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According to folklore, the woman who is hard to get is a more desivable catch
than the woman who is too eager [or an alliance. Five cxperiments were con-
ducted to demonstirate that individuals value hard-to-get dates more than casy-
to-get ones. All five experiments failed. In Experiment VI, we finally gained
an understanding of this elusive phenomenon. We proposed that two com-
ponents contribute Lo a woman’s desirability: (&) how hard the woman is for
the subject to get and (&) how hard she is for other men o get. We predicted
that the selectively hard-to-gel woman {ic., a woman who is easy for fhe
subject to get but hard for all other men to get) would be preferred to either
a unilormly hard-to-get woman, a uniformly casy-to-get woman, or a woman
about which the subject has no information, This hypothesis received sirong
support. The reason for the popularity of the scleclive woman was evident.
Men ascribe to her all of the assets of uniformly hard-to-get and the uniformly

gasy-to-get wormen and none of their liabilities.

According to folklore, the woman who is
hard to get is a more desirable catch than is
the woman who is overly eager for alliance.
Socrates, Ovid, Terence, the Kama Sutra,
and Dear Abby all agree that the person
whose affection is casily won is unlikely to
inspire passion in another. Ovid (1963), for
example, argued:

Fool, il vou lecl no need to guard your givl Tor her
own sake, see that you guard her for mine, so I may
want her the more. Euasy ihings nobody wants, but
what is furbidden is lempling. . . . ! Anvone who can
love the wife of an indolant cuckold, I should sup-
pose, would steal buckets of sand from the shore
[pp. 65-661.

When we first began our investigation, we
accepted cultural lore. We assumed that men
would prefer a hard-to-get woman. Thus, we
began our research by interviewing college
men as to why they preferred hard-to-get
women, Predictably, the men responded to
experimenter demands. They cxplained that
they preferred hard-to-get women because the
elusive woman is alinost inevitably a valuable
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woman. They pointed out that a woman can
only afford to be “choosy™ if she is popular—
and a woman is popular for some reason.
When a woman is hard to get, it is usually a
tip-oif that she is especially pretty, has a good
personality, is sexy, etc. Men also were in-
trigued by the challenge that the elusive
woman offered. One can spend a great deal
of time fantasizing about what it would be
like to date such a woman. Since the hard-to-
get woman’s desirability is well recognized,
a man can gain prestige if he is seen with her.

An easy-to-get woman, on the other hand,
spells trouble. She is probably desperate for
a date. She is probably the kind of woman
who will make too many demands on a per-
son; she might want to get serious right away.
Lven worse, she might have a “disease.”

In brief, nearly all interviewees agreed with
our hypethesis that a hard-to-get woman is
4 valuable woman, and they could supply
abundant justification for their prejudice. A
few isolated men refused to cooperate. These
dissenters noted that an elusive woman is not
always more desirable than an available
woman. Sometimes the hard-to-get woman is
not only hard to get—she is impossible to
get, because she is misanthropic and cold.
Sometimes a woman is easy to get because
she is a friendly, oulgoing woman who boosts
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one’s ego and insures that dates are “no
hassle.”” We ignored the testimony of these
deviant Lypes.

We then conducled five experiments de-
signed 1o demonstrate that an individual
values a hard-to-get date more highly than
an easy-to-get date. All five experiments
failed.

Theoretical Rationale

Tet us first review the theoretical rationale
underlying these experiments.

In  Walster, Walster, and DBerscheid
(1971) we argued that if playing hard to get
does increase one’s desirability, several psy-
chological theories could account for this
phenomenon:

1. Dissonance theory predicts that if one
must expend great energy to attain a goal, he
is unusually appreciative of the goal (see
Aronson & Mills, 1959; Gerard & Mathewson,
1066; Zimbardo, 1965). The hard-to-get date
requires a suitor to expend more effort in her
pursuit than he would normally expend. One
way for the suitor to justify such unusual
gffort is by aggrandizing her.

