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ABSTRACT 

Individual differences multidimensional scaling procedures were used in 
two experiments to discern how judged · similarity and perceptual similarity 
related to interpersonal attraction. In both experimental groups, subjects were 
also objects of judgment . . The procedure permitted identifying judgment 
dimensions used by the group, and locating subjects on the dimensions in two 
ways: 1) in terms of how much each subject weighed each dimension in formu
lating judgments and 2) in terms of where each subject was judged to lie on each 
dimension. In the former case Euclidian distances between pairs of subjects 
across dimensions comprised a measure of perceptual similarity and in the latter 
case, a measure of judged similarity. In Experiment I, conducted on bridge 
players, best friend choices were significantly and independently related to both 
perceptual similarity and judged similarity. In Experiment II, conducted on a 
fundamentalist church group, degree of friendship across the range of per
ceptual and judged similarity was assessed. Results were consistent with those 
obtained in Experiment I. 

INTRODUCTION 

The present study represents an attempt to discern the extent to which both 
judged similarity (i.e. similarity in the way persons view others) relate to inter
personal attraction. There is little question that judged similarity is related to 
interpersonal attraction across a variety of attributes and measurement tech
niques (e.g. Byrne, 1961, 1969; Bersheid & Walster, l969; Rubin, 1973). However, 
relatively little is known about the effects of perceptual similarity on inter
personal attraction. 

These two aspects of similarity differ in terms of observability. Persons are 
judged to be similar because they appear to be similar in terms of overt physical 
characteristics, expressed attitudes, activities, etc. To say that persons are 
perceptually similar requires knowledge of the types of information they take into 
account and how they tend to combine this information in forming judgments. 

Tesser (1971, 1972) has distinguished between what he has termed "struc
tural similarity," or the consistency of relationships among attitudes, and 
"evaluative similarity," or the proportion of similar attitude statements. Both 
factors were significantly related to interpersonal attraction. 

In Tesser's studies, as in others concerned with the experimental investiga
tion of interpersonal attraction, subjects were provided with a limited range of 
information about hypothetical others. As Kahneman and Tversky (1973) have 
noted, such procedures may serve to exaggerate the importance of the available 
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information rather than provide an understanding of its importance in natural 
social situations. 
· To provide reasona hie tests of the hypotheses that persons like others who 
are judged to be similar to themselves and who are perceptually similar to them
selves, it would seem necessary to (1) consider patterns of judged similarity, per
ceptual similarity and interpersonal attraction within groups of persons who are 
all well acquainted with one another, and (2) measure similarity unobtrusively 
without forcing subjects to attend only to experimenter selected information. 

The two experiments that are the subject of the present paper entailed the use 
of a method of individual differences multidimensional scaling (INDSCAL) 
developed by Carroll and Chang (1970, also see Carroll, 1972) to provide 
measures of judged similarity and perceptual similarity among persons within 
groups. In Experiment I, members at a women's bridge club served as both judges 
and objects of judgment. The judgment task required that each member indicate 
how similar (on a nine point doubly anchored scale) she thought each of all 
possible pairs of members was to one another. The bridge players were sub
sequently asked to indicate (among other things) who their one or two best friends 
in the group were. 

Experiment II was essentially a replication of Experiment I on a different 
set of persons: Members of a protestant church group. Subjects were, however, 
asked to rate how much they liked each of the members rather than simply to 
indicate who their one or two best friends were.-

The INDSCAL technique provides (1) a matrix of weights that indicates how 
subjects are judged with respect to the dimensions and (2) a matrix of weights 
that indicates the extent to which each judge weighs each dimension in formu
lating judgments. The uniqueness of the INDSCAL technique, of course, lies in 
this latter provision, for it becomes possible to have a greater understanding 
of individual differences in the judgment process. Wish (1972), for example, 
has used the technique to compare hawks' and doves' judgments of nations, 
finding that the hawks tend to base their judgment on political ideology and 
the doves on economic development. 

, When the judges are, at the same time, the objects of judgment, it is possible 
to locate such subjects as judged objects and as perceivers in spaces of equivalent 
dimensionality (Jones & Young, 1972). In both of the presently reported experi
ments Euclidian distances between subjects within judgment space and within 
perceptual space were related to friendship choice information to test the 
experimental hypotheses that judged similarity and perceptual similarity are 
related to interpersonal attraction. 

