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Exploring the role of attraction and familiarity on
the autonomic pupillary response. pnt

Introduction and Aims

* Puplllary responses have been touted as an effective autonomic measure of sexual attraction, with evidence showing results congruent
with sexual orientation (Hess, Seltzer & Shlien, 1965), and age preference (Attard-Johnson, Bindemann and O Ciardha, 2016).

 However, it remains unknown how other factors known to influence this response, such as familiarity (Kafkas & Montaldi, 2015), may
Interact. This project aims to explore the potentiality of interaction between such factors.

* Furthermore, we aim to analyse the manipulability of this measure when used to investigate attraction — can factors such as experimenter

conduct or intentional attention misdirection lead to diminished pupillary responses?
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Unexpectedly, unfamiliar faces elicited higher pupil dilation Reglons of Interest sec
than familiar. However, no significant difference present for
attractiveness or interaction between these factors.
Attractiveness: F(1,28) = 0.05, p = .83, Familiarity:
F(1,28) = 8.35, p = .007, Interaction: F(1,28) = 3.74,

using face stimuli.
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