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Abstract
Researchers have long studied what attracts bumans to one another. With the rise of online dating
in the past two decades, a new area of research has arisen to study this new way of meeting
romantic partners. This experiment combined onlize dating and consumer psychology by
comparing people to both products and consumers. Researchers created two hypothetical online
dating profiles. One (the short version) supported the information integration theory of consumer
psychology, which states that consumers gverage the qualities of a product together when
evaluating it. The other (the long version) supported the theory of reasoned action, which states
that consumers add the quaiities of a product together. The study included 91 undergraduate par-
ticipants who were randomly assigned to one of two groups: the short version or the long ver-
sion. Participants were then asked to answer 16 research questions pertaining to their liking of
the person (“Alex”) whose profile they had read. They also answered the need for cognition
scale. Overall, our bypothesis was not supported; most participants preferred the longer profile,

supporting the theory of reasoned action.
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Shopping for a Soulmate: People as Products in Online Dating

Much research has been conducted to study what attracts hurhans to one another (Litile,
2015). Attraction is an important instinct for humans, because it allows them to form bonds _with
each other and create a network of people on whom they can rely and in whom they can trust.
Factors that lead to attraction often differ between the sexes; for example, in a study done by
Dunn and Hill (2014), men who were described as owning a luxury apartment were rated as
more attractive by women than men who were described in a neu‘trél way. In contrast, there was
no recorded difference in ratings by men for women with the same conditions. Some factors of
attraction are quite basic. Proximity states that most of the social bonds humans have are with
people who are geographically close to them (Nahemow & Lawton, 1975). Alleiger and Byrne
(1973) found that both males and females were more likely to sit in close proximity to a liked
member of the opposite sex than a disliked one,

Physical atiractiveness is another commonly cited element that affects atiraction. A
number of species seek to find physically attractive pariners. The male macaque, for example, is
more likely to seek a mate who has a more intensely red facial coloration {Pfluger, Valuch, Gut-
leb, Ansorge, & Wallner, 2014). Many male animals, such as the brightly colored bird of
paradise, have elaborate mating rituals that attempt 1o show off their physical features as a way to
attract females {Back, 2011). Just like other animals, a majority of humans prefer attractive
people to unattractive people (Baumeister & Bushman, 2008). Peopie are implicitly attracted to
faces they find physically pleasing (Eastwick, Eagly, Finkel, & J chnson, 2011). People tend to
rate their partners as more physically attractive than themselves, but they also assume that their

partner will do the same for them (Swami, Waters, & Furnham, 2010). Males have historically
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valued physical atfractiveness more than women do. A meta-analysis of nine studies, conducted
by Alan Feingold,(1991), supported that theory. Women, on the other hand, consistently value
similarity over physical attractiveness (Feingold, 1991).

Attractive people clearly have a sort of “upper hand” in many arenas. Attractive people
are assumed to have more positive character traits, make better spouses, and lead better lives in
general than unattractive people (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972). This strong preference for
aitractive over unatiractive people can have real-world consequences unrelated to romantic
relaticnships. Individuals who deal with attractive salespeople are more likely to rate their initial
experience as positive. In addition, a female customer with an atiractive male salesperson will
rate the expericnce more positively than a female customer with an attractive female salesperson,
and vice versa (McColl & Truong, 2013). Research also supports the idea that unattractive
defendants are more likely to be declared guilty than their attractive counterparts, regardiess of
gendér (DeSantis & Kayson, 1997); this is especially true of male jgrors— specifically, male ju-
rors are more likely to think an unattractive person is guilty than female jurors are (Maeder,
Yamamoto, & Sa}iba, 2015). Additionally, rapists received longer sentences during mock trials if
the victim was considered attractive versus an unattractive victim (Thornton, 1977).

