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ABSTRACT

In onden to avoid some of the pr.oblems of conventionally

matched groups, such as sample shninkage, lack of powen of genenaltt¡z

etc., a new method of matching subjects was praposed: the wor{< of

Newcomb (1961) and Bynne and hts associates (1971) indicated a strrcng

nelationship between simi.lanit¡z of attitudes and attnaction and it was

believed that this nelationship could be incorponated into a prrccedune

that matched subjects on the basis of expnessed attnactÍon (fniendship).

An explonatory attempt was made to deter.rnine whlch of a

numben of diverse ttems (nelating to atti.tudes, self-concept, values

and beliefE) exhibited a strong nelationshtp between similaniÇ and

attnaction fonthe undengnaduate students chosen fonthis study. Sub-

jects wene pained with rrclose fniendsrr and nandomly selected others

to determine whethen diffenences existed between the similanity of

nesponses of patns of each kind.

Significant diffenences between the two kinds of paining wene

found fon sevenal of the ttems used, i.ndicattng that with nespect to the

dimensions measuned in this study, matching on the basis of fniendship

would result in mone similanpains than matching on a nandom basis.

Suggestions fun furthen nesearch and discussion of the nesults

of thts pitot study ane outli.ned in the neport.



INTRODUCTION

Anyone involved in expenimental neseanch, both in the Ia^b and

in the fteld, prrcbably necogni,zes the need fon a contnol grloup which

allows the expenimenten to dectde, on the basis of a nefenence point,

whethen on not his expenimental manipulation was effective in influenc-

ing his dependent measune(s). Thene exist a numben of useful expeni-

mental designs which satisfly this decision-making cnitenion but the

two which seem to spning to mind immedtately ane the nandom grcups

design and the matched gnoups design. In the fon'nen design one chooses

subjects at nandom fr.om a rftarget populationtt (the population to which

one eventually wi.shes to genenalize his r esults) and nandomly assigns

subjects to each of his expenimental and contrrct conditions. A majon

assumption of this design is summanized as follows by Plutchik (1968):

The basic assumpti.on of the nandom
groups design is that the nandom selection
procedune wilt produce gr\cups rnh ich ane
alike initially and which do not diffen, on
the avenage, on any vaniables which ane
likely to affect the behavion which is to be
measuned (p. 172).

In bnief, this pr ocedune theonetically ensunes that the only system-

atic diffenences between the expenimental and contrrcl groups ane those

due solely to the expenimental manipulation(s). In pnactice these nandom-

ization cnttenia ane not always met but, assuming that they have been, one

can be neasonably confident about the conclusions rnh ich he dnaws and the

inferences that he makes.
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Many kinds of studies, howeven, do not lend themselves to the

nandom grrups design. One appanent implication of the design is that

the groups must be sufficiently large that, in the long run, they will be

equivalent in all nespects. [n the field especially, this lowen limit on

size mtght entinely pnevent the use of the completely nandomized de-

sign. If, fon example, one were intenested in exami.ning the effects of

a new lighting system on the production of a small gr.oup of ginls in a

steno pool and that pool consisted of nelatively few tndtviduals, assign-

ing them at nandom to expenimental and contnol grrcups might not

' culminate in two equtvalent on homogenous gnoups.

The matched groups design, on the othen hand, allows one to

cr^eate equivalence amongst the vanious conditions by actually matching

subjects on any cnitenia deemed important to the investigation. If one

krrcws r¡rtrtch vantables he would like evenly distnibuted oven all grìcups'

then he selects those individuals (usually in pains) with the same amounts

of each vaniable and assigns them to diffenent gnoups. In this mannen

one ensunes equalitSl of gnoups by cneating the groups equal. The vani-

ables which one t5rpi.cally matches, ane those that might systematically

affect the dependent measune(s) diffenentially, but ane not of special in-

tenest to the investigaton.

An important instance tn which a matched groups design ts pne-

fenable to other.s, is whene we do not wish fon oun expenimental and

contrr¡l gnoups to be inittally eçrated. If subjects ane pneselected accord-



tng to thei.n nespecttve posi,ti,ons on some dimension such as I.Q., then

the assumptton of nandom selection will be intentionally violated. Sup-

pose we wished to compar€ tJre penfonmances of high I.Q. and low I.Q.

subjects on some task suspecttng that those in the high I.Q. condition

wogld outperfonm the othens. We must take into account the possibility

that the subjects in the two diffenent conditions may diffen fr.om one

anothen in othen nespects besides intelligence, a,s measuned by I.Q.

scones: Since age, sex and educational backgnound may all vary with

intelligence, how can we be sune that ary diffenences in task penfonmance

, ane due solely to dtffenences in I.Q. and not some covarlring facton?

The solution is to match oun groups with nespect to any vaniable(s) that

might be nelated to the dependent vaniable (age, sex, etc.). In thts

mannen we can be justiftably sune that the only systematic dtfFenences

between oun gnoups ane due to intelligence the intended vaniable.

One important limiting fiacton in matched groups designs is the

numben of vaniables to be matched. An example should make this point

lucid: if coloun of eyes is an intended vaniable, then we rnight have two

expenimental grrcups (blue-eyed and brown-eyed subjects). Some

covani.ng factons might be colon of hatn, height, nace, etc. In onden to

contrrel fon these potential affectors of oun dependent measure(s), we shall

haveto match the subjects with negard b haincolon, height, and so on.

If we do this, howeven, fon all such vaniables, we shall have neduced

oun onigtnal sample of subjects appneciably: One group might contain
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only medium-tall blue-eyed blondes, while anothen might contain only

medium-tall bnown-eyed blondes. Two such groups will obviously ne-

pr€sent only a vel1l small propontion of subjects ftrcm oun target pop-

ulation and thi.s ver:y' fact pnesents a majon obstacle whi.ch can be stated

in genenal terrns: gy cneating initially homogenous expenimental and

contncl gr\oups, a pner€quisite of prrcpen expenimentatton, conventional

matching procedunes set a lowen timit on the initial population size, and

depending on the numben of dimensions that need be accounted fun by

matchingr mây place that very lowen li.mit at an impnactical and urnvieldy

level. A corrcltary of this pt"oposition is that complex matching pnocedunes

may pr.ove costly to the expenimenten, rþt only in tenms of sample shnink-

age and subject avai.labiliÇ, but as well, in tenms of time, equipment,

and sheen energy expended in the cneation of the desined homogeneity.

An important theoneti.cal, but nealtstic imptication of the above

discussi.on is, that the end product (a completely matched sample), may

be qutte unnepnesentative of the inittal target population; ' it would be

fainly difficult to extnapolate nesults fr"om medium-tall blue-eyed blondes

to subjects in genenal. In short, it (the matching procedune) makes gen-

enali.zation fnom the final sample to the initial population somewhat dubious.

One stniking advantage of tJre matched gncups design, is that em-

ploying such homogenous on pur€ gnoups magnifies tJre abilit5z of the design

to detect verl/ small influences of the intended expentmental manipulation.
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Matheson, Bruce, and Beauchamp (1970) list some advantages of the

matched destgn:

Matching ts effici.ent in controlling Índi-
vidual differences (that is, between gnoups
vaniance)...4 matching design is mone
sensttive to small expenimental effects
(fon example, smatl difFenences in levels
of the independent vaniable) than designs
using nandom asstgnment. Diffenence
scones (the diftenence between scones
fnom matched subjects) ane simple to an-
alyze and interpnet (p. 48).

It would seem that a procedure which reduces the costs of match-

ing, yet which netains some senstttvity to small intended expenimental

manipulations, would be a valuable and destneable methodological tool.

It ts towarlC. the goal of developing such a procedune, that thts neseanch

was aimed.

Matchtng consists of selecting subjects fon each expenimental con-

dition who ane similan enough to one anothen, that ficn all intents and

punposes, the summed conditi.ons constitute one largen homogenous group

save fun the expenimental di,ffer€nces we intend to cneate. Logically, if

we choose subjects on the basis of similantîr', the homogeneity cnitenion

will be at least partly satisfied.

The interpensonal attnaction litenah¡ne abounds with studies in-

volving person si.mitaniþZ: marty' common notions about intenpensonal

attrection, such as |tbinds of a feathen flock togethenrr ane empinically
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investigated; the implicit message in these frobvi.ously intuitiveil adages

is that attnaction vanies with simÍlanity. The litenatune in this anea

addnesses itself to the complementary theory (the theory that opposites

attnact) as well, but suppont fonthis view is sparse and this neview will

delibenately tgnone this anea of the litenatune as the rtsimtlantty hypothesistr

has neceived mone attention and mone expentmental attenti.on. Newcomb

(1956) has suggested that stmilaniþz on a numben of chanactenistÍcs,

pnedisposes individuals to be attnacted to one anothen, and they will be

attnacted to the degnee that those chanactenistics ptrcvide a basis fon

simttanity. One of the prrpositions to which Newcomb addnessed him- '

setf, was whethen on not attitudinal similanity prrcduces and pnedicts

i.ntenpersonal attnaction. To answen the guestion, Newcomb (1961) gave

nent-fnee accomodation to transfen stgdents at a dorrnitory at the

Univensity of Michi.gan in neturn fon a specified numben of hours of

panticipati.on in social nesearch. Students wene not acquainted wtth one

anothen prevtous to thein shaning of accomodatiorrs and befone anniving,

each completed a vaniety of attitudtnal, belief, and value surveys. The

attnaction pattenns which developed throughout the school terrn wene

pnedictabte nean the end of the yean (although not initially) on the basis of

p r€acquatntance s i.milanity .

t
Because of the absence of attnaction befone annival at the school,

one mtght infen that the students wene attnacted to one anothen aq a con-

sequence of thein similaniÇ: attitudinal similaniÇ facillitated fniendship



7

on long lasttng attnaction, but was not a good pnedicton of initial

attraction. This, of coul^se, does not nullifly the converse, that at-

tnaction facillitates atti,tudinal si.mitaniÇ (I shall retunfr to this

pr^oposition laten). Newcomb attnibuted much of this nelatiorrshi.p to

the homogenei.ty with rregarrJ to age, sex and student status of his sub-

jects. Thene was a neduction in the vantabilit5z of the studentsf at-

titudes flrcm what one might expect with a mone vantable on heterogenous

sample of subjects.

B5rnne and hi.s associates have devised a labonatory prþcedune

fon stud¡rtng the relationship between similanit5r and attnaction (B5zrne,

(lg7l). In this pr.ocedune, the subject ittts out an attitudinal sun/ey

(see Appenpix B). Some ttme laten, the subject is asked to make judge-

ments about a stnangen, given only the stnangenfs nesponses to the

same attitude sun/ey (actually, thene is no stnangen¡ the nesponses ane

fitted out by the expenimenten and ane made to be similan on dissimilan

to the subjectrs nesponses). Attnaction is measuned by the subjectts

nesponses toward the bogus stnangen on two items of an Intetpensonal

Judgement Scale (B5znne, 1966): items 5 and 6 (see Appendix A). On

these items, the subject is nequested to nâte the bogus stnangen in terrns

of tikeability and desi.reability as a potential wonk pantnen. An attnactÍon

nating is obtained by summing the scones fon the two items (each item

consisted of a seven-point scale) yielding maximum and minimum scones

of 14 and 2 nespectively. Bynne (1971) has demonstnated many times'
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that a signiftcant nelationship exists, between attitudinal simi.laniÇ and

attnaction, arìd funthen, that the level of attnaction is pr"opontional to

the percentage of attitudinally similan statements made by the tanget

individual.

Newcomb (1956) proposed that the lmpontance of toptcs chosen

fon use would have a proficund effect on the nelattonship between attttudinal

sirnilanity and attnactton. As a nesult, he nestnicted his study to import-

ant topics only. Bynne and Nelson (1964, 1965) tested the issue of topfc

,importance 
employing 4 sepanate fiourteen-ttem questionnaf nes, nanging

tn orden of topic tmportance fnom highest þetief in God, wan, college

education etc.) to lowest (ganrdening, tippi¡rg, etc.). No effect was found

fon dtffenential topic tmportance.

A third stud5z in the senies (Bynne, London, and Gntffitt, 1968)

showed a si.gnificant effect fion topi.c importance on attnaction fon the

fotlowing situation: when a si.ngle stnangen expnesses attitudes on more than

one level of topic importancethen the different levels exert diffenent

influences on attnaction; when a single stnangen expnesses attitudes on a

single level of topic impontance then the important and unimportant topics

have the same effect. Clone and Baldnidge (1968) nepltcated these latten

nesults, employing measunes of topic interest (as indicated by subjects

befunehand) nathen than topic impontance. The Itlirrcis Ratings of Intenest

(used by Clore and Baldnidge) and the Texas Ratings of Importance (used by

Bynne et al) wene shown to connelate .8O.
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Byrne (t971) has cited test-netest netiability coefficients fon

some of the attitude items inthe sunvey, nangi.ng frpm .b5 to .9s oven

a two week peniod. Gniffitt and Nelson (1970) demonstnated that in the

absence of addÍtional infonmation, the ini.ti.al impnessions fonned by

subject of stnangens wene nelatively stable oven short time peniods

(@betweenthesubjectsandbogusstnangensconnelated

.83 with necqlled si.mtlanib¿, measuned a week laten).

The attitud inal s imilanit5z-att naction nelatic¡rBhip ha^s been shown

to be nelatively stable and pnedictable and the nelationship of topic

i,mpontance to these othen factons has been ouilined but in orden to

extend these nelationships, as fuund usi.ng the Bynne design, to neal-life

situations two furthen pr"opositions must be supported: It must finst be

shown that othen modes of pnesentation of attitudinal similaniÇ shane

the same functional relationship with attnaction that the papen-and-pencil

sunvey of atti.tudes does: Second, it must be demonstnated that othen mone

nealistic measunes of attnacti.on ane influenced tn the same mannen as

natfngs on the Intenper€onal Judgement scale (IJs). B¡znne (1971) has

nefenned to these modes of pnesentation and attnaction rre a"sunes as

stimulus and nesporlse genenali.Ç nespectively. [o study stimulus gen-

erElity, Bynne and Clone (1966) . examined the differential effects of

attitud tnal s im i laniþz -dtssi mi lanity on att naction fo n th ne e s epa nate

grìcups of subjects: The ñrst grpup was pnesented with attitudinal in-

fonmation via the Sunvey of Attitudes (the usual fonmat of pnesentation

in the Bynne prrccedune); the second gr\cup received identical Ínfonmation
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via audio tape; and the thind grÐup obtained the same tnfonmation by

viewing a coloned movie with sound tnack. No diffenences wene found

between the attnactton scones fon the thnee modes of pnesentatton,

The cn¡cial extension of sti.mulus genenality has come fncm

studies tnvolving face-to-face encounters; hene the litenatune is not

as clear*cut as one would wish. McWhirten and Jecken (1967) com-

paned attitudes pnesented by a real stimulus penson to those pnesented

b5z a ttpapen-and-pencil stnangenr'. Holding propontion of si,mi,lan

attitudes expnessed constant no effect was found to be due to stimulus

manipulation, The nelationship between attitude similanit5z and attrectton

has been supported by othens, also involved wi.th face-to-face encountens

(.8yrne and Gniffttt, 1966; Brrewen and Bnewen, 1968). Some investig-

atons have neported similan ftndings, except that the positive effect

on attnacti.on due to attitudtnal similanity was heightened when the

stnangen was pnesent as opposed to absent: the nelative qilfenences between

attnaction fon diffenent levels of simtlanit5z was not altened only thein

absolute values changed (Gniffitt and Guay, 1969; McDonald, 1962; and

Wtenen, 1969).

