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INTRODUCTION

The li tera ture on attraction focused either on hypothetical others

or on actua l friends . Little attention was given to the possibility tha t

there is a diffe rence between attraction and friendship.

A theory of friendship encompasses a broade ’ ringe of va riables than one

of a ttraction . A theory of friendship is necessary which integra tes not

only findings abou,. attraction but also about the normative structure of

the rela tionships in which attraction normally occurs .

LITERATURE REVIEW

During the 1960’s the literature on similarity-attraction displayed two

different emphases - one on interna l and the other on external validity.

The first, notably represented by Byrne , steadily expa nded i ts pu rv iew ,

exp loring the basic relation under different scope conditions and con-

tinuousl y rela ting fact to theory. The second had no single champion ,

at least until recently. Me thodologically, the former was primarily

exper imenta l while  the la tter was survey oriented.

~~~~
Byrne ’s most important discovery was tha t attraction is a linear function

of the proportion of attitude items on which a subject and hypothetical

strange r agree (each agreement is considered a positive reinforcement)

(Byrne and Nelson , 1965). This finding was replica ted many times. Sub-

seq uent research has specified the scope conditions. The literature on

the By rne pa rad i gm is vast. Among the f i n d i n g s  are : attitude statements

agreeing with a subject ’s are positively reinforcin:; (Goiightl y and

Byrn e , 1964’); reinforcem ent of self—eva luation increases attraction

(Byrne and Rhamey ,  1965); attraction is grea te r after increasing d r i v e

st a t i  for positive reinforcement (Worcliel and Schuster , 1966); low soc ial

class attraction to hi gher social class strangers is an exception t~’ t h e

linear formula (Byrne , Clore a~ d ‘~orche l , 1966) ; authori La rianism do~ s ~ot

effect alt rac tion (She lu cid an d  By r n e , 1967) ; t h e  ~~t t r ac  t i  m e f f e c t  ( L C  S

L
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not hold for otherwise similar strangers who are labelled as mentall y ill

(Novak and Lerner , 1968, but see also Byrn e and Lamber th, 1971); topic

impor tance may infl uence the attraction effect under some conditions

(Byrne , London , and Griffi tt , 1968 and Clore and Baidr idge , 1970); per-

sonality variables have little influence on the attraction effect (Wiener,

1970); when more than one hypothetical stranger is presented simultaneously

the number as well as proportion of attitudes influences effect (Goua ux and

Larnber th , 1970); structura l as well as eva luative effects influence

attraction (Tesser, 1971); subjects who are unsuccessful performing a task

are not attracted to similar failures any more than successful subjects

are attracted to dissimilar successfuls (Senri , 1971); an ticipa ted rewards

for future interaction do not influence the effect (Insko, et a].., 1973);

the similarity-attraction effect is found in natura l groups when a) Byrne ’s

measurement procedures are used; b) the subjects are previously unacquainted

and may freely in teract with each other; c) they are not info rmed ahead of

time of the others ’ attitudes (Griffitt and Veitch , 1974); low self—est eem

subjec ts are an exception to the attraction effect (Leonard , 1974); antici-

pa tion of actua l interaction with an opposite sex stra nger depresses the

a ttraction effect (Layton and Insko , 1974); in terpersona l attraction may not

be cen tra l to cohesiveness in certain kinds of work groups (Anderson , 1975);

only  those forms of similarity which impl y some interpersona l reinforcement

va lue  i n f l u e n c e  a t t r a c t i o n  ( San t e e , 1976) . This l a t t e r  f i n d i n g  seems c o n t r a ry

to Insko , et al (1973).

Findings in regard to ethnic similarity are somewha t confusing. Byrne and

~ong (1962) found tha t highly prejudiced subjects imputed dissim ila r

attitudes to Blacks and tha t assumed attitude dissimilarity accounted for

more varia nce tha n color. Using a videotape Hendrick , Bixenstine and

Hawkins (1971) came to somewha t similar conclusions. Generally ,  Byrne

c o n c l u d e d  tha t “any stimulus variable w h i c h  has a positive or nc~ a live

reinforcement value has an effect on attr a ct ion ” (Byrn e and I r v i n , 1969 ’) .

For t h i s  reason a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  and  p o s i t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  by other uiiv

decrease the effect of prejudice On a t t r a c t i o n .  I t  is s t i l l  no t  c l e a r

who ther Byrne and ~lc(;raw ’ s conclusion (196!,’) tha oii l y ox t reme ag r eeme n t

e f f e c t s  prejudiced subjects st i l l  ho1d~~.
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A very comp le te summa ry of findi ngs by scien tists related to the Byrne

para digm may be found in Byrne (1971).

A number of recent studies raised important doubts about Byrne ’s ex-

plana tion of the attraction effect. At least three studies (Touhey,

1974; Posava l and Pasko, 1974; and Johnson and Gormly, 1975) sugges t

tha t social desirability ra ther tha n attitude similarity effects

a ttraction. Subjects are attracted to hypothetical , same—sexed

strange rs who endorse sociall y des irable sta tements . Posaval and

Pasko found tha t subjects were not attracted so much to those who

held less freq uen tly endorsed attitudes. Other studies suggested

tha t attitude similarity is not as important as liking (Aronson and

Worche l, 1966) or self-concept support (Bailey, Finr .ev and Helm ,

1975). In a reve rsal somewha t like tha t of Newcornb in rega rd to

p r o x i m i t y  a n d  s i m i l a r i t y ,  B a i l e y ,  F in n e v  and Uel~ sugges ted  tha t

perceived s i m i l a r i t y  is oct iv  imp o r t a nt  in shor te r f r i e n d sh i p s . S e l f —

concept support is more important in longe r friendships . This tends

to be consistent with Wrig h t ’ s model  of  friendship relations (1969)

in which  ego support is an important variable. It appears then tha t

l i k i n g  breeds  l i k i n g  (Ba ckn ia n  and  Socord , 1959) ,  tha t p ersons  who

hold  s o c i a l l y  des i r ab le  ( c o n v e n t i o n a l ?)  a t t i t u de s  a re  a t t r a c ted to

those who endorse those attitudes , and tha t attraction is a f u n c t i o n

of self—concept support even when dissimilar a ttitudes are endorsed.

Of course , while these findings raise q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  effects of attitu de

s i m i l a r i t y — d i s s i m i l a r i t y  they are much less serious competi tors of the

r e i n f o r c e m e n t  exp l a n a t i o n  of which  the fo rme r is a part. Liking by

other , s e l f - c o n c e p t  sep p or L  or soc ia l  de s i ra b i lj  ty  may simp ly be

s t r o n g e r re in f e ,r c e r s .  By r n e , B a s k e t t  and h o d ges (19 7 1) would  s u pp o r t

such an i n t e r p r e t a t i on .
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A Critique of Similarity Research: The Byrne £‘aradigm

In a typical Byrne-like experiment the subject indicates the extent

of his attraction to a hypothetical , same-sexed stranger based on the

stranger ’s presumed response to certain structured questionnaire i tems.

The su bject ’s responses to these same i tems are al ready known to the

investigator . Under these conditions attraction has been proven to be a

function of proportion of similar responses.

The obvious weakness of th is paradigm is that it does not reflect the

actual acquaintance process , exce pt i n the case of stran gers who have

heard abou t each other beforehand. The actual process i nvolves not only

the i nform at i on i nferre d from “the overt stimulus properties of other

in di v iduals ” (Byrne, 197 1 , 11 9), but seeking information about the other

wi thin a structure of rules governing how strangers should act in each others

presence. These rules are situation specific. One responds to same-sexed

strangers differently at parties , bus stops , the store , poker games an d i n an

alley at night. The similarities which might be attractive at a party are

no t necessar i ly  those which  migh t  be at tract ive i n a cr isis . It fo l lows

tha t the proportion should be relative to those attitudes salient in a

specific situation.

If s i m i l a r i t y  is a code word for pos i t ive  reinforcement th en an y

in3t ance of interpersona l positive reinforcement will l ead to attraction .

Under so;iie conditions other reinforcements will be more salient than

a t t i t u d e  simil arity . For instance. Santee (1976) reported that only

at ti tude ’s associ ated with reinforcement expr’ctations were associated

wi th attrac tion. In rea l life the theoretical problem of whether sim il ars 

~~- -
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attract is confounded by the problem of how important attitude sim ilarity

is , i.e., what proportion of variance is explained by this as compared to

other variables. If, in a l abora tory set ting where l i t tle informa ti on is

prov ided , 40-60Z of the variance is accounted for , then is it rea l i st i c

to expect as strong an effect in the complexity of the real world? While

Byrne has himself noted the tenuous relation between attitudes and behavior ,

and therefore the expected low association between attitude and sociometric

choice , much of the i nterest in at tract i on is not merel y i n a st i l l , sma l l

symbolic construct which never determines behavior , bu t in  the fo rces ,

reasons an d in tent ions  which  a c t u a l l y  determ i ne whether or not in form a l

grou ps are generated .

A th i rd quest ion is raised by t he fi el d ex peri ment con du cted by

Griffitt and Vietch (1974) in which they confirmed that in a realistic

situa tion attraction was a linear function of proportion of actual sir~i1arity .

In this experiment the subjects were 16 males who had been given a By rne_ like

att itude test before spending ten days in a fall -out shelter. The proble~

wit h this study is that it seems remarkable that , i n the absence of an y

evi denc e, the specific attitudes on which the proportion was based should

be the important attitudes in the attraction function . The number of objects

toward which real people have actual or potential attitudes is very large.

These are not unrelate d , but organized and differentiated . If , in real life ,

pro por t ion of ac tual  a t t i tu des sh ar ed i s stron g ly rel a te d to a t t rac ti on ,

the n the prob lem ar i ses  as to wh i ch a t t i  tud es of the two sub ject s acc~ant

for  the proportion. It would seem that only an attitude test wh ic h is a

sample of the population of attituc h-.s of each person would he ade~ua~e, one

which tapped the actual proport ion shared . Ye t  there wa s no evi denc e th at

in fact the test administered was a repres e ntat iv e sample of the :~ au~at ion

of attitudes.

- _ 
_  _ _
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Suppose , for instance that the test sampled 20 attitude objects and that

the subjects agreed on 5O~ of these. But su ppose each subject (as is likely)

had atti tudes towards 20 other objects not included in the test. If these

were include d then the proportion would change. If this proportion changed , then

the l evel of predicted attraction would change. How then is it that only those

items on the test predicted attraction? Could it be that admini stering the

test before the experiment provided the subjects with a hidden agenda to talk

abou t for the subsequent ten days . Those particular attitudes were given an

importance in the context of the experiment they might not otherwise have had.

A muc h more convincing demonstration would have been to give the test in a

context ostensibly unrelated to the experiment or exper imenters , or e lse  to

administer it afterwards.

This is a special case of a general problem effecting all research on

inter personal attraction in which severa l previously unacquainted subjects

are i n volve d and in which  the g ra d u a l struc tu ri ng of the a f fe ct of the g rou p is

to be expla ined . In such a case each subject almost always has d iverse

character is t ics or attitudes in common with many different subjects . He

agrees wi th one su bjec t about the Un it ed Nat ions , wi th  ano ther about labor

unions and with a third about sex after death. Like him , the f irst subject

is mid d le cl ass but u n l i k e  him i s from Whea tf i el d , North Dakota , population

10 1/2. Like him , the oth er two subjects are from large urban areas, but

unlike his parents their parents were divorced and were on P~FDT . The most.

dif icult proble~ is not d isco ’.’ery of wh~’ther s ii ~ilari t~ attracts , but which

s i i  lari ty and wh a t  the scope cc ndi t ions are for the rela ti ons h ip~

_______ --~-~t



—7—

Studies Outside the Byrne Paradigm

In addit ion to experimant s  conducted b y the Byrne  group at least one

f ield experimen t was conduc ted relevan t to the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of a t t r a c t i o n .

Brown (1968) reported a study in which science and humanities students were

assigned to floors of a dormitory in different ratios. Unfortunately,

his results were reported in terms of the success of the experiment in

influencing attitudes and the acquaintance process , rather than in

providing a full report on the similarity variables. He found t ha t  in the

absence of the kind of mani pulations reported in the experiment , sc ience

and humanities students associated primarily with students w i t h  similar

intellectual interests and attitudes. This strengthens Nc*;coab ’s ra ther

weak finding (1961, 88—89) that college of enrollment had an effect on

• attraction.

1~hi1e not experiments , Yewcnmh ’s (1961) and C u r r y  and Fmerson ’s (197°)

contr~41ad field studies deal t w i th  a r :uJer of types  of similarity. C ’j r r v

and ~.~er soLL did not con t ro l  for  demo~~r ap hic d i f f e r e n c e s , but Newcotnb found so.~

weak e f fe c t s , especially dur ing  the  aar ly phases of the acquni tanc e proces s ,

of agc , urba n or rural ori gin , and rel igion. It should be remembered that

the nu~jects in both studies were relatively ho~’o~ cneous. Both r e p o r t e d

s~~ c’..hat yca~ effects for value similarity, but ~or Curry nod Em~ r~ c n

t l i e~;a uor e  only  fo r  “percei~ ed” va lue  similari ty. !)urin~ the first ye:tr of

