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ABSTRACT

Traditionally, the ministry has had a reputation for be-
ing a very lonely profession. Although widely acknowledged
in the literature, no empirical research seems to be availa-
ble investigating the nature of this alleged problem. On
the basis of information gathered from the literature and
fran a number of interviews with several pastors in the
Grand Forks area, the present study set out to investigate
ministerial loneliness by qualitatively assessing and com-
paring a) the nature of the friendships of a population of
pastors with those of matched control Ilaymen, and b) the
amount of discomfort aroused by the presence of those pas-
tors vs. of the controls. Such discomfort is discussed as
significant, for the implications it has for the pastor’'s

ability to form friendships with men in his congregation .

The questionnaire format of data gathering was used.
Pastors and controls from 12 congregations responded to a
questionnaire to provide a qualitative description of their
closest friendship. A second questionnaire was given to a
larger group of respondents from each congregation, half re-
sponding with the pastor and half with the control person
(Mr. X) as their focus. This questionnaire provided a de-
scription of some normative restrictions which the respon-
dent imposes on the focus person (to be analyzed at a later

stage), the strength of the friendship he has with the focus



person, and the amount of discomfort he experiences in the
focus person's presence. The pastors were also asked to re-
spond to this questionnaire as they would expect these men

to respond.

Correlational analyses, multiple regression and matched
t-tests were conducted on the data. The results showed that
there was no difference between the closest friendships of
the pastors vs. those of the controls. There was a signifi-
cant difference between pastors and controls in terms of the
pedestal effect: respondents reported significantly greater
discomfort aroused by the pastors' presence than by the con-
trols'. However, neither this pedestal effect on the aver-
age, nor the pastors' perception of the pedestal effect were
able to account for any significance in the variability of
the pastors' closest friendships or of their average friend-
ships in the congregation. Further, averaging across con-
gregations yielded no significance in the correlation be-
tween the pedestal effect and friendship strength of
respondents toward the focus person. However, when looking
at these same correlations for each individual respondent,
the relationship was significantly negatively correlated for
those men responding to the pastor. This was not true for

control s.

The findings were interpreted and discussed in terms of

their implications for wunderstanding the problem of minis-

VIIX



terial loneliness. Recommendations for future research were
suggested. It was concluded that while the pedestal effect
does not make a difference with pastors' friendships over-
all, it does have implications for his ability to establish
such relationships with certain individuals. Also signifi-
cant is the finding that this is a problem with which the

layman does not have to contend.



Chapter |

INTRODUCTION

"We are deeply lonely people”, said a small town pastor.
"Particularly my wife is extremely lonesome, and | can see
why. We live in an emotional and intellectual vacuum. |
thought if | ministered to the needs of the congregation
they would in turn minister to the needs of my family. This

has proved to be unrealistic (Hulme, 1966, p. I11)."

"...The minister may be even more conscious of his isola-
tion because his leadership centers in the inner life. As
he attempts to penetrate the loneliness of others, he may

actually increase his own sense of loneliness. The ministry

is a lonely vocation (ibid., pp.105-106) ."

"Most clergy, and this was certainly true of me, want to
work with people, want people to like them, and have a lot

of needs for affiliation and companionship— and yet the role

fundamentally is a very lonely one (Hahn,1979)."

"It is inconceivable to the clergy that the congregation
or individual church members should know, accept and care
for them as persons...it would be unprofessional for them to
expect, much less receive, care from the people in their

congregations (Howe, 1964)."



The Prestige of the Ministry

The role of the minister has enjoyed a tradition of ven-
erability and presumably high status. It has come to be re-
garded as somewhat of a prototype of exemplary character in
the Christian community. Christianity Today (see Raymond,
1968) had this to say of the pastoral vocation: "The de-
mands on today's minister are great, the frustrations and
perplexities considerable. But it is an exciting field.
Pastors are in a better position to serve mankind than ever.
There is hardly a profession that offers more favorable cir-
cumstances for helping others."” Bedsole (1958) commented
similarly: "Preachers as a group are the greatest souls on
God's earth. Personally and individually, they are the
choice spirits of all the ages...even with all their mis-
takes and blunders. God's ministers remain the most noble

group of men in human society today."

Problems of the Profession: Characteristic Research

True, the pastoral vocation is a reputable one. But, as
one of the above quotes suggests, it is not without its cod-
icil problems. What exactly are these so-called "frustra-

tions and perplexities"?

A perusal of the literature identified several general
problem areas inherent in the pastoral ministry. Typical
areas of research to date have investigated difficulties
such as the following, as they are relevant to the pastoral

ministry.
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The traditional authority of the church, in the light of
modern science and technology has eroded and its institu-
tional authority is weak. Therefore, the pastor must de-
pend on other devices (e.g. interpersonal skills) to main-
tain the "necessary political support for his ministry
(Lynn, 1965) Lynn also reports that the ministry unreal-
istically demands a simultaneous coordination of multiple
roles: "It is a striking anomaly in an age of specializa-
tion that the parish priest is forced to maintain an adap-
tive readiness to 'be all things to all men' (p.72)." The
voluntary character of religion in the U.S., Lynn writes,
makes the clergy unusually responsive to the needs and de-

sires of the laity and to cultural changes.

Another area of research has investigated the laity's
pressure upon the pastor to make him behave in traditional
ways (Glock & Stark, 1965; Blizzard, 1958; Lauer, 1973).
Hulme (1966) and Glock & Stark (1965) have also suggested a
double standard of morality implicitly imposed upon the pas-

tor by the laymen.

Gustafson (1965) and Stromm (19 73) have attacked pastoral
training, which in several ways is wunrealistic or ineffi-
cient in light of the demands placed upon pastors in the
'real world'. Unexpressed hostility, feelings of failure
and inadequacy, job insecurity and role confusion are among

the problems of the pastor touched upon by McBurney (1977).
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The minister's self-concept and personality problems have
also been discussed in considerable detail (Lauer, 1973;

Hulme, 1966) .

Finally, voluminous research has been done in the areas
of family neglect, social pressures and expectations on
manse children and wives, and loneliness of the minister's
wife (Hulme, 1966; Lynn, 1965; Douglas, 1965; Spann, 1949;
Banton, 1965; Blizzard, 1958; Bowers, 1963; and McBurney,

1975) .

Ministerial Loneliness: Significance
of the Problem and the Dearth of Research

It is consistently reported in the literature that lone-
liness is a problem of greater generality and severity for
the pastor's wife than it is for the pastor himself, mainly
because, unlike her husband, the wife lacks the opportuni-
ties for social contact and exposure. Accordingly, much
more has been written concerning ministerial loneliness as
it pertains to the pastor's wife. While whole books have
been dedicated to the former, it was not typical in any of
the literature to find more than a few pages discussing
loneliness as it relates to the pastor. Moreover, what lit-
tle that has been written in this area has been restricted
to subjective accounts, observations, or simple acknowledge-
ments of the problem. Empirically-based research here is

conspicuously lacking and is seemingly non-existant.



Nonetheless, loneliness is a problem with ministers, who
as Howe (1964) writes, "have little companionship or rela-
tionship with the laity, except for that which is related to
their functions as ministers. And much of this relationship

is strained and stilted (p. 21)

Even if the congregation at large is unaware of the min-
ister's need for gratifying social relationships, the pastor
himself is not. Table 1 is reproduced from Lauer (1973) and
is based on questionnaire data received from the pastors of
25 randomly chosen churches. The table shows the rank or-
dering the pastors gave to 5 different sources of reward.
Noteworthy is the finding that ‘relationships with people’

took even a slight precedence over 'clear conscience before

God"' .

Table 1

Rank Order of Importance of Ministers' Sources of Reward

A sense of having done the will of God 1.5
Relationships with people 2.3
Having a clear conscience before God 2.4
Personal growth 3.0
Approval of denominational superiors 4.7

It seems that the problem of loneliness in the ministry
is widespread and is something which warrants further atten-
tion. This stands out particularly in light of the availa-
ble research, and such quotes as are found in the opening of

this chapter, and especially the personal interviews (at the



6
end of this chapter) undertaken specifically for this re-

search project.

Contributing Factors

The literature cites several factors which purportedly
contribute to ministerial loneliness. According to Howe
(1964), the problem resides, in part, in the pastor's train-
ing, which has psychologically prepared him to believe that
true friendships with members of their congregations are
both unrealistic and impractical, and a threat to the effec-
tiveness of their ministry. Moreover, the layman is pre-oc-
cupied with his own life and is largely wunaware that the
minister and his family are lonely in the midst of the com-
munity. Mainly, Howe believes, due to diversities in their
personal backgrounds and educational histories, the pastor
and his congregation each hold unique "Weitanschauungs" , or
world views; that is, the ways in which they interpret, un-
derstand, or order their worlds are both different and in-
compatible and result ultimately in a breakdown of necessary

communication between them.

Oswald (1979) identifies geographical mobility character-

istic of the ministry as being unconducive to the formation

of long-term friendships. In an effort to overcome this

etime factor', observes Hulme (1966), a new pastor often has
a tendency to try to develop friendships too quickly: "when

ties are developed so quickly, they may soon reach a stage
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of over-familiarity. The intimacy is more that the rela-
tionship can endure because of insufficient time to develop
its roots (p. 65)." Lauer (1973) considers the time factor
from another perspective, and observes that even on a daily
basis the minister's busy schedule does not allow time for
many non-church-related activities which are necessary in

any friendship relation.

Bedsole (1958) entertains the possibility that the minis-
try attracts people who were lacking in interpersonal sKkills
to begin with. In this sense, loneliness may be described
as a predisposition, characteristic of certain people who

are drawn to the ministry.

The pastor's position as a leader has been seen as having
an inhibitory effect on his social relationships (Griffin,
1980; Hulme, 1966). Regarding self-disclosure, a prelude to
friendship (Walker & Wright, 1976), Griffin writes (p. 26):

"The pastor or Christian leader has an additional worry.
He lives in a 'fishbowl'. Won't it invalidate his ministry
if his followers know what he's really like? It seems saf-

est to merely pray and keep one's own counsel."”

Also, since the ministry centers in personal relation-
ships, the minister who has 'perfectionist' tendencies may
be unrealistic in the demands he places on himself and on

his congregation. Hulme (1966, p. 69) writes: "The same

difficulty of the pastor to accept himself apart from his
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accomplishments causes him problems also in relating to his
people. They too, fall below his expectations and he may

show them the same impatience that he shows himself.”

Most assuredly, each of these observations contribute to
the problem of pastoral loneliness. There is, however, an-
other aspect of the problem which has not yet been dis-
cussed, and this concerns the 'role' of the pastor, per se:

"With whom shall the minister and his wife be
friends? Naturally, they are friends with the
members of the congregation. By this we mean that
they are friendly with them and may even know some
of them intimately. Yet, this is not friendship
in the sense of mutuality and preferential compan-
ionship. The very nature of the role of the pas-
tor...to the members of the congregation limits
the extent to which they can be friends. Whether
he wants to be, or even whether he should be, in
this unique position in the congregation, the fact
remains that he i_s. He is the leader, the author-
ity figure, the VIP of the parish...There are
those who are attracted to him on this basis.
They want to be in on the 'inner circle'...Others
feel just the opposite. They are repelled be this
‘'sucking' of authority and fight the practice by
fighting the pastor. Perhaps they simply feel un-
able to compete and so they attack. Apparently
they find it emotionally intolerable to Ilower
their guard for fear of being 'taken in"'. Or per-
haps they view the pastor as a rival to their own
aspirations for authority. If the pastor and his
wife form intimate friendships within the congre-
gation, they are jeopardizing his pastoral role
with these people (Hulme, 1966, pp.106-7)

Along similar lines, Glock and Stark (1965) recognize
that the pastor stands as a symbol of the divine, and his

very presence can make people feel guilty (Hulme, 1966, p.