Another mechanism at work in atiraction is similarity. Research suggests that the old
adage “birds of a feather flock together” is much more true than “opposites attract.” A study by
Donn Byme (1961) showed that subjects rated their feelings toward strangers more positively if
the stranger was shown to have similar thoughis and attitudes to themselves. Reid, Davis, and

Green (2013) conducted a study in which two strangers were prompted to discuss social issues
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on which they disagreed. Afterward, participants were falsely told that either their discussion
partner had shifted his or her view to align more closely with theirs, or that the partner still
disagreed with them. Participants reported more positive atiitudes toward the discussion partners
who had changed their views to agree with them. Simply put, individuals are usually more
attracted to those people who are like them. This is also true of physical attractiveness; people
tend to choose romantic partners whose level of physical atiractiveness is similar to their own
(Berscheid, Dion, Walster, & Walster, 1971).

Self-esteem also seems to play arrole in attraction. Nathaniel Brandén (1980) clatmed
that without a healthy self-esteem, individuals are incapable of being loved by others because
they finds themselves to be unworthy of love. This theory is supported by Simon and Bernstein
(1971). Children were asked to write down the name of five classmates they would like to spend
time with in 7th grade and the names of five classmates tﬁey thought would write them down on
their own lists. As predicied, children with higher self-esteem were more likely to assume that
the people they liked, liked them as well. Reciprocal liking seems somewhat obvious— we are
attracted to people who are attracted to us (Forgas, 1992).

Familiarity can also affect attraction. The mere exposure effect states that people are
more likely to have positive feelings toward familiar stimuli than toward unfamiliar stimuli
{Baumeister & Bushman, 2008). A study done by Little, DeBruine, and Jones (2014) suggested
that there may be a sex difference when it comes to familiarity. Men reported bemg more
attracted to novel faces, and women were more attracted to familiar ones. This is also true of

sexual dreams— men tend to dream of sex with strangers in unfamiliar settings, while women
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dream more often of sex with people they know in more familiar, home settings (Dement &
Pelavo, 2014).

As society entered the digital age, a new way of finding “The Ope” arose: online dating.
This phenomena was every introvert’s dream: instead of trying to strile up a conversation in a
loud bar or in a classroom setting, singles could simply create an online profile and browse
through hundreds or thousands of other singles in their area, all of whom were on the same quest
to find their perfect match. Some research has been done on the pros and cons of meeting a
romantic partner online. Positive data suggests that people are more willing to reveal their “true
selves” through online communication and less willing to do so during face-to-face interaction
(Bargh, McKenna, & Fitzsimmons, 2002). A study done by Tickle Matchmaking suggested that
online daters appear to be more confident than offline daters. The study reported that a higher
percentage of online daters were comfortable asking someone out and making direct eye contact
with someone they had just met than offline daters were, although this may be due to the fact that
online daters likely have had several conversations over text before meeting their date, while
offline daters may be speaking to their date for the first time. Rosen, Cheever, Cummings, and
Felt (2008) point out that the progression of online dating is quite different from that of real life
meetings. In real life, dating begins by meeting someone and exploring similar interests,
followed by slow meetings of perhaps once a week, with this frequency rising as the individuals
get to know each other. In contrast, online dating generally begins with a string of textual com-
munication, which often includes a revealing of the “true self” as mentioned above. It is no
surprise, then, that online daters are marrying at a faster rate than those who meet offline- as

much as 72% of online daters marry within a year of meeting, as opposed to 36% of couples who
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met offline (Rosen, Cheever, Cummings, & Felt, 2008). A stigma has arisen with respect to
online dating, although the stigma is less prominent in people who have used online dating
versus those who have not (Doan, 2011). Rosen, Cheever, Cummings, and Felt (2008) found that
the majority of online daters only reveal that they are using online resources to a few close
family members or friends, though the study did not suggest why that may be. Who are more
likely to reveal that they are using online dating sites? Females, those who have been dating
longer, those who have found a long-term relationship online, and those who overall have more
positive experiences online. Is there semething wrong withme? Why can’t I meet someone in
real life? These may be valid questions, but some research suggests that couples who meet online
are just as cémmitted to their partners as people who meet in “real life” (Gutkin, 2011).

