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I.
One-half score and seven years ago, here in Philadelphia, I read
a paper before this society. It was properly, which is to say polysyllabically, titled-something about autistic hostility-and its manuscript pages numbered just 28. Doubtless I would long since have
forgotten about it had I not discovered, several years later, that
another man had stolen my central idea, some five-score years before
I was born. The name of the thief was William Blake, and a striking
feature of his paper was that its total number of words was just 28.
Let me quote them:

I was angry with my friend:
I told my wrath, my wrath did end.
I was angry with my foe:
I told it not, my wrath did grow.
Though I’m not sure that Blake would accept the phrasing, our
common theme had to do with the change and persistence of attitudes. What I, at least, was trying to say was that one’s attitudes
toward another person are not likely to change if one so manipulates
one’s environment that one cannot add to or correct one’s information
about that person. Today I shall pursue a similar theme, though in a
somewhat different direction.
One’s attitude toward something is not only a resultant of one’s
previous traffic with one’s environment but also a determinant of selective response to present and future environments. Viewed in the
latter way, existing attitudes may deteimine one’s selection among
alternative environmental settings, and these in turn may serve to
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preserve or undermine the very attitudes that had been initially
responsible for one’s selection among the alternatives. Insofar as
attitudes are self-preserving, such tendencies to select a supportive
environment would, if empirically supported, provide an important
explanation of their persistence. In its most general form, the hypothesis would run somewhat as follows: Existing attitudes are most
likely to persist, other things equal, when one’s environment provides
most rewards for their behavioral expression. But this platitudinous
proposition ( “things persist when conditions are favorable to their
persistence”) is not very interesting, and is probably not even
testable. A more interesting and more testable form of the proposition
would take account of both change and persistence, both of attitudes
and of environmental supportiveness. In particular, it would say
something about a changed selection of environments following attitude change, about the ways in which the recently formed attitude
is or is not reinforced by the new environment, and about the persistence of the attitude in both supportive and hostile environments.
Such a proposition, in its simplest form, would run somewhat as
follows: A recently changed attitude is likely to persist insofar as it
leads to the selection of subsequent environments that provide reinforcements for the behavioral expression of the changed attitude.
Among the many possible forms of environmental reinforcements
of behavioral expressions of attitudes, I shall consider a single class:
behavior on the part of other people that one perceives as supportive
of one’s own attitudes. With few exceptions, such support comes
from persons or groups toward whom one is positively attracted,
according to the principles of what is perhaps most frequently known
as balance theory (Cf. Heider, 1958; Brown, 1962; Newcomb, 1963).
I am, in short, about to defend the limited proposition that a recently
changed attitude is most likely to persist if one of its behavioral
expressions is the selection of a social environment which one finds
supportive of the changed attitude. This proposition differs from
the one about autistic hostility primarily in that persistence of a
recently acquired attitude depends upon continuing rather than
cutting off sources of information about the attitude-object.

11.
There are various ways in which such a proposition might be
tested in the laboratory. But insofar as one is interested, as I have
been, in long-range effects, one will make use of “natural” settings.
I shall therefore cite a few findings from two of my own studies,
mentioning only briefly the less immediately relevant one ( 1961),
which involved the daily observation of two populations of 17 male
students, all initial strangers to one another, who lived intimately
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together for four-month periods. The only attitudes of these subjects
that showed much change, from first to last, were their attractions
toward each other-attitudes which had not even existed, of course,
before their initial encounters in this research setting. Expressions
of interpersonal attraction during the first week or two were highly
unstable, but after about the fifth week they showed only slow and
slight changes (Cf. Newcomb, 1963).
Under the conditions of this research, imposed environments
(in the form of arbitrarily assigned rooms, roommates, and floors) had
no consistent effects beyond the first week or two in interpersonal
preferences. That is, one could predict little or nothing about interpersonal attraction from the fact of being roommates or floormates.
Self-selected interpersonal environment, however, was closely associated with interpersonal attraction. At all times later than the first
week or two, pairs of subjects who were reported by others to belong
to the same voluntary subgroups were almost invariably pairs whose
members chose each other at very high levels of attraction. If this
seems to be a commonplace observation (as indeed it is), let me
remind you of my reason for reporting it; interpersonal environments
are not only consequences of existing attraction but also sources of
future attraction. It is an everyday phenomenon that, having developed differential attitudes toward one’s several acquaintances, one
manipulates one’s interpersonal environment, insofar as one can, to
correspond with one’s interpersonal preferences. And insofar as one
is successful, chances are that the preferences will be further reinforced. My data, showing stability both of preferences and of voluntarily associating subgroups following the first month or so, indicate
that exactly this was occurring. The fact that it is an everyday occurrence enhances rather than negates the importance of the principle
involved, namely, that a recently acquired attitude will persist insofar
as it results in the selection of an environment that is supportive of
that attitude.

