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ABSTRACT

T r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  the m in is t ry  has had a reputat ion fo r  be

ing a very  l o n e l y  p r o f e s s io n .  Although w id e ly  acknowledged 

in  the l i t e r a t u r e ,  no em p ir ica l  research seems to  be a v a i l a 

b le  in v e s t i g a t in g  the nature of th is  a l leged  problem. On 

the basis of information gathered from the l i t e r a t u r e  and 

fran a number o f  in terv iews  w ith  seve ra l  pastors in  the 

Grand Forks area, the present study se t  out to  in v e s t i g a t e  

m in is t e r ia l  lone l in ess  by q u a l i t a t i v e l y  assess ing  and com

paring a) the nature of the fr iendsh ips  o f  a population of 

pastors w ith  those of matched co n tro l  laymen, and b) the 

amount o f  d iscomfort  aroused by the presence of those pas

tors  vs .  o f  the c o n t ro ls .  Such discomfort  i s  discussed as 

s i g n i f i c a n t ,  f o r  the im p l ica t ions  i t  has f o r  the p a s to r 's  

a b i l i t y  to form fr iendsh ips  w ith  men in  his congregation .

The questionnaire format o f  data gathering was used. 

Pastors and c o n t r o ls  from 12 congregat ions responded to  a 

quest ionnaire  to prov ide a q u a l i t a t i v e  d e s c r ip t io n  of th e i r  

c lo s e s t  f r i e n d s h ip .  A second quest ionnaire  was given to a 

la rg e r  group o f  respondents from each co n g rega t ion , h a l f  re

sponding w ith  the pastor  and h a l f  with the contro l  person 

(Mr. X) as th e i r  focus .  This questionnaire provided a de

s c r ip t io n  of some normative r e s t r i c t i o n s  which the respon

dent imposes on the focus person (to be analyzed at a l a t e r  

s t a g e ) ,  the s treng th  o f  the f r i e n d s h ip  he has w ith  the focus

v i i



person, and the amount o f d iscomfort  he experiences in  the 

focus person 's  presence. The pastors were a l s o  asked to re

spond to  th is  quest ionnaire  as they would expect these men 

to  respond.

C o r re la t ion a l  analyses, m u lt ip le  regress ion  and matched 

t - t e s t s  were conducted on the da ta .  The r e su l t s  showed that 

there was no d i f f e r e n c e  between the c lo s es t  f r iendsh ips  of 

the pastors vs .  those of the c o n t ro ls .  There was a s i g n i f i 

cant d i f f e r e n c e  between pastors and c o n t r o ls  in  terms of the 

pedestal e f f e c t :  respondents reported s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater  

d iscomfort  aroused by the pastors '  presence than by the con

t r o l s ' . However, ne ither  th is  pedestal e f f e c t  on the aver 

age, nor the pastors '  perception of the pedestal e f f e c t  were 

able to account f o r  any s i g n i f i c a n c e  in  the v a r i a b i l i t y  o f  

the pastors '  c lo ses t  fr iendsh ips  or  o f  th e i r  average f r i e n d 

ships in  the congregat ion . Further, averag ing across con

gregat ions y ie lded  no s i g n i f i c a n c e  in  the c o r re la t ion  be

tween the pedestal e f f e c t  and f r i e n d s h ip  s trength  o f  

respondents toward the focus person. However, when look ing  

at these same co r re la t ion s  f o r  each ind iv idu a l  respondent, 

the r e la t io n s h ip  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  n e g a t i v e l y  co r re la ted  fo r  

those men responding to  the pastor .  This was not true fo r  

contro l  s .

The f ind ings  were in te rp re ted  and discussed in  terms of 

th e i r  im p l ica t ions  f o r  understanding the problem of minis-

V I I X



t e r i a l  lo n e l in e s s .  Recommendations f o r  future research were

suggested. I t  was concluded that while  the pedestal e f f e c t  

does not make a d i f f e r e n c e  with pastors '  fr iendsh ips  over

a l l ,  i t  does have im p l ica t ions  f o r  his a b i l i t y  t o  e s ta b l i s h  

such r e la t ion sh ip s  w ith  c e r t a in  in d iv id u a ls .  A lso  s i g n i f i 

cant is  the f in d in g  that th is  i s  a problem with which the 

layman does not have to  contend.
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Chapter I  

INTRODUCTION

"We are deep ly  l o n e ly  p eop le " ,  sa id  a small town pastor .  

" P a r t i c u la r l y  my w i f e  is  extremely lonesome, and I can see 

why. We l i v e  in  an emotional and in t e l l e c t u a l  vacuum. I 

thought i f  I  ministered to  the needs of  the congregation 

they would in  turn m in ister  to  the needs o f  my fa m i ly .  This 

has proved to be u n r e a l i s t i c  (Hulme, 1966, p. I l l ) ."

" . . . T h e  m in ister  may be even more conscious of h is i s o l a 

t io n  because his leadersh ip  centers in  the inner l i f e .  As 

he attempts to  penetrate  the lon e l in ess  o f o thers ,  he may 

a c tu a l ly  increase his own sense of lo n e l in e s s .  The m in is t ry  

i s  a l o n e ly  vocation ( i b i d . ,  pp .105-106) ."

"Most c l e r g y ,  and th is  was c e r t a in l y  true of me, want to  

work with people ,  want people to  l i k e  them, and have a l o t  

o f  needs fo r  a f f i l i a t i o n  and companionship— and yet  the r o l e  

fundamentally i s  a very  l o n e ly  one (Hahn,1979)."

" I t  i s  inconce ivab le  to the c l e r g y  that the congregation 

or ind iv idua l  church members should know, accept and care 

f o r  them as p e r s o n s . . . i t  would be unprofessional f o r  them to 

expect,  much less  r e c e iv e ,  care from the people in  th e i r  

congregations (Howe, 1964)."

1
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The P r e s t ig e  o f  the M in is try

The r o le  o f  the m in is ter  has enjoyed a t r a d i t i o n  o f  ven- 

e r a b i l i t y  and presumably high s ta tus .  I t  has come to  be re 

garded as somewhat o f  a prototype of exemplary character  in 

the C hr is t ian  community. C h r i s t i a n i t y  Today (see Raymond, 

1968) had th is  to  say o f  the pastora l  vocat ion :  "The de

mands on today 's  m in ister  are g r ea t ,  the f ru s t ra t io n s  and 

p e r p l e x i t i e s  cons iderab le .  But i t  i s  an e x c i t in g  f i e l d .  

Pastors are in a be t ter  po s i t ion  to  serve mankind than ev e r .  

There i s  hardly a p ro fess ion  that o f f e r s  more fa vo rab le  c i r 

cumstances fo r  helping o th e rs . "  Bedsole (1958) commented 

s im i la r l y :  "Preachers as a group are the g r ea te s t  souls on

God's earth .  Pe rsona l ly  and in d i v id u a l l y ,  they are the 

choice s p i r i t s  o f  a l l  the a g e s . . . e v e n  with a l l  th e i r  mis

takes and blunders. God's m in isters  remain the most noble 

group o f  men in  human s o c i e t y  today."

Problems o f  the P r o f e s s io n : C h a ra c te r is t i c  Research

True, the pastora l  vocation is  a reputable one. But, as 

one of  the above quotes suggests, i t  i s  not without i t s  cod

i c i l  problems. What e x a c t ly  are these s o - c a l l e d  " f r u s t r a 

t ions and p e r p l e x i t i e s " ?

A perusal o f  the l i t e r a t u r e  i d e n t i f i e d  seve ra l  general 

problem areas inherent in  the pastora l  m in is t ry .  Typ ica l  

areas o f  research to  date have in v es t ig a ted  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

such as the f o l l o w in g ,  as they are re levan t  to  the pastora l  

m in is t ry .
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The t r a d i t i o n a l  au thor i ty  o f  the church, in  the l i g h t  o f  

modern sc ience and technology has eroded and i t s  in s t i t u 

t i o n a l  au thor i ty  i s  weak. Th ere fo re ,  the pastor must de

pend on other devices ( e . g .  in terpersona l  s k i l l s )  to  main

ta in  the "necessary  p o l i t i c a l  support fo r  his m in is t ry  

(Lynn, 1965) Lynn a lso  reports  that the m in is t ry  unreal

i s t i c a l l y  demands a simultaneous coord inat ion  of m u lt ip le  

ro le s :  " I t  i s  a s t r ik in g  anomaly in  an age of s p e c ia l i z a 

t io n  that the parish p r i e s t  i s  fo rced  to  maintain an adap

t i v e  readiness to 'be a l l  things to  a l l  men' ( p .7 2 ) . "  The 

vo luntary  character o f  r e l i g i o n  in the U .S . ,  Lynn w r i t e s ,  

makes the c l e r g y  unusually responsive to  the needs and de

s i r e s  o f  the l a i t y  and to  cu l tu ra l  changes.

Another area o f  research has in v es t ig a ted  the l a i t y ' s  

pressure upon the pastor to  make him behave in  t r a d i t i o n a l  

ways (Glock & Stark, 1965; B l i z z a rd ,  1958; Lauer, 1973). 

Hulme (1966) and Glock & Stark (1965) have a lso  suggested a 

double standard o f  m ora l i ty  i m p l i c i t l y  imposed upon the pas

tor by the laymen.

Gustafson (1965) and Stromm (19 73) have attacked pastora l  

t r a in in g ,  which in  seve ra l  ways is  u n r e a l i s t i c  or i n e f f i 

c i e n t  in  l i g h t  o f  the demands placed upon pastors in  the 

' r e a l  w o r ld ' .  Unexpressed h o s t i l i t y ,  f e e l in g s  o f  f a i lu r e  

and inadequacy, job  in s ecu r i ty  and r o l e  confusion are among 

the problems o f  the pastor touched upon by McBurney (1977).
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The m in i s t e r ' s  s e l f - c on cep t  and pe rson a l i t y  problems have 

a lso  been discussed in  considerab le  d e t a i l  (Lauer, 1973; 

Hulme, 1966) .

F in a l l y ,  voluminous research has been done in  the areas 

o f fam ily  n e g le c t ,  s o c ia l  pressures and expectat ions on 

manse ch i ld ren  and w ives ,  and lon e l in es s  o f  the m in i s t e r ' s  

w i f e  (Hulme, 1966; Lynn, 1965; Douglas, 1965; Spann, 1949; 

Banton, 1965; B l i z z a r d ,  1958; Bowers, 1963; and McBurney, 

1975) .

M in i s t e r i a l  Lon e l in es s : S ig n i f i c a n ce  
o f  the Problem and the Dearth o f  Research

I t  i s  c o n s is t e n t ly  reported in  the l i t e r a t u r e  that  lone

l in e ss  i s  a problem o f  g rea te r  g e n e r a l i t y  and s e v e r i t y  fo r  

the p a s to r 's  w i f e  than i t  i s  f o r  the pastor h im se l f ,  mainly 

because, unlike her husband, the w i fe  lacks the opportuni

t i e s  f o r  s o c ia l  contact and exposure. Acco rd ing ly ,  much 

more has been w r i t t en  concerning m in i s t e r i a l  lon e l in es s  as 

i t  perta ins to  the p a s to r 's  w i f e .  While whole books have 

been dedicated to  the former, i t  was not t y p ic a l  in any o f  

the l i t e r a t u r e  to  f in d  more than a few pages discuss ing 

lon e l in es s  as i t  r e la t e s  to  the pastor .  Moreover, what l i t 

t l e  that has been w r i t t en  in  th is  area has been r e s t r i c t e d  

to su b je c t iv e  accounts, observa t ions ,  or simple acknowledge

ments o f  the problem. Empir ica l ly -based research here i s  

conspicuously lack ing  and i s  seemingly n on -ex is ta n t .
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Nonetheless, lon e l in es s  is  a problem with m in is t e rs ,  who 

as Howe (1964) w r i t e s ,  "have l i t t l e  companionship or r e la 

t ionsh ip  with the l a i t y ,  except fo r  that which i s  re la ted  to 

th e i r  functions as m in is te rs .  And much o f  th is  r e la t io n sh ip  

i s  s tra ined  and s t i l t e d  (p. 21)

Even i f  the congregation at  la rge  i s  unaware of the min

i s t e r ' s  need fo r  g r a t i f y i n g  s o c ia l  r e la t io n sh ip s ,  the pastor 

h imsel f  is  not.  Table 1 i s  reproduced from Lauer (1973) and 

i s  based on quest ionnaire  data rece ived  from the pastors o f  

25 randomly chosen churches. The ta b le  shows the rank o r 

der ing the pastors gave to  5 d i f f e r e n t  sources o f  reward. 

Noteworthy i s  the f in d in g  that ' r e la t i o n s h ip s  w ith  people '  

took even a s l i g h t  precedence over ' c l e a r  conscience be fore  

God' .

Table 1

Rank Order o f  Importance o f  M in is t e rs '  Sources o f Reward

A sense of having done the w i l l  of God 1.5 
Re la t ionsh ips  with people 2.3 
Having a c lea r  conscience be fore  God 2.4 
Personal growth 3.0 
Approval o f  denominational superiors 4.7

I t  seems that the problem o f  lon e l in es s  in  the m in is t ry  

i s  widespread and i s  something which warrants fu r ther  a tten

t io n .  This stands out p a r t i c u la r l y  in  l i g h t  o f  the a v a i la 

b le  research, and such quotes as are found in  the opening o f  

th is  chapter ,  and e s p e c ia l l y  the personal in terv iews  (at the
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end o f  th is  chapter) undertaken s p e c i f i c a l l y  fo r  th is  re

search p ro je c t .

Contributing Factors

The l i t e r a t u r e  c i t e s  severa l  fa c to rs  which purported ly  

con tr ibu te  to  m in i s t e r i a l  lo n e l in e s s .  According to  Howe 

(1964), the problem r es id es ,  in pa r t ,  in the p a s to r 's  t r a in 

ing, which has p s y ch o lo g ic a l ly  prepared him to b e l i e v e  that 

true fr iendsh ips  with members of th e i r  congregations are 

both u n r e a l i s t i c  and im p ra c t ica l ,  and a threa t  to the e f f e c 

t iveness  of th e i r  m in is t ry .  Moreover, the layman i s  pre-oc-  

cupied with his own l i f e  and is  l a r g e l y  unaware that the 

m in is ter  and h is  fam i ly  are l o n e ly  in  the midst o f  the com

munity. Mainly ,  Howe b e l i e v e s ,  due to  d i v e r s i t i e s  in th e i r  

personal backgrounds and educational h i s t o r i e s ,  the pastor 

and h is  congregation each hold unique "Weitanschauungs" , or 

world views; that i s ,  the ways in  which they in t e r p r e t ,  un

derstand, or order th e i r  worlds are both d i f f e r e n t  and in 

compatible and r e s u l t  u l t im a te ly  in  a breakdown of necessary 

communication between them.

Oswald (1979) i d e n t i f i e s  geographical m o b i l i t y  character

i s t i c  o f  the m in is t ry  as being unconducive to  the formation 

o f  long-term fr ien dsh ips .  In an e f f o r t  to  overcome th is  

•time f a c t o r ' ,  observes Hulme (1966), a new pastor o f t e n  has 

a tendency to  t r y  to develop fr iendsh ips  too qu ick ly :  "when 

t i e s  are developed so qu ick ly ,  they may soon reach a stage
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o f  o v e r - f a m i l i a r i t y . The intimacy i s  more that the r e l a 

t ionsh ip  can endure because of i n s u f f i c i e n t  time to  develop 

i t s  roots (p. 65 ) . "  Lauer (1973) considers the time f a c t o r  

from another p e rspec t iv e ,  and observes that even on a d a i l y  

basis the m in i s t e r ' s  busy schedule does not a l low  time fo r  

many non-church-related a c t i v i t i e s  which are necessary in 

any f r ien d sh ip  r e l a t i o n .