The Bnewen and Bnewen (1968) study desenves some expansion

because of the impontant gap that it bnidges between artificial and neal-

istic modes of stimulus pnesentation. In that study subjects wene selected

on the basis of thein attitudes towand capital punishment. Some felt
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strÐngly in favoun of capital punishment while othens wene stnongly

opposed to it. Subjects wene then pained of half the subjects wene

simtlan to thein partnens while half wene dissimilan. A twer¡ty-minute

discussion ensued ficn each of the dyads about the issue of capital

punishment. At the end of the discussion peniod each subject nated

the attnactiveness of his dtscussion pantnen; a stati.stically sÍgnificant

connelation was obtained between similanit5z (vts a vis the specialized

attitudinal scales employed in the study) and attnaction (n=.62).

An additional seni.es of studi.es was undertaken to investigate

the effect of pensonal evaluations of subjects by othens, as companed

to attitudi.nal similaniÇ (Arrcnson and Worchel, 1966; Bynne and Gniffitt,

1966a). Anonson and Wor.chel used the standard ftBynne designrtwith the

fullowing excepttons: (a) the subject intenacted with a stooge nathen

than with a bogus stnar€en; and (b) at the end of the intenaction the

confedenate gave the subject wnitten feedback as to how much the subject

was liked by him. The pensonal evaluati.on of the subject was found to

exert a significant influerìce on the subjectrs attnaction natings of the con-

fedenate while the attitudi,nal similanity vania-ble seemed not to have any

effect. Bynne and Gni.ffitt laten neported that the Arrcnson and Worchel

study had nestnicted the nange of attitudi.nal similaniÇ too much, so by

including othen degnees of similanity besides those used by Anonson and

Wor chel they wene able to extend the nange fon thein own study. With-

in this context it was found that both vaniables (similanit¡z and p er'sonal

evaluation) exented influence on the attnaction measune and the personal
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evaluation exented appr.oximateiy thnee times the effect that attitudi.nal

similani.Ç showed.

It is clean that vanious investigatons have entended the nelation-

ship between atti.tudinal similantty and attnaction to mone nealistic

modes of pnesentati.on, namely face-to-fiace encountens. Furthen,

pensonal evaluation of the subject by an rrothenrt (expnession of positive

on negative feelings towar.rJ the subject) shows a profound influence on

attnaction.

In addition to the extension of the si.milani.Ç-attnaction nelation-

ship to othen sttmulus modes sevenal studies indicate that the nelation-

ship also holds fon populati.ons othen than college undergnaduates: Child-

nen down to the fuurth gnade and adolescents (Bynne and Gniffi.tt, 1966b);

female clenical wor{<ers (Knauss, 1966); Jobs Conps tnaÍnees, surgical,

alcoholic and schizophnenic hospital patients (Bynne, Gniffitt, Hodgins,

and Reeves, 1969); and senion cttizens (Gpiffitt, Nelson, and Littlepager

1972). The similanity-attnactiron relationship has also been shown not

to be cultunally bound, in a study i.nvolving Japanese, Indian, and

Mexican students (B5zrne, Gouaux, Gni.fñtt, Lamberth, Munakawa,

Pnasad, Pnasad, and Ramirez, l97l).

The othen nequisite condition mentioned eanli.en was that of

nesponse genenaliÇ. If one could show that the similaniÇ-attnaction

nelationship manifested itself in nealistic nesponse modes, then it would

seem reasonable to suggest that the nelationship probably exists frout
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attraction measune g!the pensonal evaluation exented approximately

thnee times the effect that attitudinal similaniþz showed.

It is clean that vanious investigatons have extended the nelatton-

ship between atti,tudinal si,mi,laniþz and attnaction to mone nealistic

modes of pnesentatton, namety face-to-face encountens. Funthen,

personal evaluation of the subject by an trothenrr (expnessÍon of positive

on negative feelings toward the subject) shows a prrcfound influence on

attnaction.

In addition to the extension of the similanity-attnaction nelation-

ship to othen stimulus modes sevenal studies indicate that the nelation-

ship also folds fon populations othen than college undergnaduates: Child-

nen down to the founth gnade and adolescents (Byrne and Griffitt, 1966b);

female clenical wonkers (Kreuss, 1966); Jobs Oorps tnainees, sungical,

alcoholic and schi.zophnenic hospitat patients (B5rrne, Gniffi.tt, Hodgins,

and Reeves, 1969); and senion cttizens (Gniffitt, Nelson, and Littlepager

1972). The simi.laniÇ-attnaction nelationship has also been shown not

to be cultunally bound, in a study i.nvolving Japanese, Indi.an, and

Mexican students (Bynne, Gouaux, Gniffitt, Lamberth, Munakawa,

Pnasad, Pnasad, and Ramírez, l97l).

The othen nequisite conditi.on mentioned eanlien was that of

nesponse genenalit¡2. If one could show that the simitani.Ç-attnaction

nelattonship manifested itself in nealtstiç nesponse modes, then it would

seem reasonable to suggest that the nelationship probably exists rrout
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in the real wonldrr.

The IJS, alneady descnibed eanlien, has been shown to con-

nelate highly with othen attnaction nesponse measunes that deal with

social tntenactions of varyi.ng degnees of closeness¡ A social distance

scale (Schwartz, 1966); social choi.ce in dating behavion fon males

(/Voss, 1969); nattngs of desineability, as a date, sexual partnen, and

spouse (Bynne, Ervi.n, and Lambenth, t97O); voluntary physical

prcximity (how close a subject would sit to a confedenate posing as

a fellow participant, ficllowtng an attitude simtlanity-attnaction expeni-

ment) (Byrne, Baskett, and Hodges, 1971; Byrne, Enzin, and Lamberth,

l97O)¡ visual contact (tfnan, 1969); and voting chotces whene pnospective

candidates wene nepnesented as shantng simtlan on dissimilan attitudes

with the subject (Bynne, Bond, and Diamond, 1969).

In summary to this poi.nt: It has been denronstnated that thene

is a vely stncng nelati,onship between attttudinal similanit5z and at-

tnaction. Fr.om a knowledge of attitudinal similani.Ç one can pnedict

the extent of attnaction. That this nelationship is not nestnicted to

topics of impontance (except unden certain speci.fiable conditions) has

been supponted, as well as the stabiltty of tJris nelationship oven time.

Funthen, investigator€ have pncvided evidence to suggest that the relation-

ship holds fon othen intnacultunal populations as well as being bonne out Ín

crìcss-cultunal studies. The nelationship is not constnained to unique

nesponse modes, such as Bynners IJS.
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Retunning fon a moment to the initial task of this pnesent ne-

search, to develop a matching prrccedune based on a rrsi.milanity of

chanactenisticsrr appncach, one shouid not be blind to the existence

of the above relationshtp (the similani.ty-attnactton nelationship), but

due to the connelational natune of the data, he should nealize that

inferrence about dtnectionaliÇ of an5z casual netationshÍps ane con-

sequently obscuned. Does knowtng something about the degnee of

attnactton within a dSzad allow us to infen something about attitudinal

similaniÇ? Within the fnamewonk of the B¡zrne panadigm, the answen

would appeanto be rrYestt, justas the convense has alneady been shown

to apply (Newcomb, 1961, fon example).

Moss (1970) manÍpulated liking by cneating bogus stnangensl

IJS nesponses; he then asked subjects to complete attitude sunveys as

they thought the stnangers would have (the only infonmati.on available

to the subjects wene the fJSfs which the expenimenten asked them to

assume wa^s filled out by them, about a stnangen). The connelation

between the liking nesponse and the attitudinal similanit¡z nesembled that

typicatly obtained in the usual Qyrne pnocedune. These nesults wene

conrrcbonated by othen i.nvesti.gators (Bynne, 1971).

How does all this contnibute to developing a rtnew and improved"

matchÍng prrccedune? I have alneady discussed the issue of homogeneity

as a nequisite condition fon well matched groups; the key to an ttinexpensive"
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matching prrccedune would be the ability to select gnoups from ttæ

target populatton whtch alneady happen to be relatively homogerous.

If, fon example, we chose subjects at nandom and placed them into

an expentmental group and then necnuited trclose fniendsr of the sub-

jects in the expenimentat gr.oup to act as the control gnoup, we might

obtain two groups which wene well matched on at least certain dim-

ensions. A most i.mportant considenation is whethen on not the grìoups

would be sufficiently similanto one anothenthat fon most purposes

they could in fact constitute matched samples. Is it neasonable to

' assume that rrfniendshi,ptt produces enough simitanitSz to satisfly this

ilsufFictencyrr condition? Fniendship usually entatls attnaction (though

one could undoubtably thi.nk of exceptions to this nule) and on the basis

of the evidence pnesented fon the relattonship between si.milaniÇ and

attnactton (at least attitudinal similanity), one mÍght infen a degnee of

similani.ty between fniends with negard to thein attitudes. Of counse

attitudes ane not the sole intenest coveted by psychologists, though

undoubtedly they ane a populan one, so we should like to show similan

nelationships between attraction and othen vaniables as well.

The nelationship between personali.þz and intenpensonal attnaction

has neceived considenabte attention in the past; Berscheid and Walsten

(1969) had this to say about pensonaltþr and attnacti.on:

A few investigatoFs¡ ...have found
positi.ve connelations between fniendsl



17

personaliÇ tnai.ts. Genenally, how-
even, positive connelattons have not
been obtained wtth the gneat negulanity
with which posttive conrelations be-
tween attitudinal similanity and attnaction
have been found. In addi.tion, positive
personality connelations ane much lowen
tharr attitudi.nal connelations (p. 78).

Berscheid and Watsten cite one example of a positive nelation-

ship between personality and fniendship, as well as one example of

tittle on no nelationship between the two vaniables, and then seem to

assume that the nelationship is a weak one. Certai,nly thene ane tn-

iconslstencies in the titenature: Banta and Hethenington (1963) and

Izard (1960) have suggested that stmi.laniÇ of personaliÇ fostens

attnac-tion, while HofFman (1958) and HofFman and Maien (1966) found

no nelatiorship between per"sonalit¡z and attnaction. Sevenal others

support both camps, but as B¡zrne, Giffitt, and Stefaniak (1967) point'

out, none of the i.nvestigators takes into account the multidetenmined

natur.e of attnaction nesponses, by controlling fon othen potentially con-

tamtnating facto rs (propinquiÇ, physical attnactiveness, attitude

similaniÇ-dissimilaniÇ, etc.). As wellr lhey feel that personaliþz

has been defined in too nestrictive a mannen; in Byrners words (1971):

The situation, then, is one in which
the effect of a very limi.ted numben of
independent vaniables on attnaction is
detenmi.ned in a context whene n. . .1
uncontrrolled independent vaniables ane
openating. Only tf the vaniable unden
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fnvesttgation wene of sufficient stnength
to ovenntde all othen independent vani-
ables on if a suffi.ctent numben of the
othen independent van[ables happened to
covary with it on if the othen vaniables
wene acci,dentally controlled thrrcugh
nandomization would the hypothesized
nelationships be obsenved (p. 166-167).

Byrne, Gniffi.tt, and Stefaniak (1967) investigated the nelation-

ship between per€onaliÇ and attnacti.on in the usual Bynne procedune,

except that instead of ñlling out the sunvey of attitudes, subjects wene

nequested to complete a modified vension of the RepnessÍon-Sensitization

(R-S) scale (the R-S scale measunes chanactenistic nespondÍng to

anxiety-evoking stimuti) (Bynne, Banry, and Nelson, lg63; B5znne, 1964).

A signific4nt and lÍnean relationship was found between personality

similanity (as defined by the R-S scale) and attnaction. These nesults

ar.e also supported by Byrne and Gniffitt (1969).

Using the same kind of design othen investigators have found a

positive nelationship between attnaction and vanious othen pensonaliÇ

. dimensions: self-concept (Gniffitt, 1966; Gniffitt, 1969); need fon approval

. (GotdsteÍn and Rosenfield, 1969; Nowicki, l97I); self-esteem (Hendnick and

Page, 1970); extrrcvension (Hendnick and Br-own, l97l), whene introversion

was ngt found to be significantly nelated to attnaction); dominance-submis-

stveness (Palmen and B5zrne, l97O); and intennal-external contrpl (Phanes

and Wilson, 197I).

One can only suggest that given the same expenÍmental design and
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mone ttme, othen personaltþz dimensions besides these, might be shown

to be nelated to attnaction in lil<e rrrannen. Thus fan, it ha,s been shown

that attnaction is nelated to attitudtnal simi.lanity and to pensonality

stmilantþr (within the conftnes of the particulan personaliþz dimensions

menttoned above), but pereonaliÇ and attttudes do rpt exhaust the majon

tntenests of psychologtcal nesearch (although they do constitute a maJon

por-tton of the psychologtcal lttenatttne¡.

Othen non-attttudtnal and !îon-per€onaltty similanittes have dem-

onstnated a nelatiorrshfp to attnaction¡ tntellectuat stmilanity and similantÇ

of abtltties (Jones, 1929; Rtchardson, lS9¡ Zander and Havelin, 1960¡

Reed and Reed, 1966; London, 1967 Reagon and Clore, l97O); economtc

similanity, (Lundberg, 1997¡ Lundberç and Steele, 1938; Smith, Ê-onm,
\.

and Stone, 1954; Bynne, Clone, and Worchel, 1966); task perfunmance

(Senn, 1971¡ Zandlen and Havelin, 1960); emotional states (Zimbando and

Fonica, 1963); per.ceived social desineabiliÇ (Berscheid and Walsten,

t97t; Moss, 1969); and physical attnactiveness (Walsten, Anonson,

Abnahams, and Rottman, 1966; Bynne, London and Reeves, 1969; Benscheid

and Walsten, 1974).

The litenatune on intenpersonal attnaction is so extensi.ve, that

one hardly knows what vaniables to tnclude and which to omit: a

myniad of investigattons Seem to suggest a nelattonship between pro-

pinquiÇ and attnactton, but one cannot l<now, fon the most pafr, whethen it

is physical pr"oxi.mit5z pen se on a host of othen nelatecl vaniables which is
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pncducing the observed effect (the problem hene is much the same as that

tnhenent in the eanlien studl,es examining,the nelationship between perrson-

altty and attnaction),

The vaniables acknowledged and neponted in thts neview seem to

bê those of interest to many psychologists and consequently ane the ones

fon whtch sufficient evidence exists to justifly thein inclusÍon in the

pr€sent neseanch.

Centain vantables have been suggested as covar5zing wtth attnactfon

in mone than just a weak fashion¡ othens ar¡ neported as vaqzing with

attnacti,on but the relattorsfrip vnould not appean to þe as strong. Many

of these vgniables ane of continuing interest to psychologists in many

diffenent aneas of nesearch. If the nesulttng matching prrccedune prþ-

posed hene i.s to be a useful one, it should inconponate similaniÇ along

sevenal of those dimensions mentioned.

Fniendship and attnaction seem not be have been delineated in

the li.tenatune; the unwnitten assumption seems to have been that if'someone

[s youn fniend, then you will like him, on at least be attnacted to him (the

latten prcpositÍon seems to be the safenof the two) in most cincumstances.

The pnesent nesearch did not explone the viability of this implicit

assumption, but nathen, employed it. The justi.fication of the assertion,

howeven, does to the authonrs knowledge lay in Íts rrintuiti.ve tnuthft, rÞt

in empinical fact.
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It was proposed that by selecting expentmental and control

subjects on the basis of fniendship (to wit, attnaction), gnoups rnould

have been obtained which ane sufficlently homogenous on sevenal dim-

enstons that they could be considened matched to a speciftable extent.

