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them. Several researchers (e.g., Backman & Secord, 1959; Condon & Crano,
1988; Xenny, Bond, Mohr, & Horn, 1996; Patterson, 1976; Perugini, Gallucci,
Presaghi, & Ercolant, 2003; Sprecher, 1998; Wilson & Henzlik, 1986) have
studied reciprocity by examining whether participants rate otherst as more
attractive once the participants learn that those others are attracted to them.
Also, many researchers (e.g., Aronson & Worchel, 1966; Byrne, Clore, &
Smeaton, 1986; Byrne et al., 1971; Byrne, Griffits, Hudgins, & Reeves, 1969;
Byrne & Nelson, 1965; Chen & Kenrick, 2002; Clore & Baldridge, 1965'3;
Gormly & Gormly, 1984; McGarva & Warner, 2003; Tan & Singh, 1995; Wa]fcx-
moto & Fujihara, 2004) have addressed the effects of attitude similarity on lik-
ing. Typically, such researchers of attitude similarity have tested the hypothe-
sis that an individual is more likely to become atiracted to others who have
similar attitudes, opinions, or ideals as himself or herself. Such researchers have
based this concept on the idea that an individual may desire a mate among those
people who are similar to himself or herself. This similarity between a person
and his or her potential mate could imply compatibility, which may lead to a
strong relationship. _

In the present study we addressed—in addition {o the aforementioned con-
cepts—liking in the context of differential patterns of mating strategies. Perhaps
both reciprocity and attitude similarity yield patterns of correlations that are dif-

" ferent with indexes of liking that are based on long-term (LT) mating contexts
than with those that of short-term (ST) mating contexts. Researchers have found

- factors that are associated with attraction to others to differ with whether an indi-
vidual (of either sex) rates someone as a potential LT mate or a potential ST mate
(Buss, 2003). Many current relationship researchers in social psychology focus
on different outcomes that are associated with LT versus ST mating contexts.
Thus, it is important for researchers to examine the effects of variables that poten-
tially relate to attraction in ST and LT mating contexts separately. In the current
research, we addressed that point explicitly.

Reciprocity Research

In early research on reciprocity, Backman and Secord (1959) provided one
of the earliest assessments of the effects of reciprocity on liking. In their first
study (1959), Backman and Secord found that participants liked oglers who
ostensibly liked them. However, later trials did not replicate this ﬂndmg. Hoy«-
ever, several other studies have documented the general nature of reciprocity
effects in eliciting liking (e.g., Patterson, 1976). More recently, in an assess-
ment of reciprocity in the domain of intimate relationships, Sprecher (1998)

assessed 17 potential factors that individuals rated as important in detel;miniflg .
how attracted they are to potential mates. Of these 17 factors, recnproc.:lty :
emerged as one of the most important predictors of attraction across multlple_',
studies. Although Sprecher’s work provides evidence for reciprocity as an™
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important factor in liking in relationships, the evidence was based on self.
reported data in which participants were explicitly asked what factors they
thought were important, and reciprocity was among those that the question-
naire presented as a choice. In the present experiment, we studied the effects
of reciprocity by using a procedure that avoided conscious self-report: we did

not explicitly ask participants how much reciprocity mattered in their Jjudgment
of attraction.

Attitude Similarity Research

As we indicated earlier in the present article, a great deal of research has
related similarity of attitudes to attraction. In multiple studies on this topic,
researchers have used the bogus-stranger technigue (Byrne & Nelson, 1965;
Byrne et al., 1969). This technique involves researchers’ deception of each par-
ticipant by telling him or her that another student had made either a positive judg-
ment or a negative judgment about the participant’s attitude survey (which he or
she had completed earlier). Then the researchers give the participant an opportu-
nity to rate the extent to which he or she likes the bogus stranger. As predicted,
liking scores in several of these studies have tended to be higher for bogus
strangers with attitudes that were similar to participants’ attitudes. In the present
study, we used a similar bogus-stranger technique. -

In this area, Clore and Baldridge (1968) found differences in participants’
degree of liking of potential others, by manipulating attitude similarity and
interest level of the attitudes. Those researchers found that participants who
were assigned to conditions involving strangers who had similar and interest-
ing attitudes rated those others as more attractive than did participants assigned
to conditions involving strangers who had similar yet uninteresting attitudes.
Consistent with Clore and Baldridge’s notion that similarity in terms of rela-
tively interesting attitudes leads to relatively greater liking, in the present work
we used attitudes that included numerous socially relevant attitudes. We expect-
ed that, by using attitudes that interested the participants, greater likihg scores
would occur,

