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F values
and Effect Sizes

Means
and Standard Deviations

Agent Agent Interaction

L1 oI Main Effects Effects

LA HA LA HA I A IxA

pa 3% 4B 4% 4% 69* 0D 012
(125 (09 (097 (141) =06 =00 =00

14695 19592 15768 19503 012 894+ 016

PI 7108) (3883) (964 (8646) =00 =09

=00
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()< SD, * p<.05, ** p< .01

I: Intimacy, A: Amount

LI: LOW-INTIMACY, HI: HIGH-INTIMACY
LA: LOW-AMOUNT, HA: HIGH-AMOUNT

PI: Participants Intimacy, PA: Participants Amount
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()= SD, * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p< .001

AT: Social Attraction, TR: Trustworthiness, CL: Closeness
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