It was the punpose of ttre pnesent investigation to detenmine empinically

whtch of sevenal dimenstons could lre matched employing a fniendship

basis fon the matching. Specifically, many diffenent and vanied ttems

wene examtned fon similani\z by nespondents pained on a fniendship

basis¡ The tntention was to test the prrcposition that selection of subjects

on the basis of fniendship alone would yietd adequately matched grrcups

on a numben of dimensions (attitudes and Þeliefs; values; self-concept;

and othen demognaphic di.mensions), such that the ffiatching procedune

employed would satisly the cnitenion of homogeneity in desigrs desining

a matchi.ng prþcedune. ,
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METHOD

Subjects

Thnee hundned male and female subjects wene selected initial-

ly from the Depantment of Psychology SubJect Pool at the Unfver^sity of

Mahttoba. All subjects panticipated i.n Phase I of the study. Of these

thnee hundned subjects, fif$l-seven wene selected on a coopenative

basis, to panticipate in Phase II of the stud¡1, which entailed the ne-

cruttment of one frtend each from outside the tnttial sample, fon the

punpose of addttional study, 
,

Appanatus

Assessing atti.tudes an9 beligfs: Atçitudes wene assessed employ-

ing a short fonm of the Sunwey of Attitudes (B¡znne, 1971). The items

which made nefenence to student activities werìe deleted fn¡m the question-

naine, as it was anticipated that some of the rrnecr.uited fniendsrt might

not be students (fon these subjects, student onÍented items would not be

nelevant). In all, 25 items frrcm the Survey of Attitudes were administened,

nanging fn topic importance, frtrm tnivial to meaningful (fnom gandening

and tipping to wan and college education). Each item consisted of a si,ngle

topi,c, followed by a six-point scale on which the subject was nequested to

nate each topic, eitl'ren positively on negatively (see Appendix B).

Assessing self-concept : Subjectst fiavounableness of self-concept
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was guaged by means of a Self-Concept Semantic Diffenential (Schwartz

and Tangni, 1965). The survey consisted of lO seven-potnt scales tJrat

load highly on what Osgood and Suci. (1955) have called the tvaluati.ve

Facton; this facton purponts to be indicative of such tnaits as soci-

abili.t5z, goodness, kindness, selfishness and so on. Fon each concept,

the subject was to fndicate whene on the accompanying scale he thought

he belonged. One addtttonal concept, physfcal attnactiveness (see

Appendtx D) , to yield a self-concept of body tmage.

Assessing yalues: A shont s¡et of per€onal value scales (Scott,

1965) was used to measune subjectsr positions wtth negand to tl'e follow-

ing values: intellectualism, kindness, social skills, loyalty, academfc

achievemerlt (Gnades), physical development, status, honesÇ' nel-

igiousness, self-control, creati.viÇ (oniginality), and independence

(see Appendix C fon speci.fic items). Each item was accompani.ed by a

thnee-point scale, on which the subject was to i.ndtcate whethen the

panticulan value wâs; (a) something he always admined; (b) something

he always di.sliked¡ on (c) somethtng that depended on the situation.

The InterpelSonal Judgement Scale: One of the gnf,ups (those

subjects necrt¡tted by coopenative membens of the initial sample)

necei.ved the IJS (Bynne, 1971), already alluded to eanlien. The purpose of

this scale wa.s to give the investigaton a check on the natune of the nelation-

ship between subjects and thein necn¡tted fniends. It was expected that sub-

jects from Phase I would necnuit fniends of varlzing degnees of closeness so it
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wa,s necessary to administen the IJS to exami.ne fon diffenential effects

due to the rrclosenesstr facton.

Procedune

Phase I: The 3OO subjects selected inttially, met in.group fashton

ln classrooms obtained fnom the Univensity of Manitoba. Size of grrcups

was dependent on the numben of subjects available at scheduled sesstons

and vanied between l5 and 45 pen session. Sevenal sessions wene nec-

essata/ i'n onrCen to obtain data frrcm the requined numben of subjects (N=BOO).

'..

Duning each session, subjects wene seated at individual desks

where they compteted th-e vanioç¡s questionnaines menttoned eanlien in

the appana\us sectton. The vanious sun/ey packages wene accompanied by

genenal wnitten instnuctions (see Appendix F) 
"= 

well as by appropniate

wnitten i.nstrt¡ctions fon each i.ndi.vidual scale set. The only onal instn¡ctions

wene those i.nvolving the clanlfi.catton of subject task.

Flrcm the tniti.al 3OO subjects participating i.n Phase I of the study,

175, chosen at nandom, received additional tnstnuctions to necnuit |tclose

fniendsrr fon participation in Phase II of the investÍgation (see Appendix G

fon necn¡iting instn¡ctiorrs). Onty õ7 of the 175 subjects given recruiti.ng

ínstnt¡ctions actually coopenated and necrurited fniends fon partici.patton

in Phase II, i.n spite of the monetary incentive offened to those who did

comply ($2.oo was offened to those who necrui.ted subjects; S3.oo was

ofFered to the subjects who wene necruited fon participation) .
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Frpm the 243 subjects, who had completed Phase I but did

not rrecn¡it addi.tional subjects, 57wene chosen at nandom to act as

a contÌ^ol gr\cup.

Phase II: In this phase of tJre study, the close fniends of the

57 Phase I subjects who wer€ given recruiting instnrctions, participated

by completing the same scales as the rrrecn¡itensrr and the controls,

wtth the following excepttons: (a) no subject in this phase neceived ne-

cnrittng instnrcttons; and (b) in addition to the othen scales, all subjects

wene nequined to complete the tJS (see Appendix H ron instnrcttons

accompanying the IJS).

In summary, the thnee diffenent conditiotrs wene as follows:

(a) Group I (contrrcl subjects).,. .. ... . ..... .. ... ... .. .. r... ..CONTROLS
(b) Gtoup II (subjects wtth recn¡tting irstnrctions)........ .. ...SUBJECTS
(c) Grrcup III (subjects necruited fon additional study). . . . : . .. . . . FRIENDS

PnedtctiorB

The followirg pnedictions wer€ tested in the context of this design:

(a) On all measures (save the IJS), connespondence between nesponses

fon gr oups II and III (SUBJECTS and FRIENDS) would be si.gnificantly highen

than connespondence between nesponses fon grcups I and II (SUBJECTS and

coNTRO LS).

(b) Vanying degnees of closeness i.e. r attnaction as measuned by the IJS

would nesult in diffenential effects on similanity, as a.ssessed by the vanious
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scales emptoyed3 high-attnaction pains should show significantly

mone similaniÇ than low-attnactton pai.rs.
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RESU LTS

Pata lrepanation

The data analysls fon the pnesent study involved coding and

analyzing subjectst nesponses to thnee sepanate sets of scales and

one demognaphi.c questionnaine as follows: (a) Sunvey of Attitudes

(25 six-potnt scale items); (b) Self-Concept Semantic Diffenential

(ll seven-point scale items); (c) Personal Value Scales (59 thnee-

point scale items); and (d) Background Inficnmation (4 single-nes-

ponse items). Thts yielded a total of 99 ltems in toto.

The thnee sets of scales and tlre demognaphic sunvey wene

coded numeni.cally, such that identical nesponses on any hnro nesponse

sheets fun a panticulan item, would yield identical numeni,cal values

fon that singte item fion both nespondents of the pain being companed.

Depantunes from same:.".po.."s would nesult in numenical dif-

fenences between the individualsr scones, increasing in magnitude as

the dispanity became largen.

- Si.nce this stu{r' was designed to investigate sim:taniþz of nes-

pûnses of vanious pairs of surbjects, the numenical coding allowed Fon dinect

anithmetic mani.pulation of nesponses in meking c.:mpanisons. Unipolan

cod'ing (the absence of negative num!:ens i.n coding, and the i.nclusion only

of pcsitive integens) was employed. The justtfication of this coding pro-
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cedur.e lay in the beltef that df rectionalfty of dtffenences tn nesponses

wAF untmpontant. Depar.lr.rnes of equal magnttude but in opposing

dinections wene tneated tdentically: Fon example, if Penson A receives

a scone of 2 and Penson B a scone of 5, this sttuation is tneated the

same as if Penson B had neceived a scorre of 2, and Penson A a scone

of 6. The neasoning apptied hener wâs that both diffenences, though

oppostte tn dinectlon, displayed the same degnee of stmflanity.

Subjectst tndivtdual r.esporrse sheets wene divided into thnee

grÐupss (a) Group I - nesponse sheets of those subjects who neceived

necruiting tnstntrctfons and who complied (N=57); (b) Group II - nesponse

sheets of fniends of the Gnqup I subjects and who wene neceuited by

them (N=5?); an{ (c) Gr oup III - nesponse sheets of the others nandomly

selected from the initial sample to act as a contncl grreup (N=57);

Response summary sheets wene pr.epaned from the coded data, in the

following mannen! Fon each item, two summary sheets wene compiled

(one sheet fongroup I vs. group II nesponses, and anothenfon group I vs.

grþup III responses). tach sheet contai.ned 57 pairs of coded nesponses,

the par.ticulan nesponse pairs being dependent upon which group com-

pantson had been made.

The data frrcm the summary sheets descni.bed above wene tnansfenned

to [.El.M. key-punch cards fon analysis via the Pearson Product-lVloment

conrelational prognam avatlable as pant of the S.P.S.S. statistical packages;

a laten analysis utilized the t-test prognams available in the same statisti,cal
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package.

Analysis of data:

-

The parti.culan analysi.s employed in this study, wene designed

to ar¡swen the following questions:

(a) What degnee of similarity exi.sts between the nesponses of

rfsubjectsrrand those of necrutted rrclose fniendstt(group I vs. group II;

this was the expenimental condition)?

(b) What degnee of stmilanit5z exists between the responses of

'ttsubjectsrl and those of nandomly matched rrotherstt(group I t¡s. grþup

III; thts was the contrr¡l condition)?

(c) Does the degree of similaniÇ of .nesponses between rrsubjectsrr
\.

and frfniendsn diffen signtficantly fnom the simtlaniÇ of nesponses be-

tween rrsubjectstr and nandomly chosen ftother'srr?

(d) Wren nesponse sheets ane divided into two sub-grÞups on the

basis of degnee of attrection (high attnaction paire; N =26 vs. low attnaction

pairs; N=31), do the hi.gh attnaction pairs exhibit a significantly gneaten

degnee of similanit5z of nesponse than the low attnaction pairs? It was

important to use a method of analysis which aimed at answening these

questÍons as dinectly as possible yet which netatned as much infonm-

ation as possible. l-he firrst considenation was gi.ven to the simplicity
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of the coding system employed. q/ computing diffenence scones fon

pairs of nesponses an elementary companison based on these numenical

diffenences would detenmtne whethen expenimental and contrrcl conditfons

diffened signifi.cantly fnom one anothen with negard to similanity of ne-

sponse (differences between the gr€up I vs. group II similanity and the

group I vs. grÞup III similantty. A t-test fi¡n diffenences between

sample means fon dependent samples vro uld be appropniate. In spite

of the simpltcity of thts analysis, howevenr it was felt that a co n-

nelational analysts rno uld pîoduce the same basic compantson as well

' as yteld infor.rnatton about the nelatir. 9æ. of similanfty of nesponse

fion the vanious patn companisons and fon tndividual items. It was this last

piece of infurrnation which might pr^ove useful in detenmining the adequacy
\.

of a parti.culan item fon prospective matching Purposes.

Fon each item two Pearson Product-l\¿loment connelation co-

efficients wene computed and neconded, one fon the expenimental condition

(subject vs. fniend pairs) and one fon the contrrrl conditions (subject vs.

nandom other pairs). In additton the gr"oup mean wene analyzed fon dif-

fenences, and in fact, no significant diffenences wer\e found

To illustnate the significance of this analysi.s, constden the follow-

ing example: Suppose that hryo gnoups of scorres wene penfectly connelated

(n= 1-l.OO) in a positÍve fashion, but that one grÐup of scones is cor¡sistently

lowen than the otJten. Fon example:
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5

I

X; l, 2,

Y: 5, 6,

3, 4,

7, B,

X = 3.OO

Y = 7.OO

In this example, the connelati.on coefiicient is mtsleading because

it does not detect and neport the consistent tnend of one annay of

scor€s to be lowen than the othen. As the X scones incnease, the

Y scones incnease prÐportionately, but, the two annays ar€ cleanly

not identical. This diffenence between the two distnibutior¡s of,

scor€s I€!]9, howeven, be neflected in the diffenence between the

sample means. The mean companison a high positive connelation

between two groups of nesponses could only mean on signtfy a high

degree of sameness of nesponses¡ añd not just a high degnee of cor-

nespondence on nelationship between them. The above argument is of

panamount importance since it was essential to the study to show that

a high positive connelation between any two sets of nesponses could

only be constrr-.¡ed as being tndicative of a hi.gh degnee of similanity

between the nesponses.

Connelational coefficients (nrs) wene computed fon each item

(ther^e were tworrs fon each item: one fon the expenimental condition

and one fon the control condttion) fon a total of 97 items and 194 nts

oven 57 pains of subjects. Table I shows the connelational coefFicients,

by item, ficnthe 57 patns of subjects ln the expenimental condttion; each

n is accompanied by the mean of the scones fon the finst memben in each
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pain (X) as well as the mean of the scones fun the second memben of

each patn fr; and the level of signifi.cance fon the coefficient. Table 2

shows the same data fon the contrrci condition (subject vs. nandom othen

companison).

It can be seen fr"om Table 1, that 16 items neached stgnificance

at the .O5 level on betten: specifically, these wene items l, 9, 19, 20,

24r 3Or 32, 33, 41r 73 r 75, 81, 89, 96, and 97. In addttion, many othen

items wene signtficant at the .2Oo( level¡ ltems 37, 56, 61, 72, (these

items approach significance at the .06 tevel) and IO, 16, 94,36, 45' 6t3'

65, 67, 74, 76, and 90. In all, then, 3l% of the items wene significant

at the .2O level on betten fion the expenimental condttion.

In contnast, Table 2 shows that fon the control condi,tion, only

3 items wene stgnificant atthe .05Q<level (items 3O, 53, and 61) and

an additional 9 items were significant at the .2O level (items 11, 17, 38'

48, 65, Fi7, 74,75, and 76. This yielded a total of 12% of the items

significant at the .2O level on betten fon the contrrcl condition, Table 3 ,

shows the percentage of items reaching significance at vanious levels

offl(p (¡.OOl, .OO5, .Ol, .O5, and.2O)foneachof thetwocompanisons

tested (expentmental and control).

Many items, fon both the expenimental and contr"ol conditions,

had accompanying connelation coeffictents which wene significant at

acceptable levels of o( , but the'nfs wene negatively si.gned, which fon
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the purposes of this study, would not indicate a high degnee of similanity.

The intent of this stud5z was to explone marl/ items in the seanch fon

those which demonstnate a nelati.or¡ship between similaniÇ of nesponse,

by pairs, and attnaction-although a signiftcant negative connelation

between nesponses hdicates a strrcng nelationship between the nesponses,

it should ræt be construed as indicative of stmilanit5z of nesponse. Fon

this neason, only positive connelations which neached the appncpniate

levels of significance, wene in fact considened to be significant fon

the punposes of the pnesent tnvestigation. A laten analysis, in pant,

dealt with negative connelations, and wi.11 be neported laten in this section.

lntenesti.ng to note, was the fact that fonthe contrrcl condition, 5,3%

of the ttems had negatively connelated nesponses (about what one would

expect by chance), while in stnong contnast, only 26% of the items in

the expenimental condition wene accompanied by negative connelation

coefficients. A Cht squane analysis showed the di.ffenence in prrepenly
2

si.gned coefficients (acncss the two conditions) to be significa"t O( =1O.99;

df = 1; p( .ool),

The significance shown by many connelation coefficients is im-

pontant in demonstnati.ng the nelati.ve strengths of the nelationships between

the nesponses of vanious pairs of subjects, but cleanly, if fon both the

expenimental and control companisons a panticulan item yields a sign-

ificant connelation, then the hypothesis concenning the simi.lantþz of nesponse
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as a function of attnaction would stitl lack support. Table 14 lists item

numbens followed by a bni,ef descntption of the content of each item. In

fact, fr¡nthe items that pnoved to be stgnificant at the .O5 level on

betten, this was the case fon only one item (item 3O), which had sign-

ifi,cantly high nrs fon both the expenimental and control conditions.