2. According to learning theory, an elusive
person should have two distinct advantages:
{a} Frustration may increase drive—Dby wait-
ing until the suitor has achieved a high sexual
drive state, heightening his drive level by
introducing momentary frustration, and then
finally rewarding him, the hard-to-get woman
can maximize the impact of the sexual reward
she provides {see Kimball, 1961, for evidence
that frustration does energize hehavior and
does increase the impact of appropriate re-
wards). (#) Elusiveness and value may be
associated—individuals may have discovered
through f{requent experience that there is
more competition for socially desirable dates
than for undesirable partners. Thus, being
“hard to get” comes to be associated with
“yalue.” As a consequence, the conditioned
stimulus (CS) of being hard to get generates
a fractional antedating goal response and a
fractional goal response which leads to the
conditioned response of liking.

3. In an extension of Schachlerian theory,
Walster (1971) argued that two components
are necessary before an individual can experi-
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ence passionate love: (@) He must be physio-
logically aroused; and (&) the setting must
make it appropriate for him to conclude that
his arcused feelings are due to love. On hoth
counis, the person who plays hard to get
might be expected to generate unusval pas-
sion. Frustration should increase the suitor’s
physiological arousal, and the association of
“elusiveness” with ‘“value” should increase
the probability that the suvitor will label his
reaction to the other as “love.”

From the preceding discussion, it is evi-
dent that several conceptually distinct vari-
ables may account for the hard-to-get phe-
nomenon. In spite of the fact that we can
suggest a plethora of reasons as to why play-
ing hard-to-get strategy might be an effective
strategy, all five studies failed to provide any
support for the contention that an elusive
woman is a desirable woman. Two experi-
ments failed to demwonstrate that outside ob-
servers perceive a hard-to-get individunal as
especially “‘valuable”” ‘Threc experiments
failed to demonstrate that a snitor perceives
a hard-to-get date as especially valuable.

Walster, Walster, and Berscheid {1971)
conducted two experiments to test the hy-
pothesis that teenagers would deduce that a
hard-to-get boy or girl was more socially
desirable than was a teenager whose affection
could be easily obtained, In these experiments
high school juniors and seniors were told that
we were interested in finding out what kind
of first impression various teenagers made on
others, They were shown pictures and hiogra-
phies of a couple, They were told how ro-
mantically interested the stimulus person (a
boy or girl) was in his partner after they had
met only four times. The stimulus person was
said to have liked the partner “extremecly
much,” to have provided no inlormation to
us, or to lke her “not particularly much.”
The teenagers were then asked how socially
desirable both tecnagers seemed (i.e, how
likable, how physically atiractive, etc., hoth
teenagers seemed). Walster, Walster, and-
Berscheid, of course, predicied that the more
romantic interest the stimulus person ex-
pressed in a slight acquaintance, the less so-
cially desirable that stimulus person would
appear to an outside ohserver. The results
were diametrically opposed to those pre-



“Pravine Harp To Ger”

dicted. The more romantic interest the stimu-
lus person expressed in an acquaintance, the
more socially desirable teenagers judged him
to be. Restraint does not appear to buy re-
spect. Instead, it appears that “All the world
does love a lover,”

Lyons, Walster, and Walster (1971) con-
ducted a field study and a laboratory experi-
ment in an attempt to demonstrate thal men
prefer a date swho plays hard to get. Both ex-
periments were conducted in the context of a
computer matching service, Experiment 111
was a field experiment. Women whe signed up
for the computer malching program werc con-
tacted and hired as experimenters. They were
then given precise instructions as to how to
respond when their computer match called
them for a date. Hall of the time they were
told to pause and think for 3 seconds before
accepting the date. (These women were la-
beled “hard to get.”) Half of the time they
were 1old to accept the dale jmmediately.
(These women were labeled “easy to get.”)
The data indicated that elusiveness had no
impact on the man’s liking for his computer
date,