Several other researchers have addressed a variety of issues that pertain to

- the effects of attitude similarity on attraction. For instance, in a developmental
- study of attraction, Tan and Singh (1995) tested the similarity-attraction paradigm
~of different age groups. Those researchers used a no-attitude information control

group and attitude-similar and attitude-dissimilar experimental groups. Although
Tan-and Singh tried to create a no-information control group as a baseline for atti-

ude similarity, earlier Byrne et al. (1986) stated that this feat was not possible,
Byrne et al. concluded that without providing attitude information to participants,
articipants might tend to assume that others hold similar opinions to themselves

: -because of the false-consensus effect (Hensley & Duval, 1976; Newcomb, 1978;
-Ross, Greene, & House, 1977; Zuckerman, Mann, & Bernieri, 1982). False con-



4326  The Journal of Social Psychology

sensus, in this case, causes participants i believe that the stranger holds opinions
similar to their own, without any real knowledge of their degree of attitude sim-
ilarity with the stranger. Because of Byme et al’s (1986) conclusions, in the pre-
sent study we did not use an empty control condition.

. More recently, McGarva and Warner (2003) told some participants that they
would meet a potential partner with similar attitudes. Qverall, participants
reported more attraction for such partners than for those who were described as
having dissimilar attitudes. McGarva and Warner measared attraction using two
of the items from Byrne et al’s (1971) six-item Interpersonal Judgment Scale.
Also, after the participants met and had single conversations with these poten-
tial mates, the significant findings remained. Participants who were provided
with potential mates with supposedly similar attitudes rated these mates as more
attractive than participants who were provided with mates with supposedly dis-
similar attitudes rated those mates. More importantly, these findings also
remained after the groups or dyads met and had single brief conversations. In
the present study, we tried to create a similar bogus-stranger scenario, while
manipulating reciprocity and attitude similarity in a way that was unlike that of
previous researchers in the field.

Liking in LT Versus ST Mating

In assessing the effects of variables associated with intimate relationships, such
as attitude similarity and reciprocity, many recent researchers in evolutionary psy-
chology (e.g., Buss, 2003) have suggested that it is important for researchers to
exammine these effects separately in ST versus LT contexts. Buss and Schmitt (1993)
suggested that multiple phenomena regarding ST versus LT contexts should be con-
sidered. In ST mating contexts, individuals want to mate but not to develop LT
bonds. In LT mating contexts, individuals want to develop LT bonds.

Buss (2003) found that both men and women behave differently when seek-
ing mates under ST versus LT contexts. For instance, men seeking LT mating
partners emphasize chastity more than do males seeking ST mating {Buss, 2003).
Attitude similarity and reciprocity may have different effects on liking, depend-
ing on whether the relationship context is long or short term.

Accordingly, we predicted that attitude similarity would be a stronger pre-
dictor of liking in the LT relationship context than in the ST relationship context.
This prediction was rooted in the notion that shared attitudes are more important
for getting along in LT relationships than in brief, sexual encounters. Further, we
predicted reciprocity to be equally important in both long- and ST relationship
contexts. Forming ST relationships likely requires some form of reciprocity in
the first place. Thus, reciprocity may smatter a lot in the formation of ST rela-
tionships. Similarly, it seems that for LT relationships to form, people must feel

that the potential LT partners like them in the first place, so that initially the needs -

of the ST relationship apply to the LT relationship too.
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Goals in the Present Research