With the rise of the internet in late 1990s and early 2000s, innovative entrepreneurs were
guick to assemble websites on which single people could meet other singles. Beginning with
match.com in 1995 (History of Internet Dating Services, n.d.}, online dating exploded, with as
many as 844 dating websites and apps available online in 2008 (History of Internet Dating
Services, n.d.). Match, the first dating website, (History of Internet Dating Services, n.d.) has
over 4 million unigue nsers each month (How Many People Use match.com?, n.d.). As online
dating continues to gain popularity, individuals seeking romantic relationships now find
themselves hombarded with thousands of potential dating sites from which to choose. Each site
has a unique way of determinitig wﬁich users might be compatible with each other. Match uses
Myers-Briggs personality type matching (Comparison of Online Dating Websites, n.d.). Other

sites use a variety of questions and answers to lead users to their perfect match.
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These sites use some, if not all, of the major components of attraction theory to direct
users to those individuals who might be best for them. Nearly every dating site uses proximity. A
user simply types in a ZIP code or allows the app to identify their location. Location-based
dating allows users to not waste time viewing single _péople who live hundreds of miles away
from them. Tinder, for example, actually tells users how many miles a potential match is away
from them at the current moment. Other apps such as OKCupid simply list the city in which the
user is located.

Physical attractiveness, as discussed earlier, plays a major role in an individual’s success
in online dating. Some apps rely almost entirely on physical attractiveness for the selection
process. Tinder and Grindr are two such apps. Tinder allows users to upload up to six pictures of
themselves, and users are encouraged (but not required!) to fill out a short biography of them-
selves. Users then “swipe” through potential matches. Swipe to the left, and the person disap-
pears. Swipe to the right, and you have “liked” that person. If the other person liked you back,
it’s a match. After matching with someone, users are able to start a conversation. Grindr, an all-
male app used mostly by gay men, is also based mostly on physical appearance. Users upload
photos and answer a small number of questions about themselves. Afierward, men are free to
browse other men in their area, with an option to initiate a conversation with anyone. Hot or Not,
as the name certainly implies, is another app based almost entirely on appearances.

BeautifulPeople.com is a site in which users submit photos of themselves and are then voted on

by current members of the community. If the user evokes a positive reaction, they are allowed fo
use the site. However, the moderators of the site will remove users whom the community decides

are no longer attractive enough to use the site.
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As previously discussed, similarity plays a major role in who individuals find attractive
(Byme, 1961). Some dating sites have decided to tap into this tenant by using algorithms to
match potential mates based on user-answered questions, Each site has its own way of doing this.
OKCupid, a popular free app, has users fill out an in-depth profile about themselves: a general
statement about themselves; their favorite books, music, and movies; what people notice about
them first; six things they could never do without; and other such questions. In addition, users are
prompted to answer questions about a myriad of issues, from questions such as “How important
is religion in your 1ife?” to “How do you feel about zoos?” The site then uses an algorithm to
compare the users’ answers with other users’ answers and give a match percentage on how
compatible the site thinks two people might be. This taps in heavily to the similarity principle.

Some sites take similarity to an extreme, inviting only people who share one certain
characteristic to join the site. FarmersOnly is a site for people who enjoy a laid-back, country
way of life. BlackPeopleMeet is an app meant for African Americans only. ChristianMingle is
available for those people who value their faith, and GlutenFreeSingles is a site for individuals
who live a ghuten-free lifestyle, due to allergies or personal choice.

Online dating can easily be compared to going shopping at any store. A person enters a
store and all the products the store has to offer are laid out in front of them, leaving the customer
free to choose anything that catches their eye. In the same way, online dating allows users to
browse through hundreds or even thousands of other users, all of whom are trying to make
themselves look and seem desirable. Tn essence, people turn into products. With so many people
to compete with, it is important to craft a profile in a way that will catch the eye of potential

mates. What kind of profile will be most effective in doing that? Consumer psychology has two
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conflicting theories on what kind of information about a product makes the product most desir-
able to consumers.

