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ABSTRACT 

Decades of research show that social touch enhances interpersonal connection, from 
increasing relationship satisfaction to fostering prosociality among strangers. We tested 
whether a simple hug could increase Social Interest between strangers. Experimenters 
approached people on campus and invited them to join a study on touch. If they 
agreed, they were randomly assigned to either receive a hug or not. Afterward, the 
experimenter invited them to view vacation photos, with viewing time and number of 
photos serving as measures of Social Interest. Among 330 participants, those who 
received a hug showed greater Social Interest, and the more they liked the hug, the 
stronger the effect. Hugs between new acquaintances may promote connection. 

ARTICLE HISTORY 
Received 4 March 2025 
Accepted 7 October 2025 

KEYWORDS 
Social touch; hug; stranger; 
field study 

Humans have a fundamental need to belong, reflected in the desire to build and maintain relationships 
(Baumeister & Leary, 2017; Lieberman, 2013). This need is so strong that, even under minimal circum-
stances, people are highly sensitive to social cues that signal opportunities to form new relationships. For 
example, merely discovering shared group membership can promote the development of friendships 
(Harvey et al., 1961). In the present study, we asked whether something as minimal as a hug between 
people meeting for the first time could help spark Social Interest. The decision to study the effects of hugs 
was inspired by the rich literature demonstrating the benefits of social touch (Field, 2010). Below, we offer 
a brief review along with selected examples from this work. 

Hugs in close relationships. Over the past two decades, empirical studies have shown the physiological 
and psychological benefits of hugs (and cuddling) between people in close relationships (Packheiser et al., 
2024). For example, correlational studies have shown that frequent close hugs are associated with lower 
rates of viral infections (Cohen et al., 2015), and experimental studies have shown that physiological 
responses to stress are reduced when women are hugged by their male partners (Berretz et al., 2022). In 
addition to evidence that hugs lower stress and improve physical health, studies have shown that hugs 
enhance relationship quality. For example, in a longitudinal study of romantic couples, Van Raalte et al. 
(2021) reported that those who were instructed to cuddle more with each other over four weeks showed 
greater relationship satisfaction compared to an active control group (instructed to spend more time 
together) and a passive control group (given no instructions). 

Touch in close relationships. Given that hugs are a form of touch in general, these findings from hugging 
studies are in line with a large body of work demonstrating the benefits of other types of social touch in 
close relationships (Jakubiak & Feeney, 2017). For example, correlational studies in couples have shown 
that physical contact is positively correlated with positive affect and reduced physiological stress responses 
(Ditzen et al., 2008; Debrot et al., 2013). Experimental lab studies have shown that couples who hold hands 
while discussing a conflict show more constructive behavior and fewer signs of stress than those in the 
control (holding a weight) condition do (Jakubiak & Feeney, 2019), and couples trained to practice warm 
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touch with their partners over four weeks show higher levels of oxytocin and lower stress markers 
compared to couples in a monitor-control condition (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2008). 

Touch between strangers (laboratory studies). In addition to studies showing that touch is beneficial for 
people in close relations (e.g., romantic partners, as discussed above), researchers have also investigated 
whether touch between strangers might likewise be beneficial, as this could have implications for well- 
being in daily life, e.g., when meeting a new acquaintance. Unfortunately, relatively few studies have tested 
the effects of touch on strangers, and the results have been mixed. For example, in one lab study, Coan 
et al. (2006) reported that holding the hand of a stranger (in this case, an experimenter) during a stressful 
task reduced physiological stress markers but did not reduce self-reports of stress. And, Floyd et al. (2018) 
altogether failed to find a benefit of a stranger’s touch on pain tolerance as compared to when the 
experimenter was simply present. While these types of in-lab studies have the advantage of careful control 
over the conditions, they may feel unnatural to participants, which might explain the weak effects. 

