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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION

At the  beginning o f every ad u lt re la t io n s h ip  i s  the  im pression 

th a t  each person forms of th e  o th e r  when they  meet fo r  the  f i r s t  tim e. 

Even in  the  b r i e f  in te rv a l p r io r  to  overt in te r a c t io n ,  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

o f the  o th e r person are u su a lly  in fe rre d  from h is  appearance. I t  i s  the 

purpose o f the p resen t study to  in v e s tig a te  the  process by which such 

in ferences are made, and how they vary as a  function  of the  c h a ra c te r is ­

t i c s  o f th e  appearance of th e  stim ulus p e rso n , th e  value o r ie n ta tio n  of 

th e  p e rce iv e r, and the s i tu a t io n  w ith in  which the  a n tic ip a te d  in te r ­

ac tio n  takes p lace .

In v es tig a tio n s  in  which su b je c ts  have made p e rso n a lity  

in ferences on the  basis o f inform ation about a stim ulus person are 

u su a lly  subsumed by the heading ’'Im pression Form ation." The c la s s ic  

research  in  th is  f ie ld  was conducted by Solomon Asch in  1946. College 

studen ts were asked to form an im pression o f  a stim ulus person 

described  by a l i s t  of seven p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s .  Subjects in d ica ted  

th e i r  im pression by w riting  a b r i e f  d e sc r ip tio n  o f the stim ulus person, 

and by se le c tin g  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  th a t  th ey  thought would charac­

te r iz e  the  stim ulus person. Ascii found th a t  most sub jec ts  formed an 

in te g ra te d , u n if ie d  impression and th a t  some stim ulus t r a i t s  had a 

g re a te r  e f fe c t  on the to ta l  im pression than  o th e rs . Inclusion  o f these 

"c e n tra l"  stim ulus t r a i t s  had a profound e f f e c t  on the way in  which 

o th er stim ulus t r a i t s  were in te rp re te d . These r e s u l ts  were confirmed 

in  a study by Kastenbaum (1951) in  which vocal record ings were the
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s t im u li .  According to  Asch, w hether or n o t a t r a i t  i s  c en tra l w ill  

depend on th e  stim ulus t r a i t s  w ith which i t  is  p resen ted . Asch found 

th a t  "warm" and "co ld" were c e n tra l  when p resen ted  w ith the l i s t :  

" in te l l ig e n t ,"  " s k i l l f u l , "  " in d u s tr io u s ,"  "determ ined," " p ra c tic a l"  

and "cau tio u s ,"  bu t were no t c e n tra l  when p a rt o f  the  l i s t :  "o b ed ie n t,"

"weak," "shallow ," "unam bitious" and "v a in ."

A sch's experiment s tim u la te d  sev era l lin e s  o f resea rch . 

In v es tig a to rs  attem pted to  d isco v er: (1) how im pressions would be

formed from in c o n s is te n t in fo rm ation ; (2) whether the  order in  which 

t r a i t s  were p resen ted  in fluenced  th e  im pressions formed (primacy vs. 

recency is su e ) ;  (3) th e  in fluence  on im pressions o f the  re la tio n sh ip  

between stim ulus t r a i t s  and th e  t r a i t s  used to  in d ic a te  the im pression 

(response t r a i t s ) ;  (4) how th e  f a v o ra b il i ty  of in d iv id u a l stim ulus 

t r a i t s  is  re la te d  to  fa v o ra b il i ty  o f  the t o ta l  im pression.

Studies by H aire and Grunes (1950), D innerstein  (1951), G ollins 

(1954 and 1958), and Pepitone and Hayden (1955) found in d iv id u a l 

d iffe ren ces  in  techniques f o r  coping with d isc repan t inform ation about 

a stim ulus person . Some su b je c ts  simply denied o r ignored c e r ta in  

inform ation; s t i l l  o th e rs  attem pted to  r a t io n a l ly  exp la in  the apparent 

c o n tra d ic tio n . A th i r d  group made no attem pt to  in te g ra te  c o n tra d ic to ry  

in form ation , bu t sim ply described  th e  stim ulus person e ith e r  by one or 

both se ts  o f  co n trad ic to ry  terms given by the experim enter.

Evidence i s  in c o n s is te n t  concerning whether t r a i t s  p resen ted  

f i r s t  are more or le s s  in f lu e n t ia l  than t r a i t s  p resen ted  la s t  in  

determ ining th e  o v e ra ll  im pression . Both Asch (1946) and Luchins 

(1957b) contend th a t  i n i t i a l  inform ation provides a " s e t"  by which 

l a t e r  t r a i t s  are  in te rp re te d ,  and f o r  th is  reason i n i t i a l  inform ation
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i s  more in f lu e n t i a l .  A primacy e f f e c t  was found experim entally  by both  

au thors. O ther experim enters have demonstrated th a t  the  in s tru c tio n s  

given to  su b je c ts  w i l l  determ ine whether primacy or recency e f fe c ts  a re  

found (Luchins, 1958; Anderson and Hubert, 1963; G ollin , 1958; Steward, 

1965; Rosencrantz and C rockett, 1965). I f  su b jec ts  are asked no t to  

form an im pression u n t i l  a l l  o f  the  t r a i t s  are given, a re  warned th a t  

they w ill  be requested  to  r e c a l l  the  stim ulus t r a i t s  a t  th e  end o f  th e  

experim ent, o r a re  asked about t h e i r  im pression a f te r  each a d d itio n a l 

t r a i t  or group o f  t r a i t s ,  the  primacy e f fe c t  is  e lim inated .

Wishner (1960) in v e s tig a te d  th e  re la tio n sh ip  between t r a i t s  by 

having undergraduates r a t e  th e i r  in s tru c to rs  on th e  53 a d je c tiv e s  used 

by Asch. Wishner then  tab u la te d  a c o rre la tio n  m atrix  by computing the  

c o rre la tio n  c o e f f ic ie n t  fo r  each p a ir  o f t r a i t s .  When he again 

re p lic a te d  th e  Asch experim ent he found th a t  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  used 

as s tim u li were c e n tra l  only i f  they had a high c o rre la tio n  c o e f f ic ie n t  

w ith the t r a i t s  on which su b jec ts  were asked to  in d ic a te  th e i r  

im pressions (response t r a i t s ) ;  i . e . ,  "wapn" and "cold" were found to  be 

cen tra l only when response t r a i t s  such as "g en e ro sity ,"  ,rhappiness" 

and " s o c ia b i l i ty "  o r t h e i r  opposites were used, bu t not c e n tra l  when 

response t r a i t s  were used th a t  d id  n o t c o rre la te  h igh ly  w ith  "warm" o r 

"co ld ."  Thus i t  seems th a t  c e n t r a l i ty  i s  not only determined by the 

re la tio n sh ip s  between stim ulus t r a i t s ,  as Asch had b e liev ed , bu t by th e  

se le c tio n  o f  response t r a i t s  as w e ll.

Asch b e liev e d  th a t  im pressions formed from sev era l p e rs o n a lity  

ad jec tiv es  form a G e s ta lt  which cannot be p red ic ted  on th e  b a s is  of 

each t r a i t  considered  in d iv id u a lly . Several in v e s tig a to rs  have t r i e d  

to  do ju s t  th a t :  p re d ip t  the  fa v o ra b ili ty  o f im pressions on th e  b a s is
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of th e  f a v o ra b il i ty  o f each p e rso n a lity  t r a i t  used to  form th e  im pression. 

T riand is and F ishbein  (1963) suggested th a t  the  fa v o ra b i l i ty  o f  an 

im pression could be p red ic ted  from knowledge o f the  sum o f  the  

f a v o ra b il i ty  ra tin g s  o f each p e rso n a lity  a d je c tiv e . The im pression could 

be presumably made more p o s it iv e  simply by the  a d d itio n  o f  favorab le  

t r a i t s .  An a l te rn a te  model, proposed by Anderson (1962) was th a t  the  

f in a l  im pression i s  the  average o f th e  fa v o ra b ili ty  ra tin g s  of th e  

stim ulus t r a i t s .  According to  th is  view, in  order to  make an im pression 

more favo rab le  i t  i s  necessary  not simply to  add more favo rab le  t r a i t s ,  

bu t to  add t r a i t s  whose average ra t in g  i s  more favorab le  than  th e  average 

r a t in g  o f t r a i t s  a lready  used fo r  im pression form ation; i . e . ,  i f  the  

t r a i t  "nea t"  has received  a fa v o ra b ili ty  ra t in g  o f 1 ( le a s t  fav o ra b le ) , 

and i t  i s  added to  the  l i s t  "cooperative" (ra te d  4 ) , " in te l l ig e n t  (ra ted  

3) and "aggressive"  (ra te d  2 ), the p red ic tio n s  from these  two models 

are d i f f e r e n t .  The summation model p re d ic ts  th a t  the  ad d itio n  o f "neat" 

should in c re a se  the fa v o ra b ili ty  o f im pressions, bu t th e  averaging model 

would p re d ic t  th a t  the  im pression w il l  become le ss  favo rab le  s in ce  the  

average f a v o ra b il i ty  ra t in g  i s  lowered from 3 to  2 .5 . Anderson (1965) 

found th a t  th e  averaging model was more successfu l fo r  p re d ic tin g  

im pressions in  th e  s i tu a t io n .  However, i f  a t r a i t  whose fa v o ra b i l i ty  

ra t in g  i s  th e  same as o thers in  a ,group is  added to  th a t  group o f  

stim ulus t r a i t s ,  th e  summation model provides th e  c o rre c t p re d ic tio n .

The summation model p re d ic ts  th a t  the  im pression w ill  become more 

fav o rab le , although th e  averaging model p re d ic ts  th a t  i t  w i l l  remain the 

same. Research o f th is  type dem onstrates th a t  i f  a le s s  favo rab le  t r a i t  

i s  added th a t  th e  im pression would have been more favo rab le  than i f  the  

t r a i t  had n o t been added. To deal w ith th is  f in d in g  Anderson developed



a weighted average model which has su c ce ss fu lly  p red ic ted  the  

f a v o ra b il i ty  o f  im pressions in  recen t research  (Anderson, 1965; 

Anderson and Jacobson, 1965).

The approach to  th e  process o f im pression form ation described  

thus fa r ,u se d  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  as s t im u li .  I t  i s  the  opinion o f 

th e  w r i te r  th a t  th is  method i s  o f  lim ited  value because i t  has l i t t l e  

to  do w ith the  process by which people u su a lly  form im pressions o f 

o thers ou tside  o f a labo ra to ry  s e t t in g .  When people form f i r s t  

im pressions of o thers in  r e a l  l i f e  s i tu a t io n s ,  they respond to  a 

v a r ie ty  o f cues: v isu a l (both r e la t iv e ly  permanent c h a ra c te r is t ic s

such as fa c ia l  physiognomy, h e ig h t, w eight, body b u ild , sk in , h a ir  and 

eye c o lo r, and more changeable t r a i t s  such as d re s s , grooming, p o stu re , 

g a i t ,  f a c ia l  expression ); aud ito ry  (voice, in f le c t io n ,  vocabulary, 

v e rb a l f a c i l i t y ,  p ronuncia tion , grammatical accuracy) and o lfa c to ry  

(any odors e m itte d ) . I t  i s  these  cues and th e  mechanisms by which the 

p e rc e iv e r in te rp re ts  them th a t  we consider to  be a more valuab le  foca l 

p o in t o f research  in  th is  a rea . I t  i s  an a rea  about which we know 

l i t t l e .  We do know th a t  i f  sev era l people are  asked th e i r  im pressions 

o f  a  standard  stim ulus person who i s  seen in  a photograph o r whose 

vo ice i s  heard in  a reco rd ing , they  w il l  show considerab le  agreement in  

t h e i r  judgments (Fay and M iddleton, 1939; 1939; 1940; 1940; 1940; 1941; 

1941; 1942; 1943; Secord and Bevan, 1956; Secord, Bevan and Dukes, 1953 

Secord, Dukes and Bevan, 1954; Secord and Muthard, 1955). Although 

im pressions o f a stim ulus person by d if f e r e n t  p e rce iv e rs  a re  not 

id e n t ic a l  (Dombusch, H asto rf, R ichardson, Muzzy and Vreeland, 1965), 

l e t  us consider the  reasons fo r  th e  f a c t  th a t  they  a re  so o ften  a lik e . 

What common experience has given each observer a s im ila r  way o f
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in te rp re t in g  the  stim ulus p a tte rn ?

One explanation  i s ,  o f  course , a c c u ltu ra tio n . P a rt o f the 

s o c ia l iz a tio n  process includes lea rn in g  what a t t r ib u te s  a re , r ig h tly  

o r wrongly, thought to  c h a ra c te riz e  members o f d if f e re n t  groups. In 

many cases the  c h ild  lea rn s s te reo ty p es  as w ell as th e  ac tu a l 

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f groups.

Examination o f ste reo ty p es has la rg e ly  been lim ited  to  concep­

tio n s  about members o f various r a c i a l ,  r e l ig io u s  and n a tio n a l 

groups ( i . e . ,  Katz and B raly, 1933; G ilb e r t , 1951): memberships

over which people have r e la t iv e ly  l i t t l e  c o n tro l. Comparatively 

l i t t l e  research  has attem pted to  d iscover the  in fe rre d  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

o f a vo lun tary  group th a t  i s  p a r t  o f  a s o c ia l  movement and to  which 

th e  in d iv id u a l can e i th e r  belong o r not belong. A case in  p o in t is  

the  h ip p ie  movement. A p e c u l ia r i ty  o f  membership in  th is  group i s  

th a t  un lik e  becoming a Communist o r member o f the  AMA, the  h ip p ie 's  

group a f f i l i a t io n  i s  f a r  more e x te rn a lly  v i s ib le ,  and c re a te s  an easy 

b a s is  fo r  h is  c la s s i f ic a t io n  by o th e rs . In an e ra  when many deviants 

sh irk  s e lf -d is c lo s u re , the  h ip p ie  wears h is  id e n t i ty  where i t  i s  most 

v is ib le .  We assume th a t  the  h ip p ie  s te reo ty p e  has f i l t e r e d  down to  

the  p u b lic  in  such a way th a t  one o f th e  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  assoc ia ted  

w ith i t  most, long h a i r  (see Table 1 ), evokes assumptions o f acceptance 

o f i t s  l ib e r a l  p o l i t i c a l  philosophy. For th is  reason we have chosen 

th e  appearance a sso c ia ted  w ith th e  h ip p ie  s te reo ty p e  as th e  veh ic le  by 

which the  process o f im pression form ation was in v e s tig a te d .

In sh o rt, we suggest th a t  th e  Asch approach, in  which reactions 

to  p e rso n a lity  ad je c tiv es  a re  used to  study im pression form ation, i s  

somewhat a r t i f i c i a l  and d if fe re n t  from im pressions as they are commonly
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Table 1 

Study #1

A djectives Used Most Frequently  to  Describe Hippies

Appearance Values P e rso n a lity  T ra its

P o s itiv e ly  Valued

Long-haired 72 Nature 19 Drug Using 28
♦Sexually Free 20

*Dirty 31 Peace 15 ♦ In d iv id u a lis tic 18
♦Nonconformis t 11

Bearded 22 *Love 12 R ebellious 10
Friend ly 10

Jeans 16 Change 12 ♦ Id e a l is t ic 9
♦No Values 8

Sandals 14 *Brotherhood 7 Clannish 8
P resen t-o rien ted 7

Beads 11 ♦Freedom 7 E scap ist 7
C arefree 7

Sloppy 11 ♦Communal L ife  S ty le 7 ♦R adical,
Revolutionary 6

Ragged Clothes 10 Personal Freedom 7 Conforms to
Hippie Norms 5

Unusual Clothes 8 L ife 5 Nonviolent 5
L iberal 5

*Young 7 Music 5 Pot-smoking 5
Outspoken 5

Caucasian 5 N atural 5
Passive 4

Barefooted 5 N egatively  Valued

♦Establishm ent 34

♦War 26

♦M aterialism 18

♦U.S. Government 14

9-5 Job 8

♦Violence 3

Number to  the  r ig h t  o f each t r a i t  i s  th e  number o f respondents 
who used th is  t r a i t  in  t h e i r  d e sc r ip tio n  o f a h ip p ie .

A sterisked  t r a i t s  a re  th o se  th a t  were a lso  included in  H inck le 's
d e sc rip tio n  o f the  h ip p ie  su b c u ltu re .

*
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formed. We propose in s te a d  th a t  th e  ex te rna l cues involved in  th e  

appearance which one person p resen ts  to  another when they  meet f o r  

the f i r s t  time more c lo se ly  approximates the  stim ulus fo r  im pression 

form ation.

I t  i s  fu r th e r  suggested th a t  s te reo types provide one means 

by which these  cues may be processed  by the  p e rc e iv e r . The h ip p ie  

s te reo ty p e  has been chosen as the  medium by which th is  process has 

been s tu d ied  because o f  the  consensus on ex te rn a l cues assoc ia ted  

with membership in  th is  group.

The o r ig in  o f th e  h ip p ie  movement has been tra c e d , by Warren 

H inckle,* to  th e  Beat G eneration o f  the  1950 's, a subcu ltu re  which 

dabbled in  the  p a c i f i s t i c  humanism o f Zen Buddhism, Communism, fo lk  

music, ja z z , poe try  and C iv il R igh ts. Heroes included poets A llen 

Ginsberg, Lawrence F e r l in g h e tt i ,  Kerouac, Gary Snyder and o th ers . 

Centers fo r  those  o f Bohemian in c lin a tio n s  were lim ited  to  San 

F ran c isco 's  North Beach and Greenwich V illage in  New York. Even a t  

th is  tim e, two d i s t in c t  fa c tio n s  were ev iden t: (a) a b e ll ig e re n t

f a s c i s t ,  n i h i l i s t i c  a c t i v i s t  group, and (b) a new a r t i s t i c  school 

which challenged the  complacency o f  the l i t e r a r y  establishm ent. This 

l a t t e r  group was in  a m a jo rity . Although m arijuana was commonly used, 

Hinckle considers th e  use o f hallucinogens such as peyote and 

m escaline a lso  to  be a d e riv a tiv e  o f the  Beat c u ltu re  because o f  the 

experim entation o f some o f i t s  leaders with these  drugs. These two 

psychedelics were no t a v a ila b le  in  any q u a n tity  u n t i l  1957-1958, when 

they were presumably received  e n th u s ia s t ic a lly .  LSD did  not a r r iv e

*H. J a f fe  and T. T y te ll ,  "A Social H istory  o f the  H ippies," 
The American Experience (New York: Harper 8 Row, 1970), pp. 262-284.
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on the  scene u n t i l  1962 in  New York and 1964 in  C a lifo rn ia  a t  which 

tim e i t  was given an ex tensive p u b lic ity  campaign by Dr. Timothy 

Leary, who a lso  published  d ire c tio n s  fo r i t s  home m anufacture. In 

1966 th e  C a lifo rn ia  le g is la tu re  p roh ib ited  the  use o f  LSD. I t  i s  th e  

outlaw ing o f drugs and subsequent p o lice  harassment to  which Hinckle 

a t t r ib u te s  the  negative  a t t i tu d e s  o f  h ipp ies to  those  who make and 

enforce  th e  laws.

Another im portant s te p  in  the t r a n s it io n  from beat to  h ip p ie

su b c u ltu re s  was th e  new m usical s ty le  introduced by th e  B ea tle s ,

which d isp laced  fo lk  music. "Happenings," " b e - in s ,"  and rock f e s t iv a ls

such as Woodstock are  a p a r t  o f  the new communal s ty le  o f th e  h ip p ie s .

A re v iv a l o f T o lk ien ’s Lord o f  the Rings t r i lo g y  seems to  be the  most

popu lar l i t e r a r y  work o f  the subcu ltu re , perhaps because i t  i s  about

h o b b its : "h ed o n is tic , happy l i t t l e  fellow s who love beauty  and

p r e t ty  c o lo rs . Hobbits have th e i r  own scene and re s e n t  in tru s io n ,

p ass  th e  tim e ea tin g  th ree  o r four meals a  day and smoke burn ing
o

leaves o f  herbs in  p ipes o f c la y ."  The commercial success o f  h ip p ie  

shops in  Haight Ashbury and New York's V illage a t t e s t  to  th e  h ip p ie  

in flu e n ce  on fash ion  and the  p o p u la rity  o f handcrafted  ite m s . These 

b a s tio n s  o f  f re e  e n te rp r is e  have been having com petition as o f  l a te  

from a group c a lle d  the  Diggers who have been opening "coopera tive" 

s to re s  where food and c lo thes are  given away.

In  sum, th e  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f the  h ipp ie  su b cu ltu re  a re  as

fo llow s:

boys and g i r l s  in te r a c t  in  a t r ib a l  love-seeking  f re e -  
swinging acid-based  type o f so c ie ty  where. . . . They

2
Op. c i t . , p . 280.
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ta lk ed  about reducing governmental c o n tro ls , th e  
s a n c t i ty  o f  th e  in d iv id u a l, the need fo r  e q u a lity  
fo r  a l l  men. . . . The utopian sentim ents o f  th e se  
h ipp ies  were no t to  be put down l ig h t ly .  H ippies 
have a c le a r  v is io n  o f  the id ea l community . . . 
where everyone i s  turned  on and b e a u tifu l  and happy, 
and f lo a t in g  f re e . But i t  i s  a v is io n  th a t  . . . 
n e c e ssa r ily  embodies a rad ic a l p o l i t i c a l  philosophy: 
communal l i f e ,  d ra s t ic  reduction o f  p r iv a te  
p ro p erty , re je c tio n  o f  v io lence, c r e a t iv i ty  b e fo re  
consumption, freedom before  a u th o r ity , de-em phasis 
o f government, and t r a d i t io n a l  forms o f le a d e rsh ip  
. . . a l l  h ip p ies  have a p o l i t i c a l  p o stu re  o f  
unrem itting  opposition  to  the estab lishm ent which 
in s i s t s  on branding them crim inals because they take 
LSD and m arijuana and ha ting  them anyway, because 
they enjoy sleep ing  9 in  a room and 3 to  a bed, seem 
to  have f re e  sex and g u il t le s s  minds and can r a is e  
h ea lth y  ch ild ren  in  d i r ty  c lo th es . The h ip p ie  choice 
o f weapons i s  to  love the Establishm ent to  death  
ra th e r  than p ro te s t  i t  or blow i t  up . . . r e je c te d  
the  s tru c tu re d  nature  o f so c ie ty —th e  foo lscap  r in g  
o f success , conformity and acceptance "normal" people 
must re g u la r ly  jump through.

The only physical a t t r ib u te s  th a t  Hinckle d esc rib es  as charac­

t e r i s t i c  o f h ip p ie s  are beads, beards, and b r ig h t  c o lo rs .

I t  i s  o f  in te r e s t  to  compare H inck le 's  d e sc r ip tio n  o f  h ipp ies  

(see  a s te r isk e d  t r a i t s  in  Table 1) w ith the  s te re o ty p e  o f  h ip p ies  th a t  

was obtained  from 110 undergraduates a t  Hunter C ollege and the 

Borough o f  Manhattan Community College. These s tu d e n ts  responded in  

an open-ended fash ion  to  th e  following q u estio n s: "What are  the

values and p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  a h ip p ie?  What does a h ipp ie  

look lik e ? "  U nstructured questions o f th is  type were chosen to  

minimize th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f  the experim enter in f lu e n c in g  th e  s tu d e n ts ' 

responses. In exp lo ra to ry  work where one is  unsure what ca teg o ries  

may prove re le v a n t, i t  seems b e s t to  have the respondents rep ly  in  

any way th a t  they deem appropria te . A lso, th i s  perm its expression o f

3
Op. c i t . ,  pp. 262-265.
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both  p o s itiv e  and negative  aspects o f th e  s te re o ty p e . The former are  

m issed in  s tu d ie s  o f s te re o ty p e s . R esults appear in  Tables 1, Al,

A2, and A3. Because o f th e  la rg e  number o f  su b je c ts  (72) who 

considered long h a i r  to  be c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f  h ip p ie s  (the  t r a i t  next 

in  frequency was "beard s,"  included  by only 22 s u b je c ts ) ,  the two 

terms (" long-haired" and "h ipp ie") are  o ften  used in terchangeably .

A comparison o f H inck le 's  d e sc r ip tio n  w ith the  s te reo type  

h e ld  by th e  undergraduates te s te d  shows th a t  most o f  th e  t r a i t s  Hinckle 

described  as c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f h ip p ie s  were included among the 

s tu d e n ts ' responses. The c r i te r io n  o f a  s te reo ty p e  (Secord and 

Backman; 1966 page 67) o f "consensus on a t t r ib u te d  t r a i t s "  seems to  

be supported.

The no tion  th a t  long-haired  males are  assumed to  be more 

l ib e r a l  than sh o rt-h a ire d  males i s  supported by a d d itio n a l research  

by th e  au thor. 34 Caucasian females e n ro lle d  in  2 In troductory  

Psychology courses a t Hunter College judged th e  p o l i t i c a l  philosophy 

o f 4 d if fe re n t  males whose photographs they  rece iv ed . Each s e t  o f 4 

had been randomly se le c te d  from copies o f  240 yearbook photographs of 

th e  male Caucasian 1970 graduates o f Columbia U n ivers ity  College of 

A rts and Sciences who d id  no t wear a b eard , a moustache, or g la sse s .

As i s  shown in  Table 2, a s ig n if ic a n t  d i r e c t  re la tio n s h ip  was found 

between s u b je c ts ' ra tin g s  o f  the  length  o f  th e  h a i r  o f stim ulus persons 

and the  l ib e ra ln e ss  o f t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  v a lu e s . This re la tio n sh ip  was 

as strong  fo r  th e  f i r s t  stim ulus person ra te d  by each su b jec t as i t  

was fo r  th e  fou rth  stim ulus person ra te d . The leng th  o f the  sideburns 

o f each stim ulus person, as ra te d  by each su b je c t ,  was not found to  

be s ig n if ic a n t ly  re la te d  to  in ferences o f  l ib e ra lism , although a
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Table 2 

Study #2

R elationsh ip  Between R atings o f H air Length and Sidebum Length 
and In ferences o f th e  L iberalism  o f Stimulus Persons

d f  ______________________R ela tionsh ip_______________________ r

31 Between ra te d  h a i r  leng th  and ra te d  p o l i t i c a l  l ib e r a l -  .57*
ism fo r  Caucasian female su b je c ts  ra t in g  the  f i r s t  of 
four stim ulus persons w ith  which they were p resen ted .

30 Between ra te d  h a i r  leng th  and ra te d  p o l i t i c a l  l ib e r a l -  .44*
ism fo r  Caucasian female su b je c ts  ra t in g  the  second of 
four stim ulus persons w ith  which they  were p resen ted .

29 Between ra te d  h a i r  leng th  and ra te d  p o l i t i c a l  l ib e r a l -  .01
ism fo r  Caucasian female su b je c ts  ra t in g  the  th ird  of 
four stim ulus persons w ith  which they  were presen ted .

29 Between ra te d  h a ir  leng th  and ra te d  p o l i t i c a l  l ib e r a l -  .53*
ism fo r  Caucasian fem ale su b je c ts  ra t in g  the  fo u rth  of
four stim ulus persons w ith which they were presen ted .

The average o f the  above fo u r c o rre la tio n  c o e ff ic ie n ts  
(using z tran sfo rm ations) i s  .42 ( s ig n if ic a n t  a t  .01 
lev e l fo r  a one-sided  t e s t  fo r  d f  29)

30 Between ra te d  s idebum  leng th  and ra te d  p o l i t i c a l  .48*
lib e ra lism  fo r  Caucasian female su b jec ts  ra t in g  the
f i r s t  o f  four stim ulus persons w ith which they were 
p resen ted .

30 Between ra te d  s idebum  length  and ra te d  p o l i t i c a l  .22
lib e ra lism  fo r  Caucasian female su b je c ts  ra t in g  the 
second o f fou r stim ulus persons w ith which they were 
p resen ted .

29 Between ra te d  sidebum  length  and ra te d  p o l i t i c a l  .07
lib e ra lism  fo r  Caucasian female su b jec ts  ra t in g  the 
th ird  o f  fou r stim ulus persons w ith which they were 
p resen ted .

29 Between ra te d  s idebum  leng th  and ra te d  p o l i t i c a l  .25
lib e ra lism  fo r  Caucasian female su b jec ts  ra t in g  the 
fourth  o f fo u r stim ulus persons w ith which they were 
p resen ted .

* = s ig n if ic a n t  a t  .01 fo r  one-sided t e s t
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tendency in  th is  d ire c tio n  was d iscovered . This seems to  confirm  the

assumption th a t  the  more s im ila r  to  a long-haired  h ipp ie  an in d iv id u a l

i s ,  the  more o thers w il l  assume th a t  h is  va lues are a lso  s im ila r  to

those o f h ip p ie s .

Hypothesis 1: S ub jects w il l  eva lua te  stim ulus persons
possessing  ste reo ty p ed  ("h ipp ie") c h a ra c te r is t ic s  as 
more p o l i t i c a l l y  l ib e r a l  than stim ulus persons who do 
no t possess th ese  c h a r a c te r is t ic s .

Hypothesis 2: S ub jects w il l  show considerab le  agree­
ment when in fe r r in g  p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism  of 
"h ipp ie"  and "non-h ipp ie" stim ulus persons.

Although observers may agree w ith one another in  assessing  the  

values o f a ste reo ty p ed  stim ulus person , we would not expect them to  

be equally  a t t r a c te d  to  the  stim ulus person . Exchange theory 

(Thibaut and K elly , 1959; Homans, 1961) p re d ic ts  th a t  in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  i s  a function  o f th e  rewards and costs  o f an in te ra c tio n : 

people are  most a t t r a c te d  to  o th e rs  who provide some p o s itiv e  outcome 

(o f rewards minus co sts) above a comparison lev e l o f what might o th e r­

wise be expected in  th a t  type  o f s i tu a t io n .  One o f many types o f  

rewards which a person may prov ide fo r  another i s  s a t is f a c t io n  o f  the  

need to  v a lid a te  one 's  conceptions o f  r e a l i t y .  In terms o f congruity  

theory (Newcomb, 1961; H eider, 1946): in d iv id u a ls  fe e l most

a t t ra c te d  towards those  people whose values are  s im ila r  to  th e i r  

own. An e x tra p o la tio n  o f ba lance  theory  to  the  im pression form ation 

s i tu a t io n  suggests th a t  in d iv id u a ls  w il l  f e e l  most a tt ra c te d  to  those 

s tran g ers  whose values they assume to  be most l ik e  th e i r  own.

Although th e re  has been l i t t l e  research  which has in v es tig a te d
|

the  re la tio n sh ip  between in fe ren ces  o f value s im ila r ity  and i n t e r ­

personal a t t r a c t io n ,  th e re  i s  a considerab le  body of research  which
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has s tud ied  th e  re la t io n s h ip  between ac tu a l value s im ila r i ty  and

in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n .  Newcomb (1943) stud ied  the re la tio n sh ip
/

between p o p u la r ity  and acceptance o f group a tt i tu d e s  amongst
%

Bennington co lleg e  g i r l s .  P o l i t ic s  was an im portant is su e  a t 

Bennington a t  th e  tim e , and " l ib e r a l " a t t i tu d e s  were the  norm. G irls  

who were l ib e r a l  were more popu lar than g i r l s  who were n o t. This 

find ing  was in te rp re te d  by Newcomb as dem onstrating the  relevance of 

adopting group a t t i tu d e s  fo r  acceptance by a group, and v ic e -v e rsa .