III.
I now turn to a totally different set of data, or rather to two sets
of data from the same subjects, obtained over an interval of more
than 20 years. The earlier responses were obtained between 1935 and
1939 at Bennington College (Newcomb, 1943); the later ones, obtained in 1960 and 1961, were from almost all of the subjects who
had been studied for three or more consecutive years during the
1930’s. To be specific, out of 141 former students in this category
who in 1960 were alive, resident in continental United States, and
not hopelessly invalided, 130 (scattered in 28 states) were interviewed, and 9 of the remaining 11 completed more or less parallel
questionnaires. The interview dealt primarily with their present atti-
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tudes toward a wide range of public-affairs issues, with attitudes of
their husbands and other contemporary associates, and with their
histories and careers since leaving the College.
Before telling you some of the follow-up findings, I ought to
report a few of the original ones. During each of four consecutive
years (1935-36 through 1938-39), juniors and seniors were on the
average markedly less conservative than freshmen in attitude toward
many public issues of the day. Studies of the same individuals over
three- and four-year intervals showed the same trend, which was
not attributable to selective withdrawal from the College. Comparisons with other colleges showed almost no intercollege differences
in freshmen attitudes, but much less conservatism at Bennington
than at the other institutions on the part of seniors. Individual studies
showed that at Bennington nonconservatism was rather closely associated with being respected by other students, with participation in
college activities, and with personal involvement in the College as
an institution. The relatively few malcontents were, with surprisingly
few exceptions, those who held conservative attitudes toward public
issues.
Given these initial findings, one of my concerns in planning the
follow-up study was the following: Under what conditions would
individuals who had become less conservative during their college
years remain relatively nonconservative 20-odd years later, and under
what conditions would they “regress” to relatively conservative positions? (As to the problem of comparing attitudes toward one set
of issues in the 1930’s with those toward quite different issues in the
196O’s, I shall for present purposes note only that at both times we
used indices of relative, not absolute standing: each subject is compared with the same set of peers.)
By way of noting the general pattern of persistence vs. regression
on the part of the total population, I shall first compare one early
with one later datum. In the 1940 presidential election, 51% of our
interview sample who reported a preference for either major candidate chose the Democrat, F. D. Roosevelt, and 49% the Republican,
W. Willkie. Twenty years later, the comparable figures were 60%
for J. F. Kennedy and 40% for R. M. Nixon. No single election, of
course, provides a very good test of what might be termed “general
conservatism concerning public affairs,” but at any rate this particulai
comparison does not suggest any conspicuous regression toward
freshman conservatism. This conclusion is also supported by the
following finding: In six consecutive presidential elections ( 1940
through 1960), an outright majority of our interviewees (51%) reported that they had preferred the Republican candidate either once or
never, whereas only 27% of them had preferred that candidate as
many as five times out of the six times.
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The problem of regressive effects can also be approached by
comparing relative conservatism on the part of the same individuals
over the interval of 20-odd years. In terms of party or candidate
preference in 1960, the degree of individual stability is startling. As
shown in Table 1, individuals who were in the least conservative
quartile of the total population, on graduating, preferred Kennedy
by frequencies of 30 to 3, and those in the next quartile by 25 to 8;
PRESIDENTIAL

