner and I really understand each other. 0.75 
4 My partner first my ideal standards for physical beauty/handsomeness. 0.67 
   
Factor 2: Storge love style=12.79% variance   
9 Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship. 0.87 
10 Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 0.83 
11 Our love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion. 0.76 
12 Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it developed from a good 

friendship. 
0.87 
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Factor 3: Pragma love style= 11.23% variance  
13 A main consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on my 

family. 
0.72 

14 An important factor in choosing my partner was whether or not he/she would be a 
good parent. 

0.83 

15 One consideration in my choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on 
my career. 

0.87 

16 Before getting very involved with my partner, I tried to figure out how compatible 
his/her hereditary background would be with mine in case we ever had children. 

0.76 

   
Factor 4: Mania love style= 9.68% variance  
17 When my partner does not pay attention to me, I feel sick all over. 0.72 
18 Since I have been in love with my partner, I have had trouble concentrating on 

anything else. 
0.67 

19 I cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is with someone else. 0.63 
20 
 
5 

If my partner ignores me for a while, I sometimes do stupid things to try to get 
his/her attention back. 
 
I believe that what my partner does not know about me won’t hurt him/her. 

0.58 
 
0.52 

   
Factor 5: Agape love style= 11.61% variance  
21 I would rather suffer myself than let my partner suffer. 0.68 
22 I cannot be happy unless I place my partner’s happiness before my own. 0.71 
23 I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner achieve his/hers. 

 
0.81 

Factor 6: Ludus love style= 6.94% variance  
6 
 

I have sometimes had to keep my partner from finding out about other partners. 0.81 

8 I enjoy playing the game of love with my partner and a number of other partners. 0.78 
This means that the six subscales measured by the inventory managed to be extracted as claimed by the typology 
love theory. When the results of Scree test were analyzed, the distinct six factors can be identified clearly. This 
shows that the inventory can measure accurately six love styles among the 200 respondents who participated in 
the study. However Item 5 for Ludus love style was loaded in mania love style. Item 7 on the other hand was 
eliminated as it loaded on its own in the seventh factor.  

The second objective of this study was to examine the reliability of the Love Attitude Scale. Results as shown in 
Table 2 indicated the LAS has high internal consistency. Overall, the alpha coefficient was 0.75. The alpha 
reliability for the six subscales showed moderate to high values except for Ludus love style. Specifically, the 
alpha coefficients were Storge=0.87, Agape=0.83, and Pragma= 0.82, followed by Eros=0.79 and Mania= 0.72. 
Ludus love style has the lowest internal consistency of 0.39 and this subscale needs to be reevaluated. The 
reliabilities for each subscale (except for Ludus love style) in this study were higher as compared to previous 
studies by White (2003) and Hughes et al. (2005). (see Table 2) 

Table 2. Results of Cronbach alpha for the Love Attitude Scale 

Subscale Alpha Cronbach 

Eros 0.79 

Ludus 0.39 

Storge 0.87 

Pragma 0.82 

Mania 0.72 

Agape 0.83 

The third objective was to investigate the criterion validity of the LAS by its correlation with sexual attitude as 
measured by the Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale. Results in Table 3 showed that there were significant correlations 
between permissiveness with Pragma and Agape with r=-0.25, p < 0.05 and 0.19, p < 0.05 respectively. There 
was significant correlation between birth control and Agape, 0.18, p < 0.05. There were significant correlations 
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between communion with Eros, Mania and Agape with r=0.27, p < 0.05, r=0.14, p < 0.05 and r=0.25, p < 0.05 
respectively. Finally, there was significant correlation between instrumentality with Ludus and Storge with 
r=0.18, p < 0.05 and r=0.18, p < 0.05. (see Table 3) 

Table 3. Correlations between love styles and sexual attitudes 

Dimensions Permissiveness Birth control Communion Instrumentality 

Eros 0.03 0.02 0.27* 0.02 

Ludus 0.13 -0.11 -0.06 0.18* 

Storge 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.18* 

Pragma -0.25* -0.10 -0.06 -0.07 

Mania 0.11 -0.09 0.14* 0.07 

Agape 0.19* 0.18* 0.25* 0.03 

The results of the present study were consistent with findings by Bernardes et al. (1999) and Hendrick dan 
Hendrick (1995). For instance Bernardes et al. (1999) also found significant relationship between permissive 
sexual attitude and Agape love style. Findings indicated that the higher the permissive attitude, the lower the 
pragma love style among respondents in which love is perceived as realistic and practical (Lee, 1988). Thus, 
permissive sexual attitude should not be the main practice. The results of significant correlations showed that 
sexual attitude can be a significant criterion to love styles and thus, provided criterion validity. 