His r e s u l ts  may a lso  be exp lained  w ithout invoking the concept o f  

group norms. I f  " l ib e r a l"  g i r l s  outnumbered "conservative" g i r l s ,  

and i f  people l ik e  most o th ers  who share th e i r  a t t i tu d e s  (balance 

th eo ry ), then th is  i s  s u f f ic ie n t  to  account fo r  the  g re a te r  

p o p u la rity  o f  " l ib e r a l "  g i r l s .

In  another well-known study , Newcomb observed male under­

graduates a t  the  U n ivers ity  o f Michigan who liv ed  to g e th er a t th e  

same dorm itory (1956). He found th a t  studen ts who were most a t t r a c te d  

towards one another were those  whose a tt i tu d e s  were s im ila r  (as 

assessed before  school s t a r t e d ) . I t  requ ired  severa l weeks b efo re  

these  s ta b le  fr ien d sh ip s  were formed, presumably because i t  took th is  

long to  d iscover o th e r s ' a t t i tu d e s .  I f  Hypothesis one i s  c o rre c t and 

s tu d e n ts ' appearance acc u ra te ly  r e f le c ts  th e i r  v a lu es, we might expect 

th a t  th e  tim e req u ired  fo r  t h i s  process to  occur to  be shortened 

s ig n if ic a n t ly .  I f  one can in f e r  the  values o f o thers from th e i r  

appearance, the  tim e req u ired  to  d iscover o thers whose values a re  

s im ila r  to  o n e 's  own i s  dim inished considerably .

Byrne, London, and Reeves (1968) a lso  re p o rt th a t  peopl.e are  

most a t t r a c te d  to  o th e rs  w ith  a t t i tu d e s  s im ila r  to  th e i r  own. A
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6 -p o in t, 12-item , pre-experim ental a tt i tu d e  sc a le  was f i l l e d  out by 

103 male and 102 female su b je c ts . L ater, each su b je c t was p resen ted  

w ith a photograph and a copy of the  same a t t i tu d e  s c a le ,  o s te n s ib ly  

f i l l e d  out by the  person in  the photograph. A ttitu d e  s im ila r i ty  

between su b je c t and stim ulus person was v a ried  by having e i th e r  10 out 

o f th e  12 responses, o r 2 out o f th e  12 responses s im ila r  to  th e  

s u b je c t 's  i n i t i a l  a t t i tu d e  r a t in g s .  Each su b je c t r a te d  one stim ulus 

person on seven p o in t sc a le s  fo r  l ik e a b i l i ty ,  d e s i r a b i l i ty  as a work 

p a r tn e r , and four o th e r c a te g o rie s . Ratings on l ik e a b i l i ty  and 

d e s i r a b i l i ty  as a work p a rtn e r  were summed to  ob ta in  a  measure o f 

in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n .  As th e  authors had hypothesized , i n t e r ­

personal a t t r a c t io n  was found to  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  r e la te d  to  a t t i tu d e  

s im ila r i ty .  In a s im ila r  study by Stroebe, Insko, Thompson, and 

Layton (1971) a t t i tu d e  s im ila r i ty  was manipulated in  much the  same way 

as i t  had been by Byrne, e t  a l . ,  and was found to  be s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

r e la te d  to  l ik in g  and a t t r a c t io n  to  the  stim ulus person  as a p o te n t ia l  

co-worker, d a te  and m arriage p a r tn e r .

When Fensterheim  and T re sse lt  (1953) had 28 male co llege  

studen ts r a t e  them selves and 24 photographs (12 male and 12 female) 

on th e  r e la t iv e  importance o f sev era l values and on a " l ik e -d is l ik e "  

sc a le , they  found a s ig n if ic a n t  re la tio n sh ip  between in fe r re d  value 

s im ila r i ty  and in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n :  persons assumed to  have

values lik e  those  o f th e  su b jec t were liked  more than  those w ith  values 

assumed to  be d i f f e r e n t .  This study i s  most l ik e  th e  experiment 

conducted h e re  because o f the in f e re n t ia l  n a tu re  of th e  a t t i tu d e  

assessment by the su b je c t. U nfortunately , no attem pt was made by the  

authors to  id e n t i fy  th e  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of th e  stim ulus persons th a t
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were a sso c ia ted  w ith in ferences o f g re a te s t  value s im i la r i ty .  Nor did 

they d iscu ss whether the same stim ulus persons were lik e d  by most 

s u b je c ts , o r  whether the  liked  stim ulus persons v a rie d  from su b jec t to  

s u b je c t .  Thus th e  process by which su b jec ts  made th e i r  judgments 

rem ains enigm atic.

An a d d itio n a l source o f inform ation concerning th e  r e la t io n ­

sh ips between value s im ila r i ty  and in te rp erso n a l a t t r a c t i o n ,  and between 

in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  and in te rp erso n a l a t t r a c t io n  comes from the 

l i t e r a tu r e  on r a c ia l  p re ju d ice . A considerable body o f re sea rch  has 

emerged in  response to  th e  proposal by Rokeach, Smith and Evans in  

The Opened and Closed Mind (1960) th a t  p re jud ice  a g a in s t m ino rity  group 

members i s  due to  th e  assumption th a t  these  in d iv id u a ls  have a tt i tu d e s  

th a t  a re  d is s im ila r  to  those of the  p e rce iv e r. T his con ten tion  was 

challenged by T riand is (1961), who contended th a t  b e l i e f  s im ila r i ty  

may be re le v a n t fo r  making friendsh ip  choices, as Rokeach e t  a l .

(1960) had found, b u t not re levan t to  contexts invo lv ing  la rg e  so c ia l 

d is ta n c e s . T rian d is  found th a t when a so c ia l d is tan c e  measure was 

used to  in d ic a te  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n , race was a much more po ten t 

determ inant o f in te rp e rso n a l a t t ra c t io n  than b e l i e f  s im i la r i ty ,  

although both e f fe c ts  were s ig n if ic a n t .

In a subsequent study by Byrne and Wong (1962) s u b je c ts ' 

responses to  an a t t i tu d e  questionnaire  were used to  m anipulate b e l ie f  

s im i la r i ty ,  and in te rp e rso n a l a ttra c tio n  was measured bo th  in  terms 

o f fe e lin g s  o f  f r ie n d lin e s s  toward and w illin g n ess to  work with 

stim ulus persons. S im ila r ity  of a tt i tu d e s  was found to  be  more 

s tro n g ly  re la te d  to  a t t r a c t io n  than race . S im ila r r e s u l t s  were 

ob tained  by S te in , Harkyck, and Smith (1965) and S te in  (1966). A
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stro n g  re la tio n sh ip  between value s im ila r i ty  and in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c ­

t io n  was found in  a more r e a l i s t i c  s e t t in g  by Rokeach and Mezei (1966). 

They had su b jec ts  choose work p a rtn e rs  and in d iv id u a ls  th a t  they would 

l ik e  to  take a  coffee break with from among w hite and black confeder­

a te s  who e i th e r  agreed or d isagreed  w ith them. F u rth e r support fo r the  

con ten tion  th a t  b e l i e f  s im ila r ity  i s  more im portant fo r  frien d sh ip  

choices than race  comes from research  in  which se v e ra l samples were 

s tu d ie d . Only in  Louisiana, the  southernmost sample included , was 

race  th e  dominant fa c to r .

T riand is and Davis (1965) explained  the s tro n g  e ffe c ts  o f value 

s im ila r i ty  found by many researchers by agreeing  th a t  value s im ila r i ty  

i s  an im portant p re d ic to r  o f fr ien d sh ip  cho ices, bu t contending th a t  

race  i s  more re le v an t fo r se le c tio n s  involv ing  g re a te r  so c ia l d is tan ce . 

They found th a t  the more in tim ate  th e  s o c ia l  con tex t th e  more su b jec ts  

responded in  terms o f race; b e l ie f  s im ila r i ty  was more re le v a n t fo r 

th e  le ss  in tim ate  s i tu a t io n s . This c o n tra d ic ts  th e  1961 p o s itio n  of 

T rian d is  th a t b e l ie f  s im ila r ity  i s  im portant fo r  fr ie n d sh ip  choices 

(which presumably involve sm all so c ia l d is ta n c e s ) , b u t th a t  race  i s  

more im portant fo r determ ining in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  in  s i tu a tio n s  

invo lv ing  la rg e  so c ia l d is tan ces . S im ilar r e s u l ts  were a lso  found by 

Insko and Robinson (1967).

Several in v e s tig a to rs  found th a t  when no in form ation  was 

provided  about a t t i tu d e  s im ila r i ty ,  w hites tended to  assume th a t  blacks 

had a t t i tu d e s  th a t  were d if fe re n t  from th e i r  own (Byrne and Wong, 1962; 

S te in , Hardyck and Smith, 1965; and S te in , 1966).

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  compare these  s tu d ie s  to  one another because 

o f  the d if fe re n t  samples used, d i f f e re n t  techniques used to  m anipulate
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b e l ie f  s im ila r i ty  and p re ju d ic e , and lack o f inform ation on the 

importance to  su b jec ts  o f the  b e l ie f s  used. The evidence does suggest 

th a t  (1) both b e l i e f  s im ila r i ty  and m inority  group membership are 

re lev an t fo r  p re d ic tin g  r a c ia l  p re ju d ic e , and th a t  (2) in  th e  absence 

o f inform ation about b e l i e f  s im ila r i ty ,  in d iv id u a ls  tend to  assume th a t  

the  values o f those persons whom they are  p re jud iced  ag a in st are 

d if fe re n t  from th e i r  own.

This i s  o f sp e c ia l importance fo r  th e  research  proposed h e re , 

fo r  i f  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  (p re jud ice ) in fluences in ferences o f 

value s im ila r i ty ,  i t  g ives credence to  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  the  reverse  

i s  a lso  tru e  (in ferences o f  value s im ila r i ty  in fluence  in te rp erso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n ) .

Other s tu d ies  which have found a s ig n if ic a n t  re la tio n sh ip  

between value s im ila r i ty  and in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  include 

Richardson (1940); Precker (1952); Broderick (1956); Byrne and 

Baylock (1963); and Byrne, Nelson, and Reeves (1964).

The research  d iscussed  thus f a r  has predom inantly d e a lt  w ith 

the re la tio n sh ip  between value s im ila r i ty  and in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n ,  

although a few s tu d ies  touched on the  re la tio n sh ip  o f  in fe rre d  value 

s im ila r i ty  and a t t r a c t io n .  An i n i t i a l  attem pt by the  author to  

demonstrate the  l a t t e r  was unsuccessfu l. 31 Caucasian female Hunter 

co llege psychology s tu d en ts  answered sev e ra l questions about them­

selves (includ ing  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n )  and then judged th e  p o l i t i c a l  

o r ie n ta tio n  and physica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f  four d if fe re n t  stim ulus 

persons whose photographs were randomly chosen from those 1970 Caucasian 

graduates o f Columbia U n iversity  College o f  A rts and Sciences who did 

no t wear a beard , moustache or g la s se s . They a lso  in d ica ted  th e i r
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a tt r a c t io n  to  each stim ulus person as p o te n t ia l  da ting  p a rtn e rs  and as 

candidates fo r  co lleg e  c la ss  p re s id e n t. The fa i lu re  to  demonstrate a 

re la tio n sh ip  between in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  and in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  (see Table 3) was a t t r ib u te d  to  (1) the  strong  e f fe c t  o f the  

physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f  the  stim ulus persons on in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  as i s  shown by the  s ig n if ic a n t  re la tio n sh ip s  between in te r -
i

personal a t t r a c t io n  and th e  p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f stim ulus persons 

fo r  both in te ra c t io n  contex ts (voting  and dating) in  Table 3, and 

(2) the  fa c t  th a t  th e re  was r e la t iv e ly  l i t t l e  v a ria tio n  in  h a i r  length  

amongst stim ulus persons (since  stim ulus persons were randomly chosen 

from the 1970 Columbia yearbook photographs, w ith the q u a lif ic a tio n  

a lready mentioned, most had "average” h a ir  le n g th ) .

In two l a t e r  s tu d ie s  ("Study #3" and "Study #4") these weak­

nesses were e lim inated  and su b s ta n tia l  re la tio n sh ip s  between in fe rre d  

value s im ila r i ty  and in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  were found (see Tables 4, 

5 and 6 ). Caucasian females between the  ages o f 16 and 24 en ro lled  in  

Psychology courses a t  Hunter College ra te d  th e i r  a t t r a c t io n  to  each o f 

4 male stim ulus persons (two w ith long h a ir  and two with sh o rt h a i r ) , 

and ranked the  fou r in  terms o f which was lik ed  most, second b e s t ,  e tc .  

Each su b jec t saw 4 stim ulus persons th a t  were of approximately equal 

physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  as determ ined e a r l i e r  by ra tin g s  o f another 

group of Caucasian female Hunter College Psychology s tu d en ts . Ranked 

a t t r a c t io n  to  th e  2 sh o r t-h a ire d  stim ulus persons was averaged, as was 

a t t r a c t io n  to  the  two long-haired  stim ulus persons, to  minimize the 

e ffe c ts  o f p e c u l ia r i t i e s  o f any given stim ulus person. P e c u lia r i t ie s  

o f s p e c if ic  stim ulus persons were fu r th e r  minimized by using many 

d if fe re n t  stim ulus persons. The order in  which sub jec ts  saw long- and
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Table 3 

Study #2

R ela tio n sh ip  Between In te rp e rso n a l A ttrac tio n  and Other 
V ariables In v es tig a ted

In fe rre d  Value S im ila r ity :

P hysical A ttra c tiv e n e s s :

Stimulus persons ra te d  1 st

Stimulus persons ra te d  2nd

Stim ulus persons ra te d  3rd

Stimulus persons ra te d  4th

F ac ia l Expression (whether 
o r not stim ulus person i s  
sm iling)

In te rp e rso n al A ttra c tio n  

Dating Context Glass P resid en t

No re la tio n sh ip

r  = .57*(d f = 30)

r  = ,58*(df = 30)

r  = .51*(df = 28)

r  = .64*(df = 29)

Chi Square not 
s ig n if ic a n t

No re la tio n sh ip

r  = .70*(df = 30)

r  = ,45*(df = 29)

r  = ,49*(df = 27)

r  = .43*(df = 28)

Chi Square not 
s ig n if ic a n t

* = s ig n if ic a n t  a t  th e  .01 lev e l (fo r a one-sided te s t )
** = s ig n if ic a n t  a t  th e  .05 lev e l (fo r a one-sided te s t )
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Table 4 

Study #3

The E ffec t o f  In fe rred  Value S im ila r ity  on 
In terpersonal A ttra c tio n

The D ifference Between A ttra c tio n  o f C onservative Subjects 
Towards S ho rt-ha ired  and Long-haired Stim ulus Persons

Dating S itu a tio n  Voting S itu a tio n  Cooperative Task S itu a tio n

t  = 1.46* t  = .91 t  = .78

* s ig n if ic a n t  a t  p ^  .072
ft
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Table 5 

Study #3

The S trength  of the  R elationsh ip  Between In fe rre d  Value S im ila r ity  
and In te rp erso n al A ttrac tio n  as a Function o f the  Context o f

A nticipated  In te ra c tio n

Comparison o f A ttrac tio n  o f C onservative Subjects Towards 
Stimulus Persons in  D iffe re n t Contexts

Dating v s . Task Dating vs,. Voting Voting v s . Task

A ttra c tio n  Towards
S ho rt-ha ired  t  = 1.35 t  = .65 t  = .11
Stimulus Persons

A ttra c tio n  Towards
Long-haired t  = 4.68** t  = 2.44* t  = 2.38*
Stimulus Persons

* s ig n if ic a n t  a t p ^  .05 (2 ta i le d )  
** s ig n if ic a n t  a t p ^ .001 (2 ta i le d )
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Table 6 

R esu lts o f  Study #4

The re la tio n sh ip  between s u b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  conservativism  and 
average ranked a t t r a c t io n  to  two s h o r t-h a ire d  stim ulus persons

Date

Context
E ffec ts X = 8.95 

d f = 4

C lass P resid en t

yr = 6 .80 
d f = 4

Work P artner

X = 9.40 
df = 4

1 s t Context 
Evaluated

2nd Context 
Evaluated

3rd Context 
Evaluated

Order
E ffec ts T' = 11.59 

d f  = 4
X = 13.5 

d f = 4
X* = 4.6 
d f = 4

* = s ig n if ic a n t  a t p  ^  .01
** = s ig n if ic a n t  a t p ^  .05
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sh o rt-h a ire d  stim ulus persons was randomly v a ried . A strong  tren d  was 

found in  Study #3 (see Tables 4 and 5) and a s ig n if ic a n t  re la tio n sh ip  

was found in  Study #4 (see Table 6) between the  su b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  

philosophy and a t t r a c t io n  to  sh o r t-  o r  long-haired  stim ulus persons: 

the  more conservative th e  su b je c ts , th e  more they p re fe rred  th e  sh o rt-  

h a ired  stim ulus persons and re je c te d  th e  long-haired  stim ulus persons 

and the more l ib e r a l  the su b je c ts , the  more they p re fe rred  the  long­

h a ired  stim ulus persons and re je c te d  the  sh o rt-h a ire d  stim ulus persons. 

The cumulative r e s u l ts  o f the  above in v es tig a tio n s  suggest:

Hypothesis 3a: Stim ulus persons assumed to  have values
s im ila r  to  those o f  the  p e rc e iv e r  by v ir tu e  o f a common 
s te reo type  th a t r e la te s  such values to  th e i r  physical 
appearance, w ill  be liked  more by the  p e rce iv e r than 
those assumed to  have d if f e r e n t  v a lu es , as expressed by 
a d if fe re n t  appearance.

As i s  shown in  the above diagrammatic rep re sen ta tio n  o f balance 

theory (Heider, 1946), people a re  expected to  l ik e  o thers who a re  

assumed to  share t h e i r  a t t i tu d e  towards an o b je c t, and to  d is l ik e  o thers 

whom they assume do not share  t h e i r  a t t i tu d e .  L i t t le  has been sa id  

about the  exact n a tu re  o f  such " l ik in g ,"  o th er than i t  i s  some favorab le  

p red isp o s itio n  towards another person .

We would expect th a t  such a favorab le  p red isp o s itio n  towards 

another person would in fluence  the  eva lua tion  of a stim ulus person in

Balanced S ta te s

P P P P P=Person 
0=0ther person 
X=Object 
+=Likes 

X -=D islikes0 -X 0 X 0 •X 0
+ +

P Likes 0 P D islik es 0
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terms o f (1) those  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  fo r  which there  a re  no o b jec tiv e  

c r i t e r i a ,  and (2) which are re le v a n t fo r  determ ining the  d e s i r a b i l i ty  

o f a person . Let us exp la in .

(1) T ra its  d i f f e r  in  terms o f  the  ambiguity o f  the  c r i t e r i a  by 

which they a re  assessed , and, th e re fo re , the  degree o f  consensus th a t  

would be found among d if f e r e n t  r a t e r s .  Most ra te r s  would agree w ith 

one ano ther, fo r  example, when judging the eye co lor o r h e ig h t (sh o rt, 

average, t a l l )  o f most stim ulus persons. We might r e f e r  to  such t r a i t s  

as o b je c tiv e ly  determ ined.

There are o th e r t r a i t s  fo r  which th e  c r i t e r i a  a re  much less  

c le a r .  Physical a tt ra c t iv e n e s s  i s  an example o f such a t r a i t .  When 

four sen io rs  a t  th e  U n iversity  o f Minnesota (W alster e t .  a l . ,  1966) 

judged the  p h y sica l a t tra c tiv e n e s s  o f over 200 freshmen, in te r r a t e r  

c o rre la tio n s  v a ried  from between .49 and .58, suggesting considerab le  

v a r ia tio n  in  r a t in g s .  Physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  would, th e re fo re , be a 

su b je c tiv e ly  determined t r a i t .

(2) T ra its  a lso  vary according to  how s a l ie n t  they a re  to  judg­

ments o f th e  d e s i r a b i l i ty  o f a stim ulus person. For example, i t  would 

probably make l i t t l e  d if fe re n c e , r e la t iv e ly  speaking, in  our evaluation  

of a person whether h is  e a r lobes were connected to , o r disconnected 

from h is  head. Since th is  t r a i t  would presumably r e s u l t  in  s im ila r  

ra tin g s  fo r  a l l  who judged i t ,  i t  would be a non -eva luative , o b je c tiv e ly  

determined t r a i t .  An example o f  a non-evaluative su b je c tiv e ly  determined 

t r a i t  might be symmetry o f f a c ia l  fe a tu re s , fo r  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  

assess bu t i r r e le v a n t  to  the evaluation  p rocess.

How fr ie n d ly  a stim ulus person was judged to  be would probably 

be very re le v a n t fo r  assess in g  d e s i r a b i l i ty .  Because th e re  i s  no c le a r -  

cu t formula fo r  se p a ra tin g  people who are fr ien d ly  from those who a re
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n o t, th i s  t r a i t  i s  a su b je c tiv e ly  determined, evaluative  t r a i t .  Height 

i s  an example o f  an e v a lu a tiv e , o b jec tiv e ly  determined t r a i t ,  because 

i t  i s  e a s i ly  ra te d  and w ill  evoke high in te r r a te r  agreement, and 

because i t  i s  r e la te d  to  evaluation  ( i t  is  more d e s ira b le  to  be t a l l

than to  be sh o r t:  in  every P re s id e n tia l  e le c tio n , the  t a l l e r  o f  th e  two

candidates won; female and male models are a l l  t a l l ,  e t c . ) .  Physical 

a t t r a c t iv e n e s s ,  as we have a lready  d iscussed , i s  a t r a i t  th a t  i s  ra te d  

su b je c tiv e ly . I t  i s  a lso  an ev a lu a tiv e  t r a i t :  stim ulus persons who

were p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  were p re fe rred  to  those who were no t in  a 

v a r ie ty  o f s i tu a t io n s  (W alster e t  a l . ,  1966; Byrne e t  a l . ,  1968; and 

Stroebe e t  a l . ,  1971) inc lud ing  an in v e s tig a tio n  by the  author

("Study #2") in  which s ig n if ic a n t  re la tio n sh ip s  were found (see

Table 3 , page 20) between ra t in g s  o f  the  physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f 

stim ulus persons and the a t t r a c t io n  sub jec ts f e l t  towards the  stim ulus 

p e rso n s.

I t  i s  th e  view o f the  w r i te r  th a t  a favorab le  (or unfavorab le) 

p re d is p o s itio n , such as i s  p red ic te d  by balance theory  in  given s i t u a ­

t io n s ,  w il l  in flu en ce  the  ra t in g  o f a stim ulus person on e v a lu a tiv e , 

su b je c tiv e ly  determ ined c h a ra c te r is t ic s .  With no o b jec tiv e  c r i t e r i a  

to  fo rce  the  judgment in  one d ire c tio n  or another, th e  su b je c t w il l  be 

in fluenced  by h is  own needs in  the  s i tu a t io n . We have suggested th a t  

p h y sica l a tt ra c t iv e n e s s  i s  a c h a ra c te r is t ic  th a t  i s  both s u b je c tiv e ly  

determined and which has an ev a lu a tiv e  connotation. We th e re fo re  

expect a "favorab le  p re d isp o s itio n "  towards a stim ulus person , due to  

in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty ,  to  enhance the favorableness o f  judgments 

on th is  dimension.
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Hypothesis 5b: Stimulus persons assumed to  have values
s im ila r  to  those o f th e  p e rc e iv e r, by v ir tu e  o f a common
ste reo ty p e  th a t  r e la te s  such values to  physica l
appearance, w ill  be ra te d  as more p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  
than  stim ulus persons assumed to  have values th a t  are  
no t s im ila r  to  those o f the  p e rce iv e r.

As we have seen , the  h ipp ie  ste reo ty p e  includes both favorab le

a t t r ib u te s  such as " in d iv id u a l is t ic ,"  " fr ie n d ly "  and " id e a l i s t i c "  and 

unfavorable c h a ra c te r is t ic s  such as "conform ing," "c lann ish" and 

" e s c a p is t ic ."  For the same reasons th a t  we have a lready  described  in  

d e ta i l ,  we expect su b jec ts  to  have a g en era lly  more favo rab le  image 

o f stim ulus persons whose values they assume to  be s im ila r  to  t h e i r  

own than  of stim ulus persons whose values are  assumed to  be d if fe re n t  

from th e i r  own. We would expect l ib e ra l  su b jec ts  to  use more o f  the  

p o s it iv e  a d je c tiv es  to  describe  stim ulus persons w ith "h ipp ie  

appearance" than conservative sub jec ts responding to  the  same stim ulus 

persons.

Hypothesis 3c: Stimulus persons assumed to  have values
th a t  a re  s im ila r  to  those of the  p e rc e iv e r , by v ir tu e  
o f  a common ste reo type  th a t  r e la te  such values to  th e i r  
p h y sica l appearance, w ill  be ra te d  as having more 
favorab le  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  than stim ulus persons 
assumed to  have values th a t  are d if fe re n t  from those 
o f  th e  p e rce iv e r.

Hypothesis 3d; Stimulus persons assumed to  have values 
th a t  a re  s im ila r  to  those of the  p e rc e iv e r , by v ir tu e  
o f  a  common ste reo ty p e  th a t  r e la te s  such values to  th e i r  
p h y sica l appearance, w ill  not be ra te d  s ig n if ic a n t ly  
d i f f e r e n t ly  on "n eu tra l"  t r a i t s  than stim ulus persons 
assumed to  have values th a t  are d i f fe re n t  from those  o f 
th e  p e rc e iv e r .

To summarize the  sev era l p a rts  o f Hypothesis 3, we p re d ic t  th a t  

in d iv id u a ls  w il l  fe e l  g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n  to  stim ulus persons whose 

values th ey  assume to  be s im ila r  to  th e i r  own than to  stim ulus persons 

whose values are assumed to  be d is s im ila r  to  th e i r  own and th a t  th is
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w ill  a lso  a f fe c t  evaluations o f th e  p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  of 

stim ulus persons, and a t t r ib u t io n  o f  favorab le  and unfavorable

p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  bu t no t judgments o f n e u tra l  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s .
. /  •>

I t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  th e  above hypotheses may be confirmed fo r  

reasons o th er than the  mechanism described  ( in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty ) .  

For example, a su b jec t may simply fin d  long h a i r  a e s th e t ic a l ly  p leasin g , 

and see  stim ulus persons w ith long h a i r  as more a t t r a c t iv e  than 

stim ulus persons w ith sh o rt h a ir  re g a rd le ss  o f th e  values i t  may 

connote. A su b jec t may p erceive  long h a i r  as " s ty l is h "  ra th e r  than as 

connoting a ra d ic a l  l i f e s ty l e ,  and eva lua te  th e  stim ulus person 

p o s i t iv e ly  fo r  th is  reason. In o rder to  t e s t  fo r  th is  p o s s ib i l i ty ,  

the  p o l i t i c a l  im p lica tions o f the  h ip p ie  s te reo ty p e  w ill  be counter­

acted  by having the  stim ulus person wear a b u tto n  w ith a slogan on i t  

which co n tra d ic ts  th e  im p lica tions o f appearance. I f  hypotheses 3a,

3b, and 3c are  confirmed fo r  reasons o th e r than th e  mechanism th eo rized , 

then having the stim ulus person wear a b u tton  which co n tra d ic ts  the  

p o l i t i c a l  im p lica tions o f th e  appearance o f  th e  stim ulus person should 

have no e f fe c t  on su b je c ts ' responses. We would expect them to  be 

id e n tic a l  to  reac tio n s to  th e  stim ulus persons when no t wearing the 

b u tto n s . I f ,  however, as we expect, in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n ,  ra tin g s  

o f p h y sica l a tt ra c t iv e n e s s , and a t t r ib u te d  p e rs o n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

are  r e la te d  to  in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty ,  then having su b jec ts  wear 

bu ttons which co n trad ic t th e  im p lica tio n s o f th e i r  appearance should, 

to  some e x te n t, counteract the  e f fe c ts  o f  th e  im p lica tio n s o f th e i r  

appearance.

Hypothesis 4 a : Stimulus persons who are  assumed to  have
values s im ila r  to  those  o f th e  p e rc e iv e r , bu t who wear 
a bu tton  which c o n tra d ic ts  such assum ptions, w il l  be
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lik ed  s ig n if ic a n t ly  le s s  than th e  same stim ulus 
persons w ithout the  b u tto n .

Hypothesis 4b: Stimulus persons who a re  assumed
to  have values s im ila r  to  th o se  o f th e  p e rc e iv e r , 
bu t who wear a bu tton  which c o n tra d ic ts  such 
assumptions, w i l l  be judged as s ig n if ic a n t ly  le ss  
p h y sica lly  a t t r a c t iv e  than  th e  same stim ulus 
person w ithout the  b u tto n .

Hypothesis 4c: Stimulus persons who a re  assumed
to  have values s im ila r  to  those  o f  the  p e rc e iv e r , 
bu t who wear a bu tton  which c o n tra d ic ts  such 
assumptions, w i l l  be judged to  possess s ig n if ic a n t ly  
fewer favorable p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  as the 
same stim ulus person w ithou t the  b u tto n .

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  imagine j u s t  how su b jec ts  w ill  in te rp re t  these  

con trad ic to ry  stim ulus persons. One would assume th a t ,  as w ith the 

r e s u l ts  o f G o llin 's  (1954) study  o f  c o n tra d ic to ry  s t im u li ,  some sub jects 

w il l  in te g ra te  the  d isc rep an t in fo rm ation , o thers w i l l  deny th e  

im p lica tions o f  one o f the  cues ( s im p li f ie r s ) ,  and a th ird  group w ill 

make no attem pt to  in te g ra te  th e  c o n tra d ic to ry  q u a l i t i e s ,  bu t simply 

accept the  im plica tions o f b o th . I t  i s  only fo r  su b jec ts  o f th e  second 

type who deny th e  p o l i t i c a l  im p lica tio n s  o f p hysica l appearance, and 

su b jec ts  o f the  f i r s t  type where th e  stim ulus persons are in te rp re te d  

as being of a d if fe re n t  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta t io n  than they would have been 

w ithout the bu tto n , th a t  we would expect a s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe ren ce  

between responses to  stim ulus persons w ith and w ithout the  con trad ic to ry  

b u tto n . For sub jec ts  who deny the  message o f the  bu tton  (a lso  group 2) 

o r fo r  whom the button  does n o t a f f e c t  th e i r  in te rp re ta t io n  o f the 

p o l i t i c a l  values of th e  stim ulus person (group 3) we would expect no 

d iffe ren ce  in  th e i r  re a c tio n  to  a stim ulus person w ith  o r w ithout the 

b u tto n . For th is  reason these  su b je c ts  (group 2—sim p lif ie rs  who deny 

th e  bu tton  message—and group 3) cannot be used to  t e s t  Hypotheses 4a,
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4b and 4c. Only those su b je c ts  who incorpora te  the  message o f the  

bu tton  in to  t h e i r  in te rp r e ta t io n  o f  th e  p o l i t i c a l  philosophy o f  the  

stim ulus person can be used to  t e s t  hypotheses 4a, 4b and 4c. C redible 

button-stim ulus person com binations w il l  be used to  minimize the  need 

to  deny p a r t  o f  th e  d isc rep a n t inform ation (we assume th a t  d en ia l is  

g re a te s t i f  c o n tra d ic tio n  i s  la rg e ) .

We should a lso  co n sid er another p o ss ib le  way in  which su b jec ts  

may in te rp re t  c o n tra d ic to ry  stim ulus persons. The button  may suggest 

to  some su b jec ts  th a t  th e  experim enter i s  in te re s te d  in  dem onstrating 

an e f fe c t  o f th e  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta t io n  o f the  stim ulus person on 

evaluations o f th e  stim ulus person ("demand c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,"  see 

Orae, 1962). This p o s s ib i l i ty ,  i t s  lik e lih o o d , and consequences are

described in  th e  "D iscussion o f R esu lts"  se c tio n  o f th is  paper.

