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ABSTRACT 
The objective of the present study was to investigate whether Interpersonal Attraction of 
Bangladeshi students of Dhaka city varies based on gender, religion, and economic status. A 
standardized instrument, named Interpersonal Attraction Scale of McCroskey and McCain 
(1974), was used to collect data by purposive sampling from 300 undergraduate students of 
different universities of Dhaka city. This scale was divided in three categories- Social 
Attraction, Physical Attraction, and Task Attraction. By analyzing the results of the present 
study, it was found that social attraction is significant in p < .001 according to economic 
status that means middle class students were more socially attracted than lower and higher 
classes students. physical attraction is significant at p <.05 according to economic status that 
means middle class students were more physically attracted than lower and higher classes 
students. Negative significant difference between Hinduism and Muslim students at p < .05 
that means Muslim students posse higher mean than Hinduism students in social attraction. 
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Interpersonal attraction is positive feelings for others; liking and loving (Feldman, 
2013).Interpersonal attraction refers to positive feelings toward another (Wayne Weiten, 
2013). Interpersonal attraction is positive attitude held by one person toward another person 
(John D. Delamater, Daniel J. Myers, Jessica L. Collett, 2015). Interpersonal attraction refers 
to the evaluations we make of other people- the positive and negative attitudes we form about 
them (Baron & Branscombe, 2012). 
 
Physical Attractiveness 
It’s often said that ‘beauty is only skin deep.’ But evidence suggests that most people don’t 
really believe that (Fitness, Fletcher, & Overall, 2003). The importance of physical 
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attractiveness was shown in a study in which unacquainted men and women were sent off on 
a “get-acquainted” date (Sprecher & Duck, 1994). 
 
The key determinant of romantic attraction for both sexes, though, was the physical 
attractiveness of the other person. Consistent with this finding, research has shown, as one 
might expect, that attractive people of both sexes enjoy greater mating success than their less 
attractive peers (Rhodes, Simmons, & Peters, 2005). Many other studies have shown the 
importance of physical attractiveness in the initial stage of dating and have shown that it 
continues to have influence as relationships evolve (McNulty, Neff, & Karney, 2008; Patzer, 
2006). 
 
Weiten (2013) mentioned that the matching hypothesis proposes that males and females of 
approximately equal physical attractiveness are likely to select each other as partners. The 
matching hypothesis is supported by evidence that dating and married couples tend to be 
similar in level of physical attractiveness (Regan, 1998, 2008). 
 
One of most commonly cited factors influencing attraction is physical attractiveness. Not 
surprisingly, most people show a substantial preference for attractive over unattractive others 
(Baumeister & Bushman, 2008).Perhaps the advantage of good looks is inferences people 
make when they see a physically attractive person. Studies have shown that when people see 
an attractive person, they believe that there is more to physical beauty that they see, and they 
tend to assume certain internal qualities to person, such as kindness, and outgoingness 
(Barocas & Karoly, 1972; Dion et al., 1972).  
 
Physical attractiveness can have a significant impact on desirability (John D. Delamater, 
2015). A great deal of evidence shows that given a choice of more than one potential partner, 
individuals will prefer the one who is more physically attractive (Hendrick & Hendrick, 
1992). A study of 752 first-year college students, for example, demonstrates that most 
individuals prefer more attractive persons as dates (Walster [Hatfield], Aronson, Abrahams, 
& Rottman, 1966). A study of female facial beauty found substantial agreement among male 
college students about which features are attractive (Cunningham, 1986). Research has also 
found a high level of agreement among men that certain female body shapes are more 
appealing than others (Wiggins, Wiggins, & Conger, 1968) and agreement among women 
about which male body shapes are attractive (Beck, Ward-Hull, & McLear, 1976). Research 
consistently finds that we infer that physically attractive people possess more favorable 
personality traits and are more likely to experience successful outcomes in their personal and 
social lives (Berscheid & Reis, 1998; Lorenzo et al., 2010). A meta-analysis of more than 70 
studies found that attractiveness has a moderate influence on judgments of social 
competence- how sensitive, kind, and interesting a person is (Eagly, Ashmore, Makhijani, & 
Longo, 1991). 
 