Experiment TV was a laboratory experi-
ment. In thig experiment, Lyons et al. hy-
pothesized that the knowledge that a woman
iz elusive gives one indirect evidence that she
is socially desirable. Such indirect evidence
should have the bhiggest impact when a man
has no way of acquiring direct evidence about
a coed’s value or when he has little confidence
in his ewn ability to assess value. When di-
rect evidence is available, and the man pos-
sesses supreme confidence in his ability to
make correct judgments, information about a
woman’s elusiveness should have little im-
pact on a man’s reaction to her. Lyons et al.
thus predicted that when men lacked direct
evidence as to a woman'’s desirability, a man’s
self-esteem  and the woman’s elusiveness
should interact in determining his respect and
liking for her, Lyons et al. measured males’
self-esteem via Rosenherg’s (1965) measure
of self-esteem, Rosenfeld’s (1964) measure
of fear or rejection, and Berger's (1952) mea-
sure of self-acceptance,

The dating counselor then told subjects
that the computer had assigned them a date.
They were asked to telephone her from the
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office phone, invite her out, and then report
their first impression of her. Presumally the
pair would then go out on a date, and eventu-
ally give us further information about how
successful our computer matching technigues
had been, Actually, all men were assigned a
confederate as a date. Half of the time the
woman plaved bard to get. When the man
asked her out she replied:

Mmm [slight pause] No, I've got a date then, It
seems like I signed up for that Date Match thing
a long time age and I've mel more people since
then—I'ma really pretty busy all this weclk.

She paused again, If the subject suggested
another time, the confederate hesitated only
slightly, then accepted, If he did not suggest
another time, the confederate would iake the
initiative of suggesting: “How about some
time next weck—or just meeting for coffee in
the Union some afterncon?” And again, she
accepted the next invitation, Half of the time,
in the easy-to-get condition, the confederate
cagerly accepled the man’s oiler of a date.

Lyons et al, predicted that since men in
this blind date setting lacked divect cvidence
as to & woman’s desirability, low-self-esteem
men should be more receptive to the hard-to-
get woman than were high-self-esteem men.
Although Lyons et al’s manipulation checks
indicate that their manipulations were suc-
cessiul and their self-esteem measure was reli-
able, their hypothesis was not confirmed.
Elusiveness had no impact on liking, regard-
less of subject’s seli-esteem level.

Did we give up our hypothesis? Heavens
no. After all, it had only been disconfirmed
four times,

By FExperiment V, we had decided that per-
haps the hard-to-get hypothesis must be tested
in a sexual setting. After all, the first theorist
who advised a woman to play hard to get was
Socrates; his pupil was Theodota, a prosti-
tute, e advised:

They will appreciate vour fuvors most highly if
vou wait till they ask for them. The sweetest
meals, yvou sec, il served hefore they are wanted
seern gsour, and to those who had enough they
are positively nauscafing; but even poor fare is
very welcome when offered to a2 hungry man.
[Theodota inguired| And how can I make them
hungry for my fare? [Socrates’ reply] Why, in
the first place, you must not offer it to them when
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they have had enough—Dbut prompt {hem by be-
having as a model of Propriely, by a show of re-
Juctance to vield, and by holding back until they
arc as keen as can be; and then the same gifts are
much more fe the recipient than when thev're
offered before they we desired [see Xenophon,
1923, p. 48].

