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~ n t i m a t e  f ace - to - f ace  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  whether i n  

'dyadic  o r  l a r g e r  group r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  h a s  long  been 
. . 

recognized  t o  be of  c r u c i a l  importance i n  t h e  forma- 

t i o n  of an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  b a s i c  p e r s o n a l i t y  o r  s e l f -  

concept ion  ( c f .  B r i m ,  1966: 3-49; McCall and Simmons, 

1966) ,  t h e  development and maintenance of myriad 

a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e  worldtL' t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  and 

s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  of "appropriate behavior ' '  ( c f .  Merton 

and K i t t ,  1950; Kemper, 1968) ,  and t h e  maintenance 

o f  "mot ivat i .ona1 commitment t o  p a r t i c i p a t e "  th rough  

t h e  p r o v i s i o n  of o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  emot iona l  t ens ion -  

releas 'e  and socio-emotional  suppor t  ( c f .  Ba le s ,  1958; 

Parsons  and Ba le s ,  1.955; March and Simon, 1958) .  Indeed,  

. t h e  i n t i m a t e  f ace - to - f ace  group i s  o f t e n  h e l d  t o  form 

t h e  c r i t i c a l  "primary environment" by which an  i n d i v i d u a l  

i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  l a r g e r  s o c i e t y  (cf. Verba, 1961: 17-60; 

Scheuch, 1968) . (See Chapter  - below f o r  a f u l l e r  d i s -  

c u s s i o n  of t h i s  p o i n t . )  One might r ea sonab ly  a r g u e  

t h a t  much of t h e  r e s e a r c h  e n t e r p r i s e  i n  s o c i a l  psychology 

has  been devoted t o  t h e  t a s k  of ana lyz ing  t h e  s p e c i f i c  

mechanisms by which t h e s e  v a r i o u s  f u n c t i o n s  of  i n t i m a t e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  a r e  achieved.  A s u b s i d i a r y  concern has  a l s o  

r ece ived  c o n s i d e r a b l e  a t t e n t i o n  ( c f .  ~ a z a r s f e l d  and 

Merton, 1954; Broder ick ,  1956; Newcomb, 1961; S c h a c t e r ,  

1959; Chambliss, 1965) :  what a r e  t h e  p r o c e s s e s  by which 



t h e s e  s m a l l  g roups  a r e  formed and m a i n t a i n  themselves?  

While s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  have  l o n g  r e c o g n i z e d  t h e  
. . . . 

s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  f a c e - t o - f a c e  g r o u p  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  

b e h a v i o r ,  u n t i l  r e c e n t l y  u rban  s o c i o l o g i s t s  have lamented  

t h e  d i s a p p e a r a n c e  o f  t h e  s m a l l  i n t i m a t e  g r o u p  a s  a  sus -  

t a i n i n g  s o c i a l  f o r c e ,  Louis  Wir th ,  f o r  example, i n  

h i s  c l a s s i c  e s s a y  (1938: 1 2 ,  20-21) on  "Urbanism a s  

a  Way o f  L i f e , "  o b s e r v e d :  

... T h i s  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  what i s  meant  by s a y i n g  
t h a t  t h e  c i t y  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by secondary  
r a t h e r  t h a n  p r imary  c o n t a c t s .  The c o n t a c t s  o f  
t h e  c i t y  may indeed  be f a c e  t o  f a c e ,  b u t  t h e y  
a r e  n e v e r t h e l e s s  i m p e r s o n a l ,  s u p e r f i c i a l ,  t r a n s i -  
t o r y ,  and segfnenta l ,  The r e s e r v e ,  t h e  i n d i f f e r e n c e ,  
and t h e  b l a s e  o u t l o o k  which u r b a n i t e s  m a n i f e s t  i n  
t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  may t h u s  b e  r e g a r d e d  a s  d e v i c e s  
f o r  immunizing themse lves  a g a i n s t  t h e  p e r s o n a l  
c l a i m s  and e x p e c t a t i o n s  o f  o t h e r s .  