The theory of reasoned action suggests that consumers beliefs about products are added
together. This theory purports that the more positive information the consumer has about the
product, the more they like it (Kardes, Cronley, & Cline, 2015). Consumers have both beliefs and
evaluations of products. Beliefs are the extent to which the consumer thinks the product has an
attribute that is important to them; evaluations are how much the consumer likes the attribute, or
how important it is to them. The theory of reasoned action assumes that each positive attribute a
product has is added together. Operating under this theory, a user of an online dating site would
put as much positive information in his or her profile as possible. When another person reads that
long list of traits, the theory assumes that their attitude toward this person would become iﬁcreas—
ing positive with each positive attribute listed. It might be assumed that if a user finds another
person with many positive traits, their attitudes about that person would be positive, and there-
fore there would be an increased likefihood that the user would message the person and go out on
a date with him or her, While that may be true, other factors influence whether or not the “con-
sumer” (user) would “purchase” (initiate contact with) the “product” (the other person). One in-
fluencer is the opinions of others. A consumer may like a product a lot, but if the opinion of
someone else (a parent, friend, or coworker) matters to them significantly, the consumer will
make a decision to purchase a product based on how they think the other person will react
(Kardes et al_, 2015). In the same way, online dating users may find someone’s profile engaging,
but if they fear disapproval from famﬂy or friends, they may decide to find someone else who

will be more pleasing to the people in his or her life. To summarize, this
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theory can be simplified into an equation: BI = A +SN. BI stands for behavioral intention, 4
stands for attitude, and SN stands for subjective norms (Miller, 20{}5). A person’s attitude about a
product {or a person), added with their subjective norms (i.c., what will other people think of me
if Tuse this product?) will produce a behavioral intention, which leads to an action (Miller,
2005).

The opponent of the theory of reasoned action is the information integration theory. This
theory suggests that beliefs about a product are gveraged together, as opposed to added tggether.
(Kardes et al., 2015). This would tell advertisers that less (but positive) information is better. In
order to most effectively market a product under this model, companies should promote only the
absolute best qualities about their product. The more qualities a product advertises, the more
likely it will be that a consumer will find at least one or two of those qualities just okay, as op-
posed to excellent. The mediocre qualities of the product will bring the evaluation of the product
as a whole down, because the customer is averaging all the qualities in their mind"(Kardes et al,
2015).

The present study examined which of these theories would be most effective in predicting
online dating attraction. Very littie research has been doie in the area of online users presenting
themselves as products competing for a consumer’s attention. With some data
reporting more than 20% of marriages beginning online between 1995 and 2005 (Rosenfeld &
Thomas, 2012), data on effective strategies for dating online are relevant and important to single
individuals and to the community as a whole. This research compared the theory of reasoned ac-

tion with the information integration theory of consumer psychology by way of simulated
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online dating profiles. We hypothesized that participants would like the shorter, more positive
profile better than the longer profile, supporting the information integration theory. The results
may apply to more than web-based romance; individuals writing documents such as resumes and
cover letters may also find the information useful.
Method

Participapts

Participants were gathered through Sona, the system used by Northern Kentucky
University to keep track of participation in research studies by students. Students received 2
points of either course credit or extra credit for participating. The study had 89 participants, rang-
ing in age from 18-34 (M = 19.17). Of the participants, 20% were male and 80% were female.
The majority {(87%) were White. Nearly 77% of the participants had never used online dating
before, ﬁhile 23% had.
Measures

This study ufilized two variations of an independent variable: a hypothetical online dating
profile. Participants were randomly assigned to either a “short” version of the profile (N= 49),
meaning the profile featured only five very good characteristics, or a “long” version (V= 42),
which featured the same five very good characteristics and had an additional five average charac-
teristics. In order to determine which characteristics were good and which were average, a preiest
was done with 32 volunteers from the researcher’s industrial/orgapizational psychology class.
The statements were given 1o the class and they were asked to rate them on a scale of 1 to 7, with

1 being extremely negative and 7 being extremely positive (see Appendix A). The top five
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characteristics were considered very good, and the five closest to a mean of 4 (neutral) were con-
sidered average. The five most favorable characteristics were: I have a job (M= 6.0, SD =1.44);
1 am a student at Northern Kentucky University (M = 5.81, SD = 1.09); I like banging out with
my friends (M = 5.88, 8D = 1.09); 1 like listening to music (3 = 5.81, SD = 1.20); and T like
making people laugh (M = 6.10, SD = 0.96). The five most neutral characteristics were: I plan to
study cardiology in medical school (M = 4.34, SD = 2.17); I play tennis regutarty (M =431, 8D
=2.08); I play bass in a band with some of my friends (M =422, SD = 1.99); My favorite color
is blue (M = 4.41, SD = 1.12); and My favorite food is Chinese food (M =4.25, SD = 1.03).
Procedure