Walster, Walster, and Lambert (1971) thus
propesed that a prostitute who states that she
is selectlve in her choice of customers will be
held in higher regard than will be the prosti-
tute who admits that she is completely unse-
lective in her choice of partners,

In this experiment, a prostitute served as
the experimenter. When the customer arrived,
she mixed a drink for him; then she delivered
the experimental manipulation. Hall of the
time, in the hard-to-get condition, she stated,
“Just because 1 see you this time it doesn’t
mean that you can have my phone number or
see me again, 1'm going to start school soon,
so T won’t have much time, so T’ll only he
able to see the people that I like the hest.”
Half of the time, in the easy-to-get condition,
she did not communicale this information,
From ihis point on, the prostituie and the
customer interacted in conventional ways,

The client’s liking for the prostitute was de-
termined In two ways: IMirst, the prostitute
estimated how much the client had seemed to
like her. (i.e., How much did he scem to like
yvour Idd he make arrangements to return?
How much did he pay vou?) Second, the ex-
perimenter recorded how many times within
the next 30 days the client arranged to have
subsequent sexunal relations with her.

Once again we [ailed to confirm the hard-
to-get hypotbesis. Tf anything, those clients
who were told that the prostitute did not take
fust anvone were less likely to call back and
liked the prostitute less than did other clients,

At this poini, we ruefully decided that we
bad been on the wrong track. We decided that
perhaps all those practitioners who advise
women to play hard to get are wrong. Or per-
haps it is only under very special circum-
stances that 1t will benefit one to play hard o
get,

Thus, we began again. We reinterviewed
students—this time with an open mind. This
time we asked men to tell us about the ad-

vantages end disadvantages of hard-to-get and
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easy-to-get women. This time replies were
more informative. According to reports,
choosing between a hard-to-get woman and an
easy-to-get woman was like choosing between
Sevlla  and  Charybdis—each woman  was
uniquely desirable and uniquely {rightening.

Although the elusive woman was likely to
e a popular prestige date, she presented cer-
tain problems. Since she was not particularly
cnthusiastic about you, she might stand you
up or humiliate you in front of vour friends.
she was likely to be unfriendly, cold, and to
possess inflexible standards.

The easy-to-get woman was certain to boost
one’s ego and to make a date a relaxing, en-
jovable expericnce, but . . . . Unfortunately,
idating an easy woman was a risky business.
Such a woman might be casy to get, but hard
to get rid of. She might “get serious.” Per-
haps she would be so oversexed or overaflec-
tionate in public that she would embarrass
yvou. Your buddies might snicker when they
saw you together. After all, they would know
perfectly well why vou were dating JZer.

The interlocking assets and difficulties en-
visioned when they attempted to decide which
was better—a hard-to-get or an casy-to-get
woman—gave us a clue as to why our previ-
ous experiments had not worked out, The as-
sets und liabilities of the elusive and the easy
dates had evidently gencrally balanced out.
On the average, thew, both types of women
tended (o be equally well liked. When a slight
difference in liking did appear, it [avored the
casy-tn-get woman.

It finally jmpinged on us that there are
fwo components that ave important determi-
nanis of how much a man likes a woman:
(@) How hard or easy she is for him to get;
{&) how hard or easy she is for atker men to
get. S0 long as we were examining the desira-
bility of women who were hard or easy for
everyone to get, things balanced out. The
minuie we examined other possible configura-
tions, it hecomes evident that there is one
lype of woman who can transcend the limita-
tions of the uniformly hard-to-get or the uni-
formly easy-to-get woman. If a woman has a
reputation for being hard to get, but for some
reason she is easy for the subject to get, she
should be maximally appealing. Dating such a
woman should insure one of great prestige;
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she is, after all, hard to get. Yet, since she is
exceedingly available to the subject, the dat-
ing situation should be a relaxed, rewarding
experience. Such a selectively hard-to-get
woman possesses the assets of both the easy-
to-get and the hard-to-get women, while
avolding all of their liabilities.

Thus, in Experiment VI, we hypothesized
that a selectively hard-to-get woman (ie., a
woman who is easy for the subject to get but
very hard for any other man to get) will be
especially liked by her date. Women who are
hard for everyone—including the subject—to
«et, or who are easy for evervone to get—or
contral women, about whom the subject had
no information—will be liked a lesser amount.