Exoenimental vensus control:

It was impontant to this study to demonstnate not just the degnee

or stnength of the nelationship between nesponses of the subject pains

'tn the expentmental condttion, but to show as well, the contnast between

the degnee of simitanity in the expenimental condition and the similaniþz

in the contrpl condttion. It was to this end that the next anal5Æic stage
t.

was cannied out. By tnansfonming the connelation coefficients to Fishen

Z-scones, it was possible to compane the coefficients fon the expentmental

condition to those fon the control condttion, in orden to detenmtne whethen

they difFered significantty ft"om one anothen. Table 4 pnesents the

Z-values fon each item, along wtth thein appropniate levels of significance.

A posi.tive Z indicates that the n fon tl're expenimental condition evidenced

e gneaten degnee of similanih¡ of nesponse than the ¡ fon the control com-

panison fon a partÍculan item. Frnom Table 4, ít can be seen that 12 items

met the usual cnitenion of signifi.cance (p( .O5), as well as the cnitenion

of propen sign (in this case positive). Table 5 shows the percentage of

items which reaqhed significance at vanious levels, up to a maximum level
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of probabi,tity of .2O; 36"/", on more than one-thi.rd of the items neached

significance at thi,s maximum level.

Intenestingly enough, of the 97 items analyzed in this fashi.on,

64, on two-thi.nds of them had a posi,tive sign affixed to the Z-values

fon the connesponding connelati.onal coeffi,cients. Si.¡ce the funmula fon

Z ts: .

Z= zt? - zr?
L2

l+1
("is) ("ã€)

a positive Z-value can nesult from only the followi.ng foun situations:

(a) expeni.mental gnoup has pcsitive 1¡ contlol gr.oup has
smallen positÍve n.

(b) expenimental grrcup has positi.ve !; contrÐl gncup has
smallen negative n.

(c) expenimental grrcup ha.s positive n; conttrcl group has
largen negatlve n.

(d) expenimental gnoup has negative n¡ control group has
lar.gen negattve n.

Alt of the above situations (if examined closely) ane supportative of the

assertion that a positive Z-score is i.ndicative of a highen degnee of

similanity of nesponse fon the expenimental condition than fon the contrpl

condttion.

It can thus be asserted that fon 66j% of the items, the connelational

coeffictents (wi.th positive Z-values connesponding to the appropniate pain

diffenence) wene indicative of gneaten simi.lanity fon the expenimental com-
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parison than fun the contrrcl companison. A Chi sguane analysis shows
.2

this di.ffenence to þe signi.fi.cant (X = 9.lO; df =t; p< .Ol).

Fîgm N=57 to N=26:

In anticipation of some difficulties wtth negard to the intenpne-

tation of the recnliti.ng instnrctions by subjects, rrfniendsrr whower^e

necruited were administened, in addition to the scales already descnibed

eanlien.and fitled out by all subjects, a scale designed to measune the

degree on stnength of fniendship between subjects and thein conrespond-

ring rrecnuited fniends (the IJS). On the basis of thts scale the 57 pains

of trsubjectstr and rrfniendsrr wer€ furthen subfli.vided into two grrcups one

of which 1rrlas used fun additional analysis as tt displayed the gneaten

degree of attnaction between pains (n=26 fon this sub-gtrcup).

Peanson Product-Moment connelation coefficients wene necomputed

on the basi.s of these 26 sub-group scones in the hope that an tncnease in

the tneatment efFect would be obsenved indicating that as attnaction in-

cneases, so does the degnee of simitanÍþz of nesponse between pairs fon

the expenimental condition. The dnastic neduction in sample size, howeven,

also naised the levels at which the obtained connelation coefficients could

be deemed signiftcant. With the new sample si.ze (N=26)r the nesults wene

not gneatly deviant fnom the oniginal sample size (N=57). Ta-ble 7 shows

the connelati.on coeffi.cients, by item, fon the contncl condition, agai.n ac-

companied by the means of the h¡¡o gl oups betng companed (X and Y respecti'vely)
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and the connesponding levels of stgrrificance. Frrcm Table 7, it can 
.

be seen that 4 items neached significance at the .O5 level of (items

ll, 38, 48, and 49), whtle an additional g items attained stgniftcance

at the .2O probability level (ttems lU, 56, 59, 61, 65, 70r 74, 75, and 76).

This yielded a total of 13% of the items significant at the .2O level on

betten, fon the iontrrcl conditi.on.

In contnast to the above nesults, it was found that 8 iterns wene

significant at the .05 level of probabili.ty fon the expenimental condition

(see Table 6): These wer€ items l, 4, 9r 22r 32r 74,75, and 97). In

addition, 18 items neached significance at the .20 level (items 7, 8, lO,

15,2Or 23,33r 561 64,651 7lr73r 77r Bl,85r 89r 90, and96). Thus

a total of 27% of the items in the expeni.mental conditton wene si.gnifi.cant

at the .20 level on betten oven 26 pairs, which is indicative of some ne-

lationshtps between attnaction and similaniÇ of nesponse.

Mole about the contro_L condition and the sample neduction:

One essential featune of the pnesent design, was the creation of

a control condition (ìtsubject't \rs. trnandom othentr) to which one could

compare the ttsubjectrt vs. tlfniendtt nesponses. Such a control companison

was included in orden to obtain some base-line expectanci.es fon Ítem

significance, oven which any deviation by the expenimental condition,

could be measuned.

Table B contnasts the two sub-groups (N=57 vs. N=26) fon each
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condition companison (expenimental; subjects vs. fniends and

contr^ol¡ subjects vs. nandom othens), in tenms of the numben of

ttems oþtatned wfth connelatton coelTtcients that wenB signtftcant

at vanfous levels of prtbabtlity. From looking at Table 8, an tn-

cr\ease tn the effect of attnactton due to a decrease tn sample stze

(&ne in a systematic fashion based upon attnaction nattngs on the

IJS) is rrct appanent: any antÍcfpated effect due to this manipulation

may have been overshadowed by a numben of things (incnease in

sampling ennon etc.), but by avenaging the nesults of the two sample

istzes the expentmental and contrpl conditions can be companed
¿.

dtnectly via [ . Tables 9 and tO illustnate the data matnices con-

taining the,numben of significant and non-significant items fon both

the expenimental and contnol companisons oven two levels of sign-
.2

ificance (p(,.o5; and p(,20) that wene used to comput.X values.

From Table 9, it was found that thene was a significant dif-

fenence i.n the numben of items significant at the .O5 level between
2

the expenimental and control conditiot = Ç( =3.54; dËl; p< .05).

Fnom Table lO, it was found that the difference in the numben of

significant i,tems at the .20 level between the expenimental and contrrcl

condítions, was even mone prÐminent (X =6.56; dÊl; p<.Ol).

Table tl lists the Z-values fon diffenences between the ex-

penimental and contlrcl conditi.on conrelational coefficients, oven 26
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pains of subjects, as well as the levels of significance obtained by

the coefficients. From Table 11, it can be seen that 15 on 167. of

the items had Z-scones withpositi.ve stgns, indicating that the nrs

fon the expenimental companison was illustnative of a gneaten degnee

of si,milanity of nesponse between subjects than the nfs fon the con-

tlol condÍtion. A Chi squane analysis showed this diffenence to be
2

signtficant (X =4.21i dÈt¡ p< .O5).

To confinm the above nesults, a difFerent anal5Æic tool in-

volving difference scores was employed. Table 12 summanizes the

items with t-values fun diffenences between the means of expenimental

and control corditions that neached significance at the .25 level of

probability on less oven 57 pairs of subjects; the level of significance

lttained is also li.sted fon each item. Only items with negative t-values

ane listed since a positive t-scone would indicate that the diffenences

between the nesponses fon the expenimental companisons wene Ïargen

than the differences between the pairs fon the control condition.

From Table 12, i.t can be seen that14% of the items wene sign-

ificant at the .O5 level of pr.obability on less, while lJõ% ofthe items

(more than one-third) neached si.gnificance at the .25 level. In addition,

of the 92 items examined, 68% wene affixed wtth the proped sign

(negative in this case), implying a greaten degnee of si.milanity of
2

nesponse fon expenimental pairs than fon control pai.ns, A X analysis
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shows this numben of prrcpenty signed items to be signÍficant (X =11.84¡

dÈt¡ p < .ol).

This analysis was nepeated fon the sub-group of 26 paÍns of

rrhfgh-attnactionil subjects (see Table 13). From Table 13, it can be

seen that oven 14% of the items had t-values that wene significant at

the .06 level of pr"obability on less, while 49% had t-values that wene

significant at the .25 level of a( . In this analysis, 59 items wene
2

propenly signed (negatively signed). A X analysts showed this

numben of items wtth pr.openly signed t-scones to be signiftcant fi 4.7gi

dÊl; p< . ol).
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DISC USSION

The i.ntention of the sample size neducti.on on the basis óf attnaction,

fr.om N=57 to N=26r was to attempt to control fon any misunder-

standings that subjects may have had about thein necnuiting instrticttons.

Although subjects wer€ asked to necrtrit trclose fniendsff fon Phase II

of the stud5z, it was antici.pated that some might ræt comply (especially

in view of a mqnetary tncentive offened ficn compliance). To counten-

act such an occunence the IJS was admi.nistened to the necnuited sub-

jects to guagç the relattonshtp between them and the subjects who had

necnt¡ited them in the hopes that the high-attnacti,on pairs could be

detected and subjected to a closen and mone controlled analysis. From

the results.of such an analysis (involvi.ng 26 pains) Ít would appean that

the reanatysis based on high-attnaction \¡s. low -attnaction did not diffen

substantiatty from the tnitial analysis involving 57 subject patrs. It

should be noted, howeven, that two majon complications arþse: First,

the cnitical values of the connelation coefficients wene naised in the

pnocess of neducing the samples finom 57 pains to 26 pains, making it

mone difficult fon the items to attain significance. Second, as N was

decneased, no doubt sampli,ng ennon incnea^çed, obscuning any incnease

i.n expenimental effect due to the stattstical mani.pulation. These two

di.sadvantages may have outweighed any advantage accruing to the degnee

of similaniÇ of nesponse by the ad hoc manipulation of sample size.
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ln spi.te of the difficulties menttoned above, it i.s intenesting

to note that of the 3O items whtch wer\-â accompani.ed by connelation

coeffictents that wene significant at the .2O level of pncbability on

less when analyzed oven 57 pairs , 17 or 57% of them wene also

significant at the .20 level when analyzed oven 26 pains. Thus, the

initial analysis was at least substantiated by the laten sub-group

analysis, stnengthening the conviction that those items which di.d

appean to be signifÍcantty nelated to simÍlaniÇ of nesponse wene not

just spuniously so.

Of gneat intenest to the pnesent endeavon (due to its explonatory

natur"e ) was the detenmination of which items appeaned to be particulan-

ly useful in diffenenti.ati.ng between sinri.lanity and non*similaniÇ of

nesponse by high and low attnaction pair.s, Fnom the Sunzey of

Attitudes the topics which di.sptayed the most significant nelation to

attnaction wene Coltege Education, Dating, Sports, Smoking, Red China,

and the U. N., Wan, Pne-Manital Sex, and Westenn Movies. Accord-

tng to B5znners wonk, it was antici.pated that topic Ímportance would

afFect the nelati.onship between similantÇ of nesponse and degnee of attnaction

(Bynne, London, and GnifFitt, 1968) if indi.viduals wene able to view dtffel*

ing degnees of topic importance, tn combi.nation, which was, in fact, the

case fon the sub-set of topics chosen from the Sunvey of Attitudes fon this

investigatlon. Hene it appeaned that gneaten similanit5z connesponded with
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topic impontance.

From the Self-Concept Semantic Diffenential the ttems that

showed stgntftcant coefficients of cornelation between nesponses wene

Selfishness, Fniendliness, Squaneness, Kindness, ard Physicat

Attne,ctton.

The values which showed significance, from the Personal Value

Scales employed, wene Cneativity, Ki.ndness, Academtc Achievement

(Gnades), Social Skills, Independence, Intellectualism, Self-Control,

Status, and Grrcup LoyalÇ.

Frpm the Backgtrcund Infonmation Su¡vey the most significant

items (and,these items wene highly significant) wene Age and Sex.

It is di.fficult to speculate why these items wene signifi.cant in

showing high degnees of similanity of nesponse fon the expenimental

condi.tion (subject vs. close fni.end) and rrot fon the contrrcl condttion

(subject vs. nandom othen), white sevenal othen items wene rot, but

beca¡.¡se of the explonatory natune of thts investigation, the objectives

wene cleanly to examine a gr€at numben of different items many of

which have been used by othen investigatorrs fon q.rite diffenent pun-

poses¡ If some of these items could be stngled out as tmportant in-

dicatons of degnee of attnaction by way of thein demonstnating significant
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degrees of similanity of nesponse between subjects and thein fntends,

oven and above any stmilaniþl exhibi.ted by nandom pairs of responses,

then these items could be nefenned to fon fi;tune use by othen in-

vestigator€ fon the purpose of matching subjects on the basts of

similanity. The scales employed in this str.rdy wene nelatively nannow

fn scope, but at the veq¡ least, they gç¡q ones that have been used tn

othen psychological tnvestigattons and thus may prove useful to

psychologists in this new ltght.

In par,,t, the i,tems which did appean to be significant may ne-

flect some of the values that students of the TOts embnape as important

with negarrd to thetn soctal relationships with otherç. It was pncbably

no accident that certain toptcs (fon example Kindness and Academic

Achievement) wene significant in monç than one instance though each

appeaned only once on any particulan set of scales.

Although these nesults appean to be important, one might expect

gneaten diffenences between expenimental and contnol conditions. One

questi.on that must be addnessed, is why mone and gneaten diffenences

wene not fuund between expe¡imental and conttrcl conditions? One

pnactical explanation is based on the extnemely homogenous natune of

the samples studied. The nange of ages of subjects was 17 yeans to

24 years, with the exceptton of only one subject (age 42 yeans). Most

of the subjects wene single (gg% of them), and all wene ennolled tn some

faculÇ at the Univensity of Manitoba (5,6% of the subjects werre enrrclled
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in Arts and Science, white the nemaindeF was split amongst vanious

othen faculties). The bulk of the subjects partictpated in the study

as partial fi,llftllment of course nequiremeñts in the Department of

Psychology. Alt this means that even the nandomly matched contlrcl

condftion may have been paftially matched at least with nespect to

some of the dimensions mentioned above nesulting in strongen con-

nelations between rresponses than one might have expected unden mone

heterogenous condÍtions. Thus, the gap of dissimtlaniÇ of nesponses

that one would expect between the expenimental and control c.ompanisons

'may have been partially closed by the homogenetþz of the subjects.

One strrcng advantage accru¡ed to the investigation as a nesult

of the degree of homogeneiÇ displayed by the sampless arty' significant

diffenences found betr¡reen the expenimental and contrrcl conditions wene

probably undenestimated, and given a mone heternogenous sample, would

likely become even rrl?F€ prrcminent than shown hene. These expectati,ons

arre not unlike those proposed by Newcomb (1961) when he stuclied such

an homogenous grÐup at Michigan.

i

The significance of this study lies in its usefulness in havtng found

a numben of items which appean to significantly dtffenentiate between high-

attnaction paiÌ.s (expenimental condition) and low attnaction pairs (control

condition) as well as show the nelative degnees of similanit¡z between pairs

of nesponses fon ary particulan item (shown by the connelation coefFicients).
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between the r€sponses of high attr€ction dyads with respect to sevenal

items then one would have evidence that unden cer.tain speciftable

conditions (involving the use of particular items) some of the d nawbac ks

of conventional matching pnocedu res could be ovencome: If subjects

could be matched on the basis of attFaction (fniendship), a cornespond-

lrìg and 'rsufficientrr degnee of similanÍty might nesult such that subjects

and thein 'rfniendstr might constitute match samples.