TABLE 1
PREFERENCES IN 1960, ACCORDING
TO QUARTILES
OF PEP
ON LEAVING
COLLEGE
IN THE LATE1930s

P E P quartile
1 (least conservative)
2
3
4 (most conservative)
TOTAL

Nixon
preferred
3
8
18
22
51

Kennedy
preferred
30

25
13
11
79

SCORES

Total
33
33
31
33
130

83% of this half of the population preferred Kennedy 20 years later,
while 37% of the initially more conservative half preferred Kennedy
after 20 years. Political party preferences, and also an index of general
political conservatism, showed about the same relationship to political
conservatism more than two decades earlier. These data provide no
support for a prediction of general regression-either toward previous
conservatism or in the statistical sense of regression toward the mean.
Other evidence concerning the general nonconservatism in this
population in the early 1960’s includes the following:
77% of them considered themselves “liberal” or “somewhat liberal,” as
compared with 17% who were “conservative” or “somewhat conservative”;
76% “approved” or “strongly approved” of “Medicare” for the aged
under Social Security;
81% “approved” or “strongly approved of admitting Red China into
the United Nations.

These and other data suggest that the population as a whole is
now far less conservative than is to be expected in view of its demographic characteristics. Its socio-economic level may be judged from
these facts: ( 1 ) 77% of the 117 respondents who were or had been
married were judged by the interviewer to be at least “fairly wellto-do,” with annual incomes of not less than $20,000; and ( 2 ) of 113
mothers in the population, 6S% had sent at least one of their children
to a private school. In religious background, about three-quarters of
them were Protestants (more than half of whom were Episcopalian),
and less than 10% were either Catholic or Jewish. According to
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information assembled for me by the Survey Research Center of the
University of Michigan, * the proportion of Protestant women college
graduates at the income level of this population who in 1960 expressed a preference for Kennedy over Nixon was less than 25-as
compared with 60% of this alumnae population.
I shall now revert to my earlier theme: If this population is now
less conservative than one might expect, to what extent is this explainable in terms of its members’ selection of post-college environments that were supportive of nonconservative attitudes? It proves
to be very difficult to categorize total environments from this point
of view, and so for the present I shall limit myself to a single aspect
of post-college environments : husbands. I am making no assumptions
here except that (1) husbands were indeed a part of their wives’
environments; ( 2 ) wives had had something to do with selecting this
part of their environments; and ( 3 ) husbands, as environmental
objects, were capable of being either supportive or nonsupportive of
their wives’ attitudes.
Nearly 80% of our respondents both had a husband and were
able to report on his attitudes toward most of the issues with which
we were concerned, during all or most of the past 20 years; one
reason for placing a good deal of confidence in their reports is that
they seem highly discriminating, as indicated by such responses as
these: “I don’t think I know how he’d feel on that particular issue,”
or “Now on that one he doesn’t agree with me at all.” Here are some
summaries concerning all husbands whose wives were willing to
attribute attitudes toward them (nearly all wives on most issues) :
54% of the husbands in 1960 favored Kennedy over Nixon;
64% of them either “approved” or “strongly approved” of “Medicare” for
the aged under Social Security;
57% of them either “approved” or “strongly approved” of admitting Red
China into the United Nations.