Bedsole (1958) en te r ta ins  the p o s s i b i l i t y  that the minis

t r y  a t t r a c t s  people who were lack ing  in  in te rpersona l  s k i l l s  

to begin w ith. In th is  sense, l on e l in es s  may be described 

as a p r e d isp o s i t io n ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  c e r ta in  people who 

are drawn to  the m in is t ry .

The p a s to r 's  p o s i t ion  as a leader has been seen as having 

an in h ib i t o r y  e f f e c t  on his s o c ia l  r e la t ionsh ips  (G r i f f i n ,  

1980; Hulme, 1966). Regarding s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e ,  a prelude to  

f r ien dsh ip  (Walker & Wright,  1976), G r i f f i n  w r ites  (p . 26): 

"The pastor or  C h r is t ian  leader has an a d d i t ion a l  worry. 

He l i v e s  in  a ' f i s h b o w l ' .  Won't i t  in v a l id a t e  his m in is try  

i f  his fo l lo w e rs  know what he 's  r e a l l y  l ik e ?  I t  seems sa f 

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

A lso ,  s ince the m in is t ry  centers in personal r e l a t i o n 

sh ips,  the m in is ter  who has ' p e r f e c t i o n i s t '  tendencies may 

be u n r e a l i s t i c  in  the demands he places on himself  and on 

his congregat ion. Hulme (1966, p. 69) w r i t e s :  "The same

d i f f i c u l t y  o f  the pastor to accept h imself  apart from his
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accomplishments causes him problems a lso  in  r e l a t in g  to  his 

peop le .  They too ,  f a l l  below his expectat ions and he may 

show them the same impatience that he shows h im se l f . "

Most assuredly,  each o f  these observat ions contr ibu te  to  

the problem of pastora l  l o n e l in e s s .  There i s ,  however, an

other aspect o f  the problem which has not yet been d is 

cussed, and th is  concerns the ' r o l e '  o f  the pastor ,  per se:

"With whom sha l l  the m in is ter  and h is  w i f e  be 
fr iends?  N a tu ra l ly ,  they are f r ien ds  with the 
members o f  the congregat ion . By th i s  we mean that 
they are f r i e n d l y  with them and may even know some 
o f  them in t im a te ly .  Y e t ,  t h i s  is  not f r ien d sh ip  
in  the sense of mutuality  and p r e f e r e n t i a l  compan
ionship. The very  nature of the r o l e  of the pas
t o r . . . t o  the members o f  the congregat ion l im i t s  
the extent to  which they can be f r i e n d s .  Whether 
he wants to  be, or even whether he should be, in 
th is  unique pos i t ion  in  the congregat ion ,  the f a c t  
remains that he i_s. He i s  the l e a d e r ,  the author
i t y  f i g u r e ,  the VIP of the p a r i s h . . .There are 
those who are a t t ra c ted  to  him on th is  bas is .
They want to  be in  on the ' in n e r  c i r c l e ' . . .Others 
f e e l  jus t  the oppos i te .  They are r ep e l l ed  be th is  
'sucking '  o f  au thor i ty  and f i g h t  the p ra c t ic e  by 
f i g h t in g  the pastor .  Perhaps they simply f e e l  un
able to  compete and so they a t tack .  Apparently 
they f in d  i t  emot iona l ly  in t o l e r a b l e  to  lower 
th e i r  guard f o r  fea r  o f  being 'taken i n ' .  Or per
haps they view the pastor as a r i v a l  to th e i r  own 
asp ira t ions  fo r  au thor i ty .  I f  the pastor and h is  
w i f e  form int imate fr iendsh ips  w ith in  the congre
ga t ion ,  they are jeop a rd iz in g  h is  pastora l  r o le  
with these people (Hulme, 1966, pp. 106-7)

Along s im i la r  l i n e s ,  Glock and Stark (1965) recogn ize  

that the pastor stands as a symbol o f  the d i v in e ,  and h is  

ve ry  presence can make people f e e l  g u i l t y  (Hulme, 1966, p. 

15) , and avoid him.
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Summary o f  Pas to ra l  In te rv iews

Pre l im inary  in te rv iew s  of  an exp lo ra to ry  nature were un

dertaken with s e ve ra l  pastors in  the l o c a l  Grand Forks area. 

The purpose of these in te rv iews  was to  e l i c i t  feedback from 

m in is ters  o f  various Pro tes tan t  denominations concerning 

ways in which the m in i s t e r i a l  r o le  in t e ra c t s  w ith  the minis

t e r ' s  a b i l i t y  to  i n i t i a t e  and maintain f r i e n d s h ip s .  The in

terv iews  proved f r u i t f u l  in that they shed l i g h t  on seve ra l  

va r iab les  which must be d e a l t  with and taken in to  account in  

any e f f o r t s  to fu rther  understand ( q u a l i t a t i v e l y  and quanti

t a t i v e l y )  the nature o f  pastors '  f r i endsh ips .

Severa l  o f  the pastors in terv iewed  commented on the in

t r i n s i c  " r e l a t i o n a l  nature" o f the p a s to r 's  job .  The very  

task o f  being an e f f e c t i v e  m in is ter  depends on one 's  a b i l i t y  

to in te rac t  with people .  Whereas most other p ro fess ions  de

pend on learned s k i l l s ,  i t  came out in  the in te rv iew s  that 

the pastors saw themselves as e f f e c t i v e  on ly  to  the degree 

that they have good r e la t io n s  with people: they must be

w e l l - l i k e d ,  a c t i v e  in  s o c ia l  o rgan iza t ions ,  c lubs ,  func

t io n s ,  e t c .  They must be ab le  t o  be trusted  (so they may be 

confided i n ) .  Many saw th is  inherent " r e l a t i o n a l  nature" as 

advantageous in  the sense that there are many opportun it ies  

a va i la b le  fo r  the establishment o f  f r iendsh ips  (e . g . there 

are many s o c ia l  c o n ta c ts ) .  However, some at  the same time 

pinpointed a tendency to  l e t  th is  very  aspect o f  th e i r  r o le  

in t e r f e r e  with the formation of f r ien dsh ips .  The pastor is
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a f r i e n d  to  a l l .  Yet  many described t h e i r  r e la t ionsh ips  

q u a l i t a t i v e l y  as being "shor t - te rm , shallow and p ro fess ion 

a l "  in nature. Thus, the " s u p e r f i c i a l i t y "  o f  these f r i e n d 

ships was alluded to  with such descr ip t ions  as: " I  have

many f r i e n d s ,  but I  d on 't  have many f r i e n d s ," or " I 'm  always 

lo n e ly ,  though I 'm  never a lone ."

Most pastors reported that they found i t  very  d i f f i c u l t  

to i n i t i a t e  f r i e n d s h ip s ,  due to  what may be r e f e r r ed  to  as 

the "box on a pedesta l"  phenomenon. F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  pastors 

described the f e e l i n g  that they were being "boxed in" by the 

expectat ions o f  the congregation and l a i t y  in  g enera l .  They 

unanimously reported the strong f e e l i n g  o f  s o c ia l  re

s t r a in t s ,  e , g . you should not r id e  a motorcycle  or wear blue 

jeans ,  c a n ' t  swear o r  get  depressed, cannot ra is e  your vo ice  

in anger, e t c .  They saw these as p lay ing  a cen tra l  r o le  in 

in h ib i t in g  th e i r  a b i l i t y  to  form fr ien d sh ip s ,  by fo r c in g  

them to behave in a s tereotyped or " a r t i f i c i a l "  manner. 

"Once th ey 'v e  got you in the box, you ca n ' t  be y o u rs e l f .  

When you ca n ' t  be you rse l f  you ca n ' t  form rea l  f r i e n d s h ip s . "  

In  other words, a r t i f i c i a l i t y  in t e r f e r e s  with the genuine

ness o f  in te rac t ion  which i s  seen as e s s e n t ia l  in the forma

t ion  o f  meaningful f r iendsh ips .

The second part o f  the "box on the pedesta l"  phenomenon 

deals  w ith  the layman's propens ity  to  e l e v a t e  the pastor to
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the l e v e l  o f  a "superhuman," or " su per -C hr is t ian . "  One pas

tor r e fe r r ed  to  th is  as "God T rans ference . "  The laymen ( e i 

ther consc ious ly  or unconsciously) f o r g e t  the f a c t  that the 

pastor i s  human. There are advantages and disadvantages to 

t h i s .  On the one hand, the pastor  can carry  th is  au thor i ty  

to help them. Thus, the p a s to r 's  f o rg iv en e ss ,  fo r  example, 

can t ru l y  have a c a th a r t ic  e f f e c t .  On the other hand, th is  

leads people to  t r e a t  the pastor in  an a r t i f i c i a l  manner. 

One pastor ,  f o r  example, s ta ted :  "Everyone is  f r i e n d l y  and 

g regar ious ,  but at the same time they keep a d is ta n c e . . . they  

avoid ' g e t t i n g  too c l o s e ' .  And in  ad d i t ion ,  I  must keep up 

my guard: I 'm  on a pedesta l— or in  a f ishbow l ,  as i t  were—  

-and i f  I  d i s c r e d i t  th e i r  image of me, my m in is t ry  i s

ruined. When they see you as human, ' th e  t i n  god is  no

longer a g o d . . . th e  king-makers can a ls o  unmake the k in g ' . "

The awareness o f  the "d is tance "  maintained by the laymen 

was widespread among the pastors .  Some a c tu a l l y  described 

the laymen as being " a f r a id "  o f  the pastor .  From the pas

to rs '  vantage po in t ,  respect  f o r  the o f f i c e  o f  "M in is te r  o f

God's Word" was both welcome and necessary. However, the 

problem ar ises  when the congregation is  unable to  see past 

the m in i s t e r i a l  r o le  and r e l a t e  to  the pastor as a person 

a lso .  "They tend to  always see you as a m in is ter  rather 

than as a f r i e n d . "  Another aspect o f  the m in is ter  being 

i d e n t i f i e d  as a "God Image" is  tha t ,  on the other s ide  of 

the co in ,  the m in i s t e r ' s  o f f i c e  a ls o  then serves as a re -
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minder to  the laymen that he i s  a " s in n e r " .  This serves to  

make the layman uncomfortable, and again, he withdraws. 

Thus, many commented that when they meet a stranger in  a 

neutral s e t t in g  ( e . g .  a bus depot, on a plane, e t c . )  they 

f ind  i t  easy to  in t e ra c t  u n t i l  the conversat ion d r i f t s

around to  "What do you do fo r  a l i v i n g ? "  "When the other 

person f inds  out that you 're  a pastor ,  w e l l  i t ' s  a l l  over .  

They immediately begin to withdraw from you." One pastor 

c i t e d  two reasons why he be l ie v es  that people o f t e n  do not 

in v i t e  him to s o c ia l  gather ings :  "a) they d o n ' t  think I

would want to  go, or b) th e y ' r e  a f r a id  that I would 'cramp 

th e i r  s t y l e ' ."

A l l  o f  the pastors in terv iewed experienced th is  aspect o f 

the pastora l  r o le — that i s ,  the lon e l in es s  and shallowness 

of re la t ionsh ip s  that fo l lo w s  from being placed on a pedes

t a l .  However, each had something d i f f e r e n t  to  say about i t .  

Some saw i t  as an in e v i t a b l e  burden that comes w ith  the jo b ,  

and were ab le  to  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  lo n e l in e s s :  " In  g iv in g  we

r e c e i v e . "  In  the words of  one pastor ,  " I t  seems you walk

alone a l o t ,  but you make up fo r  i t  in  other ways: you min

i s t e r  to  them and you ge t  the reward o f  having helped them. 

Th a t 's  more important than having es tab l ished  deep f r i e n d 

ships ."

Some saw the problem as depending on the "p e r s o n a l i t y "  of 

the congregat ion. In some parishes they have the problem,
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in  others they do not .  Some were ab le  to see themselves as 

being " fu n c t i o n a l l y  se t  apart" and on a pedes ta l ,  ye t  s t i l l  

able to  move with freedom in t h e i r  in terpersona l  r e l a t i o n 

ships .

Others saw the problem as e x i s t in g  on ly  in  the are  o f in

i t i a t i n g  f r i e n d s h ip s .  I f  the problem p e rs is t s  i t  i s  proba

b ly  the p a s to r 's  own f a u l t  in  that he i s  somehow r e in f o r c in g  

i t .  " I t ' s  hard to  e s ta b l i s h  r e la t ion sh ip s  where they see me 

as a person— a f t e r a l l ,  I  am th e i r  pas to r ! "  This was espe

c i a l l y  true in the instance of the o lder  pa r ish ioners .  How

eve r ,  t h i s  b a r r ie r  was usually  overcome v ia  the m in i s t e r i a l  

functions of  the p a s to r 's  l i f e .  Friendships are i n i t i a t e d  

between pastors and c l e r g y  through c r i s e s  and t raged ies  be

f a l l i n g  the laymen. They look fo r  guidance and s p i r i t u a l  

s t rength ,  and th i s  can be the beginning o f  a f r iendsh ip :  

they f e e l  c lo s e r  to  the pastor when he 's  shown them he genu

in e ly  cares fo r  them as in d iv id u a ls .  Yet  th is  on ly  prov ides 

the opportunity  fo r  the beginning o f  f r i en d sh ip s .  A la rge

b a r r ie r  at th is  point has been overcome, y e t  since the g i v 

ing at th is  stage has been rather one-sided there  i s  s t i l l  a 

b i t  o f  a gap to  be jo in ed .  The pastors saw time as the cru

c i a l  element here. When the b igges t  ob s ta c le ,  i n i t i a t i o n  of 

f r i en d sh ip ,  is  overcome, i t  remains only f o r  time to  estab

l i s h  the mutuality  o f  the commitment. Time fo s t e r s  and

strengthens the r e la t io n sh ip .  But then, even here, another 

element comes in to  p lay .  T y p i c a l l y ,  the pastor  does not
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have the time to f o s t e r  the r e la t io n s h ip .  Some claimed that 

"busyness" prevented the time commitment. However, most 

pastors acknowledged that i f  th is  is  the case, then i t  is  

the p a s to r 's  f a u l t .  I t  is  s e l f  i n f l i c t e d .  Some a lso  sug

gested that i t  i s  poss ib le  to  use "busyness" as a convenient 

excuse to  avoid fa c in g  the problem o f  not having any 

f r i e n d s .  Time may in f luence  pastors '  f r iendsh ips  in  another 

sense, in  that pastors are t ran s fe r red  too f r equ en t ly :  they 

do not remain in  one area long enough to  deve lop these 

fr iendsh ips  which they have a lready  i n i t i a t e d .  Many saw 

th is  as a ser ious problem.