METHOD 

EXPERIMENT I 

Subjects. Twelve women who were members of a duplicate bridge club 
participated in the experiment. The Experimenter was acquainted with most of 
the subjects. Except for one woman who was a regular substitute, all subjects 
had been members of the group for at least two years. Club meetings were all 
day sessions held twice monthly at members' homes on a rotating basis. Unlike 
many duplicate games, partners as well as opponents shifted after every third 
hand; hence all members had, over time, opportunity to observe and interact with 
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one another as bridge partners and opponents in each of the members' homes. 
Most of the members live near one another and interact in other social situations 
as well. Ages ranged from late thirties to middle sixties. 

Procedure. As the subjects arrived, the experimenter gave them pencils and 
paper. Subjects were seated and their cooperation was solicited. The following 
instructions were then read to them: "You will be making a series of similarity 
judgments on members of this group. That is, I want to know how nearly alike you 
think pairs of members of the group are. You may take anything you like into 
account in making these judgments." The ratings were made on a nine point 

I 

doubly anchored rating scale with one representing "most similar" and nine 
representing "least similar." To insure some variablility of response the subjects 
were told, "In general, the ayerage amount of similarity should be about 'five;' the 

. two people you consider to '&e most like one another should be 'one' and the two 
people you view as most uniike one another should be 'nine.' This is offered to 
provide a frame of reference for you; you are not bound to using the two ends of 
the scale and your judgments may, on the average, be higher or lower than five." 
The experimenter then proceeded to read the 66 Ross ordered (Ross, 1934) pairs of · 
names with subjects indicating their judgments on the rating form after each 
pair was read. 

When the rating task was completed, subjects were asked what factors they 
took into account in making their judgments. They were then asked to respond, 
on the back of the evaluation fot,m, to the following questions: 

1. How many people in this poup are better bridge players than you? (self 
rating of bridge playing ability) 

2. How long have you lived i~ (name of community)? 
3. Name the single person (or, if necessary, 2 persons) in this group whom 

a. you have known the longest 
b. you think plays bridge best 
c. you like most 

4. What magazines do you read regularly? 
5. What political party do you belong to? 

Information on each subject's age and educational level was also collected at 
this time. 

Analyses. An INDSCAL (Carroll & Chang, 1970) analysis was performed. 
This procedure, like other multidimensional scaling techniques, yields a dimen
sional solution to account for the judged distances among objects (in this case 
bridge players), with weights to indicate the extent to which each object was 
judged to possess the dimensional characteristics. Unlike other techniques, the 
solution simultaneously provides weights to indicate the extent to which each 
judge apparently uses each dimension in forming his impressions. 

It was therefore possible to locate each subject in both a "judged" space and a 
perceptual space. That is, both the extent to which each subject was judged to 
possess each of the dimensional characteristics and the extent to which she used 
each of these characteristics in forming her own judgments were determined. 
Sociometric and self report data were used to name the dimensions and in some 
cases, additional information was gathered from the individuals who used the 
dimension to the greatest extent in forming judgments. 

Euclidian distances (across dimensions) between subjects were calculated 
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within the judged space and within the perceptual space. These indices reflected 
judged similarity and perceptual similarity among all pairs of subjects. 

Distance between subject and best friend(s) was compared with average 
distance between subject and all others in both the judged space and the per
ceptual space using t tests. 

EXPERIMENT II 

Subjects. Twelve members of a protestant church group served as subjects. 
As it turned out, the group had become two groups by the time the data were 
collected. Members had finally decided to resolve a longstanding dispute over 
matters of church dogma by remaining nominally unified but holding separate 
services. Included in the group were a minister and a lay leader, who participated 
in both groups. 

Procedure. Subjects provided distance judgments as in Experiment I. They 
were then asked to indicate on a 10 point scale how much they liked each of the 
members. (Both the lay leader and the minister, in their separate ways, refrained 
from providing discriminating liking judgments. In the former case, no values 
were assigned. Additional information used to name the obtained dimensions 
was also collected.) 

Analyses. The data were analyzed in the same manner as in Experiment I 
except for a difference in the method used to relate friendship information to 
distances in the two spaces. Because the task in this case required rating each 
individual on a continuous rating scale, it was possible to assess magnitude of 
friendship rating across the range of ordered distances in the two spaces. 

RESULTS 

Experiment I. A four dimensional solution to the multidimensional scaling 
of distance judgments was selected for interpretation and subsequent analysis. 
The correlation between distances within this space (using the obtained dimen
sional weights) and actual distance judgments was .71; hence the solution 
accounted for approximately half of the variance in these judgments. Correla
tions for individual subjects ranged from .82 (one of the two members with longest 
tenure in the club) to .45 (the substitute). 

All four of the obtained dimensions were interpreted using data obtained at 
the time of testing, combined with information sub~equently obtained from 
subjects. Rank-order correlations between orderings of persons on various 
attributes and orderings of these persons on the obtained dimensions were 
employed to interpret the dimensions. The obtained dimensions and the methods 
used to name each are described below. 