Students voluntarily participated in an online study found on Sona, Northern Kentucky
University’s online research participant management system. Participants were prompted to read
an informed consent statement containing the purpose of the study and any foreseeable risks of
involvement. After completing the survey, participanis were given contact information for the
researchers in case they had any questions or concerns about the study. Participants’ answers
were kept confidential. After agreeing to participate, one of two hypothetical online dating
profiles was presented and participants were instructed to read the profile. After reading the
profile, participants were asked to answer a series of questions about the profile, using a 7-point
Likert scale (see Appendix B). Then participants responded to the need for cognition scale
(Cacioppo et al., 1996) (see Appendix C).

Results
An independent samples t-test was used to analyze each response to the 16 main research

questions (questions about participants liking of and/or willingness to initiate contact or go out
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with Alex). Five of the questions yielded significant results (see Table 1). Participants who re-
ceived the “short” version of the profile rated themselves as significantly more similar to Alex
than those in the “long” version (i.e., the one with a few very good charac‘oedsti'cs and several
“average” characteristics). Participants who received the long version of the profile were
significantly more likely to go on a date with Alex. Participants who received the long version
also agreed significantly more than those in the short group with two statements. “Alex has good
ecarning potential” and “Alex is intelligent.” Additionally, participants in the long group rated
Alex’s profile as significanily more interesting than those in the short version. An analysis of
variance was run to compare the need for cognition scale to each version of the profile, but no
significant results were found.
Discussion

This study investigatéd the effectiveness of two different consumer psychology advertis-
ing strategies, the theory of reasoned action and the information integration theory. The theory of
reasoned action states that consumers add character traits together, and the more positive or neu-
tral statements about a product, the more the consumer will like the product. In contrast, the in-
formation integration theory states that consuiners average traits together, so anything that is not
considered very good would bring the overall average liking of the product down. Our hypothe-
sis, which stated that the information integration theory would be more effective for making Alex
appealing, was generally not supported. Many of cur measures were 1ot significant, and the ones
that were supported the theory of reasoned action; that is, participants rated the long version of

the profile more favorably than the short one.
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The fact that participants considered the Alex of the long version to be more intelligent
and have better earning potential is probably due to the fact that in the long version, we state that
Alex is p‘lanning to study cardiology in medical school. This decision was made based on the
pre-test we administered. The cardiology statement was rated as very close to average, so it was

included in the five average statements. Additionally, the fact that participants considered the
l long profile to be more interesting than the short profile can probably be explained by the simple
fact that there was more information given about Alex, thus giving a better opportunity for a
participant to find something they considered interesting. The one question that supported the
short version was “To what degree do you feel you are similar to Alex?” This can miost likely be
explained by the fact that the information in the short profile was very general {I like to make
people laugh, I like listening to music). Most people would agree with those statements.
However, one significant finding cannot necessarily be explained away— the fact that the partic-
ipants in the long version w&e significantly more likely to agree to go on 2 date with Alex. This
finding lends support to the theory of reasoned action. However, neither group was very willing
to out with Alex (M = 3.02 for the short version and 3.95 for the short long version).

Weaknesses of the current study should be discussed. As described above, perhaps the
measures were not executed as well as they could have been. Making botﬁ of the profiles longer
could help participants make a more informed decision on which profile they liked more. A
replication of this study could benefit from doing more pre-testing with a larger number of
potential statements to include in the profiles. Additionally, many of the participants (76%) had
never used online dating before. Perhaps another study with participants who are more familiar

with online dating would yield different resulis.
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In conclusion, participants who read the long version of the profile rated Alex as more
intelligent and considered Alex to have better earning potential, as well as being more willing to
go on a date with Alex and finding Alex’s profile more interesting than the short version.
Participants who received the short version considered themselves more similar to Alex than
those in the long version condition. Future research could investigate what makes people more
likely to engage with a person in an online dating setting, and what strategies to use when trying

to appeal to others online.