his ~tuJ y , ~e~••r oL’~N fou;iJ that s~ ec [f i c  a it i t u t e  toLl a r i t v  ~on t r . L L~r,~ to

the  accu rat e  pred ict ion  of l a t e r  a t t r a c t i o n .  Tm b o t h  s tu ~hes a t t r a c t  i f l

to a t h i rd  s ub j ec t  was pr~ d~ c t i ve  of a t L r a c t ~~un i•o :w~~~n t h ~ n t h ~~i~~.

In a d di t i o n  to tho rc ’ . i r ~- e ~ above •i n i : . h r of e t1 r v ~~v o r c~~oervat .  io~~~



studies have been conducted in the field among various populations. In

a sense Festinger , Schachter and Back’s (1950) discuss ion of social pressures

in informal groups was about similarity of norms and attitudes. Such

similarity was related to attraction. Loomis and Proctor (1950) found that

l ibrarians and county agents  were at t r a c t e d  to others  of hi gher income and

length of service. This might be interpreted as a t t r a c t i o n  as f u n c t i o n  of

dissimilarity. Maisonneuve (1952) repor ted  that  having a t t ended  the sane

lower school effected choices by boarding school students. Masling , Greer

and Gilmore (1955) in a study of 2,139 Naval recruits and 900 infantrymen

concluded that the respondents were attracted to those of higher status

(another instance of the importance of dissimilarity). Mehiman (1962)

in a study of 200 students concluded that there was “less than compelling

evidence for general tendencies toward either similarity or complementarity

in fr iendsh ips l . Barniund and Har iand (1963) fou n d  that presti ge wa s an

important determinant of choice. In 1965 , Rosen feld and Jackson in a study

of a telephone company office reported tha t personality si.tailaritv was

important only on short acquaintance. The most important similarity variable

in Pr iest and Sawyer ’s study (196/) of a colle~ c dor m itory was peersh ip,

membership in the sane college class.

Laum-ann (1969) found that the choices of urban men were partiall y a function

of similar a t t i t u de s .  Click and Jackson (1970) , in a sutd y of ~dennianite

s tuden t s  d iscovered  that initial nor~ at ivo si~~Li;irity was p~ e~ ict ive of

subsequent choice. In Wri ght ’ s s tud y ( 1971) f r i o n . I s h i p aooio~ me n w a s

associated ~-;i t h p re fe renc e f o r  ~; im i l ar  d a y — t o - ~d~~y a ct i v i  t i e s  hu t  not ~~ t h

a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y. One i n ter p r e t ot i o n  of 1~or n a r d  and 1~i1 ta- . or t h ’ s research  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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aboard a research vessel (1973) is that persons of like occupation

and status are attracted to each other. In an examination of an urban

neighborhood Athanasiou and Yoshioka (1973) concluded that life cycle

similarity was important in f r i endsh ip  formation but tha t  social class

was important only when distance was great. Wheaton(1974) found that

social class contributed little to cohesiveness. Finally , Nahemow and Lawtor.

(1975) studied 270 residents of a city housing project. Similarity of

age , race and sex were especially impor tant when friends lived a t a

distance from each other.

A Critique of Studies Outside the dyrne Paradigm

The numerous problems with these studies include: 1) samp les th wlilch

certain independent variables are attenuated in their effect by

homogeneity of the sample; 2) lack of a coim-lon measure of attraction;

• 3) failure to deal w i t h  the beha-~’orial correlates of attraction.

Samp le ho~ ogeneit

One ex amp le wi l l  s u f f i c e .  Demograp h ic  var iables  have l i t t l e  v a r i a ti on .  - •

Many s tudies have been conducted  on s tuden t  populat ions  which typ i c a l l y inc

a very narrow age range , as well as a na r row range of social class differenc e .

Under  such ccndit ioa~; J~~m~~ rap hic ef~ ect.s will be limited . ~~~~~~~ ~a tr -

Anter~ c~in neighharhoods ore homogeneaus ic regard to  eoc . ia l  cl~is~; , ,- ‘:~~n

c o m m u n i t y  .;t . ~~.± l~~~v~ a i i ch  to ~e ~L-~ ~i~~’~! ~ fl t : • i - ;  r-

Lac of ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

The fo l lowing  are fr e ~ t en t ly usod ic ~. L O c 5  of a L t  r a e t i ’ o :  a)c~o u  ~i i . ci ;~~d

Soc ~~~t n c  ch o i c e ;  b) un I l a t er a l  1 i~~i t e d  o ’~ 1 re~ n c  n i t  i ce ;  c)  so•: I c

r a id  ing of all  gr o o or b & r ~- ;  d)  ra 01 a ~~~~ I a L : ~~i~ i n ~~i v i - ~c :1 (~ Lch

- ~•~- .~~---t ~~
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a roommate) by a subject; e) subject nominations of particula r friends.

In many cases the rationale for one as opposed to another measurement

instrument is not given. My impression Is that most instruments are chosen

either because they are those conventionally used or because they are

convenient given the li mits of time and accessibility inherent in the

average study.

Poor choice of an instrument may be due to fa ilure to dis t inguish be tween

attraction (a psychological variable) and friendship (a social relation).

Many of Wright ’s criticisms of Byrne are based on the former ’s tendency to

fail to distinguish between attraction and friendship. Choice alone

is evidence of att rac tion , bu t not of friendship. Even mutual choice

is not evidenc e of friendship as defined by Wright , since socionetr ic

ch a i co  is no longer assumed to r e f l ec t  behavior .

B a t h  mutua l and un i l a t e ra l  l i mit e d  choice have many inherent  l im i t a t i on s

(Holland and Leinhardt , 1973; Bernard and Kiilworth , 1973), including an

arbitrary limit on the number of o thers  who may be desi gnated as at t r a c t e a a

or f r i e n d s , wi th  concomi tan t  d i s t o r t i o n s  in the affective structure of the

group. At present it appears that  ranking of all, g roup  membe rs  is the oust

aci e q~:ate technique. Ratings of particular individuals or subject

mac i  r . a t i o n -~ of p ar t : c u lar  f r i o u d a  1 ic ’I t the  var i a n~ e in the  d c c  l e n t

v~ i ~: 1 c  b y f a i l L c  to ioclad~ th~ s~ cha ~:idLt have hc ci :c frieud ~~, bat d~ d

n o t .  w it h o ut  inc lud in :.’, som~ r ep r e seu t ot iv e s  of t h i s  g roup  t h e re  i s  n~ way

to kc•a, t h a t  t i i a v  arc nor  in  fa c t  m ore  si i i nn  to t h e  su b j ec t  th in t h o a t

L 

he r a t e d  or u.’c j a i L e d .
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Quite apart from these problems use of different instruments makes

comparison between studies difficult.

Behavioral Correlates of Attraction. I have already noted the failure

of some investigators to distinguish between attraction and friendship.

There is also a failure to distinglish be tween what people say they feel

or do and what they actually do. Virtually all other studies tap only

the subject ’s feelings, or his percep t ions of a re l a t ionsh ip.  For ins tance ,

Nahemow and Lawton (1975) interviewed res idents  of a city housing project.

The interviewer sa id, “I’m going to ask you some ques tions abo ut your

best friends In the project. I’d like to know whe the r  they i l v e  in tais

building or not , how often you get together , and where  you meet.” Of

course th.i.s question leaves to the  respondent the  pr oblem of d e c i d in f

• I what constitutes a “best friend” , which is perhaps unavoidah ie , but

also ass umes the acc uracy of the respondent ’s perception of frecuenc

and location of contact. There are no o b jec t i v e  da ta  on t i i C  . i ct c a i  c’~at aCt ’3

be twe en unilateral or mutua l  f r i ends . Curry  and Fcerson also f a il  ~‘a~ did

Net~coob) to provide any da t a  on t h e  ac tua l  behavioral  c o r r e l a te s  ef

• attraction. Did those attracted to one another actually assuciat~ with each

other more frequently, spend their leisure t in t ’ t o3ethcr , or disc~~~a ~i e i r

val ue orientations? Unless hehav.iarnl data art’ col.lactt± cl , l i n t  a. ~v re

the  processes that lead from similarity to nttr ct ior, l e f t  t t n s j s ’~ i

and certain ano~io 1oua r e su l t s  c at  a cu o u l t e a  f o ~ • f l e ’-~~~,’~~ r L : i i i  ~~~~~~~~~~~

not  a t  tracted because t h ey  n e~ e r f e t i i & d  c a t  H ‘a t  t i ~~’ ~~a , i  .~ e it - - ;)  , b u t

th e actual meaning of the f h i d  I ups  in t~ ci o f  “ r ’  ~. I ebav i or , a~ a,- os d t e

percept ion  b y group me~.ib. rs of e a c h  o t i -  r , is ucl-ai .’,oi . I - ‘ u i  ‘ , t

s tL ’ay  of an e n t i r e l y  ‘‘ c ’ o p : i i t  R i  v i r ; . H ’ i . ~~ ’’ ,~~’i i ’ ~~~’ 1 v  I c d i ~ i m : o . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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research is read with the covert assumption that tendicies toward bahavior

arc being described.

A SYSTEMATIC AYPROACH TO SIMILARITY AND ATT RACTION

Taking both studies within the Byrne  pa rad igm and others toge ther , perhaps

the most fundamen ta l  problem is the lack of a cosi:non theoretical and conceptual

orientation. They are characterized by a failure to agree or. the meaning

of basic concep ts as well as on the operations necessary to measure them.

In recent years Byrne has spent much time defending hinself against

critics who base their views not only on different theories but who sometimes

use the same words but mean different things (among the c r i r ics  are Wri ght ,

1969 ; l~ 71; Wright and Crawford , 1971; Levinger, 1972; Wr ight and Wri ght , 1972;

Doherty and Secord , 1971; Kaplan ~nd Anderson , 1973a; 1973b — Byrne ’s

refutations include Byrne and Lamberth , 1971; Byrne , 1971; Byrne , Clore ,

Criffitt , Lamher th and Mitchell , 1973; and Moss , Byrne , Baskett and Sacha . 1975).

Proponents of these different perspectives tend to manifest ambiguity or

confusion in retard to the  most fundaw.ental terms and variables in their

disc ussion , including the concepts of “attraction , “friendship ” , “proximity ” ,

“ s i m i l a r i t y” , “ s t a t u s” , and pe rhaps eve n “a t t i t u d e ” . It  i s  now necessary to

define each of these systematicall y and rela te i t  to theory .

A ttractL’ t aim! driendshio

In mos t non—expo rir~c tita 1 S Ludies cit ed t h e d ep e n d e n t  vs r i a h l e  ~.‘ i ;  at t r,ic ti es

as measured by sonic soc iooetric scale . Other studies tiLl I ized I u~ ~‘rn i L i e n

or~ identity vf friends , or tre,1 ted friendship as a dep endent variable

( f o r  i n s t a n c e , V r i g h t  — 1969). ~\ clear d i s t i n c t i o n  m u St  be i-ode h~~t ’.e~en

a t t r a c t i o n  and friendship. ’ 

—~ ‘-• ~-~~ ---
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“A ttraction” is a feeling experienced by one person A person can be attractLd

to ano ther wi thout displaying any behav ioral manifesta tion of his attraction .

At traction is riot a relations’dp. No manifes t behaviora l display is necessary.

“Mutual attraction” is a term used to designa te the individua l subjective

feelings of two persons toward each other. Mutual attraction does not imply

knowledge by either ac tor of the o ther ’s feelings nor any necessary behav ioral

rela tion be tween the two.

The a ttraction scale ranges from attraction (positive affect) down throughh

neu trality to repulsion (negative affect). “Liking ” is synonymous wi th

attraction and “disliking” with repulsion . The study of attraction is also

the stud y of repulsion . Just as it does not make sense to speak of an object

devoid of a temperature , it does not make sense to speak of a human being devoid

of an attraction response towa rd ano ther.

Since Byrne ’s focus is on hypo thetical attraction , the definitio n above

should be consistent wi th his. 1k has tended to focus onl y on the positive

end of the scale. A minima l meaning fo r  a t t r a c t i o n  is a shift to a ~~~~

neutra l affective response .

A “rela t ionsh ip” is a repeated series of focused , coordinated behav io r s

• be tween two peop le. A relationshi p may  invo lve  either an exchange arid

coordina tion of actors ’ ve rbal behav ior or non-verbal behaviors or both.

A relationship may or may not he task—oriented . In and of i t s e l f  the  concept

of relationship is a f f ec tively neutral. It implies no ihiin~ a b o u t  attraction .

“Fr iendship” is a mutual affectively positive relationshi p. Uright ‘s

criterion of friendship (1969), “the degree of vo1u~ tary i r c i  r d ep e r d ~~r~ce ” ,

1S t co  n a r r o w  a c r i t e r ion  fo r  genera!  u se .  ‘~ viv i ’~~P i C  i ii ~ mou ld st:b~ ec t1vt ’ ’~ y

cons i d . ’r t hj em s e l v f ’s  to be f r i e n d s  ar e  not  a t  HH l i t  b e1a. i , a t , u n i .

casual  or  f o r m a l  par t i c  i p a t  ion in each  e t ha:’ a di !~11o r~ 
, cc: I ’  I P .;r e.;

and the lihe is inctuded .  To use such  • ‘.e L L v i  L l i - s  a ;  : ~~ ‘- 11.15 ’ . - f o r

f r i e n d s h i p is to confusc the man ! f~’stat lea wi th thi~ p h no: ii, i; i L i ~ . If.

E’u t i i e rm o r e , wh i l e  f r i e u ,1~; may h ave  be an m t  c r d e 1 ,  ;i i , ’ i i t  at  ~‘iw L i ,  • -.‘ i s  t h e i r
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lives, changes in job , residence , or life cycle state may have ended

such interdependence wi thou t  chang ing the perception of friendship. By

definition, then, friendship consis ts of either a past or present

relationship and mutual attraction .

Attraction may occur in the absence of a relationship (otherwise Byrne ’s

experiutents would be impossible). A relationship nay exis t without

attraction , or with unilateral attraction. Since friendship, by definition

requires both a relationship and mutual attraction it is hypothesized

that:

1. Relationship leads to attraction.
Attraction leads to mutual attraction.
Therefore : friendship.

2. Attraction leads to relatIonship.
Rela t ionship leads to mutual attraction.
Therefore : friendship.

3. Mutual attraction leads to r lationship.
Therefore : friendshio.

4. Relationship l en ds  to mutual attraction.
T h e r e f o r e :  f r ien d s h i p .

‘

~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ • - ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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F igure 2 .1

Four Models of Attraction and Friend sh i p

- 
1. Relationship — > Attraction > Mutual Attracti on > Friendship

- 2. Attraction —> Relationship > Mutual Attract i on > Friendship

3. Mutual Attractio n > Relationship —> Friendship

4. Relationship -
~~~~~~~~> M u t u a l  Attraction 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Frien dship
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The diffe rence betwee n models 1 and 2 and models 3 and 4 is temporal.