The s u p e r f i c i a l i t y ,  t h e  anonymity ,  and t h e  
t r a n s i t o r y  c h a r a c t e r  of u r b a n - s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  
make i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  a l s o ,  t h e  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  and 
t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  g e n e r a l l y  a s c r i b e d - t o  c i t y  d w e l l e r s . . . .  

The d i s t i n c t i v e  f e a t u r e s  of t h e  u rban  mode of  
l i f e  have o f t e n  been d e s c r i b e d  s o c i o l o g i c a l l y  a s  
c o n s i s t i n g  of  t h e  s u b s t i t u t i o n  o f  secondary  f o r  
p r i m a r y  c o n t a c t s ,  t h e  weakening o f  bonds o f  k i n -  
s h i p ,  and t h e  d e c l i n i n g  s o c i a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  
t h e  f a m i l y ,  t h e  d i s a p p e a r a n c e  of t h e  ne ighborhood,  
and  t h e  undermining of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  b a s i s  of  
s o c i a l  s o l i d a r i t y .  A l l  t h e s e  phenomena can be  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  v e r i f i e d  t h r o u g h  o b j e c t i v e  i n d i c e s  .... 

, 

I n  e f f e c t  u rban  s o c i o l o g i s t s  have  t e n d e d  t o  i n f e r  micro-  

s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  s o c i a l  ne tworks  based on i n f e r e n c e s  . 

from l a r g e - s c a l e  changes  i n  s o c i e t y  a s  t h e y  s h i f t  from Gemeinschaf t  

(or r u r a l  community) t o '  G e s e l l s c h a f t  (or u rban  s o c i e t y ) .  



~ u t  p e r h a p s  b e g i n n i n g  w i t h  B o t t ' s  ( 1 9 5 7 )  h i g h l y  

s u g g & s t i v e  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  c l o s e l y  k n i t  and i n t e n s i v e  k i n  

and f r i e n d  networks  o f  some twen ty  working c l a s s  f a m i l i e s  

i n  London, a  number o f  a u t h o r s  have  c o n t r i b u t e d  i n t e n s i v e  

case s t u d i e s  of  t h e  s o c i a l  ne tworks  of  v a r i o u s  p o p u l a t i o n s  

l i v i n g  i n  f a i r l y  c i r c u m s c r i b e d  u rban  neighborhoods . -  2/ one  

o f -  t h e . f u n d a m e n t a 1  i m p l i c a t i o n s  drawn from t h e s e  s t u d i e s  

h a s  been t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  i n  h e a v i l y  p o p u l a t e d ,  even 

economica l ly  d e p r e s s e d  s e c t i o n s  of  . the c i t y ,  r e s i d e n t s  

e n j o y  much more v i g o r o u s  and v i t a l  i n f o r m a l  s o c i a l  n e t -  

works t h a n  h a s  h i t h e r t o  been assumed, and t h e s e  ne tworks  

pe r fo rm many of t h e  same i m p o r t a n t  s o c i a l  f u n c t i o n s  a t t r i -  

bu ted  t o  them by a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s  s t u d y i n g  nonurban s o c i e t i e s .  

With t h e  " r e d i s c o v e r y "  o f  s o c i a l  net.works i n  u rban  

s o c i e t y  a n d ,  a d m i t t e d l y ,  t o  some e x t e n t  independen t  of 

t h i s  development ,  a  number of  wri ters  have  a t t e m p t e d  t o  

d e v e l o p  more f o r m a l ,  t h e o r e t i c a l  t r e a t m e n t s  o f  t h e  pro-  

p e r t i e s  o f  s o c i a l  ne tworks  a s  communication system.s and 

a s  mechanisms by which i n d i v i d u a l s  may be l i n k e d  i n t o  

t h e  l a r g e r  s o c i e t y  .u While some i m p o r t a n t  advances  have  

been made i n  d e v e l o p i n g  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  ne tworks ,  one  major  

c o n s t r a i n t  on such a  v e n t u r e ,  i n  my o p i n i o n ,  h a s  been 