F in a l l y ,  most pastors f e l t  that although the p o te n t ia l  

fo r  lo n e l in e s s  i s  there ,  i f  i t  remains to  be a problem fo r  

the pastor  then i t  i s  of his own dev ise :  i t  is  s e l f - im 

posed. "Demands a r e n ' t  a problem unless you l e t  them 

b e . . . y ou  won 't  have problems with ro le s  unless you t r y  to  

l i v e  up to  them." When asked how he d e a l t  with the pres

sures, one pastor sa id ,  "Peop le  are lo n e ly  because they l e t  

i t  happen. I won't  l e t  them box me in .  Y o u ' l l  never p lease 

everybody."  The general  consensus seemed to  be that l o n e l i 

ness ij3 o f ten  a problem fo r  pastors ,  but when i t  i s  i t ' s  the 

p a s to r 's  f a u l t :  " I f  I have to  choose between keeping every 

body happy and being f r i e n d le s s  vs .  having f r i e n d s ,  being 

happy and having and e f f e c t i v e  m in is t ry  I ' d  choose the l a t 

t e r .  The pastor has to have f r i e n d s .  He must e s ta b l ish  and 

deve lop fr iendsh ips  and then deal with any problems as they

a r i s e . . . I  have many f r iends  in my my congregat ion . "
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Severa l  pastors expressed th e i r  r eso lu t ion  of the problem 

in f i n a l l y  being ab le  t o  see i t  not as th e i r  problem, but as 

the congrega t ion 's  problem. P la in l y  put,  they a l l  acknowl

edge that " th e  pastor i s  on ly  human, he needs f r i e n d s . "

There are other ways in  which the p a s to r 's  r o le  in h ib i t s  

his formation of f r i en d sh ip s .  Sometimes par ish ioners  are 

rather op p o r tu n is t ic  in  t h e i r  pre ferences fo r  whom they 

choose to  a f f i l i a t e  w ith . Consequently, i t  was reported 

that sane w i l l  assoc ia te  with the pastor in  an e f f o r t  to 

"cash in" on his s ta tus .  The m in i s t e r ' s  r o le  is  ve ry  p res 

t ig io u s  in  the eyes of the community, and i t  can prove ad

vantageous to  be h is f r i e n d .  Such u l t e r i o r  motives in  

fr iendsh ips  r ep o r ted ly  d e t ra c t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from the qu a l i 

t y  of those f r i e n d s h ip s .  However, consensus seemed to  in d i 

cate  that such instances were not p a r t i c u la r l y  rampant. 

Though in e v i t a b l y  present,  they are usually  e a s i l y  i d e n t i f i 

able and thus do not pose much o f  a problem.

The f i n a l  way in  which the p a s to r 's  r o le  was seen as in 

h ib i t in g  the fr iendsh ips  they were ab le  t o  form was in  terms 

o f  norms imposed by the congregation regarding what are per- 

missable modes of in te rac t ion  between c l e r g y  and layman. 

Sane reported a c e r ta in  "possess iveness"  on behalf  o f  the 

l a i t y .  This was e s p e c ia l l y  true in  more rura l  areas, where 

the p a s to r 's  r o le  was seen to  i n h ib i t  the formation of per

sonal fr iendsh ips  ( in  an urban scene, there i s  l e s s  monitor
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ing o f  the p a s to r 's  t ime) . One pastor expressed that sane 

people have wanted to  e s ta b l i s h  a f r ien dsh ip  with the pas

t o r ,  but were disappointed because they d id  not know how to 

do i t .  As a r e s u l t  they d isp layed a possess ive ness or j e a l 

ousy when the pastor  spent much time with other in d iv id u a ls .  

Some ind ica ted  that physica l  d isp lays o f  a f f e c t i o n  (e . g . a 

hug rather than a handshake a t  the "Sign of Peace" in a s e r 

v i c e )  would be frowned upon by some, as would inord inate  

amounts o f  time spent in  l e i s u r e  a c t i v i t i e s .  Sane pastors 

said they would f e e l  comfortable f i s h in g  or going on an out

ing w ith  a group o f  men, but i f  i t  invo lved  an "ove rn igh t "  

i t  would cause a d is turbance . Int imate s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  re 

a l l y  bothers some in  the congregat ion; " in formation 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 ca re fu l  who he assoc ia tes  w ith ,  s ince a f r i e n d  with 

a bad reputat ion could damage his m in is t ry .  At s o c ia l  func

t io n s ,  the pastor must avoid c l iqu es  at a l l  co s ts .  He must 

maintain a d is tance and mingle equ a l ly  w ith  a l l .  In the 

words of  one pastor: "You may show no f  a v o r i t i s m . . .you be

long to the pu b l ic . "

Such r e s t r a in t s  however, appeared to  be very  much the ex

cept ion  rather than the ru le .  Most ly ,  such r e s t r a in t s  were 

seen, aga in , as being se l f - im posed ,  and not n e cessa r i ly  ex

i s t in g  in  the minds o f  the c l e r g y .  Sane be l ieved  that they 

were "se l f - im posed  through t r a d i t i o n " :  through t r a in in g ,
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e t c . ,  they somewhere "p ick  up" the notion that "pastors  can

not have any f r i e n d s " ,  in very  much the same way as others 

have picked up, d i r e c t l y  or i n d i r e c t l y ,  that "men cannot do 

d ishes " .  I t  was expressed that people would reac t  nega t ive 

l y  i f  the pastor  spent too much time with a s e l e c t  few in d i 

v idua ls  to  the exc lus ion  of o thers— but th is  wasn 't  seen 

n eces sa r i ly  as bad! A good balance must be maintained, or 

the pastor won 't  know the needs of  the congregat ion. Such 

s e l e c t i v i t y  can i n t e r f e r e  with the p a s to r 's  duties and o f 

f i c e ,  and then people  w i l l  r eac t ,  and then i t  i s  a lso  good 

that they do so. Many commented that although there  is  a 

c e r ta in  element o f  possessiveness ( " the  congregation wants 

your t ime, they want your a t t e n t i o n " ) ,  i t  i s  s t i l l  on ly  a 

matter o f  how you deal with i t .  The key i s  that the pastor 

must d i s t r ib u t e  his t ime, and meet his commitments. In the 

words of  one pastor: "The pastor must e s ta b l ish  r e l a t i o n 

ships of car ing  w ith  a l l  before he moves in to  deep l e v e l  

f r iendsh ips  w ith  a f e w . . .h e  must nurture seve ra l  fr iendsh ips  

f i r s t  (by ca r in g ,  g i v in g  ind iv idu a l  a t ten t ion  and showing 

concern ) .  A f t e r  he 's  done t h i s — his "pa s to ra l  home

work"—  there w i l l  be an increas ing  degree of freedom. I t

w i l l  enhance your freedom to build  deeper f r i en d sh ip s .  I f  

you d o n ' t  do your "pas to ra l  homework" you leave  you rse l f  

wide open. I f  they f e e l  that basic love  and ca r in g ,  i t  

f r e es  the pastor . "  In  other words, i f  the p a s to r 's  r e la 

t ionships are demonstrably p r e f e r e n t i a l  and exc lus ive  in  na—
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tu re ,  problems may be a n t ic ip a te d .  Another pastor comment

ed s im i la r l y :  "So long as I 'm  s e n s i t i v e  to  the congrega

t io n ,  I f e e l  no in h ib i t io n s  here " .  Thus, the m a jo r i t y  d id  

not see the problem of imposed norms as being a very  ser ious 

one. I t  "was t h e r e " ,  but could be d e a l t  with e a s i l y .

I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  most o f  the pastors in terv iewed claimed to 

have very  c lo s e  f r iendsh ips  in  th e i r  congregation and in d i 

cated that they d i d n ' t  see any r ea l  problem with "pas to rs '  

f r iendsh ips "  per se .  However, a l l  ind icated that they saw 

i t  as a problem fo r  other pastors and c i t e d  themselves as an 

apparent exception  (suggest ing the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  the opera

t ion  of the process of a den ia l  mechanism). Moreover, a l l  

a lso  ind icated that they saw the p a s to r 's  r o l e  as a natural

l y  l o n e ly  one, which doesn 't  seem to f o l l o w  from th e i r  de

s c r ip t i o n  of how e a s i l y  these problems are d e a l t  with.

Where does the pastor f in d  h is  c lo s es t  f r iends?  Most in

d icated that they f e l t  very  comfortable  with t h e i r  congrega

t io n  and had seve ra l  c lo se  f r iends  there .  Others were una

b le  to  in t e ra c t  in t im a te ly  with t h e i r  own congregation and 

sought fr iendsh ips  in  other congregat ions . Some found i t  

e a s ie s t  to r e la t e  to other m in is te rs ,  due to  t h e i r  commonal

i t y  o f  experiences in  dea l ing  w ith  the p a s to r 's  problems, 

while  others f e l t  uncomfortable a f f i l i a t i n g  with other min

i s t e r s ,  e s p e c ia l l y  when cross ing denaninational b a r r i e r s .  

Of the 7 pastors in te rv iew ed ,  5 ind icated that they had
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formed s i g n i f i c a n t  r e la t ion sh ip s  in  th e i r  own congregation 

and that they f e l t  no problem in dea l ing  with con s t ra in ts  

from the l a i t y ,  or in  having f r ien ds  in  th e i r  congregat ion.

A l l  the pastors  saw lon e l in ess  as being a g rea ter  problem 

fo r  the m in i s t e r ' s  w i f e  than fo r  the m in is ter  h im se l f ,  in  

that the w i fe  d o esn ' t  have the opportunity  fo r  s o c ia l  in t e r 

act ions that the pastor has, not the contacts necessary to  

e s ta b l i s h  f r i e n d s h ip s .  She i s  more in  the background than 

i s  the pastor .  A lso  there  are more r e s t r a in t s  imposed on 

the w i fe  than on the pastor  and o f t e n  they are of a more se

vere nature. The "busyness" o f  the husband's vocation a lso  

r esu l ts  in  fa m i ly  n eg le c t  qu ite  e a s i l y  and must be c l o s e l y  

monitored by the pastor .

When asked to compare t h e i r  f r iendsh ips  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  and 

q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  to  the fr iendsh ips  o f  a "non-pastor"  or to 

those of th e i r  "p re -p as to ra l  days" some saw the p a s to r 's  

fr iendsh ips  as d r a s t i c a l l y  fewer and q u a l i t a t i v e l y  poorer ,  

because " the  people withdraw, and I 'm  too busy". However, 

most saw e i th e r  no d i f f e r e n ce s  or a c tu a l ly  pe rce ived  advan

tages in  being a pastor .  As a pastor they have more encoun

ters  w ith  people on an in t imate  bas is ,  due to  the very  " r e 

l a t i o n a l  nature" o f  th e i r  j o b .  P rov id ing  they know how to 

deal with the problems discussed above, and are ab le  t o  sep

arate  the p ro fess iona l  from the r e l a t i o n a l  elements o f  th e i r  

pos i t ion  and in t e ra c t  genuinely  w ith  t h e i r  congregat ion ,  the
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p a s to r 's  r o le  may a c tu a l l y  f a c i l i t a t e  the formation and de

velopment o f  c lo se  and l a s t in g  f r i en d sh ip s .  Where problems 

do e x i s t  regard ing p a s t o r 's  f r i e n d sh ip s ,  consensus seemed to 

ind ica te  that t ra in in g  was necessary in  the p a s to r 's  school

ing which would prepare the m in is ter  to deal with the s i t u 

a t ion  e f f e c t i v e l y .  A lso  there i s  a d e f i n i t e  need to  get  to 

gether w ith  other m in is te rs :  there is  no reason why the

pastor should t r y  to  "go i t  a lone " .  They should go ahead 

and deve lop  fr iendsh ips  and deal with problems when they 

sur face .  F in a l l y ,  the congregation must come to see the 

pastor as human. They must be made aware of the problems 

involved in  pastora l  munistry, and come to  see the r o l e  of 

the pastor in  a d i f f e r e n t  l i g h t .  Thus, the pastors must 

learn  to  m in is ter  to  each other and the congregation must be 

taught how to m in is ter  to  the pastor.

Summary

As was reviewed above, c e r ta in  a t t r ib u te s  o f  the minis

t e r i a l  pos i t ion  have been i d e n t i f i e d  in the l i t e r a t u r e  and 

in the in te rv iew s  which may in d i r e c t l y  i n t e r f e r e  with the 

p a s to r 's  a b i l i t y  to  build  in t imate  f r i en dsh ips .  Even these 

discussions have been o v e r ly  concise  and sp ecu la t iv e .  While 

reasonable they g en e ra l l y  lack  em p ir ica l  support. Yet  aside 

from these in d i r e c t  f a c t o r s ,  there  i s  reason to  b e l i e v e  that 

the r o l e  of the pastor ,  per se (that i s ,  the perception of 

the p a s to r 's  r o le  by both the pastor and h is  congregat ion ) 

has a d i r e c t  in h ib i t o r y  e f f e c t  on his a b i l i t y  to  form and
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maintain f r i en d sh ip s .  I t  i s  suggested that th is  e f f e c t  may 

be seen in  the form of behaviora l norms, surrounding the 

m in is t e r ia l  r o l e ,  which govern the p a s to r 's  f r ien dsh ips .  

There i s  an in c re d ib le  dearth o f  l i t e r a t u r e  dea l in g  w ith  

m in is t e r ia l  lon e l in ess  in  genera l .  Research in v e s t i g a t in g  

the "ro le-bound" nature of pastora l  fr iendsh ips  i s  even more 

d i f f i c u l t  to come by. However, from a s o c ia l -p sy c h o lo g ic a l  

po in t  o f  v iew, the question of normative r e s t r i c t i o n s  on 

f r ien d sh ip  formation i s  most in t e r e s t in g ,  because, as Wright 

(1978, p. 199) observes:

"Fr iendship  is  a r e la t io n sh ip  w ith  extremely  broad 
and ambiguous boundaries. One reason fo r  th is  is  
that f r iendsh ip  lacks normative d e f in i t i o n s  or so
c i a l  trappings that are ex te rna l  to the r e l a t i o n 
ship i t s e l f .  Su tt les  (1970) notes that f r ien d sh ip  
i s  the l e a s t  role-bound, l e g a l i s t i c ,  or 'program
med' o f  any important personal r e la t io n s h ip . "

Thus, regard ing how i t  i s  conducted, c e r t a in l y  f r i en d sh ip  

is a "norm f r e e "  r e la t io n sh ip .  However, there  may e x i s t  

c e r ta in  norms, mores, or expectat ions which could p o t e n t i a l 

l y  r e s t r a in  and/or i n h ib i t  the i n i t i a t i o n  of f r ien dsh ips .  

Adequate formation and development o f  a true f r i en d sh ip  may 

depend on the appropriateness o f  the broader s o c ia l  c l im ate .

Does the m in i s t e r i a l  p o s i t io n ,  as a p ro fes s ion ,  c r ea te  

fo r  i t s e l f  a s o c ia l  c l imate  or s e t t in g  which i s — by i t s  very  

nature— simply i l l - s u i t e d  fo r  the formation of fr iendsh ips? 

To what extent are the m in i s t e r ' s  fr iendsh ips  in h ib i ted  by 

his ro le?  Does his ve ry  presence cause some s o r t  o f  discom
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f o r t  in  people which causes them to withdraw or maintain 

th e i r  d is tance ,  or which makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  pursue a se

rious f r i en d sh ip  r e la t io n s h ip  with him? Are there  norms 

which govern or impede the formation of his f r iendsh ips?  I f  

so, what i s  the nature of these norms?

These are a few o f  the questions which th i s  study o f  pas

to r s '  f r i e d s h ip s ,  as a p iece of applied research , s e ts  out 

to  in v e s t i g a t e .



Chapter I I  

STUDYING FRIENDSHIP

Introduct ion

This chapter begins with a rev iew  o f  the re le van t  l i t e r a 

ture on the nature of fr iendsh ips  and seve ra l  theor ies  re

garding various fa c to r s  which are important to  the formation 

of f r i en dsh ips .  Next,  a more comprehensive model is pre

sented and discussed in  a b i t  more d e t a i l .  F in a l l y ,  an 

ana lys is  o f  f r iendsh ip  as a s o c ia l  in s t i tu t i o n  i s  presented, 

along with a few more va r iab les  which may be sa id  to  charac

t e r i z e  the f r ien dsh ip  r e la t io n s h ip .

F r iendsh ip ; a Review o f  the L i t e r a tu re

A t t ra c t io n  and f r i en d sh ip  as a top ic  o f  so c ia l -psycho log 

i c a l  research has demonstrated i t s e l f  as being an in t e r e s t 

ing and complicated area o f  study, in vo lv in g  a long h is to ry  

o f  speculation and observat ion .