Touch between strangers (field studies). To increase ecological validity, other studies have been 
conducted ‘in the field’, and here, the results are more consistent. In many of these studies, the 
experimenter approaches a stranger and makes a request (i.e., asks a favor), with the measure of interest 
being whether that stranger is more likely to comply if, while making the request, the experimenter 
touches the stranger (e.g., on the arm or shoulder) vs. does not. The results from these studies report 
higher rates of compliance due to being touched in the following situations: the experimenter boards a bus 
with insufficient fare and asks the driver to ride freely (Gué et al., 2003), the experimenter approaches a 
stranger on the street, asking them to watch their large dog for 10 min (Gué et al., 2002), the experimenter 
approaches a stranger in a mall and asks them to fill out a survey (Hornik & Ellis, 1988), and the 
experimenter approaches a smoker and asks for a cigarette (Joule et al., 2007). 

In addition to increasing the likelihood of engaging in prosocial behaviors, other researchers have asked 
whether touching a stranger can enhance their positive affect. For example, Fisher et al. (1976) conducted 
their study in a library, asking the librarian to briefly touch the hand of some patrons (selected randomly) 
during an interaction. They found that people who were touched reported greater positive affect and more 
liking of the librarian when they were surveyed later about their experience in the library. In summary, the 
results from field studies suggest that a simple (and appropriate) touch between strangers can lead to more 
prosocial behaviors and favorable feelings toward the person initiating the touch. 

The current study. The ecological validity and significance of these field studies demonstrating the 
prosocial and psychological benefits of touch between strangers inspired the question of the current study: 
does hugging a stranger, which is more intimate than simple touch, increase prosocial feelings and 
behaviors? To our knowledge, only one study has shown the benefits of hugging a stranger; however, it 
was conducted in the laboratory and focused on physiological (and not psychological) effects (Dreisoerner 
et al., 2021). As such, field studies examining the prosocial benefits of hugging a stranger, particularly its 
potential to foster new relationships, have yet to be conducted. In fact, field studies are becoming 
increasingly rare owing to the substantial effort required to conduct them and a growing bias against 
their use. This is unfortunate, as they are extremely valuable for understanding how people are affected in 
real-world contexts (Cialdini, 2009). 

In the current real-world study, experimenters approached students walking on campus and, using 
random assignment, either gave them a hug (the ‘Hug’ group) or did not (the ‘No Hug’ group, who either 
received a handshake by the experimenter or no touch at all). At the end of the study (after filling out some 
survey questions), the experimenter invited the participants to view their vacation pictures and the extent 
to which the participants did so was used as a measure of Social Interest. From these data, we asked three 
questions. First, we asked whether Social Interest was greater for people who were hugged compared to 
those who were not hugged. Second, for the people who were hugged, we asked whether the degree to 
which they reported liking the hug predicted Social Interest. Third, in an exploratory fashion, we asked 
whether there was a ‘gender effect’, wherein people show more Social Interest when they are hugged by 
someone of a different (vs. same) gender. 
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Methods 

The data for this study were collected between 2014 and 2015 at the University of California, San Diego. 
The study was approved by our university IRB, and all participants provided oral consent. 

Experimenters. There were 18 experimenters (11 females, 7 males, age: M = 21.0, SD = 2.31 years), 
students at our university, who conducted the study. These experimenters stood in specific areas on 
campus, waiting for potential participants to pass by. Experimenters were trained to give hugs in a 
standardized way, wore similar clothes without perfume or jewelry, and were naive to the hypothesis of the 
study. 

Participants. The participants were recruited while walking around the campus and were approached by 
one of the experimenters. The experimenter asked the person, ‘Would you like to participate in a study 
about touch, which takes about 5–10 min?’. If the person said ‘Yes’ (providing oral consent), the 
experimenter continued the interaction. In total, 943 people were approached, and 358 (38%) agreed to 
participate in the study. After excluding some participants (see below), the remaining sample consisted of 
330 participants retained for analysis. The mean age of the final sample was 21.0 (SD = 4.16), with 142 
(43%) female and 188 (57%) male participants and an ethnoracial makeup of participants identified as 
Asian (45%), Caucasian (28%), Hispanic (14%), as Mixed (10%) and African American (3%). The female 
experimenters tested 196 participants (59%), and the male experimenters tested 134 (41%) participants. 