And so it is almost as true of husbands as of wives that they are
less conservative than is to be expected in view of their demographic
characteristics: husbands’ and wives’ demographic characteristics
are taken to be identical except for a very few couples differing in
religious background, and their present attitudes are highly similar
(90% of 1960 presidential preferences by pairs of spouses, for
example, being reported as the same in 1960). It would hardly seem
to be a matter of sheer chance that a set of men who are less conservative than is to be expected are married to a set of women of
whom just the same thing is true. It seems necessary, therefore, to
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assume that attitudes toward public affairs had something to do
with husbands’ and wives’ reciprocal selection of one another, or
with post-marital influence upon one another, or with both. Here is
one statistical support for this assumption: the correlation between
wives’ scores on an instrument labeled Political and Economic Progressivism, as of their graduating from college in the late 1930’s, with
the number of Republican candidates that their subsequent husbands
voted for between 1940 and 1960 was .32; this does not account for
much of the variance, but its p value is < .0005.
Another interesting finding has to do with the number of women
in our interview sample whose husbands had attended Ivy League
colleges; one would expect this proportion to be high, since so many
of the women’s fathers and brothers had attended these colleges.
The actual frequency turned out to be just 50%. These Ivy League
husbands’ voting preferences in 1960, however, turned out to be much
more like their wives’ preferences than like their classmates’ preferences: 52% of husbands whose wives were able to state a preference
were for Kennedy-which is to say that they did not differ at all in
voting preferences from all non-Ivy League husbands. This total set
of facts can best be interpreted as follows: Our Bennington graduates of the late 1930’s found their husbands in the kinds of places
where their families expected them to be found, but they selected
somewhat atypical members of these “proper” populations of eligibles;
they tended not to have conservative attitudes that were then typical
of these populations.
One evidence of this atypical selection is to be seen in the occupational distribution of these womens’ husbands. Only 38% of all
husbands are classifiable as “in management or business,” the remaining 62% representing for the most part a wide range of professions
(especially college teaching, entertainment, and the arts) and public
employment ( especially in government ) . Husbands in these two
general categories (management and business vs. all others) differed
sharply in their voting preferences in 1960; of the 113 husbands whose
wives attributed preferences to them, 26% of those in management
and business preferred Kennedy, and 68% of all other husbands preferred Kennedy. In sum, these women’s husbands had typically come
from “the right” places but a majority of them did not have “the right”
attitudes or occupational interests.
If, therefore, I were to select a single factor that contributed
most to these women’s maintenance of nonconservative attitudes
between the late 1930’s and early 1960’s, I think it would be the fact
of selecting husbands of generally nonconservative stripe who helped
to maintain for them an environment that was supportive of their
existing attributes.
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IV.
Now I shall turn from the total population of interviewees to
some comparisons of subpopulations. The most crucial of these, from
the point of view of my proposition about supportive environments,
are to be found within the population of nonconservatives on leaving
college in the late 1930s: What seems to be the differences between
those who do and those who do not remain nonconservative in the
early 1960’s? Such comparisons will have to be impressionistic, since
numbers of cases are small.
Among 22 individuals previously labeled as clearly nonconservative in their third or fourth year of attendance at the College, just
half belong in the same category now. Only three of them are clearly
conservative today, the remaining eight being classified as intermediate. Here are these wives’ descriptions of their husbands’ political
positions over the years:
3 presently conservative wives: 3 Republican husbands ( 100%)
7 presently intermediate wives: 3 Republican husbands (42%)
8 presently nonconservative wives: 2 Republican husbands (25%)