Interpersonal Warmth (Likeability). The ordering of persons on this 
dimension correlated .79 with an ordering of persons according to number of 
times they were mentioned as most liked (ties, of course, served to suppress the 
magnitude of this correlation). The subject whose judgments were most saturated 
with this dimension had mentioned warmth as a basis for her judgments. Several 
months later she was asked to rank order the other members of the group on 
warmth, without seeing the INDSCAL solution. Her rankings correlated .89 
with the obtained ordering of persons on the dimension. 
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Active-Passive. While this dimension was clearly related to age (rho= .72), 
the person who used the dimension most mentioned athletic ability as a basis of 
judgment. However, the experimenter was unable to contact her for additional 
information. Two other subjects with relatively high perceptual weights on this 
dimension had mentioned related criteria for formulating distance judgments 
(one mentioned general activity level and the other, active vs. passive interests). 
When asked to order persons on the mentioned attribute they produced lists 
that correlated .82 and .91, respectively, with the obtained ordering. 

Neatness (Attention to appearance). None of the initially collected socio
metric information was useful in naming this dimension. It seemed to one 
colleague who was acquainted with the subjects that the dimension reflected 
attention to personal appearance and neatness of home environment. While the 
person whose judgment was most saturated with this dimension did not mention 
using it, when asked to rank the members on attention to appearance of self and 
home she produced a list which correlated .83 with the obtained dimension. 

Bridge Playing Ability. This dimension correlated .81 with self ratings of 
bridge playing ability. The three people who received nominations as best bridge 
player in the group occupied the top three positions on the dimension. It should 
be noted that all three of these persons perceived themselves to be the second 
best bridge player, naming one of the other two as "best." 

Distances between pairs of subjects in the judged space and in the percep
tual space were obtained. Distances in the two spaces were unrelated (r = .03). 
That is, judged similarity was orthogonal to perceptual similarity. 

Because four persons chose to name two rather than one "best friend" a total 
of 16 friendship choices were made. Under the null hypothesis 1/11 (9%) of these 
choices would be expected to be closest (in either the perceptual space or the 
judged space) to the person making the choice. That is, the expected number of 
friendship choices who are the closest person in either the judged space or the 
perceptual space is 1.44. Of the sixteen friendship choices 9 (56%) were persons 
judged to be most similar to the person making the choice. Of these same friend
ship choices, 5 (31 %) were least distant within the perceptual space from the 
person making the choice. 

Euclidian distances of best friend from subject and average Euclidian dis
tance to all other subjects for both the judged space and the perceptual space 
are presented in Table 1. It should be noted that the distance from friend exceeded 
the ave~age distance from all others in only one case in either configuration; in 
both cases distance from friend(s) was significantly less than average distance 
from others in judged and perceptual spaces (t(l 1) = 5.95, p < .01 and t(l 1) = 4.40, 
p < .01, respectively). 
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Table 1 

Euclidian distances across judged and perceptual space 

Distance in Judged Space Pistance in Perceptual Space 

Between subject Average between Between subject Average between 

Subject and best friend(s) subject and and best friend(s) subject and 

all others all others 

A .60 .85 .15 .35 

B .81 .80 .25 .39 

ca .69 1.03 .45 .32 

D .12 .68 .17 • 36 

E .97 1.81 .28 .41 

Fa • 71 .94 .25 .35 

G .12 • 77 .17 .33 

Ha .46 .82 .25 .45 

.55 .98 .28 .45 

Ja .59 .83 .41 .56 

K .55 .92 .28 .30 

L .60 .90 .15 .45 

t = 4.00, E.. < .01 t = 4.40, E._ < .01 

aThese subjects chose two best friends and the reported distance represents an 

average of the two choices. 

Experiment II. A three dimensional solution to the church group data 
correlated . 75 with the actual distance judgments, accounting for 56% of the 
variance in these judgments. Correlations for individual subjects ranged from 
.50 to .90, suggesting that the solution provided a reasonably accurate descrip
tion of all subjects' judgments. 

Ratings obtained from subjects subsequent to the judgment task were used to 
label the dimensions as follows: Liberalism-conservatism, active-passive, 
intelligent-unintelligent. 