Consider the fo l lo w in g  observat ion of A r i s t o t l e  (Rhetor

i c ,  193 2) , almost 2400 years ago:

"And they are f r iends  who have come to  regard the
same things as good, and the same things as e v i l ,  
they who are f r iends  of  the same peop le . . .W e l i k e
those who resemble us, and are engaged in  the same 
pur sui t s . .  .We l i k e  those who des ire  the same 
things as we, i f  the case i s  such that we and they 
can share the things tog e th e r . "

23
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I t  seems incredible that these "ancient" observations are 

today s t i l l  withstanding objective ve r i f ica t ion .  However, 

contemporary theories of friendship have investigated a con

siderably greater number of variab les .

Among the most s im p l i s t i c  contemporary th eo r ie s  o f  

f r ien dsh ip  i s  that o f prop inquity  theory .  Prop inquity  theo

ry a t t r ib u te s  a t t r a c t i o n  between strangers simply to  what 

Zajonc (1968) c a l l s  "mere exposure" . Zajonc found that sub

j e c t s  engaged in  a pseudo-experimental task, when exposed 

u nw it t ing ly  to other sub jec ts  (no communication between sub

j e c t s  was a llowed) rated those "o thers "  as more or l e s s  

l ik e a b le  depending on ly  on how many times they had been ex

posed: those with a g rea ter  number o f  exposures were per

ce ived  as more l i k e a b l e .  In a con tro l led  study focus ing  on 

student apartment complexes, F es t inge r ,  Schachter and Back 

(1950) found s im i la r  r e s u l t s .  Their  data a lso  suggests that 

f r ien dsh ip  choices were dependent on both " fu n c t ion a l "  and 

s p a t ia l  d is tance: res idents  showed a s i g n i f i c a n t  tendency 

to choose th e i r  f r iends  in nearby apartments. Homans (1950) 

expresses the pos i t ion  as fo l l o w s ,  " I f  the frequency o f  in

t e ra c t io n  between two o f  more people increases ,  t h e i r  degree 

of l i k in g  fo r  one another w i l l  inc rease " .  Homans sees the 

a t t r a c t io n / in te ra c t io n  r e la t io n sh ip  as only  'p r o b a b le ' ,  how

ever ,  and not in e v i t a b l e .  Homans is  a proponent of "Ex

change Theory" ,  which, in  b r i e f ,  sees man as b a s i c a l l y  a

"p r o f i t - s e e k in g "  crea ture ,  which t r i e s  to  procure the g rea t 
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es t  poss ib le  reward at the lowest poss ib le  c o s t .  As applied 

to  in terpersona l  r e la t io n sh ip s ,  one w i l l  a f f i l i a t e  most com

fo r t a b l y  with those who prov ide the g rea tes t  rewards. Ac

cording to  Homans, we may g en e ra l ly  ob ta in  these rewards 

most "cheaply"  from those with whom we are in  frequent con

t a c t .  However, i f  our i n i t i a l  contact i s  i n i t i a l l y  not re 

warding, frequent and unavoidable in te ra c t ion  may promote 

d i s l i k e ,  and even h o s t i l i t y .  Rubin (1973) s ta tes  that the 

accumulated ev idence, however, suggests that mere exposure 

or prox imity  to  another person i s  usually  not enough to  es

tab l ish  what Heider c a l l s  a "u n i t  r e l a t i o n s h ip " .

Going beyond prop inqu ity  theory ,  Heider (1958) proposes a 

"balance theory" o f  f r ien dsh ip .  Heider suggests 2 kinds of 

r e la t ion sh ip s :  a) a unit r e la t io n s h ip ,  where s im i l a r i t y  w ith 

another and/or perceived s im i la r  d e s t in ie s  lead both in d i 

v idua ls  to  see themselves as belonging to  a la r g e r  " u n i t " ,  

and b) a sentiment r e la t io n s h ip ,  or " l i k i n g " .  A cen tra l  

p ropos it ion  of balance theory i s  that the two types o f  r e la 

t ionsh ips tend toward cons is tency  w ith  one another (Rubin, 

1973, p.130) , that i s ,  we tend to  l i k e  those whom we per

ce ive  as being s im i la r  to us or sharing a s im i la r  f a t e .  

H e id e r 's  theory a lso  asserts  that balance must be maintained 

w ith in  a t r i a d i c  system composed o f  2 people  and an ob jec t  

o f  communication (X) . A s ta te  of imbalance r e s u l t s  when a 

we^^- ^ ' o t h e r "  (0) d isagrees  with one 's  own opinion re

garding X. To res tore  balance, e i th e r  P (one 's  s e l f )  or 0
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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 s im ila r ity  as 

a key determinant in attraction.

S im i la r i t y  is  among the most studied o f  the " f r i e n d s h ip  

v a r i a b l e s " .  Severa l in v es t ig a to rs  (Spuhler,1962; Kirkpa

t r i c k  & Stone, 1935; S c h i l l e r ,  1932; Hunt, 1935) have stud

ied s i m i l a r i t i e s  in  spouses, uncovering s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a 

t ionsh ips between husband and w i f e  in  terms o f  age, race ,  

creed ,  education, s o c ia l  s ta tus ,  i n t e l l i g e n c e  and even 

height and ha ir  c o l o r .  S im i la r l y ,  Richardson (1940) found 

co r r e la t io n s  between the a t t i tu d e s  o f  f r iends  to  be s i g n i f i 

can t ly  higher than those reported fo r  randomly assigned sub

j e c t  pa irs .

One problem in researching s im i l a r i t y  as a f r i e n d s h ip  de

terminant l i e s  in  dec id ing  what va r iab les  to  look a t .  Simi

l a r i t i e s  in  socio-economic s ta tu s ,  r e l i g i o n ,  age, education 

l e v e l ,  p o l i t i c a l  a l l e g ia n c e s ,  and occupational status have 

a l l  been among the va r iab les  which are r ep o r ted ly  able  to 

d iscr im inate  between f r iends  and random pa irs  (Laumann, 

1969) .

Regarding the e f f e c t s  o f  p e rson a l i t y  s im i l a r i t y  on a t 

t r a c t i o n  and f r i en d sh ip ,  the r e s u l t s  are ambiguous. Izard  

(1960) reported that compared to  randomly pa ired sub jec ts ,  

f r iendsh ip  pa irs  have s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more s im i la r  p e rson a l i t y
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p r o f i l e s  as judged by the Edward Personal P re ference  Sched

ule (the EPPS) . However, in  a l a t e r  r e p l i c a t i o n  of th is  

study, Izard  (1963) f a i l e d  to  uphold the s im i la r i  t y -a t  t ra c 

t ion  hypothesis regarding p e r s o n a l i t y  p r o f i l e s  when using 

o ld e r  sub jec ts .  In a s im i la r  study, Curry and Emerson

(1970) asked students to  prov ide  measures o f  th e i r  own v a l 

ues, p e r so n a l i t y  (using the EPPS), t h e i r  l i k i n g  fo r  th e i r  

dorm su ite  mates, and how they perce ived  t h e i r  su i t e  mates' 

values and EPPS p r o f i l e s ,  a t  5 d i f f e r e n t  times during the 

semester. While actua l  and perceived value s im i l a r i t y  p re 

d ic ted  a t t r a c t i o n ,  p e r s o n a l i t y  s im i l a r i t y ,  ne ither  perceived 

nor ac tua l ,  held no s i g n i f i c a n t  p r e d ic t i v e  m er i t  concerning 

a t t r a c t i o n .  Byrne (1961), using the "phantom other"  techni

que devised by Smith (1957), a ls o  studied the e f f e c t s  of a t 

t i tu de  s im i l a r i t y  on a t t r a c t i o n .  Students were asked to  

f i l l  out an a t t i tu d e  quest ionna ire .  Two weeks l a t e r  they 

were asked to  rate a "phantom o th e r " ,  who had supposedly 

f i l l e d  out the same quest ionna ire ,  on a range of s o c ia l  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Students reacted s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more fa vo r 

ably  to  those "o thers "  who had reported s im i la r  a t t i tu des  

than to  those with d is s im i la r  a t t i tu des  to  th e i r  own. Byrne 

(1961a, 1961b) accounts fo r  the a t t i t u d e - s im i l a r i t y  phenom

enon in  terms o f  reinforcement theory .  When another shares 

one 's  a t t i tu d e s ,  th is  is  consensually v a l id a t in g  and serves 

as a p o s i t i v e  r e in f o r c e r .  "When one r ece iv e s  p o s i t i v e  r e in 

forcement from another, p o s i t i v e  a f f e c t  i s  e l i c i t e d  and,



28

through simple cond i t ion ing ,  becomes associated w ith  the 

other in d iv id u a l .  Subsequent eva lua t ive  responses d irected  

toward that other ind iv idu a l  w i l l  be p o s i t i v e  (Byrne, 

1969)".  Several studies have supported the a l l e g ed  a t t i tu d e  

s im i l a r i  ty/ at t r a c t  ion phenomenon (Byrne & C lo r e ,  1966; Byrne 

& G r i f f i t t ,  1966; Jones & Daugherty, 1959; Smith, 1957 ; 

Newcomb, 1961) and seve ra l  have suggested that such an 

account i s  o v e r ly  s im p l i s t i c  and in s u f f i c i e n t  (Aronson & 

Worchel,  1966; I z a rd ,  1963; Kerckhoff & Dav is ,  1962). 

Newcomb (1956) suggested that perhaps the p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  o f  

a t t i tu d e  s im i l a r i t y  would depend on the importance of the 

t o p i c ,  but severa l  other studies (see Byrne and Nelson, 

1965) found no support fo r  th is  content ion .  Rubin (1973), 

on the other hand, prov ides evidence which disagrees w ith  

Byrne on th is  point (p .141).

H e id e r 's  and Byrne 's views d i f f e r  in  what they see as the 

underlying motivat ion beneath the s im i l a r i  ty/at t r a c t  ion 

hypothesis ,  ye t  th e i r  outcomes and pred ic t ions  co in c id e .  

Though i t  has many propone nts (Schachter, 1951; I za rd ,  1960, 

1963; Berkowitz & Howard, 1959; Worchel & McCormick, 1963), 

the s im i l a r i  t y/a t trac t ion  hypothesis is  not without i t s  

problems. G o ldste in  and Rosenfe ld  (1969), fo r  example, 

found i t  to be confounded w ith  emotional secur i ty :  on ly  in  

insecure sub jec ts  was s im i l a r i t y  found to  be an accurate 

p red ic to r  o f  f r i en d sh ip .  Rychlak (196 5) found that "need 

c o m p a t ib i l i t y "  was more r e l i a b l e  a p r e d ic to r  than was need 

s im i l  a r i t y .



29

Several researchers (Rosenfeld & Jackson, 1965; Kerckhoff 

& Dav is ,  1962; Duck & C ra ig ,  19 78 ; Newcomb, 1963) have 

attempted to  reconc i le  various ambiguities by p o s i t in g  the 

ex is tence  of a " t ime course" .  These lon g i tu d in a l  studies 

have attempted to  demonstrate that d i f f e r e n t  va r iab les  are 

operat ive  at  various times in  the sequence of an ongoing 

r e la t i o n s h ip .  Never the less ,  some have been c r i t i c a l  o f ,  or 

abandoned s im i l a r i t y  hypothesis in  fa vo r  o f  the equ a l ly  

con tes tab le  complementarity hypothesis ( R e i l l y ,  e t  a l . ,  

1961; Winch, 1955; Morton, 1960).

Novak and Lerner (1968) demonstrated that perceived 

a t t i tu d e  s im i l a r i t y  may a c tu a l l y  be threaten ing  and lead  to  

avoidance behavior, when an a t t i  tudi n a l ly  s im i la r  "phantom 

other" is  presented as being menta l ly  d is turbed .

Walster  and Walster (1963) present evidence to  suggest 

that when subjects  are assured o f  being l ik ed  by a new 

acquaintance, they a c tu a l l y  p r e f e r  to be introduced to  

someone very  d is s im i la r  to themselves. Berkowitz and 

Goranson (1964) r ep o r t  p a r a l l e l  r e s u l t s .  Aronson and 

Worchel (1966) s im i l a r l y  propose that people i m p l i c i t l y  

assumed that an a t t i  tudi n a l ly  d is s im i la r  other  w i l l  be l e s s  

prone to l i k e  them than would one who holds s im i la r  v iews, 

thus they choose to a f f i l i a t e  with ' s im i l a r  o t h e r s ' ,  

because i t  i s  p r e fe r a b le ,  but because i t ' s  s a f e r .

not
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In  conclusion, both va r ian ts  (co gn i t i v e  balance and r e in 

forcement models) o f  the s im i l a r i t y  hypothesis o f  a t t r a c t io n  

invo lve  seve ra l  incons is tenc ies  and ambigu it ies .  These 

th eo r ie s  are o v e r ly  s im p l i s t i c  in  that they f a i l  to take 

into account many other va r iab les  (e . g . s e c u r i t y ,  fea r  o f  

not being l i k e d ,  e t c . ) .  While the in s igh ts  provided by 

these data should ne ither be d isregarded nor considered i r 

r e le va n t ,  they do appear to  lack  the depth and scope which 

th is  author considers r e q u is i t e  fo r  a theory  which opts to  

be ab le  to  exp la in  a phenomenon so complex as that o f  

f r ien dsh ip .

We turn now to consider W r igh t 's  (1978) model o f  f r i e n d 

ship based on a conception of the s e l f .

W r igh t1 s Fr iendship Model

Wright (1978) o f f e r s  a f r i en d sh ip  model which i s  based on

a conception of the s e l f .  Wright d is t ingu ishes  between the

behaving person and the e n t i t y  c a l l e d  s e l f :

"The a c t i v e ,  dynamic agent in  ind iv idu a l  behavior 
i s  the person as a whole, not the s e l f .  The s e l f ,  
being a conception held by the behaving person has 
no impetus or energy o f  i t s  own. However, the 
person i s  responsive to his/her conception of 
s e l f ,  and having such a conception has important 
m ot iva t iona l  consequences (p . 197). "

The ind iv idua l  has a natural propens ity  to  eva lua te  the 

s e l f ' s  worth and to  assess i t s  w e l l -b e in g ;  th is  concern 

serves as the "m ot iva t iona l  bridge" lead ing to  the in v o lv e 

ment o f  the s e l f  in ,  among other th ings ,  s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n 
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sh ips ,  in  that i t  i s  manifested in  a number o f  s e l f - r e f e r e n t  

behaviora l  tendencies.

An ind iv idu a l  has a tendency to  behave in  ways which, 

f i r s t  o f  a l l ,  maintain and/or r ea f f i rm  "those  s e l f  a t t r i 

butes that are important in  terms o f  th e i r  eva lu a t iv e  im p l i 

ca t ions  fo r  the s e l f  as an e n t i t y . "  Th ird ,  the ind iv idu a l  

has a tendency to  eva lua te  the s e l f  in a " p o s i t i v e  or s e l f 

enhancing manner." F in a l l y ,  the ind iv idu a l  is  or ien ted  to 

ward changes in  s e l f - a t t i t u d e s  " i n  the d i r e c t i o n  o f  p o s i t i v e  

e labo ra t ion  and growth (p.198) ."

In analyz ing the m ot iva t iona l  dynamics o f  in terpersona l  

r e la t io n sh ip s ,  Wright departs from the "Exchange Theory" in

t e rp re ta t ion  discussed e a r l i e r  (Homans, 1950), in  fa vo r  o f  

the more su i tab le  " investment" in t e rp re ta t io n  o f  f r ien dsh ip .  