Routine Activities 
Most relationships begin in the context of routine activities. A study of college students found 
that relationships began with a meeting in a class, a dorm, or at work (36 percent); with an 
introduction by a third person (38 percent); or at parties (18 percent) or bars (14 percent). A 
study of 3,342 adults aged 18 to 59 asked how respondents met their sexual partners 
(Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 1994). We are more likely to develop a 
relationship with someone who is in close physical proximity to us (John D. Delamater et al., 
2015). 
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Proximity 
In classroom settings, seating patterns are an important influence on the development of 
friendships. One study (Byrne, 1961a) varied the seating arrangements for three classes of 
about 25 students each. In one class, they remained in the same seats for the entire semester 
(14 weeks). In the second class, they were assigned new seats halfway through the semester. 
In the third class, they were assigned new seats every 3½ weeks. The relationships among 
students were assessed at the beginning and at the end of the semester. Few relationships 
developed among the students in the class where seats were changed every 3½ weeks. In the 
other two classes, students in neighboring seats became acquainted in greater numbers than 
students in non-neighboring seats. Moreover, the relationships were closer in the class where 
seat assignments were not changed. Similar positive associations between physical proximity 
and friendship have been found in a variety of natural settings, including dormitories (Priest 
& Sawyer, 1967), married student housing complexes (Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950), 
and business offices (Schutte & Light, 1978). We are more likely to develop friendships with 
persons in close proximity because such relationships provide interpersonal rewards at the 
lowest cost. Interaction is easier with those who are close by. It costs less time and energy to 
interact with the person sitting next to you than with someone on the other side of the room 
(John D. Delamater et. al., 2015). 
 
Frequency of exposure 
The increase in liking as a function of frequency of exposure is greater for stimuli that are 
presented subliminally, of which the person is not consciously aware (Bornstein, 1992). 
Research shows that homogamy is characteristic of all types of social relationships from 
acquaintance to intimate (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001). Interviews with 832 
students attending the same (all White) high school obtained data on their romantic/sexual 
relationships (Bearman, Moody, & Stovel, 2004). The students’ relationships were 
homophilous on IQ, family socioeconomic status (SES), getting drunk, sexual activity, and 
college plans. A survey of 3,342 adults assessed the extent to which partners in relationships 
were similar on the following dimensions (Laumann et al., 1994): 75 to 83 percent were 
homophilous (similar) by age, 82 to 87 percent by education, 88 to 93 percent by race/ 
ethnicity, and 53 to 72 percent by religion. 
 
Social Norms 
Potential dates are single persons (of the opposite sex) who are of similar age, class, ethnicity, 
and religion. Same-sex couples are less likely to be homogeneous on race/ethnicity, age, and 
education, perhaps due to the limited availability of partners (Schwartz & Graf, 2007). Norms 
that define appropriateness influence the development of relationships in several ways. First, 
each of us uses norms to monitor our own behavior. We hesitate to establish a relationship 
with someone who is defined by norms as an inappropriate partner. Thus, a low-status person 
is unlikely to approach a high-status person as a potential friend. For example, the law clerk 
who just joined a firm would not discuss his hobbies with the senior partner (unless she 
asked). Second, if one person attempts to initiate a relationship with someone who is defined 
by norms as inappropriate, the other person will probably refuse to reciprocate. If the clerk 
did launch into an extended description of the joys of restoring antique model trains, the 
senior partner would probably end the interaction. Third, even if both persons are willing to 
interact, third parties often enforce the norms that prohibit the relationship (Kerckhoff, 1974).  
In 2010, only 9.5 percent of married couples were interracial; of these, 38 percent were 
White-Hispanic, 8 percent were Black-White, and the rest were White other (U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, 2010). The norm of homogamy remains especially strong on this dimension 
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(Blackwell & Lichter, 2004). Research on interracial romantic relationships found that non-
White males reported more disapproval from their White female partners’ family and friends 
than any other race/gender combination (Miller, Olson, & Fazio, 2004). Research shows that 
homogamy is characteristic of all types of social relationships from acquaintance to intimate 
(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001). Interviews with 832 students attending the same 
(all White) high school obtained data on their romantic/sexual relationships (Bearman, 
Moody, & Stovel, 2004).  
 