MeTHOD

Subjects were 71 male summer students at the
University of Wisconsin, They were recruited for a
dating research project. This preject was ostensibly
designed to determine whether computer matching
techniques are in fact more effective than is random
matching, All parlicipants were invited to come into
the dating center in order to choese a date from a
set of five potential dates.

When the subject arrived at the computer match
office, he was handed folders containing background
informaticn on five women. Some of these women
had supposedly heen “randomly” matched with him;
others had been “computer matched” with him. (He
was not told which women were which.)

In reality, all five folders contained information
about fictitious women. The first item in the folder
was a “background questionnaire” on which the
woman had presumably deseribed herself. This ques-
fiohnaire was similar to one the subject had com-
pleted when signing up for the match program. We
attempted to make the five women's descriptions dif-
ferent enough to be believable, vet similar enough to
minimize wvariance. Therefore, the wav the five
women described themselves was svatematically var-
ied. They claimed to be 18 or 19 wears old; fresh-
men ar saphomores; from a Wisconsin city, ranging
in size from over 300.000 to under 30,000; 3 {feet
2 inches to 3 feet 4 inches tall; Protestant, Catholic,
Jewish, or had no preference; graduated in the
upper 10%-50% of their high school dass; and
Caucazians who did not object to being matched
with a person of another race. The women claimed
to vary on a political spectrum from “left of center”
through “moderate™ to “near right of center™; to
place Jitlle or no importance on politics and religion;
and to like recent popular movies. Fach woman
Tisted four or five activities she liked to do on a
first date (ie., go to a movie, talk in a quict place,
ete).

In addition to the background questionnaire, three
of the five folders contained five “date selection

-

forms.” The experimentier cxplained that some of the
women had already been able to come in, examine
the hackground information of their matches, and
indicate their first Impression of them. Two of the
stthject's matches had nol vet come in. Three of
the women had already come In and evaluated the
subject along with her four other matches. These
women would have five date selection forms in their
folders. The subject was shown the forms, which
consisied of a scale ranging from “definitely do nof
want to date” (—10) to “definitely want (o date”
(+10). A check appeared on cach scale, Presumally
the check indicated how much the weman had liked
a given date. (At this point, the subject was told
his identification daling number, Since all dates were
identified by numbers on the forms, this identification
number enabled him to ascertain how each dale had
evaluated both him and her four other matches.)

The date selection forms allowed us to manipulate
the elusiveness of the woman, One woman appeared
to be uniformly hard to get., She indjcated that
though she was willing to date anv of the men
assigned to her, she was not enthusiastic zabout any
of them. She rated all five of her date choices from
+1 to +2, including the subject (who was rated
1.75).

One woman appearcd to he uniformly easv to get.
She indicated that she was enthusiastic ahout dating
all five of the men assiened to her. She rated her
desire to date all five of her date choices -7 to -u.
This included the subject, who was rated 8.

One woman appeared to be easy for the subject
to get but hard for anvone else to get (ie., the
selectively hard-to-get woman?}. She indicaied mini-
mal enthusiasm for four of her date choices, rating
them from -2 to 143, and extreme enthusiasm (4+8)
for the subject.

Two women had no date selection forms in their
folders (ie.. no information women},
Naturallv, cach woman appears

five conditions.

Fhe experimenter asked the man to consider the
folderz, complete a “first impression questionnaire”
for each woman, and then decide which one of the
wemen he wished to date. (The subject’s rating of
the diates constitute our verbal measure of liking:
his chrice in a date constitutes our hehavioral mea-
sure of liking.)

The experimenter explained that she was conduct-
ing a study of fArst impressions in conjuction with
the datipg rezearch project. The study, she continued,
was designed to learn mere abeut how good people
zre at forming first impressions of others on the
basis of rather limited information. She esplained
that filine out the forms would probablvy make it
ensier for the man fo decide which one of the five
wonmen he wished to date.