Far from seeing the other person as a "merchant" with whom 

commodities are exchanged or from whom they are purchased, 

the r e la t io n s h ip  i s  seen as a mutual " e n t e rp r i z e "  in which a 

part o f  the s e l f  i s  invested :

"As compared to  a purchase, an investment o f  s e l f  
e n ta i l s  g rea te r  personal involvement and g rea ter  
con t inu ity  o f  re la tedness ,  the other becomes an 
e n t i t y  in  whose w e l l -b e in g  and worth the subject  
has a vested i n t e r e s t . . .When an investment o f  s e l f  
has been made in  a r e la t io n s h ip ,  that r e la t io n s h ip  
becomes, in  a sense, one of the s u b je c t ' s  s e l f - a t 
t r ib u t e s .  I f  the other person b e n e f i t s ,  the sub
j e c t  b e n e f i t s ,  even in  the absence of tang ib le  or 
immediate personal gain (p. 198-199)."
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Thus, f r ien d sh ip  is  seen as an investment r e la t i o n s h ip  

between 2 p a r t ie s  which is  s p e c i a l l y  suited to  help the in 

d iv idu a ls  " l i v e  out" th e i r  s e l f - r e f e r e n t  behaviora l  tenden

c ies  (Wright, 1982).

Wright de f ines  f r i en d sh ip  as "a  r e la t io n s h ip  character

ized by vo luntary interdependence in  which the in d iv idu a ls  

respond to  each other p e r s o n a l i s t i c a l l y , or as person qua 

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

This d e f in i t i o n  includes both a behaviora l  component 

(vo luntary interdependence, or VID) and an e x p e r i e n t i a l  com

ponent (person qua person, or PQP) . VID re f e r s  to  the ex

tent to  which the ind iv idu a ls  purposely spend time to g e th e r ,  

aside from o b l i g a t i o n s ,  c on s t ra in ts ,  and ex te rna l  pressures; 

even i f  th is  invo lves  inconvenience. The PQP fa c to r  ac

knowledges how the partners p o s i t i v e l y  recogn ize  the o th e r 's  

in d i v id u a l i t y ,  genuineness, and i r r e p l a c e a b i l i t y  in  the re 

la t ion sh ip .

The maintenance and development o f  a f r i e n d s h ip  are ex

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

F i r s t ,  in  order to  respond to  each other genuinely ( i . e .  

as person qua person ),  the in te ra c t ion  must be uninhibited 

by what Su t t les  (1970) r e f e r s  to  as "norms of  p r o p r i e t y " .  

The in d iv idu a ls  must f e e l  f r e e  to  behave in  a genuine, spon

taneous, and non-stereotyped manner. i . e .  to  "be them-
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W righ t 's  model a lso  includes a f r i e n d s h ip  v a r ia b le  ac

counting fo r  another p o ten t ia l  (though not in e v i t a b l e )  by

product of f r iendsh ip ;  the degree to which the r e la t io n s h ip  

i s  " d i f f i c u l t  to  maintain" (DTM) . Maintenance d i f f i c u l t y  

r e f e r s  to  " th e  degree to  which the f r i en d sh ip  is  character

ized  be tension or s t r a in  r e f l e c t e d  in the time and e f f o r t  

spent in  c l a r i f y i n g  act ions or comments, soothing r u f f l e d  

f e e l i n g s ,  and in  genera l ,  e x e r c is in g  pat ience and r e s t r a in t  

to keep the r e la t io n s h ip  in ta c t  (p . 20 2 ) . "  Wright (1974) 

a lso  o f f e r s  a technique in  the form of a quest ionnaire  (the 

"Aquaintance Descr ip t ion  Form", or ADF: see Appendix A)

s p e c i a l l y  designed to  o p e ra t io n a l ly  measure these key v a r i 

ables .

The p o ss ib le  growth o f  an acquaintanceship in to  a f r i e n d 

ship i s  conceptualized in  terms of a developmental sequence 

o r i g in a t in g  in  in terpersona l contaact and proceeding through 

a per iod o f  " f r i e n d l y  r e la t io n s "  (Kurth, 1970) in to  vary ing 

l e v e l s  o f  VID (see Wright ,  19 78) .

I n i t i a l l y ,  investments of s e l f  are minimal and invo lve  

low r i s k .  However such investments are c r u c ia l ,  in  that 

they a l low  each partner the opportunity: a) to  eva luate

whether th e i r  investments were "worthwh i le " ,  and b) fo r  

g rea te r  r o l e - f r e e  in te ra c t ion  (which permits more accurate 

assessment o f  each o t h e r ' s  i n d i v i d u a l i t y ) ,  and c )  to  decide 

whether they want to  increase t h e i r  investments or to back
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out. Thus, these i n i t i a l ,  low-risk investments pave the way

for a potential friendship:

"Beginning ear ly  in the re lationship, actual or 
anticipated rewards lead to increasing investments 
of s e l f ,  which in turn often lead to increasing  
rewards, etc. (p . 201)."

The development, then, o f  a f r i e n d s h ip  from a mere ac

quaintanceship, according to W r igh t 's  model, need not depend 

on any o f  the assumptions of  e i th e r  the complementarity- or 

s im i l a r i t y - a t t r a c t i o n  hypotheses. Rather, such development 

i s  contingent upon the p o ten t ia l  rewardingness o f VID, and 

th is  w i l l  depend on " the  s u b je c t ' s  degree o f  involvement in  

the s i tu a t ion  and his/her p a r tn e r 's  in c l in a t io n  and a b i l i t y  

to  prov ide  whatever s e l f - r e f e r e n t  rewards the s i tu a t ion  

makes re levant  (p . 204 ) .” In  other words, a t t r a c t i o n  de

pends, in  a sense, on the co m p a t ib i l i t y  o f  the pe rsona l i 

t i e s —  c o m p a t ib i l i t y ,  that i s ,  in  terms of  the extent to 

which each partner is  equipped to  prov ide those s e l f - r e f e 

rent rewards which the other seeks or d e s i r e s .

Friendship as a Social Institution

In his discussion of f r ien dsh ip  as a s o c ia l  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  

Su tt les  (1970) suggests various ways in  which f r i en d sh ip  

f u l f i l l s  c e r ta in  s o c ia l  funct ions .  His discussion a lso  

sheds l i g h t  on seve ra l  d e f in in g  va r iab les  pe r t inen t  to  the 

t o p ic  o f  f r ien dsh ip  formation.
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Among the most important functions of  f r ien dsh ip  is  i t s  

a b i l i t y  to  permit in d iv id u a ls  to  go beyond the basic  frame

work o f  s t r i c t l y  i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  required a f f i l i a t i o n s .  Es

p e c i a l l y  va luab le  in s o c i e t i e s  in  which people are "u n re la t 

ed by pr imord ia l  t i e s  or a d i v i s i o n  of labor"  and where 

s o c ia l  contacts go beyond the fa m i ly ,  neighborhood, e thn ic  

groups and s o c ia l  c la sses ,  f r i en d sh ip  may serve as "a  f l e x i 

b le  covenant that jo in s  people to  one another and regu la tes  

th e i r  in terpersona l  r e la t io n s  (p . 96 ) . "  Su t t le s  o f f e r s  3

d e f in in g  elements o f f r iendsh ip :

a) I t  can occur w ith in  or between various 

groups, o rgan iza t ion s ,  s o c ia l  groupings, e t c .  I t  

has a l e v e l i n g  in f lu en ce ,  in  that f r iends  (and 

f r i e n d ' s  f r i e n d s )  are a l l  required to  see each 

other as equals .

b) I t  is  an in ten se ly  personal r e la t io n sh ip  

that is  entered into v o lu n ta r i l y .

c) I t  i s  s e l f - g o v e rn in g ,  to  a g rea ter  extent 

than most other s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s .

Fr iendship , though in  many ways s im i la r  to  other i n s t i t u 

t ion s ,  i s  much broader in  i t s  scope through i t s  capac i ty  as 

an " i n t e r s t i t i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n " .

Su tt les  a lso  suggests severa l  considerat ions e n ta i l in g  

what i t  means to  consider another ind iv idu a l  as a " f r i e n d " .
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In  summary form, the bottom l in e  seems to come down to the 

n eces s i t y ,  in  a f r i e n d s h ip ,  o f  va lu ing on e 's  partner as a 

"person qua person", i . e .  to  apprec ia te  and value him/her as 

a sp ec ia l  person and as a unique ind iv idu a l  and s e l f .  To 

the degree that  one 's  in t e r e s t s  in  a r e la t io n sh ip  are char

a c te r i z ed  by u t i l i t a r i a n  motives ,  or to the degree that the 

Other has exposed not his rea l  s e l f  but on ly  a s u p e r f i c i a l  

f r on t  or facade, to  such an ex ten t  may that r e la t io n sh ip  be 

sa id  to  depart from the v i r tu es  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  a true 

f r i en d sh ip  r e la t io n s h ip .

Given th is  s t a r t in g  po in t  as a basis f o r  f r i e n d s h ip ,  Sut-

t l e s  fu rther  contends, n a tu ra l l y ,  that be fore engaging in  a

true f r ien dsh ip ,  both partners must:

" . . . h a v e  grounds fo r  b e l i e v in g  that each is  pre
senting a ' r e a l  s e l f ' . . . T h i s  means that there must 
be some t e s t  or demonstration of i n d i v id u a l i t y  or 
s in c e r i t y .  On the one hand, th is  t e s t  must s in g le  
out the ind iv idua l  as someone d i s t i n c t  from other 
people who occupy the same r o l e  or s o c ia l  s ta tus.
On the other hand, such t e s t s  must contrast  the 
person 's  behavior against what seems expedient ,  
convent iona l ,  or merely routine (pp. 100-101)."

Thus, Su tt les  i d e n t i f i e s  " ru le s  of publ ic  p r o p r i e t y " ,  or 

b e t t e r ,  v i o l a t i o n s  of  those ru le s ,  as a means through which 

an ind iv idua l  may expose his/her rea l  s e l f .  By " ru les  of 

p rop r ie ty "  is  meant " s a fe  patterns of behavior that can be 

enacted be fore  the widest poss ib le  audience, without e x c i t 

ing j u s t i f i a b l e  r i d i c u l e  of c r i t i c i s m . . .con formity  w ith  ac

cepted standards of  manners or behavior (p. 101) ." When
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these rules are observed, they function to  make l i f e  sa fe  by 

subduing con troversy ,  d issension or c o n f l i c t .  However, 

since these rules by th e i r  very  nature are so structured and 

impersonal they may a ls o  serve as a touchstone aga inst  which 

one 's  in d i v id u a l i t y  may be determined. Ergo, any d e r iv a 

t ions from such rules  serve as an ind ica t ion  that someone 

has behaved out o f  choice:

"Such actions are almost in v a r ia b ly  a t t r ibu ted  to  
something basic and e s sen t ia l  to the in d iv idu a l ;  a 
s o r t  o f  una lterab le  and i r r ep re s sa b le  fo rc e  (p .
102) ."

These v io la t i o n s  "b e t ray  in d i v id u a l i t y "  in that they in 

d ica te  an aspect of one 's  s e l f  that is  not amenable to  so

c i a l  c o n t r o l .  Such v io la t i o n s  in vo lve  a r i s k ,  in  that they 

e n t a i l  departure from rules o f  s a fe t y ,  and as such are gen

e r a l l y  o f f e n s i v e .  However, in  keeping w ith  the contention 

that in  order to  see each other as "persons qua persons" i t  

i s  necessary to  behave in  a non-stereotyped manner, v i o l a 

tions of publ ic  p rop r ie ty  are an e s s e n t ia l  step toward 

f r ien d sh ip  formation. They do not ensure f r i e n d s h ip ,  but 

they do prov ide  the r e q u i s i t e  unblemished exposure of one 's  

rea l  s e l f  which i s  needed be fore  a true f r i en d sh ip  may 

emerge. Fr iendship , then, is  seen as a s e l f - g o v e rn in g  so

c i a l  in s t i t u t i o n ,  f r e e  from so c ia l  p r e s c r ip t io n s ,  ye t  s t i l l  

i n t e rn a l l y  patterned and organ ized .

Su tt les  c i t e s  s truc tu ra l  ba rr ie rs  to  f r i en d sh ip  formation 

s p e c i f i c a l l y  and foremost is  the b a r r ie r  o f  status d i f f e r -
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en ces . Crossing status barr ie rs  in  f r i en d sh ip  rouses suspi

c ion  in  that the p a r t ic ip a n ts '  m ot iva t iona l  processes are in 

question: i t  i s  usual ly  suspected that th e i r  in t e r e s t s  have

a u t i l i t a r i a n  bent and i t  i s  hard to  see them as r e a l l y  be

ing in te re s ted  in each other as persons qua persons. There

f o r e ,  status d i f f e r e n ce s  o f t e n  preclude f r i en d sh ip  by d i s 

suading the p a r t i c ip a n ts  from makin the necessary v io la t io n s  

of  p ro p r ie ty .  However, many status r e la t ion s  ( in t e r e s t in g 

l y ,  Su tt les  c i t e s  the m in is ter  in  p a r t icu la r  as an example, 

along with doctors ,  lawyers and psycho log is ts )  by t h e i r  very  

nature demand such v i o l a t i o n s ,  in  that the " lower"  member i s  

subject  to  very  personal exposure of his/her p r iv a t e  charac

t e r .  Thus, such instances usually  a ls o  conta in another bar

r i e r  to  f r ien d sh ip  formation: an "asymmetry in  the amounts 

o f personal information each party  to the r e la t io n s h ip  makes 

a v a i la b le  to the other (p. 121 )" .  Such asymmetry o r d in a r i l y  

f o r e c lo s e s  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f r ien dsh ip  between, say a doc

tor and p a t ien t ,  or (more re levan t  to  our to p ic )  between 

m in is ter  and layman (examples o f  such asymmetry between min

i s t e r  and layman might be found in  such instances wherein 

the layman comes to  the pastor fo r  s p i r i t u a l  guidance, mari

t a l  counse l l ing ,  e t c .  While i t  would c e r t a in l y  be consid

ered appropriate fo r  the layman to do so— in f a c t ,  that is  

part o f  the p a s to r 's  job— for the pastor  to  be going to  the 

laymen with such problems would g en e ra l ly  be considered much 

less  acceptable: th is  might (unfortunate ly  perhaps) be
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frowned upon, and in  some instances might conce ivab ly  cause 

problems fo r  the m in i s t e r ' s  r o le  as " p a s t o r " ) .  Su tt les  then 

goes on to discuss various s o c ia l  arrangements which p ro tec t  

the ' low er  s ta tus '  members o f  these r e la t io n s  from " s e l f 

m o r t i f i c a t i o n "  (see S u t t l e s ,  pp. 122-126).

A lso  re levant i s  S u t t l e s '  suggestion that port ions of 

one 's  rea l  s e l f  are found beyond, or "ou ts id e  o f  one 's  skin" 

(pp.129-132) . These "po r t ions  o f  s e l f "  are found in  a se

r i e s  o f  concentr ic  c i r c l e s  reaching out beyond on e 's  body. 

The most d i s t a l  c i r c l e ,  perhaps, might inc lude one 's  posses

s ions ,  hobbies, in t e r e s t s ,  e t c .  The next c lo s e s t  might be 

the rooms of one 's  home, fo l lowed  by one 's  c lo th in g ,  one 's  

phys ica l  body, and f i n a l l y  the inner s e l f .  As these " c i r 

c le s "  reach outward, they conta in  p ro g r e s s iv e ly  le s s e r  "con

centra t ions  of  s e l f " . Inasmuch as each o f  these c i r c l e s  

contains an element of s e l f ,  they n a tu ra l ly  include v i o l a 

t ions of  p ro p r ie ty .  Thus, the outermost c i r c l e s ,  conta in ing  

the l e a s t  concentration of s e l f ,  l i k e w is e ,  would invo lve  "a  

rather low r i s k  investment in  the p o te n t ia ls  o f  f r i e n d s h ip " .  