I f  in fe rre d  value s im i la r i ty  i s  re la te d  to  in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n , i t  i s  im portant to  lea rn  under what conditions th is  i s  the 

case. I t  i s  here  th a t exchange theory (Thibaut and K elly, 1959;

Homans, 1961) can a id  our in q u iry . Exchange theory  p re d ic ts  th a t  

in te rp erso n a l a t t r a c t io n  i s  a d ir e c t  function  o f  th e  rewards th a t  one 

person provides fo r  ano ther during in te ra c t io n . We would expect th a t  

the  re in fo rc in g  power o f s p e c i f ic  types o f need s a t is f a c t io n  w ill  vary 

w ith the r e la t iv e  s tre n g th  o f  d i f f e re n t  needs in  d if fe re n t  types of 

s i tu a t io n s . Thus a t t r a c t io n  to  astim ulus person should vary in  

d if fe re n t s i tu a t io n s  w ith th e  a b i l i ty  o f the stim ulus person to  s a t is f y  

the needs th a t a re  most s a l i e n t  in  th a t  s i tu a t io n .

One type o f  s i tu a t io n  in  which value s im ila r i ty  i s  s a l ie n t  is

when one i s  decid ing  on a candidate  fo r  p o l i t i c a l  o f f ic e . Presumably, 

such a candidate would have th e  power, i f  he i s  e le c te d , to  make
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decisions which w ill  a f fe c t  the  v o te r . In th i s  s i tu a t io n  we would 

expect the  v o te r  to  be anxious to  s e le c t  a candidate th a t  w il l  be 

responsive to  h is  v a lu es, when making such d e c is io n s . Thus th is  would 

be a s i tu a t io n  in  which in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  would be expected to  

be s tro n g ly  re la te d  to  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n .  In  o th e r s i tu a t io n s ,  

the  im portance o f in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  seems to  be a t  a minimum. 

W alster e t  a l .  (1966) found physica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  to  be the only 

v a r ia b le  re le v a n t fo r  p red ic tin g  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  in  a da ting  

s i tu a t io n .  I t  seems as i f ,  in  a da ting  s i tu a t io n ,  need s a t is f a c t io n  

i s  ob tained  from th e  stim ulus person as an end in  i t s e l f ,  whereas the  

p o l i t i c a l  candidate  i s  im portant in  terms o f making decisions th a t  w ill  

a f fe c t  o ther types o f need s a t is f a c t io n  ( i . e . ,  economic, maintenance 

o f in te r-g ro u p  harmony, e t c . ) .

S troebe e t  a l .  (1971) used a s im ila r i ty  m anipulation s im ila r

to  th e  one used by Byrne e t  a l .  (1968) to  assess th e  e f fe c ts  o f 
*

a t t i tu d e  s im ila r i ty  in  a v a r ie ty  o f s i tu a t io n s .  He found a s ig n if ic a n t  

re la tio n sh ip  between a t t i tu d e  s im ila r i ty  and " l ik in g ,"  "m arrying," 

"dating" and "working" in  th a t  o rder. No attem pt was made by the  

authors to  exp la in  th is  f in d in g . However, i t  does p o in t to  the  

importance o f context fo r assessing  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n .

The r e s u l ts  o f  two s tu d ie s  by the  author a lso  dem onstrate the  

importance o f  th e  context in  which observers judge stim ulus persons. 

When female Caucasian Hunter College In troducto ry  Psychology stu d en ts  

evaluated  4 male stim ulus persons ("Study #2"), th e  re la tio n s h ip  

between the p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f  the  stim ulus persons and the  

su b je c ts ' a t t r a c t io n  towards th e  stim ulus persons was g re a te r  when 

the stim ulus person was evaluated  as a p o te n tia l  d a te  than  when he was
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evaluated  as a candidate fo r  c la ss  p re s id e n t (see Table 3, page 20).

In a l a t e r  in v e s tig a tio n  (’’Study #4”) in  which th e  order in  which 

con texts were ra te d  by each su b jec t was c a re fu lly  c o n tro lle d , in fe rre d  

value s im ila r i ty  was found to  be re la te d  to  a t t r a c t io n  more stro n g ly  

when the  stim ulus person was evaluated as a p o te n t ia l  c la ss  p res id en t 

than  when the  stim ulus person was evaluated  as a p o te n t ia l  da te  (see 

Table 6 ).

For th ese  reasons we expect th a t

Hypothesis 5: In terpersonal a t t r a c t io n  w il l  be more
stro n g ly  re la te d  to  in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  when 
vo ting  fo r  a p o l i t i c a l  candidate than  when se le c tin g  
a p a r tn e r  fo r  a da te .
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CHAPTER I I  

SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES

1. Subjects w il l  evaluate  stim ulus persons possessing  stereo typed  

(••hippie") c h a ra c te r is t ic s  as more p o l i t i c a l l y  l ib e ra l  than 

stim ulus persons who do no t possess these  c h a ra c te r is t ic s .

2. Subjects w ill  show considerab le  agreement when in fe r r in g  p o l i t i c a l

conservativism  o f •'h ipp ie '’ and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons.

3a. Stimulus persons assumed to  have values s im ila r  to  those o f the

p e rc tiv e r  (by v ir tu e  o f  a common s te reo ty p e  th a t  r e la te s  such

values to  th e i r  p hysica l appearance) w ill  be lik ed  more by the 

p e rce iv e r than stim ulus persons assumed to  have d if fe re n t  va lues, 

as expressed by a d if fe re n t  appearance.

3b. Stimulus persons assumed to  have values s im ila r  to  those of

the  p e rce iv e r (by v ir tu e  o f a common ste reo ty p e  th a t  re la te s  

such values to  t h e i r  p h y sica l appearance) w il l  be ra te d  as more 

p h y sica lly  a t t r a c t iv e  than stim ulus persons assumed to  have 

values th a t  a re  not s im ila r  to  those  o f the  p e rce iv e r.

3c. Stimulus persons assumed to  have values th a t  a re  s im ila r  to

those of the  p e rce iv e r (by v ir tu e  o f a common s te reo ty p e  th a t

r e la te s  such values to  th e i r  p hysica l appearance) w ill  be ra te d  

as having more favorable p e rs o n a li ty  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  than 

stim ulus persons assumed to  have values th a t  a re  d if fe re n t  from 

those o f the  p e rce iv e r.
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3d. Stimulus persons assumed to  have values th a t  a re  s im ila r  to  

those o f the  p e rce iv e r (by v ir tu e  o f  a common s te reo ty p e  th a t  

r e la te s  such values to  t h e i r  p hysica l appearance) w il l  no t be 

ra te d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t ly  on "n eu tra l"  t r a i t s  than 

stim ulus persons assumed to  have values th a t  a re  d if f e r e n t  from 

those o f th e  p e rc e iv e r .

4a. Stimulus persons assumed to  have values s im ila r  to  those o f the  

p e rc e iv e r  (by v ir tu e  o f a common s te reo ty p e  th a t  r e la te s  such 

values to  th e i r  physica l appearance), bu t who wear a b u tton  which 

c o n tra d ic ts  such assum ptions, w ill  be lik ed  le s s  than the  same 

stim ulus persons when they do no t wear th e  b u tto n .

4b. Stimulus persons assumed to  have values s im ila r  to  those o f  the  

p e rc e iv e r (by v ir tu e  o f a common s te reo ty p e  th a t  r e la te s  such 

values to  t h e i r  ph y sica l appearance), bu t who wear a b u tton  which 

co n tra d ic ts  such assum ptions, w il l  be judged le ss  p h y s ic a lly  

a t t r a c t iv e  than  th e  same stim ulus persons when they do not wear 

th e  b u tto n .

4c. Stimulus persons assumed to  have values s im ila r  to  those o f  the  

p e rce iv e r (by v ir tu e  o f a common ste reo ty p e  th a t  r e la te s  such 

values to  th e i r  physica l appearance), bu t who wear a b u tto n  which 

c o n tra d ic ts  such assum ptions, w il l  be judged as possessing  fewer 

favorab le  p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  than the  same stim ulus 

persons when they  do no t wear the  b u tto n .

5. In te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  w il l  be more s tro n g ly  re la te d  to

in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  when vo ting  fo r  a p o l i t i c a l  candidate 

than when s e le c tin g  a p a r tn e r  fo r  a d a te .
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CHAPTER I I I  

METHOD AND PROCEDURE

Methodology

Overview o f  Procedure

Although a more d e ta ile d  d esc rip tio n  o f  th e  procedure appears 

in  l a t e r  s e c tio n s , i t  seems jud ic ious to  p re sen t an o u tlin e  o f the  

general procedure a t  th is  p o in t. Undergraduate Psychology studen ts 

responded to  the  K erlinger Social A ttitu d es  Scale as p a r t  o f a spurious 

study o f a s tro lo g y . I t  was on the b a s is  o f th ese  responses th a t  they 

were ca tego rized  in  terms o f th e i r  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta t io n . Approximately 

one month l a t e r  su b jec ts  were presented  w ith photographs o f  s ix  male 

Caucasian stim ulus persons: two "h ip p ie ,"  two "n o n -h ip p ie ,"  one

c o n tra d ic to ry , and one n e u tra l .  A fter being asked to  provide some 

background inform ation about them selves, su b je c ts  were requested  to  

r a te  and rank each stim ulus person in  terms of d a tin g  d e s i r a b i l i ty ,  

p hysica l a t t r a c t iv e n e s s ,  vo ting  d e s i r a b i l i ty ,  and to  r a te  them on a 

number o f p e rso n a lity  dimensions. The order in  which th ese  evaluations 

were made was v a ried  randomly from su b jec t to  su b je c t.

Subj ec ts

Subjects were 186 female Caucasian undergraduate s tu d en ts  

e n ro lled  in  Psychology courses a t Hunter College o f th e  C ity  U n iversity  

o f  New York, o r a t  Brooklyn College o f the  C ity U n iv e rs ity  o f  New York, 

during th e  1972 summer se ss io n .
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Experimental Design

TCie research  reported  here has a 2x2x2x2 f a c to r ia l  design , w ith 

th e  e ffe c ts  o f  these  variab les te s te d  on th re e  dependent v a r ia b le s .

The independent v a riab les  are as fo llow s:

1. The p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n  o f the  su b je c t was categorized ,

on th e  b asis  o f the K erlinger Social A ttitu d e s  S ca le , in to  conservative 

or l ib e r a l ,  fo r  those sub jects who in d ic a te d  th a t  p o l i t i c a l  philosophy 

was a m atter o f  some importance to  them (o th ers  were excluded from 

the  s tu d y ) .

2. The physical appearance of th e  stim u lus person was of two 

ty p es , in  terms o f manipulable c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f appearance: h ipp ie  

and non-h ipp ie .

3. There were two types o f stim ulus persons: those presented

w ith co n trad ic to ry  b u tto n s , and those  p resen ted  w ithout the  b u tto n s .

4. There were two contexts o f a n tic ip a te d  in te ra c t io n  between 

su b je c t and stim ulus person: da ting  and v o tin g .

The e f fe c ts  o f these conditions were considered  in  terms of 

th e  follow ing dependent v a ria b le s : in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  of

su b je c ts  towards stim ulus persons, how p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  sub jec ts 

found stim ulus persons, and what p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  su b jec ts  a ttr ib u te d  

to  each stim ulus person.
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Use o f Repeated Measures Designs and Rankings

Rather than have each su b je c t respond to  stim ulus persons fo r  

ju s t  one independent co n d itio n , they responded to  both le v e ls  o f each 

cond ition , wherever p o ss ib le  ( i . e . ,  evaluated  both long- and sh o rt-h a ire d  

stim ulus persons, in  both  da tin g  and p o l i t i c a l  con tex ts , both w ith 

con trad ic to ry  bu ttons and w ith o u t) . In a d d itio n , su b jec ts  were asked to  

rank the  stim ulus persons r e la t iv e  to  one another. There a re  sev era l 

reasons fo r follow ing these  procedures: (1) to  minimize the  confounding

e ffe c ts  o f p e c u l ia r i t ie s  o f  in d iv id u a l su b je c ts ; i . e . ,  some su b jec ts  

might respond p o s it iv e ly  o r n e g a tiv e ly  to  a stim ulus person reg a rd less  

o f the  q u a li t ie s  o f th a t  stim ulus person . By having su b je c ts  r a te  both 

long- and sh o rt-h a ire d  stim ulus p e rsons, su b jec ts  were used as th e i r  

own c o n tro ls . (2) co n tro l fo r  in d iv id u a l d iffe ren ces in  in te rp re ta t io n  

o f the  meaning o f th e  d i f fe re n t  values on the  sca les th a t  a re  being 

used. Again, su b jec ts  served as th e i r  own c o n tro ls . (3) co n tro l fo r  

extraneous v a ria b le s  in  the  stim ulus persons; i . e . ,  a su b je c t might 

fe e l negative ly  about the  p ro spect o f  d a tin g  a stim ulus person whom she 

in fe rs  i s  o f a re l ig io n  th a t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from h e r own; i f  she i s  forced 

to  choose between se v e ra l stim ulus persons th a t  a l l  appear to  belong to  

the same re lig io u s  group, t h i s r  v a ria b le  w il l  no longer a f fe c t  h e r 

response. (4) su b jec ts  may r a te  sev e ra l stim ulus persons id e n t ic a l ly ,  

and y e t p re fe r  some to  o th e rs . These preferences may no t be revealed  

un less they are  fo rced  to  rank th e i r  a t t r a c t io n  to  the  sev e ra l stim ulus 

persons p resented  to  them.
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S e lec tio n  o f Photographs

T h ir ty - f iv e  Caucasian females between th e  ages o f  16 and 24 

e n ro lled  in  two randomly se le c te d  In troductory  Psychology courses a t  

Hunter College were used to  s e le c t  the  photographs th a t  served as 

s tim u li  in  the  experim ent. Each received  the question  book let th a t  

appears in  Appendix B and photographs o f 16 male Caucasian graduates 

o f th e  Columbia U n iversity  College o f Arts and Sciences June 1970 and 

June 1971 c la s s e s . Each s e t  o f photographs was randomly se le c te d  from 

110 yearbook photographs o f those in d iv id u a ls  who had n e ith e r  beards 

nor moustaches and who d id  not wear g la s se s . The d ec is ion  to  have 

each su b je c t r a te  s ix te e n  stim ulus persons was based on the  assumption 

th a t  th i s  would probably be the  maximum number o f  ra tings, th a t  could 

be made in  one c la ss  p e rio d . Because th i r ty - f iv e  in d iv id u a ls  each 

ra te d  s ix te e n  stim ulus persons approxim ately 560 such ra tin g s  were 

made and each o f the  110 photographs was ra te d  by a t  le a s t  f iv e  judges.

The f i r s t  con sid era tio n  in  photograph s e le c tio n  was to  choose 

stim ulus persons th a t  were c o n s is te n tly  given extreme ra tin g s  on 

p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta t io n :  12 "conservative" and 12 " l ib e r a l ."  Since each

su b je c t in  th e  ac tu a l study saw two "conservative" and two " l ib e r a l"  

stim ulus persons, th i s  meant th a t  s ix  to ta l ly  d i f fe re n t  s e ts  o f  

photographs were a v a ila b le , and ensured th a t  the  re la tio n sh ip s  found 

could no t be a t t r ib u te d  to  sp e c ia l q u a li t ie s  o f a s in g le  stim ulus 

person.

A second con sid era tio n  in  photograph se le c tio n  was the  physica l 

a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f  stim ulus persons. The physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f 

stim ulus persons has been found to  have a profound e f f e c t  on i n t e r ­

personal a t t r a c t io n  both in  research  by th is  w r ite r  (see Table 3) and
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by W alster e t  a l .  (1966), and Byrne e t  a l .  (1969). For th is  reason an 

e f f o r t  was made to  s e le c t  photographs o f  stim ulus persons o f s im ila r  

p h y sica l a t t ra c t iv e n e s s .  Of a l l  the stim ulus persons who received  

extreme ra t in g s  on p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n  only those  who received  average 

ra t in g s  on p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  (w ith high in t e r r a t e r  agreement fo r  

th ese  ra tin g s )  were se le c te d . By having a l l  stim ulus persons o f equal 

a t t r a c t iv e n e s s ,  they  could then be grouped randomly in to  s e ts  to  which 

su b je c ts  responded.

A th ird  fa c to r  which determined which photographs were se le c te d  

was the  in fe ren ces made concerning the r e l ig io u s  a f f i l i a t i o n  o f the  

in d iv id u a l in  each photograph. A re la tio n sh ip  was found in  Study #2 

(see Table 7) between conservativism  and re l ig io n :  C a tho lic  su b jec ts

were found to  be most conservative , Jewish su b je c ts  more l ib e r a l ,  and 

a th e is ts  o r agnostics most l ib e r a l .  I t  was im portan t, th e re fo re , to  

c o n tro l any in ferences su b jec ts  made about th e  r e l ig io n  of the  stim ulus 

persons. Otherwise i t  is  p o ss ib le  th a t  d iffe ren c e s  in  in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  which we a ttr ib u te d  to  in ferences o f value s im ila r i ty  could 

in s te a d  be due to  in ferences o f re lig io u s  s im ila r i ty :  conservative

C atho lic  su b je c ts  might p re fe r  conservative looking stim ulus persons 

because they in f e r  th a t  they are also  C a th o lic . In th is  p re lim inary  

in v e s tig a tio n  su b je c ts  ra te d  stim ulus persons on what they thought the  

r e l ig io n  o f the  stim ulus person was. Onlyjhotographs o f stim ulus 

persons whose re l ig io u s  a f f i l i a t io n  was not s tro n g ly  suggested by th e i r  

appearance (photographs which y ielded  low i n te r r a t e r  agreement fo r  

ra t in g s  o f re l ig io u s  a f f i l ia t io n )  were se le c te d  to  be used in  th e  study. 

Thus, o f those stim ulus persons who received  th e  most extreme ra tin g s  

on p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n  (with h ighest i n t e r r a t e r  agreem ent), and who
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Table 7 

Study #2

R elationsh ips Between Subjects* Ratings o f T heir P o l i t ic a l  Philosophy 
And T heir Responses to  Several Other Measures

d f R ela tionsh ip S ta t i s t i c

8 Between sub jects ' re l ig io u s  p refe ren ce  and 
se lf - re p o r te d  r a t in g  o f lib e ra lism

32 Between lib e ra lism  and r a t in g  o f th e
importance o f p o l i t i c s  (question  16)

32 Between lib e ra lism  and membership in
p o l i t i c a l  o rgan izations (question  17)

31 Between lib e ra lism  and the  frequency of
attendance o f re l ig io u s  se rv ice s  
(question  5)

32 Between lib e ra lism  and e th n ic  group
membership ( I r i s h ,  I t a l i a n ,  Jewish 
and o ther) (question 6)

32 Between lib e ra lism  and year a t  co llege
(freshman, sophomore, ju n io r , e tc . )  
(question  7)

32 Between lib e ra lism  and intended major
(question  8)

33 Between lib e ra lism  and s a t is f a c t io n
with co llege  (question  9)

32 Between lib e ra lism  and how much co llege
should be changed (question  10)

32 Between lib e ra lism  and su b jec ts ' co llege
grade po in t average (question  11)

32 Between lib e ra lism  and whether su b je c ts
f e l t  th a t  grades should be e lim ina ted  
(question 12)

33 Between lib e ra lism  and how favorab le
su b jec ts  f e l t  towards th e  Open Admis­
sions po licy  (question  13)

33 Between lib e ra lism  and how favorab le
su b jec ts  f e l t  towards the  id ea  o f 
s tuden ts being responsib le  fo r  h ir in g

Chi Square: 14.04***

r  = +.39**

Chi Square 1

r  = -.42**

Chi Square

Chi Square 1

Chi Square 1

r  = -.26

r  = +.50*

r  = +.10

r  = .13

r  = +.34**

r  = +.45*
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Table 7—Continued

d f ______________ R ela tionsh ip______________   S t a t i s t i c

fa c u lty  (question  14)

* = s ig n if ic a n t  a t  th e  .01 lev e l o f p ro b a b ility
** = s ig n if ic a n t  a t  th e  .05 lev e l o f p ro b a b ility

*** = s ig n if ic a n t  a t  th e  .10 lev e l o f  p ro b a b ility
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a lso  rece iv ed  average ra tin g s  on physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  (with high 

in te r r a t e r  agreem ent), only those whose appearance d id  n o t s tro n g ly  

suggest membership in  any re lig io u s  group (as dem onstrated by low 

in te r r a t e r  agreement on ra tin g s  o f re lig io n )  were se le c te d  to  be the  

s tim u li fo r  th is  s tudy .

C ontrad ictory  stim ulus persons were produced by photographing 

the  same p o r t r a i t s  used in  the  o ther conditions in  th is  s tudy , bu t 

w ith th e  a d d itio n  o f  c ir c u la r  bu ttons w ith "Nixon" o r "McGovern" 

p r in te d  on them.

S e lec tio n  o f  P e rso n a lity  A djectives That Were Used 
fo r  E valuations o f Stimulus Persons

Anderson (1968) has published a l i s t  o f 555 p e rs o n a lity  

a d je c tiv e s  which have been evaluated  in  terms of t h e i r  f a v o ra b il i ty  

by 100 male and 100 female co llege s tu d en ts . These ra t in g s  have been 

found to  have very high r e l i a b i l i t y  in  re p lic a tio n s  by Edwards (1966) 

a t  Ohio S ta te  U n ivers ity  and by Schmidt and Rosenbaum (1965) a t  the  

U n iv ers ity  o f Iowa. Using Anderson's l i s t  in  con junction  w ith the  

p e rs o n a li ty  t r a i t s  obtained  in  p i lo t  work in  response to  the  question  

"What a re  the  p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f h ip p ie s?"  (Tables A2 and 

A3), a  group o f 8 t r a i t s  were se lec te d  which were re le v a n t to  the  

h ip p ie  s te re o ty p e , which received  extremely p o s itiv e  eva lua tions 

(ranked a t  le a s t  455th out o f 555 t r a i t s )  or extrem ely negative  evalua­

tio n s  (ranked le s s  than 100 out o f 555 t r a i t s )  and high in te r r a t e r  

agreement (low variance) from Anderson's su b je c ts . An attem pt was a lso  

made to  s e le c t  an equal number o f p o s it iv e  and negative  t r a i t s  

(according to  Anderson's research) which su b jec ts  in  p i l o t  research  

in d ic a te d  were c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f h ip p ie s . Three " n e u tra l"  t r a i t s  were



43

a lso  se le c te d  from Anderson's l i s t .

The order o f p resen ta tio n  o f  these  t r a i t s  was determined in  the 

follow ing manner:

(1) A counterbalanced design was used . I t  was necessary to  

determ ine the  order o f p re se n ta tio n  o f n e u tra l  t r a i t s  and favorable 

and unfavorable c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the  h ip p ie  s te reo ty p e  fo r  the  f i r s t  

s ix  sc a le s  and then to  reverse  th e  o rder fo r  th e  l a s t  s ix  s c a le s .

(2) In order to  con tro l p o s it io n  e f f e c t s ,  i t  was im portant to  

randomly vary whether a p o s itiv e  (o r negative) t r a i t  appeared on the 

r ig h t  o r l e f t  hand s id e  of each ra t in g  s c a le .

(3) The sc a le  used to  in d ic a te  the  in fe r re d  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta ­

tio n  o f stim ulus persons (co n se rv a tiv e -rad ica l)  was placed l a s t ,  in  

th e  hopes o f minimizing the degree to  which responses to  th is  sca le  

would in fluence  responses to  the o th er s c a le s .  To balance p lac ing  

th is  sc a le  l a s t ,  a n e u tra l t r a i t  was randomly se le c te d  from among the 

th re e  n e u tra l  sca les  and placed f i r s t .

The follow ing procedure was used to  s a t i s f y  the  aforementioned 

cond itions: a n e u tra l t r a i t  was randomly se le c te d  to  appear f i r s t

on the  l i s t ;  the  next t r a i t  was randomly se le c te d  from among two 

randomly se lec te d  t r a i t s  th a t  were favorab le  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f the 

h ip p ie  s te reo ty p e , two th a t  were unfavorable and two n e u tra l .  The 

th i r d ,  fo u rth , f i f t h  and s ix th  t r a i t s  were se le c te d  using the  same 

procedure w ith the  remaining ca teg o ries  o f t r a i t s .  The type o f t r a i t s  

se le c te d  to  appear seventh through e leventh  reversed  the  o rder from 

th e  type appearing second through s ix th .  S p e c ific  t r a i t s  were once 

again se le c te d  randomly from those rem aining in  th e  appropria te  

ca tego ry .
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Once the  order of p re se n ta tio n  o f the  t r a i t  sca les was e s ta b lish e d  

i t  was s t i l l  necessary  to  determ ine which o f the two t r a i t s  in  each sca le  

would appear f i r s t :  the  p o s i t iv e  o r negative  one (or which of th e  two

n e u tr a ls ) . This too was counterbalanced and determined by random 

procedures.

The order in  which t r a i t s  th a t  were e i th e r  favorable or unfavorable 

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f th e  h ip p ie  s te reo ty p e  were p resen ted  was as follow s 

(using F fo r  fav o rab le , U fo r  unfavorab le , N fo r  n e u tra l ,  and C fo r  the  

conservativism  sc a le : NFNUUFFUUNFC. Thus, fo r  example, the  f i r s t  t r a i t

was a randomly se le c te d  n e u tra l  one. The cau tious-bo ld  dimension was 

se le c te d  to  appear f i r s t .  The favo rab le  c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f h ip p ies  th a t  

was se le c te d  to  appear second on the  l i s t  was the  broad-minded -  narrow­

minded dimension. From the  second s e le c tio n  procedure i t  was determined 

th a t  fo r  the  sca le s  w ith favo rab le  and unfavorable t r a i t s  the order fo r  

which t r a i t s  appeared on th e  l e f t  s id e  was: FFUUUUFF. This meant

th a t ,  fo r  example, fo r  the  broad-minded narrow-minded sc a le , the  

favorab le  t r a i t  (broad-minded) came f i r s t  (on the  l e f t  s ide  o f the  

sca le ) and the  unfavorable t r a i t  (narrow-minded) was presented  on the  

r ig h t  s ide  o f the  sc a le .

The above procedures produced the  follow ing:

cautious _______________________________  bold
broad-m inded_______________________________ narrow-minded

d e lib e ra te  _______________________________ im pulsive
productive _______________________________ unproductive

lazy _______________________________ ambitious
u n f r ie n d ly _______________________________ fr ie n d ly

s e l f is h  ______________________________ u n se lf ish
immature ______________________________ mature

responsib le  _____________________________  irre sp o n s ib le
q u ie t _______________________________ ta lk a tiv e

honest d ishonest



45

Assessment o f  S u b je c ts ' P o l i t ic a l  O rien ta tion

A ll su b je c ts  were asked to  respond to  the  K erlinger S ocia l 

A ttitu d e s  Scale (1965). I t  was on th is  b a s is  th a t  they were c la s s i f ie d  

as e i th e r  l ib e r a l  o r conserva tive . The sc a le  was adm inistered 

approxim ately one month befo re  the  remaining sec tions o f  th e  experim ent, 

by a d i f f e r e n t  in v e s tig a to r , f o r  the  purported purpose o f comparing 

the  p e r s o n a l i t ie s  o f in d iv id u a ls  who are born under d i f f e r e n t  

a s tro lo g ic a l  s ig n s . For th is  reason they were asked to  in d ic a te  th e i r  

date o f  b i r t h ,  and a s tro lo g ic a l  s ig n , i f  they knew i t .  The d a te  o f 

b i r th  o f  each su b je c t was a lso  requested  in  the l a t e r  p o r tio n  o f  the  

experiment fo r  th e  purpose o f p a ir in g  responses o f in d iv id u a l su b je c ts . 

The K erlinger Scale was se le c te d  because i t  i s  more re c e n t than  m ost, 

and has e x c e lle n t s p l i t - h a l f  r e l i a b i l i t y  (.78 - .79) and c o n s tru c t 

v a l id i ty  (as in d ic a te d  by the  f a c t  th a t  lib e ra lism  and conservativ ism  

f e l l  in  d i f f e r e n t  fa c to rs  when responses to  the sca le  were f a c to r  

analyzed ).

A second measure o f  su b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n  was obtained  

by asking su b je c ts  to  in d ic a te  t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n  on a r a t in g  

sc a le .

Measurement o f S u b jec ts ' Evaluations o f Stimulus 
Persons

Each su b je c t received  a booklet with the same in s tru c t io n s  and 

i n i t i a l  tw elve questions th a t  appeared in  the  q u estio n n a ire  used fo r  

photograph s e le c tio n  (see Appendix B). In ad d itio n , su b je c ts  a lso  

responded to  th e  follow ing:
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(DATING CONTEXT: INTERPERSONAL ATTRACTION DEPENDENT VARIABLE)

LOOK CAREFULLY AT THE ACCOMPANYING PHOTOGRAPHS AND TRY TO IMAGINE 
THAT YOU COULD HAVE A DATE WITH EACH OF THE INDIVIDUALS IN THE PHOTO­
GRAPHS. ALTHOUGH IT MAY BE DIFFICULT BECAUSE OF THE LIMITED INFORMATION 
AT YOUR DISPOSAL, INDICATE HOW MUCH YOU THINK THAT YOU WOULD LIKE TO 
HAVE A DATE WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL.

13. Would you l ik e  to  have a date  w ith the  in d iv id u a l in  photograph A? 
1) D e fin ite ly  yes 2) Probably yes 3) Possib ly  yes 4) Unsure 
5) Possib ly  not 6) Probably no t 7) D e fin ite ly  not

14. - 18. Answer the  same question  fo r  photographs B, C, D, E 8 F
( in  question  booklet th is  was repeated  fo r  each photograph)

S e lec t the  person whom you would l ik e  to  date  the  most. Place 
a  1 in  the  space next to  th a t  photograph th a t  appears below. Next, 
s e le c t  the  person whom you would l ik e  to  date  l e a s t ,  and p lace  a 6 in  
th e  space next to  th a t  photograph. Proceed in  th is  fash ion  u n t i l  you 
have ranked a l l  o f  the photographs from 1 to  6 . Be su re  th a t  you have 
used th e  numbers from 1 to  6 once and only once.

(VOTING CONTEXT: INTERPERSONAL ATTRACTION DEPENDENT VARIABLE)

LOOK CAREFULLY AT THE ACCOMPANYING PHOTOGRAPHS AND TRY TO IMAGINE 
THAT THE INDIVIDUALS IN THE PHOTOGRAPHS ARE CANDIDATES FOR NEW YORK 
STATE CONGRESSMAN. ALTHOUGH IT MAY BE DIFFICULT BECAUSE OF THE LIMITED 
INFORMATION AT YOUR DISPOSAL, INDICATE WHETHER YOU THINK YOU WOULD VOTE 
FOR EACH OF THESE INDIVIDUALS.

13. Do you th ink  you would vote fo r  the  in d iv id u a l in  photograph A?
1) D e fin ite ly  yes 2) Probably yes 3) P ossib ly  yes 4) Unsure 
5) Possib ly  not 6) Probably not 7) D e fin ite ly  not

14. - 18. Answer the same question  fo r  photographs B, C, D, E 8 F
( in  th e  question  b o o k le t, th is  question  was repeated  fo r  each 
photograph)

Photograph A 
Photograph B 
Photograph C

Photograph D 
Photograph E 
Photograph F



47

S elec t the  person whom you would l ik e  to  vote fo r  the  most.
Place a l _in  the  space next to  the  photograph th a t  appears below. Next, 
s e le c t  the  person whom you would l ik e  to  vo te  fo r  le a s t  and p lace  a 6̂  
in  the  space next to  th a t  photograph. Proceed in  th is  fash ion  u n t i l  
you have ranked a l l  o f  the  photographs from 1 to  6. Be su re  th a t  you 
have used the  numbers from 1 to  6 once and only once.