The first impression questionnaire consisled of
three sectinns:

i each of the

1. Liking for warious dates. Two questions assessed
subject’s liking for each weoman: “If vou went out
with this girl, how well do vou think vou would
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et alonge-—with possible responses ranging from
“get along extremely well” (5) to “not get alone at
all” (1)—and “What was your overall impression of
the girl?"—-with possible respeonses ranging from
Yextremely favorable” (7) to “extremely unfavor-
able” (1}, Scores on these {wo guestions were
summed to form an index of expressed liking., This
index cnables us to compare subject’s Iiking for each
of the women,

2. Assets and labilities ascribed to various dates.
We predicted that subjects would prefer the selective
woman, because they would cxpeet her to possess
the good qualitics of hoth the uniformly hard-to-get
and the uniformly easy-to-get woman, while avoid-
ing the bad cualitice of both her rivals, Thus, the
second section was designed to determine the extent
to which subjects impuled good and bad qualifies to
the various dates,

This seclion was comprised of 10 pairs of pelar
oppesites, Subjecis were asked to rate how [riendlv~
uniriendly, cold-warm. attractive-unattractive, easv-
going-rigid,  exciting-boring, shy—outgoing, {fun-
loving—dull, popular—unpopular, aggressive -passive,
selective nonselective each woman was. Ratings were
macle on a 7-point scale, The more desirable the
troit nscribed Lo a woman, the higher the score she
was given.

3. Liabilities  altributed to  easy-to-get women:
The third scale was designed fo assess the exient to
which subjects attributed selected negative attributes
to ench woman. The third scale consisted of six
slatements:

She would more than likely do something to em-
Dbarrass me in public,

She probably would demand too much attention
and affection from me.

She seems Iike the type who sould be too de-
pendent on me,

She might turn out fo be too sexually promiscucus.

She probably would make me [eel uneasy when
Pm with her in a group.

She scems Iike the type who doesn’t distinguish
hetween the bovs she dates. ¥ probably would be
“just another date.”

Subjects were asked whether they aniicipated any
of the ahove difficultics in their relationship with
each woman. They indicated their misgivings on a
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scale ranging from “certainly irue of her” (1) to
“certainly not true of her” (7).

The experimenter suggested that the subject care-
fully examine both the background questionnaires
and the date selection forms of all potential dales in
order to decide whom he wanted to date. Then she
left the subject. (The experimenter was, of course,
unaware of what date was in what folder.)

The experimenter did not return until the subject
hat completed the first impression questionnaires.
Then she asked him which woman he had decided
Lo date.

After his choice had been made, the experimenier
questinned him as to what factors influenced his
cheice. Frequently men who chose the selectivel
casy-to-get woman sald that “She chose me, and
that made me feel reallv goed” or “She scemed more
selective than the others.” The uniformly casy-to-rel
woeman was often rejected by subjects who com-
plained “She must be awflully hard up for a date
she really would take anvone.” The uniformly hard.
to~get woman was once described as a “challenge,”
but more often rejected as being “snotty™ or “too
picky.”

Al the cnd of the session, the experimenter do-
hriefed the subject and then gave him the names of
five actual dates who had been matched with him.

Resurnrs

We predicted that the selectively hard-to-
get woman (easy [or me to get but hard for
evervone else to eet) would he liked more
than women who were uniformly hard to get,
uniformly easy to get, or neutral (the no
information women). We had no prediction
as to whether or not her three rivals would
differ in attractiveness. The results strongly
suppoert our hypothesis.

Nating Choices

When we examine the men’s choices in
dates, we scc that the selective woman is far
more popular than any of her rivals. (See
Tabhle 1.} We conducted a chi-square test to
determine whether or not men’s choices in
dates were randomly distributed, Thev were
not (x* =695, df =4, p < .001). Nearly
all subjects preferred to dale the selective
woman. When we compare the frequency
with which her four rivals (combined) are
chosen, we see that the selective woman does
get far more than her share of dates (¥ ==
63.03, df = 1, p < .001).