Exclusion. Out of the 358 participants who initially agreed to participate in the study, 27 participants were 
excluded because they declined a hug, an issue we revisited in the Discussion. One participant was 
excluded because they identified as transmasculine, and we did not have enough participants in this 
category to include this gender level in our models. This left us with 330 participants. 

Overall procedure. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of six conditions. Two of these did not 
include a hug, with the participant experiencing either a handshake or no physical touch at all. The four 
other conditions consisted of the participant receiving one of four types of hugs (which consisted of the 
hug being either 1 or 3 s, and was either accompanied by a pat on the back or not). Because we found no 
differences between the two types of ‘No Hug’ conditions and the four kinds of ‘Hug’ conditions (see 
Appendix A), we combined data to create just two final groups, which we refer to as the ‘Hug’ condition 
(n = 213) vs. ‘No Hug’ (n = 117) condition for the remainder of this paper. If the participant was assigned 
to the ‘Hug’ condition, the experimenter said, ‘This study will start out by giving you a hug. Are you ok 
with that?’ If the participant said ‘Yes’, they were immediately hugged. 

Next, the participants were handed a device (tablet or laptop) and asked to fill out a questionnaire about 
their hugging experiences/preferences as well as demographic information. One of the purposes of the 
questionnaires was to reduce suspicion about the true aim of the study, which was to measure participants’ 
reactions to being invited to view the experimenter’s vacation pictures (described below). Because 
participants had just consented to take part in a study described as being about ‘touch,’ the questionnaire 
about hugging served as a decoy measure. Note that for participants who were hugged, the questionnaire 
included one extra question that asked ‘How much did you like the hug?’ (1 = not at all, 5 = I really liked 
it), which was used in one of our analyses (Question 2). The complete list of items on the questionnaire is 
provided in (Appendix B). 

When participants finished the questionnaire, and it seemed that the study had ended, the experimenter 
casually invited the participant to look at the experimenter’s 187 vacation pictures (landscapes and crowds 
of people) on the device, saying ‘Thanks so much for being in this study – oh, hey, I just got back from a 
cool vacation in Serbia. Would you like to see some pictures on my device, if you have time?’. (We chose 
this country because we wanted a country that participants were unlikely to know about, therefore making 
it less likely that they would challenge the ‘fake’ story that the experimenter had been there. We also chose 
a very large number of photos to make it unlikely that the participant would reach the end). The 
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participant’s reaction to this was taken as a measure of ‘Social Interest’ towards the experimenter 
(described further, below). 

If the participant said ‘No’, the experimenter thanked them, and the study ended. If the participant said 
‘Yes’, the experimenter pulled up the set of pictures, allowing the participant to look through them. The 
experimenter then picked up a clipboard, appearing to be busy, so that the participant would not feel 
obligated to look at the pictures for a long time. However, if the participant asked questions or made 
comments about the pictures, the experimenter responded. During this time, the experimenter used a 
hidden timer to measure the number of seconds the participant spent looking at the pictures. When the 
participants finished looking at the pictures, they handed the device back to the experimenter, and the 
experimenter thanked them again. After the participant walked away, the experimenter noted how many 
pictures the participant looked at (which was recorded from the device itself) and how long the participant 
looked at the pictures (recorded from a stopwatch). 

Measures 

Social interest. We defined the measure of Social Interest in two ways. First, in a binary fashion, we coded 
whether people responded with ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ when invited to view the vacation pictures. Second, for those 
who said ‘Yes’, we calculated a composite measure of ‘number of photos viewed’ and ‘time spent looking at 
pictures’ (see Analyses and Results). These measures of Social Interest were designed to be implicit rather 
than explicitly asking participants how much interest they felt toward the experimenter to avoid potential 
bias from demand characteristics. 