- In t?xe present study, our main goal was to examine the di i
reciprocity and attitude similarity in LT versus ST mating conte:gzrf;ntlgialiee;fr?vtisogf
researchers, (e.g., Byrne & Nelson, 1965; Byme et al., 1969; Clore & Baldridge
1968), we psed‘ a method that enabled a more personalized way to examine ?hé
effects of pf:rcelved attimdinal stmilarity. We constructed attitude survey responses
Fhat. were elthe.r very similar to or very different from the reported attitudes of cach
1nd1v1dua'1 Partw:pant, instead of using one of two universal dissimilarity surveys for
each participant {e.g., Byrne et al.). Additionally, we asked participants to complete
a sglf—charactcr evaluation and gave them a mock evaluation from a bogus straﬁger
This arrangement was unlike that of previous research, which did not include suc};
an evaluation component. In the present study, we designed these evaluations to pre-
s?:nt the bogus stranger as more realistic and believable to the participants thelx)n a
51.Ix.1ple set of attitudes would be. Sears (1983) found evidence indicating the possi-
bility .that participants evaluate versions of a bogus stranger’s attitades thgt the
experimenters designed for each participant personally more positively than the
c‘.raluatfed less personal versions of such attitudes. Finally, in the present study, w)é
tried to add to tl‘le existing findings pertaining to concurrent effects of reciprc;city
and attitude similarity (e.g., Aronson & Worchel, 1966; Sprecher, 1998).

Hypotheses

in the present study, we predicted mai i
' , n effects for b imilari
and reciprocity as fotlows: or both atfiude similacy

ifiyila‘thfm‘k For two liking measures, including a likability measure and a behav-
ral-intention measure, participants who experience reciprocity in liking will score

higher on muitiple liking-relevan
: - t outcome measures than partici
experience such reciprocity. . pa;t1c1pants who do et

~

We also expected an interaction as follows:

Hypothesis 2: Participants who experience both reciprocal liking with and attitudes

similar to those of a bogus stranger wil i iti
oot o o ger will rate a bogus stranger relatively positively

" Further, we expected the following:

Hypothesis 3. Attitnde similarity wi icti o
o : y will be predictive of likabili
conditions of LT mating contexts than under those of ST matinqg( jcc)r(:tr:itsj.n ore voder

- Hypothesis 4: Reciprocity will be predictive of likability equally for LT liking and

- for 8T liking.
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Method
Farticipants

Participants were 24 male (age range = 18-23 years, M =720.50 years, SD =
1.53 years) and 32 female (age range = 1850 years, M = 25‘.56 years, D =9.35
years) undergraduate and graduate students whom we recruited from a small- to
moderate-sized university, the State University of New York at New Paltz. We
randomly assigned each participant to one of four groups (higlr-l re.ciprocity an‘d
high attitude similarity; high reciprocity and low attitude sirmllanty;.lo.w Teci-
procity and high attitude similarity; low reciprocity and low attitude similarity).
Each group incloded 14 participants. We recruited participants through thc: pool
of human participants on campus or verbally in psychology classes or outside of
classes. We also sent e-mails soliciting participants out to all undergraduate and
graduate students in the Psychology Department.

Materials and Procedure

Phase 1. Before active participation in the present study, participants read and
.signed an informed consent sheet. Next, we gave participants a survey of socia.ll
- _attitudes. This survey was a revised version of an extant scale that measured atti-
tudes toward curreni social issues (Bauman & Geher, 2003). We presented par-
ticipants with 10 items reflecting attitudes on social issues and asked them to
report whether they agreed or did not agree with each item. For instance, we asked
participants whether they agree with the implementation of the deat:h penalty. We
also asked each participant to complete a character evaluation of himself or her-
self. Specifically, we asked participants as follows:

Please describe yourself in the following space provided. Ypu may include charac-
teristics about yourself such as age, gender, college major, 1ntf:rests, etc. Please do
not include physical characteristics or any identifying information (e.g., name).

However, we requested participants’ gender and age.

For Phase 1, participants met at an assigned room. We asked them to read
and sign an informed consent sheet. Afterward, participants completed the ch?.r-
acter evaluations. We then asked the participants to complete the survey of social
attitudes. This survey included a word representing a particular kind of animal
(chosen at random prior to administration of survey) that the participants would
be asked to remember for Phase 2. This word was unknown to the person col-
lecting data (for the sake of confidentiality). Upon completion, we asked partic-
ipants to return for Phase 2 a week later.

Phase 2. We randomly assigned participants to one of four conditions. In each
condition, we gave each participant a specific vignette stating the following:
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Thank you for returning for the second session of this experiment, After each partic-
ipant filled out a character evaluation and an attitude scale in the first session of the
experiment, some of these completed forms were given to other participants in the
study (anonymously) to look over. Those participants who received this information
were asked to make judgments about the participant described by the evaluation and
the attitide scale.