We also conducted an analysis to determine
whether or not the women who are uniformly
hard to get, uniformly easy to get, or whose
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popularity is unknown, differed in popularity.
We sce that they did not (x* = 2.86, df = 3}.

Liking for the Various Dates

Two questions tapped the men’s romantic
liking {or the wvarious dates: (e} “If you
went out with this woman, how well do you
think you’d get along?” and (%) “What was
vour overall impression of the woman?”
Scores on these two indexes were summed to
form an index of lking. Pogsible scores
ranged from 2 to 12,

A contrast was then set up to {est our
hypothesis that the selective woman will be
preferred to her rivals. The contrast that tests
this hypothesis 1s of the form 1", = 4. (selec-
tively hard to get) — lu (uniformly hard to
set) — 2p (neutral). We tested the hypothe-
sis 'y — 0 against the alternative hypothe-
sis 1y %4 0. An explanation of this hasically
simple procedure may be found in Hays
{(19063). If our hypothesis is true, the preced-
ing contrast should be large. If our hypothesis
is false, the regulting conirast should not
differ significantly from 0. The data again
provide strong support for the hypothesis that
the selective woman is better liked than her
rivals (F = 2392, df = 1/70, p < 001).

Additional Data Snooping

We also conducted a second set of contrasts
to determine whether the rivals (i.c., the uni-
formly hard-to-get woman, the uniformly
easy-to-get woman, and the contrel woman)
were differentially liked. Using the procedure
presented by Morrizon (1967) in Chapler 4,
the data indicate that the rivals are differ-
entially liked ({Ff == 4,43, df = 2/69). As
Table 2 indicates, the uniformly hard-to-get
woman seems to he liked shlightly less than
the easy-to-get or control women.

In any attempt to explore data, one must
account for the fact that observing the data
permits the researcher to capitalize on chance.
Thus, one must use simultaneous lesting
methods g0 ay not to spuriously inflate the
probability  of altaining stalistical signifi-
cance. In the present situation, we are inter-
esled in comparing the mean of a number
of depeundent measures, namely the liking for
the different women in the dating situation.
To perform post hoc multiple comparisons in
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this situation, one can use a transformation of
Hotelling’s £ statistic which is distributed as
F. The procedure iy directly analogous fo
Scheffé’s multiple-comparison procedure for
independent groups, except where one com-
pares means of a number of dependent
TMEASUres.

To make it abundantly clear that the main
result is that the discriminating woman is
hetter liked than cach of the other rivals,
we performed an additional post hoe analysis,
pitting ecach of the rivals separately against
the discriminating woman. Tn these analvses,
we see that the selective woman is better liked
than the woman who is uniformly easy o get
(F =399, 4] =3/68), than thc woman who
s uniformly hard to get {F =047 Jf=
3/68), and finally, than the control women
(F =493, df = 3/68).

Thus, it s clear that although there are
slight differences in the way rivals are iiked,
these differences are small, relative to the
overwhelming attractivencss of the selective
woman.

Assets and Lighilities Attribwicd to Dates

We can now attempt Lo ascertain why the
selective woman Is more popular than her
rivals. Earlier, we argued that the selectively
hard-to-get woman should occupy a unique
position; she should be assumed to possess
all of the virtues of her rivals, bul none of
their Haws.

The virtues and flaws that the subject
ascribed to each woman were tapped Dy the
polar-opposite scale. Subjects evaluated each
wonian on 10 characteristics.