Hug liking. For participants in the Hug condition who said yes to viewing the pictures, we used the ‘How 
much did you like the hug?’ (on a scale of 1–5, 1 = not at all, 5 = I really liked it) item on the questionnaire 
to ask whether it predicted Social Interest. 

Covariates. In our analyses below, we included covariates (the experimenter's gender, the participant's 
gender, and ethnoracial status) if we found that they predicted Social Interest. In one analysis (question 3), 
we specifically examined the effects of gender. 

Analyses and results 

Question 1. Did people in the Hug group show more Social Interest than people in the No Hug group? 
This was addressed in two ways. First, we tested whether the percentage of people who said ‘Yes’ to view 
the experimenter’s pictures was greater in the Hug vs. No Hug group. Using a logistic regression, with 
Condition (Hug vs. No Hug) as the independent variable and whether the participant agreed to look at the 
pictures (Yes vs. No) as the dependent variable, we found that a significantly greater percentage (N = 162, 
76%) of participants in the Hug condition said ‘Yes’ to looking at the pictures than in the No Hug 
condition (N = 61, 52%) (Odds ratio = 2.92, 95% CI [1.81, 4.73], p < .001). 

Second, we examined whether, among those who agreed to view the pictures (N = 223), Social Interest 
was greater in the Hug condition than in the No Hug condition. As a first step, we tested for normality. 
Because both the two main measures – number of photos viewed and the time spent viewing, were not 
normally distributed (W(222) = .78, p < .001; W(222) = .67, p < .001, respectively), we log-transformed 
both variables to better approximate a normal distribution. As we intended to create a combined score 
of the two measures, we first Z-scored them separately (as they would otherwise be in different units). 
Because we found that they were sufficiently correlated (r = .70, p < .001), we took their average to create a 
composite ‘Social Interest’ score. The descriptive statistics showing median unlogged values (number of 
photos looked at and seconds spent looking at the photos) for the different conditions are presented in the 
Appendix C. 

Next, we conducted a Type II multiple linear regression, where the dependent variable was Social 
Interest and the predictor variable was Condition (Hug vs. No Hug). Here, because ethnoracial status was 
found to predict Social Interest (ANOVA: F(4, 218) = 2.98, p = .020, R² = .05), as well as covary with 
condition (χ²(4,223) = 10.19, p = 0.037), we included it as a covariate in the model. The results showed that 
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participants in the Hug condition exhibited significantly more Social Interest towards the experimenter 
compared to participants in the No Hug condition, and this effect showed a moderate effect size (ß = 0.50, 
p < .001, model fit: F(5, 217) = 5.29, p < .001, R2 = .11; see Table 1). 

It is perhaps important to ask whether this effect is due to being hugged per se rather than being due to 
being touched in general. This can be addressed by comparing Social Interest between participants in the 
No Hug condition who received a handshake vs. no touch at all. As reported in Appendix A, we found no 
benefit of a handshake on Social Interest (p = .999), suggesting that the observed benefit of hugging was 
unlikely due to just being touched by the experimenter (and see von Mohr et al. (2021) for a similar 
argument that touch is only effective if it is intimate). 

Question 2: For people in the Hug group who said ‘Yes’ to viewing the pictures (N = 162), was Social 
Interest positively predicted by Hug Liking? Using a Type II multiple linear regression, where the 
dependent variable was Social Interest, and the predictor variable was Hug Liking (rated on a scale of 
1–5), we found that participants who reported more liking of the hug showed more Social Interest in the 
experimenter (ß = 0.21, p = .007; model fit: (F(1,160) = 7.60, p = .007, R2 = .05; see Table 2). 