As long as the acquaintanceship has not progressed beyond 

these f a in t  outer c i r c l e s ,  or manifes ta t ions  of  s e l f ,  i n v i 

ta t ions  to  f r i en d sh ip  may be e a s i l y  refused (or accepted) as 

no o b l ig a t ion  has been made. These outermost c i r c l e s  then, 

are cruc ia l  in the i n i t i a t i o n  of f r ien dsh ip ,  in  that they 

represent the f i r s t  step in  the exposure of one 's  rea l s e l f  

to another person.



41

Im p l ica t ions  fo r  P a s t o r 1s Friendships

As discussed in Chapter 1, the purpose of th is  research 

i s  to  in v e s t i g a t e  the ways in  which the p a s to r 's  r o l e ,  per 

se ,  may be sa id  to  have an in h ib i t o r y  e f f e c t  on his a b i l i t y  

to  form and maintain f r i en dsh ips .

Data gathered from the pastora l  in te rv iew s ,  as w e l l  as 

the th e o r e t i c a l  cons iderat ions  provided by W r igh t 's  model 

and S u t t l e s '  analys is  o f  f r ien d sh ip  as a s o c ia l  in s t i t u t i o n ,  

suggest that behaviora l  norms c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the minis

t e r i a l  r o le  may hinder the p a s to r 's  a b i l i t y  to  e f f e c t i v e l y  

deve lop  meaningful f r i en dsh ips .  Su tt les  (1970, p .  129) 

s ta tes  that places where norms are very  s t r o n g ly  sanctioned 

are very  poor places fo r  f r iendsh ips  to  deve lop. With re 

gard to  the m in i s t e r i a l  p o s i t io n ,  two general types o f  be

hav io ra l  norms appear r e l  event:

a) Norms of  p ro p r ie t y ,  de f ined as those expectat ions 

which d ic ta t e  the behaviors which are g en e ra l l y  considered 

appropr ia te ,  decent or s o c i a l l y  accep tab le .  In the pastora l  

in te rv iew s ,  th is  was seen by the pastors as being the most 

severe obstac le  to  th e i r  fr iendsh ips  (e . g . one of the pas

tors  in terv iewed confided in  having been 'reprimanded' for  

such things as o f f e r i n g  beer to  guests at his house, or fo r  

having d r iv en  to his Sunday s e rv ic e s  on his motorcycle )  . 

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

cou ld n ' t  be themselves. Su tt les  s im i l a r l y  reasoned that
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such mores may cause in d iv id u a ls  to  behave in  a stereotyped 

manner, which may prevent others from seeing the ind iv idu a l  

as he r e a l l y  i s ,  or as a "person qua person". Thus, But

t i e s '  theory sees f r i en d sh ip  as n ecess i ta t in g  the v i o l a t i o n  

o f  such s o c ia l  r e s t r a in ts  (hence his la b e l  o f  f r iendsh ip  as 

a "dev ian t  r e l a t i o s h i p " ) . With respect  to  the p a s to r 's  so

c i a l  behavior ,  the quest ions, then, remain: What types of 

norms ex is t?  How s t r on g ly  are they sanctioned? Are they 

p o s i t i v e l y  or n e g a t i v e l y  sanctioned?

b) A n t i - f  ra te rn i  zat ion norms, de f ined as s o c ia l  expecta

t ions which d ic ta t e  what modes of in te ra c t ion  between in d i 

v idua ls  are permissable . Although most pastors g en e ra l ly  

d id n ' t  perce ive  th i s  as a very  severe  problem most acknowl

edged i t s  ex is tence ;  they observed a so r t  o f  "possess iv e 

ness" or jea lou sy  which constrained them to monitor c l o s e l y  

the extent and nature of th e i r  s o c ia l  in t e ra c t io n s .  Seme 

(see the pastora l  in te rv iew s )  saw such r e s t r a in t s  as s e l f -  

imposed, se l f -m a in ta ined ,  or learned through t r a d i t i o n  or 

t r a in in g ,  or as e x i s t in g  on ly  in  the minds of  the c l e r g y .  

Do such r e s t r i c t i o n s  ex is t?  To what extent? Do the pastors 

perce ive  them accurate ly?  Or are they on ly  imagined?

Secondly, i f  i t  i s  true that the p a s to r 's  presence has a 

tendency or p o ten t ia l  to make in d iv idu a ls  in  the congrega

t ion  f e e l  uncomfortable or to  "maintain t h e i r  d is tan ce " ,  

then th is  c e r t a in l y  would i n t e r f e r e  with t h e i r  p o te n t ia ls  in
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friendship formation and maintenance. In the interviews 

this variable  came out in the form of "cramping their  

s ty le " .  Do individuals in the congregation fee l  free to 

'act natural' around the pastor? Do they fee l  compelled to 

'watch what they say ' ,  or to 'monitor their behavior'? I f  

so, this would certa in ly  make i t  d i f f i c u l t ,  perhaps impossi

b le ,  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  o f  the in te rv iew s  and r e 

view o f  the l i t e r a t u r e ,  a very  broad research p ro je c t  i s  be

ing prepared which is  s t r i c t l y  ex p lo ra to ry  in  nature. I t s  

purpose is  to  in v e s t i g a t e  these 3 va r ia b le s  (the 2 types of 

norms and the "p edes ta l  e f f e c t " )  and t h e i r  im p l ica t ions  fo r  

the p a s to r 's  a b i l i t y  to  i n i t i a t e  and maintain long-term in

t imate r e la t ion sh ip s  w ith  men in  his congregat ion.

Purpose of this Research

Within the context o f  the broader research p r o j e c t ,  the 

focus at th is  stage w i l l  be on only one of the 3 va r iab les  

suggested above: the "pedes ta l  e f f e c t " .  The emphasis w i l l  

be on a r r i v in g  at an e m p i r i c a l l y  based understanding o f  the 

ways in  which the d iscomfort  aroused by the p a s to r 's  pres

ence is  able to  in f luence  the fr iendsh ips  he i s  able to

form.



Chapter I I I  

METHODOLOGY

Instruments

Acquaintance D escr ip t ion  Form

As an o b je c t i v e  d e s c r ip t io n / in d ic a to r  o f  the q u a l i t a t i v e  

aspects o f  the p a r t i c ip a t in g  pastors '  actual f r i e n d h ip s ,  the 

Aquaintance D escr ip t ion  Form (ADF) was used, which has been 

presented by Wright (1974, 1982) as both a v a l id  and r e l i a 

b le  intrument fo r  th is  purpose (see Appendix A) . The ADF is 

an 80-item quest ionnaire  composed o f  e igh t  10-item sca le s .  

Seven of  these sca les  correspond to  the seven key va r iab les  

outl ined in  his model (UV,SAV,ESV,SV,DTM,PQP ,p p .26-28) and 

one sca le  (GF) is  designed to  measure tendencies f o r  re

sponding in a g en e ra l l y  fa vo ra b le  manner toward the sp ec i 

f i e d  acquaintance, or " t a r g e t  person".

The subject  ind ica tes  on a seven-poin t  sca le  ranging from 

0-6, the degree to  which each o f  the 80 statements appl ies  

to his ta r g e t  person or to  his r e la t io n sh ip  with him. This 

al lows fo r  a maximum t o t a l  o f  60 po in ts  on each o f  the e igh t  

s ca le s .  F in a l l y ,  the scores from the PQP and VID s ca le s ,  

each o f  which measure one aspect o f  f r i en d sh ip  s treng th ,  are

44



45

t o t a l l e d  to y i e l d  a v a r iab le  c a l l ed  "T o ta l  Fr iendship" (TF) . 

The scores obtained fo r  each o f  these va r iab les  provides an 

o b je c t i v e  d e s c r ip t io n  of the nature of the f r i e n d s h ip  be

tween the respondent and the s p e c i f i e d  acquaintance.

Survey o f  Personal Reactions

Corrresponding w ith  the three postulated modes in  which 

the p a s to r 's  r o le  may impede his capac ity  fo r  f r i en d sh ip  

formation ( a n t i - f r a t e r n i z a t i o n  norms, norms of  p ro p r ie ty ,  

and the "pedes ta l  e f f e c t " ) ,  three quest ionnaires were con

s t ruc ted ,  one tapping each o f  these va r ia b le s .  Further, as 

an in d ic a to r  o f  the s trength  o f  f r ien dsh ip  between the re 

spondent and h is  pastor ,  a shortened vers ion  of the ADF was 

constructed. These four were then condensed in to  a longer 

15-page quest ionna ire ,  the Survey o f  Personal Reactions 

(SPR) . The Survey o f  Personal React ions ,  then, co n s is ts  o f  

three sec t ions  (see Appendix B) : sect ion  one descr ibes  10 

behav iora l  dimensions (one per page ) ,  f i v e  o f which are sen

s i t i v e  t o  a n t i - f r a t e r n i z a t i o n  norms, and f i v e  or which are 

s e n s i t i v e  t o  p r o p r ie ta l  norms. Each o f  these dimensions is  

va r ied  over seven degres o f  in t e n s i t y ,  in  a manner amenable 

to ana lys is  w ith  Jackson's (1966) Return P o t e n t i a l  Model. 

The normative data w i l l  be analyzed at a l a t e r  stage in  the 

study.

Sect ion  two cons is ts  o f  a 12-item shortened vers ion of 

the PQP and VID sca les  o f W r igh t 's  ADF. With the exception
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o f  only minor wording changes (e . g . "your pastor" or "Mr. X" 

rather than " the  ta r g e t  pe rson " ) ,  the ins tru c t ions  and word

ing are id e n t i c a l  to those in  the ADF. In c rea t ing  the 

shortened PQP and VID s ca le s ,  an item ana lys is  was conducted 

using a sample of 236 undergraduates. For each o f  these 

s c a le s ,  the s ix - i tem  combination which produced the strong

est  average in te r - i t e m  c o r r e la t io n  was used (the alpha co e f 

f i c i e n t s  fo r  the two sca les  were .84 and .88 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

In  sec t ion  th ree ,  a simple 10-item se t  was used which was 

designed to  be s e n s i t i v e  to  p o ten t ia l  sources o f  d iscomfort  

s p e c i f i c  to  casual in te rac t ion  with a clergyman. These 

items were created on the basis o f data obtained from the 

pre l im inary  pas to ra l  in te rv iew s .

Subjects and Procedure

P a r t i c ip a t in g  Pa s to rs , Contro ls  and Congregation Members

The s e l e c t i o n  of subjects  to  be used in  th is  study en

t a i l e d  a four step  process.  F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  based on random 

s e l e c t i o n ,  a l i s t  was comprised o f  20 l o c a l  P ro tes tan t  

churches in  the Grand Forks area. Secondly, the sen ior  pas

tors  of these churches were contacted c o n secu t iv e ly ,  u n t i l  

the t o t a l  number o f  churches agreeing to  p a r t i c ip a t e  reached 

a minimum of 12. During th is  i n i t i a l  con tac t ,  which was 

made by phone, the pastors were given only a very  b r i e f  ex

p lanat ion  regarding the nature and purpose of the study. 

A f t e r  g i v in g  them an idea o f  how much time and e f f o r t  th e i r
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p a r t i c ip a t io n  would e n t a i l ,  the pastors were then in v i t e d  to 

partake in  the p r o j e c t .  Pending on th e i r  i n t e r e s t  and/or 

w i l l in gn ess  to p a r t i c ip a t e ,  a meeting was organized w ith  the 

pastors ,  wherein a) they would be asked to prov ide th e i r  re 

sponses to  two quest ionnaires (as described in  the format 

be low ),  and b) they would be given a more d e ta i l e d  explana

t io n  of the study. I t  was a lso  promised to  the pastors at  

th is  time that they would be given both w r i t t e n  and verbal 

feedback concerning the f in d ings  o f  the study upon i t s  com

p le t i o n .

Th ird ,  the pastor was asked to  s e l e c t  and arrange a meet

ing w ith  one pa r t icu la r  ind iv idu a l  ("Mr. X" )  in  his congre

ga t ion  whose s o c ia l  standing in  the congregat ion, v i s i b i l i 

t y ,  and l e v e l  o f  education is  s im i la r  to  his own, who could 

serve as his con tro l  by p rov id ing  h is  responses to  one of 

the same quest ionnaires to  which the pastor would be re 

sponding (note: in that a great  deal was a lready being

asked o f  the pastors ,  much f l e x i b i l i t y  was exerc ized  here .  

Seme pastors chose to  contact "Mr. X" and administer the 

quest ionnaire  to him themselves. Some pre fe r red  to  prov ide 

the in v e s t i g a t o r  w ith  his name and al low them to make ar

rangements on t h e i r  own. The m a jo r i t y ,  however, e le c t ed  to  

have the man designated as Mr. X meet along w ith  the pastor 

at the i n i t i a l  sess ion . The goal here was simply to  be as 

accomodating as poss ib le  to  the needs or pre ferences o f  each 

p a s to r ) .
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F in a l l y ,  the pastors were asked to  g ive  some thought as 

to how a meeting might be organized with a minimum of 10 

male respondents w ith in  th e i r  congregat ion, fo r  the purpose 

of g e t t in g  t h e i r  responses to  one of the quest ionnaires (the 

SPR) to which the pastors would a lso  be responding. Ar

rangements f o r  th is  meeting could a lso  be discussed in  

greater  depth at the i n i t i a l  session with the pastors .

I n i t i a l  Session with the Pastors

The i n i t i a l  meeting began with a simple rev iew  o f  the 

purpose of the study and a b r i e f  overv iew o f  how the data 

was going to  be gathered. The pastor was then asked to  com

p le t e  two quest ionnaires :  the ADF (with h is  c lo s e s t  non

c l e r i c a l  f r i e n d  as the ta r g e t  person) and the SPR' ( i . e .  he 

was asked to  complete the Survey o f  Personal Reactions— the 

same quest ionnaire  which would be given to his congrega

t ion—  answering the way he would p red ic t  his congregation to  

respond). In the m a jo r i t y  o f  cases (7 o f  12) Mr. X was a lso  

present at th is  meeting. In these instances ,  he was a lso  

given the ADF, w ith  the same ins tru c t ions  as the pastor ,  and 

was exposed to  the SPR. I t  was explained to  him that ha l f  

o f  the respondents from the congregation would be responding 

to  th is  quest ionnaire  with him as i t s  focus.

Before they were given the quest ionnaire i t  was explained 

to each o f  the pastors (and to  the c o n tro ls ,  when present)  

that nothing more could be revea led  to  them u n t i l  a f t e r  they
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had completed t h e i r  responding, so as to  prevent poss ib le  

confounding, d i s t o r t i o n ,  or b ias ing o f  th e i r  answers. Fur

thermore, upon th e i r  completion they would be d eb r ie fed  and 

the study would be explained to  them in f u l l ,  and any ques

t ions at that time would be answered in  f u l l .  Then, at that 

time they would be given an opportunity  to withdraw from the 

study i f ,  f o r  whatever reason, they  might f in d  i t  ob je c t io n 

able or not wish to p a r t i c ip a t e .

A f t e r  completing the ADF and SPR' , the pastor  was asked 

to prov ide  a l i s t  o f  names from which the 20 men from each 

congregat ion would be s e l e c t e d ,  and to  make arrangements f o r  

the in ves t iga to r  to meet with them f o r  the admin istrat ion  of 

the SPR (aga in , a g reat  deal of f l e x i b i l i t y  was exerc ized  

here . Some of the pastors p re fe r red  to  contact the chosen 

men themselves, whereas others p re fe r red  to  have the inves

t i g a t o r  contact them. S t i l l  others found i t  much eas ie r  to 

simply have the quest ionnaires administered to  consenting 

groups o f  men who net on a regular basis fo r  various church 

a c t i v i t i e s :  prayer meetings, church co u n c i l ,  e t c . ) .  In

those instances where Mr. X was not present at the i n i t i a l  

sess ion ,  arrangements were a l s o  made fo r  a meeting w ith  him, 

wherein he would be administered the ADF and exposed to  the 

SPR in the same manner as jus t  described above.