As in Experiment I, Euclidian distances between all pairs of subjects in 
both the judged space and the perceptual space were calculated. Because friend
ship ratings of all subjects made by all subjects (except the minister and lay 
leader) were available, it was possible to examine how friendship ratings vary as 
a function of ordered distance (in both the perceptual and judgment space) from 
the source of the rating. These data are presented in Table 2. 
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The rank order correlation between ordered distance in the judgment space 
and ordered friendship ratings (first averaging ratings across subjects) was .88, 
p < .01. In the perceptual space the rank order correlation was. 71 (p< .05). That 
is, the closer the rated subject in either the judgment space or the perceptual 
space, the higher, in general, the liking rating. (It is interesting to note that it 
is not those persons who are most distant in the perceptual space who appear to 
be most disliked. This suggests the possibility [ untestable in the present study] 
that some degree of perceptual congruity is necessary to establish bases for 
disliking a person). 

In addition to demonstrating that persons like others who are perceived to 
be similar to themselves, the present results suggest that persons like others who 
form judgments in the same manner as they. 

Whether it is the case that persons like one another because they are per
ceptually similar or that they become perceptually similar as a result of liking 
one another is impossible to discern from the present study; association un
doubtedly effects a wide variety of types of similarity (Newcomb, 1961). At the 
same time, initially high levels of perceptual congruence probably attract 

Table 2 

Friendship Ratingsa 

Ordered Distance from Source in Judged Space 

Subject 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1b 

2c 

3 1010 109 92 108 87 74 75 71 76 311 312 

4 105 101 1011 73 59 52 812 610 77 78 86 

5 94 811 612 97 83 79 51 810 97 88 86 

6 107 58 g9 1011 82 612 85 103 910 84 61 

7 106 109 102 58 63 95 410 1011 84 91 512 

8 56 97 103 1010 109 105 92 74 311 512 71 

9 92 73 810 87 gl 64 58 75 86 511 810 

10 103 89 82 108 67 64 75 61 96 311 312 

11 1012 105 104 78 107 89 101 72 78 53 510 

12 911 95 84 77 66 68 79 82 81 63 510 

E 92 86 89 83 75 70 70 76 75 59 58 

Ordered 

friendship 1 3 2 4 6.5 8.5 8.5 5 6.5 10 11 

distance 

rho= .88 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Ordered Distance from Source in Perceptual Spacea 

Subject 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1b 

2c 

3 1010 108 71 87 109 74 312 75 311 92 76 

4 812 105 52 1011 101 78 86 77 610 59 73 

5 612 94 811 51 84 72 86 810 79 83 97 

6 89 1011 82 107 84 612 85 58 61 910 103 

7 1011 102 106 58 109 84 512 91 410 63 95 

8 71 109 1010 74 103 103 512 311 97 92 56 

9 58 412 86 511 87 92 64 73 75 87 810 

10 103 61 108 64 73 312 82 67 311 96 89 

11 104 1012 72 107 106 103 78 89 101 510 53 

12 95 79 84 911 82 68 81 66 77 510 63 

I: 83 86 80 75 89 73 66 66 62 72 74 

Ordered 

friendship 2 3 4 5 1 7 9.5 9.5 11 8 6 

distance 

rho= .71 

•superscripts refer to subject number of person being rated. 

bMinister did not provide friendship rating. 

CLay leader rated all subjects 10. 

persons to one another. To have a common basis for discussion it is at least 
necessary that persons attend to common dimensions, despite possible 
differences in their positions on these dimensions. 

Despite association and exposure to a common stimulus fiend, it can be 
argued that perceptually dissimilar persons do not really share experiences. 
Conversation subsequent to reading a book, viewing a play, or witnessing an 
incident frequently reveals major discrepancies - not only in how such stimuli 
are evaluated, but also in what qualitative aspects of these stimuli are con
sidered. In a psychological sense persons have not read the same book, viewed 
the same play, or witnessed the same incident. Lack of congruence on the points 
to be discussed is unlikely to foster attraction. 

While these examples generalize the notion of perceptual similarity to 
modes of judging various types of stimuli, the present study was limited to 
judgments of persons. It would be of considerable interest to determine the 
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extent of reliability of perceptual congruence across various stimulus domains 
familiar to a set of subjects. That is, do persons who attend to common elements 
in judging persons likewise attend to common elements in judging books, art, 
clothes, etc. If not, which of these are associated with attraction? When persons 
are perceptually similar with respect to one, but not another domain, is con
versation generally focused on the former? 

In general the use of individual differences multidimensional scaling 
techniques to examine the bases of attraction within intact groups appears to 
offer several advantages over the use of artificially constructed stimuli. Using 
this approach a relationship between perceptual similarity and interpersonal 
attraction, as well as the frequently observed relationship between judged 
similarity and interpersonal attraction, was obtained and replicated. That this 
relationship emerged despite the fact that numerous "noise" factors were 
undoubtedly operating and that perceptual similarity was unobtrusively 
assessed attests to its strength. 
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