Familiarity  
Familiarity can account for why we gradually come to like the faces of strangers if we 
encounter them more often (Moreland & Beach, 1992). In contrast, when something familiar 
seems different, people feel uncomfortable. For example, people do not usually like mirror 
reversals of photos of their own or other faces (Mita et. al. 1977) 
 
Hogg and Vaughan (2010) mentioned that as we become more familiar with a stimulus (even 
another person), we feel more comfortable with it and we like it more. Robert Zajonc (1968) 
found that familiarity enhances liking just as repeatedly presenting stimuli increases liking for 
them- the basic mere exposure effect as used by advertisers to have us feel familiar with new 
products. 
 
A phenomenon such as mere exposure effect suggests that people come to hold more positive 
attitudes toward familiar stimuli than toward novel, unfamiliar ones (Baumeister & Bushman, 
2008). This propinquity effect has also been found to play a critical role in eliciting attraction 
between people. Studies have found that when participants were repeatedly presented with 
faces of different individuals, participants rated faces they saw more frequently as more 
attractive (Peskin & Newell, 2004; Rhodes et al., 2001). 
 
Social matching 
Studies of dating across ethnic or cultural groups reveal a complex interplay of factors 
involving similarity of culture that influence attraction (Liu, Campbell & Condie, 1995). The 
sociologist George Yancey (2007) compared the ethnic choices of White, Black, Hispanic 
and Asian contributors to the Internet site Yahoo Personals. Willingness to meet with partners 
of different race varied: women were less likely than men to date interracially, while Asians 
were more likely than Whites or Hispanics to date Blacks. Significantly, interracial dating 
was lower among those who were conservative politically or high in religiosity (the religious 
right). 
 
The similarity hypothesis is further supported by several well-validated studies (e.g., 
Feingold, 1988), which indicate a strong correlation between married couples and similarities 
in education and socioeconomic status, but also equal levels of physical attractiveness 
(Murstein & Christy, 1976; Feingold, 1988). 
 
Social Rewards 
In social psychology, reinforcement theory states that people are more likely to repeat 
behaviors for which they receive some reward or benefit. As such, this theory would predict 
that people like others who benefit them or make them feel good. For example, longitudinal 
study of 38 dating couples showed a positive correlation between couple’s longevity and 
continuing exchange of resources and rewards (Berg & McQuinn, 1986). In addition, studies 
have revealed that people experience higher levels of attraction toward others not only when 
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they receive favor, but when they simply receive praise (Baumeister & Bushman, 2008). Yet, 
a study by Drachman et al. suggests that reward-attraction theory is not so simple after all. 
According to the study, one’s consistent agreement to another produces a liking effect only 
when the person is not dependent on the target. This finding suggests that, although praise 
and compliments may increase liking, if they seem baseless, then they would instead create 
suspicion of ingratiation (Drachman et al., 1978). 
 
Attitudes 
According to the ‘law of attraction’ by Byrne (1971), attraction towards a person is positively 
related to the proportion of attitudes similarity associated with that person. Clore (1976) also 
raised that the one with similar attitudes as yours was more agreeable with your perception of 
things and more reinforcing she/he was, so the more you like him/her. Based on the cognitive 
consistency theories, difference in attitudes and interests can lead to dislike and avoidance 
(Singh & Ho, 2000; Tan & Singh, 1995) whereas similarity in attitudes promotes social 
attraction (Byrne, London & Reeves, 1968; Singh & Ho, 2000). Miller (1972) pointed out 
that attitude similarity activates the perceived attractiveness and favor-ability information 
from each other, whereas dissimilarity would reduce the impact of these cues. 
 