15) , and avoid him.
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Summary of Pastoral Interviews
Preliminary interviews of an exploratory nature were un-
dertaken with several pastors in the local Grand Forks area.
The purpose of these interviews was to elicit feedback from
ministers of various Protestant denominations concerning
ways in which the ministerial role interacts with the minis-
ter's ability to initiate and maintain friendships. The in-
terviews proved fruitful in that they shed light on several
variables which must be dealt with and taken into account in
any efforts to further understand (qualitatively and quanti-

tatively) the nature of pastors' friendships.

Several of the pastors interviewed commented on the in-
trinsic "relational nature" of the pastor's job. The very
task of being an effective minister depends on one's ability
to interact with people. Whereas most other professions de-
pend on learned skills, it came out in the interviews that
the pastors saw themselves as effective only to the degree
that they have good relations with people: they must be
well-liked, active in social organizations, clubs, func-
tions, etc. They must be able to be trusted (so they may be
confided in). Many saw this inherent "relational nature" as
advantageous in the sense that there are many opportunities
available for the establishment of friendships (e.g. there
are many social contacts). However, some at the same time
pinpointed a tendency to let this very aspect of their role

interfere with the formation of friendships. The pastor is
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a friend to all. Yet many described their relationships

qualitatively as being "short-term, shallow and profession-

al" in nature. Thus, the "superficiality” of these friend-
ships was alluded to with such descriptions as: "I have
many friends, but I don't have many friends,” or "I'm always

lonely, though I'm never alone.”

Most pastors reported that they found it very difficult
to initiate friendships, due to what may be referred to as
the "box on a pedestal®™ phenomenon. First of all, pastors
described the feeling that they were being "boxed in" by the
expectations of the congregation and laity in general. They
unanimously reported the strong feeling of social re-
straints, e,g. you should not ride a motorcycle or wear blue
jeans, can't swear or get depressed, cannot raise your voice
in anger, etc. They saw these as playing a central role in
inhibiting their ability to form friendships, by forcing
them to behave in a stereotyped or "artificial” manner.
"Once they've got you in the box, you can't be yourself.
When you can't be yourself you can't form real friendships.”
In other words, artificiality interferes with the genuine-
ness of interaction which is seen as essential in the forma-

tion of meaningful friendships.

The second part of the "box on the pedestal®™ phenomenon

deals with the layman's propensity to elevate the pastor to
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the level of a "superhuman,” or "super-Christian.” One pas-
tor referred to this as "God Transference.”" The laymen (ei-
ther consciously or unconsciously) forget the fact that the
pastor is human. There are advantages and disadvantages to
this. On the one hand, the pastor can carry this authority
to help them. Thus, the pastor's forgiveness, for example,
can truly have a cathartic effect. On the other hand, this
leads people to treat the pastor in an artificial manner.
One pastor, for example, stated: "Everyone is friendly and

gregarious, but at the same time they keep a distance...they

avoid 'getting too close'. And in addition, | must keep up
my guard: I'm on a pedestal—or in a fishbowl, as it were—
-and if | discredit their 1image of me, my ministry is
ruined. When they see you as human, ‘'the tin god is no

longer a god...the king-makers can also unmake the king'.

The awareness of the "distance"” maintained by the laymen
was widespread among the pastors. Some actually described
the laymen as being "afraid" of the pastor. From the pas-
tors' vantage point, respect for the officeof "Minister of
God's Word" was both welcome and necessary. However, the
problem arises when the congregation is unable to see past
the ministerial role and relate to the pastor as a person
also. "They tend to always see you as a minister rather
than as a friend." Another aspect of the minister being
identified as a "God Image" is that, on the other side of

the coin, the minister's office also then serves as a re-
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minder to the laymen that he is a "sinner". This serves to
make the layman uncomfortable, and again, he withdraws.
Thus, many commented that when they meet a stranger in a

neutral setting (e.g. a bus depot, on a plane, etc.) they

find it easy tointeract until the conversation drifts
around to "What do you do for a living?" "When the other
person finds out that you're a pastor, well it's all over.
They immediately begin to withdraw from you." One pastor

cited two reasons why he believes that people often do not
invite him to social gatherings: "a) they don't think I
would want to go, or b) they're afraid that | would 'cramp

their style’.

All of the pastors interviewed experienced this aspect of
the pastoral role— that is, the loneliness and shallowness
of relationships that follows from being placed on a pedes-
tal. However, each had something different to say about it.
Some saw it as an inevitable burden that comes with the job,
and were able to justify their loneliness: "In giving we
receive.” In the words of one pastor, "ltseems you walk
alone a lot, but you make up for it in other ways: you min-
ister to them and you get the reward of having helped them.

That's more important than having established deep friend-

ships ."

Some saw the problem as depending on the "personality" of

the congregation. In some parishes they have the problem,
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in others they do not. Some were able to see themselves as
being "functionally set apart® and on a pedestal, yet still
able to move with freedom in their interpersonal relation-

ships .

Others saw the problem as existing only in the are of in-
itiating friendships. If the problem persists it is proba-
bly the pastor's own fault in that he is somehow reinforcing
it. "It's hard to establish relationships where they see me
as a person—afterall, |1 am their pastor!™ This was espe-
cially true in the instance of the older parishioners. How-
ever, this barrier was usually overcome via the ministerial
functions of the pastor's life. Friendships are initiated
between pastors and clergy through crises and tragedies be-
falling the laymen. They look for guidance and spiritual
strength, and this can be the beginning of a friendship:
they feel closer to the pastor when he's shown them he genu-
inely cares for them as individuals. Yet this only provides
the opportunity for the beginning of friendships. A large
barrier at this point has been overcome, yet since the giv-
ing at this stage has been rather one-sided there is still a
bit of a gap to be joined. The pastors saw time as the cru-
cial element here. When the biggest obstacle, initiation of
friendship, is overcome, it remains only for time to estab-
lish the mutuality of the commitment. Time fosters and
strengthens the relationship. But then, even here, another

element comes into play. Typically, the pastor does not
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have the time to foster the relationship. Some claimed that
"busyness"” prevented the time commitment. However, most
pastors acknowledged that if this is the case, then it is
the pastor's fault. It is self inflicted. Some also sug-
gested that it is possible to use "busyness" as a convenient
excuse to avoid facing the problem of not having any
friends. Time may influence pastors' friendships in another
sense, in that pastors are transferred too frequently: they
do not remain in one area long enough to develop these
friendships which they have already initiated. Many saw

this as a serious problem.

Finally, most pastors felt that although the potential
for loneliness is there, if it remains to be a problem for
the pastor then it is of his own devise: it is self-im-
posed. "Demands aren't a problem wunless you let them
be...you won't have problems with roles wunless you try to
live up to them.” When asked how he dealt with the pres-
sures, one pastor said, "People are lonely because they let
it happen. | won't let them box me in. You'll never please
everybody." The general consensus seemed to be that loneli-
ness ij3 often a problem for pastors, but when it is it's the
pastor's fault: "If | have to choose between Kkeeping every-
body happy and being friendless vs. having friends, being
happy and having and effective ministry I'd choose the lat-
ter. The pastor has to have friends. He must establish and
develop friendships and then deal with any problems as they

arise...l have many friends in my my congregation.”
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Several pastors expressed their resolution of the problem
in finally being able to see it not as their problem, but as
the congregation's problem. Plainly put, they all acknowl-

edge that "the pastor is only human, he needs friends."

There are other ways in which the pastor's role inhibits
his formation of friendships. Sometimes parishioners are

rather opportunistic in their preferences for whom they

choose to affiliate with. Consequently, it was reported
that sane will associate with the pastor in an effort to
"cash in" on his status. The minister's role is very pres-

tigious in the eyes of the community, and it can prove ad-
vantageous to be his friend. Such ulterior motives in
friendships reportedly detract significantly from the quali-
ty of those friendships. However, consensus seemed to indi-
cate that such instances were not particularly rampant.
Though inevitably present, they are usually easily identifi-

able and thus do not pose much of a problem.

The final way in which the pastor's role was seen as in-
hibiting the friendships they were able to form was in terms
of norms imposed by the congregation regarding what are per-
missable modes of interaction between clergy and layman.
Sane reported a certain "possessiveness" on behalf of the
laity. This was especially true in more rural areas, where
the pastor's role was seen to inhibit the formation of per-

sonal friendships (in an urban scene, there is less monitor-
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ing of the pastor's time). One pastor expressed that sane
people have wanted to establish a friendship with the pas-
tor, but were disappointed because they did not know how to
do it. As a result they displayed a possessive ness or jeal-
ousy when the pastor spent much time with other individuals.
Some indicated that physical displays of affection (e.g. a
hug rather than a handshake at the "Sign of Peace" in a ser-
vice) would be frowned upon by some, as would inordinate
amounts of time spent in leisure activities. Sane pastors
said they would feel comfortable fishing or going on an out-
ing with a group of men, but if it involved an "overnight"
it would cause a disturbance. Intimate self-disclosure re-
ally bothers some in the congregation; "information is pow-

er" , and they do not want others to have any advantages over
the pastor that they do not have themselves. The pastor
must be careful who he associates with, since a friend with
a bad reputation could damage his ministry. At social func-
tions, the pastor must avoid cligues at all costs. He must
maintain a distance and mingle equally with all. In the

words of one pastor: "You may show no favoritism...you be-

long to the public.”

Such restraints however, appeared to be very much the ex-
ception rather than the rule. Mostly, such restraints were
seen, again, as being self-imposed, and not necessarily ex-
isting in the minds of the clergy. Sane believed that they

were "self-imposed through tradition": through training,
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etc., they somewhere "pick up" the notion that "pastors can-
not have any friends", in very much the same way as others
have picked up, directly or indirectly, that "men cannot do
dishes". It was expressed that people would react negative-
ly if the pastor spent too much time with a select few indi-
viduals to the exclusion of others— but this wasn't seen
necessarily as bad! A good balance must be maintained, or
the pastor won't know the needs of the congregation. Such
selectivity can interfere with the pastor's duties and of-
fice, and then people will react, and then it is also good
that they do so. Many commented that although there is a
certain element of possessiveness ("the congregation wants
your time, they want your attention"), it is still only a

matter of how you deal with it. The key is that the pastor

must distribute his time, and meet his commitments. In the
words of one pastor: "The pastor must establish relation-
ships of caring with all before he moves into deep level

friendships with a few...he must nurture several friendships

first (by caring, giving individual attention and showing

concern). After he's done this—his "pastoral home-
work"— there will be an increasing degree of freedom. It
will enhance your freedom to build deeper friendships. I f

you don't do your "pastoral homework” you leave yourself
wide open. If they feel that basic love and caring, it
frees the pastor.” In other words, if the pastor's rela-

tionships are demonstrably preferential and exclusive in na—
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ture, problems may be anticipated. Another pastor comment-
ed similarly: "So long as I'm sensitive to the congrega-
tion, | feel no inhibitions here". Thus, the majority did

not see the problem of imposed norms as being a very serious

one. It "was there", but could be dealt with easily.