SHOPPING FOR A SOULMATE: PECPLE AS PRODUCTS ONLINE 17

References

Allgeier, AR., & Byme, D. (1973). Attraction toward the opposite sex as a determinate of
physical proximity. The Journal of Social Psychology, 90 (2), 213-219.

Back, A. (2011). Birds of Paradise: Ritual of Seduction. Australian Geographic.
Retrieved from http://www.ausiraliangeographic.com.au/topics/wildlife/2011/04/birds-of-
paradise-ritual-of-seduction/

Bargh, J. A, McKenna, K. Y. A & Fitzsimons, G. M. (2002). Can you see the real me?
Activation and expression of the “true self” on the internet. Journal of Social Issues,
58(1), 33-48.

Baumesiter, R. F., & Bushman, B. J. (2008). Social psychology and human nature (1st ed.)
Belmont, CA: Thomson Wadsworth.

Berscheid, E., Dion, K., Walster, E., & Walster, G. W. (1971). Physical attractiveness and dating
choice: A test of the matching hypothesis. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
7(2), 173-189.

Branden, N. (1980). The psychology of romantic love : What love is, why love is born, why it
sometimes grows, why it sometimes dies (1st ed.). Los Angeles: J.P. Tarcher.

Byme, D. (1961). Interpersonal attraction and attitude similarity. The Journal of Abrormal and
Social Psychology, 62(3), T13-715.

Cacioppo, J. T, Petty, R E., Feinstein, §. A, & Jarvis, W. B. G. (1996}. Dispositional differences
in cognitive motivation: The life and times of individuals varying in need fér cognition.

Psychological Bulletin, 119(2), 197-253.



SHOPPING FOR A SOULMATE: PEGPLE AS PRODUCTS ONLINE 18

Comparison of Online Dating Websites. (5.d.). Retrieved August 8, 2015 from Wikipedia: https://
en wikipedia.org/wiki/Comparison_of online_dating websites

Cummings, T. (2014). Top 5 Best Gay & Lesbian Dating Apps for iPhone and Android.
Retrieved from http:/[heavy.com/tech/ZO14/05/top~best—gay-lesbian—dating—apps_-iphone—
android/

Cummings, T. (2014). Top 10 Best Free Dating Apps for iPhone and Android. Retrieved
from http://heavy.com/tech/2014/1 Oftop-best-free-dating-apps-iphone-android/

Dement, W., & Pelayo, R. (2014) Dement s Sleep & Dreams. Palo Alto, William C. Dement.

DeSantis, A. (1997). Defendant’s characteristics of atiractiveness, Tace, and sex and
sentencing decisions. US: Psychological Reporis, 81(2), 679-683.

Dion, K., Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1972). What is beautiful 1s good. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 24(3), 285-290.

Doan, T. T. (2011). Online dating: Determining the presence of a stigma. Dissertation Absiracts
International: Section B: The Sciences and Engineering, 71(12-B), 7780.

Dunn, M. I, & Hill, A. (2014). Manipulated luxury-apartment ownership enhances opposite-sex

attraction in females but not males. Jowrnal of Evolutionary Psychology, 12(1), 1-17.

Eastwick, P. W, Bagly, A. H,, Finkel, E. 1., & Johnson, S. E. (2011). Implicit and explicit
preferences for physical attractiveness in a romantic partner: A double dissociation in
nredictive validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101 (5), 993-1011.

Feingold, A. (1991). Sex differences in the effects of similarity and physical atiractiveness on

opposite-sex attraction. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 12(3), 357-367



SHOPPING FOR A SOULMATE: PEGPLE AS PRODUCTS ONLINE 19

Forgas, J. P. (1992). On mood and peculiar people: Affect and person typicality in impression
formation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62(5), 863-875.

Heffner, C. L. (n.d.). Our View of Self and Others. In Allpsych (Chapter 8, section 2).
Retrieved from http://allpsych.com/psychology 101/atiribution_attraction/#. VdStEONVikp

Gutkin, M. (2011). Internet versus face-to-face dating: A study of relationship satisfaction,
commitment, and sustainability. Dissertation Abstracis International, 71(8-B), 5125.