The studies by Jamieson, Lydon and Zanna (1987, 1988) showed that attitude similarity 
could predict how people evaluate their respect for each other, and social and intellectual first 
impressions which in terms of activity preference similarity and value-based attitude 
similarity respectively. In intergroup comparisons, high attitude similarity would lead to 
homogeneity among in-group members whereas low attitude similarity would lead to 
diversity among in-group members, promoting social attraction and achieving high group 
performance in different tasks (Hahn & Hwang, 1999).Although attitudinal similarity and 
attraction are linearly related, attraction may not contribute significantly to attitude change 
(Simons, Berkowitz & Moyer, 1970) 
 
Others social and cultural aspects 
Byrne, Clore and Worchel (1966) suggested people with similar economic status are likely to 
be attracted to each other. Buss & Barnes (1986) also found that people prefer their romantic 
partners to be similar in certain demographic characteristics, including religious background, 
political orientation and socio-economic status. 
 
Researchers have shown that interpersonal attraction was positively correlated 
to personality similarity (Goldman, Rosenzweig & Lutter, 1980). People are inclined to 
desire romantic partners who are similar to themselves on agreeableness, conscientiousness, 
extroversion, emotional stability, openness to experience (Botwin, Buss, & Shackelford, 
1997), and attachment style (Klohnen & Luo, 2003). 
 
Activity similarity was especially predictive of liking judgments, which affects the judgments 
of attraction (Lydon, Jamieson & Zanna, 1988). Lydon and Zanna (1987, 1988) claimed that 
high self-monitoring people were influenced more by activity preference similarity than 
attitude similarity on initial attraction, while low self-monitoring people were influenced 
more on initial attraction by value-based attitude similarity than activity preference similarity. 
According to the post-conversation measures of social attraction, tactical similarity was 
positively correlated with partner satisfaction and global competence ratings, but was 
uncorrelated with the opinion change and perceived persuasiveness measures (Waldron & 
Applegate, 1998). 
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While checking similar variables, they were also seen as more similar on a number of 
personality characteristics. This study found that the length of the average relationship was 
related to perceptions of similarity; the couples who were together longer were seen as more 
equal. This effect can be attributed to the fact that when time passes by couples become more 
alike through shared experiences, or that couples that are alike stay together longer (Zajonc et 
al., 1987). 
 
Similarity has effects on starting a relationship by initial attraction to know each other. It is 
shown that high attitude similarity resulted in a significant increase in initial attraction to the 
target person and high attitude dissimilarity resulted in a decrease of initial attraction (Gutkin, 
Gridley & Wendt, 1976; Kaplan & Olczak, 1971). Similarity also promotes relationship 
commitment. Study on heterosexual dating couples found that similarity in intrinsic values of 
the couple was linked to relationship commitment and stability (Kurdek & Schnopp-Wyatt, 
1997). 
 
Social homogamy refers to "passive, indirect effects on spousal similarity" (Watson et al., 
2004, p.1034). The result showed that age and education level are crucial in affecting the 
mate preference. Because people with similar age study and interact more in the same form of 
the school, propinquity effect (i.e., the tendency of people to meet and spend time with those 
who share the common characteristics) plays a significant impact in spousal similarity. 
Convergence refers to an increasing similarity with time. Although the previous research 
showed that there is a greater effect on attitude and value than on personality traits, however, 
it is found that initial assortment (i.e., similarity within couples at the beginning of marriage) 
rather than convergence, plays a crucial role in explaining spousal similarity. 
 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE  
At the University of Michigan, Theodore Newcomb (1961) studied two groups of 17 
unacquainted male transfer students. After 13 weeks of boardinghouse life, those whose 
agreement was initially highest were most likely to have formed close friendships. One group 
of friends was composed of 5 liberal arts students, each a political liberal with strong 
intellectual interests. Another was made up of 3 conservative veterans who were all enrolled 
in the engineering college. 
 