Question 3: Inspired by a question raised by the editor and reviewers, we explored whether Social Interest 
was stronger in participants who were hugged by someone of a different (vs. same) gender, which we 
addressed with tests of contrasts. The results, which are presented in Figure 1, revealed that female 
participants showed a significant ‘gender effect’ (t(32.19 = -2.58 p = .015), i.e., they showed much more 
interest in a male vs. female hugger (Cohen’s d = 0.72), while male participants showed no more interest in 
a female vs. male hugger (t(45.04) = -0.03, p = .975). These results should be viewed with caution, however, 
given the small sample size in some categories, e.g., there were only 20 instances in which a female 
participant was hugged by a male experimenter. The null findings for male participants should also be 
viewed with caution, as the results of a sensitivity analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) suggest that, 
assuming that α = 0.05 and power (1-ß) = 0.8, we were underpowered to detect small effect sizes should 
they exist. Specifically, the current sample of 93 males would have been able to detect only a minimum 
effect size of Cohen’s d = 0.68 (which is moderate). Nevertheless, if the effect we observed is real, it might 
be explained by supposing that feelings of romantic interest are induced when hugged by someone of the 
opposite gender. Further research, which controls for sexual orientation and includes larger sample sizes, 
will be needed to address this possibility. 

Table 1. Type II regression model showing Social Interest as a function of Condition (Hug vs. No Hug), while controlling 
for ethnoracial status (N = 223). 
Predictor ß ß 95% CI [LL, UL] p Fit 

Condition (No Hug vs. Hug) 0.50 [0.24, 0.77] <0.001 
African American 0.91 [0.26, 1.56] <0.01 
Caucasian 0.19 [−0.10, 0.47] 0.20 
Hispanic 0.39 [0.03, 0.74] 0.03 
Mixed 0.57 [0.16, 0.98] <0.01 

R2 = .11*** 
95%CI [.03, .17] 

Note: The condition was dummy-coded (0 = No Hug, 1 = Hug). For the effects of ethnoracial status, the reference group was Asian. β (beta) 
represents the standardized regression coefficient. ***indicates p < .001. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, 
respectively. 

Table 2. Type II regression model showing Social Interest as a function of Hug Liking for people in the Hug 
condition (N = 162). 
Predictor ß ß 95% CI [LL, UL] p Fit 

Hug Liking 0.21 [0.06, 0.37] 0.007 
R2 = .05** 

95% CI[.00,.12] 

Note: β (beta) represents the standardized regression coefficient. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, 
respectively. **indicates p < .01. 
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Discussion 

The findings of the current study show that, under natural conditions of walking around a college campus, 
hugging (vs. not hugging) a newly met person leads to greater Social Interest in the hug initiator, and the 
more this person enjoys the hug, the more interest they show. Moreover, we observed that the effect size of 
this single hugging experience was moderate – a result notably larger than the typically small effects 
reported for other single-session psychological interventions (van Agteren et al., 2021). Such findings 
suggest that something as minimal as a hug can be a potent way to form new relationships. 

The findings of the present study align with a substantial body of research demonstrating that minimal 
social cues – such as physical proximity, brief positive interactions, and even arbitrary group assignment – 
can foster a sense of belonging, which is a fundamental human need (the belongingness hypothesis; 
Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Lieberman, 2013). While social bonds can form through various avenues (e.g., 
shared hobbies, values, or cultural backgrounds), social touch is thought to be a particularly powerful 
mechanism (the social touch hypothesis; Field, 2010). Because most prior work on social touch and well- 
being has focused on close relationships, the current field study provides novel evidence that affective 
gestures, such as spontaneous and consensual hugs between new acquaintances, may serve as an important 
first step toward building Social Interest and potentially forming new relationships. 

