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Revise the Love Attitude Scale in Chinese Students by IRT
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Abstract  Objective: To revise the Love Attitude Scale (LAS) in Chinese college students, and the revised edition
(LAS- R) was confirmed in adolescents. Methods: 712 college students and 243 middle school students were assessed
with love attitudes scale. Results: The initial version was rejected. Given parameters calculated by item response theory,
LAS- R with 23 items were chosen. LAS- R and LAS- S(Hendrick and Hendrick, 1989) were compared. Both had good fit
indices, but the reliability in 5 items in LAS- S were less than 0.40. The Cronbach’s a coefficient of Eros and Ludus in
LAS- R(0.59, 0.45) were higher than in LAS- S(0.47, 0.27). In students from senior high school, LAS- S was rejected. LAS-
R had good fit indices and proper o coefficient from 0.53 (Pragma) to 0.80(Agape), except Ludus (a=0.33). Conclusion:
The modified Love Attitude Scale (LAS-R), which has good reliability and validity, is an effective measure of students’
love style.
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