Interestingly, most of the pastors interviewed claimed to
have very close friendships in their congregation and indi-
cated that they didn't see any real problem with "pastors'
friendships" per se. However, all indicated that they saw
it as a problem for other pastors and cited themselves as an
apparent exception (suggesting the possibility of the opera-
tion of the process of a denial mechanism). Moreover, all
also indicated that they saw the pastor's role as a natural-
ly lonely one, which doesn't seem to follow from their de-

scription of how easily these problems are dealt with.

Where does the pastor find his closest friends? Most in-
dicated that they felt very comfortable with their congrega-
tion and had several close friends there. Others were una-
ble to interact intimately with their own congregation and
sought friendships in other congregations. Some found it
easiest to relate to other ministers, due to their commonal-
ity of experiences in dealing with the pastor's problems,
while others felt uncomfortable affiliating with other min-
isters, especially when crossing denaninational barriers.

Of the 7 pastors interviewed, 5 indicated that they had
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formed significant relationships in their own congregation
and that they felt no problem in dealing with constraints

from the laity, or in having friends in their congregation.

All the pastors saw loneliness as being a greater problem
for the minister's wife than for the minister himself, in
that the wife doesn't have the opportunity for social inter-
actions that the pastor has, not the contacts necessary to
establish friendships. She is more in the background than
is the pastor. Also there are more restraints imposed on
the wife than on the pastor and often they are of a more se-
vere nature. The "busyness" of the husband's vocation also
results in family neglect quite easily and must be closely

monitored by the pastor.

When asked to compare their friendships qualitatively and
guantitatively to the friendships of a "non-pastor" or to
those of their "pre-pastoral days" some saw the pastor's
friendships as drastically fewer and qualitatively poorer,
because "the people withdraw, and I'm too busy". However,
most saw either no differences or actually perceived advan-
tages in being a pastor. As a pastor they have more encoun-
ters with people on an intimate basis, due to the very "re-
lational nature" of their job. Providing they know how to
deal with the problems discussed above, and are able to sep-
arate the professional from the relational elements of their

position and interact genuinely with their congregation, the
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pastor's role may actually facilitate the formation and de-
velopment of close and lasting friendships. Where problems
do exist regarding pastor's friendships, consensus seemed to
indicate that training was necessary in the pastor's school-
ing which would prepare the minister to deal with the situ-
ation effectively. Also there is a definite need to get to-
gether with other ministers: there is no reason why the
pastor should try to "go it alone". They should go ahead
and develop friendships and deal with problems when they
surface. Finally, the congregation must come to see the
pastor as human. They must be made aware of the problems
involved in pastoral munistry, and come to see the role of
the pastor in a different light. Thus, the pastors must
learn to minister to each other and the congregation must be

taught how to minister to the pastor.

Summary

As was reviewed above, certain attributes of the minis-
terial position have been identified in the literature and
in the interviews which may indirectly interfere with the
pastor's ability to build intimate friendships. Even these
discussions have been overly concise and speculative. While
reasonable they generally lack empirical support. Yet aside
from these indirect factors, there is reason to believe that
the role of the pastor, per se (that is, the perception of

the pastor's role by both the pastor and his congregation)

has a direct inhibitory effect on his ability to form and
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maintain friendships. It is suggested that this effect may
be seen in the form of behavioral norms, surrounding the
ministerial role, which govern the pastor's friendships.
There is an incredible dearth of |literature dealing with
ministerial loneliness in general. Research investigating
the "role-bound"” nature of pastoral friendships is even more
difficult to come by. However, from a social-psychological
point of view, the question of normative restrictions on
friendship formation is most interesting, because, as Wright
(1978, p. 199) observes:

"Friendship is a relationship with extremely broad
and ambiguous boundaries. One reason for this is
that friendship lacks normative definitions or so-
cial trappings that are external to the relation-
ship itself. Suttles (1970) notes that friendship
is the least role-bound, legalistic, or 'program-
med' of any important personal relationship.”

Thus, regarding how it is conducted, certainly friendship
IS a "norm free" relationship. However, there may exist
certain norms, mores, or expectations which could potential-
ly restrain and/or inhibit the initiation of friendships.

Adequate formation and development of a true friendship may

depend on the appropriateness of the broader social climate.

Does the ministerial position, as a profession, create
for itself a social climate or setting which is— by its very
nature— simply ill-suited for the formation of friendships?
To what extent are the minister's friendships inhibited by

his role? Does his very presence cause some sort of discom-
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fort in people which causes them to withdraw or maintain
their distance, or which makes it difficult to pursue a se-
rious friendship relationship with him? Are there norms
which govern or impede the formation of his friendships? |If

so, what is the nature of these norms?

These are a few of the questions which this study of pas-
tors' friedships, as a piece of applied research, sets out

to investigate.



Chapter 11

STUDYING FRIENDSHIP

Introduction

This chapter begins with a review of the relevant litera-
ture on the nature of friendships and several theories re-
garding various factors which are important to the formation
of friendships. Next, a more comprehensive model is pre-
sented and discussed in a bit more detail. Finally, an
analysis of friendship as a social institution is presented,
along with a few more variables which may be said to charac-

terize the friendship relationship.

Friendship; a Review of the Literature

Attraction and friendship as a topic of social-psycholog-
ical research has demonstrated itself as being an interest-
ing and complicated area of study, involving a long history

of speculation and observation.

Consider the following observation of Aristotle (Rhetor-
ic, 1932 , almost 2400 years ago:

"And they are friends who have come to regard the

same things as good, and the same things as evil,
they who are friends of the same people...We like

those who resemble us, and are engaged in the same
pursuits.. We like those who desire the same
things as we, if the case is such that we and they
can share the things together.”

23
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It seems incredible that these "ancient"” observations are
today still withstanding objective verification. However,
contemporary theories of friendship have investigated a con-

siderably greater number of variables.

Among the most simplistic contemporary theories of
friendship is that of propinquity theory. Propinquity theo-
ry attributes attraction between strangers simply to what
Zajonc (1968) calls "mere exposure" . Zajonc found that sub-
jects engaged in a pseudo-experimental task, when exposed
unwittingly to other subjects (no communication between sub-
jects was allowed) rated those "others" as more or less
likeable depending only on how many times they had been ex-
posed: those with a greater number of exposures were per-
ceived as more likeable. In a controlled study focusing on
student apartment complexes, Festinger, Schachter and Back
(1950) found similar results. Their data also suggests that
friendship choices were dependent on both "functional"” and
spatial distance: residents showed a significant tendency
to choose their friends in nearby apartments. Homans (1950)
expresses the position as follows, "If the frequency of in-
teraction between two of more people increases, their degree
of liking for one another will increase". Homans sees the
attraction/interaction relationship as only 'probable’, how-
ever, and not inevitable. Homans is a proponent of "Ex-
change Theory", which, in brief, sees man as basically a

"profit-seeking" creature, which tries to procure the great-
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est possible reward at the lowest possible cost. As applied
to interpersonal relationships, one will affiliate most com-
fortably with those who provide the greatest rewards. Ac-
cording to Homans, we may generally obtain these rewards
most "cheaply” from those with whom we are in frequent con-
tact. However, if our initial contact is initially not re-
warding, frequent and unavoidable interaction may promote
dislike, and even hostility. Rubin (1973) states that the
accumulated evidence, however, suggests that mere exposure
or proximity to another person is usually not enough to es-

tablish what Heider calls a "unit relationship"”.

Going beyond propinquity theory, Heider (1958) proposes a
"balance theory" of friendship. Heider suggests 2 kinds of
relationships: a) a unit relationship, where similarity with
another and/or perceived similar destinies lead both indi-
viduals to see themselves as belonging to a larger "unit",
and b) a sentiment relationship, or "liking". A central
proposition of balance theory is that the two types of rela-
tionships tend toward consistency with one another (Rubin,
1973, p.130) , that is, we tend to like those whom we per-
ceive as being similar to us or sharing a similar fate.
Heider's theory also asserts that balance must be maintained
within a triadic system composed of 2 people and an object
of communication (X). A state of imbalance results when a

weM-~N'other" (0) disagrees with one's own opinion re-

garding X. To restore balance, either P (one's self) or O
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must change regarding their attitude toward X, or they must
develop negative attitudes toward each other. This is the
cognitive balance theory's basis for regarding similarity as

a key determinant in attraction.

Similarity is among the most studied of the "friendship
variables". Several investigators (Spuhler,1962; Kirkpa-
trick & Stone, 1935; Schiller, 1932; Hunt, 1935) have stud-
ied similarities in spouses, uncovering significant rela-
tionships between husband and wife in terms of age, race,
creed, education, social status, intelligence and even
height and hair color. Similarly, Richardson (1940) found
correlations between the attitudes of friends to be signifi-
cantly higher than those reported for randomly assigned sub-

ject pairs.

One problem in researching similarity as a friendship de-
terminant lies in deciding what variables to look at. Simi-
larities in socio-economic status, religion, age, education
level, political allegiances, and occupational status have
all been among the variables which are reportedly able to
discriminate between friends and random pairs (Laumann,

1969) .

Regarding the effects of personality similarity on at-

traction and friendship, the results are ambiguous. lzard

(1960) reported that compared to randomly paired subjects,

friendship pairs have significantly more similar personality
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profiles as judged by the Edward Personal Preference Sched-
ule (the EPPS) . However, in a later replication of this
study, lzard (1963) failed to wuphold the similarity-attrac-
tion hypothesis regarding personality profiles when using
older subjects. In a similar study, Curry and Emerson
(1970) asked students to provide measures of their own val-
ues, personality (using the EPPS), their liking for their
dorm suite mates, and how they perceived their suite mates’
values and EPPS profiles, at 5 different times during the
semester. While actual and perceived value similarity pre-
dicted attraction, personality similarity, neither perceived
nor actual, held no significant predictive merit concerning
attraction. Byrne (1961), using the "phantom other" techni-
que devised by Smith (1957), also studied the effects of at-
titude similarity on attraction. Students were asked to
fill out an attitude questionnaire. Two weeks later they
were asked to rate a "phantom other", who had supposedly
filled out the same questionnaire, on a range of social
characteristics. Students reacted significantly more favor-
ably to those "others" who had reported similar attitudes
than to those with dissimilar attitudes to their own. Byrne
(1961a, 1961b) accounts for the attitude-similarity phenom-
enon in terms of reinforcement theory. When another shares
one's attitudes, this is consensually validating and serves

as a positive reinforcer. "When one receives positive rein-

forcement from another, positive affect is elicited and,
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through simple conditioning, becomes associated with the

other individual. Subsequent evaluative responses directed
toward that other individual will be positive (Byrne,
1969)". Several studies have supported the alleged attitude

similari ty/ attraction phenomenon (Byrne & Clore, 1966; Byrne
& Griffitt, 1966; Jones & Daugherty, 1959; Smith, 1957;
Newcomb, 1961) and several have suggested that such an
account is overly simplistic and insufficient (Aronson &
Worchel, 1966; lzard, 1963; Kerckhoff & Davis, 1962).
Newcomb (1956) suggested that perhaps the predictability of
attitude similarity would depend on the importance of the
topic, but several other studies (see Byrne and Nelson,
1965) found no support for this contention. Rubin (1973),
on the other hand, provides evidence which disagrees with

Byrne on this point (p.141).