At th is  po in t ,  the pastors were given a more complete ex

p lanation  of the nature o f the study, and any questions 

which they had were answered.
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Session with the Congregation Members

F in a l l y ,  a meeting was organized with the men chosen by 

the pastor f o r  in c lus ion  in  the study. At th is  meeting the 

men were given s im i la r  in s tru c t ions :  a b r i e f  d esc r ip t io n  of 

the study and a promise of d e b r ie f in g  upon completion. The 

men were randomly assigned to  two groups, A and B. They 

were then asked to  complete the SPR using e i th e r  the pastor 

( fo r  group A) or the man id e n t i f i e d  as Mr. X ( fo r  group B) 

as the focus person.



Chapter IV 

RESULTS

Comparing Closest Friendships;
Pastors v s . Controls

The ADF data allows a comparison between the most i n t i 

mate fr iendsh ips  o f each o f  the pastors w ith  those of th e i r  

respec t iv e  co n tro ls .  For each o f  the nine va r iab les  in  

W r igh t 's  (1978) model, the means, standard d e v ia t io n s ,  t -  

va lues ,  and s ig n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l s  f o r  th is  comparison are de

p ic ted  in  Table  2. Analys is  o f th is  data shows tha t ,  in  

terms of  the various aspects of f r iendsh ip  described in  

W r igh t 's  model, there  are no d iscernab le  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

the c lo s es t  fr iendsh ips  o f  the pastors and o f  the con tro ls  

who pa r t ic ipa ted  in  th is  study. The only aspect o f  f r i e n d 

ship which approached s ig n i f i c a n c e  was that of Ego Support 

Value, and th is  was in  the d i r e c t i o n  of the pastors p e rce iv 

ing t h e i r  c lo s e s t  f r iends  as being more ego-support ive  than 

do the con tro ls  (p<.069, t=2.01, d f = l l )  .

Reactions of the Congregation Members to the 
Pastors and Controls: Average Friendship 
Strength and the Pedestal E f fect

There were no s ign if icant differences between the 

strengths of the average friendships which each respondent 

f e l t  toward the pastors or toward the controls (see Table 

3) .

51
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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.

Sc a le Pastors Contro ls comparison

mean SD mean SD t E
SV 41.67 6. 29 41.17 7.04 0.0 ns
UV 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
GF 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 To ta l  f r ien dsh ip  and Pedestal E f f e c t  Scores of 
Congregation Members Descr ib ing Pastors and Con tro ls .

Sc ale 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 s t a t i s t i c a l ly  s ign if icant difference between the 

pastors and controls was the pedestal e f fec t ,  averaged for  

each congregation. The respondents reported fee l ing  more 

uncomfortable, uneasy, or inhibited in the presence of the 

pastor than in the presence of his control target person.

The Mean Pedestal E f f e c t , Pastors' Predictions of the Pedes
ta l  E f fe c t , and Pastors' Friendships
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Two stepwise m u l t ip le  regress ion  analyses were conducted, 

using the mean pedestal e f f e c t  f o r  each congregat ion ,  and 

each p a s to r 's  expectat ion of that mean pedesta l  e f f e c t  as 

p red ic to r  va r ia b le s .

The f i r s t  regress ion  ana lys is  tes ted  the null  hypothesis 

that these two p re d ic to r  va r iab les  would not account fo r  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  proportion of the v a r i a b i l i t y  in  the in t e n s i t y  

o f  the c lo s es t  fr iendsh ips  o f  each pastor ,  as ind ica ted  by 

To ta l  Fr iendship  scores of th e i r  ADF p r o f i l e s  on th e i r  c lo s 

es t  f r i e n d .  The r e su l t in g  ana lys is  of variance was not s ta 

t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  (R-square = . 054; p> ,78 ) .

The second analys is  used the same two p re d ic to r s ,  using 

as the c r i t e r i o n  va r ia b le  the average To ta l  Fr iendship  which 

the men in  each congregat ion had toward t h e i r  pastor ,  as 

measured by th e i r  responses to  the abbreviated ADF. This 

ana lys is  a lso  f a i l e d  to  reach s i g n i f i c a n c e  (R-square = . 152; 

p>. 48) .

Further t e s ts  of s ig n i f i c a n ce  revea led  no apprec iab le  re

la t io n sh ip ,  f o r  e i the r  pastors or c o n t ro ls ,  between a) mean 

pedesta l  e f f e c t  and c l o s e s t  f r i e n d s h ip s ,  and b) mean pedes

ta l  e f f e c t  and average T o ta l  F r iendhip  scores provided by 

congregat ion members.

The r esu l ts  o f  these analyses in d ica te  that the two inde

pendent v a r ia b le s ,  in d iv id u a l l y  or in  combination, cannot be
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sa id to  con tr ibute  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  to  the v a r i a b i l i t y  o f  e i 

ther the To ta l  Fr iendship  o f  the pastors '  or c on tro ls '  c lo s 

est f r i e n d sh ip s ,  or o f  th e i r  average f r i en d sh ip  s trength  

w ith  respondents in the congregat ion.

The Pedesta l  E f f e c t  and the Fr iendship Strengths 
Toward Pastors and Controls by Ind iv idua ls  
Across Congregations

Comparing scores averaged fo r  each congregat ion y ie ld s  no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r re la t ion s  between the pedestal e f f e c t  and the 

T o ta l  Fr iendship scores of the c lo s es t  f r iendsh ips  or  o f  the 

average fr iendsh ips  of pastors or con tro ls  w ith in  the con

g rega t ion  (see Table  4 ) .  Add it iona l  information i s  gained, 

however, from look ing  at the c o r re la t ion s  between each in d i 

v id u a l ' s  reported pedesta l  e f f e c t  and the f r i en d sh ip  

strength he has w ith  the f o c a l  person. A study o f  Table  5 

ind ica tes  tha t ,  when scores are considered across rather 

than with in  congregat ions , there  i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  negat ive 

c o r r e la t i o n  between the pedestal e f f e c t  and the VID, PQP,

TABLE 4

Corre la t ions  Between Pedesta l  E f f e c t  and To ta l  Fr iendship  
Scores of Pastors and Contro ls .

Scales Pastors P Contro ls P

PE and TF . 0326 .92 . 2062 .52
PE and TFA -.3803 . 22 . 0927 . 77
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Corre la t ions  Between Pedesta l  E f f e c t  Scores and C r i t e r i a  o f  
Fr iendship  Strength fo r  Subjects  Descr ib ing Pastor and 

Control Target  Persons.

TABLE 5

Var iab les Pastors (n=82) Contro ls  (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 sub jec ts  responding to  t h e i r  pas

t o r s .  These c o r re la t ion s  are not s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  sub jec ts  

responding to  c o n tro ls .  Furthermore (see Table 5) , t - t e s t s  

for the s ign i f i c a n ce  of the d i f f e r e n c e  of these co r re la t ion s  

in d ica te  that the magnitude of the co r re la t ion s  in v o lv in g  

the VID and TF scales is  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  grea ter  f o r  the pas

tors than fo r  the con tro ls .

Summary o f  Results

1. There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n ce s  between the 

c lo s e s t  f r iendsh ips  of the pastors vs. those of the con

t r o l s  in  terms of any o f  the f r i en d sh ip  va r iab les  i n v e s t i 

gated .

2. Averaging over congregat ions , the reported pedestal 

e f f e c t  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater  concerning the pastors vs .

the con tro ls .
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3. Neither  the pedestal e f f e c t  nor the pastors '  pre

d ic t ion s  of the pedestal e f f e c t  accounted fo r  a s i g n i f i c a n t  

proport ion  of the v a r i a b i l i t y  in  the o v e r a l l  in t e n s i t y  o f  

the pastors '  c lo s es t  f r i e n d s h ip s ,  or the average f r i en d sh ip  

strength  he had w ith  the men in  his congregat ion.

4. There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t i o n s ,  fo r  pastors 

or c o n tro ls ,  between th e i r  mean f r i en d sh ip  s trength  w ith in  

the congregation and the average pedestal e f f e c t .

5. There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t i o n s ,  fo r  pastors 

or c o n tro ls ,  between the in t e n s i t y  o f  th e i r  c lo s e s t  f r i e n d 

ships and the average pedesta l  e f f e c t .

6. Looking at ind iv idu a l  responses, there  was a s i g n i f i 

cant negative co r r e la t io n  between the amount o f  d iscomfort  

aroused by the p a s to r 's  presence and the t o t a l  f r ien d sh ip  

strength which each respondent had toward the pastor .  This 

was not true fo r  n o n -c le r i c a l  c o n tro ls .

7. The c o r re la t ion s  between each respondent 's  pedestal 

e f f e c t  and h is  VID and TF scales were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater  

f o r  those responding to the pastor than t o  Mr. X.



Chapter V 

DISCUSSION

There were seve ra l  f ind ings  o f  p ra c t i c a l  s ign i f i c a n ce  

which seem to paint a c lear  p ic ture  of the nature of pas

to r s '  fr iendsh ips  as w e l l  as o f the nature o f  the r e l a t i o n 

ship between the pedestal e f f e c t  and those f r i e n d sh ip s .

F i r s t  of a l l ,  d i f f e r e n c e s  were found in  the amount of 

d iscomfort  experienced in  the presence of the pastors vs. 

c o n t ro ls .  On the average ,  and to  a s i g n i f i c a n t  degree ,  the 

respondents f e l t  more d iscom fort  in  the pastors presence. 

However, although the r e a l i t y  o f  th is  pedestal e f f e c t  was 

born out, i t  was a lso  in t e r e s t in g  to  f in d  that i t s  ex istence 

does not con tr ibute  to s i g n i f i c a n t  o v e r a l l  v a r i a b i l i t y  in  

the pastors '  f r iendsh ips .

In f a c t ,  there  were abso lu te ly  no d i f f e r e n ce s  q u a l i ta 

t i v e l y  between the fr iendsh ips  o f  the pastors vs .  those of 

the con tro ls .  In sharp con tras t  to  the p le thora  o f  reports  

c i t e d  in  the l i t e r a t u r e ,  the q u a l i t y  o f  f r iendsh ips  is  not 

"poorer"  or le s s  g r a t i f y i n g  fo r  those in  the m in i s t e r i a l  po

s i t i o n .  Whether look ing  a t  his s trongest  and most in t imate  

f r i en dsh ips ,  or simply a t  the casual or average r e l a t i o n 

ships he has with men in  his congregat ion , there  were abso

57
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l u t e l y  no d iscernab le  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the pastors '

fr iendsh ips  and the laymen's .

I t  i s  ve ry  tempting to  conclude a t  th is  po int that the 

a l le g ed  in h ib i t o r y  in f luence  the pedestal e f f e c t  has on the 

p a s to r 's  a b i l i t y  to  i n i t i a t e  and maintain fr iendsh ips  i s  a 

f a l l a c y ,  a m y th . . . th a t  although there  is  a pedestal e f f e c t ,  

i t  does not have any e f f e c t  o f  f r ien dsh ip  formation.

Such an in t e rp re ta t io n  wouldn't  be accurate .  The data 

show that there  is  a r e la t io n s h ip  between the pedestal e f 

f e c t  and pastors '  fr iendsh ips  which may be descr ibed as f o l 

lows. Looking beyond the scores averaged fo r  each congrega

t ion  and look ing  a t  each in d i v id u a l ' s  pedestal e f f e c t  and 

To ta l  F r iendship  scores w ith  his pastor ,  those in d iv id u a ls  

who f e e l  more uncomfortable around the pastor a lso  have 

weaker fr iendsh ips w ith  him. This r e la t io n sh ip  i s  masked by 

look ing  at averages. That i s ,  i t  i s n ' t  strong enough to  a f 

f e c t  the pastors '  fr iendsh ips  o v e r a l l ,  but i t  does make a 

d i f f e r e n c e  when look ing  a t  in d iv id u a ls .  Discomfort i s  most 

in tense among those persons who do not have es tab l ished  

fr iendsh ips  with t h e i r  pastors .

As i s  true of c o r r e la t i o n a l  research, i t  i s  not poss ib le  

at th is  point to  prove the d i r e c t i o n  of ca u sa l i ty :  a)does 

the pedestal e f f e c t  i n h ib i t  f r i en d sh ip  formation , or b) does 

d iscomfort  a r is e  from not knowing the pastor.
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In e i th e r  case, the r e la t io n s h ip  is  apparently  intense 

enough that i t  is  ev ident to  the pastor .  A lso ,  wh i le  i t  

doesn 't  impede his fr iendsh ips  o v e r a l l ,  i t  does impair some. 

The importance of th is  f a c t o r  may be be t ter  understood by 

taking in to  considerat ion  the f a c t  that these respondents 

were not simply o rd inary  laymen, but moreover were those be

long ing to  his " inner c i r c l e " .  These are  the ones the pas

tor spends most o f his time w ith , and the ones (and th is  was 

the very  reason they were thus s e le c te d )  whose behavior and 

opinions might be expected to  have the g rea te s t  impact on 

the pastor and h is  a c t i v i t i e s .

I t  should a lso  be borne in  mind th a t ,  inasmuch as they 

are members of the " inner  c i r c l e "  and thus spend more time

with him, they l i k e l y  a ls o  know him much be t te r  than do

those on the "p e r ip h e ry " .  In other words, the respondents 

on the per iphery l i k e l y  f e e l  more in h ib i ted  around the pas

t o r ,  s ince the e f f e c t  of the negative co r r e la t io n  would be

more pronounced among those who are l e s s  wel l -acqua inted

with  the pastor .

Another f in d in g  is  c ru c ia l  to understanding the pedestal 

e f f e c t .  The negative c o r r e la t io n  between the pedestal e f 

f e c t  and To ta l  Fr iendship  does not e x is t  at a l l  fo r  Mr. X. 

The layman t y p i c a l l y  does not have to  contend w ith  th is  

problem of arousing d iscom fort  when in t e r a c t in g  w ith  people 

with whom he is  l e s s  w e l l  acquainted. This s i tu a t ion  is
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ve ry  unique to  the pastor .  Whether they know him or not,  

the pedestal e f f e c t  i s  not a f a c t o r  fo r  Mr. X.

This information should be useful and hence would be ap

p rop r ia te  w ith in  a pastora l  t ra in in g  s e t t in g .  I t  would be 

he lp fu l  fo r  the pastors to  understand the nature of the ped

e s ta l  e f f e c t ,  as e luc idated  in  th is  study, and to  apprec ia te  

th a t ,  as described in  the pastora l  in te rv iew s ,  although the 

pedesta l  e f f e c t  is  there f o r  some in d iv id u a ls ,  i t  need not—  

-and moreover, should not— in t e r f e r e  with his fr iendsh ips  

o v e r a l l .  Moreover, i t  is  in format ive  to know that the myth 

concerning the i n f e r i o r  q u a l i t y  o f  the p a s to r 's  in t imate  

fr iendsh ips  is  not withstanding. Quite the oppos i te ,  the 

pastors '  f r iendsh ips  were not found to  be any d i f f e r e n t ,  and 

there  were even some very  s l i g h t  trends in  the oppos ite  d i 

rec t ion  .

Future research might look at d i f f e r e n ce s  in  the in t e n s i 

ty  o f  the pedestal e f f e c t  and i t s  e f f e c t s  across d i f f e r e n t  

congregations ( i . e .  l i b e r a l  vs .  con se rva t iv e ,  e v a n ge l ic a l  

vs .  n on -evange l ica l ,  e t c . )  or de non inat i o n s . A s im i lar  

analys is  o f  data obtained from more "p e r ip h era l "  respondents 

(as opposed to  the " inner  c i r c l e " ) ,  though l i k e l y  d i f f i c u l t  

to ob ta in ,  would be useful in answering some of the ques

tions raised above.