Of the three presently conservative women, none mentions having
engaged in activities related to political or other public issues; of the
eight who are intermediate, six mention some activity of this kind, but
they identify their activity only in such general terms as “liberal” or
“Democratic Party”; of the 11 still nonconservative women, eight
mention such activities, more than half of them specifying such
“causes” or organizations as labor unions, civil liberties, the ADA,
or the NAACP.
Each interviewee was also asked about the general orientation
of “most of your friends” toward political and other public affairs.
More than half (12) of the 22 women originally labeled as clearly
nonconservative described their environment of friends as ‘liberal,”
in spite of the fact that most of them lived in suburbs or other
geographical areas not generally renowned for liberalism. Interestingly
enough, those who are now relatively conservative answered this
question in just about the same way as did those who are still
relatively nonconservative. The 16 women originally labeled as clearly
conservative, on leaving college, answered this question somewhat
differently; more than half of them ( 9 ) described their environment
of friends as predominantly “conservative,” but answers differed with
the present attitudes of the respondents. That is, those who are now,
in fact, relatively conservative with near-unanimity describe their
friends as conservative, whereas those who are now relatively nonconservative consider a substantial proportion or even most of their
friends to be “liberal.” Thus only those who were quite conservative
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in the late 1930’s and who still remain so see themselves surrounded
by friends who are primarily conservative.
In sum, nearly all of the still nonconservative women mention
either husbands or public activities (most commonly both) that have
served to support and maintain previously nonconservative attitudes,
while none of the three formerly nonconservative but presently conservative women mentions either husband or public activities which
have served to maintain earlier attitudes.
What about attitude persistence on the part of those who, after
three or four years in college, were still relatively conservative?
Sixteen of those who were then labeled conservative were interviewed
in the early 1 9 6 0 ’ ~ten
~ of them being categorized as still conservative
and three as now nonconservative. Only one of the nonchangers
reported having a husband who was a Democrat, and in this lone
case he turned out to have voted for Nixon in 1960. Two of the three
changers, on the other hand, report husbands who were Democrats
and Kennedy voters in 1960. Only two of the persistent conservatives
mentioned public activities presumably supportive of their attitudes
(in behalf of the Republican Party, in both cases); eight of the ten
described most of their friends either as conservative or as Republicans. The conditions that favor the persistence of conservatism
over the 20-odd years are thus about the same as those that favor
the persistence of nonconservatism: supportive environments in the
form of husbands, local friends, and (for the nonconservatives but
not the conservatives) in the form of associates in activities related
to public issues.
There is a special sub-population of students who, as of graduating in the late 1930’s, were candidates for regression; that is, they
became much less conservative during their college years. Of these,
about one-third ( 9 of 28) were among the most conservative half of
the same population in the early 1 9 6 0 ’ ~and
~ may be regarded as
regressors, in some degree at least. Eight of these potential regressors
were, for various reasons, unable to report on husbands’ preferences.
Among the remaining 19 respondents, five were actual regressors,
four of whom reported their husbands to be Republicans or “conservative Republicans.” Among 14 actual non-regressors reporting, ten
described their husbands as Democrats or “liberal Democrats,” two
referred to them as “Republicans who have been voting Democratic,”
and only two call their husbands Republicans. These are highly
significant differences: the actual regressors can pretty well be differentiated from the nonregressors merely by knowing their husbands’
present attitudes. By this procedure only 3 of 19, or 16% of all predictions would not have been correct.
This total set of data suggests that either regression and persistence of attitudes as of leaving college are, over the years, in-
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fluenced by husbands’ attitudes, or early post-college attitudes had
something to do with the selection of husbands, or both. In either
case, both regression and persistence are facilitated by the supportiveness of husbands.