The fourth objective was to investigate the gender differences in love styles. Results in Table 4 showed that there 
was no significant difference of love styles based on gender on almost all the dimensions of love styles. There 
was only gender difference in agape love style with t(198)=-3.00, p < 0.05. Female respondents showed a higher 
mean in agape love style with 13.13 compared with male respondents (mean=11.62). (see Table 4) 

Table 4. Gender differences in love styles 

Dimension  N Mean SD df t 

Eros Male 100 8.71 2.91 198 -1.04 

 Female 100 9.13 2.78   

Ludus Male 100 12.82 2.80 198 -1.62 

 Female 100 13.46 2.78   

Storge Male 100 9.27 3.49 198 -1.66 

 Female 100 10.19 4.29   

Pragma Male 100 9.85 3.88 198 -1.64 

 Female 100 9.00 3.41   

Mania Male 100 13.00 3.51 198 0.78 

 Female 100 12.61 3.57   

Agape Male 100 11.62 3.42 198 -3.00* 

 Female 100 13.13 3.70   

*p<0.05  

The results supported findings from Saodah (2007) who also found no significant difference of love styles 
among men and women. The significant difference of Agape love style according to gender was contradictory 
with previous studies. For instance, Hendrick dan Hendrick (1986) found no significant difference of Agape 
based on gender while Bernardes et al. (1999) and Perez et al. (2009) found that Agape love style was adopted 
more by men. The differences of the findings may be attributed by the different cultural context of the 
respondents in which the Malaysian respondents in the present study may be influenced by traits of manners, 
considerate, courteous and propriety (Mastor et al., 2000) 

4. Conclusion 

This study has shown evidence that the Love Attitude Scale (LAS) is suitable to be used in the Malaysian 
context due to the good psychometric properties obtained. Apart from that, this instrument also has good 
construct validity because it replicated the six love styles as proposed by the love typology theory. The findings 
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implied that love styles are universal constructs based on the evidence that similar six love styles also emerged 
using the Malaysian samples. Findings of this study are also important in measuring reliably and validly 
individuals’ love styles as it can be used as a tool to find the most suitable partner in a relationship.  

Acknowledgments 

The author would like to express appreciation and gratitude to Lee Woey Ching on her help in data collection. 
The data were part of her unpublished undergraduate thesis.  

References 

Asmah, A. (1979). Pola perkahwinan pertama orang Melayu di Kuala Lumpur dan Petaling Jaya, tahun 1970an: 
Satu analisis awal. Ilmu Alam, 8, 1-7. 

Bailey, W. C., Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. S. (1987). Relation of sex and gender role to love, sexual attitudes 
and self-esteem. Sex Roles, 16, 637-648. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00300378 

Bardis, P. D. (1978). The measurement of love: The Orpheus-Eurydice, Zeus and Penelope types. Social Science, 
53, 33-47. 

Bernardes, D., Mendes, M., Sarmento, P., Silva, S., & Moreira, J. (1999). Gender differences in love and sex: A 
cross-cultural study. International Network on Personal Relationships Young Scholars Pre-Conference. 
University of Louisville, Louisville, Kentucky USA, 24-25 Jun 1999.  

Butler, R., Walker, R. W., Skowronski, J. J., & Shannon, L. (1995). Age and responses to the Love Attitude 
Scale: Consistency in structure, differences in scores. International Journal of Aging and Human 
Development, 40(4), 281-296.  

Davis, K. E., & Latty-Mann, H. (1987). Love styles and relationship quality: A contribution to validation. 
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 4(4), 409-428. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407587044002 

Feeney, J. A., & Noller, P. (1990). Attachment style as predictor of adult romantic relationships. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 58(2), 281-291. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.2.281 

Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. (1989). Research on love: Does it measure up? Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 56(5), 784-794. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.5.784 

Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. S. (1990). A relationship-specific version of the Love Attitudes Scale. Journal of 
Social Behavior and Personality, 5, 239-254. 

Hendrick, C., Hendrick, S., Foote, F. H., & Slapion-Foote, M. J. (1984). Do men and women love differently? 
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 1(2), 177-195. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407584012003 

Hendrick, S. S., & Hendrick, C. (1986). A theory and method of love. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 50(2), 392-402. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.2.392 

Hendrick, S. S., & Hendrick, C. (1995). Gender differences and similarities in sex and love. Personal 
Relationships, 2, 55-65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1995.tb00077.x 

Hendrick, S. S., Hendrick, C., & Adler, N. L. (1988). Romantic relationships: Love, satisfaction and staying 
together. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(6), 980-986. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.980 

Hendrick, S. S., Hendrick, C., & Dicke, A. (1998). The Love Attitude Scale: Short Form. Journal of Social and 
Personal Relationships, 15(2), 147-159. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407598152001 

Hendrick, S. S., Hendrick, C., & Reich, D. A. (2006). The Brief Sexual Attitudes Scale. Journal of Sex Research, 
43(1), 76-86. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224490609552301 