We expected that subjects would associate
two assets with a uniformly  hard-to-get
woman: Such a woman should he perceived
to be both “selective” and “popular.” Un-
fortunately, such a woman should also Dbe
assumed Lo possess  three  liabilities—she
should be perceived o he “unfriendly,”
“cold,” and “rigid.” Subjects should ascribe
exactly the opposite virtues and liabilities to
the casy-to-get woman: Such a woman should
pussess the assets of “iriendliness,” “warmth.”
and “fexibility,” and the liabilitics of “un-
popularity” and “lack of selectivity.” The
selective woman was expected to possess only
assets: She should be perceived to be as
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TABLE 2
MER'S REACTIONS t0 Various DATES

Fype of dage

Il Selee- Uni- | Uii- N
N ) N . (8]
tively ‘ formiy formly infor-
hard hard casy meation
ioget | towel To ged *
\.lcn 5 !l]mw for
dales PR 7.90 8.53 858

Fvaluation of
womeil’s as
and Habilities

dating !
i

[
Selectiveb 523 | 4.39 2.85 4.30
Populart 4.83 438 0 4,65 4.83
Uriendlye 3.58 507 332 337
Warm* 5.15 4.51 4,99 4,79
Fasy-goings 4.83 4,42 4.82 4.01
Prohlems
expected in 323 480 4,77 4.99

# The higher the number, the more lking the man is express-
ing for the date,

o Traits we expeeted to he azceribed o the selectively hard-
el the unitoruly hard-to-get dates,
ts we expected Lo be azeribed Lo the selectively bared-
to-getaned the nniformly casy-t clivkes,

4 The higher the pumber the fereer (e problems the subeet
anticipuies o dating,

Lo-pret
< T

“popular” as the uniformly
elusive woman, and as ‘“‘friendly,” “warm,”
and “easy-going” as the uniformly easy
woman, A contrast was set up (o test this
specilic hypothesis. {Once again, see Hays
for the procedure.) This contrast indicates
that our hypothesis is confirmed (F = 62.43,
df = 1/70). The selective woman is rated
most like the uniformly hard-to-get woman
on the first two positive characteristics; most
like the uniformly easy-to-get woman on the
last threc characteristics.

I'or the reader’s interest, the subjects’ rat-
ings of all five women’s assets and liabilities
are presented in Table 2.

“selective’ and

Cam paring the Sclective and the Easy Women

Scale 3 was designed to assess whether or
not subjects anticipated fewer problems when
they envisioned dating the selective woman
than when they envisioned datling the uni-
formly easv-to-get woman. On the hasis of
pretest interviews, we compiled a list of many
of the concerns men had about easy women
(e.z., “She would more than likely do some-
thing to embarrass me in public.”),

We, of course, predicted that subjects
would experience more problems when con-
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templating dating the uniformly easy woman
than when contemplating dating a woman
who was easy for them to get, but hard for
anyone else to get (i.e., the selective woman).

Men were asked ftc say whether or not
they envisioned each of the difficulties were
they to date each of the women. Pogsible
replies varied from U (certainly true of her)
to 7 (certainly not true of her). The subjects’
evaluations of each woman were sumnied to
form an index of anticipated difficulties. Pos-
sible scores ranged from 6 to 42.

A contrast was sct up to determine whether
the selective woman engendered less concern
than the wniformly easy-to-get woman. The
data indicate that she does (F = 17.50, df =
1/70). If the reader is interested in compar-
ing concern engendered hy each woman, these
data are available in Table 2,

The data provide clear support for our
hypotheses: The selective woman is strongly
preferred to any of her rivals. The reason for
her popularity is evident. Men ascribe to her
all of the assets of the uniformly hard-to-get
and the uniformly easy-to-get women, and
none of their liahilities.

Thus, after five futile attempts to under-
stand the “hard-to-get” phenomenon, it ap-
pears that we have finally pained an under-
standing of this process. Tt appears that a
woman can intensify her desirability if she
acquires a reputation for being hard-to-get
and then, by her behavior, makes it clear to
a selected romantic partner that she is at-
tracted to him.

In retrospect, especially in view of the
strongly supportive data, the logic underlying
our predictions sounds compelling, In fact,
after examining our data, a colleague who had
helped design the five ill-futed experiments
noted that, “That is exactly what T would
have predicted” (given his economic view
of man). Unfortunately, we are all hetter atl
postdiction than prediction.
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