A participant who received your scale was asked to make Jjudgments about you. This
participant rated you as (very likeable or not very likeable) on aver-
age (see actual ratings attached).

This individual also filled out a character evaluation and an attitude scale to describe
him/herself. These completed scales are attached to this paper. Please read the eval-

uation and the items of their scale, seeing how the individual rated each, and fill out
the questions that follow.

We thanked participants for returning to the second phase of the experiment.
The vignettes then informed the participant that we had given another student of
the opposite sex in the study the participant’s attitude scale and character evalna-
tion anonymously and asked the other student to rate how he or she felt about the
participant on the basis of the participant’s reported attitudes, In each condition,
the vignettes then stated that the stranger rated the participant as liked or rot liked.
This differential wording comprised our manipulation to examine the effects of
reciprocity. We then provided the participant with a bogus and typed character
evaluation of him or her from the bogus stranger. One version of the evaluation
involved a fernale stranger, and we gave this version to the male participants. The
other version involved a male stranger, and we gave that version to the female par-
ticipants. The following is the bogus evaluation for the female participants:

Here is Person X’s character evaluation of him or herself. The response has been
typed up so as to reduce the effects of identifiable handwriting.

“Tam a 21-year old female who is a psychology major. I am also a student of SUNY
New Paltz, I coine from Rockland County but I eventually want to live in New York
City. I'm taking part in this study in order to earn credits toward the class that [ am
taking this semester. I enjoy psychology very much and would like to go on to pur-

sue a career in the field, once I graduate. However, I'might want to take time off before
graduate school. I'm not sure”

The bogus male character evaluation was identical to the bogus female char-
acter evaluation except for the gender of the bogus stranger.

After the participants finished reading the vignette, we provided them with
four scales to complete. For the first dependent variable, the first scale was a mod-
ified version of an earlier scale, which addressed likability (Rubin, 1970). On a
5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (do not agree) 10 5 (agree), we asked the
participants to rate eight items about how much they liked the stranger.

The second scale addressed the concepts of ST mating liking and LT mating
liking. We adopted this ST or LT liking scale from a sexual-dimension scale cre-
ated by Buss (2000). We presented participants with four traits that were related
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to ST relationship characteristics (lustful, provocative, erotic, seductive), We also
presented them with four traits that were related to LT relationship characteris-
tics (devoted, loving, marriable, faithful). We then asked the participants to rate
on a 7-point Likert-type scale these liking traits about the stranger on the basis of
the information that we provided to them.
The items that we used to represent ST and LT liking for this scale were the
result of a pilot study that we designed to identify which items would be most
indicative of ST and LT mating characteristics. That pilot study entailed seven
judges” assessment of each of 12 possible words from Buss’ (2000) original mat-
ing scale. We asked the judges to rate each of these items in terms of the degree
to which it represents in their minds ST mating and LT mating——separately. Par-
ticipants then rated each of these 12 items twice on a 9-point Likert-type scale,
once for ST mating and once for LT mating. We then computed means of the
judges’ scores of overall ST relevance and overall LT relevance for each of the
12 items. We then followed specific rules to select items for the two new scales.
The first rule for the LT liking subscale was that only items with mean “long-
term” ratings of 7 or above were to be considered. We used a parallel rule for the
ST liking subscale: We considered only items with mean ratings of 7 or greater.

"The second parameter involved the discriminate validity between ST and LT

mating items, To adequately differentiate between ST and LT items, we decided
that items that were to be included in the LT scale had to have ST ratings of less
than a neutral score (5.0). Similarly, items that were to be included in the ST scale
had to have LT rafings of less than the neutral point. After using these rules, to

ensure that both subscales each had four iterns, we included in the LT subscale only -

- the four items with the highest LT means. Similarly, we included in the ST subscale

only the four items with the highest ST means. Thus, using the aforementioned pre- .
determined rules, we selected four ST mating items and four LT mating items to be

included in the new roating-liking scale, thereby ending the pilot study.