Due to  p ra c t i c a l  considerat ions and to  the very  exp lora 

to r y  nature of th is  study, data was gathered on ly  from male
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respondents in  the congregat ion. I t  should be emphasized 

that th is  was not to  minimize the importance of the pedestal 

e f f e c t  on women in the congregat ion ,  nor o f  the pastors '  re

la t ionsh ips  w ith  those women. Quite the contrary ,  such in 

formation might be inva luab le  to our understanding o f  the 

pedestal e f f e c t  and the normative r e s t r a in t s  surrounding the 

p ro fe s s ion ,  and is  hence something which might be in t e r e s t 

ing to  exp lore  a t  a l a t e r  date.

Findings of  th is  study a l s o  open doors to  a whole new 

area which has not yet been dea l t  with. A statement should 

a lso  be made concerning the whole issue of m in is t e r ia l  lone

l in e s s .  The f in d in g  that  pastors '  f r iendsh ips  do not d i f f e r  

from those of matched co n t ro ls  does not n e ces sa r i ly  i n v a l i 

date or d i s c r e d i t  the widespread c la im  that "m in is te rs  are 

deep ly  l o n e ly  peop le . "  That f in d in g  i l l u s t r a t e s ,  q u i t e  sim

p ly ,  that pastors '  f r iendsh ips  do not d i f f e r  from those of 

c o n t ro ls ,  and nothing more. There is  another quest ion, an

other v a r ia b le ,  which must be d e a l t  w ith, and th is  i s  the 

p a s to r 's  subject ive/emotiona l  need fo r  f r i en d sh ip  and emo

t ion a l  intimacy. I t  i s  poss ib le  th a t ,  fo r  whatever reason 

(a "p r ed isp o s i t ion "  or p e rson a l i t y  type c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  

persons who are drawn to  a m in i s t e r i a l  vocation? The nature 

of the job  may be such that the p a s to r 's  needs are in t e n s i 

f i e d  and/or more d i f f i c u l t  to  s a t i s f y :  i . e .  the "constant

draining" that comes w ith  the p o s i t io n ,  around-the-c lock 

a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  constan t ly  being c a l l e d  upon to  intervene in
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"cr i s e s - typ e "  s i tu a t io n s ,  lack  o f  r e c ip r o c i t y ,  no one to  

lean  on, e t c . ? )  the p a s to r 's  needs are g rea ter  than those of 

the layman, and that th is  is the source of his d i s t r e s s .  

This a lso  i s  a question fo r  l a t e r  research.

F in a l l y ,  an understanding o f  the nature of the a l l e g ed  

normative r e s t r i c t i o n s  surrounding the p a s to r 's  r o le  is  a 

c ru c ia l  one. Analys is  of th is  data i s  planned fo r  the near 

fu tu re ,  and is  expected a lso  to  be f r u i t f u l  in the endeavor 

to  understand the nature o f  the problems w ith  which the min

i s t e r  must contend in  his e f f o r t s  to  e s ta b l i s h  and maintain 

his in terpersona l  f r i en d sh ip s .

Summary

The study c o n c lu s iv e ly  demonstrated that the pedestal e f 

f e c t  does not make a d i f f e r e n c e  o v e r a l l  with the p a s to r 's  

a b i l i t y  in  the long run to i n i t i a t e  and maintain his f r i e n d 

ships. However, i t  i s  an in h ib i t o r y  f a c t o r ,  in  that i t  does 

have im p l ica t ions  f o r  his a b i l i t y  to  e s ta b l i s h  such r e l a 

t ionsh ips w ith  c e r t a in  in d iv id u a ls .  People who do not know 

the pastor tend to  f e e l  very  uncomfortable in  his presence. 

Moreover, th is  is  a problem with which the layman does not

have to  contend.
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ACQUAINTANCE DESCRIPTION FORM 

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 come up in your relationship with TP. I f  this happens, try your best to 
imagine what things would be like i f  the situation did come up.

1. TP can come up with thoughts and ideas that give me new and different things 
to think about.

2. I f  I were short of cash and needed money in a hurry, I could count on TP to 
be willing to loan it  to me.

3. TP's ways of dealing with people make him/her rather difficu lt to get along with.

4. TP is the kind of person who likes to "put me down" or embarrass me with 
seemingly harmless lit t le  jokes or comments.

5. TP is a genuinely likeable person.

6. TP is the kind of person who makes it easy for me to behave according to
my most important beliefs and values.

7. I f  I hadn't heard from TP for several days without knowing why, I would make
it  a point to contact her/him just for the sake of keeping in touch.

8. TP keeps me pretty well informed about his/her true feelings anduSttitudes 
about different things that come up.

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

10. I f  I were looking for a job, I could count on TP to try her/his best to 
help me find one.

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

12. I f  I have an argument or disagreement with someone, I can count on TP to stand 
behind me and give me support when (s)he thinks I am in the right.

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

14. TP makes it easy for me to express my most Important personal qualities in 
my everyday life .

15. I f  I had a choice of two good part-time jobs, I would seriously consider 
taking the somewhat less attractive job i f  it  meant that TP and I could 
work at the same place.

16. I f  TP were to move away or "disappear" for some reason, I would really miss 
the special kind of companionship (s)he provides.
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17. XP Is the kind of conversationalist who can make me clarify and expand my 
own ideas and beliefs.

18. TP is willing to use his/her skills and abilities to help me reach my own 
personal goals.

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

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

21. Although I do not always know exactly why, TP has a way of getting on my nerves.

22. TP really understands the kind of person I want to be and behaves toward me in 
ways that help me to be that kind of person.

23. I f  TP and X could arrange our weekly schedules so we each had a free day, X 
would try to arrange my schedule so that I had the same free day as TP.

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

25. TP can get me involved in interesting new activities that I probably wouldn't 
consider i f  it  weren't for her/him.

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

27. I can count on having to go out of my way to do things that w ill keep my 
relationship with TP from "falling apart."

28. I f  X accomplish something that makes me look especially competent or sk illfu l,
I can count on TP to notice it and appreciate my ability.

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

30. TP is the kind of person who makes it easy for me to express my true thoughts 
and feelings.

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

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

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

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

35. I  have to be very careful about what I say i f  I try to talk to TP about topics 
(s)he considers controversial or touchy.
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36. TP has confidence in my advice and opinions about practical matters and 
personal problems.

37. TP has the kind of personal qualities that would make almost anyone respect 
and admire him/her i f  they got to know him/her well.

38. I can te ll from the way TP reacts to me that I really am the kind of person 
X most often think I am.

39. When I plan for leisure time activities, I make it  a point to get in touch 
with TP to see i f  we can arrange to do things together.

40. TP is the kind of person who likes for me to know where (s)he stands, so I can 
count on him/her to level with me and really "te ll it  like it  is ."

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

42. I f  I 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 me to smooth out 
the difficulty.

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

44. I f  1 am in an embarrassing situation, I can count on TP to do things that 
w ill make me feel as much at ease as possible.

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

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

47. I f  I had no plans for a free evening and TP contacted me suggesting some 
activity that I am not particularly interested in, I would seriously 
consider doing it  with him/her.

48. Some of the most rewarding ideas, interests and activities I share with TP are 
the kinds of things I find it  difficu lt, i f  not impossible, to share with any 
of my other acquaintances.

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

50. I f  I were short of time or faced with an emergency, I could count on TP to 
help with errands or chores to make things as convenient for me as possible.

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

52. I f  I have some success or good fortune, I can count on TP to be happy and 
congratulatory about it.

53. TP is a pleasant person to be around.
54. When it comes to my interests and abilities, TP understands me so well that (s)he 

knows what to expect from me, and expects neither too much nor too lit t le .

55. TP is one of the persons I would go out of my way to help i f  (s)he were In 
some sort of difficulty.
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56. When I am wtth TP, (s)he seems to relax and be him/herself and not think 
about the kind of impression (s)he is creating.

57. TP can come up with good, challenging questions and ideas.

53. TP is willing to spend time and energy to help me succeed at my own personal
tasks and projects, even i f  (s)he is not directly involved.

59. I can count on TP's being willing to listen to my explanations in a patient
and understanding way when I've done something to rub her/him the wrong way.

60. I f  I have to defend any of my beliefs or convictions, TP is the kind of person who 
supports me, even i f  (s)he does not share those beliefs or convictions with me.

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

62. TP treats me in ways that encourage me to be my "true se lf."

63. I f  I had just gotten off work or out of class and had some free time, I would 
wait around and leave with TP i f  (s)he were leaving the same place an hour
or so l’ater.

64. I f  I were trying to describe TP to someone who didn't know him/her, I would start
by saying that (s)ne was pretty ordinary with nothing especially unique about him/her

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

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

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

68. TP has a way of making me feel like a really worthwhile person, even when I 
do not seem to very competent or successful at my more important activities.

69. TP seems to have a knack for annoying me or "turning me o ff."

70. TP is the kind of person who makes it easy for me to do the kinds of things
I really want to do.

71. I  try to get interested in activities that TP enjoys, even i f  they do not seem 
especially appealing to me at first.

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

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

74. I f  I were sick or hurt, I could count on TP to do things that would make it  
easier to take.

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

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

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

79. I f  TP and I were planning vacations to the same place and at about the same 
time and (s)he had to postpone her/his trip for a month, I would seriously 
consider postponing my own trip for a month also.

80. TP is the kind of person I would miss very much i f  something happened to 
interfere with our acquaintanceship.
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ACQUAINTANCE DESCRIPTION FORM 

Answer Sheet

Your Name

Name o f  Ta rge t Person

P lease record  below your response to  each o f  the statem ents about your T a rge t Person (T P ).  
Decide which o f  the sca le  numbers or l e t t e r s  best descr ib es  your rea c t io n  and reco rd  your 
choice by c i r c l in g  that number or l e t t e r .  P lease read the fo l lo w in g  codes c a r e fu l ly  and 
use them as guides in c i r c l in g  your ch o ices :

6- A lways. In v a r ia b ly ;  w ithout excep tion . 
5= Almost always.
4- U sually .
3= About h a lf  tue tim e.
2= Selcom. 
i -  Aimos. never.
0* Never.

g= D e f in te ly .  A b so lu te ly  no doubt about i t .
f=  Extrem ely l i k e l y .  Almost no doubt about i t .
e= P robab ly .
d= Perhaps.
c= Probab ly  n o t.
b= Extrem ely u n lik e ly .
a= D e fin te ly  n o t.

Statement #1. n 5 4 1 2 1 0 #31. g f e d c b a #61. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
2. g f e d c !. a 32. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 62. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
3. t>' 5 4 3 2 1 0 33. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 63. g f e d c b a
A. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 34. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 64. g f e d c b a
b. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 35. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 65. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

6. b 5 4 3 2 1 0 36. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 66. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
7. 8 f e d c b a 37. g f e d c b a 67. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
8. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 38. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 68. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
9. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 39. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 69. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

10. g f e d c b a 40. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 70. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

i l . 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 41. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 71. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
12. o 5 4 3 2 1 0 42. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 72. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
13. g r e c c b a 43. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 73. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
14. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 44. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 74. g f e d c b a
15. g f e d c b a 45. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 75. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

rb . g f e d c b a 46. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 76. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
12. 0 5 4 3 2 X 0 47. g f e d c b a 77. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
i « . 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 48. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 78. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
10. b 5 4 3 2 1 0 49. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 79. g f e d c b a
20. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 50. g f e d c b a 80. g f e d c b a

21. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 51. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
22. 6 5 4 3 o 1 0 52. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
23. g f e d c b a 53. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
24. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 54. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
25. b 5 4 3 2 1 0 55. g f e d c b a

26. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 56. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
27. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 57. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
28. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 58. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
29. g f e d c b a 59. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
30. b 5 4 3 2 1 0 60. 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
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A SURVEY OF PERSONAL REACTIONS 

Section I.

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

Approval-Disapproval Scale 

6. I would approve very strongly 

5. I would approve quite a bit 

4. I would approve slightly

3. Neutral; I would neither approve nor disapprove 

2. I would disapprove slightly 

1. I would disapprove quite a bit 

0. I would disapprove very strongly

After you have decided how much 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.

SAMPLE SET

Some people like to keep their lawns neatly mowed a ll summer long. Other peo
ple do not seem to care much how long their grass gets.

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

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your next door neighbor mowed 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 0 for the third situation. I f  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

Some 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 much 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 
month (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 0

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 0

Suppose your pastor were to 
ally (once a year or less), 
this?

participate in such activities only occasion- 
How much would you approve or disapprove of

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 much 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 make 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 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 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 made special arrange
ments to get together with about once each month. 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 about twice a month. How much 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 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 week (almost every day). 
How much would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
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SET It 3

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 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 much 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 
month (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 each month. 
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 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 0

Suppose your pastor were to 
ally  (once a year or less), 
this?

participate in such activities only occasion- 
How much would you approve or disapprove of

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 much 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 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 much about his personal li fe , including some (but not a ll ) 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 more 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 fe lt free to 
share many of his everyday likes and dislikes, or everyday attitudes and 
opinions, but nothing really personal. How much would you approve or dis
approve of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose your pastor had one particular friend with whom he fe lt 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 much would you approve 
or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0
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SET It 5

Some 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 much would you approve or 
disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose that your pastor set aside a couple hours for such activities 
about once each week. How much would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Suppose that your pastor set aside about 2 days out of each month to spend
a couple of hours on such activities. How much would you approve or dis
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 much would you approve or disapprove of 
this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

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 much would you approve or disapprove of this?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

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

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

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= Always; invariably, without exception. 
5“ Almost always.
4« Usually.
3“ About half the time.
2” Seldom.
1- Almost never.
O* Never.

g” Definitely; no doubt about it. 
f= Very Likely; almost no doubt 

about it .
e« Probably; better than a 50/50 

chance. 
d” Perhaps.
C "  Probably not; less than 50/50 

chance.
b“ Very Unlikely. 
a« Definitely not.

1. Suppose you hadn't seen or heard from your pastor for several days 
without knowing why. Would you make it a point to contact him, just 
for the sake of keeping in touch?

g f e d c b a

2. 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 0

3. Suppose you'd decided to leave town on a certain day for 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

4. Suppose your pastor were to move away or"disappear" for some reason. 
Would you really miss the special kind of companionship he provides?

g f e d c b a

5. 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 make 
it a point to get in touch with your pastor to see i f  you can arrange 
to do things together?

g f e d c b a
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6. Do you feel as Chough your pastor thinks and acts in ways that "set 
him apart" and make him distinct from other people you know?

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

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

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

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

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

9. 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 free as your pascor?

g f e d c b a

10. 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

11. Suppose that you had no plans for a free evening and your pastor con
tacted you, suggesting some 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

12. 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 i f  it is only true part of the time. I f  it  is 
true, check the space marked "Yes." I f  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 name on these forms, so your answers w ill be completely confid
ential.

1. When I am with the pastor, I am more careful than usual about the kinds of 
language I use.

Yes Sometimes____  No____

2. When I think honestly about the kinds of books, TV shows and movies I en
joy, I 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 me to relax 
and really "be myself" when he is around.

Yes Sometimes No

4. When I am with the pastor, I am more careful than usual about the kinds of 
jokes and stories I te ll.

Yes Sometimes____  No

5. When I am with the pastor, I talk a lot more than usual about spiritual or 
church matters.

Yes____  Sometimes____  No 

6. When I am with the pastor, I am more careful than usual about criticizing 
or expressing bad feelings toward other people.

Yes Sometimes No

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

Yes____  Sometimes____  No_____

8. When I think about the kind of example the pastor sets, it  reminds me that 
I am not as good a Christian as I should be.

Yes Sometimes____  No

9. When I am with the pastor, I talk alot less than usual about my everyday 
activities.

Yes____  Sometimes____  No

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

Yes____  Sometimes____  No____
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