Despite the encouraging results of the current study, several limitations should be noted. The first 
pertains to whether our dependent measure truly captured ‘Social Interest’. An alternative explanation is 
that, after being hugged by the experimenter, participants felt obligated to reciprocate with a warm gesture, 
acting out of reciprocity rather than genuine interest in the experimenter. We would nonetheless argue 
that this falls under the umbrella of prosocial behavior (Buunk & Schaufeli, 1999). Thus, the results of the 
present study suggest that hugging a stranger in the real world can increase prosocial feelings and/or 
behaviors, a finding that, to our knowledge, has not yet been documented in the literature. 

A second limitation is that our sample consisted mainly of WEIRD (Western, educated, industrialized, 
rich, and democratic) students and may therefore not be generalizable to other groups. For example, social 
norms around hugging might vary across cultures depending on their warmth, political orientation, and 
demographic composition (Sorokowska et al., 2021). As such, future work looking at the benefits of 
hugging should be conducted across a broader range of groups. 

Figure 1. Means and standard errors for all four pairings of participant gender and hugger gender. Only female, but not 
male, participants showed greater Social Interest when the hugger was a different (vs. same) gender. 
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A third limitation is that our study was conducted prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, at a time 
when people were less anxious about being touched by a stranger, and for this reason, the current 
results may not hold up in today’s culture. During the pandemic, hugging became less frequent 
(Packheiser et al., 2024), leading to an increased longing for touch (Meijer et al., 2022). However, 
even under these conditions, hugs were still found to improve people's mood (Packheiser et al., 
2024). Future studies – if policies and social norms permit – could investigate how the effects of 
hugging have shifted in the post-pandemic era and compare contemporary outcomes to our pre- 
pandemic findings. 

A final limitation concerns how we consented people. Potential participants were asked whether they 
would ‘be willing to be in a study about touch’. If they agreed and were randomly assigned to the Hug 
condition, they were further asked, ‘May I give you a hug?’. An alternative consenting procedure would 
have been to ask potential participants whether they would ‘be willing to be in a study that may or may not 
involve getting a hug from the experimenter’. We chose not to go this latter route, as we wished to hide, as 
much as possible, the fact that the study was about the effects of being hugged by the experimenter. 
Moreover, we feared that this alternative consenting approach could create a situation in which people 
who were randomly assigned to the ‘No Hug’ condition might feel rejected (after learning, during the 
consent process, that there was a chance to be hugged), and this, in turn, could negatively affect their 
feelings towards the experimenter. 

While our consenting procedure may have avoided some of these pitfalls, it may have raised others. 
Specifically, because participants in the Hug condition were first asked for consent to be hugged and then 
hugged (if they agreed), we cannot disentangle the effects of these two components. As such, it is possible 
that simply being asked for a hug, rather than the hug itself, contributed to the observed increase in Social 
Interest. This general confound is, of course, true for any intervention, which is one of the rationales 
behind an ‘intent-to-treat’ analysis (Gupta, 2011). 

Another potential concern about our consent process stems from the fact that we excluded 11% of 
participants (27 out of 240) who were assigned to the Hug condition because they declined the hug (see 
Methods). This exclusion raises the possibility of differences in the composition of our two groups. 
Specifically, we can assume that a similar proportion, approximately 11%, of participants in the No Hug 
condition would also have declined a hug, had they been asked. As a result, while 100% of the participants 
in the Hug condition were individuals who agreed to hug someone they had just met, only approximately 
89% of those in the No Hug condition could be presumed to share this disposition. Although we believe 
that this small difference (100% vs. 89%) is unlikely to account for the observed group difference in Social 
Interest, future studies should address this issue by asking participants in the No Hug condition, at the end 
of the study, to reflect on whether they would have agreed to a hug if it had been offered. In this way, only 
participants who either agreed or retrospectively reported that they would have agreed to the hug could 
have been included in the analysis. 