Since Backman and Secord (1959) published their landmark study, scholars have explored 
the reciprocity effect- the tendency for people to be attracted to others who like them. This 
emphasis on the reward potential of being liked by others was underscored by 
interdependence theory (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) and social exchange theory (Homans, 1961, 
p. 129), with Homans asserting that the social approval of others is a generalized reinforce. In 
one set of studies, Walster and colleagues (1973) sought to demonstrate that men tend to be 
attracted to women who play hard to get (an effect that could have contradicted the 
reciprocity effect), but their conclusion based upon six studies was that men are attracted to 
women who are easy for them to get but hard for other men to get (Finkel & Eastwick, 
2009b). These findings suggest that people tend to be attracted to others who like them, but 
only if this liking makes them feel special. A subsequent speed-dating study yielded 
compatible conclusions: Speed-daters were Interpersonal Attraction 10 especially attracted to 
partners who liked them more than those partners liked other people, but they were not 
attracted to partners who indiscriminately liked everybody (Eastwick, Finkel, Mochon, & 
Ariely, 2007;  Eastwick & Finkel, 2009). Similarly, classic research suggests that people tend 
to be more attracted to others who grow to like them over time than to others who have 
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always liked them, who have always disliked them, or who have grown to dislike them over 
time (Aronson & Linder, 1965). This effect appears to derive from the tendency for people to 
experience a self-esteem boost from having discerning others like them as they get to know 
them better. Indeed, people tend to be sufficiently eager for evidence that others like them 
that they even tend to be attracted to others who ingratiate themselves to win favor (Gordon, 
1996; Vonk, 2002).  
 
Attraction effect inspired, at least in part, by others helping one meet one’s self-esteem needs 
is the pratfall effect. People are more attracted to appealing others (but not to unappealing 
others) who have committed a pratfall, such as spilling coffee on themselves, than to 
appealing others who have not (Aronson, Willerman, & Floyd, 1966). The effect seems to 
occur because although people like appealing others, this attraction is bolstered to the degree 
that those others do not make them feel inferior by social comparison (Herbst, Gaertner, & 
Insko, 2003). 
 
At two of Hong Kong’s universities, Royce Lee and Michael Bond (1996) found that 
roommate friendships flourished over a six-month period when roommates shared values and 
personality traits, but more so when they perceived their roommates as similar. As so often 
happens, reality matters, but perception matters more.  
 
People like not only those who think as they do but also those who act as they do. Subtle 
mimicry fosters fondness. Have you noticed that when someone nods their head as you do 
and echoes your thoughts, you feel a certain rapport and liking? That’s a common experience, 
report Rick van Baaren and his colleagues (2003a, 2003b), and one result is higher tips for 
Dutch restaurant servers who mimic their customers by merely repeating their order. Natural 
mimicry increases rapport, note Jessica Lakin and Tanya Chartrand (2003), and desire for 
rapport increases mimicry. 
 
When Peter Buston and Stephen Emlen (2003) surveyed nearly 1,000 college ages people, 
they found that the desire for similar mates far outweighed the desire for beautiful mates. 
Attractive people sought attractive mates. Wealthy people wanted mates with money. Family-
oriented people desired family-oriented mates. Studies of newlyweds reveal that similar 
attitudes, traits, and values help bring couples together and predict their satisfaction (Gaunt, 
2006; Gonzaga & others, 2007; Luo & Klohnen, 2005). That is the basis of one psychologist 
founded Internet dating site, which claims to match singles using the similarities that mark 
happy couples (Carter & Snow, 2004; Warren, 2005). 
 
Rationale of the study  
In our social and cultural trend, adult members of the family choose partner for the younger 
one. But recent trend of tendency to choose partner in accordance to own choice and this 
tendency most probably seen in case of university students. That’s why,  the present study 
will be helpful to find out real scenario of university students whether they select their own 
partner by their own drive or not. 
 
Objective of the Study 

• To investigate whether interpersonal attraction of Bangladeshi students of Dhaka city 
varies based on gender, religion, and economic status. 
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METHODOLOGY 
Design  
A cross-sectional survey design was used in the present study. This design indicates that all 
data were collected at a single point of time. For collecting our data we took 8 academic days. 
 
Sampling  
The target population was only the people who are involved in university education. The 
sample consisted of 300 university students of both public and private, with 149 male 
students and 151 female students and 150 was from Hinduism and 150 was from Muslim 
religion, who were purposively selected from various universities of Dhaka city, partly from 
Jagannath University, Asia Pacific University; and World University, Bangladesh. No 
restrictions on age, gender, health, or socio-economic status on the selection of the 
respondent’s status were placed for participating in this study. Mean age of the respondents 
was 21.68 years (range from 17 to 28 years) and standard deviation was 1.71.  
 