A ttraction of each to the othe r occurs simultaneously in models 3 and 4,

while attraction of the one to the other occurs firs t in models I and 2.

Since either attraction or relationship can occur w i t h o u t  the other, it

is necessary to consider the conditions for the occurence of each.

“Friendship” is not directly caused by either attraction or relationship

sin ce it is merely the simultaneous presence of both. The occurence of the

one may  increase the probability of the othe r occuring. Rela tionship leads

to attraction and visa versa . “Attraction ” should he unders tood as a shift

to a less neutra l affective response , and includes both the nega tive and

posi tive poles of the continuum . The unders tanding of friendshi p req ui res
the stud y of attraction , mutua l attraction , and of re lationship.

Indirect and Direct Information

For attr act ion to occur the one .ius t possess in foruia Lion about the other.

Information may be indirect or direct. Indirect information may he e i t h e r

a p r o d u c t  resu l ti ng from the activity of the other (such as the questionnaire

purportedly filled out by Byrne ’s hypothetica l strangers ; videotapes of the

other a: is common in cases of attraction to television stars ; columns written

b y the other in the newspaper or pe rhaps an art object created by the other) ,

or symbolic ma teria l “about” the other (such as lists of descriptive adject-

ives , anecdotes told by mutua l friends , and newspaper accounts).

Direct information is obtained in the absence of rela tionship by seeing or

hcar in-~ the other . Dress , sex , color , age , ilkely soc ioeconorn ic  S ta Lus and

pe r s o n a l i t y  are  i n f e r r e d  f rom o b s e r v i n g  or o v e r h e a r in g  someone w i t h o u t

e n t e r i n g  d i r e c  tl y into  a r o la  t i o n s hip .  in more spc ’ci f i c  si tua L i o n s  — as a t

~ior t - . — m i t c h  more is i n f e r a b l e . T h e or i e s  of person pa rL -c Pt  L OU an d  a t  r i b u  t ion

are dir e ctl y re a v a n t . to t h e  u n d e r st ; i n ~l i u , of a t t r a c t i o n  i n  t h ~ absen ce  of

rc h i t  b u sh I p.

R e l a t i o n s h i p  pe r m it s  f ac e  to l a ce  i n f o r m a t i o n  s e a r ch .  ~- ie r e  i n l e r r ; - i t i o n  nay

he elicited f rom tile other. !‘isclosure nia v o c c u r  in r-•la t i e n s h i p a n d

opi n ions may  be 1 “a r t t ~~d d i  rec t 1 y a h u i t whi i c i t  no i i i i  i rae t cv id  tic e -xl st s

Pt I L i  o~~-P.t P ~~~~~~ 
t i p  th e  pu ss  I h ;  ii ( V  u l  ( l i l t  a i n  i ur i i  a I .1 I~~i, d i cc t Iv

r I - 5 t i - ’  s.,’ - . r ’

- --- --- - -

--~
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Attraction Without Relationship

Under conditions of attraction without relationshi p a re info rceme nt

exp lanation is only tenable if a) the information is reinforcing, or

b) the info rmation increases probability of reinforcement. Essentia lly

Byrne ’s theory is tha t because the information contained in the expression

of a simila r attitude is reinforcing the strange r associa ted with the

in formation becomes reinforcing too . Ihis could occur in either of the

cases above .

If the firs t alternative is correct-, thea it is necessary to specify

wha t information is reinforcing. For instance , i f  one we re curious

about something, and the other satisfied one ’s curiousity , then the

informa tion provided by the othe r would he reinforcing and one would

be att racted to the other. This would be a case of reinfo rcement but

not of similarity.

Almost any kind of information might leac to attraction for the person

with the “right” reinforcement ii is ror~ . Like the hypo thetical s tran~ e r,

info m a  tion itself may be acciden rall y ~3ssocia ted with some more prima ry

rcinforcers. Yet , it is likely that in a norma l social world certain

inforn~a Lion would almost always be r e i n f o r c i n g  and  c e r t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n

would a lei ,st alwavq increa~ie the proba ’ i it 
~ 

of reinforcement . ‘~esearcii

should  t u r n  f ront  too exc lus ive  concern  with atti tude similarity to the

s t u d y of whe the r  pe rsons are  at t r a c t e d  to those who comiminica te reinforcin g

information to them (the genera l case c-f  a t t i t u de  s i r :i l a r it y )  or wio

communicate information w h i c h  increases the probab ility of reinforcem ent

and w h e t h e r  some i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  not  re i  n i o r c i n g  a t  a l l .  For i n s tan c e , ar e

parsons  a t t r a c t e d  to those ~ ao teach  thc~:i v~~l t t  t b l e  s k i l l s ?

The re are mrn~ other k i n d s  of  S i m i  i~ t r i  5: t a : l : l  : ‘t t [ l n - l a  i - ! : i i l i r i t v , ‘ut I : ’ i . ~~

of  t}ie’; ’ h ave  n et  b een i d a  t ed  to a gC l Cr - i  I i i i  o i e  L i cal ori en tation. It

is necessary to s p e c i f y w h e t h e r  t h e s e  o~ I e r  types of sim il ar I t v  c o n s t i t u t e

rein fore i t t ~~ in fortr .i t ion or i it fo niri Lion i tic ri ts i i  tb  prob ,t  h i i i  t y of

rcinforcen’ent
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It seems reasonable to hypothesize tha t

In the absence of relationship:

Reinforcing information leads to attraction.

a ad

Informa tion which increases the liklihooci of
reinforcement leads to attraction.