Heider's and Byrne's views differ in what they see as the
underlying motivation beneath the similarity/attraction
hypothesis, yet their outcomes and predictions coincide.
Though it has many propone nts (Schachter, 1951; lzard, 1960,
1963; Berkowitz & Howard, 1959; Worchel & McCormick, 1963),
the similarity/attraction hypothesis is not without its
problems. Goldstein and Rosenfeld (1969), for example,
found it to be confounded with emotional security: only in
insecure subjects was similarity found to be an accurate
predictor of friendship. Rychlak (1965 found that "need
compatibility” was more reliable a predictor than was need

simil arity.
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Several researchers (Rosenfeld & Jackson, 1965; Kerckhoff
& Davis, 1962; Duck & Craig, 1978; Newcomb, 1963) have
attempted to reconcile various ambiguities by positing the
existence of a "time course". These longitudinal studies
have attempted to demonstrate that different variables are
operative at various times in the sequence of an ongoing
relationship. Nevertheless, some have been critical of, or
abandoned similarity hypothesis in favor of the equally
contestable complementarity hypothesis (Reilly, et al.,

1961; Winch, 1955; Morton, 1960).

Novak and Lerner (1968) demonstrated that perceived
attitude similarity may actually be threatening and lead to
avoidance behavior, when an atti tudinally similar "phantom

other"” is presented as being mentally disturbed.

Walster and Walster (1963) present evidence to suggest
that when subjects are assured of being liked by a new
acquaintance, they actually prefer to be introduced to
someone very dissimilar to themselves. Berkowitz and
Goranson (1964) report parallel results. Aronson and
Worchel (1966) similarly propose that people implicitly
assumed that an atti tudinally dissimilar other will be less
prone to like them than would one who holds similar views,
thus they choose to affiliate with ‘'similar others’, not

because it is preferable, but because it's safer.
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In conclusion, both variants (cognitive balance and rein-
forcement models) of the similarity hypothesis of attraction
involve several inconsistencies and ambiguities. These
theories are overly simplistic in that they fail to take
into account many other variables (e.g. security, fear of
not being liked, etc.). While the insights provided by
these data should neither be disregarded nor considered ir-
relevant, they do appear to lack the depth and scope which
this author considers requisite for a theory which opts to
be able to explain a phenomenon so complex as that of

friendship.

We turn now to consider Wright's (1978) model of friend-

ship based on a conception of the self.

Wrightls Friendship Model
Wright (1978) offers a friendship model which is based on
a conception of the self. Wright distinguishes between the
behaving person and the entity called self:
"The active, dynamic agent in individual behavior
is the person as a whole, not the self. The self,
being a conception held by the behaving person has
no impetus or energy of its own. However, the
person is responsive to his/her conception of
self, and having such a conception has important
motivational consequences (p. 197)."
The individual has a natural propensity to evaluate the
self's worth and to assess its well-being; this concern

serves as the "motivational bridge" leading to the involve-

ment of the self in, among other things, social relation-



31
ships, in that it is manifested in a number of self-referent

behavioral tendencies.

An individual has a tendency to behave in ways which,
first of all, maintain and/or reaffirm "those self attri-
butes that are important in terms of their evaluative impli-
cations for the self as an entity." Third, the individual
has a tendency to evaluate the self in a "positive or self-
enhancing manner.” Finally, the individual is oriented to-
ward changes in self-attitudes "in the direction of positive

elaboration and growth (p.198) ."

In analyzing the motivational dynamics of interpersonal
relationships, Wright departs from the "Exchange Theory" in-
terpretation discussed earlier (Homans, 1950), in favor of
the more suitable "investment" interpretation of friendship.
Far from seeing the other person as a "merchant” with whom
commodities are exchanged or from whom they are purchased,
the relationship is seen as a mutual "enterprize" in which a
part of the self is invested:

"As compared to a purchase, an investment of self
entails greater personal involvement and greater
continuity of relatedness, the other becomes an
entity in whose well-being and worth the subject
has a vested interest...When an investment of self
has been made in a relationship, that relationship
becomes, in a sense, one of the subject's self-at-
tributes. If the other person benefits, the sub-
ject benefits, even in the absence of tangible or
immediate personal gain (p. 198-199)."
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Thus, friendship is seen as an investment relationship
between 2 parties which is specially suited to help the in-
dividuals "live out" their self-referent behavioral tenden-

cies (Wright, 1982).

Wright defines friendship as "a relationship character-
ized by voluntary interdependence in which the individuals
respond to each other personalistically, or as person qua

persons (Wright, 1974, 1978, 1982)."

This definition includes both a behavioral component
(voluntary interdependence, or VID) and an experiential com-
ponent (person qua person, or PQP) . VID refers to the ex-
tent to which the individuals purposely spend time together,
aside from obligations, constraints, and external pressures;
even if this involves inconvenience. The PQP factor ac-
knowledges how the partners positively recognize the other's
individuality, genuineness, and irreplaceability in the re-

lationship.

The maintenance and development of a friendship are ex-

plained in terms of "four basic assumptions (Wright, 1978)."

First, in order to respond to each other genuinely (i.e.
as person qua person), the interaction must be uninhibited
by what Suttles (1970) refers to as "norms of propriety".
The individuals must feel free to behave in a genuine, spon-

taneous, and non-stereotyped manner. i.e. to "be them-
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Wright's model also includes a friendship variable ac-
counting for another potential (though not inevitable) by-
product of friendship; the degree to which the relationship
is "difficult to maintain” (DTM). Maintenance difficulty
refers to "the degree to which the friendship is character-
ized be tension or strain reflected in the time and effort
spent in clarifying actions or comments, soothing ruffled
feelings, and in general, exercising patience and restraint
to keep the relationship intact (p. 202)." Wright (1974)
also offers a technique in the form of a questionnaire (the
"Aquaintance Description Form", or ADF: see Appendix A)
specially designed to operationally measure these key vari-

ables .

The possible growth of an acquaintanceship into a friend-
ship is conceptualized in terms of a developmental sequence
originating in interpersonal contaact and proceeding through
a period of "friendly relations" (Kurth, 1970) into varying

levels of VID (see Wright, 1978) .

Initially, investments of self are minimal and involve
low risk. However such investments are crucial, in that
they allow each partner the opportunity: a) to evaluate
whether their investments were "worthwhile”, and b) for

greater role-free interaction (which permits more accurate
assessment of each other's individuality), and c) to decide

whether they want to increase their investments or to back
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out. Thus, these initial, low-risk investments pave the way
for a potential friendship:
"Beginning early in the relationship, actual or
anticipated rewards lead to increasing investments
of self, which in turn often lead to increasing
rewards, etc. (p. 201)."

The development, then, of a friendship from a mere ac-
quaintanceship, according to Wright's model, need not depend
on any of the assumptions of either the complementarity- or
similarity-attraction hypotheses. Rather, such development
is contingent upon the potential rewardingness of VID, and
this will depend on "the subject's degree of involvement in
the situation and his/her partner's inclination and ability
to provide whatever self-referent rewards the situation
makes relevant (p. 204).” In other words, attraction de-
pends, in a sense, on the compatibility of the personali-
ties— compatibility, that is, in terms of the extent to
which each partner is equipped to provide those self-refe-

rent rewards which the other seeks or desires.

Friendship as a Social Institution

In his discussion of friendship as a social institution,
Suttles (1970) suggests various ways in which friendship
fulfills certain social functions. His discussion also
sheds light on several defining variables pertinent to the

topic of friendship formation.
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Among the most important functions of friendship is its
ability to permit individuals to go beyond the basic frame-
work of strictly institutionally required affiliations. Es-
pecially valuable in societies in which people are "unrelat-
ed by primordial ties or a division of labor" and where
social contacts go beyond the family, neighborhood, ethnic
groups and social classes, friendship may serve as "a flexi-
ble covenant that joins people to one another and regulates
their interpersonal relations (p. 96)." Suttles offers 3

defining elements of friendship:

a) It can occur within or between various

groups, organizations, social groupings, etc. It
has a leveling influence, in that friends (and
friend's friends) are all required to see each

other as equals.

b) It is an intensely personal relationship

that is entered into voluntarily.

c) It is self-governing, to a greater extent

than most other social relations.

Friendship, though in many ways similar to other institu-
tions, is much broader in its scope through its capacity as

an "interstitial institution".

Suttles also suggests several considerations entailing

what it means to consider another individual as a "friend".



37
In summary form, the bottom line seems to come down to the
necessity, in a friendship, of valuing one's partner as a
"person qua person", i.e. to appreciate and value him/her as
a special person and as a unique individual and self. To
the degree that one's interests in a relationship are char-
acterized by utilitarian motives, or to the degree that the
Other has exposed not his real self but only a superficial
front or facade, to such an extent may that relationship be

said to depart from the virtues characteristic of a true

friendship relationship.

Given this starting point as a basis for friendship, Sut-
tles further contends, naturally, that before engaging in a

true friendship, both partners must:

"...have grounds for believing that each is pre-
senting a 'real self'...This means that there must
be some test or demonstration of individuality or
sincerity. On the one hand, this test must single
out the individual as someone distinct from other
people who occupy the same role or social status.
On the other hand, such tests must contrast the

person's behavior against what seems expedient,
conventional, or merely routine (pp. 100-101)."

Thus, Suttles identifies "rules of public propriety"”, or
better, violations of those rules, as a means through which
an individual may expose his/her real self. By "rules of
propriety” is meant "safe patterns of behavior that can be
enacted before the widest possible audience, without excit-
ing justifiable ridicule of criticism...conformity with ac-

cepted standards of manners or behavior (p. 101) ." When
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these rules are observed, they function to make life safe by
subduing controversy, dissension or conflict. However,
since these rules by their very nature are so structured and
impersonal they may also serve as a touchstone against which
one's individuality may be determined. Ergo, any deriva-
tions from such rules serve as an indication that someone
has behaved out of choice:

"Such actions are almost invariably attributed to

something basic and essential to the individual; a

sort of wunalterable and irrepressable force (p.

102) ."

These violations "betray individuality" in that they in-
dicate an aspect of one's self that is not amenable to so-
cial control. Such violations involve a risk, in that they
entail departure from rules of safety, and as such are gen-
erally offensive. However, in keeping with the contention
that in order to see each other as "persons qua persons" it
is necessary to behave in a non-stereotyped manner, viola-
tions of public propriety are an essential step toward
friendship formation. They do not ensure friendship, but
they do provide the requisite unblemished exposure of one's
real self which is needed before a true friendship may
emerge. Friendship, then, is seen as a self-governing so-
cial institution, free from social prescriptions, yet still

internally patterned and organized.