Interpersonal attraction. {2010). Retrieved June 5, 2015 from http://www.psychwiki.com/wiki/
Interpersonal _Attraction

Kardes, F. R., Cronlgy, M. L., & Cline, T. W. (2015). Consumer Behavior. Canada, Cengage
Learning.

Little, A. C. {2015). Attraction and human mating. In Evolutionary perspectives on social
pwcko?ogy, 319-332.

Little, A. C., Debruine, L. M., & Jones, B. C. (2014). Sex differences in attraction to familiar
and unfamiliar opposite sex faces: Men prefer novelty and women prefer familiarity.
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 45(3), 973-981.

Maeder, E. M., Yamamoto, S., & Saliba, P. (2015). Psychology, Crime, and Law, 21(1), 62-79.

McColl, R., & Truong, Y. (2013). The effect of facial attractiveness and gender on customer
evaluations during a web-video sales encounter. Journal of Personal Selling & Sales
Mancgement, 33(1), 117-128.

Miller, K. (2005). Communications theories: Perspectives, processess, and contexts. New York:
MeGraw-Hill.

Nahemow, L,. & Lawton, M. P. (1975}, Similarity and propinquity in friendship formation.



SHOPPING FOR A SOULMATE: PEOPLE AS PRCDUCTS ONLINE 20

Jowrnal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32(2), 205-213.

Pfluger, L. S., Valuch, C., Gutleb, D, Ansorge, U., & Wallner, B. (2014) Colour and contrast of
female faces: Attraction of attention and its dependence on male hormone status in
Macaca fustcata. Animal Behaviour, 94, 61-71.

Reid, C. A, Davis, J. L., & Green, J. D. (2013). The power of change: Interpersonal attraction as
a function of attitude similarity and attitode alignment. The Journal of Social Psychology,
133(6), 700-719.

Rosen, L. D., Cheever, N. A., Cummings, C, & Felt, J. (2008). The impact of emotionality and
self-disclosure on online dating versus traditional dating. Computers in Human Behavior,
24(5), 2124-2157.

Rosenfeld, M. J., & Thomas, R. J. (2012). Searching for 2 mate: The rise of the internet as 2

social intermediary. American Sociological Review, 77 (4).

Simon, W. E., & Bemstein, E. (1971). The;, relationship between self-esteem and perceived
reciprocal liking: A sociometric test of the theory of cognitive balance. The Journal of
Psychology: Interdisciplinary and Applied, 79(2), 197-201.

Swam, V., Waters, L., & Fumham, A. (2010). Perceptions and meta-perceptions of self and
partner physical attractiveness. Personality and Individual Differences, 49(7), 811-814.

Theory of Reasoned Action. {n.d.). Retrieved May 1, 2015 from Wikipedia: hitps:/
en. wikipedia.org/wiki/Theory_of reasoned_action

Thornton, B. (1977). Effect of rape victims’s attractiveness in a jury simulation. Personality and

Social Psychology Bulletin, 3(4), 666-665.



SHOPPING FOR A SOULMATE: PEGPLE AS PRODUCTS ONLINE 21

Author Unknown. (n.d.). History of Internet Dating Services. Retrieved from http://
pegasus.ce.uct edu/~smathews/history htmi

Author Unknown. (n.d.). How Many People Use match.com? Retrieved from htip.//dating-
websites findihedata.com/q/273/1592/How-many-people-use-Match-com

Author Unknown. (2015). How Much Does e-Harmony Cost? Retrieved from http://
www.lauraruderman org/how-much-does-eharmony-cost/

Author Unknown. (2015). How Much does match.com Cost? Retrieved from http://
www. lauraruderman org/lhow-much-does-match-com-cost/

Author Unknown. (2015). Tinder Information, Statistics, Facts, and History. Retrieved from
http:/fwww.datingsitesreviews com/staticpages/index php?page=Tinder-Statistics-Facts-

History



SHOPPING FOR A SOULMATE: PEOPLE AS PRODUCTS ONLINE

Appendix A: Pretest to Determine Good and N eutral Characteristics
I am studying pre-med in college.