The mos t common instances of relationship are position-specific relations

which are norma tively regula ted , for instance , be tween clerk and cus tomer ,

teacher and s tudent, or employee and employer. Such relations often involve

proximi ty factors, but in addition provide opportunity to secure both

ind irect and direct information.

itela t ionship Leading to Attraction

it is hypo thes ized  tha t rel a t ionshi p l eads  to a t t r a c t i o n  e i t h e r  beca use the

relati onship itself has an outcome r e i n f o rc i n g  to b o t h  (a t eam of s u c c e s s f u l

bank robbers) or beca use more reinforcing information is discovered during a

re la tionship. Relationsh ip leads to info rmation which leads to attraction.

At t r a c t i o n  Leadi~~~~tc~~~e lat ions~~~p

Wh y does att rac t ion lead to r e la t ionship ? It is h ypo thesized

tha t it leads to relationship either because of the anticipation tha t if a

relat ionship is entered it will be directly rewa rding or because through it

more information can he secured.

Attraction and thutua l Attraction

Fina Lly , why does a1t_ractio~i lead tm mutual at t cac t~~on Ac te al ly it. doer not.’.

Informa t ion tha t the other i_s a ttra c tcd t a ti e on leads to it t  rae I o t t .  T i e

proposi t ion tita t l i k i n g  breeds  1 i k i n ~ has  been con f I mcd in severa l e’;perinori ta 1

studies. liki n g in itself is reinforcing.

The s tud y of attraction h e c c -~e i  th e st ’ih of r ei nt ir c ill : ; jui ’ r ini t ita and

info rmation which increases the pr uahi li t v of r~~i u t i rc~~a I i t , and of t h e-

factor : in acid I t 1on to i t tr - c t ion wi t i c l ~ i i i  j i S O l l s  L a  e t i t e  r a I - i t t  i i d i l  p.

--
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Some of these associa tions may be represented somewha t more formally as fol lows :

Defini tions

= df perso n

o = df o ther perso n

1po = df information given by P to 0

‘A df i n f o r m a t i o n  tha t P is attracted to C
P0

= df information tha t P is or is not  s i m i l a r  to 0 in some way

= df reinforcer of 0 associated b y L w i t h  I’

I PP and i ~~~ Pp
P0 s PU

R = 
df i n t e r p e rso n a l  r e l a t i o n s hi p  be tween  P a n d  0

A~~ = 
df asymmetrical attracti on of P to 0

A = - syuc~et r i cn i  a t t r a c tio n  between P am~ 0ci t

F = 
df  

frie ndsh ip i e  - -;eon P and 0

= 
df  h y p o t h e s i z e d  s t a t i s t i ca l l y s i gn i f i c a n t  assec~~a L i o n

HvDo theses

~~~~~~ 
A
0~

A .~- A. 1’O - (~P

U’ A

1
A 1,~~~~ 

A
0~

- -‘ A 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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R~0~~ 
R
0~

R~0-
-_) P

0~~
-~
_4A

~0

—. P~,0- ._-~ A0 ~

+ R0~ = R

A~0 
+ A

0~ 
= A

A + R F

R~0~~
> iP01,—~ A~~

~~~~~~ IP~0
—’~ A0~

R~~ + R
0~ 

= R

~~~ 
+ A

0~, 
= A

A + R F

R —- b
’ IP - -

~~~~ A
P0 

- OP PU

‘A 
—~‘A

P0

A~~~-—~ R0~

A0~ + A ~0 
= A

R PU + = R

A + R = F

It is cvi dc n t thu t t ii , re are i J  1 y pc r mu t -i t I en a a I rc in ionsh i 
~ 

, a t t r- a t i n

a n d  r c i n f c rc e tnen !  w i t i c - i t  m ay L a d  to [r i e n d ~~i t i p .

_ _ _ _ _
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Information and A tti tud e s

Within the Byrne paradigm attraction is a function of attitude sim ilarity

beca use the person who holds attitudes perceived by the subject to be similar

or dissim ilar to his own come s to be associated w ith the subject ’s covert

affec tive response to those attitudes. Such covert affective responses derive

front a reduction of or increase in the effectance motive , a learned drive to

i n t e r p r e t  the  socia l e n v i r o n m e n t  l o g i c a l l y  an d  c o r r e c t l y ( B y r n e  and  C lo re , 1970;

Byrne , 1971).

Byrne ’s theory is an extension of Festinger ’s theory of social comparison

processes (1954). Because there is no objective basis for testing th~ adequacy

of opinions about social reality p~ rsons seek support for their attitudes from

others . Self—other attitude consensus satisfies the dr ive  to c o r r e c t l y under-

stand the socia l environment. Attraction occurs because those who agree w i t h  us

come to be associa ted with their agreement. The expression of an at ti t~ de is

an unc”ndi tiona l stimulus to the d I e  - t a nc e  m o t i v e . The ho lder  of the a ttitud~

become s the conditiona l stimulus. 11 rite expression of t h e attitude h a s  reduced

the drive , then attraction occurs . If the expression has strengthened it , t h e n

repulsion c- curs.

R e c e n t l y  3yrne  a c k n o w l e d ged t hi n  t “both a f f e c t i v e  an d  i n f o r ma t i o n a l  ce:~po n c m i L s

are im-c’lved in the r e l ar i o nah i p  b e t w e e n  a t t i  t u d in a l  a g r e e m e nt  an d  a itrac tion ’

(Moss , ~yrne , Baskert and Saehs , 1975). His research was ceridito ted in re sponse

to the cl airm tha t the linear function describin g the relationship between

similarit y and attraction was a special case c f a function a pected if the s r i m i ] i

were cons idercd info rmers ins tend of reinforcers (Kaplan and And ersen , 1973:

An derson , 1968).

T u e  p r ob l e m  r a i s ed  by  both the reinforcem ent an d  in f e r n - i t  ion theory is t h a t

they  fa  i I to accettn t for t he effects of e t h e r  g i n d a  of s L i i i  t i l t  t h a n  a i t  j

sima i 1ar i~ v on a t t r - i c t~ c’ti .

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  
-_---- _ - - -~~~~- _ _ _  _ _
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Structural ~act ars .\ssociated wite Attraction

Attraction hat s been studied as a function of similar —— attitu des , col le ge

of enrollment , values , other persons considered as a t t i t u d e  o b j ect s , n or r - s ,

income , years of service , popularity , social desirability , common schools attended ,

military rank , prestige , personality , peership , age , color , relig ion , socia l

class , education , occupation , and sex. A “Wouldn ’ t it be interesting to look

a t  — — ? “  approach  seetr .s to have c h a r a c t e r i z e d  m o s t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s , b yrne excepted.

But Byrne ’ s h y p o t h e t i c a l  e x p l a na  r i c a  of the  a t L r a c  t i on  p t t e n c : n: non j ut term s of

the a f f e c t a n c e  mot ive  is no t  ve ry  s a t i s f a c t o r y  for  m a n y  of these o the r  typ e s

of s i m i l a r i t y . The reason wh y s har i n g  s i m i l a r  co l l ege  of e nr o l l m e n t  shou ld

reduce the effectance motive is not sell—evi cient. Certain anomalies appear even

in a ttitude—re lated experi :eents.

Moss , By r n e , B a s k et t  and  Sachs  ( 1 9 7 5 )  a c k n o w l e d ged tha t trust research had

p r e s e n t e d  the h y p o t h e t i c a l  stmanee r to the s u b j e c t  as  a s ; t r r c — s c x  pee r , i . e. ,

a n o t h e r  col1e~~-s s t u d e n t .  The avera ge sub  ~oct  ex p e c t c d  t h a t  t h e  h y p o t h e t i c a l —

s t r a n g e r - s a m e - s e x — s t u d e n t — p e e r  w o u l d  sha re  .74 s i m i la r i t y  oil a t t i t u d e s  w i t h

h i m .  S t u d e n t  su bj e c t s  e Y p e c t e : i  h y p o t h e t i c a l  s t u d e n t  s t r a n g e r s  to be p r e t t y  m- . : m : h

l ike  t h e m s e l v e s .  This r a y  he re la  ted to wh a t ( l i t -to , or  a 1. ( 1960~ t e r m a e d

“s t e r e o typ e  a c c u r a t e ” .

Wha t the  Moss , B y r n e , b t s h e t t  and ~m t c m s  f i n d i n g s  su g g e s t  is t h i n  t s obj e c t s  m a y

n o t  have ha-en r e s p o n d i n g  i c  a ‘ s t r an g e  c ’ a t  a l l , b u t  to a puts1 t i o n  — —  s t u d en t )

1 F i v e  c o n s t r u c t s  w h i c h  a re  h ; s i c  to s o c i o lu .v a r c  p o s i t i o n , norm , role
s t a t u s  a n d  s - i n c  t ion. A p ’s  i t ica is a p o i n t  i n  ii r o u p  sr a ce  . I t  is t!sua 1 lv
lahe  l ie  ci i n  sy : i  v~l V in a ~ mii i 1 o rg. t  a i -

. t i c m i  r e c r u  i t in  C uing l i v  ~ ~9 a t
CLNTS’’ ; ‘‘C U C t g . g T S ’ ’ ; ‘‘ resec t  m a h a ss-’ .~- ii tt - a t g inn , . - a o  t Svs  Le m m a b e sc ar ch  , I n c  •
So c i o l e- : i st s  it:’ t iot  c o n c e r n  t t R - m - : s : l v s ri t h i  p e p l~~, c’t i l v  p e st  t i o n s .  Sc: : -e
position s are l o c a i e - .l in the s z e  m t  a m i  c - n t  i r e  s a c h e t :  an d  ser:e t ia-c: ; l i  green s
wh i c h  ‘i re t h e : . n c ’l : c s  a c e S  ruat ~ cr~ . m - ’d out ol the : ‘ci c ’lc . :ic - i l l i i  :in con .
Age , Sc- .-: , s e t  ii cla~~s an. ’ c :i c -  : i t o  s i t U  - v n ~~ t~~ m i : - t s .