Suttles cites structural barriers to friendship formation

specifically and foremost is the barrier of status differ-
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ences. Crossing status barriers in friendship rouses suspi-
cion in that the participants’' motivational processes are in
question: it is usually suspected that their interests have
a utilitarian bent and it is hard to see them as really be-
ing interested in each other as persons qua persons. There-
fore, status differences often preclude friendship by dis-
suading the participants from makin the necessary violations
of propriety. However, many status relations (interesting-
ly, Suttles cites the minister in particular as an example,
along with doctors, lawyers and psychologists) by their very
nature demand such violations, in that the "lower" member is
subject to very personal exposure of his/her private charac-
ter. Thus, such instances usually also contain another bar-
rier to friendship formation: an "asymmetry in the amounts
of personal information each party to the relationship makes
available to the other (p. 121)". Such asymmetry ordinarily
forecloses the possibility of friendship between, say a doc-
tor and patient, or (more relevant to our topic) between
minister and layman (examples of such asymmetry between min-
ister and layman might be found in such instances wherein
the layman comes to the pastor for spiritual guidance, mari-
tal counselling, etc. While it would certainly be consid-
ered appropriate for the layman to do so— in fact, that is

part of the pastor's job— for the pastor to be going to the

laymen with such problems would generally be considered much

less acceptable: this might (unfortunately perhaps) be
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frowned upon, and in some instances might conceivably cause
problems for the minister's role as "pastor"”). Suttles then
goes on to discuss various social arrangements which protect
the 'lower status' members of these relations from "self-

mortification"” (see Suttles, pp. 122-126).

Also relevant is Suttles' suggestion that portions of
one's real self are found beyond, or "outside of one's skin"
(pp.129-132) . These "portions of self" are found in a se-
ries of concentric circles reaching out beyond one's body.
The most distal circle, perhaps, might include one's posses-
sions, hobbies, interests, etc. The next closest might be
the rooms of one's home, followed by one's clothing, one's
physical body, and finally the inner self. As these "cir-
cles" reach outward, they contain progressively lesser "con-
centrations of self". Inasmuch as each of these circles
contains an element of self, they naturally include viola-
tions of propriety. Thus, the outermost circles, containing

the least concentration of self, likewise, would involve "a
rather low risk investment in the potentials of friendship".
As long as the acquaintanceship has not progressed beyond
these faint outer circles, or manifestations of self, invi-
tations to friendship may be easily refused (or accepted) as
no obligation has been made. These outermost circles then,

are crucial in the initiation of friendship, in that they

represent the first step in the exposure of one's real self

to another person.
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Implications for Pastorls Friendships
As discussed in Chapter 1, the purpose of this research
is to investigate the ways in which the pastor's role, per
se, may be said to have an inhibitory effect on his ability

to form and maintain friendships.

Data gathered from the pastoral interviews, as well as
the theoretical considerations provided by Wright's model
and Suttles' analysis of friendship as a social institution,
suggest that behavioral norms characteristic of the minis-
terial role may hinder the pastor's ability to effectively
develop meaningful friendships. Suttles (1970, p. 129)
states that places where norms are very strongly sanctioned
are very poor places for friendships to develop. With re-
gard to the ministerial position, two general types of be-

havioral norms appear relevent:

a) Norms of propriety, defined as those expectations
which dictate the behaviors which are generally considered
appropriate, decent or socially acceptable. In the pastoral
interviews, this was seen by the pastors as being the most
severe obstacle to their friendships (e.g. one of the pas-
tors interviewed confided in having been ‘reprimanded' for
such things as offering beer to guests at his house, or for
having driven to his Sunday services on his motorcycle) .

They described such rules as "boxing them in", so that they

couldn't be themselves. Suttles similarly reasoned that



42

such mores may cause individuals to behave in a stereotyped
manner, which may prevent others from seeing the individual
as he really is, or as a "person qua person". Thus, But-
ties' theory sees friendship as necessitating the violation
of such social restraints (hence his label of friendship as
a "deviant relatioship"”). With respect to the pastor's so-
cial behavior, the questions, then, remain: What types of
norms exist? How strongly are they sanctioned? Are they

positively or negatively sanctioned?

b) Anti-fraterni zation norms, defined as social expecta-
tions which dictate what modes of interaction between indi-
viduals are permissable. Although most pastors generally
didn't perceive this as a very severe problem most acknowl-
edged its existence; they observed a sort of "possessive-
ness" or jealousy which constrained them to monitor closely
the extent and nature of their social interactions. Seme
(see the pastoral interviews) saw such restraints as self-
imposed, self-maintained, or learned through tradition or
training, or as existing only in the minds of the clergy.
Do such restrictions exist? To what extent? Do the pastors

perceive them accurately? Or are they only imagined?

Secondly, if it is true that the pastor's presence has a
tendency or potential to make individuals in the congrega-
tion feel wuncomfortable or to "maintain their distance",

then this certainly would interfere with their potentials in
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friendship formation and maintenance. In the interviews
this variable came out in the form of "cramping their
style". Do individuals in the congregation feel free to
‘act natural' around the pastor? Do they feel compelled to
‘'watch what they say', or to 'monitor their behavior'? If
so, this would certainly make it difficult, perhaps impossi-
ble, to relate to the pastor as a "person qua person”, and
establishing a friendship with him might be a cumbersome

task.

In summary then, on the basis of the interviews and re-
view of the literature, a very broad research project is be-
ing prepared which is strictly exploratory in nature. Its
purpose is to investigate these 3 variables (the 2 types of
norms and the "pedestal effect”) and their implications for
the pastor's ability to initiate and maintain long-term in-

timate relationships with men in his congregation.

Purpose of this Research

Within the context of the broader research project, the
focus at this stage will be on only one of the 3 variables
suggested above: the "pedestal effect". The emphasis will
be on arriving at an empirically based understanding of the
ways in which the discomfort aroused by the pastor's pres-
ence is able to influence the friendships he is able to

form.



Chapter 111
METHODOLOGY

Instruments

Acquaintance Description Form

As an objective description/indicator of the qualitative
aspects of the participating pastors' actual friendhips, the
Aquaintance Description Form (ADF) was used, which has been
presented by Wright (1974, 1982) as both a valid and relia-
ble intrument for this purpose (see Appendix A) . The ADF is
an 80-item questionnaire composed of eight 10-item scales.
Seven of these scales correspond to the seven key variables
outlined in his model (UV,SAV,ESV,SV,DTM,PQP ,pp.26-28) and
one scale (GF) is designed to measure tendencies for re-
sponding in a generally favorable manner toward the speci-

fied acquaintance, or "target person”.

The subject indicates on a seven-point scale ranging from
0-6, the degree to which each of the 80 statements applies
to his target person or to his relationship with him. This
allows for a maximum total of 60 points on each of the eight
scales. Finally, the scores from the PQP and VID scales,

each of which measure one aspect of friendship strength, are
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totalled to yield a variable called "Total Friendship" (TF) .
The scores obtained for each of these variables provides an
objective description of the nature of the friendship be-

tween the respondent and the specified acquaintance.

Survey of Personal Reactions

Corrresponding with the three postulated modes in which
the pastor's role may impede his capacity for friendship
formation (anti-fraternization norms, norms of propriety,
and the "pedestal effect"), three questionnaires were con-
structed, one tapping each of these variables. Further, as
an indicator of the strength of friendship between the re-
spondent and his pastor, a shortened version of the ADF was
constructed. These four were then condensed into a longer
15-page questionnaire, the Survey of Personal Reactions
(SPR) . The Survey of Personal Reactions, then, consists of
three sections (see Appendix B): section one describes 10
behavioral dimensions (one per page), five of which are sen-
sitive to anti-fraternization norms, and five or which are
sensitive to proprietal norms. Each of these dimensions is
varied over seven degres of intensity, in a manner amenable
to analysis with Jackson's (1966) Return Potential Model.
The normative data will be analyzed at a later stage in the

study.

Section two consists of a 12-item shortened version of

the PQP and VID scales of Wright's ADF. With the exception
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of only minor wording changes (e.g. "your pastor" or "Mr. X"
rather than "the target person"), the instructions and word-
ing are identical to those in the ADF. In creating the
shortened PQP and VID scales, an item analysis was conducted
using a sample of 236 undergraduates. For each of these
scales, the six-item combination which produced the strong-
est average inter-item correlation was used (the alpha coef-

ficients for the two scales were .84 and .88 respectively).

In section three, a simple 10-item set was used which was
designed to be sensitive to potential sources of discomfort
specific to casual interaction with a clergyman. These
items were created on the basis of data obtained from the

preliminary pastoral interviews.

Subjects and Procedure

Participating Pastors, Controls and Congregation Members
The selection of subjects to be used in this study en-
tailed a four step process. First of all, based on random
selection, a list was comprised of 20 local Protestant
churches in the Grand Forks area. Secondly, the senior pas-
tors of these churches were contacted consecutively, until
the total number of churches agreeing to participate reached
a minimum of 12. During this initial contact, which was
made by phone, the pastors were given only a very brief ex-
planation regarding the nature and purpose of the study.

After giving them an idea of how much time and effort their
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participation would entail, the pastors were then invited to
partake in the project. Pending on their interest and/or
willingness to participate, a meeting was organized with the
pastors, wherein a) they would be asked to provide their re-
sponses to two questionnaires (as described in the format
below), and b) they would be given a more detailed explana-
tion of the study. It was also promised to the pastors at
this time that they would be given both written and verbal
feedback concerning the findings of the study upon its com-

pletion.

Third, the pastor was asked to select and arrange a meet-
ing with one particular individual ("Mr. X") in his congre-
gation whose social standing in the congregation, visibili-
ty, and level of education is similar to his own, who could
serve as his control by providing his responses to one of
the same questionnaires to which the pastor would be re-
sponding (note: in that a great deal was already being
asked of the pastors, much flexibility was exercized here.
Seme pastors chose to contact "Mr. X" and administer the
questionnaire to him themselves. Some preferred to provide
the investigator with his name and allow them to make ar-
rangements on their own. The majority, however, elected to
have the man designated as Mr. X meet along with the pastor
at the initial session. The goal here was simply to be as

accomodating as possible to the needs or preferences of each

pastor).
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Finally, the pastors were asked to give some thought as
to how a meeting might be organized with a minimum of 10
male respondents within their congregation, for the purpose
of getting their responses to one of the questionnaires (the
SPR) to which the pastors would also be responding. Ar-
rangements for this meeting could also be discussed in

greater depth at the initial session with the pastors.

Initial Session with the Pastors

The initial meeting began with a simple review of the
purpose of the study and a brief overview of how the data
was going to be gathered. The pastor was then asked to com-
plete two questionnaires: the ADF (with his closest non-
clerical friend as the target person) and the SPR' (i.e. he
was asked to complete the Survey of Personal Reactions— the
same questionnaire which would be given to his congrega-
tion— answering the way he would predict his congregation to
respond). In the majority of cases (7 of 12) Mr. X was also
present at this meeting. In these instances, he was also
given the ADF, with the same instructions as the pastor, and
was exposed to the SPR. It was explained to him that half
of the respondents from the congregation would be responding

to this questionnaire with him as its focus.

Before they were given the questionnaire it was explained
to each of the pastors (and to the controls, when present)

that nothing more could be revealed to them until after they
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had completed their responding, so as to prevent possible
confounding, distortion, or biasing of their answers. Fur-
thermore, upon their completion they would be debriefed and
the study would be explained to them in full, and any ques-
tions at that time would be answered in full. Then, at that
time they would be given an opportunity to withdraw from the
study if, for whatever reason, they might find it objection-

able or not wish to participate.