LOOK CAREFULLY AT THE ACCOMPANYING PHOTOGRAPHS AND TRY TO DECIDE 
HOW PHYSICALLY ATTRACTIVE YOU FIND EACH OF THE INDIVIDUALS IN THE
PHOTOGRAPHS. ALTHOUGH IT MAY BE DIFFICULT BECAUSE OF THE QUALITY OF THE
REPRODUCTIONS, INDICATE HOW PHYSICALLY ATTRACTIVE YOU FIND THE INDIVID­
UALS IN EACH OF THE PHOTOGRAPHS.

13. How p h y sica lly  a t t r a c t iv e  do you f in d  the  in d iv id u a l in  Photograph A? 
1) Extremely a t t r a c t iv e  2) Very a t t r a c t iv e  3) Somewhat 
a t t r a c t iv e  4) Average 5) Somewhat u n a ttra c tiv e  6) Very 
u n a ttra c tiv e  7) Extremely u n a ttra c tiv e

14. - 18. Do the same fo r  photographs B, C, D, E and F
(in  question  booklet th is  was repeated  fo r  each photograph)

S e lec t the  person whom you f in d  most p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  and 
pu t a ^  in  the space next to  th a t  photograph th a t  appears below. Next, 
s e le c t  the  person whom you fin d  the  le a s t  p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  and 
p lace  a 6̂  in  the  space next to  th a t  photograph. Proceed in  th is  fash ion  
u n t i l  you have ranked a l l  o f  th e  photographs from 1 to  6. Be sure th a t
you have used the  numbers from 1 to  6 once and only once.

Photograph A 
Photograph B 
Photograph C

Photograph D 
Photograph E 
Photograph F

(PHYSICAL ATTRACTIVENESS DEPENDENT VARIABLE)
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(PERSONALITY TRAIT DEPENDENT VARIABLE)

LOOK CAREFULLY AT THE ACCOMPANYING PHOTOGRAPHS AND TRY TO IMAGINE 
WHAT THE PERSONALITY OF EACH OF THE INDIVIDUALS IN THE PHOTOGRAPHS IS 
LIKE. ALTHOUGH IT MAY BE DIFFICULT BECAUSE OF THE LIMITED INFORMATION 
AT YOUR DISPOSAL, TRY AND PREDICT THE PERSONALITY OF EACH INDIVIDUAL IN 
TERMS OF THE FOLLOWING CHARACTERISTICS.

In d ica te  what you th in k  th e  p e rso n a lity  o f the  ind iv idua l in  
Photograph A might be l ik e  by p lac in g  an X in  the  appropria te  box on the  
sca les below:

cautious
broad-minded

d e lib e ra te
productive

lazy
unfriend ly

s e l f is h
immature

irre sp o n s ib le
q u ie t

honest

Unusu- Very S lig h t-  Neu- 
a l ly _________ ly  t r a l

S lig h t-  Very Unusu- 
ly __________ a lly

bold
narrow-minded
impulsive
unproductive
ambitious
fr ie n d ly
u n se lf ish
mature
responsib le
ta lk a tiv e
d ishonest

F av o rab ility  scores were computed by ob tain ing  the stun of the  
favorable t r a i t s  chosen (+3 fo r  unusua lly , +2 fo r  very , +1 fo r 
s l ig h tly )  and su b tra c tin g  from i t  the  sum o f unfavorable t r a i t s  
s im ila r ly  computed. Photographs were ranked according to  th is  sco re .

Subjects were asked to  respond to  th e  o ther photographs in  a 
s im ila r  way.

Each su b jec t was a lso  asked to  ev a lu a te  each stim ulus person in  
terms o f the  follow ing:

19. Which of th e  fo llow ing would you imagine th a t  the  ind iv idua l in  
photograph A is ?  a) p ro fe ss io n a l b) s k i l le d  worker c) semi­
s k i l le d  worker d) u n sk ille d  worker e) s tuden t

2 0 . - 2 4 .  Do th e  same fo r  photographs B, C, D, E and F
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS

186 female Caucasian undergraduate Psychology s tuden ts a tten d in g  

summer se ss io n  a t  Hunter College o r Brooklyn College completed the  

K erlinger Social A ttitu d e s  S cale , ra te d  themselves on sev era l dimensions 

including  p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism , and evaluated  "h ip p ie ,"  "non-h ipp ie ,"  

n e u tra l and c o n tra d ic to ry  stim ulus persons in  terms of the l a t t e r ’s 

voting d e s i r a b i l i ty ,  da ting  d e s i r a b i l i ty ,  physical a t t r a c t iv e n e s s ,  and 

on sev e ra l p e rs o n a lity  dim ensions.

Hypothesis 1

In order to  dem onstrate th a t  the  h ip p ie  ste reo type  e x is ts ,  is  

communicated by th e  p h y sica l aspec ts o f appearance, and includes 

assumptions o f p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta t io n , i t  was necessary to  show th a t  

d if fe re n t  ev a lu a tio n s o f  th e  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n  o f "h ipp ie" and "non­

h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons would be made.

A conservativ ism  measure was included a t  the end o f th e  l i s t  o f 

11 p e rso n a lity  dimensions on which each su b jec t ra te d  each stim ulus 

person. E valuations in  th is  re sp e c t o f the  two long-haired  stim ulus 

persons by each su b je c t were averaged and compared to  the average 

conservativism  ra t in g  o f  the  two sh o rt-h a ire d  stim ulus persons, using 

a t - t e s t  fo r  c o rre la te d  m easures. The r e s u l ts  o f th is  t e s t  appear in  

Table 8 and Figure 1. As was a n tic ip a te d , "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons 

were assumed to  be s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more p o l i t i c a l ly  l ib e r a l  than "non­

h ipp ie" stim ulus persons.
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Table 8

P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism  Inferences o f "H ippie," "Non-Hippie," 
and C ontradictory  Stimulus Persons

"Hippie" stim ulus 
"Non-hippie" stim ulus 

C ontrad icto ry  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus 
C ontradictory  "non-hippie" stim ulus

Standard
Mean D eviation N

persons 3.38 1.83 176
persons 4.89 1.82 176
persons 4.52 1.60 89
persons 4.10 .94 84

These ra t in g s  were made on a 7-poin t s c a le .
The sm alle r the  number th e  more l ib e ra l  th e  stim ulus person was 

assumed to  be; th e  la rg e r  th e  number th e  more conserva tive  th e  stim ulus 
person was assumed to  be.

Comparisons o f  P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism  Inferences o f "H ipp ie ,"  "Non- 
H ipp ie ,"  and C ontrad ictory  Stimulus Persons

____________ Type o f  comparison_____________  t  sco re  d f p

In fe rre d  conservativ ism  o f "h ipp ie" and 15.23* 175 .001
"non-hippie" stim ulus persons

In fe rre d  conservativ ism  o f co n trad ic to ry  4.82* 88 .001
•’h ip p ie"  and "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons

In fe rre d  conservativ ism  o f co n trad ic to ry  4.72* 83 .001
"non-hippie” and "non-hippie” stim ulus
persons
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Figure 1

P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism Inferences o f "H ipp ie ,"  "Non-Hippie," 
C ontradictory  "Hippie" and C ontrad icto ry  "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons

"Hippie"
Stimulus
Persons

C ontradictory
"Non-hippie"

Stimulus
Persons

C ontrad ictory  "Non-hippie" 
"Hippie" Stimulus
Stim ulus Persons

Persons

3.00 3.25

L iberal

3.75 4.00 4.25

Moderate

4.50 4.75 5.00

Conservative
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In order to  t e s t  a subsequent hypo thesis as to  whether p o l i t i c a l  

o r ie n ta tio n  in ferences about stim ulus persons were responsib le  fo r  

a t t r a c t io n  to  stim ulus persons, su b je c ts  a lso  judged stim ulus persons 

wearing a button  which c o n trad ic ted  th e  im p lica tio n s o f the  r e s t  of 

t h e i r  appearance. Each su b jec t judged th e  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n  o f a 

"h ipp ie" stim ulus person who wore a Nixon b u tto n  o r a "non-hippie" 

stim ulus person who wore a McGovern b u tto n . Because o f the  temporal 

proxim ity o f th is  in v e s tig a tio n  (summer o f 1972) to  the n a tio n a l 

P re s id e n tia l e le c tio n , th e  p ro b a b il i ty  o f  viewing in d iv id u a ls  wearing 

bu ttons o f th is  type was no t too  u n lik e ly .

The purpose of having su b je c ts  respond to  co n trad ic to ry  s tim u li 

o f  th is  type was to  determ ine whether o r not in ferences concerning the 

p o l i t i c a l  a tt i tu d e s  o f stim ulus persons were resp o n sib le  fo r  the  

a t t r a c t io n  of l ib e ra l  su b jec ts  fo r  • 'h ippie" stim ulus persons and of 

conservative sub jects fo r  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons. I f  i t  were 

found th a t  conservative sub jec ts  were found to  be a t t r a c te d  to  "non­

h ip p ie"  stim ulus persons when n o t w earing a co n trad ic to ry  b u tto n , bu t 

no t when wearing a McGovern b u tto n  (and l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  a t t r a c te d  to  

"h ipp ie" stim ulus persons when n o t wearing a b u tto n , but no t a tt ra c te d

when they were wearing a  co n tra d ic to ry  b u tto n ) , th is  would support the
»■

notion  th a t  in fe rred  value s im ila r i ty  was the  m ediator o f a t t r a c t io n .

A b a s ic  underlying assumption f o r  th e  above l in e  o f reasoning i s  th a t  

su b jec ts  w il l  be in fluenced  in  t h e i r  ev a lu a tio n s  o f the  p o l i t i c a l  

values o f stim ulus persons by th ese  c o n tra d ic to ry  b u tto n s . Confirmation 

o f th is  assumption is  provided by t e s t s  in  which p o l i t i c a l  o rie n ta tio n  

in ferences o f stim ulus persons w ith  and w ithout co n trad ic to ry  buttons 

were compared.
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An examination of the  mean conservativ ism  ra tin g s  given 

co n trad ic to ry  stim ulus persons (see  Table 8) rev ea ls  th a t  (1) "h ipp ie” 

stim ulus persons were assumed to  be le s s  l ib e r a l  when they wore a 

Nixon bu tton  than when they did n o t , and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons 

were assumed to  be le s s  conservative  when they wore a McGovern bu tton  

than when they did  n o t , suggesting  th a t  the b u tton  messages d id  

in fluence  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta t io n  e v a lu a tio n s ; (2) in fe rre d  conserva tiv ­

ism scores fo r  the  co n trad ic to ry  s tim u li were le ss  extreme than fo r  

stim ulus persons w ithout co n tra d ic to ry  b u tto n s , suggesting  th a t  the 

co n trad ic to ry  s tim u li (buttons and h a i r  length) d id , to  some e x te n t, 

"n eu tra liz e "  each o th e r; (3) "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons wearing Nixon 

bu ttons were assumed to  be more conservative  than "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons w ith McGovern b u tto n s , suggesting th a t  the  bu ttons 

were a more in f lu e n t ia l  stim ulus than the  physical aspects of 

appearance (perhaps because bu ttons are  less  ambiguous than appearance 

i s ) .

T - te s ts  fo r  c o rre la te d  measures were used to  compare th e  

p o l i t i c a l  values th a t  stim ulus persons were assumed to  have when they 

d id  o r did no t wear co n trad ic to ry  b u tto n s . The r e s u l ts  o f th ese  t e s t s  

a lso  appear in  Table 8. "Non-hippie" stim ulus persons were assumed to  

be s ig n if ic a n t ly  le s s  conservative  when they wore McGovern bu ttons than 

when they did  no t; "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons were ra te d  as s ig n if ic a n t ly  

le s s  l ib e ra l  when wearing a Nixon b u tto n  than when they did no t wear 

the  bu tton .

We can conclude from the t e s t s  o f Hypothesis 1 th a t  one condition  

necessary fo r  e s ta b lish in g  the  ex is ten ce  of the  "h ipp ie" s te reo ty p e  has 

been met: i t  was found th a t  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons were assumed to
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be le s s  conservative  than "non-hippie" stim ulus persons. In  a d d itio n  

i t  has been shown th a t  these  in ferences can be counteracted  by having 

th e  stim ulus persons wear bu ttons which c o n tra d ic t the im p lica tio n s o f 

th e i r  appearance.

Hypothesis 2

In o rder to  e s ta b lis h  the  ex istence  of a "h ipp ie" s te reo ty p e  i t  

i s  no t only necessary  to  show th a t  sh o rt-h a ire d  stim ulus persons are  

judged to  be more conservative  than long-haired  stim ulus persons, bu t 

a lso  th a t  th ese  in ferences are  u n iv ersa l (evoke high in te r r a t e r  agree­

ment) . As Secord and Backman (1966, page 67) have s ta te d  i t ,  i t  i s  

necessary  to  dem onstrate "consensus on a t t r ib u te d  t r a i t s . "  I t  i s  

p o ss ib le  th a t  the  s ig n if ic a n t ly  d if fe re n t  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n s  

a t t r ib u te d  to  long- and sh o rt-h a ire d  stim ulus persons th a t  were found 

fo r  th e  t e s t  o f Hypothesis 1 were due to  the  extreme ra t in g s  o f a 

r e la t iv e ly  sm all number o f su b je c ts . I f  th is  was the  case , then no 

s te reo ty p e  would e x is t .  K endall's  c o e ff ic ie n t o f concordance (W) 

(Edwards, 1967) was computed to  a sc e r ta in  i f  th e re  was s ig n if ic a n t  

in te r r a t e r  agreement fo r  these  judgments. The r e s u l ts  appear in  

Table 9. S ig n if ic a n t i n te r r a t e r  agreement was found, su c c e ss fu lly  

completing th e  second requirem ent necessary  to  e s ta b lis h  th e  ex is tence  

o f th e  h ip p ie  s te reo ty p e .

Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis 3 p re d ic ts  th a t  when one in fe rs  th a t  another 

in d iv id u a l has values s im ila r  to  o ne 's  own, on the  b a s is  o f ste reo typed  

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  possessed by th a t  in d iv id u a l, one i s  more l ik e ly  to  be 

a t t r a c te d  to  th a t  in d iv id u a l than when one in fe rs  th a t  the  values o f
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Table 9

I n te r r a t e r  Agreement fo r  Inferences o f P o l i t ic a l  C onservativism  
o f "H ipp ie ,” -"Non-Hippie," and C ontradictory  Stimulus Persons

W F d f

I n te r r a te r  agreement fo r  conserv­
a tiv ism  in fe ren ces  o f "h ipp ie"
and "non-hippie" stim ulus .56 220.58 1/176 .001
persons

I n te r r a te r  agreement fo r  conserv­
a tiv ism  in fe ren ces  o f ’•hippie"
and co n tra d ic to ry  "h ipp ie" .18 19.10 1/87 .001
stim ulus persons

I n te r r a te r  agreement fo r  conserv­
a tiv ism  in fe ren ces  o f "non-hippie"
and co n tra d ic to ry  "non-hippie" .13 12.70 1/85 .001
stim ulus persons
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the  o th e r  in d iv id u a l are  d if fe re n t  from one 's own. A ttra c tio n  was 

measured in  vo ting  and da ting  contexts and w ith ra tin g s  o f  physica l 

a tt ra c t iv e n e s s  and p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s .

Two-way analyses o f variance w ith unequal group s iz e s  and 

repea ted  measures on 1 fa c to r  (sub jec ts  ra te d  both "h ipp ie"  and "non­

h ip p ie "  stim ulus persons) were used (Winer, 1962) to  t e s t  th e  r e la t io n ­

sh ip  between in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  and th e  fo u r measures o f 

a t t r a c t io n  described  above. Both scores on th e  K erlinger Social 

A ttitu d e s  Scale and s e lf - r a t in g s  of p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism  were used 

( in  se p a ra te  analyses) as th e  bases fo r  ca teg o riz in g  the  conservativ ism  

o f each su b je c t. K erlinger scores and s e l f - r a t in g s  are  found to  have 

a c o rre la t io n  c o e ff ic ie n t  o f r  = .511 w ith d f = 154 (not a l l  su b jec ts  

completed both m easures). This was s ig n if ic a n t  a t  a p ^  .01 le v e l.

Subjects were d iv ided  in to  conservative and l ib e r a l  groups (and 

in to  co n serv a tiv e , moderate and l ib e r a l  groups) in  such a way as would 

provide two (o r th ree ) groups th a t  came c lo se s t  to  being o f  equal s iz e .  

For example, o f  the  45 su b jec ts  who evaluated  stim ulus persons as 

p o l i t i c a l  candidates before  ra tin g  them on o th e r  a t t r a c t io n  m easures,

19 ra te d  themselves as s l ig h t ly  conservative , conservative  or very  

co n serv a tiv e , 13 ra te d  themselves as l ib e r a l ,  and 13 ra te d  themselves 

as very  l ib e r a l  o r r a d ic a l .  In ad d itio n  to  making an a n a ly sis  of 

va riance  according to  these  th ree  su b d iv is io n s, another a n a ly s is  was 

made in  which th e  " l ib e r a l s ,"  "very l ib e ra ls "  and "rad icals"w ere  

combined forming two groups of 19 and 26 each.
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R esults o f Hypothesis 3a (voting con tex t)

A s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n  was found between s u b je c ts ' conservativ  

ism and ra tin g s  o f the vo ting  d e s i r a b i l i ty  o f  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons. This was tru e  whether conservativ ism  was determined 

on th e  b a s is  o f responses to  the  K erlinger Social A ttitu d e s  Scale or 

from su b je c ts ' evaluations o f th e i r  own p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism . This 

was a lso  tru e  both when su b jec ts  were d iv ided  in to  two groups on th e  

b a s is  o f conservativism  (conservatives and l ib e r a ls )  o r in to  th ree  

(conserva tives, moderates and l ib e r a l s ) .  The r e s u l ts  o f these  

comparisons appear in  Tables 10, A4, A5, and A6.

These s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  mean th a t  th e  d iffe ren c e  in  the 

a t t r a c t io n  o f conservative  su b jec ts  to  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons was s ig n if ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  d iffe ren c e  in  

a t t r a c t io n  o f l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  to  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons. This does n o t, however, t e l l  us about th e  d ire c tio n  of these  

d iffe re n c e s . For th is  inform ation i t  i s  necessary  to  examine the mean 

a t t r a c t io n  scores o f each group (Tables 10 and A4). I t  can be seen 

th a t  conservative su b jec ts  p re fe r  to  vo te  fo r  "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons ra th e r  than "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons and l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  

p re fe r  to  vote fo r  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons r a th e r  than "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons. T - te s ts  confirm th a t  th ese  d iffe ren c e s  a re  

s ig n if ic a n t  (Table 10). In a d d itio n , conservative  su b jec ts  were found 

to  be more a t t r a c te d  to  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons than l ib e r a l  

su b jec ts  were, and l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  were more a t t r a c te d  to  "h ipp ie"  

stim ulus persons than conservatives were.

An examination of the r e s u l ts  when su b je c ts  were d iv ided  in to  

th ree  groups on th e  b a s is  o f K erlinger scores (Tables A5 and A6) and
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Table 10

Test of Hypothesis 3A(1): Attraction of Politically Conservative
and Liberal Subjects (Categorized on the Basis of Kerlinger Scores)

to "Hippie1' and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons as Political Candidates

Mean A ttrac tio n

To To
"H ippie" "Non-hippie"

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

Of conservative  sub jects (n=23) 8.87 7.17

Of l ib e r a l  sub jec ts  (n=19) 6.68 8.63

(Numbers are  from a sc a le  of 2 to  14; sm a lle r  numbers in d ic a te  g rea te r
a t t r a c t io n .)

D ifference in  a ttra c tio n  to  "h ipp ie" and "non-h ipp ie" stim ulus persons:

For conservative su b je c ts : t  = 3.10* d f  = 22
For l ib e ra l  su b jec ts  : t  = 3.75* d f = 18

Summary o f ANOVA

______ Source______  SS d f  MS F

Between
A 2.755 1 2.755
Subj. w. groups 274.031 40 6.851

Within
B .048 1 .048
AB 69.044 1 69.044 23.129**
B x su b j. w. g r . 119.408 40 2.985

* = p ^  .01 
** = p ^  .001
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s e l f - r a t in g s  o f p o l i t i c a l  conservativism  lends fu r th e r  support fo r  th is  

h y po thesis . Conservatives were a t t r a c te d  to  th e  "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons more than the moderates and moderates were a t t r a c te d  to  the  

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons more than th e  l ib e r a l s .  S im ila rly , l ib e ra l  

su b je c ts  were a t t ra c te d  to  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons more than m oderates, 

and moderates were a ttra c te d  to  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons more than 

conserva tives. Conservative su b jec ts  were a t t r a c te d  to  "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons more than "h ipp ies"  and l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  were 

a t t r a c te d  to  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons more than  "non-h ipp ies."

These r e s u l ts  a re  consisten t w ith th e  exp lana tion  of a t t r a c t io n  as due 

to  in fe rre d  value s im ila r ity  as has been hypothesized .

Further c la r if ic a t io n  o f  the  n a tu re  o f th e  in te ra c t io n  can be 

ob tained  by rep resen ting  i t  g rap h ic a lly  (see Figure 2 ). As can be 

seen th e  l in e s  rep resen ting  the  responses o f  conserva tive  and l ib e ra l  

su b je c ts  are  not p a ra l le l  as they  would be i f  th e re  were no s ig n if ic a n t  

in te ra c t io n .

R esu lts o f Hypothesis 3a (dating  contex t)

A second t e s t  o f hypothesis 3a was made by measuring the  

e f fe c ts  of in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  on in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  in  a 

da tin g  con tex t. A s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n  was found between subjects* 

p o l i t i c a l  conservativism  and th e i r  r a t in g  o f  th e  da ting  d e s i r a b i l i ty  

o f "h ipp ie" and "non-hippie" stim ulus p e rsons. This was tru e  both 

when s u b je c ts ' conservativism  was measured on th e  b a s is  o f scores on 

the  K erlinger Social A ttitudes Scale and when s u b je c ts ' ra tin g s  of 

t h e i r  own p o l i t i c a l  conservativism  were used . D ividing the  sub jec ts  

in to  both two groups (conservative and l ib e r a l )  and th re e  groups
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Figure 2

Attraction of Conservative and Liberal Subjects to "Hippie" and
"Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons in a Voting Context
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(conserva tive , moderate, and l ib e r a l )  s im ila r ly  y ie lded  s ig n if ic a n t  

in te ra c tio n  e ffe c ts  (see Tables 11, A7, A8, and A9).

Comparison o f the mean da ting  a t t r a c t io n  o f conservative  and 

l ib e r a l  sub jec ts  (ca tegorized  e i th e r  on th e  b a s is  o f K erlinger scores 

o r s e l f - r a t in g s )  to  "h ipp ie" and "non-h ipp ie" stim ulus persons (Tables 

11 and A7 and Figure 3) rev e a ls  th a t ,  once again , conservative  

su b je c ts  p re fe r  to  date "non-hippie" stim ulus persons r a th e r  than 

"h ipp ies"  and th a t  l ib e ra l  su b jec ts  p re fe r  to  d a te  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus 

persons ra th e r  than "no n -h ip p ies ."  The t - t e s t  app lied  to  the 

responses o f conservative su b je c ts  shows th a t  th e i r  d a tin g  preference 

fo r  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons r a th e r  than "h ip p ies"  i s  s ig n if ic a n t .  

Although l ib e r a l  sub jec ts  p re fe rre d  ,fh ip p ie s"  to  "non-h ipp ies" th is  

d iffe ren ce  was not s ig n if ic a n t .  The means a lso  show th a t  conservatives 

were a t t ra c te d  to  "non-hippies" more than l ib e r a ls  were and th a t  

l ib e ra ls  were a ttra c te d  to  "h ipp ies"  more than conservative  su b jec ts  

w ere.

D ivision o f su b jec ts  in to  th re e  groups (co n serv a tiv e , moderate 

and l ib e r a l )  y ie lded  the expected r e s u l ts  when su b je c ts  were 

categorized  on the b a s is  o f K erlinger sc o re s , b u t d id  no t give the  

expected re s u l ts  when they were d iv ided  on the  b a s is  o f s e l f - r a t in g s  

o f p o l i t i c a l  conservativism .

When divided on th e  b a s is  o f K erlinger sc o re s , conservatives 

p re fe rre d  to  date  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons r a th e r  than  "h ipp ie" 

stim ulus persons and l ib e r a ls  p re fe rre d  to  date  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus 

persons more than "non-hippie" stim ulus p e rso n s . Conservative 

su b jec ts  were a ttra c te d  to  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons more than 

moderate sub jec ts  were and moderates were a t t r a c te d  to  "non-hippie"
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Table 11

Test of Hypothesis 3A(2): Attraction of Politically Conservative and
Liberal Subjects (Categorized on the Basis of Kerlinger Scores)
to "Hippie” and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons as Dating Partners

Mean A ttra c tio n

To To
"Hippie" "Non-hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

Of conservative su b jec ts  (n=22) 10.55 8.55

Of l ib e r a l  sub jec ts  (n=14) 9.00 9.50

(Numbers are  from a sc a le  o f 2 to  14; sm aller numbers in d ic a te  g re a te r  
a t t r a c t io n .)

D ifference in  a t t r a c t io n  to  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons:

For conservative  su b je c ts : t  = 2.66** d f = 21
For l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  : t  = .66 d f = 13

Summary o f  ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS

Between
A 1.494 1 1.494
Subj. w. groups 416.659 34 12.255

W ithin
B 19.014 1 19.014 3.518
AB 26.736 1 26.736 4.947*
B x sub j. w. g r . 183.750 34 5.404

* = p * .0 5  (1 sided) 
** = p * .0 1  (1 sided)
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Figure 3

A ttra c tio n  o f C onservative and L ibera l Subjects to  
"Hippie” and 'Won-Hippie" Stimulus Persons 

In A Dating Context
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stim ulus persons more than l ib e r a l s .  L iberal su b jec ts  were a ttra c te d  

to  "hippie" stim ulus persons more than  moderates and moderates were 

a t t ra c te d  to  "h ipp ies"  more than co n serv a tiv es. These re s u l ts  a re  as 

p red ic ted .

However, when div ided  in to  th re e  groups on the  b a s is  of s e l f -  

ra tin g s  o f p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism , the  r e s u l ts  were no t e n tire ly  as 

p red ic ted . As was expected, conservative  su b jec ts  p re fe rred  to  date 

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons more than  "h ipp ies"  and l ib e r a l  sub jec ts  

p re fe rre d  to  date  "h ipp ies" more than  "non -h ipp ies."  Conservatives 

p re fe rred  to  date  "non-h ipp ie" stim ulus persons more than moderates and 

moderates p re fe rred  to  date "non-hippie" stim ulus persons more than 

l ib e r a l s .  Contrary to  ex p ec ta tio n , although l ib e r a ls  p re fe rred  to  date 

"h ipp ies"  more than co n serv a tiv es , m oderates p re fe rred  to  date "h ippies" 

even more than l ib e r a ls .  Perhaps we are dealing  w ith  a c u rv i- lin e a r  

re la tio n sh ip . I t  may be more e x c itin g  to  date  someone whose values are  

a l i t t l e  d if fe re n t  from o n e 's  own than  to  date someone whose values are  

very s im ila r to ,  or very  d i f f e r e n t  from o n e 's  own. Or these  re s u lts  

may simply be due to  a  random f lu c tu a tio n  in  responses. Or i t  may be 

th a t  s e l f - r a t in g s  are  not an adequate technique fo r  measuring p o l i t i c a l  

conservativ ism . I t  may provide accu ra te  gross d iv is io n s  (between 

conservatives and l ib e ra ls )  b u t  not be accura te  fo r  the f in e r  d is t in c ­

t io n  between conserva tives, m oderates, and l ib e r a l s .

Hypothesis 5b

This hypothesis p re d ic ts  th a t  su b jec ts  w ill  evaluate  most 

favorab ly  the physical a tt ra c t iv e n e s s  o f stim ulus persons whose values 

they assume to  be s im ila r  to  th e i r  own. Confirm ation of th is  p red ic ­

t io n  comes from Analyses of V ariance th a t  were made when su b je c ts '
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conservativism  was determined on th e  b a s is  o f  responses to  the 

K erlinger Social A ttitudes Scale and from s u b je c ts ' ra t in g s  of th e i r  

own p o l i t i c a l  conservativism . When su b je c ts  were div ided  in to  two 

groups (conservatives and l ib e r a l s )  s ig n i f ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  were 

obtained between su b je c ts ' conservativ ism  and evaluations o f the 

physica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  of "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons. 

A s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n  was a lso  found when su b jec ts  were divided 

in to  th ree  groups (conservative , m oderate, and l ib e r a l )  on the b a s is  

o f s e l f - r a t in g s  o f conservativism , bu t no t on th e  b a s is  o f K erlinger 

sc o re s . This might be due to  the sm all number o f su b jec ts  in  each 

group when the  sub jec ts  are  d iv ided  in to  th re e  groups.

Inspection  o f the mean ra tin g s  o f  p h y sic a l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  of 

"h ipp ie" and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons (Tables 12, A10, All and 

A12 and Figure 4) by conservative and l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  rev ea ls  th a t  

conservatives considered the  "non-h ipp ies" to  be more p h y sica lly  

a t t r a c t iv e  than "hippies" and th a t  l ib e r a l s  considered the  "h ipp ies" 

to  be more a t t r a c t iv e  than th e  "n o n -h ip p ie s ."  This was tru e  both 

when K erlinger scores were used to  c a teg o rize  su b je c ts  and when s e l f -  

ra tin g s  were used. T -te sts  app lied  to  th e  responses of conservative 

and l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (categorized  on th e  b a s is  of K erlinger scores) 

re s u lte d  in  s ig n ifican ce  fo r  l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  bu t no t fo r  conserv­

a tiv e  su b je c ts . L iberal su b je c ts  evaluated  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons 

as s ig n if ic a n t ly  more a t t r a c t iv e  than  "non-h ipp ies"; the more 

favorab le  evaluation  of "non-hippie" stim u lus persons by conservative 

su b jec ts  was not s ig n if ic a n t.  In a d d itio n , th e  physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  

of "non-hippie" stim ulus persons was evaluated  more favorably  by 

conservative  sub jec ts  than l ib e r a ls  (ca teg o rized  e i th e r  on the  b asis
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Table 12

Test o f Hypothesis 3B: Physical A ttrac tiv e n ess  E valuations o f "Hippie"
and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons by P o l i t ic a l ly  Conservative and 

L iberal Subjects (Categorized on th e  Basis o f K erlinger Scores)

 Mean A ttrac tiv e n ess  Rating_____

Of Of
"Hippie" "Non-hippie"

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n=16) 8.75 7.88

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=19) 7.63 8.63

(Numbers are  from a sc a le  o f 2 to  14; sm alle r numbers in d ic a te  g re a te r  
a t t r a c t iv e n e s s .)