Measuring Instruments 
Personal information Form (PIF):Personal information of the participants, such as age, 
religion, educational qualification, economic status, etc. was collected through this paper. 
 
Interpersonal Attraction Scale 
To measure interpersonal attraction of the universities students, adopted Bengali version of 
15 items Interpersonal Attraction Scale was used. McCroskey and McCain (1974) created the 
Interpersonal Attraction Scale (IAS) by first generating 30 items thought to measure the 
Social, Task, and Physical dimensions of attraction. Next, 21S undergraduate students 
completed the questionnaire with an acquaintance in mind. A series of factor analyses 
revealed a I5-items, three-factor solution accounting for 49% of the total variance. The three 
factors were: Social Attraction, Task Attraction, and Physical Attraction. The authors 
suggested that these subscales are related but are independent of one other. The IAS was 
designed as a self-report measure. Respondents report their attraction toward another by 
using Likert type scales ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The scale 
takes less than 10 minutes to complete. 
 
Reliability  
McCroskey and McCain (1974) reported internal reliabilities for the IAS-item scale as 
follows: Social Attraction, .84; Task Attraction, .81; and Physical Attraction, .86. Various 
researchers have reported similar results (Ayres, 1989; Brandt, 1979; Duran & Kelly, 1988; 
Wheeless, Frymier, & Thompson, 1992). Split-half reliability was reported as .90 for Social, 
.87 for Task, and .92 for Physical Attraction (McCroskey, Richmond, Daly, & Cox, 1975). 
 
Validity  
The IAS has been used rather extensively across the communication discipline and to a lesser 
extent in related fields. Attraction has been positively associated with a host of 
communication behaviors and perceptions, providing ample evidence of construct validity. 
For example, some researchers reported a positive relationship between attraction and 
interpersonal competence (Brandt, 1979; Canary & Spitzberg, 1987; Duran & Kelly, 1988; 
Johnson, 1992), while others investigated the role of attraction in initial interactions 
(Clatterbuck, 1979; Sunnafrank, 1990). 
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Burgoon and associates studied the impact of nonverbal behavior on perceptions of attraction. 
Burgoon, Coker, and Coker (1986) reported that differential gaze behavior (constant, normal, 
and aversion) resulted in different levels of perceived attraction. Conversational involvement 
(Burgoon, Newton, Walther, & Baesler, 1989) and immediacy (Burgoon & Hale, 1988) were 
also linked to perceptions of attraction. Still others reported on the negative consequences of 
reticence and apprehension on perceptions of attraction (Ayres, 1989; Burgoon & Koptor, 
1984; Hawkins & Stewart, 1991; McCroskey et al., 1975; Richmond, 1978) and on the 
positive relationship between attraction and cognitive complexity (Powers, Jordan, Gurley, & 
Lindstrom, 1986). 
 
Interpersonal attraction was investigated in a variety of contexts. For example, Rubin and 
McHugh (1987) noted that people can become socially attracted to TV characters. In the 
organizational context, Wheeless and Reichel (1990) reported that supervisor versatility, 
assertiveness, and responsiveness led to subordinates' perceptions of their task attractiveness. 
Also, Andersen and Kibler (1978) found evidence that physical and social attractiveness 
influences voter preferences. 
 
Comments about the scale 
The IAS has received a generous amount of attention in the literature, yet some studies 
question the factor structure of the scale. For example, Hill and Courtright (1981) conducted 
a factor analysis and found that the IAS was uni-dimensional rather than multidimensional. 
Warfel (1984) also concluded that the items on the Attraction scale did not load as expected. 
Users of the IAS should factor-analyze the scale and employ the resulting subscales rather 
than rely on the factor structure originally provided by the authors. 
 