After completing the ADF and SPR', the pastor was asked
to provide a list of names from which the 20 men from each
congregation would be selected, and to make arrangements for
the investigator to meet with them for the administration of
the SPR (again, a great deal of flexibility was exercized
here. Some of the pastors preferred to contact the chosen
men themselves, whereas others preferred to have the inves-
tigator contact them. Still others found it much easier to
simply have the questionnaires administered to consenting
groups of men who net on a regular basis for various church
activities: prayer meetings, church council, etc.). In
those instances where Mr. X was not present at the initial
session, arrangements were also made for a meeting with him,
wherein he would be administered the ADF and exposed to the

SPR in the same manner as just described above.

At this point, the pastors were given a more complete ex-
planation of the nature of the study, and any questions

which they had were answered.
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Session with the Congregation Members

Finally, a meeting was organized with the men chosen by
the pastor for inclusion in the study. At this meeting the
men were given similar instructions: a brief description of
the study and a promise of debriefing upon completion. The
men were randomly assigned to two groups, A and B. They
were then asked to complete the SPR using either the pastor
(for group A) or the man identified as Mr. X (for group B)

as the focus person.



Chapter 1V

RESULTS

Comparing Closest Friendships;
Pastors vs. Controls

The ADF data allows a comparison between the most inti-
mate friendships of each of the pastors with those of their
respective controls. For each of the nine variables in
Wright's (1978) model, the means, standard deviations, t-
values, and significance levels for this comparison are de-
picted in Table 2. Analysis of this data shows that, in
terms of the various aspects of friendship described in
Wright's model, there are no discernable differences between
the closest friendships of the pastors and of the controls
who participated in this study. The only aspect of friend-
ship which approached significance was that of Ego Support
Value, and this was in the direction of the pastors perceiv-
ing their closest friends as being more ego-supportive than
do the controls (p<.069, t=2.01, df=I1) .

Reactions of the Congregation Members to the
Pastors and Controls: Average Friendship
Strength and the Pedestal Effect

There were no significant differences between the
strengths of the average friendships which each respondent
felt toward the pastors or toward the controls (see Table

3) .
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TABLE 2

Means, Standard Deviations and t-values of the ADF Scores of
the Pastors and Controls Describing their Closest Friends.

Scale Pastors Controls comparison

mean SD mean SD t E
SV 41.67 6. 29 41.17 7.04 0.0 ns
w 46.83 8.32 45.08 6. 42 0. 62 ns
DTM 8.67 3.89 11.50 4.71 -1.61 ns
ESV 50.75 3.77 47. 08 6. 23 2.01 ns
G- 52.08 4.12 51.42 4.08 0.38 ns
SAV 49.08 4.94 45.75 7.20 1.26 ns
VID 41.08 6. 21 36.83 10.54 1.08 ns
PQP 48.00 5.95 46.08 6.72 0. 80 ns
TF 89.08 11.33 82,92 16. 71 1.02 ns

TABLE 3

Mean Total friendship and Pedestal Effect Scores of
Congregation Members Describing Pastors and Controls.

Scale Pastors Controls Comparison
mean SD mean SD t E

TF 39.98 6. 40 35.76 8.48 1.29 ns

PE 6.18 1.98 4.81 2.72 2.40 . 035

The only statistically significant difference between the
pastors and controls was the pedestal effect, averaged for
each congregation. The respondents reported feeling more
uncomfortable, uneasy, or inhibited in the presence of the
pastor than in the presence of his control target person.

The Mean Pedestal Effect, Pastors' Predictions of the Pedes-
tal Effect, and Pastors' Friendships
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Two stepwise multiple regression analyses were conducted,
using the mean pedestal effect for each congregation, and
each pastor's expectation of that mean pedestal effect as

predictor variables.

The first regression analysis tested the null hypothesis
that these two predictor variables would not account for a
significant proportion of the variability in the intensity
of the closest friendships of each pastor, as indicated by
Total Friendship scores of their ADF profiles on their clos-
est friend. The resulting analysis of variance was not sta-

tistically significant (R-square=.054; p>,78).

The second analysis used the same two predictors, using
as the criterion variable the average Total Friendship which
the men in each congregation had toward their pastor, as
measured by their responses to the abbreviated ADF. This
analysis also failed to reach significance (R-square=.152;

p>. 48) .

Further tests of significance revealed no appreciable re-
lationship, for either pastors or controls, between a) mean
pedestal effect and closest friendships, and b) mean pedes-
tal effect and average Total Friendhip scores provided by

congregation members.

The results of these analyses indicate that the two inde-

pendent variables, individually or in combination, cannot be
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said to contribute significantly to the variability of ei-
ther the Total Friendship of the pastors' or controls' clos-
est friendships, or of their average friendship strength
with respondents in the congregation.
The Pedestal Effect and the Friendship Strengths
Toward Pastors and Controls by Individuals
Across Congregations

Comparing scores averaged for each congregation yields no
significant correlations between the pedestal effect and the
Total Friendship scores of the closest friendships or of the
average friendships of pastors or controls within the con-
gregation (see Table 4). Additional information is gained,
however, from looking at the correlations between each indi-
vidual's reported pedestal effect and the friendship
strength he has with the focal person. A study of Table 5
indicates that, when scores are considered across rather
than within congregations, there is a significant negative

correlation between the pedestal effect and the VID, PQP,

TABLE 4

Correlations Between Pedestal Effect and Total Friendship
Scores of Pastors and Controls.

Scales Pastors P Controls P

PE and TF . 0326 .92 . 2062 .52
PE and TFA -.3803 .22 . 0927 .77



55
TABLE 5
Correlations Between Pedestal Effect Scores and Criteria of

Friendship Strength for Subjects Describing Pastor and
Control Target Persons.

Variables Pastors (n=82) Controls (n=77) z P
PE-VID -.31* .065 -2 .39 .01
PE-PQP -.23* .01 -1.41 ns
PE-TF -.30* .04 -2.15 .02

*p<. 05

and TF scales among those subjects responding to their pas-
tors. These correlations are not significant for subjects
responding to controls. Furthermore (see Table 5), t-tests
for the significance of the difference of these correlations
indicate that the magnitude of the correlations involving
the VID and TF scales is significantly greater for the pas-

tors than for the controls.

Summary of Results

1. There were no significant differences between the
closest friendships of the pastors vs. those of the con-
trols in terms of any of the friendship variables investi-

gated .

2. Averaging over congregations, the reported pedestal
effect was significantly greater concerning the pastors vs.

the controls.
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3. Neither the pedestal effect nor the pastors' pre-
dictions of the pedestal effect accounted for a significant
proportion of the variability in the overall intensity of
the pastors' closest friendships, or the average friendship

strength he had with the men in his congregation.

4. There were no significant correlations, for pastors
or controls, between their mean friendship strength within

the congregation and the average pedestal effect.

5. There were no significant correlations, for pastors
or controls, between the intensity of their closest friend-

ships and the average pedestal effect.

6. Looking at individual responses, there was a signifi-
cant negative correlation between the amount of discomfort
aroused by the pastor's presence and the total friendship
strength which each respondent had toward the pastor. This

was not true for non-clerical controls.

7. The correlations between each respondent's pedestal
effect and his VID and TF scales were significantly greater

for those responding to the pastor than to Mr. X.



Chapter V

DISCUSSION

There were several findings of practical significance
which seem to paint a clear picture of the nature of pas-
tors' friendships as well as of the nature of the relation-

ship between the pedestal effect and those friendships.

First of all, differences were found in the amount of
discomfort experienced in the presence of the pastors vs.
controls. On the average, and to a significant degree, the
respondents felt more discomfort in the pastors presence.
However, although the reality of this pedestal effect was
born out, it was also interesting to find that its existence
does not contribute to significant overall variability in

the pastors' friendships.

In fact, there were absolutely no differences qualita-
tively between the friendships of the pastors vs. those of
the controls. In sharp contrast to the plethora of reports
cited in the literature, the quality of friendships is not
"poorer"” or less gratifying for those in the ministerial po-
sition. Whether looking at his strongest and most intimate
friendships, or simply at the casual or average relation-

ships he has with men in his congregation, there were abso-
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lutely no discernable differences between the pastors’

friendships and the laymen's.

It is very tempting to conclude at this point that the
alleged inhibitory influence the pedestal effect has on the
pastor's ability to initiate and maintain friendships is a
fallacy, a myth...that although there is a pedestal effect,

it does not have any effect of friendship formation.

Such an interpretation wouldn't be accurate. The data
show that there is a relationship between the pedestal ef-
fect and pastors' friendships which may be described as fol-
lows. Looking beyond the scores averaged for each congrega-
tion and looking at each individual's pedestal effect and
Total Friendship scores with his pastor, those individuals
who feel more uncomfortable around the pastor also have
weaker friendships with him. This relationship is masked by
looking at averages. That is, it isn't strong enough to af-
fect the pastors' friendships overall, but it does make a
difference when looking at individuals. Discomfort is most
intense among those persons who do not have established

friendships with their pastors.

As is true of correlational research, it is not possible
at this point to prove the direction of causality: a)does
the pedestal effect inhibit friendship formation, or b) does

discomfort arise from not knowing the pastor.
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In either case, the relationship is apparently intense
enough that it is evident to the pastor. Also, while it
doesn't impede his friendships overall, it does impair some.
The importance of this factor may be better understood by
taking into consideration the fact that these respondents
were not simply ordinary laymen, but moreover were those be-
longing to his "inner circle”. These are the ones the pas-
tor spends most of his time with, and the ones (and this was
the very reason they were thus selected) whose behavior and
opinions might be expected to have the greatest impact on

the pastor and his activities.

It should also be borne in mind that, inasmuch as they

are members ofthe "inner circle” and thus spend more time
with him, they likely also know himmuch better than do
those on the "periphery". In other words, the respondents

on the periphery likely feel more inhibited around the pas-
tor, since the effect of thenegative correlation would be
more pronounced among those who areless well-acquainted

with the pastor.

Another finding is crucial to understanding the pedestal
effect. The negative correlation between the pedestal ef-
fect and Total Friendship does not exist at all for Mr. X
The layman typically does not have to contend with this
problem of arousing discomfort when interacting with people

with whom he is less well acquainted. This situation is
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very unique to the pastor. Whether they know him or not,

the pedestal effect is not a factor for Mr. X.

This information should be useful and hence would be ap-
propriate within a pastoral training setting. It would be
helpful for the pastors to understand the nature of the ped-
estal effect, as elucidated in this study, and to appreciate
that, as described in the pastoral interviews, although the
pedestal effect is there for some individuals, it need not—
-and moreover, should not— interfere with his friendships
overall. Moreover, it is informative to know that the myth
concerning the inferior quality of the pastor's intimate
friendships is not withstanding. Quite the opposite, the
pastors' friendships were not found to be any different, and
there were even some very slight trends in the opposite di-

rection .

Future research might look at differences in the intensi-
ty of the pedestal effect and its effects across different
congregations (i.e. liberal vs. conservative, evangelical
VS. non-evangelical, etc.) or denoninations. A similar
analysis of data obtained from more "peripheral®” respondents
(as opposed to the "inner circle"), though likely difficult
to obtain, would be useful in answering some of the ques-

tions raised above.

Due to practical considerations and to the very explora-

tory nature of this study, data was gathered only from male
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respondents in the congregation. It should be emphasized
that this was not to minimize the importance of the pedestal
effect on women in the congregation, nor of the pastors' re-
lationships with those women. Quite the contrary, such in-
formation might be invaluable to our wunderstanding of the
pedestal effect and the normative restraints surrounding the
profession, and is hence something which might be interest-

ing to explore at a later date.