The present study ha,g shown that with nespect to cer.tain items,

subjects and their friends do show a high degr\ee of similaniq/ of

response relative to randomly pair.ed subjects. some of the weaknesses

of the design employed hene, as well as of the samples used have al neady

been alluded to, but certain highlights can not be ovenemphasized. In

spíte of the lack of het erþgeneity, the problems with sampling ennon

(due to the sample size r"eduction) and the r€sulttng high cFitical levels

needed fon statistical signifÍcance, many Ítems still displayed a high

degnee of similanity of nesponse a,s nelated to attnaction. This relation-

ship is further embossed by the complexity of vaniables present and

possibly contnibutihg to the efFects unden investigation due to the nelative

lack of vaniable contr.ol that accompanies arD/ study penfonmed outside

the trsafeÇrr of the labonato ry.

This study is partially supportative of othen investigations that
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demonstnated a nelationshlp between per€on-similani.ty and att naction,

but is intended to suggest a furthen extensi.on of that nelationship to

expenimental desi.gn. Certainly, this study has shown that with nespect

to the scale items employed hene, the idea of matching on the basis of

fniendship seems plausible, but at present it must nemain a rtpilottt

investigation. The next stages of investigation should include the use

of mone heterogenous samples as well as marry othen items of impontance

to psychological tnvestigattons. Eventually, a mone complete pictune

of the diversiÇ of topics that demonstnate a similan nelattonship with

attnaction may be possible, but only furthen studi.es employing many

other kinds of topi.cs and items witl be fn¡itful in the detenmination of

just how fçasibte the |tmatch on the basis of fniendshipil concept is.

The genenal aim of this study ¡ wâ.s to uncoven the specifiable

condittons unden which the ptrccedune of matching on the basis of at-

tnacti.on is a feaslble technique. One should rpt ovenlook the fact that

many dtfFenent nesearchens would be intenested i.n vanied and numenous

di.mensions. To state that the matching procedune prþposed in this

papen is a useft¡l one, without regand to the specific intentions of a

particulan investtgation, would be ignoning the nesults of the study:

certain dimensions appean to be si.gnificantly nelated to the similanity-

attnaction hypothesis while othens do not appean to be so nelated.

Certain judgements must be made by the potential usen of this
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matching prþcedunes: He will have to dectde whethen on not a part-

iculan ttem beans sufficient nelation to the similaniÇ -attnaction

hypothests, to wannant matchtng on that item by the prrccedune pno-

posed hene. I have neported the degnee of nelation acconding to the

spectfic analysis employed hene, but the final judgement must be

mAde by the neseanchen, stnce as the consumen, he wtll know best

what degnee of matchtng wttl sattsly his purposes, and wetgh its

rrsufflctencyrr agatnst the coet reduction by tmplementatton of such

a procedure a,S opposed to a mone conventtonal matching technique.



APPENDICES

I

:
I



Appenclix A / Interpersonal Juclgment Scale
49

Name of the person who recruited you:
Your nartrq:

l. Intolligence (check one)
I bellcve that this perr¡on is very much abc¡vo average ln inteLligence.
I believe that Èhis Person is above average in intellígence.

- 
I believe thaü this psrson ís slightly above average in intelligøìrce.

"IbelievebhalthiePersonisaveragelninbel1igence.I believe that this person is stightly below avsrage ín intellig,en,c?i

- 
I betieve thaÈ this person is beLow avorage in itrtetligence"
¡ believe thab tlrip pêrson is vcry muctr below average ia inteLligerce"

Z. Knowledge of Curreot EvenÈe ("Ì.oct oo")
I believo t},ãt Urie pereon ie very much below Ðyerage ío his (her) knowledge

- 
of current events. .. :

__ I believe thaÈ.this perso¡r is below average in lús (hgr) knowed,ge of currenË
eventg.
I believe that lhie p€r6on is slightly betow avÊrage in his (her) knourledge of
of current events. '

I believc that ttr,is person is average ir¡ hle (her! knowledge of currenÈ evente.

I I believe Èhat this peraon is slíghtly above aver4ge in his (her) knowledge
of current events.

_ I believo that thig perg9n is above avelage Ín hie (her) knowledge of currenü
events. :

I believe that this person is very much above average in his (her) know-
Iedge of currenü events.

3. Morality (chèck one)

--Thi. 
f""""" irnpfessee me as being extremely m.oral.

- 
This person impresaes me as being moral.

-Thisp"'"ooimpreseegmeasbeingrnora1toaslightdegree.
imrnoral

_ This p€raofr impresaes rne asbeing immoral to,a alight degree'

4. ,Adjuetrnent (check one)

_ t believe that this person is extremely maladjueted-
. I believc that this Person ig maladjusted.

I trelieve that this per6on ie rnaladjueted to a elight degree.

well:adjusted
I believe that this person is well adjustçd to a,slight degree-
I believe that this Person is well adju'sted' . ' :

: I believe that this þetuon is extremely woll adiusted.



Interpersonal ludgemont ScùIe (continuecl) 
.

5, Personal Feellngs (check one)
I llke thls person very much'

- 

I IIke tltis person
- . I like thls person to a slight degree.

- . I neither partlcularly tlke nor partlcularly dtslike this person,

I dlsllke thls person to e sllght degreq.

- 
I dts[ke thls Person vetrY much.

6. Worktng Together In An Experlment (check one)

___ I woutd very much dlellke working wlth thls person ln an experlment.

.I would dtsltke worklng wlth t}|s person ln an experlmsnt.

. _ _ I would netther partlcularly dlsllke nor partlculerly enJoy worklng wlth tihls '

person ln an exPerl,ment. :

, i would enJoy worklng wlth thls person ln an experlment to a sltght degree. '.

T r would 
"triov 

worung wtth this perso¡,ltr an experfmant. ,,"'

-'l..''''.'''.'':',.'--,'.:':

;' i.'l t l' ' .,' ;' r' '"' , '' ':.

I
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Name:
APPENDIX B ,/ SURVEY OF ATTITUDES

51Date:

,,,us,Nffig{sffi,=,
2, situation comedies (check one) 

ls ve ry much.

jl""lli: ¡¡¡""¡.. 
""" oo'*."-'"r"n.

ff"YïJ'"ïï;aj:"::::ìo a s,ight des nee.
",j:í ï,ï:1,,:l j:ï:^"n f : : ;åi:"iî,å.1
llr, "J -",i*::1", ;#o-;::.enjoy situatio";;#ïi. t ve ry much.

3. Belife in God (check one)

;:ffJ,.fiJf::^._11t tT* is a God.
lå, I î:..n * il;"" ;:' ".:.;;.I::l .ß: ïi::: *åi1.."o.
5.'i.jå"ffi ty: ;i,ï:,,: ;"".i1;.:ff:'":r::;i;ïfi: ä"::strþnsry berieve ;^;';";:i: no God.

4. Smoking (check 6¡s)

il ffträj i :r *:Ëåï:JHiî,i ï sm.kins

Íi:l,I: sftuation comedies

f trËåi i 
;i iliî +;n=tåiffr,.";In senenar, ,;-;:Ji smokins.

5. comedians who use 

h agairìst smoking.

trã#:rf 
=,r_üi 

Ëffå::. " =": :
3¡r, ç "ïäî; 

:r;*i#::.,ï" -,r;very much dislike ;ffi",*iffi use satine.
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6. Acttng on Impulse vs. careful consideratlon of Alternatives (check one)

I feet ti¡at tt ts Leüer ff people always aot on lmpulse'

éI feel u¡at lt ts befter tt peobte usually ungãnã- r" oà*1,1 consldoratlon of alternátlve

I feel that tt ts better tt peobte alwayÀ 
"rrõug" 

rn carefur constderatlon of alternatlve

7. BtrtÌ¡ Control (check one)

- 
i ñ rn fovã,rr of mogt btrth sontrol technlques. l

- 
i ur mftdly ln favor¡r of moet btrth control technlques.

= 
i o* mttdty oppoaed to most brûr control technlques. , , 1

= 
I am opposed to most btrth control teshnJ'ques'

=i,""rn 
uäiy much oppored !e mo¡t brrttr cgntror toçhnrcue1,.,

.8. Glasstcat Mugtc (check one) ' ' r, ' , ' :

- 

I dtsllke olqsslcal muslc very much.
T I dlstlke classlcal muslc. ' : ',1

- 
I dlsHke classlcal mustc to a sllght degree;

.IenJoyglassloalmuslctoasI1ghtdegree.- - I enJoy classlcal muslc.

= 
I enioy classlcal muslc vêry much'

. 9.; Sports (check one) 
-

-.I-enr-oy 

sPorts very muçh.' , 
i,

--;- I enJoY sports-

- 
I enJoy sPorts to a sllght degree'

- 
I dlsllke sports to a sllght degree'
I dtsllke sPorts.
I dlsHke sPorts very much.

I0. Premarltal Sex Relatlons (check one)

In general, I am very muCh opposed to premarttal sex relatLooso

In fenerat, f am opposed to premarltal sex relatlons'
In äeneral,, I am mtiaty opposed to premarttal sex relatlons'
i" õã""tui, r am mtldlv rtt tut or¡r of premarltal-se.x, relatlons.
In feneral, I am ln favour of premarltal sex relatlons.
il;;;rui, ,l grn verl/ mqc-lr 1R favou of premarltal sex relatlo¡s"

I l. Sclence. Ftctton (check one)
I enJoy sclence flctton very much,
I enJoy sclence flctlon-
I enJoy sclence flctlon to a sllght degree'
I dtsltke sclence flotlon to a sllght degree'
I dlsltke scfence flctlon.
,I dlsltke sclence flctlon very much'
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12. Money (check one)
I strongly belleve that money ls not one of the most imporLant goals in UJe,
I belleve tåat money ls not one of the most lmportant goals tn life,
I feel that perhaps money 1s not one of tl¡e most lnrportant goals ln ltfe.
I feel t}tat perhaps money is one of the most lmportant goals ln llfe,
I believe tt¡at money ts one of the most irnportant goals ln lifo.
I st¡ongly belleve that money ls one of the most lmportant goals ln llfe.

13. Group Optnlon (check one)
I feel that people should always lgnore group oplnlon lf they dtsagree wlttr lt,
I feel that people should usually lgnore group optnion tf they disagroe wlttr tt,
I feel that people should often lgnore group oplnlon if they dlsagree wlth it.
I feel that people should often go along wlth group oplnlon even tf tftey d.tsagree wltÌ
I feel that people should usually go along with group oplnion eiven tf they d,isagree
wlth lt.
I feet tìat people should always go along wltå group optnlon even lf they dlsagree
wltlr lt.

14. One True Rellgton (checlc one)
I strongly belleve tÌ¡at my church represents the ono true rellglon.
I belfeve that my chtuch represents the one true religlon.
I feel that probably my chr¡rch representg the one true rellglon.
I feel that probably no church represents the one true rellglon.
I belleve that no church represents the one true rellglon.
I strongly belleve that no chtuch represênts the one true rellglon,-\

15. Muslcal Cornedies (check one)
I dtslike muslcal comedles very much.' '

I dlslike musical comedles.
I dlsllke muslcal comedles to a sllght degree.
I enjoy muslcal comedies to a slight degree. ¡

I enjoy muslcal comedles.
I enJoy muslcal comedles very much.

16. Preparedness for War (check one)
I strongly belleve that preparedness for war wlll not.tend to preclpttate war,
I þelleve that preparedness for war wlll nottend tend to preclpltate war.
I- feel that perhaps preparedness for war wlll not tend to precipltate war.

- I feel that perhaps preparedness for war wtlt tend to preclpltate war.
I belleve that preparedness for war wtll tend to preclpltate war.
I strongly bolleve that preparedness for war wtll tend to preclpitate wôr.

17,. Welfare Leglslatton (check one)
I am vory much opposed to lncreased welfare leglslaüon,l
I am opposed to fncreased welfare leglslatlon.
I am mlldly opposed to lncreased welfare legislaüon.
I am mildli in favour of lncreased welfare leglslatlon.
I am ln favour of lncreased welfare leglslatlon,
I am very much ln favour of lncreased welfare leglslgtlon,.
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18. Creattve Work (check one)
I onJoy clolng creatlve work very much.
I enJoy dolng creatlve work.
I onJoy dolng creatlve work to'a sllght degree.
I dtsllke dolng creatlve work to a sltght degree.
I dtsltke dolng creatlve work.
I dlsUke doing creatlve work very much,

T;3iJiîto:î1"",:iåîî)nor, shourd bs arlowod ro date berore they are
ln hlgh school.
I belleve that glrts should be allowEd to date beforo they are ln hlgh gchool.

I belleve that perhaps gt¡ls should be allowed to date before they are '

ln hlgh school.

- 

I feei that perhaps glrls should not be allowed to date before they are ln htgh sch

_ I belleue that gtrts ehould not be allorrved to date bafore tlrey are ln hlgh school,

+ I st¡ongly belteve ttrat gfrlr shoutd not be allowed to date before they are
T rn hfglr school, ' ' ,' , . .

:

, 20, Red Chlna and the U. N. (check one)

- 

I'strongly belleve tt¡at Red Chlna should not be admitted to the U. N,

=iË;u"ËthatRedChlnashouIdnotbeadmtttecltotlretI.N.

= 
I belleve that Red Chtna should be admltted to tho U. N'

; I qtrgnSly beUeve ttrat Red Chtna sh39fd be admltted to the U. N,

2I. Novels (check one)
I dtsllke readlng novels very much..

- 

I dlsltlce readlng novels.

-,rr..r+ 
I dlsttke readlng novels to a sllght degree.

I enJoy readlng novelg very much.

22. .War (check one)
..-,f s¡ongly feel that war ls sometktres'necassary to solve world problems.

- I feel that war ls somqtlmes necessary to solve wo¡ld problems.

_ . I foel that war ls nsver necossary to solve world problems.

- 
I suongly feel that war ls never necessary to solve world problemq.
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?,3, 'I'ipping (check one)
I anr vcry much opposed to the c;ustom of tipplng.
I anr opposed to the custom of tipplng.
I am mlldly opposod to the custom of tlpping.
I a¡n mlldly in favour of the custom of tlpping.
I am In favour of tho custom of tlpptng.
I am very much ln favour of the custom of tipping.

24. College Educätlon (chock one)
I strongly belleve lt is very lmportant for a person to have a college
oducatlon in order to be successful.
I believe lt is very lmportant for a person to have a college educatlon
ln order to be successful.
I belleve that perhaps lt ls very Important for a person to have a collego
educatlon fn ordor to be successful.
I belleve that perhups tt ls not vory lmportant for a psrson to have a
collogo eclucatlon ln order to be successful.

' _.rI bollcrvo th¿rt lt ls not very fmportant fo¡ a pergon to have a college
oducatlon ln <¡rdcr to be successful.

_.-_.: I strongly bclleve that tt ls not very lmportant for,a person to have a
: college oducation i¡r order to be succogsful,

25. L)Ivorce (check one)
I am very much opposed to cllvorce.
I am opposed to dlvorco, 1

I am mlldly opposod to dlvorce.
I am mllcll.y in favour of divorce.
I am ln favoru of divorce. :

I am very 4uch ln favour of dlvorce.



A¡lpendix C / Pereonal Value Scales
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Inllructlons

Pleaae read ovèr the following statementr, and for oach one lndlcatc
(by a check in thE appropriate apace) whether it ig somethíng you aþvays
admir.c ln other people, or something yotr aLwave dlel.ilÍe, or eomeühtng that
depcnds on !h_e sitq:|ti,qn whother you adrrrlre'it or not,

Exrmplc a:

Alwayr Dcpcnde on Al,wayu
Admlrc Sltuttlon Dt¡llko

:

He¡rlng a otrong lntcllEctual curíoalty,

-- æ 

- 

Groeting bcauülful thinge for the anJoymenü
of other people.