E v e r y  pus I t i - m a :10 u~
, s ‘~~ CO 1 1 - -  h ,  h o .  i t  ad itt a h I e ri rc ii v re 1 - it i ‘- o

to the o her posit i o n s .  t s loci  L on o.i ‘ m l -  d i m - a n - - i n  in t i i i  h i  a t  r c0 -v is
known as its  states. St a r t s , 1 c m - aid in g t o  Si - i ’ , . - (IQ i , p. 1), is ‘‘ t h e rimi k
ac c or d e c i  the p o s i t i o n  ~~v - ‘ p m  - ‘ u  a — t h e  pr a t t :e ‘1 t u e  p ou t ion ’’ . I t is
comrmo a t o  con f u se  pos I t i c-ti .1 s L a  a . f, t i l l s  1 l u t e , , So :. ’ L 1 1 5  i I i - i  s l i d  (ha t
n - i r r 1 1 gc ’ I t ivo l i es  a ci ’ . i i  0 n ~~ ‘ ‘  . 1; i t  I -g- ‘ 1  a i t  vi a t i -  ‘ ‘a  i t I i ,

tin l ass l t t t s h n  nd or vu a I a hi ‘:itt a C 1 ‘~ 
- r 1 ut t I - - h j o t - a  t~~ t v  I h iti i t c h - .’ Ii a o a

sp in3 t’ r ot i l  v a L 11 :111 -u at i ’~~ ‘ 1  - l i n  - c - i ’ d .  c m l i  a i H n ew p u s 1  : un  ~~ i~ - - :~~ I

or Ic - - c  t h in H ‘1:! ‘ i - - I i n  a U m t . - - d i m  occ r c d .
I at;  1 1 — - i,~- C  /
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This position was the sane as tha t of the subject , and the ref ore of eq ual

status. Another position which they also sha red u-i~ s tha t of research subject.

In fact , the subjects may not onl y have been responding to a position but as

incumbents in the same position . The evidence tha t thore is a social desir ability

component to their responses also suggests tha t t h e i r  responses were normative ,

the responses expected of incumbents in a position responding to o t h e r s  in the

same position . Positiona l and normative similarity may be bei ng measured ,

in addition to attitudinal similarity.

Some results reported by Byrne  a r e  n o t  e x p l a i n a b l e  from the perspective of

his reinforcement theory (despite a v a l i a n t  a t t c m r p t  in gvriie a n d  1amnh er t h , 197i ~~,

specifically studies in which the s t ran g e r  was B l a c k  or of upper  soc ioeconomic

class , or mentally ill. The need for consensua l validation explains why someone

wi th similar attitudes might come to be associa ted with reduction or increase of

the c i f ec t a n c e  m o t i v e , but does not exp la in why a difference in p o s i t i o n  when

attitudes are hold constant should be associa ted with a cii t s . e  in  tha t m o t i v e .

H o l d i n g  p r o p o r t i o n  of s imi l a r a t t i t u d e s  c o ns t a n t , w h i t e  or norma l s u b j e c t s  r’dr ’~’

A norn ’ i s  a sha red expec La t i o r t  a a a ’ i L  the b e h av i o r  app ’- c’ p t mm L a  t o  a pusi L i  c-i
it :  I ts re lation to s u m - m o  c’ther posi tion Logo t imer vi. thi sanc  t i n s  fo r  ron  f~~~ri ty

mi n d r-. . - m i — c o t l f o r imui  t y .  T i m ’ expec  tat don s  are posi t i on  s p e c i f i c .  The ar e  svrd ’c ’ l ic
group con strui c Is. T i n t  is , t h ey  ar e  a b s t r a c t e d  front  the real i ty of re-al li fit .
So c i e ’l c ’g i : ;t s  o b ser v e  ti -ta t d i f f e r e n t  p c - r s on a t l i t i e s  s i n u l t u r t i o u s l y  or st’qu ent icll lv
o c c u p y in g  t h e  same p o s i t i o n  d i sp lay  the  same c x p e c t a t i o n s  of i-i s p e c i f i c  o t h e r
post tion. these expectations are n a - j i l t e r  p e r s o n a l , nor i d i o s y n c r a t i c .  T h ey  aim ,
supraiporsorial. They are not a ttrib ct t .ih le to the persons hut t o  t h e i r  posi  t i o u t s
A n ec o s sar v  part of  the c t e f i n i  t i o n  of a nor m is tha t t h e r e  r - ’ ; s~ be a p r o b a h i 1 t t - ~
of a s a nct i o n  f o r  i t s  observance  or i t s  violation . The s a n c t i o n  i s  n o t  a d m i n i s e i e c 1
f o r  mo re l -: persona l r e a s on s ,  l ike p o s i t i o n  or s ta t  tus  i t  is s t t p r : i p e r s m ’ m i i l .

The cii  f fe r e r i c e  be t r -ec i t  a nor m ari d a ro le  i s  t h i e  di ffe rcnc~.’ h l C t r - O c ’n t ht i -

oxpac La t i c t i  itself aiim! t h r a t e x p e c t e d . ‘[tie stat le m on I “ I t  i s  A ’ s ro l e  to do t h i u s
r (n I so ’’ i .s the  s t m 1 t m - m : - f l ~ of  a n cr . - . ~~‘ j t j t ’ r  flOli’S 1 01 l -O I C S p C t i l h L i  c a - : c l u s i v , l , ’
to o ver t  b e h a v i o r .  The re  a r e  f l o r a - n ;  f o r  seine b e l i e f s , at Li t i d e s , and v a l u e s ,
as ‘‘u i i  ats for h- ’1’ nv i or  • Pos i t  i on s  a r e  m m - p ee t e d  t o  ci I s p l a y  ~ Ic  is , a n t  :i 1~

’

s a n c t i o n e d  i f t i ’ . . ’- d i s - ’ l i ’ ’  P 1 s t _ l i d .  t~~- i . ’s y t i ’ i a l r -  it iC n o r -  m n ’ c - i , ’ l o - ’ i c a l  t h ; n
p s v : h t o l c ’ .g i c - t l C C -  1 - ‘11 ,- a , ;

A gma ~I~~) iS . t ~ o t  c’ ‘Cc i p ni ’ U r- ’~ i t  i , im ; , cli ~r 1 ~~~ I r i g  m ,  t o  • ‘i s  t c I . i L  I 0:15
: 1 i t ’  co l i c ’ : I .t ’ t t  n o r m , s  an d  rn h ’a .  h i i ! ’ e r e n t  i i i  t i ’ -  c,’’ ~ m I t  : 1 1” is s a r i :’

e- c ’ r i m m u  I - i  t i  out ,. il i s : n  .‘ m - - , ui  of  a’ ‘ - t i c 1 ~- g r a  a ic r t m  m i  t ~~~~ s m:.:  t I  I I a pa a t  s . ‘ l i i  s
no h,’1- u se mmm l :-- , I r e  ai’- .’ays r’- l a tiu:ial . j H , i \  i i -  t - :~ g~- c t a i  ‘ i t s  , , h o , ’t  p o s i t  t o ’ s

re ii t ed  I t ’  o t h e r  pus it ion S . ‘ nv a- -- a I i t ,  or i - , ~~,- p, .: 1 t I t i ’ ; mel t h  t e e  i p 1, - a . ;  I
re l,~ t i n i t .; i s  a s ’s  t a m :  b~ e ct sa a Im ‘ i - ’ , i~ : :, c i i ’ at I ’ - -  ‘ a : ’r - c I ph t o  1 c m ’  . r  c