D ifference in  a t t r a c t io n  to  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons:

For conservative  su b je c ts : t  = 1.53 d f = 15
For l ib e ra l  su b je c ts  : t  = 2.52* d f = 18

Summary o f ANOVA

______ Source  SS d f MS F

Between
A .569 1 .569
Subj. w. groups 114.714 33 3.476

Within
B .357 1 .357
AB 15.268 1 15.268 7.534*
B x su b j. w. g r. 66.875 33 2.065

* = p ^ .0 5  (1 sided)
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Figure 4

Physical A ttrac tiv en ess  Evaluations o f  "H ippie” and "Non-Hippie" 
Stimulus Persons by Conservative and L iberal Subjects
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o f  K erlinger scores or s e l f - r a t in g s )  and th e  p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  

o f "hippies'* was evaluated more favorably  by l ib e r a ls  than by 

co n se rv a tiv e s .

An examination o f responses when su b je c ts  were d iv ided  in to  

th re e  groups (conserva tives, moderates and l ib e r a ls )  on the  b a s is  of 

K erlinger scores and s e l f - r a t in g s  rev e a ls  t h a t ,  as expected, 

conservative sub jec ts  considered "h ipp ies"  to  be le s s  a t t r a c t iv e  than 

"non -h ipp ies,"  l ib e ra l  su b jec ts  considered "h ip p ie s"  to  be more 

a t t r a c t iv e  than "non-h ipp ies,"  l ib e ra ls  evaluated  th e  physical 

a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f "h ipp ies" more favorably  than co n serv a tiv es, and 

conservatives evaluated th e  physica l a t t r a c t iv e n e s s  o f  "non-hippies" 

more favorably  than l ib e r a l s .  The responses of m oderates, however, 

d id  no t always f a l l  between those of l ib e r a l s  and c o n serv a tiv e s , as 

was expected. Moderates (categorized  on th e  b a s is  o f  K erlinger 

scores) evaluated the physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  of "non-hippies" more 

favorably  than l ib e r a l s ,  bu t almost id e n t ic a l ly  to  th e  co n se rv a tiv e s . 

These same su b jec ts  evaluated th e  physica l a tt ra c t iv e n e s s  o f "h ipp ies"  

id e n t ic a lly  to  the  way i t  was ra te d  by l ib e r a l  su b je c ts . Moderates 

(ca tegorized  on the  b a s is  o f s e l f - r a t in g s )  ra te d  th e  p hysica l a t t r a c ­

tiv en ess  o f "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons more favorab ly  than 

conservatives and le ss  favorably  than l ib e r a l s ,  as was expected.

However, the  evaluations o f the  physica l a tt ra c t iv e n e s s  o f "non-hippies" 

by these  su b jec ts  was no t only le s s  favo rab le  than by the  conservatives 

bu t a lso  less  favorable than the  evaluations o f "non-hippies" by 

l ib e r a l s .  Once again , we may account fo r  th ese  r e s u l ts  by observing 

the  sm all number o f sub jec ts  in  some groups ( i . e . ,  only 8 l ib e ra ls  

categorized  by s e l f - r a t in g s ) , the  l im ita t io n s  of th e  techniques used
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to  measure s u b je c ts 1 conservativ ism , and suggesting  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  of 

a c u rv ilin e a r  re la tio n sh ip .

Hypothesis 3c

A s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n  was found between s u b je c ts 1 p o l i t i c a l  

conservativ ism , as evaluated  by K erlinger sc o re s , and th e  fa v o ra b ili ty  

o f p e rso n a lity  ad je c tiv es  they  a t t r ib u te d  to  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons. No such s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n s  were discovered 

when s e l f - r a t in g s  were vised to  measure s u b je c ts 1 p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ­

ism, o r when su b jec ts  were div ided  in to  th re e  groups (conserva tives, 

moderates and l ib e ra ls )  on the  b a s is  o f K erlinger scores (see 

Tables 13, A13, A14, and A15). A graphic re p re se n ta tio n  o f th is  

in te ra c t io n  appears in  Graph 5.

When div ided  in to  two groups on th e  b asis  o f e i th e r  K erlinger 

scores o r s e l f - r a t in g s ,  conservative su b jec ts  evaluated  "h ipp ie" 

stim ulus persons more favorably  than l ib e r a ls  and l ib e r a ls  evaluated 

"non-hippies" more favorably  than co n serv a tiv es . Conservative 

su b jec ts  evaluated "h ipp ies" more favorably  than "non-h ipp ies" and 

l ib e ra ls  evaluated "h ipp ies" more favorably  than "no n -h ip p ies ."

T - te s ts  app lied  to  the  responses of su b jec ts  ca tego rized  on the  b a s is  

of K erlinger scores found th a t  th e  evaluations by conservative  

su b jec ts  o f "non-hippie" stim ulus persons were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more 

favorab le  than th e i r  evaluations o f "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons. 

Evaluations of "h ipp ies" by l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  were more favorab le  than 

th e i r  evaluations of "non -h ipp ies,"  bu t no t s ig n i f ic a n t ly  so (Tables 13, 

A13 and Figure 5 ).



Table 13

T est o f Hypothesis 3C: F a v o ra b ility  o f P e rso n a lity  A djectives
A ttrib u ted  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons by 
P o l i t ic a l ly  Conservative and L ib e ra l Subjects (Categorized 

on the  Basis o f  K erlinger Scores)
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Mean F a v o rab ility  Score

Of 
"Hippie" 

Stim ulus Persons

Of
"Non-hippie" 

Stimulus Persons

By conservative  sub jec ts  (n=19) 

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n=14)

3.68

10.07

(Larger numbers in d ic a te  g re a te r  f a v o ra b i l i ty .)

11.21

8.36

D ifference in  a t t r a c t io n  to  "h ipp ie" and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons:

For conservative su b je c ts : t  = 3.02** d f = 18 
For l ib e ra l  su b je c ts  : t  = .63 d f = 13

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS

Between
A 241.461 1 241.461 1.575
Subj. w. groups 4904.421 32 151.263

Within
B 191.117 1 191.117 2.281
AB 441.335 1 441.335 5.268*
B x su b j. w. g r. 2680.783 32 83.774

* = P .05 (1 sided) 
** = p -g .O l (1 sided)
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Figure 5

F av o rab ility  o f P ersona lity  A djectives A ttr ib u te d  to  "Hippie" and 
"Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons by P o l i t i c a l ly  Conservative

and L iberal Subjects
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When su b jec ts  were div ided  in to  th ree  groups (conserva tives, 

moderates and l ib e ra ls )  on the  b a s is  o f  K erlinger s c o re s , evaluations 

o f "non-hippie" stim ulus persons were approxim ately the  same fo r  a l l  

th ree  groups o f sub jec ts  (Table A14). E valuations o f ’’h ip p ie s"  were 

most favorab le  when made by l ib e r a l s ,  le s s  favo rab le  when made by 

m oderates, and le a s t  favorable when made by co n serv a tiv es . When 

div ided  in to  th ree  groups on th e  b a s is  o f s e l f - r a t in g s ,  evaluations of 

"non-hippies" were most favorable when made by co n serv a tiv es, le ss  

favorab le  when made by m oderates, and le a s t  favo rab le  when made by 

l ib e r a l s .  Evaluations o f "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons were not as we 

would p re d ic t .  Although conservatives evaluated  "h ipp ies"  le ss  

favorably  than l ib e r a l s ,  moderates evaluated  them even le s s  favorably  

than conservatives (Table A15). We would account fo r  th is  by 

suggesting  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of a c u rv ilin e a r  r e la t io n s h ip ,  and by noting  

the  sm all number of sub jec ts  in  each group when th e  su b je c ts  are 

divided in to  th ree  groups.

Hypothesis 3d

TTie purpose o f th is  hypothesis was to  a s c e r ta in  i f  i t  was the  

eva lua tive  element in  the p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  used to  t e s t  Hypothesis 3c 

th a t was responsib le  fo r  confirm ation o f th is  h y p o th es is . Subjects 

th a t  ra te d  stim ulus persons on ev a lu a tiv e  t r a i t s  a lso  ra te d  them on 

t r a i t s  low in  evaluative  connotation. No s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n  was 

found between su b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta t io n  and th e i r  judgments o f 

the  degree to  which "hippie" and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons 

possessed these  t r a i t s  (see Tables 14, A16, A17, and A18).
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Summary o f Hypothesis 3

The a p p lica tio n  of balance theory  to  the  im pression form ation 

process i s  the  c e n tra l focus o f th is  h y po thesis . S p e c if ic a lly , we 

have been concerned w ith te s t in g  th e  n o tion  th a t  when one in fe rs  th a t  

another has values s im ila r  to  one’s own, on the  b a s is  o f  stereo typed  

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  possessed by th a t o th e r  in d iv id u a l, one i s  more l ik e ly  

to  be a t t r a c te d  to  th a t  in d iv id u a l than  when one in fe rs  th a t  the  

values o f  the  o th er in d iv id u a l are d if f e r e n t  from o ne 's  own. The 

p re d ic tio n  th a t  in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  would a f fe c t  in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  in  vo ting  and da ting  c o n te x ts , and evaluations o f the  

physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s  of stim ulus p ersons, was supported , reg a rd less  

o f whether s u b je c ts ' conservativism  was measured by scores on the  

K erlinger Social A ttitu d es Scale o r s e l f - r a t in g s .  In fe rred  value 

s im ila r i ty  was found to  a f fe c t  the  fa v o ra b i l i ty  o f eva lua tive  

p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  a t t r ib u te d  to  stim ulus persons bu t only when 

su b jec ts  were categorized  on the b a s is  o f  K erlinger t e s t  sco res . No 

such s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n  was found ( fo r  e i th e r  technique fo r  

ca tego riz ing  s u b je c ts ' conservativism ) when su b je c ts  judged stim ulus 

persons on non-evaluative  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s .  This suggests th a t  i t  

was the eva lua tive  na tu re  o f  the i n i t i a l  t r a i t s  th a t  was responsib le  

fo r  the re la tio n sh ip s  found.

When su b jec ts  were div ided  in to  th re e  groups (conserva tives, 

m oderates, and l ib e ra ls )  on the b a s is  o f K erlinger scores or s e l f -  

ra tin g s  o f p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism , in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  was 

found to  s ig n if ic a n t ly  a f fe c t  judgments of vo ting  d e s i r a b i l i ty  and 

dating  d e s i r a b i l i ty .  In ad d itio n , when su b je c ts  were d iv ided  in to  

th ree  groups on the  b a s is  o f s e l f - r a t in g s ,  a s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n
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was found between su b je c ts ' conservativ ism  and judgments o f th e  physical 

a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f stim ulus persons. When stim ulus persons were evaluated 

in  a vo ting  context (and su b je c ts ' conservativ ism  was evaluated  e ith e r  

by K erlinger scores or s e l f - r a t in g s )  o r a d a tin g  contex t (and conserva­

tiv ism  was evaluated on the b a s is  o f K erlinger s c o re s ) , the  means fo r 

these  s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  were in  th e  p re d ic te d  d ire c tio n : 

conservatives evaluated  "non-hippies" more favo rab ly  than m oderates, 

moderates evaluated  "non-hippies" more favorab ly  than l ib e ra ls  and the 

rev e rse  was tru e  fo r  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons.

However, th is  l in e a r  r e la tio n s h ip  was no t found fo r  a t t r a c t io n  

in  a da ting  context when conservativ ism  was evaluated  by su b je c ts ' 

s e l f - r a t in g s ,  fo r  evaluations o f physica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  (when conserv­

a tiv ism  was evaluated on the b a s is  o f K erlinger scores or s e l f - r a t in g s ) , 

and fo r  the  fa v o ra b ili ty  o f p e rs o n a lity  t r a i t s  a t t r ib u te d  to  stim ulus 

persons (when conservativism  was evaluated  e i th e r  on the  b a s is  of 

K erlinger scores or s e l f - r a t in g s ) .

Hypothesis 4

Each su b jec t evaluated stim ulus persons both  w ith and w ithout a 

b u tto n  contain ing  a message which c o n trad ic ted  th e  p o l i t i c a l  im plica­

tio n s  o f th e i r  appearance. I t  was a n tic ip a te d  th a t  i f  sh o rt-h a ire d  

stim ulus persons were p re fe rre d  by conserva tive  su b je c ts  (and long­

h a ire d  stim ulus persons were p re fe rre d  by l ib e r a l  su b je c ts )  because of 

in ferences concerning th e i r  p o l i t i c a l  a t t i tu d e s ,  t h i s  m ediation process 

could be demonstrated by coun terac ting  the  p ro c e s s . This was done by 

having long-haired  stim ulus persons wear Nixon b u ttons and sh o rt-h a ire d  

stim ulus persons wear McGovern b u tto n s . I f  th e  p rev iously  mentioned 

in te rp re ta t io n  o f the m ediation process ( in fe r re d  value s im ila r ity )



T a b le  15

Summary o f  R esults o f  Tests o f  Hypotheses 3A1, 3A2, 3B and 3C

Hypothesis 3A1 

(Voting)

Hypothesis 3A2 Hypothesis 3B

3 groups 2 groups
(Dating) (Physical A ttractiveness)

3 groups 2 groups 3 groups 2 groups

Hypothesis 3C 
(Evaluative 

Personality  T raits)
3 groups 2 groups

K
E
R
L
I
N
G
E
R

S
C
0
R
E
S

S
E
L
F

R
A
T
I
N
G
S

(Subjects'
Conserva­
tiv ism )

B
(Type o f  
stimulus 
person)

AB F = 12.070*** F = 23.129*** 

d f = 2/39 d f = 1/40

F = 3.847  

d f = 1/33 

F = 4.791* 

d f = 2/33

F = 3.518 

d f = 1/34 

F = 4.947* 

d f = 1/34

F = 1.031 

df = 2/32

F = 7.534* 

d f = 1/33

F = 2.093 

d f = 1/29 

F = 2.596 

d f = 2/29

F = 1.575 

d f = 1/32

F = 2.281 

df = 1/32 

F = 5.268* 

d f = 1/32

A
(Subjects'
Conserva­
tiv ism )

B
(Type o f  
stim ulus 
person)

AB

*p .05

F = 2.174  

d f = 1/42

F = 1.851 

d f = 1/43

F = 1.990

df = 1/43

F = 1.987 

d f = 2/43

F = 2.093  

d f = 1/43

F = 2.344  

d f = 2/41

F = 2.198 

d f = 1/42

F = 2.129 

d f = 1/44

F = 12.890*** F = 19.041*** F = 5.233** F = 10.383*** F = 5.038*

d f = 2/42 d f = 1/43

**p «C .01

d f = 2/43 d f = 1/44 d f = 2/41

F = 10.260** 

d f = 1/42

F = 1.102 

d f = 1/44  

1

F = 1.127 

d f = 1/45 

1

*P ^ *001 s )
in
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was c o rre c t ,  i t  was p red ic ted  th a t  l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  would p re fe r  long­

h a ire d  stim ulus persons (and conservative  s u b je c ts , sh o rt-h a ire d  

stim ulus persons) only i f  they were no t wearing c o n tra d ic to ry  b u tto n s .

To t e s t  th is  con ten tion , sep a ra te  analyses o f variance  were 

performed fo r  each o f the  four measures o f in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n ,  and 

fo r  both techniques o f ca tego riz ing  s u b je c ts ' conservativ ism  (K erlinger 

sco res and s e l f - r a t in g s ) . I t  was a lso  necessary  to  perform  sep ara te  

analyses fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus 

persons and fo r  those who judged c o n tra d ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons (each su b jec t viewed one or th e  o th e r , to  minimize demand 

c h a r a c te r i s t i c s ) . Had a s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n  been found between 

s u b je c ts ' conservativism  and r e la t iv e  a t t r a c t io n  to  "h ipp ie"  and "non­

h ip p ie "  stim ulus persons w ithout b u tto n s , b u t none found when 

co n trad ic to ry  stim ulus persons were used (fo r  "h ipp ie"  v s . co n trad ic to ry  

"non-hippie" comparisons and co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie"  v s . "non-hippie" 

com parisons), th is  might have been due to  th e  d iffe ren c e s  in  group 

s iz e :  approxim ately 35 d if fe re n t  su b je c ts  ra te d  "h ipp ie"  and "non­

h ip p ie "  stim ulus persons in  each co n tex t, b u t s ince  each ra te d  e i th e r  

a co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie"  or co n trad ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus person, 

the  responses o f only 18 su b jec ts  could be used fo r  "h ipp ie"  v s . 

co n trad ic to ry  "non-hippie" comparisons or fo r  co n tra d ic to ry  "h ipp ie"  

v s . "non-hippie" comparisons. For th is  reason responses o f su b jec ts  

who viewed co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons were analyzed 

se p a ra te ly  from responses o f su b jec ts  who viewed c o n tra d ic to ry  "non­

h ip p ie "  stim ulus persons.
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R esu lts o f Hypothesis 4a (l) (Voting Context)

K erlinger Score Assessment o f  P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism

Both fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed c o n tra d ic to ry  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus 

persons and fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed co n tra d ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons, a s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n  was found between su b je c ts ' conserva­

tiv ism  and vo ting  preference fo r  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons: conservatives p re fe rred  to  vo te  fo r  "non-h ipp ies" more than

"h ip p ies"  and l ib e ra ls  p re fe rred  to  vote fo r  "h ip p ie s"  more than "non­

h ip p ie s ."  No s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  were found fo r  comparisons 

involv ing  con trad ic to ry  stim ulus p e rso n s: conserva tives no longer

showed a s ig n if ic a n t  p reference fo r  "non-h ipp ies" over "h ip p ies"  when 

the  former wore McGovern bu ttons and l ib e r a ls  no longer showed a 

s ig n if ic a n t  p reference fo r "h ipp ies"  over "non-h ipp ies" when the 

"h ipp ies"  wore Nixon buttons (see Tables 16, 17, 18 and 19).

S e lf - ra tin g s  o f P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism

A s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n  was found fo r  su b je c ts  who viewed 

co n trad ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons, between s u b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  

conservativism  and voting  p references fo r  "h ip p ie"  and "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons. A s im ila r  tren d  (p .06) was found fo r  su b jec ts  who 

viewed co n trad ic to ry  "hippie" stim ulus persons. In both cases, as was 

expected, conservatives p re fe rred  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons and 

l ib e r a ls  p re fe rre d  the  "h ip p ie s ,"  These e f fe c ts  were negated by having 

stim ulus persons wear con trad ic to ry  b u tto n s . Both fo r  su b jec ts  who 

viewed con trad ic to ry  "hippie" stim ulus persons and fo r  those  who viewed 

co n trad ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons the  in te ra c t io n  of the  

p o l i t i c a l  conservativism  o f th e  su b jec t and the  r e la t iv e  a t t r a c t io n  o f
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Table 16

Hypothesis 4A(1): Attraction in a Voting Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of "H ippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts  (n=9) 9.11 7.33

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=7) 6.29 7.57

(Sm aller numbers denote g rea te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA

Source SS d f MS p

Between
A 13.179 1 13.179 5.501*
Subj. w. groups 33.540 14 2.396

W ithin
B 1.532 1 1.532 -

AB 19.476 1 19.476 4.507*
B x su b j. w. g r. 60.492 14 4.321

*p = .05



79

Table 17

Hypothesis 4A(1): Attraction in a Voting Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  C ontradictory  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons

Mean !Evaluation

Of C ontrad icto ry  
"Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons

Of
"Non-Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts (n=9) 10.89 7.33

By l ib e r a l  sub jec ts (n=7) 9.00 7.57

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary of ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 5.365 1 5.365 -

Subj. w. groups 86.135 14 6.152

Lthin
B 55.125 1 55.125 10.364**
AB 8.907 1 8.907 1.675
B x s u b j. w. g r . 74.468 14 5.319

**p = == .01
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Table 18

Hypothesis 4A(1): Attraction in a Voting Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons

E valuations o f "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of "Hippie" 
Stim ulus Persons

Of "Non-Hippie" 
Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts (n=16) 8.19 7.50

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts (n=10) 7.10 9.20

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f  MS F

Between
A 1.154 1 1.154 -

Subj. w. groups 270.769 24 11.282

Lthin
B 1.923 1 1.923 -

AB 23.901 1 23.901 6.364*
B x su b j. w. g r. 90.168 24 3.757 •

*p = C.05
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Table 19

Hypothesis 4A(1): Attraction in a Voting Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects’ Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  "Hippie" and C ontrad ictory  "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation
O f O f  C ontradictory  

"H ippie" "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  sub jec ts  (n=16) 8.19 8.13

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=10) 7.10 8.00

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 4.523 1 4.523 -

Subj. w. groups 459.169 24 19.132

Within
B 1.230 1 1.230 -

AB 2.852 1 2.852 -

B x s u b j . w. g r . 131.918 24 5.497
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su b jec ts  to  both types o f stim ulus persons ("h ipp ie"  v s . co n trad ic to ry  

"non-hippie" and co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie" v s . "non-hippie") was not 

s ig n if ic a n t  (see Tables A19, A20, A21 and A22).

In sh o r t, th e re  were fou r t e s t s  comparing the  vo ting  p references 

o f l ib e ra ls  and conservatives fo r  "h ipp ie" and "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons: two in  which su b je c ts ' conservativ ism  was categorized  on the

bsisis o f K erlinger scores and two in  which i t  was categorized  on the 

b a s is  o f s e l f - r a t in g s ,  two fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed co n trad ic to ry  "h ippie" 

stim ulus persons and two fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed co n trad ic to ry  "non­

h ip p ie"  stim ulus persons. Of these  four t e s t s ,  s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  

were found fo r  th re e , in  the  p red ic te d  d ire c tio n . The fou rth  approached 

s ig n if ic an c e  (p ^ . 0 6 ) .  This p reference  o f l ib e r a ls  fo r  vo ting  fo r 

"h ipp ie" stim ulus persons and o f conservatives fo r  vo ting  fo r  "non­

h ip p ie"  stim ulus persons was su c ce ss fu lly  coun terac ted  by the  use o f 

con trad ic to ry  b u tto n s . No s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n s  were found fo r  the  

t e s t s  which compared vo ting  p reference  fo r  "h ipp ie"  o r con trad ic to ry  

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons o r fo r  those  comparing vo ting  p reference 

fo r  co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie" o r "non-hippie" stim ulus persons.

These re s u l ts  add credence to  the  p rev io u sly  s ta te d  in te rp re ta t io n  

o f the r e s u l ts  o f the  th ird  hypo thesis: th a t  conservatives p re fe r  to

vote fo r  "non-hippie" candidates and l ib e r a ls  p re fe r  "h ipp ie"  candidates 

because they in f e r  th a t  these  in d iv id u a ls  have p o l i t i c a l  values s im ila r  

to  th e i r  own. When a d d itio n a l cues were added (co n trad ic to ry  bu ttons) 

so th a t  the  in ferences o f value s im ila r i ty  could no longer be made, 

these  p references no longer occur.
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R esults o f Hypothesis 4a(2) (Dating Context)

K erlinger Score Assessment o f  P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism

S ig n if ic a n t in te ra c tio n s  were found between su b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  

conservativism  and the  a t t r a c t io n  su b je c ts  f e l t  towards "h ipp ie" and 

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons as p o te n t ia l  da ting  p a r tn e rs , both fo r 

su b jec ts  who viewed co n trad ic to ry  "h ip p ie"  stim ulus persons and those 

th a t  viewed co n trad ic to ry  "non-h ipp ie" stim ulus persons. Conservatives 

p re fe rre d  to  date "non-hippie" stim ulus persons more than "hippie" 

stim ulus persons, and th e  opposite  was tru e  o f l ib e r a l s .  These 

preferences disappeared when su b je c ts  were confronted w ith stim ulus 

persons wearing bu ttons which c o n trad ic ted  th e  im p lica tions o f th e ir  

appearance. No s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  were found e i th e r  fo r  sub jec ts 

who viewed co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons o r those who uewed 

co n trad ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons (see Tables 20, 21, 22 and 

23).

S e lf - ra t in g s  o f P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism

A s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n  was found, fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed 

co n trad ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons, between the  su b je c ts ' 

conservativism  and da ting  p refe ren ce  fo r  "h ipp ie" and "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons. S p e c if ic a lly , conservatives p re fe rre d  to  date  "non­

h ip p ie s"  more than "h ipp ies"  and l ib e r a ls  p re fe rre d  to  date  "h ippies" 

more than "non-h ipp ies."  A s im ila r  in te ra c t io n  which approached 

s ig n if ic an c e  (p «^.06) was found fo r  su b je c ts  who viewed con trad ic to ry  

"h ipp ie" stim ulus persons. For both o f th ese  groups o f su b jec ts  no 

s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n  between s u b je c ts ' conservativ ism  and dating 

preference  fo r "h ipp ie" o r "non-hippie" stim ulus persons was found when
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Table 20

Hypothesis 4A(2): Attraction in a Dating Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie” Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects1 Conservativism

A ttrac tio n  to  "Hippie” and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of C ontrad ictory  
"Hippie" 

Stim ulus Persons

Of
"Non-Hippie” 

Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n=8) 11.50 8.50

By l ib e ra l  sub jec ts  (n-12) 11.00 10.83

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 1.504 1 1.504
Subj. w. groups 208.771 18 11.598

Within
B 11.025 1 11.025 2.350
AB 36.038 1 36.038 7.683*
B x su b j. w. g r . 84.437 18 4.691

*P ̂  -05
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Table 21

Hypothesis 4A(2): Attraction in a Dating Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttrac tio n  to  C on trad ictory  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n=8) 11.88 8.50

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=12) 10.33 10.83

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA

______ Source_____________ SS_______ d f_______MS_____ _____ F

Between
A 8.067 1 8.067
Subj. w. groups 214.833 18 11.935

Within
B 16.900 1 16.900 2.560
AB 19.266 1 19.266 2.918
B x sub j. w. g r . 118.834 18 6.602
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Table 22

Hypothesis 4A(2): Attraction in a Dating Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts  (n=10) 9.18 7.00

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=6) 7.42 8.92

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A .065 1 .065 -

S ubj. w. groups 358.652 21 17.079

Lthin
B .782 1 .782 -

AB 38.900 1 38.900 10.613**
B x su b j. w. g r. 76.470 21 3.665

**p ̂  .01
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Table 23

Hypothesi.s 4A(2): Attraction in a Dating Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttrac tio n  to  "H ippie" and C ontrad icto ry  "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of Of C ontradictory
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b je c ts  (n=10) 9.18 7.00

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n=6) 7.42 8.92

(Smaller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 1.680 1 1.680 -

Subj. w. groups 363.777 21 17.323

Lthin
B .783 1 .783 -

AB 21.940 1 21.940 3.662
B x su b j. w. g r . 125.777 21 5.989
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one of the  stim ulus persons wore a bu tton  which co n trad ic ted  the 

im p lica tions o f h is  appearance. These r e s u l ts  appear in  Tables A23,

A24, A25 and A26.

These r e s u l t s ,  th en , a re  very s im ila r  to  what was found in  the 

vo ting  con tex t. The d a tin g  p reference  o f conservatives fo r  "non-hippie11 

stim ulus persons and o f  l ib e r a ls  fo r  •’h ip p ie"  stim ulus persons was 

"n eu tra lized "  by having stim ulus persons wear co n trad ic to ry  b u tto n s . 

These re s u l ts  support th e  con ten tion  th a t  in ferences o f value s im ila r i ty  

are  responsib le  fo r  the  f a c t  th a t  conservatives p re fe rre d  to  date  "non­

h ip p ies"  and l ib e ra ls  p re fe rre d  to  d a te  "h ip p ie s ."

R esults o f Hypothesis 4b (Physical A ttrac tiv en ess 
E valuations)

K erlinger Score Assessment o f P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism

A s ig n if ic a n t  in te r a c t io n  between su b je c ts ' conservativism  and 

evaluations o f th e  p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons was found fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed con trad ic to ry  

"h ipp ie" stim ulus persons (Table 24). Conservative su b jec ts  evaluated 

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons as more p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  than 

"hippie" stim ulus persons and th e  opposite  was tru e  fo r  l ib e ra l  su b je c ts . 

S im ilar r e s u l ts  were found fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed con trad ic to ry  

(Table 26) "non-hippie" stim ulus persons, bu t fo r  th is  group the i n t e r ­

a c tio n  was no t s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t .  No such s ig n if ic a n t  i n t e r ­

actions were found fo r  t e s t s  invo lv ing  responses to  (Tables 25 and 27) 

co n trad ic to ry  stim ulus p e rso n s . Conservatives did no t judge "non­

h ip p ies"  to  be s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more a t t r a c t iv e  than "h ipp ies"  when the  

"h ipp ies" wore Nixon b u tto n s ; l ib e r a ls  d id  no t evaluate  "h ipp ies" as
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Table 24

Hypothesis 4B: Physical Attractiveness Evaluations of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

E valuations o f "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts  (n=8) 9.13 8.25

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n-13) 7.46 8.77

(Smaller numbers denote g re a te r  a ttra c tiv e n e s s )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 3.242 • 1 3.242 -

Subj. w. groups 100.091 19 5.268

.th in
B 2.381 1 2.381 1.517
AB 11.797 ’ 1 11.797 7.516
B x su b j. w. g r. 29.822 19 1.570

*p = ̂  .05
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Table 25

Hypothesis 4B: Physical Attractiveness Evaluations of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects1 Conservativism

Evaluations o f C ontrad icto ry  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of C ontradictory Of
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b je c ts  (n=8) 7.00 8.25

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n=13) 9.38 8.77

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a ttra c tiv e n e s s )

Summary of ANOVA

Source SS df

Between
A 20.880 1 20.880 3.943
Subj. w. groups 99.396 19 5.242

Lthin
B .095 1 .095 -
AB 8.616 1 8.616 2.296
B x s u b j . w. g r . 71.289 19 3.752
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Table 26

Hypothesis 4B: Physical Attractiveness Evaluations of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

E valuations o f "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of "Hippie" "Of Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b je c ts  (n=8) 8.38 7.88

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n=6) 8.00 8.33

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a ttra c tiv e n e ss )

Summary o f ANOVA

Source SS df MS F

Between
A .01'2 1 .012
Subj. w. groups 29.417 12 2.451

W ithin
B 2.594 1 2.594 -

AB 1.191 1 1.191
B x su b j. w. g r. 11.666 12 3.722
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Table 27

Hypothesis 4B: Physical Attractiveness Evaluations of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Kerlinger

Scores Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

E valuations of "Hippie" and C ontradictory  "Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of Of C ontrad ictory
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conserva tive  su b jec ts  (n=8) 8.38 8.50

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n=6) 8.00 7.33

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a ttra c tiv e n e s s )

Summary o f ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 4.019 1 4.019 -

Subj. w. groups 109.160 12 9.100

W ithin
B .322 1 .322 -

AB 1.130 1 1.130 -

B x su b j. w. g r. 52.048 12 4.337
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s ig n if ic a n t ly  more a t t r a c t iv e  than "non-hippies" when th e  "non-hippies" 

wore McGovern b u tto n s .

S e lf - ra t in g s  of P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism

Both fo r  sub jec ts  who viewed c o n tra d ic to ry  "h ip p ie"  stim ulus 

persons and fo r  su b jec ts  who viewed c o n tra d ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons, s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  were found between s u b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  

conservativ ism  and evaluations o f  the p h y s ic a l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f 

"h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons. However, th e  more favorable 

evaluations o f "non-hippie" stim ulus persons by conservatives (and o f 

"h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons by l ib e ra ls )  were no longer found when 

comparisons were made w ith co n trad ic to ry  stim ulus persons. "Hippie" 

stim ulus persons wearing Nixon bu ttons were no t considered to  be more 

p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  than "non-hippie" stim ulus persons by l ib e r a l  

su b je c ts . "Non-hippie" stim ulus persons wearing McGovern bu ttons were 

not judged to  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  more p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  than "h ipp ie" 

stim ulus persons by conservative su b je c ts . These r e s u l ts  appear in  

Tables A27, A28, A29 and A30.