'" Intellecbualiem

' Always Depende on Alwaya
Admire Situation Dislikeæ-- æ

_ Having a keen ínterest in ígÈernational,
national, and local affairg.

l.

'2.

l.

z.

3.

4.

5.

Havíng a otrong intellectual çuriosity.

Qeveloping an appreciatioq of the fíne arts
nugic, drama, Literah¡re, and ballet,

Having an acÈive intereet in al,I things gcho. ¡

Being an lntellech¡al.



1l*".y" Depende oq
f ¿qi"g Sirueüicn '

Kindnesg

---___-Always t,,

DielÍke ,,,,.,
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cooperate with one

charming under

l,

2.

3.

4,

¡-.--__

---.---

------ --

-":::u 
kind to people, even tf rhey ds ËhÍngscontrary to onera beliefg. t - --t *v ¡¡rr*Ë5

Helping another person feel more secure,sven íf one doesn't llkc ht;. 
-

Helplng anothor.achieve hia own goale, evenif it might interfcre with yo"r'o*ro.

Turnlng the obher cheelt, and forglvlng olherwlen they harm you,

Alwayc
Adrnire

-.

\

--.¿_

Depende on
Situation

--r¡-.-

l.

z.

3.

4,

------- la

'5.

6.

.:æ-.-

.-¡+---

Being able to g.et along with all kinds ofpeople, wherher o" ,,o-r rh";;;'ìo'åïni¡rr",
Being the person in the group who is themost popular with the op-posii, 

".1.-- 
"'=

{oci¿Ì. Sh,tug

Always
Dislike

-.- ln social sítua.tíone,
and behaving pryoperly

.-- Dreaeing and acting ín a way thatappropríate to the occasio¡l.

-- 

Be ing able to get people to

--- 

Reing poieed, gracioue, ändall circumstanles.



lerelly
A Lrvays Depends on A lwaye
4 ctmire_ 9¡!""gSg._ Dielike

Phvgical Devglopme.nt

Always Depends on Always
Aclmire Situation Pisf iFe

A cademic rlchigvemgnt (9rade sJ

Alwaye Depends on Always
Adrnire Situation Distike

Defending the honor of onera group whenever
it ls unfairl.y crillcized"

Workíng hard lo improve the preatíge and
etah¡e of onere groups

Hclping ot ganine group actlvities.

Treating an attack on oners group like an
aütack on onceelf.

Goncealing frorn outsidera moet of onerg
dialikea and disagf eementg with fellow
mcmbere of the group.

Doing all one can to build up the presÈige of : -
the group.

Stuflying hard to get good gradee ín school,

ür.orking hard to achieve academic honors.

Striving Èo get the top grade-point average
Ín the group.

Stidyl ng conatantly in order to become a
well educated.person.

5B

5.

6.

l.

z.

3.

4.

l.

z.

3.

t.

z.

4.

3

4

Being graceful and well coordinated in
phyeical movement.
Taking good care of one'e physÍcal self, so' that one is alwayc healthy.

Being good in some forrn of sport.

Developing physic'al strength & agility.
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Status

Alwaye Depends on Alwaye
Admlre Situation Diglike

æ%æ

I. Being respected by people who are
thcmselves worthwhile.

Gef ning recognition for onerE achievcments.

BeÍng in a poeition to direct and mold qthcrs'
livcg.

_ tlavtng the ebiltty to load others.

--Fæ- Shgwrng great leadgrohlp qualitlee. :

Never cheating or having anyÉhiag to do
with cheating eih¡aÊions, even for a friend.

Alwaya telling Èhe truth, even though it
rnay hurt on'eself or othere.

Never telling a lie, even though to do so
rvould make the sih¡ation more cornf,orÈable.

Helpíng a cloee friend get by a tíght sÍEuatiorr
eyen though one may have to atretch the Ëruttr
. bit to do iÈ.

2.

3.

4.

5.

, Honestv

Alwaya Dcþondç on Always ,,
Admlrc Sih¡ation Dislike¡rr-iæ æ æ

l,

2,

3:

4.



I

2

3

R <-:ligious ne s s

Always Depencls on Always
Aclmire Situation Dislike

Alwaye pepenc{s on Always
Admtre Situation Dislike

60

Being devout in onera religioug faith.

ALwaya living o¡rers religion íc his daily life.

Always attending 
"uiigioou 

gervicee regularl¡
and faithfutly.

Avoiding the phyeical pleasureg that are
prohibíted in the Bibl.e.

Never losing onerB. te¡nper, no matËer what
the reason.

llot exprqseing anger, even when one. has
a reason for doing so,

Alwaya beíng patient u'ith people,

Greativity (Orielnality)

5

4,

Encouraging others to attend service¡

Self-Gontrol

,dlways Depends on Al.ways
Admire SihraËion Dislike

-

Practicíng aelf- control.

2. Replying to anger with gentleneas.

3

4.

I, Bcing able to create beautifuL and artistic
objects.

Developíng new and different ways of doing
thinga. :i

2.

(Continued on nexl page)



. Çrealivil.v (9rieinpli,r_yl - conli¡ruFtg.

Alwaye Depends on Always, i '

Aclmire Sih¡ation DistÍkeææ
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3. Gonstantly developlag new ways of
ap¡roaching life.

Invanting gadgeta for the fun of it.4,

5. _ Grcatíng beautlfr¡l ,thinga f,or the EnJoyment
of other poople.

;

--.' , DevoÈíng onerg sntlre'ene¡gy to.,the
do-velopment of new theories. r.

6, æ

l.

z.

1.

r Alrnrays Depends on Alwaya ',',1

; 'Admire Situation Distike': .!-..tr- ..+-_ 

-

\ J .l

'_ Bcing ouËe¡nken and frank in expressing
ongra likee and dielikes. ;

Thinking and acting freely, withorrt social
re¡traínts.

Being Índependent, original, non-conforrnist,
different frorn othcr peoplo.

4. 

- 
- 

- 

Co¡rforrnÍng to the requirertÞnta of any siË-
uatfon and doing trrh¿t ie erçectod of one.

t' ::

5. -, , ., , .:.r__--.'+:- .' , , llforklng and tiving in harmony with, oÈher pe,,¡'i,' ' ' ;,
j
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Instructlons:

Please indicate the Location on this ecale where you pr€Bently pichrqe your.self

by an: X.

IAM

Bad

Uaelees

Good

Uecful

Superior'

Smart

Square

Tough
: ' Selfish

: Friendly

Kind

Important

ìyslcalty Àttracflve

Inferior

Shrpid

Gool

Soft

Unselfish

Unfriendly

Gruel

Unimportant

Ph yslcally unattractlve



APPENDD( E / BACKGROUND INFORMATION
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AGE: , ,, SEX: nale( ) female( )

MARITAT STATUS¡ stnglE ( ) marrted ( ) dtvoraed (
wtdowed( ) other( ) :,

If À STUDENT: In what faculty are you reglstered (Arts, Sctence, {srlculture etc,) ?

rF NELÀ sruDENr: clrcle the last eduoatlonal level completed
(a) hlgh school

, (b) untverslty graduate¡¡, ìr¡essslff

(o) techntcal tratntng
(d) other ' I

TO WHAT CIUBS OR OÌ,GANXAÈTIONS DO YOI.I PIIESENTTY BETONG?

separate$ ( ) )

WHAT AnE YouR HOBBIES (horv do you spe-nd yor¡r lersr¡re ,ttme) ?

IN W|IÀT TYPE OF ORGANIZATION ÐOES yOIrR TATHER WORK (tf worklns) ?

IN WHAT TYPE OF ORGANIZATIOIV DOES YOUR MOTHER WORK (Tf WOrKiNg) ?

WHAT IS YOUR FATHER'S POSIÎION ?

WHAT IS YOURTMOTHER'S POSITION?
ì



APPENDIX F / GENERAL TNSTRUCTIONS TO SUBIECTS

Thls experiment is concerned wlth general and specific attítudes

that people hold today, about many and rrarle<l lssues, how they plcture

themselves ln tho world around them, hovtr they see Others, and hor

these feellngs affect their soclal relatlonshlps. In brlef, the present

lnvestlgatlon ls betng carrled out to hetp build a global plctqre of

64

contemporary people and +g$ world.

In order to bulld a TRUE plcture, yol,t êre belng agked to flll out

a number of short guesü.onnalres relatlng to the klnds of thlngs rrérl-

tloned above, Ploase be ,as HONESI as posslble tn reopqndlne !9 :
'

fle scale uems whlch follow- fn mo!! çäqes YO.IIR FIRST IMPRË8$IONS

wltt bg the best ones.

The resqlts of thls stud¡r wtll be used to say something about people
,i

IN GENERAL and wtll not report speclfLc Lnformatlon about any orre

lndlvldual, when you are asked to ftll tn your name etc., thls fs for

ldenttflcErlon purposes oNLY. lHE INVËS'TIGATOR ALONE WIL! HAVE

ACCEÊS 10 THIS INFOIMATION, NO ONI¡ ALSE.



ÀppENDD( G / INSTRUCTIONS FOR RECRUIÎING

In order to build a fairly representatlve plctu¡e of people,
.

necessary that ws sample from as many DIFFERENT people as

Often, howeyar, lt ls dlfflcult to accemodate everyono ât the

It ls

posslble,

same

tlme. Attached to thls sheet, you wlll flnd a tlmetable of aubsequent

sesslons, d¡ulng whlch, other subJectg wtll fill out the same {gestlgn- '

nalresthatyouhaveJustcompIeted.'wewourdükeyoutohelpus

by getttng others to partlctpate ln thlg Etudy, We have recelved a

research grant and have enough mongy tg päy 100 more sublecte, . :

':
Wewantyout?recr'l|,to}IEsubJectfgru¡:tft}reper1o4yourecr9tt

l't.'"th.e,FIRs!hu¡rdred,,wewlllnor'{..P$'$2.00,1oqt{'fouln,tlr1s
task,'we llll paV the perr¡on that you rec¡ult $3100i HO\¡IEVER, there ,

1son99.Ondltlo:rthatmustbemetüwea¡etgpayyouandtheperson

tlrat you rgcrqlt: the person you hrlng ln, must be a CTOSE FRIENÐ

of youçg. Thls lg one way of ensurlng that not all or¡f subfects are , '

gtudente,andnotaIlarenon-students,.slnco1t1sconcelvabbttrat

althqugh some of yoru acqualntances are students, whlle some of

your CLOSEST FRIENDS are not, the person you recrult MAY be a

student of he May work for a ltvlng; lt does not matter whlch, Just

RRING IN À çIOSE FRIEND and a varlad sample wJll repult for üs., 
,

This research ls lmportant to us, so please help out by doinS what ,

we ôslcr REMEMBER tf you don't walt too lgng and you recrult some- ,

one that qatlsfles the co¡fltlons above, yog anfl hg (or she) wlll be pald,

65



AppENDÐ( H / INSTRUCTTONS ACCOMIANYING THE rIS

66

You have been asked by another person to aid our research by

pårt1c1patlngasweII.Inaddit1ontosupptytngtrrformattonabqut

your attttudes about cortaLn tppi.cs. we would ttke to know your vlews

about the person who recrulted you for thts study. please answer tr" 
,

followlns questlonnal¡e ABour ÎHAT pERsoN wHo REORUITED you,

as honestly as posslble:

CHOOSE lHE SCAI.E POSITION WHICH BEST REPRESENTS
:l

lHE WAy yOU FEEI ABOUT AN ITEM, AND CHECKIÎ OFF.
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ITABLE 

1

Çe¡¡g.IllttAn-ç9e.üigJglÉs, bv Item. for the f,xpelimgntal Condll-ion (Irl=57ì

Item. _---r 
-X 

Y Level of Siqnificance
l.
2,
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
g.
9'
I0.
Il,
12.
13.
14.
15.
I6.
L7.
18.
19.
20.
2r.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
29.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

.3303
-.09I6
-.2275

. I588

.0753
-.1578

.1522

. 1423
, .5144

. I904

.I100
-. I555

' .0025
-.1349

,1774
-. 0989

.0556
- . 1I05t, .2s96

.4459

.1417

.0884

. l06I

.267 r
-. 0004
-. 0346

.0556
-.0305

.1726

.2755

.0395

.2661

.3923

. lB73
-.08II

.2 130

.2567

.1003

.0562
-.1949

2,649L
4,8772
2 .456L
4.3509
2.3393
4.456I
1.4035
4. 3684
2.035I
4.7 544
2.5965
2.8070
2,6316
4.5263
4. 0000
3.7895
3.5789
r.7 544
2.947 4

4.4561
4.5789
4. 5088
3.8974
3,2456
4.0175
2 .6250
2.6909
3,5455
2.9636
4. 5893
4.2679
4. I964
2.2L43
2.2L43
3 . 6182
3.3393
L.482r
l. 5000
I.5893
L.732L

2.6842
4.8070
2.5965
4. 5439
2,3036
4. 5088
l. 5439
4.1404
I.8596
4. 3 I58
2,6491
2.8596
2.9123
4. 57 89
4,1930
3,8596
3. 52 63
I, 89 47
2.7895
4,3333
4, 8956
4, 63I6
3.8070
3.4561
4.0526
2,.8214
2.6182
3. 509 I
2,9636
4q6607
4.5357
4. 339 3
2.4643
2.4643
3.3455
3, 3393
1. 553 6
1, 5 I79
I.3929
1.6964

, ¿ûI2*
,498
.089
.239
. 581
.24L
.259
,.29 I
o 00 I****
. I56
.415
.249
. gB5

,3L7
. 187
.464
. 68I
.413
.050*

00 I ****
.293
.508
.432
.045*
.998
.900
.687
.825
.208
.040*
.773
.047"
.003***
.167
.556
.I15
.056
.462
. 681
. 150

**** p(.00I
*** p(.00S
** p(.0I
* p(.05



Itern

TABLË I
n

(Cont. )

Y

68

Level of Significance
.{I.
,12.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
49.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62,.

63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
69.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
'18.

79.
[¡0.
Bl.
ÍJ2.
83.

.3227
-.049:ì

.0552

. 03 5.1

.I835
-. 039 6
-. 0632
-.207 5

-.2001
.0399

-. 05 52
.0226
. l34I

-. lSgg
.1009
.2307
.0078

-. 143 5
.0298
.0636
.2490
.1031
.2L47
. L27g
.200r

-. 02 54
.1837
. 1282

-.0690
.0270
,ll60

. .2544
.3400
.2 135
.2959
.1781
.0846
.0190

-.I552
-.I761

.257 5

.0867

.1456

1.6429
1.2500
1.3333
2 . t429
I.63I6
t. s789
1.649t
l. B5g6
1.8772
1.6667
I.7 544
l. gg47

t.8s7t
2.3960
2.4035
L.2456
I.4561
I.7 lg3
1.9825
I . 3l5g
l. 1754
T.22BT
l. 5263
1.4396
1. 2105
1.8772
I.7369
1.5789
1.7018
2 .097 7

I . 2105
l. 5439
1.5263
1.6842
l.7lg3
1.4035
1.5088
L.2982
1.8246
1.3750
l.92gg
1.3333
1,5789

l. 6964
l.l7B6
r.2807
2. 1607
I.42LI
I. 47 37
1.7369
L.8246
I,8772
l. 6140
l. 9070
1.9r23
l. g2g6
2.3960
2.5614
I.2982
t. 456i
l.7lg3
l, g42 l
1.2907
l.1228
l.22gL
L.4gI2
1.4396
L. L22B
L.947 4
I.77Ig
L.842r
L.7 544
'2.0526

l. l57g
l. 56 l4
1.4396
I.6842
l. 5614
L.2807
1.3684
L.2807
I . 6140
I.2679
1.9825
t. 4s6r
1.596s

.015*

.718

. 693

.796

. 172

.77 0

. 641

.12]

.136
. .768

,684
.967
.324
.159
.455
.084
.954
.297
.926
. 639
.062
.445
. l0g
.343
.136
. g5r
. 17l
,342
.610
.842
.390
.056
.010**
.llr
. 02 5'k

.185

.532

. gg4

.249

. 194

.050*

.522

.290

rtrt:rp4. 00S
**P4. ol
*P(,05



Ite¡n

TABLE I (Cont.)