i n  r t ” -  a tim, - r 

~~-_ ‘-  ‘ -
~~~~~
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attracted to hypothe tical strangers who were Black or mcnt:ally ill less than

to hypothetical strangers who were wh i te or n o r m a l .  They were attrac tLd more

to hypo the tical s trangers who were of a highe r social class.

Byrne (1971) reported a series of studies which showo d t h a t  o c c u p a t i o n a l p r e s t i y2

~~ did not effect attraction. These experiments varied both the proportion of

similar attitudes and the occupation of the hypothetica l stranger. On the bas i s

of these experiments Byrne concluded tha t occupational status or prestige was

not an alternate explanation of the attraction function, It had little effect

on attraction.

Care should be taken not to overgeneralize these results.

In the firs t place , as alread y described , class , color and menta l states do

i n f l u e n c e  the a t t r a c t i o n  f u n c t i o n .  Byrne ’s nega t ive  f i n d i n g s  p e r t a i n  to

occupationa l differences and prestige .

Seco ndly ,  there is ev idence  c o n t r a r y  to Bryr -te ’ s f i n d i n g s . loou: is a n d  P r o c t e r

(1950),  M a s l i n g ,  G reer  and  (‘,i lmore ( 1 9 5 5 ) ,  and  B m - i r n l u n d  and H n r l ’n , i J  (t 9~ i) aoun~t

th a t  a i t t r a c t i o m i  t- .’as a s s o c ia t e d  w i t h  p r e s t i ge .

The d i f f e r e n c e s  h a ’ tween these  se ts  of f i n d i n g s  may be due to f a i l u r e  by i~ r ae

to appreciate full y the d i s t i n c t i o n  between s t a t u s  and  p o s i t i o n  as ‘~- ‘a1l as th e  
—

import  of reciprocal relations betwaen positions. The B y r n e  e x p e r i ; ; e n c - i s t’sulL,~-

neously varied two factors : strange r occupation and stranger prestige .

Respondent occupation and prestige i-ore not varied .

There is a d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  the p r e s t i g e  or s t a t u s  of an occtip a l i o n  ~ad the

o c c u p a t i o n  i t s e l f .  To va ry bo th simultaneous ly m ay c o n fit s e  t u e  e t f e c t .

t ’lorr ’ i m p o r t a n t l y ,  occt ipa  lice -i is  a much n ar r o w e r  g r o u p i n g  t h i , t n s c ’c i a l  l a s s  or

e t h n i c i t y .  S o c ia l  c l a s s  a n d  e t h n i c  d i s L I r ’ c t  i c ’f lS  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  1 1 1 c - c i  ~r ’l ~ ) , -~~~i l 5 r

L u cy cut across the e n t i  r , ’ s e n i m - L v . An o c c t i p ; i t  ia - i , on the oIlie r hi: : ‘ . i~ t’ a i ; ’i.tt j l \

import ant to its f o c a l  pu s  i i o n s .  b y e i r - e  sm ’ tig h m t di a on a t  t r , , c  ti air 1 f  ‘ ‘ t  ‘ on I 5

towa r d p o s i t i o n s  w h i c h  ma n- n o t  itatv ci be- - a &r f  hii— : i t s i lie n c e to s t ii I . : t t m  t . ~~

s i u , h ’ ’n t - ; . Loomis a t id  !‘r o c i or , ciii t i r e  c m l i ’  m i n d , i - - a rc’ asl :i, : I _ o l m l i ’ ‘, -i , : , i i ’ s - r h , -

o t h e r  c n i i n tv a con i s  .i nd i i b r - i  r- i ,i tim ; it b o u t  a t  a r 1 1 h i n  r i t t  is  - : i , t  ~‘t . t  si t rim ’ , (‘a - - - r a - 
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Cilmore were asking the milit ary about other nterir ber s of  the miii tary . In

these studies occupation was controlled and prestige varied . ttot only this ,

but those to whore respondents we re attracted were not only known to them , b u t

relevant to their own position. They were positions with which they might be

expected to interact.

Society is diffe rentiated into certain social groupings . Characteristics such

a s income , we a l t h , and occupa t ion  a re  i n d i c a t o r s  on a probability basis of member-

ship in such grouping s . These g r o u p i n g s  h a v e  vary ing  b r e a d t h t s  of r e l evance

ac ross  a s o c i e t y  in the sense tha t membersh ip  in such a grouping is evaluated

positivel y or negatively by fewe r or large r numbers of others , and involv es
e x p e c t a n c i e s  abou t  i n t e r p o s i t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s  b y fewe r or la rge r numbers  of otite rs .

Attitudes are differentially relevant to positio ns. Cctncoivably a set of itents

might have no direct relevance to a position. On the oilier h -and , art item w h i c h

perta ins to nationa l health insurance tray be more r e l e v an t  to at phys ic-in.i titan

to a policeman. Even very genera l item s -m ay be djffo r~-ni i allv relevant.

Prec i s i on , care , and  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ar e  r :or e i r ;p c )r t a t ri r f o r  :r phi~ is i c i a n  to possess

than an artist. I”he the.r c o n s i d e r i n g  tI i ~ position of the other , or tha t of the

r e s p o t i d en t , these may e f f e c t  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  f u n c t i o n , i i  t in  i t o : : ;  is act  r e l e va n t

to a perso n ’s pos I don , their 1mm ’ is free to respond e n t i r e ly on a p e r s on a  I has is.

If the i i m e m :  is relevant to the persoi r ’ s position , t:hen it is likel y tha t the

response r e f l e c t s  com ae blend of personal l’rafcrence and posi tiorta l expec tations.

In Pn’ t ’rra ‘ s F i f t y — S i x  I t em A l  t i t t a d e  Sc a l e  t h e r e  a r e  f i f t e e n  q u e s t i o n s  (Byrne ,

1971 , 416ff.) i’hich are especiall y r e l u v n r m t  to s t ud e n t s  (1 , 3 , 6 , 7 , 8 , 13 , 16 , 16 ,

19 ,22 ,3O ,40,61 ,~~2 ,43). A student may be a t t ra c t e d  tc ’ a n o n — s t u d e n t  because he

s har e s  th i ~ sttrden t ’ s op i n i o n s .

T h e  f un d . o  ‘ - r i  t: 1 pr ia t )  l, ’ m ’ r i s  t It a t t he  r im art’ ‘ ‘c’ 1’:’ m c  Is a I res r eese  . ‘ ‘AL t m c t I

is a p sy c ’ h r o l o g l  ~a I c:~’;iatru c I , tin a t t e ’ m , m ’ l l , to c m ’; p i , i  i i i  1 p i m ’ - m l o l a s n e ’ ; i  h v n ~’ st u l a  i i  ng

at  process m i  t i ’  1:1 t h e  irm, ’ i vittimal o!g. rn I;;;: . lb ’ m m m i ’ - j ’.’~ 
t m L  i i t t i ’ a t c l - - l  t e  So .: ~‘~~‘n i ’

A d r - f ’.- - ’ i s re it - , ad . t o t  p~~s i t  i i - n a  do r i o t  ~‘ ‘ c ’ ~. i  i ’ : ;  , ~‘ m ’ 1 \ ‘ a ’~~lm at e. 1, 1101 i’ V e  rn

as ii ng si I m - I i  on in \ ’  a I yes  in  .t pm ’ rs  :l m l t -  , ‘e ‘ i t : ;  roe d l i i  -~ I a a nt, t h e  r- pa’ iso ii ,

S
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but a person responding in terms of his own position to another position.

This is the s tructural d imens ion of a tt ra ction. Soc ial desirability is

a facet of this demension. Structure determines what relationships are

probable. Structure effects not only so c ial des irability, but r e i n f o r c em e n t

con t ingenc ies .  It  in f luences  ac~ ua in tan ce  op p o r t u n i t y ,  r ank  and pos i t iona l

interest. ALL of these , by influencing the behavior of perso ns in

pos it ions , or shap ing interpositiorral relations effect attraction.

So cia l De sirabilit y

Basic s tandards and expec tat ions of the soc ially desirable exis t

separa tely from any par ticular indiv idual. They constitute a d imension

of real ity independen t of his person and as real in their consequences

as phys ical events . In many cases tire common knowledge of norms for

beliefs and attitudes associated with particular positions makes immediate

consensua l validation unnecessary . If each individual had to seek imr,ediate

c o n s e n su a l  v a l i d a t i o n  for  a l l  his beliefs about socia l reality tretn~ rrdous

psychic  energy would  be expended. More psychically economic means are

necessary to preserve socia l order. Norms define soc ia l reality for

positions .

The im p or t a n i ’ : ci of the soc Lrl d e s i r a h i  I i i i ’  f a c t o r  sugges t  t h a t  a

su b j e c t  may fee l  lie should  be a t t r a c t e d ]  to a n o t h e r  w i t h  s i m i la r  b e l i r - f s , s im i l a r

p o s i t i o n , or ho th .  I f  a no t l ier  be 1 [eves in Cod , Nothc ’ rhood and Cour t  t m~~ ho sI ’ c - m : I d

l i ke  h im.  The socia l d e s i r a b i l i t y  f a c t o r  e f f c m c t s no t  o n ly  r e spon ses  to  a t t i  t u d m ’

i ten s themse lves , b u t  responses  to a t  tract iou rmr c - ’a cu r e s .

S a nc t ions

T i t im second d i mo n s  ion is re la ted to the s a n c t i o t r i n g  a sp e c t  of  ni’ r rr s . As S .o t  a

( 1971 ) n o t e d , wha t I ta l y ho construed as rein forci.’amer it at . t he i . n d i v i ’ h r t l  pm; ’ .c irc —

I or i cal leve l , n a r y  bc ’ cc’ns t c u r d  as n-lIn e ii art at the S O C 1  o l no ‘ic - i l I eve . ‘ i itt ’

d i  f fe r an c e  i s  t i m  m i  t h e  s a n c t i o n :  is  at pm ’~’S . i h i  I i  t~ a I cc’ I n I , i r , - , ’a ,~’n I  f , i ’- all
pe rs ons L n c n . ira t ’i ’ m i l  i n  a c e , t a i : i  pe- - i t i o n  n o t  j i : s t  at pai l I i c i u l a t  i l i c m m V l C ’ i , l I ,  N i

o n ly  a r e  s u d e n is  expu ’c r 0d t o  I - mi i t S  c o r t , t  i m i  m i t t  I t ‘ - d ~’~ t o t  , I t . t v  I to - ‘ mi - .’ Sc’ ,

t h e t a  t r i m ’  e x p e c t  o t h e r  s t t n , ’ , ’ n t : ;  t o  ho a t  t r a r c t c ’ c b  t o  t l m e : : r . i . h a i t i  ~~~~ m’ m l  t h o r ::, ‘r :. :

inc  r e i s i ’ s  t i r e  r r~ hmihi i i  t n  i f  n , : ’:, t i ye is r ir  t i ‘ n i  - m  - , ( t i n t  i’ mm .  v t i e  11:  il i U m ,  i S

no t  just .1 1.1 t I er at sot i i i  Pm ’ m a  m a t H  l i t ’ ,- i t t  i t  s~’l , h i t  a t  ‘a t u ,  ‘ h o m i m i . ‘I m , m , , . m ] a t  oi ’

~ t 1 t ’’ t i ’  C’ & ’ r i C t ’ i ) I S  o l  i m ’ m i i n i t i  t~ a ’ , m - , i t  t s  o r ’ - !  1 :1 i - I  a p t  t n t  , , ‘ ‘ .i l i , m ’ ; i : . ’ ,’ .

-— -~ - - -‘  ‘ ‘-
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If attraction is socia l l y des irable , it may be because it is a socially

economic sanction . Persons are rewa rded for con formity by others being attracted

to them and manifesting their attraction behaviorall y. Liking and approva l

encourage conformity . Disliking and disapprova l are effective sanctions against

non—conformity. Hypothetically,  if the subject holds certain attitudes because

he thi nks he “should” , as well as because dissent is sanctioned , an d one of

the a t t i t u d e s  he holds is tha t he “should” like similars (‘Birds of a fea ther

flock together.”) tha t is , if he is a conformist , then he will be attracted to

another who is also a conformist. The conformist will attract him because the

conformist may be expected to reward the subject ’s own con f o r m i t y , and  to a c t

in accord with wha t is known by both to be sociall y des i r ab le  a nd positively

sanctioned.

My argument to this point is as follows :

Attraction is an interpositi onal as well as an interpersonal phencm mmu on . It is

interpositional because of the existence of a social desirability norm . This

norm demands , that:

a )  an  i n c u m b en t  in a p o s i t i o n  “ sh o u l d ”  be a t t r a c  ted to a san mne-s ex  peer .

h) a same—sex peer  “ shou ld ’  ci i sp l cr v s ir t -n i l a r i  Lv to one ’s p o s i t i en a l s e l f

in te rms o f  b e l i e f s , a t t i tu d e s  a n d  v a l u e s .

S— inctions are applied for conformity and deviation . The existence of the nor- .:

i t s e l f  i nc reases  the p r o b a b i l i t y  tha t a person who beha ves £t CCO r difl: to expect a tic ’rr s

wil l  exper ience  l i k i n g  i n  return , a p ow e r f u l  r e i n f o r c em e n t .  Those who express

n o n — c o n fo r m i t y  b y d i s l i k i n ~ peers  i - i l l  be d i s l i k e d  by them , a p o w e r f u l  p u n i s h : m n e n t .

Ti re  p o in t  is thu I n o t  o n l y  a r e  peers  exp ec t ac!  t o hold atti tudes qui t o  s~~m ; m i l a r

to each  o i l i e r  bt t t to l i ke  each  oth e r . ib i s  t - : l c i  ii t a t  La s t i re  f o r n , m i i i o  a n d  n a , i i t i t a n . r t ’ c e

of rela t i on sh i p s  S i n c e  i t  m :;ake s m u t u a l respon se less  p t ’c - h l e m a t i c

I t ’ ..’ s t r u c t u r a l  t i i e a r - :  of a t t r n e t i e n  nm na l -at ’ s t h r e e  n ’, s t i m n p t  i n m m s :  1) that t i a n i n a t  tm ’

ii I - i i i  ona~~ ir e  p o s i t  iC’s— .Spc c [ t i c  ; .b) t m a t  c m i  fl(’’,- n ’s 11  ar t S ( l i i  t~~’r iet a t o ’

d is tt ’ibu t ion; h) tin e f r o ; u L - n c y  01 n to  rpc’s i t I o n  i i  c o n t a C t  he I \. ’c ’ i’n a m y  tm’c ’ cli f r ~’ t en t

positions , the b’—’ r-r c’ r a l tt v  ~‘f ox pc- c ’t ~i t i o n s  , i S St ’ c i c i t~ ’( 1 with min i m 1 ), ir tr c: l am p o s i t i o n

will di ffer ; a n d  3) tha t 5t -~r t m i s  d i ~~ t . ’n ~ ’ m n ~~- --s ‘ ‘ i l l  c ” i ! , ’et  t b m  r e r : t i r , r l i t v ’ r

or i lit v a I no rniai t i m’t ’ 01’ i t t  r t i

_ _  -- - -‘ .~~~~~~~~~
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Expec ta t ions  abou t  a t t i t u d e s  wi l l  be p o s i t i o n  specific — elicited by the exp l ic i t

or implici t interpositiona l situation in which the subject finds himself.

To specify tha t the hypo thetical strange r is a same-sex peer of a student subject

is to eli ci t thos e bel ie fs , attitudes and values which arc relevant to the student

posi t ion , tha t is , which students are expected to espouse. Suppose , however ,

the student were to be approached as a citizen of the local community in wh ich

he resides by a member of the city coun c i l , rather than an academic , and asked to

indica te to wha t k i n d  of h y p o t h e t i c a l newcomers to the communi ty  he would be

most attracted. Hypothetically he might respond to the i n i t i a l  a t t i t u d e  tes t

d i f f e r en tly, thus changing the basis of similarity to the hypo thetical stranger.

Within any particular peer dyad such as s t u d e n t - s t u d e n t , or c i t i z e n - c i t i z e n  ti r e

Byrne-Rhamey function will describe the attitu de -attraction relation , but the