Findings of this study also open doors to a whole new
area which has not yet been dealt with. A statement should
also be made concerning the whole issue of ministerial lone-
liness. The finding that pastors' friendships do not differ
from those of matched controls does not necessarily invali-
date or discredit the widespread claim that "ministers are
deeply lonely people.” That finding illustrates, quite sim-
ply, that pastors' friendships do not differ from those of
controls, and nothing more. There is another question, an-
other variable, which must be dealt with, and this is the
pastor's subjective/emotional need for friendship and emo-
tional intimacy. It is possible that, for whatever reason
(a "predisposition"” or personality type characteristic of
persons who are drawn to a ministerial vocation? The nature
of the job may be such that the pastor's needs are intensi-
fied and/or more difficult to satisfy: i.e. the "constant
draining” that comes with the position, around-the-clock

availability, constantly being called wupon to intervene in
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"crises-type" situations, lack of reciprocity, no one to
lean on, etc.?) the pastor's needs are greater than those of
the layman, and that this is the source of his distress.

This also is a question for later research.

Finally, an understanding of the nature of the alleged
normative restrictions surrounding the pastor's role is a
crucial one. Analysis of this data is planned for the near
future, and is expected also to be fruitful in the endeavor
to understand the nature of the problems with which the min-
ister must contend in his efforts to establish and maintain

his interpersonal friendships.

Summary

The study conclusively demonstrated that the pedestal ef-
fect does not make a difference overall with the pastor's
ability in the long run to initiate and maintain his friend-
ships. However, it is an inhibitory factor, in that it does
have implications for his ability to establish such rela-
tionships with certain individuals. People who do not know
the pastor tend to feel very uncomfortable in his presence.
Moreover, this is a problem with which the layman does not

have to contend.
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ACQUAINTANCE DESCRIPTION FCORM

Statements

This form lists some statements about your reactions to an acquaintance called the
Target Person (TP). Please indicate your reaction to each statement on the special
answer sheet you have been given. Perhaps some of the situations described have
never core up in your relationship with TP. If this happens, try your best to
imagine what things would be like if the situation did core up.

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

TP can conme up with thoughts and ideas that give ne new and different things
to think about.

If | were short of cash and needed norey in a hurry, | could count on TP to
be willing to loan it to me.

TP's ways of dealing with people nmake him/her rather difficult to get along with.
TP is the kind of person who likes to "put nme down" or embarrass ne with
seemingly harmless little jokes or comments.

TP is a genuinely likeable person.

TPis the kind of person who mekes it easyfor ne to behave according to
ny most important beliefs and values.

If 1 hadn't heard from TP for several dayswithout knowingwhy, | would make
it a point to contact her/him just for the sake of keeping in touch.

TP keeps ne pretty well informed about his/her true feelings anduSttitudes
about different things that core up.

When we get together to work on a task or project, TP can stimulate ne to
think of new ways to approach jobs and solve problems.

If I were looking for a job, | could count on TP to try her/his best to
help ne find one.

I can count on TP's being very easy to get along with, even when we disagree
about something.

If | have an argument or disagreement with someone, I can count on TP to stand
behind e and give ne support when (s)he thinks I amin the right.

If | were asked to list a few people that | thought represented the very best
in "human nature,"” TP is one of the persons | would name.

TP makes it easy for ne to express ny most Important personal qualities in
ny everyday life.

If | had a choice of two good part-time jobs, | would seriously consider

taking the somewhat less attractive job if it meant that TP and | could
work at the sane place.

If TP were to nowe away or "disappear” for some reason, | would really miss
the special kind of companionship (s)he provides.



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

35.
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XP Is the kind of conversationalist who can neke ne clarify and expand ny
om ideas and beliefs.

TP is willing to use his/her skills and abilities to help nme reach ny oan
personal goals.

I can count on having to be extra patient with TP to keep from giving up
on her/him as a friend.

I can converse freely and comfortably with TP without worrying too much
about being teased or criticized if | unthinkingly say something pointless,
inappropriate, or just plain silly.

Although | do not always know exactly why, TP has a way of getting on ny nerves.

TP really understands the kind of person | want to be and behaves toward ne in
ways that help ne to be that kind of person.

If TP and X could arrange our weekly schedules so we each had a free day, X
would try to arrange ny schedule so that | had the same free day as TP.

TP expresses so many personal qualities | like that | think of him/her as
being "one of a kind," a truly unique person.

TP can get ne involved in interesting new activities that | probably wouldn't
consider if it weren't for her/him.

TP is the kind of person who seems to really enjoy doing favors for ne.

I can count on having to go out of ny way to do things that will keep ny
relationship with TP from "falling apart.”

If X accomplish something that mekes ne look especially competent or skillful,
I can count on TP to notice it and appreciate ny ability.

It would be hard to think of anything bad to say about TP, even if | were trying
to describe him/herin a way that gave a true and well-rounded impression of
what (s)he is like.

TP is the kind of person who nekes it easy for ne to express ny true thoughts
and feelings.

If | had decided toleave town on a certain day for a leisurely trip or vacation
and discovered that TP was leaving for the same place a day later, | would
seriously consider waiting a day in order to travel with her/him.

"False sincerity" and "phoniness" are the kinds of terms that occur to ne when
I am trying to think honestly about ny impressions of TP.

When we discuss beliefs, attitudes and opinions, TP introduces viewpoints that
help ne see things in a new light.

X can count on TP to be a good contact person in helping nme to meet worthwhile
people and neke social connections.

I have to be very careful about what | say if | try to talk to TP about topics
(s)he considers controversial or touchy.



36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.
54.

55.
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TP has confidence in ny advice and opinions about practical matters and
personal problems.

TP has the kind of personal qualities that would maeke almost anyone respect
and admire him/her if they got to know him/her well.

I can tell from the way TP reacts to ne that | really am the kind of person
X most often think |1 am

When | plan for leisure time activities, | neke it a point to get in touch
with TP to see if we can arrange to do things together.

TP is the kind of person who likes for nme to know where (s)he stands, so | can
count on him/her to level with nme and really "tell it like it is.”

I can count on TP to be ready with really good suggestions when we are looking
for some activity or project to engage in.

If | have some more or less serious difference with a friend or acquaintance,
TP is a good person for acting as a go-between in helping nme to smooth out
the difficulty.

I have a hard time really understanding some of TP's actions and comments.

If 1 amin an embarrassing situation, | can count on TP to do things that
will meke ne feel as nmuch at ease as possible.

TP is the kind of person for whom the expression "a real loser" i9 both
meaningful and accurate.

TP knows the kinds of activities that are most important to me personally and
encourages e to get involved in them.

If I had no plans for a free evening and TP contacted ne suggesting some
activity that | amnot particularly interested in, | would seriously
consider doing it with him/her.

Some of the most rewarding ideas, interests and activities | share with TP are
the kinds of things | find it difficult, if not impossible, to share with any
of ny other acquaintances.

TP has a way of making ideas and topics that | usually consider useless and
boring seem worthwhile and interesting.

If | were short of time or faced with an emergency, | could count on TP to
help with errands or chores to make things as convenient for ne as possible.

I can count on TP's acting tense or upset with ne without ray knowing what
I've done to bother her/him.

If | have some success or good fortune, | can count on TP to be happy and
congratulatory about it.

TP is a pleasant person to be around.

When it comes to ny interests and abilities, TP understands ne so well that (s)he

knows what to expect from me, and expects neither too much nor too little.

TP is one of the persons | would go out of ny way to help if (s)he were In
sore sort of difficulty.
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57.

53.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

67

When | amwtth TP, (s)he seems to relax and be him/herself and not think
about the kind of impression (s)he is creating.

TP can core up with good, challenging questions and ideas.

TP is willing to spend time and energy to help nesucceed at ny owmn personal
tasks and projects, even if (s)he is not directly involved.

I cancount on TP's being willing to listen to nyexplanations ina patient
and understanding way when I've done something torub her/him the wrong way.

If 1 have to defend any of ny beliefs or convictions, TP is the kind of person who
supports me, even if (s)he does not share those beliefs or convictions with ne.

It is easy to think of favorable things to say about TP.

TP treats ne in ways that encourage me to be ny "true self.”

If | had just gotten off work or out of class and had some free time, | would
wait around and leave with TP if (s)he were leaving the same place an hour

or so l'ater.

If | were trying to describe TP to someone who didn't know him/her, | would start
by saying that (s)ne was pretty ordinarywith nothing especially unique about him/her

TP is the kind of person from whom | canlearn a lot just by listening to
her/him talk or watching her/him work on problems.

I can count on TP to be willing to loan me personal belongings (for example,
his/her books, car, typewriter, tennis racket) if | need them to go
somewhere or get something done.

I can count on communication with TP to break down when we try to discuss
things that are touchy or controversial.

TP has a way of making ne feel like a really worthwhile person, even when I
do not seem to very competent or successful at ny nore important activities.

TP seems to have a knack for annoying neor "turning me off."

TP is the kind of personwho makes it easy for me todo the kinds of things
I really want to do.

I try to get interested in activities that TP enjoys, even if they do not seem
especially appealing to ne at first.

When TP and | get together, | enjoy a special kind of companionship | don't
get from any of ny other acquaintances.

TP is the kind of person who is on the lookout for new, interesting and
challenging things to do.

If I were sick or hurt, | could count on TP to do things that would neke it
easier to take.

I can count on TP to misunderstand nme and take ny actions and comments the
wrong way.
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TP is a good, sympathetic listener when | have some personal problem |
want to talk over with someone.

TP is one of those individuals for whom the expression "a really nice person”
is both meaningful and accurate.

Doing things with TP seems to bring out ny most important personal traits
and characteristics.

If TP and | were planning vacations to the sanme place and at about the same
time and (s)he had to postpone her/his trip for a month, | would seriously
consider postponing ny oan trip for a nonth also.

TP is the kind of person | would miss very much if something happened to
interfere with our acquaintanceship.
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ACQUAINTANCE DESCRIPTION FORM
Answer Sheet
Your Name
Name of Target Person
Please record below your response to each of the statements about your Target Person (TP).
Decide which of the scale numbers or letters best describes your reaction and record your

choice by circling that number or letter. Please read the following codes carefully and
use them as guides in circling your choices:

6- Always. Invariably; without exception. g= Defintely. Absolutely no doubt about it.

5= Almost always. f= Extremely likely. Almost no doubt about it.

4- Usually. e= Probably.

3= About half tue time. d= Perhaps.

2= Selcom. c= Probably not.

i- Aimos. never. = Extremely unlikely.

0* Never. a= Defintely not.