Thus we see th a t fo r  evaluations of p hysica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  

conservatives tend to  judge "non-hippie" stim ulus persons more favorably  

than "h ipp ies"  and l ib e ra ls  tend to  judge "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons 

more favorably  than "non-h ipp ies."  The hypothesis th a t  in ferences o f 

value s im ila r i ty  were responsib le  fo r these  r e s u l ts  i s  supported by 

th e  find ing  th a t  these  p references disappeared when stim ulus persons 

wore bu ttons which con trad ic ted  th e  im p lica tio n s o f th e i r  appearance. 

S u b je c ts ' conservativism  did  no t s ig n if ic a n t ly  a f fe c t  evaluations o f 

p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  fo r  te s ts  comparing ra t in g s  o f "h ip p ie"  with
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co n trad ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons and t e s t s  comparing ra tin g s  

o f co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons w ith "non-hippie" stim ulus 

p e rso n s.

R esu lts o f Hypothesis 4c (F av o rab ility  o f  P e rso n a lity  
T ra i t  A ttr ib u tio n )

K erlinger Score Assessment o f S u b jec ts ' P o l i t i c a l  
Conservativism

For su b jec ts  who judged co n trad ic to ry  "h ip p ie"  stim ulus persons 

a s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n  was found between s u b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  

conservativ ism  and the  fa v o ra b ili ty  o f p e rs o n a lity  t r a i t s  a t t r ib u te d  to  

"h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons. "H ippies" were judged to  

have more favorable p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  than  "non-h ipp ies" by l ib e ra l  

su b je c ts  and "non-hippies" were assumed to  have more favorab le  

p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  than "h ipp ies" by conservative  s u b je c ts . No such 

s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n  was found fo r  su b je c ts  who viewed con trad ic to ry  

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons. In te ra c tio n s  invo lv ing  t e s t s  w ith 

c o n trad ic to ry  stim ulus persons were not s ig n if ic a n t :  l ib e ra ls  did  not

evaluate  "h ipp ies" s ig n if ic a n t ly  more favorab ly  than "non-hippies" 

who wore McGovern buttons nor did they eva lua te  "h ipp ies"  who wore 

Nixon bu ttons s ig n if ic a n t ly  more favorably  than "non-h ipp ies"; conserv­

a tiv e s  did  no t evaluate  "non-hippies" s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more favorab ly  than 

"h ipp ies"  who wore Nixon bu ttons nor did they ev a lu a te  "non-hippies" 

who wore McGovern bu ttons s ig n if ic a n t ly  more favorab ly  than "h ipp ie" 

stim ulus persons. However, th e  e ffe c tiv en e ss  o f  th e  bu ttons in  negating  

in ferences o f value s im ila r i ty  was to  no a v a i l ,  s ince  the e f fe c ts  o f 

in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  on fa v o ra b ili ty  o f p e rs o n a lity  t r a i t  a t t r ib u ­

t io n  was no t i n i t i a l l y  e s tab lish ed  fo r th e  group o f su b je c ts  who saw



95

co n trad ic to ry  "non-hippies" (no s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c t io n  was found).

These r e s u l ts  appear in  Tables 28, 29, 30 and 31.

S e lf - ra t in g s  o f P o l i t ic a l  Conservativism

No s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  were found between s u b je c ts ' p o l i t i c a l  

conservativ ism  and th e  fa v o ra b ili ty  o f  p e rs o n a lity  t r a i t s  a t t r ib u te d  to  

"h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons e i th e r  fo r  th e  group o f 

su b jec ts  who judged co n trad ic to ry  "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons o r fo r  the 

group th a t  judged con trad ic to ry  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons. L iberal 

su b jec ts  did  no t a t t r ib u te  s ig n if ic a n t ly  more favorab le  p e rso n a lity  

t r a i t s  to  "h ipp ies"  than to  "non-h ipp ies" and conserva tive  su b jec ts  did 

no t a t t r ib u te  s ig n if ic a n t ly  more favo rab le  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  to  "non­

h ip p ie s"  than to  "h ip p ie s ."  For th is  reason , th e  f a c t  th a t  no such 

in te ra c tio n s  were found fo r  comparisons involv ing  co n trad ic to ry  

stim ulus persons becomes m eaningless. The purpose o f p resen ting  

co n trad ic to ry  stim ulus persons was to  negate th e  e f fe c ts  o f in fe rre d  

value s im ila r i ty  on judgments concerning the  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  

stim ulus persons possessed . I t  was o f no value to  negate th is  p ro cess , 

because i t  was not i n i t i a l l y  e s ta b lish e d  ( fo r  th ese  groups) th a t  

in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  did  in fluence  judgments o f p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s .

We must conclude then th a t  our attem pt to  dem onstrate the  

process th a t  was responsib le  fo r  th e  r e s u l ts  rep o rted  e a r l i e r ,  concern­

ing  th e  e ffe c ts  o f in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  on the  fa v o ra b ili ty  o f 

p e rso n a lity  t r a i t  a t t r ib u t io n ,  was u nsuccessfu l. In fe rre d  value 

s im ila r i ty  was not found to  s ig n if ic a n t ly  a f f e c t  judgments o f the  

p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  o f stim ulus persons, and so i t  was meaningless to  

"negate" a re la tio n sh ip  which was not found (Tables A31, A32, A33 and 

A34) .
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Table 28

Hypothesis 4C: F a v o ra b ility  o f  P e rso n a lity  T ra its  A ttrib u ted  to
Stimulus Persons by Subjects Who Viewed C ontrad ictory  "Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons When K erlinger Scores Were Used To 
C ategorize S u b je c ts ' Conservativism

F av o rab ility  o f T ra its  A ttr ib u te d  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie"
Stim ulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b je c ts  (n= ll) .09 13.18

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=8) 10.38 6.50

(Larger numbers denote more favo rab le  t r a i t s )

Summary o f ANOVA

______ Source_____________ SS_______ df_______ MS__________  F

Between
A 30.051 1 30.051
Subj. w. groups 3023.528 17 177.855

Within
B 336.026 1 336.026 4.210
AB 666.582 1 666.582 8.351*
B x su b j. w. g r . 1356.892 17 79.817

*p = <  .05
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Table 29

Hypothesis 4C: F a v o rab ility  o f P e rso n a lity  T ra its  A ttrib u ted  To
Stimulus Persons By Subjects Who Viewed C ontrad ictory  "Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons When K erlinger Scores Were Used To 
C ategorize S u b je c ts ' Conservativism

F av o rab ility  o f T ra its  A ttr ib u te d  to  C ontradictory  "Hippie" 
and "Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of C ontradictory Of
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n= ll) 15.09 13.18

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=8) 6.50 6.50

(Larger numbers denote more favo rab le  t r a i t s )

Summary o f  ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 540.172 1 540.172 3.183
Subj. w. groups 2885.091 17 169.711

Within
B 11.605 1 11.605 -
AB 8.441 1 8.441 -
B x su b j. w. g r . 1205.454 17 70.909
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Table 30

Hypothesis 4C: F a v o ra b ility  o f P e rso n a lity  T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  To
Stimulus Persons by Subjects Who Viewed C ontradictory  

•'Non-Hippie” Stimulus Persons When K erlinger Scores 
Were Used to  C ategorize S u b jec ts ' Conservativism

F av o rab ility  o f T ra i ts  A ttr ib u te d  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie"
Stim ulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b je c ts  (n=13) 10.33 11.67

By l ib e ra l  su b jec ts  (n= ll) 7.73 7.64

(Larger numbers denote more favo rab le  t r a i t s )

Summary o f  ANOVA

______Source_____________ SS_______ df_______MS

Between
A 51.906 1 51.906
Subj. w. groups 1362.595 12 113.550

Within
B .322 1 .322
AB 2.390 1 2.390
B x su b j. w. g r . 188.788 12 15.732



99

Table 31

Hypothesis 4C: F a v o rab ility  o f P e rso n a lity  T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  To
Stimulus Persons by Subjects Who Viewed C ontradictory  

"Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons When K erlinger Scores 
Were Used to  C ategorize S u b jec ts ' Conservativism

F av o rab ility  o f T ra i ts  A ttr ib u ted  to  "Hippie" and C ontradictory  
"Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of Of C ontrad ictory
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n=13) 10.33 6.67

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n= ll) 7.73 13.18

(Larger numbers denote more favorab le  t r a i t s )

Summary of ANOVA 

Source SS d f  MS F

Between
A 18.045 1 18.045 -

Subj. w. groups 884.445 12 73.705

Lthin
B 85.786 1 85.786 1.362
AB 98.017 1 98.017 1.556
B x su b j. w. g r. 755.697 12 62.975



100

Summary o f  R esu lts  o f  Hypotheses 4 a ( l ) ,  4a(2 ), 4b and 4c

The r e s u l t s  o f s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t s  o f Hypotheses 4 a ( l ) , 4 a (2 ) , 

and 4b (Table 32) a re  in te rp re te d  as supporting the notion th a t  

in feren ces o f  va lue  s im ila r i ty  were responsib le  fo r  the  s ig n if ic a n t  

in te ra c t io n s  between s u b je c ts ' conservativism  and a t t r a c t io n  to  "h ip p ie "  

and "non-h ipp ie" stim ulus persons found fo r t e s ts  o f Hypothesis 3. 

S p e c if ic a lly , conservative  su b jec ts  tended to  evaluate  "h ipp ie" stim u lus 

persons le s s  favorab ly  than "non-hippie" stim ulus persons (and the 

opposite  was t ru e  o f l ib e r a l  su b je c ts )  as p o l i t i c a l  cand idates , 

p o te n t ia l  d a tin g  p a rtn e rs  and in  terms o f th e i r  physical a t t r a c t iv e n e s s .  

However, when "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons wore Nixon b u tto n s , and "non­

h ip p ie "  stim u lus persons wore McGovern b u tto n s , the  p rev iously  described  

re la tio n sh ip s  were no longer found. These re s u l ts  suggest th a t  the  

i n i t i a l  ev a lu a tio n s o f stim ulus persons (without bu ttons) were due to  

in fe ren ces on th e  p a r t  o f th e  su b jec ts  concerning the p o l i t i c a l  va lues 

o f th e  stim u lus persons ("h ip p ies"  were assumed to  be l ib e r a l  and 

"non-h ipp ies" assumed to  be conserva tive ). When these  in ferences were 

no longer te n a b le , because su b jec ts  wore buttons which co n trad ic ted  

them, th e  p rev io u s ly  described  p references were no longer found. This 

process could n o t be dem onstrated fo r  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  because th e  

e f fe c t  o f  in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  on the fa v o ra b ili ty  o f p e rs o n a li ty  

t r a i t s  a t t r ib u te d  to  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons was 

not found.

Hypothesis 5

Two 3-way analyses o f variance with repeated measures on 1 

fa c to r  (Winer, 1962) were used to  t e s t  the  p ro p o sitio n  th a t  the



T a b le  32

Summary o f  Tests o f  Hypothesis 4

Voting Context Dating Context Physical A ttractiveness P ersonality  Traits
Subjects who judged Subjects who judged Subjects who judged Subjects who judged

CH CN CH CN CH CN CH CN

H-N CH-N H-N H-CN H-N CH-N H-N H-CN H-N CH-N H-N H-CN H-N CH-N H-N H-CN

K
E
R
L
I
N

A
(Subjects'
Conserva­
tiv ism )

F=
5.501*

df=
1/14

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

F=
3.943

df=
1/19

1 1 1

F=
3.183

df=
1/17

1 1

G
E 8 F= F= F= F= F= F= F=
R (Type o f 1 10.364** 1 1 2.350 2.560 1.449 1 1.517 1 1 1 4.210 1 1 1.362

Stimulus
Person) df= df= df= df= df= df= df=

S
1/14 1/18 1/18 1/14 1/19 1/17 1/12

C
0 F= F= F= F= F= F= F= F= F= F= F=
R 4.517* 1.675 6.364* 7.683* 2.918 9.030** 1.376 7.516* 2.296 8.351* 1.556
E AB 1 1 1 1 1
S df= df= df= df= df= df= df= df= df= df= df=

1/14 1/14 1/24 1/18 1/18 1/14 1/14 1/19 1/19 1/17 1/12

H = "Hippie" Stimulus Persons 
N = "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons 

CH = Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons 
CN = Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

* = s ig n if ic a n t  at p ^  .05 
** = s ig n if ic a n t  a t p ^  .01 
+ = s ig n if ic a n t  a t p ^ .06



T a b le  3 2 — C o n tin u e d

Voting Context 
Subjects who judged 

CH CN

Dating Context 
Subjects who judged 

CH CN

Physical A ttractiveness  
Subjects who judged 

CH CN

P ersonality  T raits  
Subjects who judged 
CH CN

H-N CH-N H-N H-CN H-N CH-N H-N H-CN H-N CH-N H-N H-CN H-N CH-N H-N H-CN

F= F= F= F= F= F=
A 3.768 1.055 4.250 1.445 3.921 2.271

(Subjects’ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
S Conserva­ df= df= df= df= df= df=
E
L

tivism ) 1/24 1/23 1/23 1/17 1/25 1/17

F
B F= F= F= F= F= F= F=

(Type o f 2.067 26.285** 1 1 1.749 1.318 1 1 1 1 1 1 4.450* 1 1.159 1.646
Stimulus
Person) df= df= df= df= df= df= df=

R
A

1/17 1/17 1/20 1/20 1/25 1/17 1/17

T
I F= F= F= F= F= ■ F= F= F= F= F= F=
N 5.194* 3.189 3 .840+ 3.919+ 10.613** 3.662 5.047* 5.130* 2.917 4.304* 2.186
G AB 1 1 1 1 1

df= df= df= df= df= df= df= df= df= df= df=
1/17 1/17 1/24 1/20 1/21 1/21 1/23 1/17 1/25 1/25 1/17

H = "Hippie” Stimulus Persons * = s ig n if ic a n t  a t p ^  .05
N = "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons ** = s ig n if ic a n t  a t p <  .01

CH = Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons + = s ig n if ic a n t  at p ^ .06
CN = Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons
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re la tio n sh ip  between in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  and in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c ­

t io n  would be g re a te r  when stim ulus persons were evaluated  as p o l i t i c a l  

candidates than when they were judged as p o te n t ia l  da tin g  p a r tn e rs . In 

one o f th e  analyses, s u b je c ts 1 p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism  was assessed by 

using th e i r  sco res on the K erlinger S ocial A ttitu d e s  Scale . For the 

o th er s u b je c ts ' s e l f - r a t in g s  o f th e i r  own p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism  were 

used. In n e ith e r  case was the p re d ic te d  s ig n i f ic a n t  3-way in te ra c tio n  

found (see Table 33). A s ig n if ic a n t  2-way in te ra c t io n  between su b je c ts ' 

conservativism  and a t t r a c t io n  to  "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons was again obtained in  the  p re d ic te d  d ire c tio n  (fo r both 

techniques fo r  ca tego riz ing  su b jec ts  according to  th e i r  conserva tiv ism ). 

Also in  bo th  analyses s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe ren c e s  were found fo r  evalua­

tio n s  o f p o te n t ia l  dating  p a rtn e rs  and p o l i t i c a l  cand idates . P o te n tia l 

dates were evaluated  s ig n if ic a n t ly  le s s  favorab ly  than the  p o l i t i c a l  

cand idates . There was a lso  a tendency fo r  "non-hippie" stim ulus 

persons to  be evaluated  more favorably  than "h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons.
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Table 33

T est o f Hypothesis 5: S trength  o f R ela tio n sh ip  Between In fe rred
Value S im ila rity  and In te rp erso n a l A ttra c tio n  in  Voting and

Dating Contexts

When s u b je c ts ' conservativism  categorized  according to  K erlinger scores

Summary of ANOVA

Source SS df MS F

Between
A (Context) 61.361 1 61.361 5.699*
B (Subj . cons.) .444 1 .444
AB 12.250 1 12.250 1.138
Subj. w. g r. 732.167 68 10.767

Within
C (Stimulus person) 16.000 1 16.000 3.649
AC 14.694 1 14.694 3.351
BC 69.445 1 69.445 15.838**
ABC 4.695 1 4.695 1.071
C x subj w. g r. 298.166 68 4.385

* s ig n if ic a n t  a t p .05
** s ig n if ic a n t  a t  p .01

When s u b je c ts 1 conservativism  categorized  according to  s e l f - r a t in g s .

Summary o f ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A (Context) 88.526 1 88.526 10.012**
B (Subj0 conserva.) 9.500 1 9.500 1.074
AB .948 1 .948
Subj. w. g r. 636.605 72 8.842

Within
C (stim ulus person) 17.790 1 17.790 4.468*
AC 1.289 1 1.289
BC 94.736 1 94.736 23.795**
ABC .027 1 .027
C x subj w. g r. 286.658 72 3.981

* s ig n if ic a n t a t  p ^ .05 
* * s ig n if ic a n t a t  p ^ .01
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The Formation of F i r s t  Im pressions

A major purpose o f th is  study was to  o f fe r  a procedural model 

fo r  the  in v e s tig a tio n  o f the  im pression form ation process and to  

demonstrate i t s  e ff ic a c y  fo r  p re d ic tin g  both im pressions and in te r ­

personal a t t r a c t io n .  This approach i s  viewed as approximating what 

tra n sp ire s  in  r e a l  l i f e  s i tu a t io n s  more c lo se ly  than the p e rso n a lity  

t r a i t  l i s t  technique i n i t i a t e d  by Asch (1946) and used so ex ten siv e ly  

fo r  sev era l decades. Although the  im pression th a t  one person forms o f 

another may be described  by assign ing  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  to  the  person 

th a t  i s  viewed, the  stim ulus fo r  th e  im pression (contrary  to  Asch) i s  

always inform ation from our sen ses, e sp e c ia lly  how the person looks, 

sounds, and perhaps sm ells. This d a ta  i s  a v a ila b le  even befo re  

behavioral exchange occurs. V ision i s  o f prime importance fo r  man. 

T herefore, the  appearance o f ano ther in d iv id u a l plays an e sp e c ia lly  

c ru c ia l ro le  in  im pression form ation and th is  in v e s tig a tio n .

Photographs o f  stim ulus persons provided a less  complex stim ulus 

than what u su a lly  occurs in  a fa c e - to -fa c e  in te ra c tio n  ( i . e . ,  p o s tu ra l 

cues, g e s tu re s , t r a n s ito ry  f a c ia l  ex p ress io n s , e tc ) ,  and fo r  th is  

reason th i s  in v e s tig a tio n  i s  viewed as merely a f i r s t  s te p  in  

in v e s tig a tin g  th is  p ro cess . Although some aspects of appearance are 

u n a lte ra b le  o r changed only w ith d i f f i c u l ty  ( i . e . ,  s ta tu re ,  physiognomy, 

co lo rin g ), o thers a re  e a s i ly  m anipulated (c lo th in g , grooming, e t c . ) .

I t  was th e  supposition  o f th is  resea rch  th a t  the  manipulable aspects o f
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appearance provide an im portant b a s is  by which in d iv id u a ls  form 

im pressions o f one ano ther.

This con ten tion  i s  supported by the r e s u l ts  o f th is  resea rch .

The confirm ation o f  th e  "h ip p ie"  s te reo ty p e  suggests th a t to  the 

ex ten t th a t  an in d iv id u a l adopts the  physica l a t t r ib u te s  o f a s te re o ­

typed group (long h a i r ) , he w il l  be assumed to  possess the  stereo typed  

p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f th a t  group (p o l i t ic a l  l ib e ra lis m ) .

Thus we may suggest th a t  th e  i n i t i a l  s tep s in  forming an im pression are

(1) making in fe ren ces  as to  group membership on th e  b a s is  o f physical 

appearance; (2) assign ing  probable p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  on the 

b asis  o f  group membership. Although the  study reported  here  did not 

o f fe r  unambiguous p roo f th a t  th is  process occurs in  the way th a t we 

have suggested , i t  d id  o f f e r  some supportive  evidence. Long h a ir  was 

the  t r a i t  considered to  be c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f "h ipp ies" f a r  more than 

any o th e r (Tables 1 and A l) . L iberal and ra d ic a l  p o l i t ic a l  

philosophies were a lso  found to  ch a rac te rize  "h ipp ies" (Tables 1 and 

Al) and long-haired  stim ulus persons (Table 8) as w ell.

The a p p lic a b i l i ty  o f  th i s  model extends f a r  beyond the  "h ipp ie" 

s te reo ty p e  and beyond s te reo ty p es  of r a c ia l ,  r e l ig io u s , or e th n ic  

groups. Inferences as to  so c ia l  c la s s ,  age, and sex provide im portant 

in form ation , although th ese  judgments are no t always unambiguous ( i . e . ,  

long h a i r  is  no longer synonymous w ith fem ale). I f  a given stim ulus 

person i s  assumed to  belong to  two groups which are assumed to  have 

s im ila r  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  ( i . e . ,  " r ic h "  and "old" may both connote 

conservativism ) in feren ces may be made w ith g re a te r  confidence than 

when a stim ulus person belongs to  two groups fo r  which the  in fe rre d  

p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  a re  co n trad ic to ry  ( i . e . ,  r ich  Chicano).
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Inferences a re  n o t, o f  course , lim ited  to  p o l i t i c a l  conservativism .

Any p e rso n a lity  t r a i t  a sso c ia ted  w ith group membership may be in fe r re d . 

The more s tro n g ly  a g iven  t r a i t  i s  a sso c ia ted  w ith group membership in  

the mind of th e  p e rc e iv e r , :the  more confidence one i s  l ik e ly  to  d isp lay  

when making in fe ren ces  about th a t  t r a i t .  Although i t  i s  not always 

the  case th a t  in d iv id u a ls  agree w ith one another when making in ferences 

of th is  k ind , responses to  "h ipp ie1' stim ulus persons in  th is  study 

demonstrated th a t  th e re  may be a g rea t deal o f agreement.

This study  o f th e  "h ipp ie" s te reo ty p es d if fe r s  from o ther 

research  on s te reo ty p ed  groups in  sev era l im portant re sp e c ts . We have 

found fav o rab le , n e u tr a l ,  and unfavorable p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

which are a sso c ia ted  w ith  group membership. In th e  p ast most s tu d ies  

of s te reo types have s tr e s s e d  negative  in fe ren ces . In a d d itio n , the 

aspects o f appearance by which group members a re  id e n tif ie d  (long 

h a ir ,  messy, b lu e  je a n s , e tc .)  a re  q u a l i t ie s  which an ind iv idua l i s  

capable o f assuming o r removing e a s i ly . The voluntary  na tu re  o f th is  

kind o f group membership i s  e sp e c ia lly  im portant because o f the  ac tiv e  

re je c tio n  o f e s ta b lis h e d  values a sso c ia ted  w ith i t  (Tables 1 and A2). 

Unlike the  t r a i t s  o f many o ther ste reo typed  groups, which are viewed 

as being co n g en ita l, th e  t r a i t s  o f the  "h ipp ie" are  in te rp re te d  by the  

observer as being  an a c t  o f w i l l .  The "h ipp ie" re je c ts  many o f the  

values of the  la rg e r  s o c ie ty  in  which he liv e s  (and, we may suppose, 

the  observer, i f  he accep ts these  values) d e sp ite  the  fa c t  th a t  he has 

some choice in  th e  m a tte r  and might choose d if fe re n t ly . Thus the 

appearance o f th e  "h ip p ie "  may be in te rp re te d  by the  conservative 

observer as a c tiv e  r e je c t io n  o f the l a t t e r 's  own view o f the  w orld, and 

may be in te rp re te d  by th e  l ib e ra l  observer as t a c i t  acceptance o f h is
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l ib e r a l  p o s it io n . Not only does the conservative observer b e liev e  

th a t  the  "h ipp ie" has chosen to  r e je c t  th e  o b se rv er 's  v a lu e s , bu t as 

Heider has commented, the  "h ipp ie" i s  aware th a t  the conservative  

observer knows he (th e  "h ipp ie") has chosen to  r e je c t  the  o b se rv e r 's  

v a lu es, and th e  observer knows th a t  the  "h ipp ie" knows. . . .

As is  th e  case w ith many s te re o ty p e s , we have found th a t  

stim ulus persons whose appearance includes c h a ra c te r is t ic s  which are 

th e  opposite o f those of the  ste reo typed  group, are assumed to  possess 

p e rso n a lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  which are the opposite  o f those assumed to  

be possessed by the  ste reo typed  group. Where "h ip p ie s ,"  id e n t i f ia b le  

by long h a i r ,  were assumed to  be p o l i t i c a l ly  l ib e r a l ,  stim ulus persons 

w ith sh o rt h a i r  ("non-hippies") were assumed to  be p o l i t i c a l ly  

conserva tive . This phenomenon i s  s im ila r  to  ste reo ty p es based on rac e . 

Unfavorable t r a i t s  a re  most o ften  a t t r ib u te d  to  those races and 

n a t io n a l i t ie s  with dark sk in , and eyes and dark , cu rly  h a ir  ( i . e . ,  

b lac k s , American In d ian s , Puerto R icans, Jews, and Chicanos). The 

only group which considered i t s e l f  to  be a "superio r"  race were the 

Aryan "Ubermensch" id e n t i f ia b le  by l ig h t  eyes and s t r a ig h t ,  blond h a ir .

Determinants o f  In te rp e rso n a l A ttra c tio n

D espite the  commonality o f in ferences th a t  were made regarding  

th e  p o l i t i c a l  values of "h ipp ie"  and "non-hippie" stim ulus persons, i t  

was no t expected th a t  a l l  su b jec ts  would be equally  a t t r a c te d  to  these 

two types o f stim ulus persons. I t  was a n tic ip a te d  th a t  su b jec ts  would 

p re fe r  stim ulus persons whom they  in fe rre d  would provide s a t is f a c t io n  

(y ie ld  some p o s i t iv e  value o f rewards minus costs  above a comparison 

lev e l o f o th e r a v a ila b le  a lte rn a tiv e s )  of needs th a t  were im portant fo r
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them in  a given in te ra c t io n  con tex t. The d e s ire  to  have o n e 's  percep­

t io n  o f r e a l i t y  v a lid a te d  by having o thers agree w ith i t  i s  one such 

type of need s a t i s f a c t io n .  R esults o f th is  research  confirmed the  

ex pec ta tion  th a t  su b jec ts  would p re fe r  stim ulus persons whose values 

they assumed to  be s im ila r  to  t h e i r  own. In both da ting  and vo ting  

con texts l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  p re fe rre d  "h ippie" stim ulus persons to  

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons and conservative  su b jec ts  p re fe rre d  

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons to  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons. When 

su b jec ts  were d iv ided  in to  th ree  groups on th e  b a s is  o f p o l i t i c a l  

conservativ ism , the  r e s u l ts  were again  in  the  p red ic ted  d ire c tio n :  

l ib e r a ls  were a t t r a c te d  to  "h ipp ie" stim ulus persons more than 

moderates and moderates were a t t r a c te d  to  "h ip p ies"  more than conserv­

a tiv e s ;  conservatives were a t t r a c te d  to  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons 

more than m oderates and moderates were a t t r a c te d  to  "non-hippie" 

stim ulus persons more than l ib e r a l s .

This study i s  very d if fe re n t  from most previous research  which 

has in v e s tig a te d  the  e f fe c ts  of value s im ila r i ty  on in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  ( i . e . ,  Newcomb, 1943; Newcomb, 1956; Byrne, London and 

Reeves, 1968; and Stroebe e t  a l . ,  1971). Newcomb's work has 

concen tra ted  on the  e f fe c ts  o f value s im ila r i ty  as i t  a f fe c ts  long­

term re la t io n s h ip s , ra th e r  than i n i t i a l  im pressions. The s tu d ie s  o f 

Byrne e t  a l .  and Stroebe e t  a l .  have m anipulated value s im ila r i ty  by 

having th e  view er consider an a t t i tu d e  c h e c k lis t to  which the  stim ulus 

person was supposed to  have responded. In r e a l  l i f e  we a re  ra re ly  

p rivy  to  such in fo rm ation . I t  i s  apparent from the  p resen t research  

th a t  i t  i s  unnecessary to  know or be to ld  the  a c tu a l value o r ie n ta t io n  

o f ano ther, o r to  be to ld  the  a b i l i ty  o f another to  provide some
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p o s it iv e  outcome o f rewards minus costs above a comparison le v e l (by 

v a lid a tin g  o n e 's  conception o f r e a l i t y ) ,  to  p re d ic t  in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n .  Inform ation concerning a n tic ip a te d  p o s it iv e  outcomes o r 

in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  i s  s u f f ic ie n t  fo r  these  p re d ic tio n s . In  the 

f i r s t  im pression s i tu a t io n ,  where one does no t u su a lly  have knowledge 

o f  th i s  type  a t  one 's  d isp o sa l, i t  i s  these  in ferences and ex p ec ta tio n  

th a t  govern in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n .

The re la tio n s h ip  between in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  and i n t e r ­

personal a t t r a c t io n  i s  re le v a n t to  the controversy th a t  has e x is te d  

fo r  se v e ra l years concerning th e  b a s is  fo r  r a c ia l  p re ju d ice : Rokeach

has suggested th a t  i t  i s  caused by assumptions o f  value d is s im i la r i ty ,  

whereas T riand is  and o thers contend th a t  id e n t i f ic a t io n  of a stim ulus 

person as a member o f a m inority  ra c ia l  or re l ig io u s  group i s  s u f f ic ie n t  

to  cause p re ju d ice  in  s i tu a t io n s  involving large  so c ia l d is ta n c e s .

Our resea rch  provides a model fo r  describ ing  th e  mechanism by 

which value  s im ila r i ty  in ferences are  l ik e ly  to  be tran sm itte d  in  an 

ac tu a l fa c e - to -fa c e  in te ra c t io n . In r e a l i t y ,  one i s  ra re ly  p resen ted  

w ith inform ation  concerning the  b e lie f s  o f , and m inority  group member­

sh ip  o f , ano ther in d iv id u a l and asked to  weigh and compare th e  

e f fe c ts  o f  both  (as i s  done in  so much o f the research  in  t h i s  a r e a ) . 

What i s  f a r  more l ik e ly  to  occur i s  th a t  one w ill  d isce rn  m ino rity  

group s ta tu s  and in fe r  the  values o f another from th a t  knowledge as 

w ell as many a d d itio n a l cues ( i . e . ,  d re s s , grooming, speech, g a i t ,  

physiognomy, e t c . ) . An in d iv id u a l 's  race  or r e l ig io n  i s  never p resen ted  

to  us in  i s o la t io n .  When forming im pressions we respond to  th e  e n t i r e  

p a tte rn  o f  cues befo re  u s . The in ferences drawn from these  cues w il l  

to  some e x te n t be dependent on the ind iv idua l p rocessing  techniques



Ill

o f  the  p e rc e iv e r .