XY

69

Level of Significance

84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.

.1000

.0007
,103I
,06I7
.2953
.2 I98
.0479
.0290

-, 09 61

, I688
. I6B9
.3656
.9165

.0838-__ 1.3860
2.0702'
2.0L75
L.8772
l.42Il
l,5088
L.8246
I .70 I8
l. 1579
1. 107 I
r.3860

I9. 6607
I.4035
1. 1250

1.4737
I.8772
1.9825
1.7 7 L9

I. 3333
I.3333
1.7895
l. 789 5
1. 1930
L.07L4
1.2632

19.7321
I.4737
1. 1786

.536

.459

.996

.445

.648

.026t'

. r00

.723

..83I

. 481
'.209

.213

.005***
,001****

***r*p(.001
***p(.005
*:vp(.01
*P(.os



70TABI,I 2

Cic¡rrelation Coeffi<;ients, by ltern, for the Control Condition (N=57)

Itcm Yx Level of Significance

l.
2,
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
lI,
12.
13.
I4.
15.
I6.
17.
18.
19.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

-. 03 23
. I205
.09 l7

-, 007 1

-.0198
-. l4l0
-. 19 I7
-. 0929
-.1680
-.2509

.2496

. I250
-.0231
-.1068
-.0164
-.172r

.2045
-.2789

.0544
-. 0628

.0955

.0232

.0022
-.1218
- ,07 97
-.0822
-.0897

.04r0
,27 12
. I463

-.027 4

.1715
-. 0056
-.0198

. 0l2l
-. lg l7
.2I15
.0000

-. 0649

?.6667
4.6842
2.6140
4.5263
2.3333
4.49L2
I,6667
4. I930
1.7895
4.2456
2.5789
2.8947
2.842r
4.57 14
4.3333
3. 8070
3 . 6316
l.8947
2.7895
4.8772
4.5088
3. 7Bg 5
3. 3684
3.9825
2.857 L

2.6182
3. 5455
2.9636
4.6429
4.482r
4.3214
2.4464
2.482L
3.3273
3.3214
1.56I4
1.5263
1.3571
I. 7193

2,6316
4.6842
2.57 89
4.4561
2.1579
4. 3684
r.77 L9
4.2632
I.7193
4.5088
2.7544
2,649 1

2.7368
4,3393
4, 03 5I
3. 7 193
3.228L
r.9825
2. 5088
4.70L8
4.2632
3,9825
2.8947
3 . 63I6
2.7 679
2.7273
3.4L82
2. 8909
4.3393
4.3393
4.1964
2.482r
2.2679
3. 509 I
3.4643
1.5088
1.5263
1. 5000
l. 5614

. gll
,372
.497
.959
.884
.296,

' .153
.492
.212
.060
. 061
.354
.865
.434
.904
.20r
.127
.036
.682
,643
.490
.864
.987
.367
.559
.551
.5I5
.7 66
,043't
.282
. g4I
.206
.968
. gg6

.929

.153

. 114
I .000
.63r

**rr*p <. 00I
***p(.005
t*p(.01
*p (.05
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TAIJI,E 2 (Cont. )

Itom YX Lovel of Slgnlfic.¡nce

4I.
42.
43.
44,
45,
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51,
52.
53,
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
6I.
62.
63,
64.
65.
66.
67.
,68.
69.
.7 0.
71
72.
73.
"14.
75.
7ö.
77.
78.
79,
80.

-.2279
.0493

-.0195
.0286

-,02t¡6
. I060

-.0242
. 19I7
.147 4

-.3042
.1614

-,0426
,272L

-. 0668
-.0857

.1346

.0599
-.0410

.0663

.oi7z \

.3242

.0805
-,0449
-.2L62

. 1855
-. 0I 13

. 2181
-.0447
-.2202
-. ll70
-. 0054
-. 088 I

.1079

.?214

.2232

.'.2064
-..0620
-.07 49

,0076
. .0357

I. 70 I8
l. 17tJ6
L.29Ll2
2,1228
I,4386
1.45ôl
1.7544
1.8246
1.8772
1,5965
1.8070
1,8947
I.9286
2,3509
2.5263
I . 3158
1.4737
1.7368
L.8246
I.2982
1.1228
l.2z8l
I.4912
l,42 r I
!.L228
1.982 I
1.7895
1.7719
1.7368
2.0877
l. 1579
l. 56 14
l.42lI
1.6842
l. 5439
l.2gB2
I,3684
1.2807
1.6316
1.2679

l. 8070
1.2500
1.3684
2,07 02
l. 4561
1.,4386
1,6842
1.8596
1.8246
l. 6842
I.7895
1. 842 I
I. 857 I
2,2632
2.42LL
1.2982
L.4737
1.7895
r, 9 649
1.3333
l.1930
I. 3 158
I . 56I4
l. 6140
.I,1930
1.8393
r.8246
1.7 193
L.7719
2.2281
1.228I
l. 5263
1.5263
l. 63I6
l,7895
l. 421 I
l. 421I
l" 4386
l.77L,g
I.4286

,088
.7L8
,886
.933
.832
,432
,858
.153
,274
.02L
.230
.753
.042r,
.622
.5?6
I 318
.658
.7 62

"624
.568
.014*
.552
.740
.106
.L67
.934
.103
.74r
.100
.386
.968
,515
.424
.098
.095
.123
.647
.580
.9 55
.794
**tr*p(. 001
***p<. 00S
**P(. ol
*P(. os
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TABLE 2 (Cont. )

Itenr vX Level of Slgnlflcance

81.
82
83,
84.,
85.
96.
97.
gg.
89.
90.
9l'
92.
93.
94¡
96.
s?.

-.0061
- .167 4

-. 1756
-.4092

,0472
-.1388
-. 0959
-.1862

. 0410
,077 4

.0I96

.0470

.1576
-.0187

.0864
-. 0459

1.9649
l. 456 I
1.5965
1.49I2
1.8947
1.9825
1.7895
I . 3158
1,.3333
1,7895
,. .77 19
l. 1930
1.0702
r.2632
1.4912
I,1754

1.9474
1.4035
I. 5088
l. 42l l
1.8421
1.8772

'1,7018
1. 3960
1.4386
I,9825

; 1.7368
¡-2281
1.0877
1.2807
1. 3509
t.0351

,964
.2L3
.lgl
.002
.727
.303
'.478',

. .166
.7 62
.567
.885
.728
.242
.890
.523,
.734

- 
- . - . ' . i r- !¡ 'r! . | !

***rtp(.00I
*rr*p(,005
*r*p(.0I
tp(. 0S
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TABLE 3

7.. of ltems Slgnlficilnt ô-t:Var{ous LeVelg ofÞçfor Bqth Experlmental and
Control Condltions ,', ,

Mlnlmun¡ Lovol
of Slgniflcanco

Control
(SubJects vg, Randem Others)

Expertmental
(Subjects vs, Frlencl

3%
5%

.6%",
:15 %

3l "ß

0 o/"

0%
0%
3%

12 f"

. 00I

.005

.01

.05

.20



Z-Scores for ÍJifferences
ancl Control Conditlons,
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TABLE 4
Between Correlation Coefficients for Experlmenlal
by ltem (N=57)

Item Z-score Level;of Slgnlficance

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
g.
9.
10.
Il.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
l8t
19.
2t,
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
29.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

l. 884
-l.lI2
- I. 684

. g6g

.499
,088

l. 800
1.226
3.830
2.320
':r7S3

- 1.471
'. 135
-. I5l
I.013
.390

-,790
.915

1.090
l. 070
-.036

.120
L.377
.640' .234
.7 17

.629

.696

. o3l
-.556
1.550
1.250
l. 0I0
-. 3I7
l. 060
2.380
-.598

. 291

**
x
x
*
x
x
**
*
*.***
**
x
X
x
x
*
x
x
*
*
*
x
x
*

x
*
t**
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
*
*
*



76

'fABLE 4 (Cont. )

Item Z-acote Level of Signlffcance

40.
41.
42.
43,
44,
45.
46,
47,
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
'55.
56.'.,
57, \

58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
7L.
72.
73.
74,
75.
76.
77.
'78.
79.

. 69I
2.950
-. 520

.390
, 031

l. 120
-.759
-,203

-2.100
-1.820

1.840
-I.128

.343
-.7 48
-.644
.972
.514

',270
-.540
-,187
_. 069
_.426
.ll4

l. 367
l. 808
.078
.073

' -.187
.904
.800
.753
.634

1.808
1.278
-.042

.405
-. l5l
,764
. I92

-.852

x
***
x
x
x
t
x
x
x
X
**
x

i:, X

., .r,x
x

,*
x
x
x

i

x

x
X
*
**
x
x
x'*
x
x,x
**
*
x
x
x
x
x
x
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TÀllLË 4 (Cont.)

Ite¡n Z- score Level of Stgnlficance

80.
8I,
82.
83.
84.
95.
86.
97.
88.
89.
90.
91.
9?,.
93.
94.
95.
97.

-l.ll2
1.403
1.330
Ì. 689
2.697
,275
.728

1.034
I. 299
1.367

.7 64

. 146
-.094

-1"325
.gg7

l. 543
8.340

x
*
*
** .;

***
X
x
*
*
*
x
x
x
x
*
*
****

***r*p(.00I
**rtp(.0I
**P4.05
*P1.20

,Xp).20 or slgn i
negative
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TABLE 5

% of lte¡ns with Signiflc.rrúZ,-$cores and Proper Sign at Varlous Levels of
Significance (N=57) i:i

LEVEL Of' SIGNIFICANCE % Ite¡ns wlth Signlficant
Z- scores

2%
5%

t2%
36%

.001

.01

.05

.20



TABTE 6

correlation cc¡efftcients, by ltem, for the Experimental

78

condltton (N=26)

YX Level of Signlflcance
Iteim

I.
2.
3,
4.
5.
6.
7.
g.
9.
10.
11,
12.
13.
I4,
I5,
I6.
17.
18.
19.
20.
2r.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
29.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37"
38.
39.

.5r14
-,28L2
-.2699
.4I90

-.30I5
-.1989

.3580

.37 L2

.4275

.3270
-.0556
-.0678
- 

" 
0363

. 04I1

.177 4
-. I766

.0344
-.2079

,0781
.277 4

.2045

.5322

.0276

.3639

.0437
-,1841
-.1697
-, 09 62
-.0532
-.0467

.0420

.4L92

. 3I00
. . 1758
-. I3 16

- "1297
"2041
.0898

-. 2500

2. 5385
4.923L
2.3077
4.4231
2. 4000
4.6I54
1.3462
4.4231
1.923 r
4.5000
2 . 46I5
2.7692
2.8462
4. ll54
4.0000
3. 5769
3.4231
I.96r5
2.923r
4.2308
4.3077
4.1923
3. 7308
3. I9 23
3. 9 23I
2.8000
2.7600
3.6000
2. 8800
4.52Cì0
4.2000
4.0800
2.1600
2.2800
3 " 

2400
3 

" 
3200

L"423L
I.423I
l. 5556

2.7308
4.6I54
2 . 4615
4.8077
2.4000
4.4615
1.5769
4.0000
I .9 6I5
4.3462
2.96I5
2.6923
2.9846
4.5769
4. I930
3. 423 I
3.0000
L.8462
2. 8846
4.2692
4.5000
4,4615
3.5769
3. 46 l5
3.8462
2.7200
2.5600
3.3600
,2.6800
'4.6000
4,3200
4.3200
2.7200
2. 8400
3 " 

6800
3,2400
I. 5769
1.5769
r"4444

.008*'t
,164
, 182
.033*
.143
.330
.073
.062
.0I5*
. I03
.788
,7 42
.960
.842
. I87
.388
.967
.308
.704
.170
. 316
.005***
.893
.068
.832
.378
.417
.647
.800
.825
.842
.037*
.132

" 
40r

" 
531

,537
.3r7
.663
.209
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TABLII 6 (Cont.)

Item Y Level of Significance

40.
4r.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51,
52.
53,
54.
55.
56,
57.
58.
59,
60"
61.
62"
63"
64.
65.
66.
67.
68"
69.
70.
7r.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79"

;" I739
. 2I3l

-.208I
-.L67 4

-.0501
. I845

-.0976
-.2076
-.0577
-. 05 I8
-.07 07
-. 1859

. I075

.1939
-. lI95

.1060

.37?3

.2469
-.1238
-.0268
-. 0199

. 1960

.0972
, . I686
.3450
.3500
. I835
.2097
. I047

-.0337
-.4246
-. l8l8
.3I I3
"2698.5IIO
.4417
.I590
.3782

-, I895
-.0665

l. 6786
I . 48I5
1. I 538
1.3077
2.3600
1.6923
I . 4615
I, 7308
1.8846
l. 7308
I. 5000
1.7308
I.8846
l. 7600
2.3846
2. 4615
r. I923
l. 3846
l. 6538
I.8462
1.1923
l. 2308
1.3077
l. 5556
1. 6 I54
I. 2308
1.. 7600
L.8462
I. 8462
1.9615
2, r l54
l.1538
l. 3846
I.5385
I.7308
1.7692
1.2692
l. 3 846
r.3462
I. 6538

L,7857
I. 629 6
I. I923
1.2308
2. 0400
1.3846
1. 3846
I, 8846
I. 8462
I,96r5
1.6538
1.8846
2. 0000
I. 8800
2.3846
2.5000
L,423L
1.423r
1.7308
1.923 I
1.423L
1.1923
1.3077
1.5926
I. 5769
r; 2308
2. 0400
1.8077
I.96I5
1, 7308
2.07 69
1. 1538
r. 5769
l,4615
1.7308
1.5000
1.3077
I . 46I5
1.3462
1.6923

,376
.286
.308
,"4L4
.812
.367
.635
,309
.779
.802
.73r
.363
.601
.353
.561
.606
. 061
.224
.547
.gg7
.923
.337
.637
.401
.084
.080
.380
,306
.611
.870
, 031
.374
.r22
, 183
,008**
.024*
.438
.057
.354
.7 47
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TABLE 6 (Cont. )

I t¿r nr Y
.';F:1.

Xi iil Level of Significance

80.
8I.
82,
83.
84.
95,
86,
87.
88.
89.
90,
91.
92.
93.
94,
95.
96.
97.

-. Ì593
. 3I08
.2062
.0898
.2425
.2860
. 1823

-. 1363
-,I072
.3I20
,263I

-.2665
.0522

-.0602
.0404
. I96I
. 3162
.9287

1.2083
1.8846
1.3600
r.423I
L.3462
2. 0385
2.0769
L.7 692
l. 3846
1. 423 I
r,7692
I. 6 154
l. I 154
I, 0400
1.3462

19,8400
I. 5000
1.2692

r. 3750
2.0385
I.4000
1.5769
I. 5000
I 

" 
8462

1.96 l5
1.6538
1.2692
1.2692
I.7308
l. 6538
r.2692
1.0800
r,3077

20.4400
I.3846
r. 3642

.457

.122

.323 ,,

.663 ,

.233 .

,157
.373
.507
.602
. 12I
.194 ,

,188
.800
.775
.845
.347
. r16
.00ltttr**

****p<
***p<
**P(,
*þ<

.001
,005
.01

"05



81

I porrelation Coefftclents, by
TABTE 7

IIgm, for the Control Condiüon (N=26)
ti.l' r'

Item x Y Level of Slgnlffcance

l.
2.
3.
4.