The fourth item, a behavioral-intention item, required the participant to rate
his or her likelihood to return for another study that would involve an interac-
tion between the participant and the bogus other participant. This item was

worded as follows:

If given the opportunity to return (time permitting) and participate in another stud!‘y"',
how likely would you want to take part in a study involving pairs of individuals, with

X {the person who you are being asked to rate in this study) being the other ind
ual from this study?

unlikely) to 7 (very likely). We based this behavioral-intention item loosely on'
earlier study (Lyon & Greenberg, 1991). We asked each student how likely he
she would be to return in a month to participate in a study involving pairs
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:iecc;;nt fsesiion wouclldﬂ:)e the other student in that (fictitious) future session. Par-
ants also scored this item -point Likert- ing 1 .
kel oy o Py on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (very
Also, through one item; we asked the participants to identify their sexual
preference. Because we conducted the present study primarily to examine het
erose‘xual attraction and relationships, we did not analyze data from partici t-
who Ic;entiﬁed themselves as homosexual or bisexual, g P
. After Phase 1, the experimenter prepared packets of i i :
ticipant randomly as follows. For each pali'ticip:nt, the expﬁilrgzzs 11112(1}111.;:; tilnpt?;
packet bogus filled-out attitude scales that were either identical to {except for
Tesponses to two items on the attitude scale) or totally different from {except for
respopses to two items) the participant's original filled-ont attitude scalesp The
expenm:entm: presented these bogus filled-out scales as if they reflected the bogus
tshtralnger s attitudes. Once'the participant returned for the second session of the study,
e exp?nmenter asked him or her to find the packet that displayed the special word
that their first §c‘ssion’s packet had displayed, so that these surveys matched.
. Each participant received one of two vigneties, one of two character evalua-
tions, and fot{r scales measuring the four dependent variables. These scales
mcluQed th.e likability item, the ST mating item, the LT mating item, and the
) !)ehawora]-mtentjon item. After the participants completed the surveys ﬂ,IC ex
.1mept?r collected the data for later analysis. The experimenter then i,h;mked el::j;
“participant and gave him or her a debriefing form, which included the specific

_ f:haractenstlcs of tl1"e present study and its research area and contact information
.10 case of any questions or concerns.

Results

We performed four 2 x 2 analyses of variance (ANOVAS), one for each of
-:,the‘four dependent variables. We computed means and standa;'d deviations for
.each'of tl?c dependént variables on the basis of composite variables (using the
ultiple items of the scales). It is important to note that we used muigti le
{ANOVAs as opposed to a MANOVA. We rejected using a MANOVA for the Ee—
ent research because of the relatively low sample sizes in the four oups wlllj' h
ould have reduced the utility of this multivariate analysis. SIS W

5 ﬁ”ec“rs" on General Liking

:One ANOVA incllllded attitude similarity and reciprocity as the independent
! ‘at_‘;le.s .apd general I{kabilit.y as tl:le dependent variable, Aithongh we found no
erg?no§ between attitude similarity and reciprocity for the dependent variable
: un.d a tljend that was consistent with predictions, Participants in the hi h:

ciprocity, high—attitude similarity condition scored highest on the liking mia-
with partici-

(Le., they rated the bogus stranger as most likable compared
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pants in the three other cells). See Table 1. However, this finding was not signif-
icant. It is important to note that this scale, which was based on eight items,
demonstrated high internal reliability (Cronbach’s o = .93).

Across levels of attitudinal similarity, participants in the high-reciprocity
conditions rated the bogus strangers as more likable (M = 3.57, SD = 0.82) than
did participants in the low-reciprocity conditions, F(1,52) =22.99, p < .05 (M =
2.67, 8D =0.75). Similarly, we obtained a significant main effect for attitude sim-
ilarity. Specifically, high-similarity participants rated bogus strangers as more lik-
able (M = 3.38, SD = 0.85) than did low-similarity participants, F(1, 52) = 8.04,
p<.05(M=2.92, 8D =0.90). We found no significant interaction, For all descrip-
tive statistics, see Table 1. ' :

In addition to statistical significance, the carrent analyses covered effect sizes
for each independent variable. We estimated effect sizes by eta sguared (n?),
which represents the percentape of variability in a dependent. variable that is
accounted for by an independent variable. Reciprocity was associated with a larg-
er eta squared (partial n? = 31%) than was attitude similarity (partial n? = 13%).
See Table 1 for all partial etas squared that were relevant to this ANOVA.