Hughes, M., Morrison, K., & Asada, K. J. K. (2005). What’s love got to do with it? Exploring the impact of 
maintenance rules, love attitudes, and network support on friends with benefits relationships. Western 
Journal of Communication, 69(1), 49-66. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10570310500034154 

Jones, G. W. (1980). Trends in marriage and divorce in peninsular Malaysia. Population Studies, 34(2), 279-292. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00324728.1980.10410390 

Jones, G. W. (1981). Malay Marriage and Divorce in peninsular Malaysia: Three decades of change. Population 
and Development Review, 7(2), 255-278. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1972623 

Jones, G. W. (1997). Modernization and divorce: Contrasting trends in Islamic Southeast Asia and the West. 
Population and Development Review, 23(1), 95-114. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2137462 



www.ccsenet.org/ass                         Asian Social Science                       Vol. 8, No. 9; July 2012 

Published by Canadian Center of Science and Education 73

Kanemasa, Y., Taniguchi, J., Daibo, I., & Ishimori, M. (2004). Love styles and romantic love experiences in 
Japan. Social Behavior and Personality, 32(3), 265-281. 

Kling, Z. (1995). The Malay family: Beliefs and realities. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 26(1), 43-65. 

Lasswell, T. E., & Lasswell, M. E. (1976). I love you but I’m not in love with you. Journal of Marital and Family 
Therapy, 2(3), 211-224. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.1976.tb00413.x 

Lee, J. A. (1973). The colors of love: An exploration of the ways of loving. Toronto: New Press. 

Lee, J. A. (1988). Love styles. In Sternberg, R. & Barnes, M. (Eds.), The psychology of love (pp. 38-67). New 
Haven: Yale University Press.  

Levy, M. B., & Davis, K. E. (1988). Lovestyles and attachments styles compared: Their relations to each other 
and to various relationship characteristics. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 5(4), 439-471. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407588054004 

Mastor, K. A., Jin, P., & Cooper, M. (2000). Malay culture and personality: A Big Five perspective. American 
Behavioral Scientist, 44(1), 95-111. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00027640021956116 

Morrow, G. D., Clark, E. M., & Brock, K. F. (1995). Individual and partner love styles: Implications for the 
quality of romantic involvements. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 12(3), 363-387. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407595123003 

Munro, B., & Adams, G. (1978). Correlates of romantic love revisited. Journal of Psychology, 98(2), 211-214. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1978.9915963 

Neto, F. (1994). Love styles among Portuguese students. The Journal of Psychology, 128(5), 613-616. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1994.9914919 

Neto, F., Mullet, E., Deschamps, J-C, Barros, J., Benvindo, R., Camino, L., Falconi, A., Kagibanga, V., & 
Machado, M. (2000). Cross-cultural variations in attitudes towards love. Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology, 31(5), 626-635. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022100031005005 

Perez, Ferer V. A., Bosch Fiol, E., Navarro Guzman, C., Garcia-Buades, E., & Ramis Palmer, M. C. (2009). The 
concept of love in Spain. Psychology in Spain, 13(1), 40-47.  

Rozien, A., Vacha-Haase, T., Murthy, K., Davenport, D., & Thompson, B. (1993). A confirmatory factor 
analysis of the hendrick-Hendrick Love Attitude Scale: Implications for counseling. Paper presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the Mid-South Educational Research Association, New Orleans. 

Rubin, Z. (1970). Measurement of romantic love. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 16, 265-273. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0029841 

Saodah binti Kamardin. (2007). Gaya bercinta di kalangan pelajar UKM. (Love styles among UKM students). 
Unpublished undergraduate thesis, Department of Psychology, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia. 

Sternberg, R. J. (1986). A triangular theory of love. Psychological Review, 93, 119-135. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.93.2.119 

Sternberg, R. J. (1987). Liking versus loving: A comparative evaluation of theories. Psychological Bulletin, 102, 
331-345.  

Sternberg, R. J. (1997). Construct validation of a triangular love scale. European Journal of Social Psychology, 
27(3), 313-335. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199705) 

Swift, M. G. (1965). Malay peasant society in Jelebu. London: Athlone Press. 

Tzeng, O. C. S. (1993). Measurement of love and intimate relations: Theories, scales and applications for love 
development, maintenance and dissolution. Westport, CT: Praeger. 

White, J. K. (2003). The five-factor personality variables and relationship variables: A study of associations. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Texas Tech University. 

White, J. K., Hendrick, S. S., & Hendrick, C. (2004). Big personality variables and relationship constructs. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 37(7), 1519-1530. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.02.019 

Yang, Y., & Liu, A. (2007). Reliability and validity of the Chinese Love Attitude Scale. Asian Social Science, 3, 
41-44. 