, 5.
6.
7.

.8.
.9"
10,
ll.
L2.
13,
14.
15.
16.
L7.
lg.
lg.
21.
22.
23.
?4.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
gl.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

2.7692
4.423!
2. 5000
4.8946
2. 46I5
4.423I
r.8462
4. Il54

.,,L.8077
4. lg23
2.9231
2.7692
2.7309
4, 6 154
4.2692
3.4615
3, l53g
L.8077
2.8946
i. sggs
4.3077
3" 5395
3.3077
3. 73 08
2. 8000
2.5600
3.3600
2.6667
4.5600
4.2000
4.2900
2.6800
2. 8900
3. 6400
3.2000
l. 6154
l. 5769
1.4000
1.7692

.746

.793

.77q

.243

.492'
.,278
.133
.550
.730
. 020,,
.026t'
.859. .gg7l
.14.1
.764
.244
.152
.0lg
.695
. gl3
.280
.705
.525
.378
.364
..576
.803
.376
.350
.435
.725
.267
.687,
.698
.r29
.549
.018
.342
.958

-.0670
-.0s42
-.0579
-,2376
-.1409
-.2212
-.3023

.L228
:,o7Lz

: -.4536 '

.4360
-.0367

,0268
. -.2944

.061,8
-.2369

.2888
-.4596
.0907

' .0488
.220]-
.0780

-.1305
-.1805
-,. tr895
,1174

-.0525
. 1892
,1950
.1633

-.9741
.2307
.0949
.0917

:.31 17
-. l23l

.4598

.1983
-.0108

2.7692
4.4615
2.7308
4,3946
2,2308

. 4.3946
I. 5769
4.3462
l. 6923
4.692A
2.5769 ,,,,

2.46I5
2.6923
4.2692
4. ll54
3.7309
2.9946
I.9231
2.4615
4.9615
4.4615
3.8846
9.9077
3.5769' 2.7600
2, 6400
3.5200
2.7500 '

,4.5200
4.2000
4.0000
2. 5600
2,3200
3.4000
3.3600
l. 5000
1.5769
l. 5200
1.6538
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TABI.E Z (Cont.)

Item x Y Level of Signlficanco

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
49.
49.
50"
5I.
52.
53.
54.
55"
56.'57.

59.
59"
'60.
..6r.
,62.
63.
64"
65"
66r
67.
68.
69,
70.
7r.
72.
73.
74.
75"
76.
77.
v8.

179.

80.

-.27 4L
.0I34
.0059
.0320

-.0649
-.2L21

.1484

.4402
,3962

-,2429
.2735

-.3122
-.0333

,-.2353
-.0082

.'3313
-.3624

.1849

.2653

. 170l

" .3085
.0404
.0476

-.3603
.2923

-.!234
-.4242
-,0362

"0362. .29Il
-.2335
-,2968
-.0708

.3140

.3067

.3052

.0833
-.0707

, 126l
. I307

l. 6154
1.1923
1.2692
1.9 615
L.423r
l. 3462
I.923 I
I.8462
1, 961 5
l, 6154
l, 8846
I.9 615
L 8800
2.3077
2.423r
l. 46 r5
l. 461 5

1,7308
1.8846
1.4231
l. 1923
.1.3077
1.5769
I, 5385
1.2308
2.0769
L.8462
I.8462
1.6923
2.0769
I. 1538
1.5769
1.423 I
1.7308
1.46r5
.1. 3462
I . 4615
l. 3462
1"7308

, l. 3600

1.8077
1. 3846
1.423L
2.1923
I.3077 ,

1, 5000
l. 6538
1.7692
r.6538

,1.6538
L.7692
t.e¿oz'
1.9200.
2.2692
2. 4615 l

t. 1923
l. 3846
.1. 8846
2,0000
I.3462
1.2692
1.3462
1" 5769
,1. 61,54
1.2308
1.8462
1.7308
1" 6923

, L.8462
' 2,2692

1.2308
1.5000
1.6154
1.8077
1.7692
1.5385
1,5385'I" 

5000
I"9462
I 

" 
4400

.175

.948

.977

.877

.?53

.2gg

.469

.024t-,

.045*

.232

.176 '

.120

.875
"247
.968
.098
.069
.366
" r90
.406
.!25
.945
.818
.071
.L47
.548
.031
.861
, B6l,

" 
149

.251

.l4l

.731
,ll8
.r27
.'l29
,686
.731
.539
.533



TABLE 7 (Cont. )
B3

Item x Y Level of Slgnificance

Bl.
92.
83.
84.
85.
86"
87.
98.
gg.
90.
91.
92.
93,
94r
96.
9V.

-,L443
-. 3 l0I
-.17L7
-.4668
-. 02 05
-.226L
-. 5079
-,10rl

. I295

.2502

.0192

.1439
-" 0833
-. 0533

.0545
-.0965

2. 0000
1.3846
l. 5769
1.5385
I. 8846
1.9615
1.6923
1.2308
L.2692
I. 7308
I . 6154
L.2692
I.0769
L.30'17.
1"4231
1.3462

2, 0000
r.423r.
r. 6I54
L.4231
1"9231
l. 8846
l. 7308
l. 6I54
l. 7308
2.0769
1.923 I
I, Ig23
l. 0769
1.1538
1.423 I
I. 0769

.482

. 123

.402

.016
,9.2L
.267
.008

.' .623
. .528

.218
. .926

,483
, .686
.796
.79L
.639

**úlp(.001
rt**p4 .005
..**o( "oI'', fp(.05



a4. 
TABLE 8

Cornparison of tha Number of ltems Slgnificant at Various Levels Acrosg
the 'I'wo Sub-Groups (N=57 vs. \f=lg) ancl Across Group Comparlsons

SUBIECT vs. FRIEND
(rxpsnrrvrENrAL)

SUBIECT vs. RANDOM OTHER(coNrRor) ',

N=57

.001 .005 .0I .05 .20

3 5 6 t5 30

N=26 I 2 4 I 26'.

N=57

.001 .005 .01 ,06 "20
0 0 0 3 t2

N=26 0 0 0 ,3 t4

I

,

'I



TABLE 9

Chi-Square Data Matrix Contelnlng the Nurnber of Slgnlflcant and Non-
Slgnificant ltems for the Expórlmental ancl Control Condttions for One.

Lovel of Signtflcqncê (Q(='05) and Summed Over the Two Sub-Groups

,,/ (N=57; N=26)

EXPERIMHNTAT

CON'ÍROL

SIGNIFICANT ITEMS NON,-FIGNIFICANT IÎEMS

Il.5 85.5

3.0 94. 0

Total-97

Total-97

Total.l4.5 Tota¡=179. 5 
;

', 'i
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TABLE IO

Chi-Square Dat.r Malrix Containing the Number of Significant ancl Non-

Significant ltems for the E>çperimental and Control Conditions for One

Lcvel <¡f Significance (o(=.20) and Summed Over the Two Sub-Groups
(N=57; N{6)

EXPERIMENTAL

CONTROL

SIGNIFICANT ITEMS NON-SIGNIFICANT ITEMS

28.0 69. 0

I3. 0 84, 0

Total=41. 0 Total= I53 . 0

TotaI=97

TotaI=97



TABLE IT A7

Z-Scores for Dlfferences Between CorrelEtton Coefflcients for [xperlmental
and Control Conclttlons,..þV ltem (N=26)

Item Z- score Lovel of Slgnlfic(rnce

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6,
7.
g.
g.

10.
ll.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

r.17.

lg.
19.
2r.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
3I.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

2. L40
- "794
-.7 43
2. 330
-.580

.078
2. 330

.899
1.980
2.9L0

-I.770
-. I05
-.2L4
I. I67
.393
.2,L4

-. g8g

.g70
-,010

.536
1.251
-.L70
I.7 40

.7 66

.020
-.990
-.146
-.824
-.834 |

-.410 .

L.770
.295
. 315

-.730
.651
.285

-1.380
-1. 546

**
X
x
***
X
x
***
*
**
*t*
x
x
x
x
X
x
X
*
X
x
*
x
**
x
X
x
X
X
x
x
**
x
x
X
X
X
x
X
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TABLE Il (Cdnt,)

Iten¡ Z- score Level of Slgnlficance

40.
4I.
42.
43,
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
.,57.

58.
59,
60"
61.
62.
63,
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
7r.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.

-.560
1.682
-.760
-,590
-.278

. g5I

.397
-L.22L
-1.798
-1.597

.597
-1.591

1.462
,7 80

. .397
.397
. I63

2.137
-1. 055
-1.007
-.651
-,404

. I93
,4r4

2.496
.2L7

I. 048
2.252

.478

.007
-2, 5 5I

" 
I83

2"L23
I, I8O

" 
807

.539
_. 5lg
l, 068
-.4I0
-.658

X
**
x
x
x
.*
x
X
x
x
x
x
*
x
X
X
x
**
x
x
x
x
x
x
***
x
,,c

**
x
x
x
x
**
*
x
X
X
*
x
x
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TABLIì II (Cont.)

Ite¡n Z- score Level of Slgnificance

80.
8I.
82.
83.
94.
85.
86.
87.
88,
gg.
90.
9I.
92.
93.
94.
96.
97.

-.990
I.5BO
r.797

.895
2. 550
1,068
I.404
1.435
-,020

.651

.044
-,994
-,3 I5

.078
,3I5
.922

5. 89I

X
*
**
*
***
*
*
*
x
x
x
x
X
X
x
*
***

***p <.0I
**P 4. os
*P 1"20

X p).20 or sign '-r

negative



. TAIsLE 12

t-values for .Difference s Between Experlmental
Itern, (for Items with Negatlve t-scores OnIy),
of Significarìce (N=57)

90

ancl Control Conditions bY

wlth AccompanYing Levels

Item t-score Level of Slgniflcance

X
*
X
x
****
*
****
x
.rt

x
*
**
x
x
x
**
*
x
x
x
x
1r.

*
**
.lç 

.

X
x
*
x
X
X
*
x

x
X
**

-. 603 I
-.7 40L
-.2728
-.1796

-3.1010
-1,2895
-2.7731
-.59I5

-1.1098
-.6641
-. 828 I

-2. 0056
-,4034
-.3648
-. 538 L

-1.7.892
-.9 136
-.2700
-. 3434
-,644Q
-.4q0Ê

_1. l6Rl
-1, lñgg.A,T3?A
. ¡7FFt
:rß0fi7
-'nq4l

-1r061?
- 

e Q6??
-, flq0?
-' fl41 +

-n lñQF
- 

? f1f,9
-; ?nqfl
-, ff7q1
-. F3{f;

- l'npoF

I.
2.
4.
6.
7.
I,

10,
14,
15.
16.
18.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
28.
30.
32,
q3,
Q6.
4I'
43"
14'
4s'
S0r
5l'
12'
64'
s5,
56r
li7r
fiI'
çt2.
63.
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TABLE 12 (Oont. )

lFrm t- seor€r. Level of Stgnlftcance

64,
65.
69t
71
72.
73.
74''
75.
77
78.
79,,
8ot
gr.
92.
83.
84.
86.
88,
89.
90.
91.
92,
95'
96.
97,

-1.5420
-. 2 155
-.6638
-. 4965 ;

- 1, 6963
-1.1876
-. 5038
-. g6ge

-. I8SF
- 1, 0000
. -.¿868

-.1989
-I.5900

. '-1,8281
-L.7706
-2..3841
-. 3068
'-.8441
-1, 1552
-,4907
=,14L3
-, 4693

- 1, 023q
-lr-48}Q
-8. g0?E

*
.x
x
x*t,

';S

x.
* ..
X
lt'
x
X,]
tJ',. '

ìltt.
*t
*t
x
',t* 

.

*
X
*
x
**
.*
**

****p <.005
***p < .01
**p<'os

*p <.Zs
Xp>.25



TABLE 13

t-values for l)ifferenclrs Between Experlmental
Itonr, (for ltems wtth Negatlve't-scores Only),
of Significônce (N=26)

.92

ancl Control Gonditions bY

wlth Accompanylng Levels

Item t-score Level of Signtflcance.

l.
2.
4.
6.
7.
8.
I,

10.
I4.
15.
I6.
20.

:22.
.24.
25. '\\

26.
29.
30.
32.
33.
36.
41.
42.
45.
46.
50,
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

-1.2259
-1.6966
-1.5292
-,775L

-2.3760
- 1, 5455
-. 6687

-3.0897
-.8639

- l. 6250
:L.764I
-.7 682

-1.4424
=2.1939
-.782L

, -. IBB9
-.6788
'-.176I
-. gIg7
-. l82l
-.6595
-,7693
.-.7693

' -,2384
-. 4923
-.2730

.-1.4425
-,94L2

- I. 8944
-.4404
'-.4420
-2.5607
-.4420

. -.2384
-1.0718
-1.7641
-. 699 I

{,

*
*
*
*t
*
x
***t
*
tl
**
*
*':
*'*, '

*
x
x
x
*
x
x
*
*
x
x
x
*
*

',**
x
x
***
x
x
*
**
*
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TABLE t3 (Cont,)

-=--

Item
*,f'

t- scofe :r ll Level of Stgntflcance

71"
72.
73"
74"
75.
77.
79"
80.
81.
82,
83.
84.
85.
86,
87
88.
89.
93. r,

95.
96. ,

9?.

-. 81 l2
-2.3066
-1.1536
-1.0718
-.72L3

-l' l63a
. -"3590

-.2959
-1. 1634
-2, 8570
-r.?241
-2.5200
- 1.3649
-2. 088 I
-.4923
-.6812

-1.7641
,-.5500
* l. 8550
-.7693

-2.4435

****p <.005**tp <.0I,*:tp 
41.0S*P 1-25

Xp > .25



g4

TABLE 14

ìi'

List of items used (by numben) accompanied by short descniptions
of the content of each item.

Item No. Item Descniption

l.
D

.3.
4.
V.' 
6.
7.

ig.
o

lo.
ll.
12'

ì 14.
| 15.
I to.,, IZ.

lB.
' lg.
j 20.

21.
22.
23.. 24.
25.
26.
27.

, 28.
I 29.
' 30.

31.
3.2.
33.
34.
35.
36.

Westenn movies and television prognams
Situation comedies
Belief i,n God
Smoking
Comedians who use satine
Acting on impulse
Bi,rth control
Classical music
Sports
Pnemanital'sex
Science f[ction
Money

t3. \ Gncupopinion
One tn¡e neligion
Musical comedies
Pnepanedness fi¡n wan
Welfane legislation
Cneative work
Dattng
Red China & The U. N.
Novels
Wan
Ti.pping
College Education
Divorce
S elf-concept (Goodness )
Self -concept (Usefu lness)
Self-concept (Supe nio niÇ)
S elf-concept (Smantness)
Self-concept (Squaneness)
S elf-concept (Toughness)
S elf-co ncept (S elfis hness )
S elf-concept ( Fniendliness)
Self-concept (Kindness)
Self-concept (Impo rtance)
S eïf-concept (Phys ical Attnactiveness)
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TABLE 14 (con't)
,l

Item No. Item Descntption

37.
39.
39. Intellectualism
40,
41.

42.
43, Kindness
44,
46,

,46.
47.
48, Social Skills
49.
50.
5l .

5,2.
53.
5'4. Loyalt¡z
55.
56.
57.

58.
59. Academtc Achievement
60.
61.

62.
63. Physical Development
6'4,
65.

66.
e,7.
68. Status
69.
70.
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TABLE 14 (conrt)
:

r'i

Item No. Item Descniption

7t,
72.
79.
74.

75.
76.
77.
78.
79,

80.
81.
82.
83.
84.

85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.

9l .
92.
93.
94.
95.

Honesty

Religiousness

Self-Corrtnol

Cneati.viþz

Independence

Age
Sex
Manital Status

96.
97.
98.
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