In te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n ,  as we have suggested , w il l  be determined 

by th e  supposition  of the  p e rce iv e r o f th e  reinforcem ent value of the  

stim ulus person in  terms o f the  amount o f.rew ard  (minus co s ts )  above 

some comparison lev e l th a t  w ill  be rece iv ed , fo r  needs th a t  are  

im portant to  th e  p e rce iv e r in  a given in te ra c t io n  co n tex t. As has a lso  

been suggested , these  in ferences are i n i t i a l l y  made on the  b a s is  o f 

cues from p h y sica l appearance. Thus, in  o rder to  p re d ic t  in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  when an in d iv id u a l meets another fo r  th e  f i r s t  time (or 

p re ju d ice )  i t  would seem to  be necessary  to  know (1) th e  needs th a t  are 

s a l ie n t  fo r  an in d iv id u a l in  a given in te ra c t io n  con tex t; (2) the 

p e rc e iv e r 's  judgment o f the  a b i l i ty  o f the  stim ulus person to  provide 

s a t i s f a c t io n  o f those needs. I t  would seem m eaningless to  say a p r io r i  

th a t  e i th e r  race  o r value s im ila r i ty  i s  more im portant fo r  p re d ic tin g  

p re ju d ice  in  a given so c ia l s i tu a t io n .  One may only say th a t  fo r  

c e r ta in  types o f in d iv id u a ls , in  c e r ta in  types o f  s i tu a t io n s ,  race  or 

value s im ila r i ty  w il l  be in te rp re te d  as being more or le s s  re le v a n t 

fo r  determ ining g re a te s t  s a t is f a c t io n  o f s a l ie n t  needs, and th e re fo re , 

more o r le s s  relevan t, re sp e c tiv e ly , fo r  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n .

Another reason fo r  co n trad ic to ry  research  r e s u l ts  in  th is  a rea  

may stem from th e  type of values th a t  were used fo r  the  value 

s im ila r i ty  m anipulation. The importance o f value s im ila r i ty  fo r  in te r ­

persona l a t t r a c t io n  w ill  be minimal i f  th e  values th a t  are  s im ila r  are 

ones th a t  a re  o f l i t t l e  concern to  the p e rc e iv e r . In th e  study 

described  here  the  importance o f the  values being m anipulated was 

in su red  by only considering su b jec ts  who in d ic a te d  an in te r e s t  in  

p o l i t i c s .  S im ila r p rov isions should have been made in  th e  s tu d ie s  on
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r a c ia l  p re ju d ice , bu t were n o t.

C ontradictory  r e s u l ts  on the  importance o f  race  and value 

s im ila r i ty  fo r  p re ju d ice  in  s i tu a t io n s  involv ing  d if f e r e n t  so c ia l 

d is tan ces may a lso  be due to  the  sample o f  su b jec ts  used in  each 

study . I f  many r a c ia l ly  p re jud iced  in d iv id u a ls  were included in  a 

given sample, ra c e , r a th e r  than value s im ila r i ty ,  would in e v ita b ly  be 

found to  be most im portant. I f  many in d iv id u a ls  low in  p re jud ice  

were included in  a s tu d y , value s im ila r i ty  would be found to  be 

im portant fo r  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  reg a rd le ss  o f th e  so c ia l 

d is tan ce  involved. When attem pting to  p re d ic t  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c ­

t io n  i t  i s  always necessary  to  know the enduring needs th a t  are  

im portant fo r  the  in d iv id u a ls  involved.

Demand c h a ra c te r is t ic s  provide an a d d itio n a l considera tion  th a t  

should be taken in to  account when try in g  to  rec o n c ile  the  co n trad ic to ry  

r e s u l ts  o f research  on r a c ia l  p re ju d ic e . Subjects make in ferences as 

to  what types o f responses they b e lie v e  th e  re sea rch e rs  in  a given 

experiment would l ik e  them to  make, and then  comply. Also su b jec ts  

may be concerned w ith provid ing  responses th a t  w ill  be in te rp re te d  by 

th e  experim enter as being favorab le  to  them selves. E sp ec ia lly  in  the  

N ortheastern  p a r t  o f th is  country , most o f  us have been exposed to  

a u th o rity  fig u res  who den ig ra te  p re ju d ic ia l  a t t i tu d e s  and in d o c tr in a te  

us concerning the  v ir tu e s  of brotherhood. Subjects who f a i le d  to  be 

in fluenced  in  t h e i r  responses by th e  race  o f  a stim ulus person may 

sim ply have been responding in  the  way they had learned  would p lease  

a u th o rity  fig u res  (the re se a rc h e rs ) . Subjects who were not influenced  

by th e  race of a stim ulus person may have been responding in  the way 

they  had been taught th a t  one should respond, r a th e r  than th e  way th a t
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they  r e a l ly  f e l t  and r e a l ly  would r e a c t  in  r e a l  l i f e  s i tu a t io n s .

Consequences o f In terpersonal A ttra c tio n

Thus f a r  we have discussed th e  determ inants of in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  when two in d iv id u a ls  meet fo r  th e  f i r s t  tim e. I t  has been 

suggested th a t  in ferences are  made concerning th e  fa v o ra b ili ty  o f 

p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  o f the  o th er person on th e  b a s is  o f physical 

appearance. A ttrac tio n  w ill  depend upon th e  degree to  which the  o ther 

i s  assumed to  be capable o f s a t is fy in g  needs th a t  a re  s a l ie n t  (in  

terms o f rewards minus costs) in  th e  given in te ra c t io n  con tex t (as 

compared to  a lte rn a tiv e  le v e ls ) . One such need i s  to  have o thers agree 

w ith one 's  va lues. In th is  study , fo r  bo th  d a tin g  and vo ting  contexts 

stim ulus persons whose values were assumed to  be s im ila r  to  those of 

the  p e rce iv e r were p re fe rred  to  stim ulus persons whose values were 

assumed to  be d if fe re n t from those o f the  p e rc e iv e r .

I t  i s  not su rp ris in g  th a t  in fe ren ces  as to  the  p o l i t i c a l  values 

o f another are im portant when we are  decid ing  whom to  vote fo r . But 

the  find ing  th a t  in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  i s  im portant fo r  a t t r a c t io n  

in  a da ting  context i s  s tran g e . I f  asked about th e  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

th a t  they find  d e s irab le  in  a da ting  p a r tn e r ,  most people would not 

include s im ila r  p o l i t i c a l  o r ie n ta tio n  n ear th e  top o f th e i r  l i s t .  Yet 

whether they are aware of i t  or n o t , the  need to  have o n e 's  values 

confirmed i s  opera tive  in  th is  s i tu a t io n .  One reason th a t  may account 

fo r  i t s  importance i s  the fa c t  th a t  i t  i s  a  c h a r a c te r is t ic  which can 

be re a d ily  in fe rre d  from appearance.

The fa c t th a t  in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  was re la te d  to  i n t e r ­

personal a t t r a c t io n  in  a da ting  con tex t a lso  seems to  c o n tra d ic t the
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research  o f W alster e t  a l .  (1966). Of th e  many v a ria b le s  in v es tig a ted  

only physical a ttra c tiv e n e ss  was found to  be re la te d  to  dating  

p refe ren ces . However, W alster d id  no t evaluate  th e  p o l i t i c a l  conserv­

a tiv ism  o f her su b je c ts . Even i f  t h i s  had been done, i t  i s  no t c e r ta in  

th a t  in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  would have been found to  be re la te d  to  

in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n .  For one th in g , th e re  may have been l i t t l e  

h e te rogeneity  in  the p o l i t i c a l  va lues o f  h e r  su b je c ts . Even i f  there  

were considerable v a r ia tio n  in  the  p o l i t i c a l  va lues o f su b je c ts , there  

may have been l i t t l e  v a r ia tio n  in  th e  h a i r  length  o f male stim ulus 

persons. I t  seems as i f  the h a i r  leng th  o f  male co llege  studen ts did 

no t vary as much in  1965 (when th e  W alster resea rch  was done) as much 

as i t  d id  in  1972 (when th is  study  was d o ne). Moreover, in fe rre d  value 

s im ila r i ty  would only be expected to  be re la te d  to  in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  i f  one can choose between se v e ra l in d iv id u a ls  who vary in  

terms o f the  s im ila r ity  assumed to  e x is t  between th e i r  values and those 

o f the  p e rce iv e r. This was th e  procedure used in  the  study reported  

h e re , bu t was no t the case fo r  W a ls te r 's  s u b je c ts . They in d ica ted  

a t t r a c t io n  only to  the  one in d iv id u a l w ith  whom they were p a ired  fo r  a 

b lin d  d a te .

Perhaps most im portan tly , in  th e  study rep o rted  h e re , stim ulus 

persons were equated fo r  p hysica l a t t r a c t iv e n e s s .  N a tu ra lly , th is  was 

not the  case in  W alster 's  re sea rch . In i n i t i a l  p i lo t  research  by the 

w r ite r  when the  physical a tt ra c t iv e n e s s  o f  stim ulus persons was not 

co n tro lle d , in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  was not found to  a f fe c t  i n te r ­

personal a t t r a c t io n . One can only sp e c u la te  th a t  in  r e a l  l i f e ,  where 

people are free  to  choose da ting  p a r tn e rs  from among many ind iv idua ls  

who vary both in  physical a tt ra c t iv e n e s s  and in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty ,
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both of these  param eters a re  in f lu e n t ia l ,  i f  th e  l a t t e r  can be 

in fe rre d  from appearance o r symbols, i . e . ,  a p o l i t i c a l  b u tto n . I f  

value s im ila r i ty  i s  not known, as was the  case in  Newcomb's re sea rch , 

then i t  takes longer fo r  th e  re la tio n s h ip  between value s im ila r i ty  

and in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  to  become apparen t.

The question  a r is e s  as to  what the  a t t r a c t io n  found fo r  stim ulus 

persons r e a l ly  means. As has been suggested , i t  im plies more than 

lik in g . I t  includes a p re d isp o s itio n  to  evaluate  o thers in  a favo rab le  

way. We have p rev io u sly  expressed the  opinion th a t  judgments o f t r a i t s  

th a t  are su b je c tiv e ly  determ ined and have an ev a lu a tiv e  component would 

be most s tro n g ly  in fluenced  by th is  a t t r a c t io n .  The r e s u l ts  have 

shown th a t in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  i s  an im portant determ inant o f 

judgments o f one such su b je c tiv e ly  determ ined, eva lua tive  t r a i t :  

physica l a t t r a c t iv e n e s s .  L iberals evaluated  "h ipp ies"  as more p h y s ic a lly  

a t t r a c t iv e  than "non-hippies" and conservatives evaluated  "non-hippies" 

as more p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  than  "h ip p ie s ."

S im ila rly , when ca tego rized  on the b a s is  o f K erlinger sc o re s , 

l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  a t t r ib u te d  more favorab le  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  to  

"h ipp ie" stim ulus persons than to  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons and 

conservative su b je c ts  a t t r ib u te d  more favorab le  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  to  

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons than to  "h ipp ie" stim ulus p e rso n s. The 

l a t t e r  was not found, however, when su b jec ts  were categorized  on the  

b a s is  o f s e l f - r a t in g s  o f p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism . There a re  sev e ra l 

reasons why th is  might have occurred.

(1) The l i s t  o f  p e rs o n a lity  t r a i t s  may have been too leng thy .

Each sub jec t judged each o f  the  s ix  stim ulus persons on twelve 7 -po in t 

s c a le s . The process was undoubtedly fa tig u in g  and could e a s i ly  have
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caused su b je c ts  to  respond randomly to  stim ulus persons and t r a i t s  th a t
»

appeared a t  the  end. The la rg e  o rder e f fe c ts  discovered in  p i lo t  

research  would tend to  support th is  p o s s ib i l i ty .

(2) There was a very  la rge  variance  fo r  these  ra t in g s .

F a v o rab ility  sco res fo r  each stim ulus person would range from -3 to  +3 

fo r  each t r a i t ,  o r  from -24 to  +24 fo r  each stim ulus person. Even 

c o n s is ten t eva lua tions in  the  p red ic te d  d ire c tio n  (favorable fo r  in fe r re d  

value s im ila r i ty  and unfavorable fo r  in fe rre d  value d is s im ila r ity )  would 

no t y ie ld  s ig n if ic a n t  in te ra c tio n s  un less they were o f s iz ab le  m agnitude.

(3) The K erlinger scores may be a more accura te  way o f measuring 

p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism  than s e l f - r a t in g s .  Some sub jec ts  may not 

r e a l ly  understand what i s  meant by p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism , or may not 

be aware o f th e  p roper terms to  describe  th e i r  own a t t i tu d e s .  For these  

su b jec ts  the  K erlinger sco res would be a more v a lid  method o f eva lua ting  

p o l i t i c a l  conservativ ism .

The f a c t  th a t  in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  was found to  a f fe c t  

evaluations o f the  p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  o f stim ulus persons and the 

fa v o ra b ili ty  o f p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s  a t t r ib u te d  to  them (when su b je c ts  

were ca tegorized  on the  b a s is  o f K erlinger scores) i s  in te rp re te d  as 

p rovid ing  a d d itio n a l inform ation  fo r  the  model o f in te rp e rso n a l 

a t t r a c t io n  fo r  i n i t i a l  im pressions p rev iously  described . As has been 

s ta te d  e a r l i e r ,  when an in d iv id u a l i s  assumed, on the  b a s is  o f h is  

physica l appearance, to  possess c h a ra c te r is t ic s  which are capable of 

providing s a t is f a c t io n  (rewards minus co sts) o f needs s a l ie n t  to  the  

p e rce iv e r in  a given in te ra c t io n  contex t (as compared to  a v a ila b le  

a l te r n a t iv e s ) ,  th e  p e rc e iv e r  w il l  be a t t r a c te d  to  th a t in d iv id u a l.

We can now add th a t  th i s  a t t r a c t io n  includes a tendency to  judge the
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stim ulus person favorab ly  in  terms o f t r a i t s  th a t  are  su b je c tiv e  and 

e v a lu a tiv e .

C on trad ictory  S tim uli

In an attem pt to  d iscover whether in ferences o f  value s im ila r i ty  

were resp o n sib le  fo r  th e  a t t r a c t io n  of l ib e ra ls  to  "h ipp ie" stim ulus 

persons and conserva tives to  "non-hippie" stim ulus persons, each 

su b je c t evaluated  a stim ulus person who wore a bu tton  which co n trad ic ted  

th e  im p lica tio n s o f  t h e i r  appearance. I t  was expected th a t  the  a t t r a c ­

t io n  o f l ib e r a l s  fo r  •'h ippies" and o f conservatives fo r  "non-hippies" 

would no longer occur when they wore bu ttons which co n trad ic ted  the  

im p lica tio n s o f t h e i r  appearance. R esults o f these  t e s t s  supported the 

con ten tion  th a t  value s im ila r i ty  in ferences were responsib le  fo r  i n t e r ­

personal a t t r a c t io n .

In te rp re ta tio n s  o f these  co n trad ic to ry  s tim u li a re  rem in iscen t 

o f the  research  in  th e  Asch t r a d i t io n  by Haire and Grunes (19S0), 

D innerste in  (1951), G ollins (1954) and (1958) and Pepitone and Hayden 

(1955) in  which su b je c ts  in d ic a te d  th e i r  im pressions o f a stim ulus 

person described  w ith co n trad ic to ry  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s .  As in  these  

s tu d ie s ,  some su b je c ts  were found to  ignore one or the o th er 

co n trad ic to ry  s tim u li  (h a ir  leng th  o f stim ulus person o f bu tton  message) 

and some gave a "compromise" in te rp re ta t io n  suggesting an in te g ra tio n  

o f both types o f  in fo rm ation . However, th e re  were r e la t iv e ly  few who 

ignored the  b u tto n  message to t a l l y ,  as i s  apparent from the f a c t  th a t  

"h ipp ie"  stim ulus persons were judged to  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  mor conserv­

a tiv e  when they  wore th e  Nixon b u tto n  than when they d id  not (and 

"non-hippie" stim ulus persons were judged to  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  le ss
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conservative  when they wore McGovern b u tto n s ) .

The Context o f In te ra c tio n

The s i tu a t io n  in  which two people meet w ill  have im portant 

im p lica tio n s fo r  th e  needs th a t  are  s a l ie n t  to  the  in d iv id u a ls  involved. 

I f  an in d iv id u a l goes fo r  an in terv iew  fo r  a jo b , the  need most s a l ie n t  

w il l  probably be to  favorably  impress the  in te rv ie w e r. I t  was expected 

th a t  th e  need to  have one’s p o l i t i c a l  values confirmed by having 

another agree w ith  them would be much more im portant in  a vo ting  

con tex t than a d a tin g  con tex t. I t  was assumed th a t  a p o l i t i c a l  candi­

date  would have the  power to  make choices th a t  would a f f e c t  the  v o te r  

and th a t  the  v o te r  would p re fe r  a candidate th a t  he assumed would make 

these  choices according to  h is  (the v o te r 's )  p re fe ren c es . I t  was 

fu r th e r  expected th a t  the  need fo r  value v a lid a tio n  would be much le ss  

s a l ie n t  in  a da tin g  s i tu a t io n ,  where th e re  were many a d d itio n a l types 

o f  s a t is f a c t io n  p o ss ib le . However, no s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe ren c e  was 

found fo r  the  importance o f in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  in  vo ting  and 

d a tin g  co n tex ts . While i t  was tru e  th a t  th is  in te ra c t io n  was stro n g er 

in  the  vo ting  con tex t (s ig n if ic an c e  was found a t  th e  .001 le v e l)  than

in  the  da ting  contex t (s ig n ific an c e  was found a t  the  .01 le v e l) ,  the

s tre n g th  o f th ese  in te ra c tio n s  was not s ig n if ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t .  

L og ica lly , i t  must e i th e r  be because in fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  i s  le s s  

im portant in  th e  vo ting  context than had been a n tic ip a te d , o r more

im portant in  the  d a tin g  con tex t.

In fe rre d  value s im ila r i ty  may have been le ss  im portant in  the  

vo ting  s i tu a t io n  than  had been a n tic ip a te d  because o th er needs may 

have competed w ith  i t .  Perhaps there  was a need to  s e le c t  a candidate
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th a t  one can id e n tify  w ith , e i th e r  because he comes from the same back­

ground or e th n ic  group. Or, some may p ic k  a cand idate  on th e  b a s is  of 

charism a, charm, o r sex appeal.

Since a strong  re la tio n sh ip  between in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  

and in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  was found in  the  v o tin g  co n tex t, i t  seems 

more l ik e ly  to  assume th a t  the re la tio n s h ip  between in fe r re d  value 

s im ila r i ty  and in te rp erso n a l a t t r a c t io n  in  a d a tin g  con tex t was stronger 

than  had been expected. There are  se v e ra l reasons why th is  might have 

been th e  case .

(1) The intim acy o f the dating  s i tu a t io n  invo lves d i r e c t  person- 

to -p erso n  in te ra c t io n  in  a way th a t  v o tin g  does n o t. In fe rre d  value 

s im ila r i ty  may be im portant in  any in te ra c t io n  where in d iv id u a ls  deal 

w ith one another in  th is  person-to -person  fash io n .

(2) Dating may be perceived by th e  female su b je c ts  p a r t ic ip a tin g  

in  th is  study  as a prelim inary  so rtin g  p rocess fo r  a more in tim a te  or 

enduring type o f re la tio n sh ip . I t  i s  easy  to  see  why value s im ila r i ty  

would be very rewarding in  the case.

(3) As we have discovered , in fe r re d  value s im ila r i ty  in fluences 

judgments o f physica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s . Since p h y sica l a ttra c tiv e n e s s  

has been shown to  have a very powerful e f f e c t  on a t t r a c t io n  in  a da ting  

s i tu a t io n  (W alster e t  a l . ,  1966), i t  may be th a t  su b je c ts  p re fe rre d

to  date  o th ers  whose values they assumed to  be l ik e  th e i r  own because 

th ese  cues make the stim ulus persons more p h y s ic a lly  a t t r a c t iv e  in  the  

eyes o f the  p e rce iv e r.

(4) In fe rred  value s im ila r ity  may have been s tro n g ly  r e la te d  to  

in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  in  the  dating con tex t because o f th e  pauc ity  

o f  o th e r  a l te rn a t iv e  cues upon which th e se  judgments could be based.
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Inasmuch as stim ulus persons were equated f o r  ph y sica l a tt r a c t iv e n e s s ,  

judgments could no t be made on th a t  b a s is .  S im ila rly  age, race  and 

e th n ic  group membership were a lso  c o n tro lle d . No knowledge was 

a v a ila b le  to  su b jec ts  as to  the  in te r e s ts  o r  p ro fe ss io n a l a sp ira tio n s  

o f stim ulus persons and the only in fo rm ation  about p e rso n a lity  

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  was what could be deduced on the  b a s is  o f appearance.

In th i s  lim ited  s i tu a tio n , in fe ren ces o f v a lu e  s im ila r i ty  may have been 

the only re le v an t inform ation a v a ila b le  to  s u b je c ts .

Demand C h a rac te r is tic s

The p o s s ib i l i ty  must be considered th a t  th e  r e s u l ts  o f th is  

resea rch  are due not to the  model o f  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  proposed 

e a r l i e r ,  but caused by the d e s ire  o f  su b je c ts  to  respond in  a way th a t  

they b e liev e  w ill  p lease the  experim enter and confirm experim ental 

hypotheses. The w rite r  considers th is  p o s s ib i l i ty  to  be u n lik e ly .

Several p recau tions were taken to  ensure t h a t  su b je c ts  were not aware 

o f the  purpose o f the study. Assessment o f  p o l i t i c a l  conservativism  

with th e  K erlinger scale was p resen ted  as p a r t  o f  a d i f f e re n t  experim ent, 

with a considerab le  time in te rv a l  between i t s  a d m in is tra tio n ‘and 

s u b je c ts ' exposure to  the stim ulus p e rsons. The s e l f - r a t in g s  of 

p o l i t i c a l  conservativism  were hidden in  a q u e s tio n n a ire  th a t  contained 

over a dozen d iverse  item s. In ad d itio n  to  using  "h ipp ie" and "non­

h ip p ie"  stim ulus persons, n e u tra l stim ulus persons were a lso  included , 

so th a t  su b jec ts  would not be a le r te d  to  t h i s  dimension. At the 

conclusion o f the  study su b jec ts  were asked to  d esc rib e  what they 

be lieved  the tru e  purpose o f the  resea rch  to  be . Only two o f the  

approxim ately 150 subjects came even c lose  to  d e sc rib in g  even one of
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the  many hypotheses being te s te d ,  and th e i r  responses were e lim inated . 

Because o f these many p recau tions th e  w r i te r  considers an explanation 

o f th ese  re s u l ts  in  terms o f  demand c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o r evaluation  

apprehension to  be un tenab le .

The research  conducted here  poses as many questions as i t  

answers. Only one o f  a la rg e  number o f  p o ss ib le  ways in  which values 

can be communicated was touched upon. At th is  p o in t we know very 

l i t t l e  about the s p e c if ic  cues th a t people p resen t to  o thers to  inform 

them o f th e i r  v a lu es , or o f  th e  ways th a t  in d iv id u a ls  process th is  

inform ation . In th i s  resea rch  p o l i t i c a l  va lues were s tu d ied , but 

c e r ta in ly  th ere  must be many o th e r va lues th a t  are  communicated in  

s im ila r  ways and which a lso  in flu en ce  a t t r a c t io n .  The four measures 

o f a t t r a c t io n  used in  th is  research  a re  very  few compared to  the large  

numbers of ways in  which a t t r a c t io n  accru ing  from in ferences o f value 

s im ila r i ty  may a f f e c t  judgments about a s tra n g e r . Inferences were 

a lso  made concerning c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  s tra n g e rs  which are re levan t 

fo r  s a t is fa c tio n  o f needs o th e r  than value v a lid a tio n , i . e . ,  warmth, 

in te l l ig e n c e , e ff ic ie n c y , e tc .  We know l i t t l e  about the  way these 

t r a i t s  are communicated, and about th e  in d iv id u a l d iffe ren ces in  

techniques of s e lf -p re s e n ta t io n  and methods o f processing  th is  

inform ation . The communication of values and o th er c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

w il l  vary w ith the age, sex , ra c e , and socio-economic background of 

the  stim ulus person and th ese  fa c to rs  may a f fe c t  the way these cues 

are in te rp re te d , as w ell. The type o f  in te ra c t io n  w ill  a ffe c t the 

needs th a t  are s a l ie n t .  We have much to  lea rn  about what needs are 

s a l ie n t  in  d if fe re n t  types o f  in te r a c t io n s ,  and how these  s a lie n t
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needs may no t only a f f e c t  in te rp e rso n a l a t t r a c t io n  but the  process 

o f im pression form ation i t s e l f .

\
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Table A1

Study #1

A djectives Used to  Describe "Hippies'* (Grouped According to  S im ila r ity )

Numbers in  paren theses are  the  number o f respondents who used the  t r a i t  
in  t h e i r  d e sc r ip tio n

Appearance

H air: long (72), sh o r t  (1 ) , s tr in g y  (2 ), s t r a ig h t  (2 ) , uncombed (1 ) ,
loose (1 ) , n a tu ra l (1 ) , shaved head (1)

bearded (22), unshaved (6 ), h a iry  (3 ) , moustache (1)

C lothes: jeans (16), g i r l s  wear pan ts (1)

t - s h i r t s  (3 ) , sw ea tsh irts  (1 ), polo s h i r t s  (1 ) , u n d e rsh irts  (1)

army ja c k e ts  (1)

b ra - le s s  (1 ) , no underwear (1)

ragged c lo thes (10), old c lo thes (6 ), shabby (5 ), unfash ionable  
c lo th es  (1 ) , no Mod c lo thes (1 ), bumlike (1 ) , inexpensive 
c lo th es  (1)

sim ple d ress (5 ) , casual d ress (5 ) , com fortable c lo th es  (2)

Mod c lo thes (4 ), be ll-bo ttom s (2 ) , expensively d ressed  (1 ), 
m ax i-sk ir ts  (1 ) , antique c lo thes (1 ), E astern  garb (1 ) , 
gypsy-like  (1 ), peasan t c lo thes (1 ) , unusual c lo th es  (1)

c o lo rfu l c lo th es  (2 ), b r ig h t  c lo th es (1 ), adorned c lo th es  (1)

Shoes: sandals (14), b a re fo o t (5 ) , sneakers (4 ) , boots (2 ) , mocassins (1)

beads (11), peace bu ttons (3 ), bands (1 ) , b e l l s  (1 ) , r in g s  (1 ) , 
necklaces (1)

d i r ty  (31), sloppy (11), messy (5 ) , sm elly (5 ) , unkempt (5 ) , 
d isheveled  (2 ) , unwashed (2 ), un tidy  (1 ), sloven ly  (1)

unusual c lo thes (8 ) , freaky (1 ) , strangelook ing  (1 ) , haggard (1 ), 
an im al-lik e  (1 ) , d isg u stin g  (1 ) , im properly dressed  (1 ) , c lean  
cu t (1 ) , fem inized male (1)

Nonmanipulable C h a ra c te r is t ic s : young (7 ) , w hite (5 ) , Negro (1)
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Table A2

Study #1

Adjectives Used to Describe "Hippies" Grouped According to Similarity

Numbers in  paren theses are the  number o f  respondents who used the  t r a i t  
in  th e i r  d e sc r ip tio n

Values

P o s itiv e ly  Evaluated:

love (12), C iv il r ig h ts  (7 ) , people (4 ) , l i f e  (3 ) , brotherhood (1 ), 
r e la tio n sh ip s  (1) T o ta l: 28

change (12), ra d ic a l  rev o lu tio n  (6 ) , p ro te s t  (1 ) , s t r ik e s  (1 ), ag a in st
changing so c ie ty  from w ith in  (1) T o ta l: 21

na tu re  (16), ecology (2 ), ru ra l  areas (1 ), n a tu ra l  foods (1) T o ta l: 20

freedom (12), personal freedom (7) T o ta l: 19

communal l i f e  s ty le  (7 ), s im p lic ity  (3 ), sim ple l i f e  s ty le  (1 ), a counter 
so c ie ty  (1 ) , d if fu se  nonspecific  ro le s  (1 ), sh arin g  o f  w ealth (1)
T o ta l: 14

peace (15) T o ta l: 15

music (5 ) , l i t e r a tu r e  and the  a r ts  (4) T o ta l: 9

N egatively Evaluated:

estab lishm ent (34), government (1 ) , laws (1 ) , Nixon and Agnew (1 ), 
p o lic e  (1 ), a u th o rity  (1) T o ta l: 40

war (19) and v io lence  (3) T o ta l: 22

m ateria lism  (18), c ap ita lism  (1) T o ta l: 19

work (8 ) , r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  (1 ), s a c r i f ic e  (1) T o ta l: 10

p re ju d ice  (2 ), b ig o try  (1 ), hypocricy (1) T o ta l: 4

people (1 ) , l i f e  (1 ), love (1 ) , brotherhood (1) T o ta l: 4

p o llu tio n  (1)

re l ig io n  (1)
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Table A3

Study #1

A djectives Used to  Describe "H ippies" Grouped According to  S im ila rity

Numbers in  parentheses are the  number o f  respondents who used the  t r a i t  
in  th e i r  d e sc rip tio n

P e rso n a lity

f r ie n d ly  (10), loves people (5 ), lov ing  (4 ) , warm (3 ), so c iab le  (3 ), 
congenial (1 ), outgoing (1 ), loves c h ild re n  (1 ) , b e liev e s  in  the  worth 
o f th e  in d iv id u a l (1 ), p lea san t (1 ), good c o n v e rsa tio n a lis t  (1 ), good 
l i s te n e r  (1) T o ta l: 32 (a n t i- s o c ia l  (3 ); s o l i ta r y  (1))

a l t r u i s t i c  (4 ), h e lp fu l (3 ), generous (3 ) , u n se lf is h  (2 ) , concerned (2 ),
n ice  (2 ) , concerned about o thers (1 ) , k ind  (1 ) , considera te  (1 ),
shares (1 ) , good (1) T otal: 21 (s e lf -c e n te re d  (3))

easy-going (9 ), uncompetitive (2 ), f le x ib le  (2 ) , re laxed  (2 ), serene (1 ),
m ild-tem pered (1 ), calm (1 ), " l iv e  and l e t  l iv e "  (1 ) , good-natured (1 ),
understanding (1 ), perm issive (1) T o ta l: 22

n a tu ra l (5 ) , s in cere  (4 ), honest (3 ) , s t r a ig h t  forward (2 ) , open (1 ), 
openly expresses emotions (1 ) , down to  e a r th  (1) T o ta l: 17

l ib e r a l  (5 ) , unprejudiced (2 ), f re e - th in k in g  (2 ) , open-minded (1 ), not
c la s s  conscious (1 ), concerned about th e  poor (1) T o ta l: 12

T otal fo r  above "nice-guy" image: 104

drug-using  (28), f re e  love (20), po t smoking (51 many g ir l f r ie n d s  (3 ), 
h e d o n is tic  (2 ), dazed (1 ), slow moving (1 ) , tuned in  (1) T o ta l: 61

in d iv id u a l is t ic  (18), free  (12), nonconform ist (11), unconventional (5 ), 
unusual (4 ) , independent (4 ), non -estab lishm en t (2 ), d o e sn 't  l e t  
o th ers  in te r f e re  (2 ) , s e l f - r e l i a n t  (1 ) , d is re g a rd s  s o c ia l  norms (1 ), 
r e je c ts  so c ie ty  (1 ), d isdains so c ie ty  (1 ) , se p a ra te  from so c ie ty  (1), 
f re e  from s o c ie ty 's  demands (1 ) , d i f f e r e n t  (1 ) , weird (1 ) , h itch ik es  (1 ), 
begs (1) T o ta l: 68

c a re fre e  (7 ) , p resen t-o rien ted  (7) , c a re le s s  (3 ) , happy (3 ) , fun- 
loving (2 ) , u n re s tr ic te d  (2 ), ir re sp o n s ib le  (2 ) , f re e  o f 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  (2 ), th r i l l - s e e k in g  (1 ) , happy-go-lucky (1 ), 
o p tim is tic  (1 ), unstructu red  l i f e  s ty le  (1 ) , im pulsive (1 ) , 
u n in h ib ited  (1 ), und isc ip lined  (1 ) , ro o t le s s  (1 ) , lazy  (1) T o ta l: 37

re b e llio u s  (10), a lien a ted  (2 ), d i s s a t i s f i e d  w ith so c ie ty  (1)
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Table A4