V.
If there is any very general principle that helps to account for
this whole range of phenomena (both my 1946 and my 1963 versions),
I believe that it is to be found in an extended version of “balance
theory,” as originally outlined by Heider ( 1946, 1958). Heider’s formulations are formulated in individual and phenomenological terms;
a balanced state is a strictly intrapersonal, psychological state. But
it is also possible to conceptualize an objective, multi-person state of
balance, referring to the actual relationships among different persons’
attitudes, regardless of the person’s awareness of each other. Such
a concept is psychologically useful not only because it describes an
actual, existing situation-an environment of which each person is
himself a part, as suggested by Asch (1952)-but also because it
describes a relationship which, given reasonably full and accurate
communication, comes to be accurately perceived. My own recent work
on the acquaintance process has been interesting to me primarily because it inquires into the processes by which and the conditions under
which intrupersonal states of balance come to correspond with interpersonal ones. As outlined by Heider, and subsequently by many
others (Cf. Brown et ul., 1962), the processes by which imbalanced
states serve as goals toward the attainment of balanced ones include
both internal, psychological changes and external modifications of the
environment. Thus, one may achieve a balanced state with the important figures in one’s social environment-whether by selecting
those figures, by modifying one’s own attitudes, or by influencing
others’ attitudes-and at the same time continue to perceive that
environment accurately.
According to such an extended, interpersonal concept of balance,
an imbalanced state under conditions of continued interaction is
likely to be an unstable one, simply because when it is discovered
it arouses intrupersonal imbalance on the part of one or more of the
interactors, and this state arouses forces toward change. Given marked
attitude change on the part of one but not the other member of a
dyad actually in balance with respect to that attitude, imbalance
results. This was what typically happened to students at Bennington
College vis-a-vis their parents, in the 1930’s. A common way in which
they attempted to reduce imbalance was by avoidance-not necessarily of parents but of the divisive issues as related to parents. As
Heider might say, unit formation between issue and parents was
broken up, and psychological imbalance thus reduced. Such a “solu-
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tion” resembles autistic hostility in that it involves a marked restriction of communication.
But this solution, as many of my subjects testified, was not a
particularly comfortable one. Hence, it would hardly be surprising
if many of them, during early post-college years, were in search of
environments that would provide less uncomfortable solutions-or,
better yet, more positively rewarding ones. An ideal one, of course,
would be a husband who was rewarding as a supporter of one’s own
attitudes as well as in other ways.
And so, vis-a-vis parents and fellow-students at first, and later
vis-a-vis husbands ( or perhaps working associates), forces toward
balance were at work. Specifically, support from important people
concerning important issues came to be the rule, and its absence the
exception. Support sometimes came about by changing one’s own
attitudes toward those of needed supporters, or, more commonly, by
selecting supporters for existing attitudes. The latter stratagem represented not merely an automatic tendency far attitudes to perpetuate
themselves. More significantly, I believe, it represents an adaptation
to a world that includes both persons and issues. Such a dual adaptation can be made, of course, by sacrificing one’s stand on the issues
(regression). But if the dual adaptation is to be made without this
sacrifice, then an interpersonal world must be selected (or created)
that is supportive-in which case we can say that the attitude has
been expressed by finding a supportive environment.
According to my two themes (of 1946 and 1963) an existing
attitude may be maintained by creating environments in which either
new information can be avoided or in which other persons support
one’s own information. In either case, the fate of an attitude is
mediated by the social environment in which the individual attempts
to maintain or to restore balance regarding that same attitude. Insofar
as that environment excludes disturbing information or provides
reinforcing information, the attitude persists. And insofar as the
selection or the acceptance of that environment is a consequence of
holding the attitude, we have a steady-state, self-maintaining system.

VI.
If you will pardon an autobiographical reference I should like
to tell you, finally, one of my reasons for choosing my present topic.
When, just 17 years ago tomorrow, I read my paper on autistic
hostility at the annual meeting of this Society, one of the persons in
the audience-as I observed with both delight and constemationwas the man in whose memory we meet today, Kurt Lewin. A few
hours later, as we were both waiting for another session to begin, he
asked me if he might publish my paper. Though I cannot remember
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for certain, I suspect that in my eagerness to accept his offer I did not
stop to ask in what journal he planned to publish it, but to have
appeared in the first issue of Volume I of Human Relations is to this
day a matter of no small pride to me.
Kurt Lewin did not, alas, live to see even the first issue of the
journal that he did so much to launch. But even today he is constantly
looking over my shoulder, just as he did when I was revising that
now-ancient paper for publication-for him. I like to think that, were
he alive, he would be curious as to what I had done, over the years,
with the notion of autistic hostility. And so, though I cannot tell him,
I can report to you, at a meeting in his honor, one of the things that
I have done with it.
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