alterati on of the peer relation will modif y the function. The primary modifiers

of the function will  be the change in status and breadth of relevance of ti-ne

position of the same sex stranger. Subjects will be more attracted to positions

of h igher status than the equattoti predicts , and less attracted to positions of

lower status .

S ‘nrc the gene ra  l it ~’ of posi t i o t i -r e l ev a n t  a t  ii tuc l es  ci ifters , the r esponse  of

the subject will d i f f e r de p en d in s  on w h e t h e r  i n t e r p o s i  t i o n a l norms e x i s t  r e t a r d i n g

h i s  oa ,’n p o s i t i o n  and the o t h e r  po~~i Lm ion and , i f  they exist . ho w l ar - z o  t h e

set of nornns is. Certain positions in society are very general especialiv age ,

sex and ethni c positions. Other positions so seldor,’ inter ac t tha t no norms exist.

Wha t a ttt tudes is a pussy willow plucker expec ted to have in comni ori with an

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  b anke r ’?

F i n a l l y ,  where i nt e r p o s it ion a l a t t r a c t i o n  ia ce :i c er n e d , r m m ’ i t n t - i l  a t t r a c t i o n  is

h ype t l u e s i  zed to be tire norm between peers , hut rut ii :i Lera l a t  t r a c t i o n  be tweCul

non—peers . ALtra c tion w i l l  be norma L i v i ’  f r , ’ mm : ir i l c ’r i o r  to s u pe r i o r  b u t  not visa

versa.

2t am not referring t.o S t a tt lis as S m ’ , :t ’ t i m m ’ e S  p i a , t s : t r , ’d  i n  mu am all a t r c ’u pam , i .e . ,
tire rirumbor of times a person was c~ioa~mn . I air i’efi ’ r r  I m i t a  to t h e  pro .; i i~ ’~’ of a
pos i t i on  as  men s i t  red , for ins ta tire , h’~ aiim i n d”  x ii k i tire t)i ne l U  I nde mm 01 SoC ia —

econon a ’ i c  s ta t u s . i - i ’ m  c ’xp er i . met u t s  ti . r~ - - ’ i n r m ii p i tler m i i i  s~~cl: 1i0:; i l i o n  i i  d i  l i e n - m c i - s
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y .
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In summary : there are interpositiona l norms of attraction and similarity.

These norms are 1) tha t an incumbent in a posi . L L o n  “s h o u ld ” be a t t r a c te d  to a

same—sex peer; and 2) tha t sante—sex peer “ sh i e l d ”  s h a r e  p r e t t y  much the

same bel iefs , a ttitudes and values.

Conformi ty to these norris is sanctioned by liking and non-conformity by

disl iking.

This is a circular argument - i n t e n t i o n a l ly ! am d e s c r i b i n g  a sys tem , and rio

component is causally prior to any other conipo:ient.

Incumbents  in positions learn (b y instruction) to discrimina te those attitudes

and t hat  level of attraction which are expected . The position is a SD 
fo r

a t t i t u d e s  a n d  attraction.

S o c i a l  psychology has o f t e n  l i m i t e d  i t se l f  to a n e  s t n .nd y of informa l relationsiiips .

Pres umabl y t h is  lessens the influence of extranma’ ous variables on psychological

states such  as attraction. In every day l i f e i’ ~m iy psychological and social

psycholo gica l processes take place wi th in t h e  framework of fornna l o r g a n i~ a l ions .

The positions persons occupy wi t hin  these org: i . z a t io n s  strongly influence

- ‘ a) ti -ne ar c qu ra i.n tance opportunity structure , h) Um e rank of persons in  r e l a t i o n  i i

each  o t h e r , c) t h e i r  sha red or  oppos ing ,  i n t e r e s t s , a n d  d)  the  et i qu e t ie of t h e i r

r e l a t i o n s h i p .

Acquaintance Opportunity

York within an organiza Lion ti st,iall y sc curs am t - p a r t i c u l a r  locat  don ts) a m i d  o m i

s c h ed u l e .  The intersec tion of dime ’ n~ d sn :r ’.’c’ c onstitutes acquaintance oI )portrml i ty .

A cquain a ce oppor t r t n  i t v em -c u rs  becau se ’ L i m c m  S a - ‘ rs h av e  a sac ha liv d ’ te i’m:, i n o d

relet t ion to each other which  i n i t i a l l y  is t n t , - ~jos itiona i l , not inie npc’rsc ’:tal.

lii ti re co’i t e xt  of the  N.’vv , a i r  i n ’  1 [it t n e c  e~~’s~ ’ ’ t ’  ni i I \ ran :~‘s I ran;: Ire’ act .; tat I a ’t’.’~-

t i  t b .’ s:r: h:i~~.- d u r in - .t t.hr ’ .’ ~~t n - ~~ pm ’ i i ( ’  ‘ a :  I . L i ’ b~ in : :  a mm ~’ n ’ t b a ’ r  , , I  t i m , ’  s’l ::ne

c ;mi l I l I m- ,’ork c r o t i p ,  o r  l i v i u n t  n e x t  dour  ( i n  ina ~a m e t i s i n n i t )  o r  bt ’ i n m t  i’z ru - l ed n e x t  ti

another dlunin :- t i n ’ S~m 1r i n e  t i m : : - .’ .

.\cqrra in tmii n - .’ oppot’tiini t v  lrrs a ,  l e n t ’ t , r- - to ’ . ‘‘  - - ‘ I d m ’ n , ’ n n s  i , ’ n r  . I i s  pos:m i hi , ’ I or

i ’ n s ’ ’ i ~ Ic’ ‘ m in j n’ - t m ; : j t i ’ i m ’ t ~~ t t, ’ t b ’  s ,rm m- 
~‘i Icc ’’: , - ’. m i n -  I a ’ o , t ; . m ’ t i m ’ s . ‘u Im ~’ . ; ,’ t- .’h-
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wen t thro ugh RT toge ther may go through AT together. Later they may be ass igned

to the same ship toge ther .

I t  is h ypo thes i zed  tha t the grea ter a n y  p a r t i c u la r  a c q u a i n t a n c e  o p p o r t u n i t y

in term s of both space and time (all other things be ing  e qu a l )  the g rea t e r  the

l ike l ihood of a t tr a c t i o n , and the g r e a t e r  the numb i of a c q u a i n t a n c e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s

the g r e a t e r  the l ikelihood of a tt r a c t i o n .

T h e o r e t i c a l l y ,  the a s s o c i a t i o n  be tween a c q u a i n t a n c e  o p p o r t u n i t y  arid attraction

is due to the much grea te r chance of a s s o c i a t i o n  be tween the o b j e c t  of a t t r a c t i o n

and  some r e i n f o r c e m e n t , as wel l  as because of the nor m -nt of a t t r a c t i o n  which  is

h ypo thesized  to ex i s t  in a l l  gr outp s  which share a co rmrnr on goa l arid which  requ i re

group s o l i d a r i t y .  The more p o s i t i o n s  are associated with acquaintance

opportunity (all other things being equal) the more a nor m of a t t r a c t i o n  is

like ly to exist.

Ra nk a nd E tiquette

Forma l o r gan i z a t i on s  are cha racteriz ed by hiera rchical differentiut fL-:I and authority

reTh L i o n s .  R o l a t  i o n s  be twe en  and  within ranks or levels of atr t hor i  ty are governed

by rules of eti quette. Thosc’ are well known and  exp l i c i t  in the m i l i t a ry .

Since the possession of aut ti rority i nm: p lios  the r ig h t  to give or w i t h h o l d  spa~c i [ i e d

benefits those hi gher in ra nk are ir ’r possession of r i g h t s  to r ew ard  a n d  p u n i s h .

It is to be expected tha t a person associa ted wi th  a hi gher  rank  w ou l d  h er oin e

assoc ia ted wi th ti m e rewa rds arid p u n i s hn r e n t s  d i s p e n s e d  by v i r t u e  of h i s  p o s i t io n .

Those directly subject to iris exercise of authority would be mos t  a f f e c t e d .

Rank , in other words , is important primarily to those directl y affm c ’ c’d sy ii ,

rai the r than as a genera l fac tor.

Those of equa l  rank  r e l a t e  i. n forma l or gaui i ~~a L i o n s  on a q u i d  p,m quo b , i s i s .  A l l

o t h e r  t i m i n g s  b e i n g  equa l , a person w i l l  he a ttracted to another of c:~g :au l r ank

to the e m  t e n t  ir e a~i vu ’s or m i  t h h o l  ds fare us.

These Inc Lors  will tend to prndnc~’ an as\:’m;:- ~’ I r i cal  a I fcc’ t st  nt ’. t i n  r ’  . I. t~ei  un~:

w i l l  MS gr ea t  I ’’ r i-ac-i u rd t h ose  ci equ a l or h I c i i i ’  u ’ r a t  if, , , r i d  1 cm ;  s t ou’,i i d  b , ‘ atm

of e qu ~’i I or lowe r r : i r r k  . ‘ l a  s- ins ’  ,r S \ i  s: - t 1 1  c a n  1 s t  r n , - tin r- t’ u-en : I d  h e  (‘X i-’ ‘c I - ,‘ ci t O

p e t t - t i n  to dis ] i i; h nu, t . Tue ir c - p o t ! r - . ’ s i x & ’d  i m ’ I , r t j ~ iii i n ; d i m ; p l i v ~’c! i n l ’ i c n m r ’  ~~~~. 2

.. - -

~

- - -

~ 

_ _
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Figure  2 .2
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Eti que tt e may be described as a set of norms for the content as well

as sty le of interaction between two positions. In enacting the

etiquette the individua l is covertly judged no t jus t by the correc tne ss

of his performance , bu t by his comm itment to it. A grudging salute is

differen t from an enthusiastic one.

While etiquette may function to depersonalize relations between those of

unequal sta tus a t the same t ime it symbolizes  inequality. Its expression

may also cons titute a reinforcer in the relations between positions . A

person of higher rank will be attracted more to someone of lower rank

who observes and appears com mitted to the etiquette. A person of lot-tar

rank will be attracted to som2one of higher rank who expresses his

understanding that the subordinate is not only a subordinate but a fello;i

human be ing. Thus there will be a tendency for superiors to be attracted

to subordinates who carefully observe and appear committed to etiquette

and of subordinates to be at tracted to superiors who are not.

Sha red and Opposing InLe rosts

Relations in fot nI organuau-i tions may involve either zero or non-z ero sm in ga ;::es

betm-,’een positions as well as persons. All may  gain or lose Iron-n realir,ing or

not  r e a l i z i n g  some goals .  Some n:.i y g a m i n  w h i l e  o the r s  lose from realizing or not

r e a l i z i n g  o the r goals . Generally, position incut :nbents will he attract ed to each

o t h e r  to the e x t e n t  tha t the  s L r u t c  tu re  of the organiza l i on  is such tha t tli”y

will both gain or both lose in reali zing or failing to realize certain geils.

This attract ion effect will be enhanced to t i t o  extent tha t overt .  coop~’r a r t i o n

be tween the incumbents is practic ed. ‘l’he men - t he  s t r u c t t i m .-e of tim o organiza lion

is such tha t one incumb ent mu s t  lose i f  t i r e  ‘ .n t he r  g ain s , t h e  less t i r e  a t t r a c t  i o n .

T N~~~iA(~’ION

In to  rae L i  t a n  is the h ehnv  i n ’  n a t  1 mmd a; I 1cm t n t  t i  an a I a ro l a n —  i or is i i  i -p .  1; is  :1 i s a  a

c orm::imnl i c d t  ion  p rocess .  ‘lb , moe ’’ t ii~’ I n t l c r s c t  t en t t i m i  mm:o rc l i k e l y  i t i s  th .t

ri’ i n f o r u  m l ; ;  j f l f r ’ i ’ i ’ a i l io n  a n ( i  l o t  c ’t ’an - i t j n n t i  w h i c h  l o r d s  to  m ’e i n f ’or c  & ‘ s - n t  ~~i 11 ‘a
em - ;( ’ h~’mnged . A l l  o t h e r  t l t i n ; s  bc’i ’i ,~ e q ua l , t h e  - ‘re sm ,t eh  in t ’ . r r n : : . m t i e n  i s  e \ c l n m n ; n :’’ ’ti ,

t h e  ire re Ii t e1 v a t I r~m ~ I 1’ ‘:1
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In teraction is also apt to he self-perpe tuating . The mo re positive reinforcement

is expe r ien ced throug h a pa rti cu l a r  re la t io nsh ip the more likely the persons in

the r e l a t i on s h i p  are  to seek each o t he r  o u t  — -  a pos i t ive  f e e d b a c k  e f f e c t  o c c u r s .

I n t e r a c t i o n  which is posi t ive ly reinforcing leads to more  i n t e r a c t i o n .  In t er a c t i o n

which is nega tively reinfo rcing or punishing will decrease itself both in th~
sense of shorter durations of occurrences and  lower frequencies of o c c u r r e n c e .

Position incumbents will speak to each oilier only i f  t hey  “have  to”. Frequer,cv of

inte raction is an index of a t t r a c t i o n  to the e X t : en t  i t  is riot r e q u i r e d  be t r , ’ee n

a pai r of positions , tha t is , to the extent it is voluntary .

NU’LTIPLE POSITION INCm-mENCY

This  e x p o s i t i o n  is e n t i r e l y  a n a l y t i c  s i n c e  no s u b j e c t  is i n c u m b e n t  in o n ly

one position~ While p a r t i c u l a r  e x per im e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s  n ay  cal l  f o r t h - n  a r c sa o n s e

set in terms of a particular position , in rea l life it seems likel y tha t relation-

ships are rnm ultipos itiorr-rl . Thus , a s a m e — s e x  dya d in a r e l a t i o n s h i p  n - an y rosdead

to each o the r  in term s of work , sem’m , n -g e , and e t h n i c  e x p e c t a t i o n s .

Hoc-: does m u l t i p l e  pos I t i o n  o c c n n p n n c ~’ a f f e c t  a t - t r a c t  to mi ? Dec ’ s ea ch  post  t i o n  i a , a c  a

u’ c m u m l t-,’e i- gi l t , or does one post  t ion ;  o rn lu ’e ig hl o t h e r s ? Is t b ’  rc se-- c k i n d  of : : n ~-.i rig

of p o s i t io n  i m p o r t a n c e ?  —

H ypo th e ’ ica 1 l y ,  I w o u l d  st t g g es  t t h a t  t h e r e  is a set  o f  i s - ta— aol - mo e e v a r n i n m ~
p o s i t i on  p r i o r i t y .  There is c o n s i d e r a b l e  h i s t or i c a l  a n d  an e c d o t a l c - m ’ i j e m m c e  f or

such  norms .  The genera l d i s t i nc t i en  be t cm eo :i  p : n r t i c c n l a r i s t i c  and  u n i v e r s . n l i s ’.i c

o r i e n t a l i ons  (see , fo r  i n s t a n cc , P ar s o n s , 1951) suggests  t h a t  in some socie t ? e o

norm s governing rein t i  oti s w i t h  i n  cx loa ded  f a n ’ o t l i e s  t i k o  a rt ’c c ; l o n n c e  over  n i - b c

C e r t a i n  p r o f e s s ion s , fo r  i n s t a n i c ’ . ’ , p r i e st , n - ’ c ’ m i a r s t i c  en d  nun  r ; ’ n ] ’ ~m i’ 1’. - g i v i n g  r - -~
o t h e r  pus i t  i ons .  Wa r r  io  rs m t r s  L p h  i c ’.  L i i i  I D~’a; i t h a n  ~ ~ ‘‘‘c’ o t I r e  r s , . \  t- d i  Ic r e m  t

t i m ’ s  i n  I t i s l o r y  t h e  n n r n n m s  o l  j ’ m ’c- c- , - cic n m c ’e fo r  ‘ ali t i g i . ’ ros i n  i n ; - n - : - - ’ ) e a t s  h r i - .’e

var i ed .

One c- o ; ’ram an soc ia l  mnec - I n a n i s i ’ n  f o r  i’~’ e i i l t t i n g  p o st  ti t ’ t i p a n  ,- e ’ ’ - m m c c  i s  sc ! , ’ d n i l i a c .

D u r i n g  ‘co rkin g hou rs’’ the c~’,nr
’- po sit t a n  n ,i I - c ’S pr . ’cenb ~- : n c u ’ . r i h ~’;’ p o st  t i - a

e r r  do so outs I che of vu ml - I ng b o n n

—~~ .
~~~~~~ - . - ~~~ — — -~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~ -— ~~