Effects on Behavioral Intention

Another ANOVA included attitude similarity and reciprocity as independent
variables and the behavioral-intention item (likelihood to return for another
study involving the bogus stranger) as the dependent variable. The participants
in the high-reciprocity, high—attitude similarity condition scored the highest on
the behavioral-intention measure of the four groups. See Table 2. Although this

- TABLE 1. Effects of Attitnde Similarity and Reciprocity on Overall Liking

Reciprocity
High Low Main effect
Variable M SD - M SD M sD
Afttitude similarity I
High 3.90 0.50 2.94 0.84 3.38, 0.85
Low 333 0.92 238 0.75 292, 0.9"31
Main effect 3.57, 0.90 2.67, 0.75 ‘

Note. We based Overall Liking on an eight-item (1-5} Likert-type scale, We computed means
by forming a composite variable that included those items. Crenbach’s o0 = .93. Means with
different subscripts are significantly different from each other at an alpha level of .05, Effect
sizes follow: reciprocity’s partial 1% = .31, attitude similarity’s partial n? = .13; interaction’s

+ dependent variable. Also, we

- asindependent variables and degree of liking
: dent variable. Tt is important to note that the
(?n four items and demonsirated acceptable internal reliability (o0 = 79)

partial 1 = .00,
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'

TABLE 2. Effects of Attitude

Returs nioeect Similarity and Reciprocity on Likelihood of

Reciprocity
- High Low Main effect
ariable M SD M SD M SD
Attitude similarity :
]I_'-I;il'l 4.08 6.79 3.57 1.34 3.81 1.13
Mo 347 1.33 2.85 1.72 3.48 1.37
ain effect 372 L6 322 1535 '

Note. We based Likelihood of Return on a one-item (1

means by forming a composite variable that includ i i

: ] 7 ed the item. We did not -
pacp s alpha- for Iihls vatiable. Effect sizes foliow: Teciprocity’s partial n* = 020:;131;“3 Cl'_Oﬂ
ilarity’s partial 12 = 06; interaction’s partial 12 = 00, e s

-5) Likert-type scale. We computed

finding was consistent with i i
as predicted results, the differences for thi
were not significant. It is important to note that stion mea.
sure was based on one item, '
We f?und no significant main effects for attitude similarity, (1, 52y=3.40
ns, ot reciprocity, F(1, 52) = 2.45, ns, with the behavioral-intention item as the’
found no significant interaction, For all descriptive

the behavioral-intention mea-

statistics, see Table 2.

. Effects on LT Liking

We performed a-third ANOVA including reciprocity and attitude similarity

in a LT mating context as the depen-
LT mating measurement was based

Despite our predictions, we found no

imilarity, F(1, 52) = significant main effect for attitude

0.49, ns. Scores for those participants in groups with

ng: li:ontext. We founfl a significant main effect for reciprocity, with LT liking
the de;pendent variable, F(1, 52) = 21.86, p < .05. Participants in the high-
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TABLE 3. Effects of Attitude Similarity and Reciprocity on Long-Term (LT)
Liking

Reciprocity
High Low Main effect
Variable M SD M SD M SD
Afttitude similarity
High 3.69 0.45 3.05 0.70 3.35 0.67
Low 3.76 074 2.73 0.67 332 0.87
Main effect 3.73, 0.63 2.90, 0.65 '

Note. We based LT Liking on an eighi-item (1-5) Likert-type scale. We computed means by
forming a composite variable that included those items. Cronbach’s o = .75. Means with dif-
ferent subscripts are significantly different from each other at an alpha level of .05, Effect
sizes follow: reciprocity’s partial 1|2 = .30; attitude similarity’s partial n2 = .01; interaction’s
pattial 2 = 02.

We also computed effect size for each independent variable. Reciprocity-
accounted for 30% of the variability associated with liking in a LT mating con-:

text (partial 12 = .30), whereas attitude similarity accounted for only 1% of the;

variability associated with liking in a LT mating context (partial 1)* = .01).

Effects on ST Liking

‘We perfornted a fourth ANOVA including attitude similarity and reciproci
as the independent variables and degree of liking in a ST mating context as th
dependent variable. Consistent with ‘the predictions, participants in the"hi
reciprocity and high-attitude similarity condition scored higher on the measure
of liking in the ST mating context than did all three other groups. It is importan
to note that this scale, which was based on four items, demonstrated good intet
nal reliability (o = .84). ‘ o

Consistent with our predictions, reciprocity had a significant main: effec
on [iking not only in the LT mating context but also in the ST mating qb;ﬂ_
In a ST mating context, participants in the high-reciprocity group (M s
SD = 0.93) rated the bogus strangers as more likable than did participa
‘the low-reciprocity group (M = 2.47, $D = 0.67), F(1, 52) = 5.24, p.
found no significant main effect of attitude similarity on liking score:
mating context. Also, we found no significant interactions. For alldes
statistics, see Table 4, ; .