Test of Hypothesis 3A(1): Attraction of Politically Conservative,
and Liberal Subjects (Categorized on the Basis of Self-Ratings) to
"Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons as Political Candidates

Mean A ttrac tio n

To To
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

Of conservative su b jec ts  (n=19) 8.63 6.58

Of l ib e r a l  sub jec ts  (n=26) 7.81 8.54

(Numbers are from a sc a le  of 2 to  14; sm a lle r numbers in d ic a te  
g re a te r  a ttra c tio n )

Summary o f  ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 7.079 1 7.079 1.851
Subj. w. groups 164.521 43 3.826

W ithin
B 4.444 1 4.444 1.990
AB 42.524 1 42.524 19.041***
B x subj. w. g r. 96.032 43 2.233

*** p ^ .001
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Table A5

Test of Hypothesis 3A(1): A ttra c tio n  o f P o l i t ic a l ly  C onservative,
Moderate and L ib e ra l Subjects (Categorized on the  Basis of 

K erlinger Scores) to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus 
Persons as P o l i t ic a l  Candidates

Mean A ttra c tio n

To To
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

Of conservative su b je c ts  (n=23) 8.87 7.17

Of moderate su b je c ts  (n=8) 7. 00 8.25

Of l ib e ra l  su b je c ts  (n= ll) 6. 46 8.91

(Numbers are  from a sc a le  o f 2 to 14; sm aller numbers in d ic a te
g rea te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary of ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A (S u b jec ts ' conservativ ism ) 2.785 2 1.393
Subj. w. groups 274.001 39 7.025

Within
B (Type o f stim ulus person) .048 1 .048
AB 71.830 2 35.915 12.070***
B x sub j. w. g r . 116.048 39 2.976

*** p ^ .001
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Table A6

Test o f Hypothesis 3A(1): A ttra c tio n  o f P o l i t ic a l ly  C onservative,
Moderate and L iberal Subjects (Categorized on the  Basis o f 

S e lf-R atings) to  "H ippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus 
Persons as P o l i t ic a l  Candidates

Mean A ttrac tio n

To To
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

Of conservative  su b je c ts (n=19) 8.63 6.58

Of moderate su b jec ts (n=13) 8.31 8.15

Of l ib e r a l  su b je c ts (n=13) 7.31 8.92

(Numbers are  from a sca le of 2 to  14; sm aller numbers in d ic a te
g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 7.252 1 3.626 -

S ubj. w. groups 164.348 42 3.913

Lthin
B 4.444 1 4.444 2.174
AB 52.697 2 26.349 12.890***
B x su b j. w. g r . 85.859 42 2.044

*** p .001
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Table A7

Test of Hypothesis 3A(2): Attraction of Politically Conservative
and Liberal Subjects (Categorized on the Basis of Self-Ratings) to

"Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons as Dating Partners

Mean A ttrac tio n

To To
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

Of conservative  su b jec ts  (n=24) 10.42 8.25

Of l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n=22) 8.96 9.86

(Numbers a re  from a sc a le  o f 2 to  14; sm aller numbers in d ic a te  
g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A .135 1 .135 -

Subj. w. groups 474.803 44 10.791

Lthin
B 11.134 1 11.134 2.129
AB 54.290 1 54.290 10.383***
B x su b j. w. g r . 230.076 44 5.229

*** P ^  *001
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Table A8

Test o f Hypothesis 3A(2): A ttra c tio n  o f P o l i t ic a l ly  C onservative,
Moderate and L iberal Subjects (Categorized on the  Basis o f 

K erlinger Scores) to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus 
Persons as Dating P artners

Mean A ttrac tio n

To To
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

Of conservative  su b jec ts (n=10) 11.30 7.80

Of moderate su b jec ts (n=12) 9.92 9.17

Of l ib e r a l  su b je c ts (n=14) 9.00 9.50

(Numbers a re  from a sca le  o f 2 to  14; sm alle r numbers in d ic a te  
g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA 

Source SS d f  MS F

Between
A .495 2 .248 -
Subj. w. groups 416.658 33 12.626

Lthin
B 19.014 1 19.014 3.847
AB 47.361 2 23.681 4.791*
B x su b j. w. g r. 163.125 33 4.943

* p ^ .05
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Table A9

T est o f Hypothesis 3A(2): A ttra c tio n  o f  P o l i t ic a l ly  C onservative,
Moderate and L iberal Subjects (Categorized on th e  Basis o f 
S e lf-R atings) to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons

as Dating P a rtn ers

Mean A ttra c tio n

To To
"H ippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

Of conservative  sub jects (n=24) 10.42 8.25

Of moderate su b jec ts (n=13) 8.31 8.92

Of l ib e r a l  su b jec ts (n=9) 9.89 11.22

(Numbers are from a sca le o f 2 to  14; sm alle r numbers in d ic a te
g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f ANOVA

 Source_______________ SS d f   MS___________ F

Between
A 40.173 2 20.087 1.987
Subj. w. groups 434.765 43 10.111

W ithin
B 11.134 1 11.134 2.093
AB 55.660 2 27.830 5.233**
B x su b j. w. g r . 228.706 43 5.319

** p <  .01
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Table A10

Test o f  Hypothesis 3B: Physical A ttrac tiv e n ess  Evaluation of
"Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons By 
P o l i t ic a l ly  C onservative and L ibera l Subjects 

(Categorized on the B asis o f S e lf-R atings)

 Mean A ttrac tiv en ess Rating_____

Of Of
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative sub jec ts  (n=15) 8 .47 7.00

By l ib e r a l  sub jects (n=29) 7 .83 9.00

(Numbers a re  from a sc a le  o f 2 to  14; sm a lle r  numbers in d ic a te  
g re a te r  a ttra c tiv e n e ss )

Summary o f  ANOVA 

Source SS d f  MS F

Between
A 9.155 1 9.155 2.198
Subj. w. groups 174.936 42 4.165

Lthin
B 1.636 1 1.636 -

AB 34.429 1 34.429 10.260**
B x su b j. w. g r. 140.935 42 3.355

** p <  .01
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Table All

Test o f Hypothesis 3B: Physical A ttrac tiv en ess  Evaluations o f
"Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons by P o l i t ic a l ly  

C onservative, M oderate, and L iberal Subjects 
(Categorized on th e  Basis o f K erlinger Scores)

 Mean A ttrac tiv en ess Rating_____

Of Of
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie11

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts (n=10) 8.70 8.10

By moderate su b jec ts (n=13) 7.92 8.08

By l ib e ra l  su b jec ts (n=12) 7.92 8.67

(Numbers are from a sc a le o f  2 to 14; sm aller numbers in d ic a te
g re a te r  physical a ttra c tiv e n e s s )

Summary o f  ANOVA 

Source SS d f  MS F

Between
A 2.028 2 1.014 -
Subj. w. groups 113.258 32 3.539

Lthin
B .357 1 .357 -
AB 4.971 2 2.486 1.031
B x s u b j . w. g r. 77.171 32 2.412
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Table A12

Test o f Hypothesis 3B: Physical A ttrac tiv en ess  E valuations of
"Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons by P o l i t ic a l ly  

C onservative, Moderate, and L iberal Subjects 
(C ategorized on the  Basis o f S elf-R atings)

Mean A ttrac tiv en ess  Rating_____

Of Of
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b je c ts (n=15) 8.47 7.00

By moderate su b je c ts (n=21) 8.05 9.29

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts (n=8) 7.25 8.25

(Numbers are  from a sc a le o f 2 to 14; sm aller numbers in d ic a te
g re a te r  a t t ra c t iv e n e s s )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 18.891 2 9.446 2.344
Subj. w. groups 165.200 41 4.029

Lthin
B 1.636 1 1.636 -

AB 34.593 2 17.297 5.038*
B x su b j. w. g r . 140.771 41 3.433

* p ^  .05



136

Table A13

T est o f Hypothesis 3C: F a v o rab ility  of P e rso n a lity  A djectives
A ttr ib u te d  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons by 
P o l i t ic a l ly  Conservative and L iberal Subjects (Categorized 

on the Basis o f S elf-R atings)

Mean F av o rab ility  Score

By conservative  su b je c ts  (n=37) 

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n=10)

Of 
"Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons

6.65

9.50

Of
"Non-Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons

9.62

7.90

(Larger numbers in d ic a te  g re a te r  fa v o ra b ili ty )

Summary o f ANOVA

______ Source_______________ SS________ df_______MS____________ F

Between
A 5.023 1 5.023
Subj. w. groups 7260.849 45 161.352

W ithin
B 94.000 1 94.000 1.127
AB 77.434 1 77.434
B x su b j. w. g r .  3752.686 45 83.393

* p - .05 (one-sided)
** p £ .01 (one-sided)
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Table A14

T est o f  Hypothesis 3C: F av o rab ility  o f  P e rso n a lity  A djectives
A ttr ib u te d  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons by 

P o l i t ic a l ly  C onservative, Moderate and L iberal Subjects 
(Categorized on the  Basis o f K erlinger Scores)

Mean F a v o rab ility  Score

Of 
"Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons

Of
"Non-Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts (n= ll) 2.09 10.00

By moderate su b jec ts (n= ll) 7.36 10.09

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts (n= ll) 9.73 9.91

(Larger numbers in d ic a te g re a te r  fa v o ra b ili ty )

Summary o f ANOVA

Source_______________ SS________ df_______MS____________ F

Between
A 297.605 32 148.803
Subj. w. groups 4848.277 29 167.182

W ithin
B 191.117 1 191.117 2.093
AB 474.127 2 237.064 2.596
B x su b j. w. g r. 2647.991 29 91.310

* p ^ .05 (one-sided) 
** p ^ .01 (one-sided)
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Table A1S

T est o f Hypothesis 3C: F av o rab ility  o f P e rso n a lity  A djectives
A ttrib u ted  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons by 

P o l i t ic a l ly  C onservative, Moderate, and L ibera l Subjects 
(Categorized on the  Basis o f S e lf-R atings)

Mean F a v o ra b ility  Score

By conservative  su b jec ts  (n=14) 

By moderate su b je c ts  (n=23)

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=10)

To
"Hippie" 

Stim ulus Persons

7.00

6.44

9.50

To
"Non-Hippie" 

Stim ulus Persons

9.93

9.44

. 7.90

(Larger numbers in d ic a te  g re a te r  fa v o ra b ili ty )

Summary o f ANOVA

______ Source_______________ SS________ df_______MS____________ F

Between
A 9.903 2 4.952
Subj. w. groups 7255.969 44 164.908

W ithin
B 94.000 1 94.000 1.102
AB 92.336 2 46.168
B x su b j. w. g r . 3752.664 44 85.287

* p -  .05 (one-sided) 
** p -  .01 (one-sided)
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Table A16

Hypothesis 4A(1): Attraction in a Voting.Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie” Stimulus Persons When Self-Ratings

Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stim ulus Persons

By conserva tive  su b jec ts  (n=13) 8.77 6.70

By l ib e r a l  su b je c ts  (n=6) 6.67 8.00

(Sm aller numbers denote g rea te r a tt ra c t io n )

Summary of ANOVA

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 1.297 1 1.297
Subj. w. groups 56.282 17 3.411

W ithin
B 9.500 1 9.500 2.067
AB 23.872 1 23.872 5.194*
B x su b j. w. g r. 78.128 17 4.596

* p ^ .05
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Table A17

Hypothesis 4A(1): Attraction in a Voting Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Self-Ratings

Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  C ontradictory  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of C ontrad icto ry  Of
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts (n=13) 10.93 6.70

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts (n=6) 9.67 8.00

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f ANOVA

Source SS df MS F

Between
A .006 1 .006 -

Subj . w. groups 87.205 17 5.130

W ithin
B 111.185 1 111.185 26.285***
AB 13.494 1 13.494 3.189
B x s u b j. w. g r. 71.820 17 4.225

*** p ^ .001



141

Table A18

Hypothesis 4A(1): Attraction in a Voting Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie” Stimulus Persons When Self-
Ratings Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttrac tio n  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n= ll) 8.36 6.82

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=15) 7.87 9.13

(Sm aller numbers denote g rea te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA

 Source_______________ SS________ d f_______MS____________ F

Between
A 10.490 1 10.490 3.768
Subj. w. groups 66.818 24 2.784

Within
B .077 1 .077 - *
AB 25.092 1 25.092 3.840
B x s u b j0 w. g r. 156.831 24 6.534

+ J> <  ,0t
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Table A19

Hypothesis 4A(1): Attraction in a Voting Context of Subjects
Who Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie” Stimulus Persons When

Self-Ratings Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttrac tio n  to  "Hippie" and C ontrad icto ry  "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of Of C ontradictory
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative sub jec ts  (n= ll) 8.36 7.82

By l ib e ra l  su b jec ts  (n=15) 7.87 8.27

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA

Source_______________ SS________ df_______MS

Between
A .007 1 .007
Subj. w. groups 335.685 24 13.987

Within
B .000 1 .000
AB 2.836 1 2.836
B x su b j. w. g r. 133.164 24 5.549
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Table A20

Hypothesis 4A(2): Attraction in a Dating Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie11 Stimulus Persons When Self-Ratings

Were Used to Categorize Subjects1 Conservativism

A ttrac tio n  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts  (n=13) 11.46 9.31

By l ib e r a l  sub jec ts  (n=9) 10.22 11.00

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Source

Summary of 

SS

ANOVA

df MS F

Between
A .545 1 .545 -

Subj. w. groups 214.932 20 10.747

Within
B 10.022 1 10.022 1.749
AB 22.854 1 22.854 3.988 *
B x sub j. w. g r. 114.624 20 5.731

*lp 4  ,05
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Table A21

Hypothesis 4A(2): Attraction in a Dating Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Self-Ratings

Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  C ontradictory  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of C ontradictory Of
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n=13) 10.85 9.31

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=9) 11.11 11.00

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 10.186 1 10.186
Subj. w. groups 287.291 20 14.365

Lthin
B 10.022 1 10.022 1.318
AB 5.418 1 5.418 -

B x su b j. w. g r. 152.060 20 7.603
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Table A22

Hypothesis 4A(2): Attraction in a Dating Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When

Self-Ratings Were Used to Categorize Subjects’ Conservativism

A ttra c tio n  to  "H ippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b je c ts  (n= ll) 9.30 7.10

By l ib e ra l  su b jec ts  (n=12) 7.33 9.00 '

(Smaller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary o f  ANOVA

Source SS df MS F

Between
A .008 1 .008 -

Subj. w. groups 118.867 14 8.491

Within
B 4.500 1 4.500 1.449
AB 28.034 1 28.034 9.030**
B x su b j. w. g r. 43.466 14 3.105

* *  ip 4  .0 1
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Table A23

Hypothesis 4A(2): Attraction in a Dating Context of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Self-
Ratings Were Used to Categorize Subjects’ Conservativism

A ttrac tio n  to "H ippie" and C on trad icto ry  "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of Of C ontradictory
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n = ll) 9.30 8.80

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=12) 7.33 9.33

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n )

Summary of ANOVA 

Source SS df MS F

Between
A 3.852 1 3.852
Subj. w. groups 117.117 14 8.366

Within
B 1.532 1 1.532 -

AB 11.718 1 11.718 1.376
B x su b j. w. gr. 119.250 14 8.518
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Table A24

Hypothesis 4B: Physical Attractiveness Evaluations of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Self-
Ratings Were Used to Categorize Subjects1 Conservativism

Evaluations of "H ippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n=8) 8.25 7.00

By l ib e ra l  sub jec ts  (n=17) 7.88 8.76

(Smaller numbers denote g re a te r  a ttra c tiv e n e s s )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 5.309 1 5.309 1.055
Subj. w. groups 115.691 23 5.030

Lthin
B .500 1 .500 -
AB 12.867 1 12.867 5.047*
B x s u b j. w. g r. 58.633 23 2.549

* p 4 -05
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Table A25

Hypothesis 4B: Physical Attractiveness Evaluations of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Self-
Ratings Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

E valuations o f C ontradictory  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of C ontrad ictory Of
"Hippie "Non-Hippie

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n=8) 8.00 7.00

By l ib e ra l  sub jec ts (n=17) 8.94 8.76

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a ttra c tiv e n e s s )

Summary o f  ANOVA 

Source SS d f  MS F

Between
A 19.915 1 19.915 4.250
Subj. w. groups 107.765 23 4.685

Within
B 2.180 1 2.180 -
AB 1.844 1 1.844 -
B x s u b j . w. g r. 112.236 23 4.880
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Table A26

Hypothesis 4B: Physical Attractiveness Evaluations of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Self-
Ratings Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

Evaluations o f "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of "H ippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative su b jec ts  (n=7) 8.71 7.00

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=12) 7.75 9.08

(Sm aller numbers denote g re a te r  a tt ra c t iv e n e s s )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f  MS F

Between
A 2.768 1 2.768 1.445
Subj. w. groups 32.548 17 1.915

Lthin
B .421 1 .421 -

AB 20.532 1 20.532 5.130*
B x s u b j. w. g r . 68.047 17 4.003

* p ^ .05
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Table A27

Hypothesis 4B: Physical Attractiveness Evaluations of Subjects Who
Viewed Contradictory "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When Self-
Ratings Were Used to Categorize Subjects' Conservativism

Evaluations o f "Hippie" and C ontradictory  "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of Of C ontradictory
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative sub jec ts Cn=7) 8.71 8.57

By l ib e ra l  su b jec ts (n=12) 7.75 8.00

(Smaller numbers denote g re a te r  a ttra c tiv e n e s s )

Summary o f ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS F

Between
A 5.214 1 5.214 -
Subj. w. groups 118.839 17 6.991

Lthin
B .106 1 .106 -
AB .340 1 .340 -
B x s u b j . w. g r . 28.554 17 1.680
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Table A28

Hypothesis 4C: F av o rab ility  o f P e rso n a lity  T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  To
Stimulus Persons By Subjects Who Viewed C ontrad ictory  "Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons When S e lf-R atings Were Used To 
Categorize S u b jec ts ' Conservativism

F av o rab ility  o f T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus
Persons

Mean E valuation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts  (n=19) 3.16 11.64

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=8) 9.25 7.88

(Larger numbers denote more favorab le  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s )

Summary o f ANOVA

Source SS df MS F

Between
A 15.354 1 15.354 -

Subj. w. groups 4173.016 25 166.921

W ithin
B 416.600 1 416.600 4.450'
AB 273.094 1 273.094 2.917
B x su b j. w. g r. 2340.306 25 93.612

* p ̂  .05
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Table A29

Hypothesis 4C: F av o rab ility  o f P e rso n a lity  T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  To
Stimulus Persons by Subjects Who Viewed C ontrad icto ry  "Hippie" 

Stimulus Persons When S e lf-R atings Were Used To 
Categorize Subjects* Conservativism

F av o rab ility  of T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  to  C ontrad icto ry  "Hippie" 
and "Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of C ontrad icto ry Of
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie:

Stim ulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative sub jects (n=19) 14.85 11.64

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=8) 2.25 7.88

(Larger numbers denote more favorab le  p e rs o n a li ty  t r a i t s )

Summary o f  ANOVA

______ Source_______________ SS________ df_______ MS____________ F

Between
A 752.342 1 752.342 3.921
Subj. w. groups 4796.806 25 191.872

Within
B 4.741 1 4.741
AB 219.743 1 219.743 4.304*
B x su b j. w. g r. 1276.516 25 51.061

* p ^ .05
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Table A30

Hypothesis 4C: F av o rab ility  o f P e rso n a lity  T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  To
Stimulus Persons by Subjects Who Viewed C ontrad ictory  
"Non-Hippie” Stimulus Persons When S e lf-R atings Were 

Used to  C ategorize S u b jec ts ' Conservativism  
  /

F av o rab ility  o f T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  to  "Hippie" and "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons

Mean E valuation

Of "Hippie" Of "Non-Hippie"
Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  su b jec ts  (n=10) 8.70 6.60

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=9) 9.56 6.89

(Larger numbers denote more favorab le  p e rso n a lity  t r a i t s )

Summary o f  ANOVA 

Source SS d f MS

Between
A 3.102 1 3.102
Subj. w. groups 1616.161 17 95.068

Within
B 53.289 1 53.289 1.159
AB .526 1 .526
B x su b j. w. g r. 781.450 17 45.968
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Table A31

Hypothesis 4C: F av o rab ility  o f P e rso n a lity  T ra its  A ttr ib u ted  To
Stimulus Persons By Subjects Who Viewed C ontradictory  
"Non-Hippie" Stimulus Persons When S elf-R atings Were 

Used to  C ategorize S u b je c ts1 Conservativism

F av o rab ility  o f  T ra its  A ttr ib u te d  to  "H ippie" and C ontradictory  
"Non-Hippie" Stim ulus Persons

Mean Evaluation

Of Of C ontradictory
"Hippie" "Non-Hippie"

Stimulus Persons Stimulus Persons

By conservative  sub jec ts  (n=10) 8.70 8.40

By l ib e r a l  su b jec ts  (n=9) 9.56 16.67

(Larger numbers denote more favo rab le  p e rs o n a lity  t r a i t s )

Summary o f  ANOVA

Source SS d f MS

Between
A 197.088 1 197.088 2.271
Subj. w. groups 1475.228 17 86.778

Within
B 97.921 1 97.921 1.646
AB 130.085 1 130.085 2.186
B x sub j. w. g r. 1011.494 17 59.500
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APPENDIX B 

THE SOCIAL ATTITUDES SCALE

Given below are statem ents on various so c ia l  problems about which we a l l  
have b e l i e f s ,  opinions and a t t i tu d e s .  We a l l  th ink  d if fe re n t ly  about 
such m a tte rs , and th is  sc a le  i s  an attem pt to  ge t you to  express your 
b e lie f s  and opinions. There are  no r ig h t  o r wrong answers. Please 
respond to  each o f the item s as fo llow s:

Agree very s trong ly  +3 D isagree very s tro n g ly  -3
Agree stro n g ly  +2 D isagree stro n g ly  -2
Agree +1 D isagree -1

For example, i f  you agree very s tro n g ly  w ith a  s ta tem en t, you would w rite
+3 in  the l e f t  margin beside the s ta tem en t, bu t i f  you should happen to 
d isagree w ith i t ,  you would put -1  in  f ro n t  o f  i t .  Respond to  each 
statem ent as b e s t you can. Go ra p id ly  bu t c a re fu lly . Do not spend too 
much time on any one statem ent; t r y  to  respond and then go on. D on't go 
back once you have marked a s ta tem en t.

1. Ind iv iduals who are a g a in s t churches and re l ig io n  should not 
be allowed to  teach in  c o lle g e s .

2. Large fortunes should be taxed f a i r l y  heav ily  over and above 
income taxes.

3. Both pub lic  and p r iv a te  u n iv e r s i t ie s  and co lleges should get 
generous a id  from both s t a t e  and fed e ra l governments.

4. Science and so c ie ty  would both  be b e t te r  o f f  i f  s c ie n t is t s
took no p a r t  in  p o l i t i c s .

5. Society should be qu icker to  throw out old ideas and tra d i tio n s
and to  adopt new th ink ing  and custom s.

6. To ensure adequate care  o f  the  s ic k , we need to  change ra d ic a lly  
the  p resen t system o f p r iv a te ly  c o n tro lle d  medical care .

7. I f  c iv i l iz a t io n  i s  to  su rv iv e , th e re  must be a tu rn ing  back to  
re l ig io n .

8. A f i r s t  consideration  in  any so c ie ty  i s  the  p ro te c tio n  o f 
p roperty  r ig h ts .

9. Government ownership and management o f u t i l i t i e s  leads to  
bureaucracy and in e f f ic ie n c y .

10. I f  the United S ta te s  takes p a r t  in  any s o r t  o f world organiza­
t io n , we should be sure th a t  we lo se  none o f our power and 
in flu e n c e .

11. Funds fo r  school co n stru c tio n  should come from s ta te  and 
fed e ra l government.

12. In h erited  ra c ia l  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  p lay  more of a p a r t  in  the  
achievement o f in d iv id u a ls  and groups than i s  g en era lly  known.

13. Federal Government a id  fo r  th e  co n stru c tio n  o f schools i s
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long overdue, and should be in s t i tu t e d  as a permanent p o licy .
14. Our p resen t economic system should be reformed so th a t  p ro f i ts  

a re  replaced  by u se fu l work.
15. Public  e n te rp rise s  l ik e  ra i lro a d s  should no t make p r o f i ts :  

they are e n t i t le d  to  fa re s  s u f f ic ie n t  to  enable them to  pay 
only a f a i r  in te r e s t  on the a c tu a l cash c a p ita l  they have 
in v ested .

16. Government laws and reg u la tio n s  should be such as f i r s t  to  
ensure the  p ro sp e rity  o f business s in ce  the  p ro sp e rity  o f a l l  
depends on the  p ro sp e rity  o f b u s in e ss .

17. A ll ind iv idua ls who a re  in te l le c tu a l ly  capable of b e n e fitin g  
from i t  should ge t co llege  education , a t  p u b lic  expense i f  
necessary .

18. The w ell-being o f a n a tio n  depends mainly on i t s  in d u stry  and 
b u s in e ss .

19. True democracy i s  lim ited  in  the  United S ta te s  because o f the 
sp e c ia l p r iv ile g e s  enjoyed by b usiness and in d u s try .

20. The gradual so c ia l ownership o f  in d u stry  needs to  be encouraged 
i f  we are  ever to  cure some o f  th e  i l l s  o f our so c ie ty .

21. There are  too many p ro fesso rs  in  our co lleges and u n iv e rs it ie s  
who are ra d ic a l in  t h e i r  so c ia l  and p o l i t i c a l  b e l ie f s .

22. There should be no government in te r fe re n c e  w ith business and 
t r a d e .

23. Some s o r t  o f re lig io u s  education should be given in  p u b lic  
sch o o ls .

24. Unemployment insurance i s  an in a lie n a b le  r ig h t  o f the  working 
man.

25. Ind iv iduals with the  a b i l i ty  and fo re s ig h t to earn and accumulate 
w ealth should have the  r ig h t  to  enjoy th a t  w ealth w ithout 
government in te rfe re n c e  and re g u la tio n s .

26. The United Nations should be w hole-hearted ly  supported by a l l  
o f  us.
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Q uestionnaire Used fo r  S e lec tio n  o f Photographs

This i s  a study o f how people form im pressions o f s tra n g e rs , 
and how accu ra te ly  they can p re d ic t  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f o th e rs , based 
only on what they look l ik e  in  a photograph.

This booklet contains a number o f f i l l - i n  and m ultip le-cho ice  
type qu estio n s . Ind ica te  th e  answer th a t  you s e le c t  by e i th e r  
darkening the  appropria te  space o r f i l l i n g  in  your answer d ire c tly  in  
th is  bo o k le t. I f  th e re  i s  any question  th a t  you cannot answer, leave 
i t  b lank , and explain  why you have done so , next to  th a t  question .

As you probably r e a l iz e ,  we are  no t in te re s te d  in  the  responses 
o f any s in g le  in d iv id u a l, b u t in  th e  p a tte rn s  o f responses o f groups 
o f people. For th is  reason , your answers w ill  be anonymous: do not
w rite  your name on th is  b o o k le t. I t  i s  im portant th a t  you answer a l l  
o f  the  questions in  o rd er, w ithout looking ahead o r going back to  
change an answer on a page th a t  you have completed.

1. What i s  your date  o f b ir th ?
2. What i s  your sex? (a) Male (b) Female
3. Which o f the  follow ing b e s t ch a rac te rize s  you?

a) w hite b) b lack c) O rien ta l d) L atin  American e) none 
o f the  above ( i f  you have chosen response ( e ) , exp la in  what 
group you do id e n tify  y o u rse lf  w ith here  ____________  )

4. What i s  your re lig io u s  a f f i l i a t io n ?  a) P ro te s tan t
b) C atho lic  c) Jewish d) Agnostic or A th e is t e) Other
( i f  (e ) ,  specify  what, here  __________________)

5. What i s  the  re lig io u s  a f f i l i a t i o n  o f your mother? a) P ro tes tan t
b) C atholic  c) Jewish d) Agnostic o r A th e is t e) Do no t know
f)  Other (specify  what, here  ____________ )

6. What i s  the  re lig io u s  a f f i l i a t i o n  of your fa th e r?  a) P ro te s tan t
b) C atho lic  c) Jewish d) A gnostic o r A th e is t e) Do no t . now
f)  Other (specify  what, here  ____________ )

7. Which o f the follow ing e th n ic  groups ch a rac te rize s  you?
a) I t a l ia n  b) I r i s h  c) P o lish  d) Jewish e) none o f these
f)  Other (specify  what, here  ____________ )

8. How im portant i s  p o l i t i c s  to  you? a) Very im portant
b) Somewhat im portant c) Average d) Somewhat unimportant
e) Very unim portant

9. Which o f the  follow ing most c lo se ly  approximates your p o l i t i c a l  
o rie n ta tio n ?  a) Very conservative  b) M oderately conservative
c) S lig h tly  conservative d) Moderate e) S lig h tly  l ib e ra l
f)  Very l ib e r a l  g) Radical
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10. Which o f the follow ing would you p re fe r  to  vote fo r  fo r  
P resid en t in  the  next e le c tio n ?  a) George Wallace (Governor 
o f Alabama) b) Vice P resid en t Agnew c) P resid en t Nixon
d) Senator McGovern e) Senator Muskie f )  Mayor John 
Lindsay g) Congresswoman S h irley  Chisholm

11. What i s  your m arita l s ta tu s ?  a) S ingle  b) M arried
c) Divorced or separa ted  d) Widowed

12. What would you estim ate  th e  combined annual income o f your 
paren ts  to  be ( i f  you are  over 30, use yours and th a t  o f your 
spouse, i f  you have one)? a) $0 - $5,000 b) $5,000 - $10,000
c) $10,000 - $15,000 d) $15,000 -  $25,000 e) over $25,000

LOOK CAREFULLY AT THE INDIVIDUAL IN THE ABOVE PHOTOGRAPH AND RATE HIM 
IN TERMS OF THE CHARACTERISTICS BELOW. ALTHOUGH THIS MAY BE DIFFICULT 
FOR YOU TO DO BECAUSE OF THE LIMITED INFORMATION AT YOUR DISPOSAL,
DO THE BEST YOU CAN AND WORK AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE.

13. How p h y sica lly  a t t r a c t iv e  i s  th e  in d iv id u a l?  a) Unusually 
a t t r a c t iv e  b) Somewhat a t t r a c t iv e  c) S lig h tly  more 
a t t r a c t iv e  than average d) Average e) S lig h tly  le ss
a t t r a c t iv e  than average f )  Somewhat u n a ttra c tiv e  g) Very
u n a ttra c tiv e

14. What would you guess the re l ig io u s  a f f i l i a t i o n  o f th is  
in d iv id u a l to  be? a) P ro te s ta n t b) C atho lic  c) Jewish
d) Agnostic o r A th e is t e) Other (sp ec ify  what ______  )

15. How p o l i t i c a l ly  conservative  do you imagine th is  in d iv id u a l is ?
a) Very conservative b) C onservative c) S lig h tly  
conservative d) Moderate e) S lig h t ly  l ib e r a l  f)  Very 
l ib e r a l  g) Radical

16. How old do you imagine th is  in d iv id u a l is ?  a) 16 or under
b) 17 o r 18 c) 19 or 20 d) 21 o r  22 e) 23 o r 24
f) 25 or 26 g) 27 or o ld e r
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