Statement #1. n 54 12 10 #3l. gfedcba #1l. 6543210
2. gfedcl!l a 32. 6543210 62. 6543210
3. 543210 33. 6543210 63. gfedchba
A. 6543210 34 6543210 64. gfedcba
b. 6543210 35 6543210 65. 6543210
6. b543210 36. 6543210 66. 6543210
7 gfedcba 37 fedcba 67. 6543210
8 6543210 3. 8543210 68. 6543210
9. 6543210 3. 6543210 69. 6543210
10. gfedcba 40. 6543210 70. 6543210
il. 6543210 41. 6543210 7. 6543210
12 0543210 42. 6543210 72. 6543210
13. greccba 43. 6543210 73. 6543210
14. 6543210 4. 6543210 74. gfedcba
15. gfedchba 45 6543210 75. 6543210
rb. gfedchba 46. 6543210 7. 6543210
12. 05432x0 47. gfedcba 77. 6543210
ic. 6543210 48. 6 54 3210 7. 6543210
10. pb543210 49. 6543210 79. gfedchba
20 6543210 50.gfedcba 80.gfedcba
21. 6543210 5. 6543210
22. 68543°%10 52. 6543210
23. gfedchba 53. 6543210
24, 6543210 54. 6543210
25. bp543210 55. gfedcba
26. 6543210 5. 6543210
27. 6543210 57. 6543210
28. 6543210 58. 6543210
29. gfedchba 59. 6543210
30 b543210 60. 6543210
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A SURVEY OF PERSONAL REACTIONS

Section |.

This survey describes several secs of situations that might come up in
our everyday lives. We would like to have you read each statement carefully
and decide how much you approve or disapprove of the situation it presents.

You will notice that each statement is followed by a set of numbers from
6 dowmn to 0. These numbers refer to the statements on the following scale of
approval and disapproval.

Approval-Disapproval Scale
6. | would approve very strongly
5. | would approve quite a bit
4. 1 would approve slightly
3. Neutral; | would neither approve nor disapprove
2. | would disapprove slightly
1. | would disapprove quite a bit
0. | would disapprove very strongly

After you have decided how nmuch you approve or disapprove of the situation
described, simply circle the number that comes closest to matching how you feel
according to the Approval-Disapproval Scale.

Here is a sample set of situations.

SAVPLE SET

Some people like to keep their lawns neatly nowed all sunmer long. Other peo-
ple do not seem to care nmuch how long their grass gets.

Suppose your next door neighbor nowned his lawn three times a week. How
much would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 (0]

Suppose your next door neighbor nowed his lawn once a week. How rmuch would
you approve or disapprove of this?
6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your next door neighbor nowed his lawn only once a month. How
much would you approve or disapprove of this?
6 5 4 3 2 1 0

If you are the kind of person who really enjoys having the lawns in your neigh-
borhood look nice, you would probably circle a 5 or 6 for the first two situa-
tions, and a 1 or O for the third situation. |If you really do not care much
how the lawns look, you would probably circle a 3 for each situation.
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SET #1

Sone people enjoy participating in clubs or special interest groups like the
Fellowship of Christian Athletes, "booster" clubs, the Barbershop Quartet org-
anization, etc.

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities several times
each week (almost every day). How much would you approve or disapprove
of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities once each week
How rmuch would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0]

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities about twice a
nonth (once every other week). How much would you approve or disapprove
of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities once a month.
How much would you approve or disapprove of this?
6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities only 5 or 6
times a year (about every 2 or 3 months). How much would you approve or
disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities only occasion-
ally (once a year or less), How nuch would you approve or disapprove of
this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor never participated in such activities, because of his
concern that this might interfere with his effectiveness in church work.
How rmuch would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
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SET #2

Part of being a friend of another person is sometimes making special arrangements
to spend time with that person. The more we neke such arrangements to get to-
gether, the more special the friendship.

Suppose there was no particular person that your pastor made arrangements
to get together with because of his concern that such special friendships
might interfere with his effectiveness in church work. How nmuch would you
approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose there was one particular person that your pastor mede special ar-
rangements to get together with only occasionally (about once a year). How
much would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose there was one particular person that your pastor made special ar-
rangements to get together with several times a year (every 2 or 3 months).
How much would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose there was one particular person your pastor nede special arrange-
ments to get together with about once each month. How nuch would you approve
or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose there was one particular person that your pastor mede special ar-
rangements to get together with about twice a month. How nmuch would you
approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose there was one particular person your pastor made special arrange-
ments to get together with about once each week. How rmuch would you approve
or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0]

Suppose there was one particular person that your pastor nede special ar-
rangements to get together with several times a week (almost every day).
How rmuch would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
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SET It3

Some people contribute time and effort to service proiects and volunteer
groups that do worthwhile work in the community.

Suppose vour pastor were to participate in such activities several times
each week (almost every day). How nuch would you approve or disapprove
of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities once each
week. How much would you approve or disapprove of this?
6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities about twice a
month (once every other week). How nuch would you approve or disapprove
of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities once each month.
How rmuch would you approve or disapprove of this?
6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities only 5 or 6
times a year (about every 2 or 3 months). How nmuch would you approve or
disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor were to participate in such activities only occasion-
ally (once a year or less), How nmuch would you approve or disapprove of
this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor never participated in such activities, because of his
concern that this might interfere with his effectiveness in church work.
How rmuch would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
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SET H

Part of being a friend of another person is letting that person know something
about the more "private" side of our lives such as our deep-down likes and dis-
likes, our true attitudes and opinions, our dreams and secret ambitions, and
our hidden faults and shortcomings. The more we feel free to share such per-
sonal information, the more special the friendship.

Suppose your pastor had one particular friend with whom he felt free to
share everything about his personal life, even the most private and inti-
mate details. How nuch would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor had one particular friend with whom he felt free to
share much about his personal life, including sone (but not all) of the
more private and intimate details. How much would you approve or disap-
prove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor had one particular friend with whom he felt free to
share quite a bit about his personal life, Including a few (but not many)
of the more private and intimate details. How much would you approve or
disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor had one particular friend with whom he felt free to
share quite a bit about his personal life, but none of the nore private
or intimate details. How much would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor had one particular friend with whom he felt free to
share many of his everyday likes and dislikes, or everyday attitudes and
opinions, but nothing really personal. How rmuch would you approve or dis-
approve of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose your pastor had one particular friend with whom he felt free to
share just a few of his everyday likes and dislikes, or everyday attitudes
and opinions, but nothing really personal. How much would you approve or
disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0]

Suppose your pastor did not have any particular friends with whom he felt
free to express himself personally because of his concern that this might
interfere with his effectiveness in church work. How nuch would you approve
or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
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SET It5

Sone people eniov putting time in hobbies or pastimes, such as photography,
woodworking, model building, sports activities (e.g. golf, tennis), reading
modern literature, going to plays, etc.

Suppose your pastor spent a couple of hours engaged in such activities
several times a week (almost every day). How nuch would you approve or
disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose that your pastor set aside a couple hours for such activities
about once each week. How nmuch would you approve or disapprove of this?
6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Supposethat your pastorset asideabout 2 daysout ofeach month tospend
a couple ofhours on suchactivities. How muchwould youapprove  ordis-
approve of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose that your pastor set aside one day of each month to spend a couple
hours on such activities. How nuch would you approve or disapprove of
this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose that your pastor set aside about 5 or 6 days out of the year (about
one day every 2 or 3 months) to spend a couple of hours engaged in such
activities. How rmuch would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose your pastor engaged in such activities only occasionally (once a
year or less, for just a couple of hours). How rmuch would you approve or
disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose that your pastor never engaged in such activities, because he felt
that it might interfere with his church work. How much would you apDrove
or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
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Section 2.

Please read carefully the following statements and/or questions about
your pastor. Then, decide which of the scale numbers or letters best de-
scribes your reaction and record your choice by circling that number or
lecter which appears directly beneath each item.

Please read the following codes carefully and use them as guides in circ-
ling your choices:

6=
5
4«
e
o
1-
o

Always; invariably, without exception. g’ Definitely; no doubt about it.
Almost always. f= Very Likely; almost no doubt
Usually. about it.
About half the time. e« Probably; better than a 50/50
Seldom. chance.
Almost never. d” Perhaps.
Never. c" Probably not; less than 50/50
chance.
b*“ Very Unlikely.
a« Definitely not.
Suppose you hadn't seen or heard from your pastor for several days
without knowing why. Would you neke it a point to contact him, just
for the sake of keeping in touch?
g f e d c b a
Does your pastor keep you rather well informed about his true feel-
ings and attitudes about different things that come up?
6 5 4 3 3 1 O
Suppose you'd decided to leave town on acertain dayfor a liesurely
trip or vacation, and discovered that your pastor was leaving for
the same place a day later. Would you seriously consider waiting
a day in order to travel together?
g f e d c b a
Suppose your pastor were to nmove away or“disappear” for some reason.
Would you really miss the special kind of companionship he provides?
g f e d c b a
Suppose you were thinking ahead about the kinds of things you would

like to do with your free-time for the coming week. Would you meke

it a point to get in touch with your pastor to see if you can arrange
to do things together?

g f e d c b a
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Do you feel as Chough your pastor thinks and acts in ways that "set
him apart" and meke him distinct from other people you know?
6 5 4 3 2 10

Suppose you and your pastor were planning vacations to Che same
place and about the sane time, and he had to postpone his trip for
a month. Would you seriously consider postponing your omn trip for
a month also?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Do you feel as though you can count on your pastor to say the things
that express how he truly feels and believes, even if they are not
the things he thinks are expected of hint?

6 5 4 3 2 1 o

Suppose that both you and your pascor could arrange your weekly sched-
ules so you each had a free day. Would you try to arrange your sched-
ule so that you had the same day freeas your pascor?

g f e d c b a

When you are alone with your pascor, would you say chat he seems to
be able to relax and be himself and not think about the kind of im
pression he is creating?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose that you had no plans for a free evening and your pastor con-

tacted you, suggesting sone activity that you aren't particularly in-

terested in. Would you seriously consider doing it with him anyway?
g f e d c b a

When you and your pastor get together, would you say chat he provides
you with a very special kind of companionship Chat you don't get from
any of your other acquaintances?

g f e d c b a
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Section 3.

Please read each or the following statements carefully. Decide whether the
statement is true or false, or if it is only true part of the time. If it is
true, check the space marked "Yes." |If it is false, check the space marked
"No." If it is true part of the time, check the space marked "Sometimes."
Please be frank when you answer these questions. Remember, we have asked you
not to put your rame on these forms, so your answers will be completely confid-
ential.

1. When | anwith the pastor, | annmore careful than usual about the kinds of
language | use.
Yes Sometimes No

2. When | think honestly about the kinds of books, TV shows and movies | en-
joy, | have the feeling that the pastor would not approve of some of them.

Yes Sometimes No

3. The pastor is such a fine Christian that it is difficult for ne to relax
and really "be myself" when he is around.

Yes Sometimes No

4. When | amwith the pastor, | anmore careful than usual about the kinds of
jokes and stories | tell.

Yes Sometimes No
5. When | amwith the pastor, | talk a lot nore than usual about spiritual or
church matters.
Yes Sometimes_____ No
6. When | amwith the pastor, | anmore careful than usual about criticizing

or expressing bad feelings toward other people.
Yes Sometimes No

7. When the pastor is around, | do and say things that meke ne appear to be
more "religious" than | really think I am

Yes Sometimes No

8. When | think about the kind of example the pastor sets, it reminds ne that
I amnot as good a Christian as | should be.

Yes Sometimes No

9. When | amwith the pastor, | talk alot less than usual about ny everyday
activities.

Yes Sometimes No

10. When | think honestly about ny personal habits and mannerisms, | have the
feeling that the pastor would not approve of some of them.

Yes Sometimes No
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