We also computed effect sizes for each independent variable. Agai
procity had a stronger effect size (partial 11?= .09) than did attitude similarity,
tal nZ= (1),

- Lehr & Geher 435

We computed meapg by
o other at an Miga.él;:;gi e?nz S
-1 other ¢ of .
de similarjpy’g Partial 12 = po. intef:;cﬁf)fe?t

s n's

arity_and high-reciproc;
e iprocity conditi
bl onditions
€ across four measures, than wor], WOE u%d.rate 4 bogus: stranger 5 i
Onditions of attitude owd partici nation of
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viewed the other potential mates, in that the variable of reciprocity had such a strong:
effect on liking. We found no main effect for reciprocity across the behavioral-
intention measure. However, it is possible that outside factors affected the partici-
pants’ ratings of their likelihood to return for another study. Because this item was
written in a realistic manner, participants may have scored low on this measure
because of fear of being beld to their decision to take part in another research pro-
ject, Also, we measured the behavioral intention of the participants by using only
one item, It is possible that with multiple behavioral-intention items, leading to a
more reliable index, researchers could show reciprocity to have an effect on par-
ticipant’s level of behavioral intention (likelihood of retuming to take part in anoth-
er study involving a potential other). Fature researchers might address this poten-
tial problem by including multiple items on behavioral intention and items that
better capture the participant’s likelihood to work with the bogus stranger, Previous

researchers used a similar liking measure and behavioral-intention measure as an an ST matip ng scores
! £ cont Tes ina [T

index of attraction (Aronson & Worchel, 1966; Byme et al., 1969; Byrne & Nel- Ing context thag m‘:;t»s‘;e fOt{nd a stronger main. effact for hklnmanng context and

son, 1965). Although reciprocity did not affect the behavioral dimension of attrac- relationship in a [T matin mating context Participants seemed togv‘;\’llltlfun a LT mat-

€ a reciproca)

tion, it did affect overall liking of the potential otlier. With a more effective mea-
sure of the participant’s likelihood to return for another study to help the bogus

stranger and with an overall liking measure, future researchers may be better able ave not examy] . 10 the ST context. B
N - - ; O examined differentia) e ecause previouys
to find the participant’s overall affraction to potential mates. E f_rzmams unclear whether this ‘;fie‘fts O.f liking m LT versus ST maﬁngeiiirg;rs
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) . . L e e eone’s . gs. It is pog
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Consistent with previous research, we found a significant main effect of atti-;
tude similarity on liking (Byrne et al., 1969; Byme & Nelson, 1965; Clore &
Baldridge, 1968; McGarva & Warner, 2003; Tan & Singh, 1995). Participants
whom we presented with potential mates with similar attitudes judged them as;
more likeable than participants whom we presented with dissimilar potenti
mates judged these. In the case of liking, attitude similarity seemed to-have . Present study only includ
strong effect on how people judged-others. Although we included in the measu : bili
a list of only 10 attitudes, differences in how the attitudes were presented tosthe

participant§ hada signiﬁ:cant effect on 'their jgdg-me‘nts 'of the potentcial otiher§. ¥ gain. Because the attifuge sty mOPPOItumty of working with the bosus

found no significant main effect of attitude similarity in the behavioral-intentio manipulation of attitud y _at ‘_’Ve presented to participants incl 5‘1 strfm er

measure. In other words, we found no differences between those participan ‘ ‘ cipant’s scores o iy ¢ similarity may nog have been strong enu ed 10 jtems

vided with similar attitudes and those participants provided with dissimilaz;at L 0re diverse attitude measy € dependent-varighje measures, With 3 ?; ghu;:;) affect
T¢, researc ngthier and

tudes in their likelihood to return for another study. As suggested eatlier
present article, a more complete measure of behavioral intention mightiimpro:

éé;%’lluse some of th P
researchers’ understanding of the effects of attraction on future behavior. © Participant,
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fit from a larger sample.
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