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Effects of subjects’ opposite sex relationship and gender on the images
about romantic love and the reasons of liking

Yuji KANEMASA, Junichi TANIGUCHI and Masanori ISHIMORI
Graduate School of Human Sciences, Osaka University

This study aimed at examining whether the images about love and the reasons of
liking obtained from open-ended questions were affected by the opposite sex
relationship and gender of subjects. Subjects were 117 male and 61 female students
and were asked to answer these two questions freely, “what is romantic love for you?”
and “please list the reason of why you became to like the closest opposite sex person
for you?”. As the results of categorization, 15 categories on the images about love and 9
categories on the reasons of liking were obtained respectively. The results showed that
male Ss tended to regard romantic love more negatively than female Ss in a mutual
relationship and female Ss had relatively positive images toward romantic love in a
stable relationship. On the question of the reasons of liking, female Ss mentioned
desirable personal characteristics more than did male Ss, regardless of their
relationship, and male Ss tended to refer physical appearances in a non-mutual
relationship more than did female Ss. These results were discussed in terms of the
differences in the concept of romantic love and process of liking with regard to the
opposite sex relationship and gender.

Key words: romantic love, liking, interpersonal attraction, opposite sex relationship,
gender.
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