Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society
1981, Vol. 17(5), 221-223
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Women heard another person state attitudes that were either in high agreement or high
disagreement with their own attitudes. The potency of an approach-avoidance dependent
variable was compared with traditional dependent variables for this situation, ratings of inter-
personal attraction. Eighty-five percent of those hearing high agreement volunteered to return
to the laboratory to continue participation in the study at a later time. Nobody who heard
high disagreement volunteered to return. This difference between the two treatment conditions
was considerably greater than the difference for ratings of attractiveness. It was concluded
that the increased potency of the approach-avoidance measure came from its importance
to the subjects and that approach-avoidance would be a good measure to use in comparing
different predictions from the several theoretical positions that attempt to account for the

effects of agreement and disagreement.

Behaving selectively is crucial to the well-being of all
organisms. This process includes selective attention to
the environment and selective responding from a vast
repertoire of potential performance. Understanding the
processes of behaving selectively is the metagoal of all
areas within psychology; it is the paradigm, in Kuhn’s
(1962) use of the word, that identifies psychology as a
scientific discipline.

The most global element of behaving selectively is
the direction of the organism with respect to some
aspect of the environment: approach and avoidance.
Not surprisingly, several of the early theoretical models
of behavior were based on experimental investigations
of approach-avoidance or their interaction, conflict
(Brown, 1948; Miller, 1944; Mowrer, 1948). These
concerns were important for practical, clinical treatment
of emotional-behavioral disturbances of people and are
underscored today by the growing interest in assertive-
ness training and desensitization techniques.

In view of the central role that approach and avoid-
ance have for the survival of living beings, a reasonable
assumption is that the simple, direct measurement of
approach and avoidance would be a powerful dependent
measure in research. The study that follows provides an
example of this potency.

Research was conducted using a standard procedure
for studying the effects of receiving agreement or dis-
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agreement (Baugher & Gormly, 1975; Clore & Gormly,
1974; Gormly, 1974), in which the traditional dependent
measures were compared with a direct measure of
approach-avoidance. Subjects were told that they would
hear another student state her attitudes toward a variety
of topics, and based on this information, subjects were
to make judgments about personality characteristics of
the other person, a confederate in the study. The atti-
tudes that the confederate presented were contrived so
that she was in high agreement with the attitudes of 20
of the subjects and in high disagreement with the remain-
ing 20 subjects. After this interaction with the con-
federate, the subjects were given a set of questionnaires
to complete privately; they were the dependent mea-
sures. Two of them were traditional, indirect measures
of attraction (approach), Byrne’s (1971) Interpersonal
Judgment Scale and the Evaluative-Behavioral Measure
of Attraction (Gormly, Gormly, & Johnson, 1971).
Another, the direct measure of approach and avoidance,
asked the subjects if they would volunteer to return to
the laboratory to participate further in the study.

METHOD

Subjects

Forty female undergraduates from a large state university
participated in this study. They were students in the first
semester of the introductory course in psychology, and they
participated in this study to fulfill a requirement of the course.
Because of the availability of two experienced female accom-
plices, only women were included in the study. The sex of the
confederate and that of the subject were, therefore, always the
same.
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War (check one)

__I'strongly feel that war is sometimes necessary to solve world problems.
_Ifeel that war is sometimes necessary to solve world problems.
__Tfeel that perhaps war is sometimes necessary to solve world problems.
__ I feel that perhaps war is never necessary to solve world problems.
__I'feel that war is never necessary to solve world problems.

___I'strongly feel that war is never necessary to solve world problems.

Figure 1. Example from the attitude survey.

Questionnaires

Five questionnaires were used in this study: a survey of
attitudes, two measures of interpersonal attraction, a survey of
physical and personality characteristics, and a request for volun-
teers. The survey of attitudes consisted of 12 topics of high
interest to college students: striving for the respect of others,
birth control, the necessity of wars for solving world problems,
fear of the future, the significance of beliefs about eternal life,
state income tax, expression of emotions in public, use of the
death penalty, world communism as a threat to U.S. security,
legalization of marijuana, the consequences of preparedness for
war, and the American way of life. There were six options for
each topic, three intensities of ““pro” the topic and three inten-
sities of “‘con.” The topics and alternatives were in the general
form shown in Figure 1.