Tardy (1988) summarized many of the strengths and weaknesses of attraction measures and 
concluded that the IAS "may be too general to actually detect differences among individuals 
who have known each other for a long period of time. In other words, items may have a 
ceiling over which increased attraction cannot be measured (p. 272). For this reason, as well 
as to increase the reliability of the Interpersonal Attraction Scale, McCroskey and Richmond 
(1979) substantially modified the McCroskey and McCain (1974) measure.  The new version 
of the scale is a 18-item instrument that employs a seven-interval response option. 
 
Procedure  
For collecting data went to various departments of the universities. We took the permission 
for collecting data through acknowledging the authority about our purpose of data collection.  
We selected them randomly especially who was free on the mean time. 
 
At the beginning the respondents were requested to fill up the personal information carefully 
and then they asked to respond the statements without wasting time. The respondents had 
completed their task according to the instruction. Then the questionnaires were collected 
from them. In this way data were collected from students.  
 
RESULTS 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate whether the Gender, Economic status, 
Religion, Partner’s Economic Status on Interpersonal Attraction. Obtained data were 
analyzed using t-Test and one-way ANOVA. The findings are presented in the following 
table- 
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Table 1 Mean, SD and t of Social attraction Score of the Male and Female students 
Gender N M SD df t 
Male 149 19.51 3.79 298 -1.47 
Female 151 20.17 4.00 

   
Table 1 indicates that mean difference in Social attraction Score of male and female students 
is not significant (t = -1.47) at .05 level. But it is evident from table 1 that the mean scores 
obtained by the female students (20.17) is slightly higher than the mean scores obtained by 
the male students (19.51).  
 
Table 2 Mean, SD and t of Physical Attraction Score of the Male and Female students 
Gender N M SD df t 
Male 149 18.10 2.84 298 .41 
Female 151 17.97 2.59     
 
Table 2 indicates that mean difference in Physical Attraction Score of male and female 
students is not significant (t = .41) at .05 level. But it is evident from table 2 that the mean 
scores obtained by the male students (18.10) is slightly higher than the mean scores obtained 
by the female students (17.97). 
 
Table 3 Mean, SD and t of Task Attraction Score of the Male and Female students 
Gender N M SD Df t 
Male 149 16.40 2.17 298 -.84 
Female 151 16.61 2.10     
Table 3 indicates that mean difference in Task attraction Score of male and female students is 
not significant (t = -.84) at .05 level. But it is evident from table 3 that the mean scores 
obtained by the female students (16.61) is slightly higher than the mean scores obtained by 
the male students (16.40). 
 
Table 4 One Way Analysis of Variance of Social Attraction Score according to economic 
status of the students 
Source of variance SS Df MS F 
Economic Status 270.52 2 135.26 9.38*** 
Error    4285.12 297 14.43 

 Total 122683 300 
  ***p<.001 

 

Table 4 shows that the Social attraction scores of students according to their economic status 
is significant (F = 9.38, df = 2, p ˂ .01). 
 

Table 5 One Way Analysis of Variance of Physical Attraction Score according to 
Economic Status of the students 
Source of variance SS df MS F 
Economic Status 51.00 2 25.50 3.52* 
Error 2153.60 297 7.25 

 Total 99801.00 300 
  *p<.05 

Table 5 shows that the Physical attraction score of students according to their economic status 
is significant (F = 3.52, df = 2, p ˂ .05). 
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Table 6 One Way Analysis of Variance of Task Attraction Score according to Economic 
Status of the students 
Source of variance SS df MS F 
Economic Status 4.81 2 2.40 .53 
Error 1360.18 297 4.58 

 Total 83106.00 300 
   

Table 6 shows that the Social attraction score of students according to their economic status 
is not significant (F = .53, df = 2). 
 
Table 7 Mean, SD and t of Social attraction Score of the Hinduism and Muslim students 
Religion N M SD df T 
H 150 19.39 4.17 298 -2.01* 
M 150 20.29 3.57 

  *p < .05 
Table 7 indicates that mean difference in Social Attraction Score of Hinduism and Muslim 
students is significant (t = -2.01) at .05 level. But it is evident from table 2 that the mean 
scores obtained by the Muslim students (20.29) is slightly higher than the mean scores 
obtained by the Hinduism students (19.39). 
 