I like watching movies.

I have an apartment.

T am a student at Northera Kentucky University.

I volunteer at a homeless shelter every other weekend.
My favorite color is blue.

My favorite food is Chinese food.

I like hanging out with my friends.

I like making people langh.

I plan to study cardiology in medical school.

I play bass in a band with some of my friends.

1 like reading books.

I like listening to music.

1 have ajob.

I like going outside.

*The above were rated on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1= very negative and 7= very positive.
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Appendix B: Versions of Hypeothetical Profile and Primary Research Questions

Short Version: Hey! 'm Alex. I am currently working a job, and I am enrolled at Northern
Kentucky University. T like hanging out with my friends, listening to music, and making people
laugh. Message me if you think we would get along!

Long Version: Hey! I'm Alex. Tam currently working a job, and I am enrolled at Northern
Kentucky University. I plan to study cardiology in medical school. I like banging out with my
friends, listening to music, and making people laugh. I play tennis regularly, and I play bassina
band with a few of my friends. My favorite color is blue, and my favorite food is Chinese.
Message me if you think we would get along!

Questions:

How likely would you be to message Alex on an online dating site?

To what degree do you feel you are similar to Alex?

How interesting is Alex’s profile?

I would go on a date with Alex.

Alex seems likable.

Alex ts someone I would get along with,

If Alex messaged you, how likely would vou be to respond to the message? -

Alex has good earning potential.

Alex is friendly.

Alex is intelligent.

How atiractive is Alex?

*The above were rated on a Likert scale from 1 to 7, where 1= extremely negative and 7=
extremely positive.

Have you ever used an online dating site or application?

If you answered yes to the above question, how would you rate Alex’s profile compared with
others you have seen?



SHOPPING FOR A SOULMATE: PEOPLE AS PRODUCTS ONLINE 24

Appendix C: Need for Cognition Scale

I would prefer complex to simple problems.

1 like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that requires a lot of thinking.
Thinking is not my idea of fun.

T would rather do something that requires little thought than something that is sure to challenge
my thinking abilities.

I try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is likely a change 1 will have to think in depth
about something.

I find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for jong hours.

1 only think as hard as [ have to.

1 prefer to think about smali, daily projects to long-term ones.

I like taste that require little thought once I've learned them.

The idea of relying on thought to make my way to the top appeals to me.

T reaily enioy a task that involves coming up with new solutions to problems.
Learning new ways to think doesn’t excite me very much.

1 prefer my life to be filled with puzzles that I must solve.

The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me.

i would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult, and important to one that is somewhat impor-
tant but does not require much thought.

I feel retief rather than satisfaction after completing a task that required a lot of mental effort.
1t’s enough for me that something gets done; I don’t care how or why it works,
T usually end up deliberating about issues even when they do not affect me personally.

*The above were rated on a 7-point Likert scale where 1= strongly disagree and 7= strongly
agree.
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Table 1: Response item means, standard deviations, and significance tests by description
Response Items Short Version Long Version t p

M (SD) M (SD}
How likely would you be
to message Alex on an
online dating site? 3.67 (1.48) 4.10(1.69) 1.28 203
To what degree do you
feel you are similar to
Alex? 4.50 (1.46} 3.74 (1.13) -2 74 007*
How mnteresting is Alex’s
profile? 2.94(1.30) S 3.93(137) 3.53 001*
I would go on a date with
Alex. 3.02 (1.41) 395(1.87) 2.67 009%
Alex seems likable. 492 (1.07) 5.33(1.32) 1.66 102
Alex is someone I would
get along with. 4.48 (1.34) 4.88 (1.21) 1.49 141
If Alex messaged you, how
like would yvou be to
respond to the message? 4.44(1.57) 498 (1.92) 1.46 147
Alex has good carning
potential. 4.21(1.39) 5.05(1.58) 2.72 (08*
Alex is friendly. 4.79(1.15) 5.17(1.38) 1.41 163
Alex is intelligent. 3.88 (0.76) 498 (1.28) 5.04 000*
How attractive is
Alex? 3.30(1.30) 3.57 {1.40) 0.98 213
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