The second questionnaire was the Evaluative-Behavioral
Attraction Measure, developed by Gormly et al. (1971). Thisis a
six-item questionnaire for rating the interpersonal attractiveness
of another person. Three scales are used for evaluative descrip-
tions (e.g., pleasant-unpleasant), and three scales are used for
indicating the degree of intimacy that might be permitted (e.g.,
“Would you accept this person as a member of your social
group?”). There are six alternatives for each of the six items.

The third questionnaire was the Interpersonal Judgment
Scale, described by Byrne (1971). This scale has the subject
rate another on two 7-point dimensions: an estimate of how
much she likes or dislikes the other person and whether or not
she would like to be the person’s partner in another experiment.

The fourth questionnaire was included simply to make the
experimental procedure correspond to the stated purpose of the
study, making judgments about the personality of the other
person (the confederate).

The final questionnaire consisted of the following statement-
question: “Would you be willing to come back at a later time
this semester and take the part of the person presenting her
attitudes? We need volunteers, and we are unable to pay you or
to give you additional course credit, but we would appreciate
your assistance. We can pick a time to fit your schedule. All you
have to do is come here for personality assessment and then
present your attitudes to a few other students.”

The subjects were then asked to indicate their willingness to
volunteer by writing ““yes” or “no,” and if “yes,” to provide
information about how we could contact them. This was the
direct approach-avoidance measure for this study.

Procedure

A male experimenter met the subject when she arrived at the
laboratory. He informally explained the purpose and format of
the study to her. Then she was asked to read the following
description of the study: “We are investigating how people make
judgments about other people. You will meet another person
who is being paid for her work in this study. We have done an
extensive job of assessing social and personality characteristics
of this person.

“We want to know how accurate you are in judging person-
ality characteristics, knowing only information about the other
person’s social attitudes. Your opinions will be compared for
accuracy against our own personality assessment data.

“We would like you to respond to a questionnaire of social
attitudes. All the information we receive from you will be coded
by number—it is completely confidential—-and will be used for
research purposes only.”

When the subject finished reading the instructions, she was
given the 12-item attitude questionnaire described earlier in this
report. When she was finished, the experimenter brought her to
another room, in which she met one of the confederates. Both
confederates were students at the university. They did not know
any of the subjects, and they did not know the experimental
treatment the subject received, high-percent agreement or high-
percent disagreement.

The experimenter had the survey of attitudes completed by
the subject attached to his clipboard. The confederate also had
a copy of the survey in her hands. The subject and the con-
federate were seated at opposite sides of a table, facing each
other, and the experimenter was standing slightly to the rear of
the subject. He went through the 12 attitude topics, asking the
confederate to state the position in the survey that best repre-
sented her attitude for each topic. The alternative spoken by
the accomplice was determined by a discreet hand signal from
the experimenter; he selected positions such that the subject
heard either agreement on 9 of the 12 topics (high-agreement
treatment) or disagreement on 9 of the 12 topics (high-
disagreement treatment). The proportion of agreements/
disagreements was the same for the first four topics, the middle
four topics, and the last four topics. To reduce suspicion, agree-
ment and disagreement are created using the constant discrep-
ancy method (Byrne, 1971). In this method, the accomplice
never gives exactly the same response as the subject.

When the 12th attitude topic was stated, the experimenter
thanked the confederate for her participation, and she left.
The experimenter then gave the subject the four remaining
questionnaires; the question abeut volunteering was the last in
the set. The experimenter told the subject to complete the
questionnaires, to put them in an envelope that was provided,
and to come into the next room when she was finished. The
experimenter left her alone to complete the questionnaires.
When the subject came into the first room, he thanked her for
participation and asked her what she thought the study would
find out, and she left.

RESULTS

None of the subjects gave any indication that they
were suspicious about the true purpose of the study.

The Evaluative-Behavioral Attraction Measure pro-
duces scores that can range from 6 to 36, with the
midpoint of the scores (neutral) as 21; higher scores
represent increased attraction. The mean and standard
deviation for the agreement condition were 26.5 and 4.1.
The mean and standard deviation for the disagreement
condition were 21.8 and 3.9 [t(38)=3.6, p<.01].
Similarly, the Interpersonal Judgment Scale produces
scores that can range from 2 to 14, with the midpoint at
8. The mean and standard deviation for the agreement
condition were 11.2 and 2.2. The mean and standard
deviation for the disagreement condition were 9.0 and
1.9 [t(38)=3.5,p<.01].



