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LOVESTYLES REVISITED 

DUNCAN CRAMER 
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Lee’s (1975) Lovestyles Questionnaire was completed in terms of a past or present romantic 

relationship by 105 female and 44 male undergraduates to determine its factorial validity. The first 4 

orthogonal factors extracted did not reflect Lee’s lovestyles but seemed to respectively characterize the 

satisfaction, openness, importance, and physical intimacy of the relationship. There was some 

suggestion, however, that these 4 dimensions may be used to distinguish these lovestyles.  
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Recently there have been increasing attempts to distinguish and to assess 

different kinds of romantic love. Perhaps the most comprehensive attempt to do this is 

found in the work of Lee (1976), who based on an extensive literature review and an 

essentially qualitative analysis of intensive interviews on the development of one 

romantic relationship of some 200 or more respondents suggested that there were six 

basic types or styles of love which could also be found in various combinations. The 

six main styles were given the following Greek or Roman names and were largely 

characterized by a few predominant features: Eros (a strong and immediate physical 

attraction to a particular physical ideal); Ludus (a light-hearted and casual relationship); 

Storge (friendship); Mania (anxious and obsessive love); Pragama (a pragmatic 

relationship); and Agape  (an unconditional and altruistic love). These lovestyles are 

thought to reflect a particular relationship rather than an individual’s characteristic 

experience of relating romantically to others.  

Although Lee reported that his classification is based on the method of ideal types 

(McKinney, 1967), it is not clear from his work what the main attributes are that he 

uses to distinguish his types. Since his types can be identified by a rela-tively few 

characteristics and since these types themselves can be combined in various ways 

to describe a particular romantic relationship (e.g., manic eros), it may be more 

appropriate to think of these types as attributes or dimensions which may 

characterize romantic involvements to varying degrees. Some inde-pendent support for 

this view has come from Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) who in a factor analysis of 

items that were largely derived from Lasswell and Lasswell (1976) found six 

orthogonal factors which seemed to reflect these six styles. It should be noted, 

however, that although participants in this study were asked to answer the items 

with one specific romantic relationship in mind, 19 of the 48 questions refer to 

general attitudes and beliefs about rather than specific experiences of love.  
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Lee (1975) has developed his own questionnaire to assess the first five of these styles 

and three combinations. It consists of 35 items, which are answered on a four-point scale 

ranging from  almost always true to  almost never true. The quest-ionnaire is scored in an 

unusual way in that a particular response to an item is seen as being characteristic of 

one or more lovestyles. For example, the answer almost always true to the item  “You soon 

believed this could be a perma-nent relationship” is characteristic of Eros, the answer 

usually of Pragma, rarely of Storge, and almost never of Ludus and Mania. In other words, 

items assess more than one lovestyle and the degree of that response is not linearly related 

to the presence of a particular lovestyle. Since the development of this typology was based 

on Lee’s work (which incidentally did not include the use of this question-naire) and since 

there is little overlap in the content of the items put forward by Lee, and Hendrick and 

Hendrick, the aim in the present study was to determine the factorial validity of Lee’s 

questionnaire. Hendrick and Hendrick suggest that it is possible to identify factors that 

correspond to these lovestyles. If this is the case for Lee’s questionnaire, then it would be 

expected that a factor analysis of the items should result in the extraction of five 

factors that correspond to the five main lovestyles assessed by this questionnaire.  

METHOD 
 

    Lee’s (1975) Lovestyles Questionnaire was administered to 105 females (M age = 23.6, SD 

= 8.6) and 44 males (M age = 22.3, SD = 5.6), who answered in terms of one romantic 

relationship they had experienced. Each item was rated on a 4-point scale from 1 = almost 

always true to 4 = almost never true. They were also asked to rate on a 10-point scale how 

much they liked and loved this person from 1 = no such feelings to 10 strongest such 

feelings ever felt for someone to determine which factors were most strongly associated with 

these variables. Since the numbers of males tested was not much greater than the number 

of items used, the data for the males and the females were combined. The 35-item 

correlation matrix was analy-zed with a principal component solution and the extracted 

factors were rotated by varimax.  

 

RESULTS 
 

Twelve factors with eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1 were initially extracted. 

Using Cattell’s (1966) scree test, the first four of these were extracted and orthogonally 

rotated. They accounted for 10.6, 9.1, 8.6, and 7.4% of the variance, respectively. The 

abbreviated content of the items and their loadings on these factors are shown in Table 1. 

The first factor seems to reflect the extent to which one’s desire for a particular kind of 

relationship has been satisfactorily met. The second may be seen as representing the degree 

to which one is open with one's partner. The third appears to be concerned with the 

importance of the relationship, while the fourth may be seen to characterize physical 

intimacy. 

 



 
To determine how these factors related to Lee’s own method of scoring these  

lovestyles, four scales were constructed which incorporated the items that loaded 

above .42 on any factor since above this level they were strongly correlated 

with only one factor. These factor scales were then correlated with Lee’s own 
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five scales as well as the liking and loving ratings. The first scale was most 

strongly related to Mania (r = -.56, p < .001), Storge (r = 0.47, p < .001), and Ludus 

(r = 0.36, p < .002); the second with Eros (r = -0.53, p < .001), loving (r = -0.39, p < 

.001), liking (r =  -.37, p < .001), and Ludus (r = 0.34, p < .001); the third with 

Ludus (r = 0.56, p < .001), Mania (r = -0.56, p < .001), and Pragma (r = 0.37, p < 

.001); and the fourth with Storge(r = 0.34, p < .001), and Eros (r = -0.31, p < .001). 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

An item factor analysis of Lee’s Lovestyles Questionnaire suggests that it 

may be assessing four independent dimensions. Although these do not correspond 

very closely to the lovestyles identified by Lee, they do seem to provide some 

means for distinguishing them. For example, Mania and Storge, respectively, are 

negatively and positively moderately strongly correlated with the first factor, while 

Mania and Ludus are similarly related to the third factor. It should be noted, 

however, that while Lee distinguished these styles qualitatively, Hendrick and 

Hendrick have done so quantitatively using somewhat different items. In view of 

this, the unconventional way of scoring his questionnaire, and the results of this 

study, it is suggested that at present it may be preferable to use the Hendricks’ 

questionnaire. However, as was noted previously, about 40% of the items of this 

latter questionnaire refer to general attitudes and beliefs about love rather than 

specific experiences. The wording of these items is contrary to Lee's belief that 

these lovestyles are characteristic of particular relationships and not of individu-

als. The failure to find five dimensions that corresponded to the five lovestyles 

may have been due to the relative lack of items that measured the central features of 

these styles.  

Finally, with respect to and inconsistent with Lee’s typology, it was found 

that the central quality of Eros, namely the possession of a physical ideal and 

strong initial physical attraction, is associated with emotional distress, a charac-

teristic of Mania. In view of the conceptual richness of Lee’s typology, future 

researchers should attempt to develop a more empirically valid way of assessing 

these styles.  
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