-— .-
~~~~
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Anothe r socia l  m e c h an i s m  to r e g u l a t e  p o s i t i o n a l  precedence  c o n s i s t s  of r u l e s

for avoiding conflicts of inte rest. These rules sta te which position is to h a v e

precedence in case of a conflict of interest , as we ll as spe ci f ying ways inc which

such conflicts can be allevia ted if not avoided.

Posi tiona l precedence is established by me ta-norms , tha t is , by expec ta tions

tha t if a person occ upies two posi tions , one position will take precedence under

certain conditions and the other under other conditions. This sugcests attraction

is a function of a wei ght ed ave rage val ue , where tha t norms of attra ction associa ted

w i t h  the p o s i t i on  wh ich by me t a — n o r m n  is ex p e c t e d  to bc g iven p r ecedence  in  the

s i t u a t i o n  is given grea ter  weigh t , and  a t t r ac t i o n  norms of o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s  given

lesser wei gu t .  Ti me L - x a c  t uci gh t s  m u s t  be dete rmined  erspi r ica Il y ,

Pos i i - t e n  n ’ c c n i p a n c :  i m i ’ ’ o l v e ’~ the incumben t  in i n t e rpos  it i a n c a l as w~~1l

no i - ra t ” ip .’r ~uni i i  re  l o t  i ‘a • t, i m a n e i c  ter i st  i rs  of p o s i t i o ns , and norm s of

i m - n t e r l ’ c s  i t  i - ‘ “ 1  a h a t  I oa1~ i - n I l  an ~’ ,’ ~c fr i en d s ’t i  p d e v e l o p m e n t .  Thcs~a

ir.’ lecnrce ar. a I - iv s  I n  t e r m s  e~ ps’s i t  ion p a i r s , t ha t  is , not  on l y

t i m ,  p s ’ . L L i e m i  a ’  t i.: n ’ i ~~i , - - ’.t  Ot ~r m . ’~~.l ” i r m p ,  ben t the position of the  ~u hj e c i

n - e m m a ’. bc  t n ’:, _ m j a i t a’ : c : o n n n ’ t

Char  m c tee  1st  ice  Oi  ufl ’s i t  i o n - n  -~ whmi  c i t  i r m  I lu e n c e  f r i o n d s i n i p include

a c q ’m -m i m i t a n r e  s ’I ’ p o r t u a i i t v  , r ank  am ’.~ cooperative or compc’t i t  ire interest.

N c irnmns iucl. ude norris of s o c i a l  d e s i r , i h i l i t v , i n c l u d i n g  a t t r a c t i o n , am i d of

e t i q u e t t e .  N orn .it ivc ’ly  g o v e m n e d  i t i t c ’r p c i s i t  is’na l r c l a t i o m c :m  are c c ” a t m .m l l cj

by positive and negifi ive sanc t t on s . The’ 1r a ~’ :t t - u i l i t y  of s a n c t i o n  can he

a n t i c i p at ed  b y a p o s i t i o n  i t re u n n b ~ n t .  Shap ing i s  n n n n ; ’ c o s a a a r v  s i nc e  t he

incumbent a Lread y pos— ;ctss i n f n r m , m t  h a r m  ; ,i , ’ m r t  t I n ’ re i n 1a m ’.c ’ . ’men t c ;~d i i  c.

Fri endshi p i s  the ce.’cc ’.n a’ c’ anc ’ ’  c i -  va n :  n i  a t t i ’ m e t  j on  .,mi.1 ‘.‘~‘1a ct i o n .  ~
‘ ‘ ‘ t ’ ’

attract i on i s an [n i n e  t i o n  ~ f nnut a n . ,  1 y a i d - n  i ‘ ‘  ‘ -a t e  m e d  - n m’ n -m ’ .I’ ei’ I e r iC

rein ;  iorc etrn c~nt  • Such r’ in f a r c e m ;n e  a i s v  he ~‘r I red m m’e’a o; t cc ’ , ’;, ’ s an - ;u tnn a

e f f o r t  or from in  forma t i t’’l . In ‘mar ion  is i’ ’ i - n t  o n e  i ng i n d i f  m a n

w a y s .  A t t i t u d e  s imi tar ity info-n”.- ‘n i t  oar I’m r e i n  t’o rc  I r ig  l n a a a r ,r s’.’ i t r ‘in :-: ,- ~ 
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the affectance motive. Some information is directly reinforcing--

for ins tance words of praise which are information about actor ’s

evalua tion of alter.

Position necessar ily involves the incumbent with other positions . Position

leads to relationship. Rela tionshi p w i l l  vary as acq uain tance oppor tuni ty
Of each interpositiona l pair var ies , as their rank varies and as their

interests are cooperative or competitive . All of these constitute a

struc ture influencing the probab il ity of positive or negative sanctions

(reinforcement) and thus influence attraction. Sinri ila rlv . inrcrpositiona l

etiquette , fr om one point of view , constitutes a schedule of reinforcements.

Fina l ly ,  social desirability norms influence not only expectations about

bel iefs and behavior , but also predispose incumbents to b~ attracted

to one another.

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _  _
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