Table 8 Mean, SD and t of Physical Attraction Score of the Hinduism and Muslim students 
Re N M SD df T 
H 150 17.98 2.77 298 -.36 
M 150 18.09 2.67 

   
Table 8 indicates that mean difference in Physical attraction Score of Hinduism and Muslim 
students is not significant (t = -.36) at .05 level. But it is evident from table 8 that the mean 
scores obtained by the Muslim students (18.09) is slightly higher than the mean scores 
obtained by the Hinduism students (17.98). 
 
Table 9 Mean, SD and t of Task Attraction Score of the Hinduism and Muslim students 
Re N M SD df t 
H 150 16.54 2.03 298 .27 
M 150 16.47 2.25 

   
Table 9 indicates that mean difference in Task Attraction Score of Hinduism and Muslim 
students is not significant (t = .27) at .05 level. But it is evident from table 9 that the mean 
scores obtained by the Hinduism students (16.54) is slightly higher than the mean scores 
obtained by the Muslim students (16.47). 
 
Table 10 Desired partner’s economic status of respondents 
Class Number of People 
Lower Class 14 
Middle Class 221 
Higher Class 65 
In table 10, Number of respondents desired 14, 221, and 65 respectively from lower class, 
middle class, and higher class as their partner.  
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SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS 
1. Mean difference in Social Attraction Score of male and female students is not 

significant (t = -1.47) at .05 level. 
2. Mean difference in Physical Attraction Score of male and female students is not 

significant (t = .41) at .05 level. 
3. Mean difference in Task Attraction Score of male and female students is not significant 

(t = -.84) at .05 level. 
4. Social attraction score of students according to their economic status is significant (F = 

9.38, df = 2, p ˂ .01). 
5. Physical attraction score of students according to their economic status is significant (F 

= 3.52, df = 2, p ˂ .05). 
6. Social attraction score of students according to their economic status is not significant 

(F = .53, df = 2). 
7. Mean difference in Social Attraction Score of Hinduism and Muslim students is 

significant (t = -2.01) at .05 level. 
8. Mean difference in Physical attraction Score of Hinduism and Muslim students is not 

significant (t = -.36) at .05 level. 
9. Mean difference in Task Attraction Score of Hinduism and Muslim students is not 

significant (t = .27) at .05 level. 
10. Number of respondents desired 14, 221, and 65 respectively from lower class, middle 

class, and higher class as their partner. 
 
DISCUSSION 
The objectives of the present study were to investigate whether Interpersonal Attraction of 
Bangladeshi students of Dhaka city varies based on gender, religion, and economic status. A 
standardized instrument was used to collect data from 300 undergraduate students of 
Jagannath University; University of Dhaka; Asia Pacific University; World University 
Bangladesh, among them 149 Male and 151 was female and there were 150 Hinduism 
students and 150 Muslim students. There were 23 from lower class 261 from middle class, 
and 16 from lower class. 
 
To collect data, we used IPA scale of McCroskey and McCain (1974). There were 15 items in 
the scale and this scale was divided in three categories- Social Attraction, Physical Attraction, 
and Task Attraction. The score of the scale was counted separately. To analyze the data, we 
used t-test and ANOVA with SPSS v.21.In the table 4, it was found that social attraction is 
significant in p<.001 according to economic status that means middle class students were 
more socially attracted than lower and higher classes students. In the table 5 it was found that 
social attraction is significant in p<.005 according to economic status that means middle class 
students were more physically attracted than lower and higher classes students.  
 
In table 7 found negative significant difference between Hinduism and Muslim students at 
p<.05 that means Muslim students posse higher mean than Hinduism students in social 
attraction. Table 10 shows the desired partner’s economic status from where respondent’s 
partner will come. Results indicate that 221 respondents desired that they will select any male 
or female as their partner if he or she come from middle class economic status. 
 
Our results are supported by the previous studies (Kerckhoff, 1974; Murstein & Christy, 
1976; Feingold, 1988). 
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Limitations 
The present study had some limitations, which should be addressed; 

1. Respondents were only from Dhaka city; 
2. This scale does not adopt in our country; 
3. Only undergraduate students were taken as respondent. 
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