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Females listened to a tape recording in 
wh ich two women (A and B) gave their 
impression 01 one another. A evaluated B 
either lavorably or unlavorably and then B 
evaluated A either lavorably or unlavorably. 
The Ss were more attracted to B when B's 
evaluation 01 A was positive than when it 
was negative. The Ss showed a decrease in 
attraction to B when B 's evaluation 01 A was 
negative, and this was especially marked 
when A 's evaluation 01 B was positive. 

According to the reward theory of 
interpersonal attraction, the attraction of 
one person (P) to another person (0) is a 
function of the degree to which 0 rewards or 
reinforces P (Byrne & Nelson, 1965; 
Homans, 1961; Thibaut & KelIey, 1959). 
Griffitt (1968. 1969) and Lott (1968) have 
extended this theory by suggesting that 
people are attracted to those with whom 
they expect or antieipate arewarding 
interaction. If this is tTUe, it might be 
possible for P to develop a liking for 0 
merely by observing O. If 0 were observed 
to act in arewarding manner toward 
someone else, P might infer that 0 would be 
the type of person who would act in a 
rewarding mann er toward him. 

In the present experiment, Ss listened to a 
tape recording in which two people (A and 
B) evaluated one another. A's evaluation of 
B was either positive or negative, and B's 
evaluation of A was either positive or 
negative. Aceording to the hypothesis put 
forth above, Ss should be more attracted to 
B when B's evaluation of Ais positive than 
when it is negative. Judgments about B 
should also be affected by the context in 
which B's actions oceur (Davis & Jones, 
1965). Person B may be seen as a very 

benevolent person if he says good things 
about someone who has previously 
evaluated him negatively. Conversely, B may 
be seen as a very hostiIe person if he 
derogates someone who evaluated him 
positively. In either case, there should be 
more attraction to B when A's evaluation of 
Bis negative than when it is positive. 

METHOD 
Forty-two female Ss listened to a tape 

reeording in whieh an E asked two fern ale 
confederates (A and B) aseries of questions. 
Person B was asked to descrihe her interests, 
goals in life, and personal problems, and 
then Person A was asked to give her 
impression of B. Next, Person A was asked 
to describe her interests, goals in life, and 
personal problems, and then Person B was 
asked to give her impression of A. Person A's 
impression of B was either generally positive 
("good natured, interesting, understanding, 
overcritical, and warm") or negative 
("intelligent, cold, insincere, offensive, and 
shallow"), and Person B's impression of A 
was either generally positive ("kind, sineere, 
imaginative, overcritical, and mature") or 
negative ("intelligent, deceitful, neurotie, 
unpleasant, and untrustworthy"). The Ss 
were asked to rate their attraction to B after 
B's self-description and again at the end of 
the tape (after A and B had evaluated one 
another). Both ratings were made on a 
21·point scale, ranging in value from + I 0 
(Iike very much) to -1 O( dislike very much). 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
There appeared to be some difference 

among the four groups in terms of their 
initial attraction to B. To control for these 
differences, a two-way analysis of 
covariance was carried out on the data. As 
predicted, there was greater attraction to B 
when B's evaluation of A was positive than 
when it was negative (F = 26.10, df = 1/37, 
p< .001). This was tTUe regardless of 

Table 1 
Mean Attraction to B 

B's Evaluation A 's Evaluation Attraction 

of A ofB N Initial Final Change 

Negative 10 3.60 4.40 +0.80 
Positive Positive 10 3.20 3.10 -0.10 

Negative 11 5.91 1.36 -4.55 
Negative Positive 11 4.64 -3.82 -8.46 
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whcther A 's evaluation or B was positive 
(t=5.01, df=37, p<.OOI) ur negative 
(t = 2.92, df = 37, P < .0 I). The latter rcsult 
is especially interesting, for it suggests that 
people may bc more attracted to someone 
who fails to retaliate than to someol1e who 
actually does retaliate. 

It was initially predicted that there would 
be more attraction to Person B when A's 
evaluation 01' B was negative than when it 
was positive. Inspection of the data suggests 
that Ihere was practically no effect of A's 
evaluation when B's evaluation was positive 
(although the means were in the predicted 
direction). The hypothesis was confirmed, 
however, when B's evaluation of A was 
negative (t = 3.76, df = 37,p < .00l). When 
one person is observed to act in an 
unfriendly manner toward a second person, 
people may be less hostile toward the first 
person when there are extenuating 
circumstances (the second person has 
previously acted in an unfriendly manner 
toward the first person) than when there 
is apparently no justification for the 
observed hostiIity (when the second person 
has previously acted in a friendly manner 
toward the first person). The means are 
presented in Table 1. 

As can be seen from Table I, there was a 
sizeable decrease in attraction to B when B's 
evaluation of A was negative (mean decrease 
= 6.50). I t is primarily on the basis of these 
data that a reformulation of reward theory 
would appear to be necessary. Reward 
theory predicts that people should dislike 
those who treat them in an unfriendly 
manner. Merely observing one person act in 
an unfriendly manner toward someone else 
is apparently sufficient to create a dislike, 
and merely observing the context in which 
these actions occur is apparen tly sufficien t 
10 alter the magnitude of the dislike. 
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