Seventeen of the 20 subjects receiving the agreement
condition volunteered to return to the study, for no
money or credit. Nobody from the disagreement condi-
tion volunteered to return, O of 20. This difference is
substantial and highly significant (x* = 29).

DISCUSSION

In this study, subjects were presented a fundamental aspect
of behaving selectively, the choice of approach (volunteer to
return to the laboratory) or avoidance (not volunteering).
Obviously, this dependent measure was much more sensitive to
the experimental treatment, agreement or disagreement, than
were the other dependent measures, ratings of attraction. The
difference would seem to be related to the importance of each
measure for the subject; ratings of evaluative characteristics of
the confederate have minimal real-world significance for the sub-
ject.

An inspection of the ratings supports this position regarding
the low importance of the ratings to the subjects. Although
the range of scores on the Evaluative-Behavioral Attraction
Measure is 31 points, the difference between the two groups
in this study was only 4.7, and the mean for the group that
received high disagreement was approximately at the neutral
point of the scale. Similar data were found for the Interpersonal
Judgment Scale.

The substantial results found with the approach-avoidance
measure point out two phenomena: first, the sensitivity of
approach-avoidance as a dependent measure and, second, the
power of the treatment, agreement vs. disagreement. Why are
people so much affected by hearing another state opinions that
agree or disagree with their own? There exists no shortage of
theoretical positions attempting to account for the effects of
agreement or disagreement on people. These positions include
the affect-reinforcement model (Byrne & Clore, 1967), balance
theory (Heider, 1958), dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957),
information integration theory (Anderson, 1971), and rewards-
of-interaction position (Berscheid & Walster, 1969). While it is
possible that all of these positions are equally good in accounting
for the impact of agreement and disagreement, it is more likely
that one or some are better than others. There have been a few
studies that have attempted to test the differential utilities of
the theoretical positions by varying the conditions in which the
agreement or disagreement occurred (Baugher & Gormly, 1975;
Gormly, 1974; Kaplan & Anderson, 1973). It is likely, however,
that the insensitivity of the dependent measure has been an
impediment to effective comparisons of the theoretical positions

APPROACH-AVOIDANCE 223

and that an approach-avoidance measure would be useful for
reducing the number of theoretical accounts for the effects of
agreement and disagreement.

REFERENCES

ANDERSON, N. H. Integration theory and attitude change. Psy-
chological Review, 1971, 78, 171-206.

BAUGHER, D. M., & GorMLyY, J. Effects of personal competence
on the significance of interpersonal agreement and disagreement:
Physiological activation and social evaluations. Journal of
Research in Personality, 1975, 9, 356-365.

BerscHEID, E., & WaLsTER, E. Interpersonal attraction.
Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley, 1969.

BrownN, J. S. Gradients of approach and avoidance responses and
their relation to motivation. Journal of Comparative and
Physiological Psychology, 1948, 41, 450-465.

BYRNE, D. The attraction paradigm. New York: Academic Press,
1971.

ByYrNE, D., & Crorg, G. L. Effectance arousal and attraction.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology (Monograph),
1967, 6(Whole No. 638).

CLorg, G. L., & GorMLy, J. B. Knowing, feeling, and liking:
A psychophysiological study of attraction. Journal of Research
in Personality, 1974, 8, 218-230.

FESTINGER, L. A. A theory of cognitive dissonance. Evanston,
Ill: Row, Peterson, 1957.

GorMmLY, J. A comparison of predictions from consistency and
affect theories for arousal during interpersonal disagreement.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1974, 30, 658-663.

GorMLY, J., GorMLY, A., & JouNnsoN, C. Interpersonal attraction,
competence, motivation, and reinforcement theory. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 1971, 19, 375-380.

Heiper, F. The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York:
Wiley, 1958.

KaprLaN, M. F., & Anperson, N. H. Information integration
theory and reinforcement theory as approaches to interpersonal
attraction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1973,
28, 301-312.

Kunn, T. The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1962.

MiLLER, N. E. Experimental studies of conflict. In J. M. Hunt
(Ed.), Personality and the behavior disorders (Vol. 1). New York:
Ronald Press, 1944.

Mowrger, O. H. Learning theory and the neurotic paradox.
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 1948, 18, 571-610.

(Received for publication April 20, 1981.)




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFA1B:2005
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200039002000280039002e0034002e00350032003600330029002e000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003100200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