While the current study’s methodology of collecting data from participants who consented to 
being hugged presents certain limitations, it also highlights a crucial factor in the benefits of hugging 
or any form of touch: mutual consent. In real-world contexts, the positive effects of hugging a new 
acquaintance are likely contingent on both parties’ willingness to engage, a factor that may vary 
across cultures. Nevertheless, we think the work has strong implications for human relations, 
suggesting that by asking for consent to hug, and then hugging, a new acquaintance might go a 
long way. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

The decision to collapse data into two groups (Hug vs. No Hug). Our original intention was to test whether there was 
a difference in Social Interest between (1) the two types of ‘No Hug’ (i.e., handshake vs. no touch at all) and (2) the 
four types of ‘Hug’. The four Hug conditions were set up as a 2 × 2 design, where one dimension was Length: Hugs 
were ‘Long’ (~3 s) or ‘Short’ (~1 s), and the other dimension was Patting Style: Hugs had ‘No Pat’ (i.e., the 
experimenter placed and kept both hands on the other person’s back) or ‘Pat’ (i.e., the experimenter placed one hand 
on the other person’s back while his/her other hand was used to pat the other person’s back). We chose 3 s as the Long 
Hug duration to approximate the length of a natural hug (Nagy, 2011). However, there is debate about whether 
shorter or longer hugs are more pleasurable (Dueren et al., 2021; Floyd, 1999). Upon discovering that there was no 
difference between the two No Hug conditions and the four Hug conditions, we later decided to collapse the data into 
two groups: Hug (n = 213) vs. No Hug (N = 117). Using data that were log-transformed and Z-scored (see ‘Analysis 
and Results’), a t-test revealed no difference between participants who received a handshake vs. no touch (t-test: t 
(56.65) = −0.001, p = .999, Cohen’s d = .0003), which suggests that a handshake offers no benefit. Similarly, an 
ANOVA revealed no differences in Social Interest between the four groups of participants in the Hug condition 
(F(3, 158) = 0.46, p = .71, η² = 0.009). Mirroring the lack of difference in Social Interest across the four Hug types, we 
also found no difference across the four hug types in ‘Hug Liking’ (ANOVA: F(3,158) = 0.19, p = .906, η² = 0.004). 
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These null findings should be viewed with some caution, as the results of sensitivity analyses using G*Power (Faul 
et al., 2009) suggest that, assuming α = 0.05 and power (1−ß) = 0.8, we were underpowered to exclude small effect sizes 
should they exist. Specifically, for the two No Hug conditions, the current sample of 61 would have been able to detect 
only a minimum effect size of Cohen’s d = 0.64 (which is moderate). And for the four Hug conditions, the current 
sample of 162 participants would have been able to detect a minimum effect size of Cohen’s f = 0.26 (which is also 
moderate). 

Appendix B 

Items on the questionnaire. All the participants answered the following questions: (1) Family affection: growing up, 
how common was affectionate touch with your family overall? (1 = very rare, 5 = very frequent). (2) Frequency: how 
often do you hug your friends when you meet them? (1 = almost never, 5 = almost always), (3) Length: when you hug 
your friends, do you like short or long hugs (1 = very short, 5 = very long), (4) Patting: do you like to be patted when a 
friend hugs you? (1 = not at all, 5 = I really like it). Only people in the Hug condition answered one extra question. 
‘How much did you like this hug?’ (1 = not at all, 5 = I really liked it). 

Appendix C 

Table C1. Table showing medians of the two measures of Social Interest, ‘number of photos’ and ‘time viewing photos’, 
for participants who agreed to view the photos. Note that these are unlogged values, although our main analyses used 
logged values to approximate normality (see ‘analyses and results’). 

Median photos looked at Median time (seconds) viewing photos n 

No Hug condition 19 48 61 
Hug condition 34 63.5 162 
No touch condition 18.5 53.5 30 
Handshake condition 21 48 31 
Long Hug with Pat 41 76 48 
Short Hug with Pat 23 48 37 
Long Hug without Pat 29.5 96.5 32 
Short Hug without Pat 37 60 45 
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