t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  l i m i t e d  c r o s s - s e c t i o n a l  and  compara t ive  

d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  on u rban  p o p u l a t i o n s  i n  g e n e r a l .  Case 

s t u d i e s  a r e  e x c e l l e n t  v e h i c l e s  f o r  d e v e l o p i n g  i n t e r e s t i n g  

new working hypot .heses,  b u t  they  a r e  of  c o n s i d e r a b l y  more 



. . 
- l i m i t e d  v a l u e  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  g e n e r a l  f e a t u r e s  o f  

t h e  *phenomenon from t h e  i d i o s y n c r a t i c  f e a t u r e s  o f  t h e  

s p e c i f i c  c a s e .  For example, i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o '  know : .. 

t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which c l o s e l y  k n i t  n e t w o r k s . a r e  a ' s p e c i a l  

f e a t u r e  o f  s e t t l e d  worki.ng c l a s s  p o p u l a t i o n s  o f  p a r t i c u -  

l a r  e t h n i c  backgrounds ( t h e  g r o u p s  most  o f t e n  s t u d i e d  i n  

t h e s e  c a s e  s t u d i e s j  and t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e y  a r e  

commonly found th roughou t  t h e  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e  w i t h o u t  

r e g a r d  t o  soci.oeconomic s t a t . u s  o r  e t h n i e i t y ,  The f i n d -  

i n g s  r e p o r t e d  below shou ld  p r o v i d e  u s  w i t h  more s u i t a b l e  

" f i x e s "  on  t h e  g e n e r a l  f e a t u r e s  o f  i n f o r m a l  u r b a n  networks 

a t  l e a s t  f o r  t h e  w h i t e  p o p u l a t i o n .  

D e r i v i n g  from c e r t a i n  s u g g e s t i o n s  o f  George Simmel 

, and o t h e r s ,  t h e  p reced ing  c h a p t e r  f o c u s s e d  o u r  a t t e n t i o n  

on t h e  " f o r m a l "  p r o p e r t y  o f  f r i e n d s h i p  ne tworks  w i t h  

r e s p e c t  t o  t h e i r  c o m p o s i t i o n a l  homogeneity a s  i t  r e l a t e s  

t o  a  v a r i e t y  o f  demographic,  s o c i a l  and a t t i t u d i n a l  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  o u r  sample ,  I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  w e  s h a l l  

b e  concerned  w i t h  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  se t  o f  t h r e e  

f r i e n d s  and t h e  responden t  form a n  i n t e r r e l a t e d  g roup .  

I n  g a t h e r i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  r e s p o n d e n t ' s  t h r e e  c l o s e s t  

f r i e n d s ,  w e  a l s o  de te rmined  which o f  t h e  t h r e e  "nominated" 

f r i e n d s  w e r e  good f r i e n d s  of  one  a n o t h e r  (see Q 2 4  and 

425, Appendix - 1 .  W e  were t h u s  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  

c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  f r i e n d s h i p  ne twork of o u r  r e s p o n d e n t s  

a s  b e i n g  r a d i a l  o r  i n t e r l o c k i n g .  A r a d i a l  network i s  one . 

i n  which ego ( t h e  main r e s p o n d e n t )  engages  i n  t h r e e  d i s c r e t e  



d y a d i c  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  h i s  f r i e n d s  inasmuch a s  t h e y  a r e  n o t  

# f r i e n d s  of one a n o t h e r  and clo n o t  have  common i n t e r a c t i o n  

among themse lves ,  w h i l e  a n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  network i s  one i n  

which a t  l e a s t  two of t h e  f r i e n d s  a r e g o o d  f r i e n d s  of  one  

a n o t h e r  and have  common i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  ego.  Diagramat i -  

c a l l y  t h e s e  ne tworks  may b e  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  f o l l o w s :  

F i g u r e  1. Types o f  F r i e n d s h i p  Networks. 

Completely P a r t i a l l y  R a d i a l  
I n t e r l o c k i n g  I n t e r l o c k i n g  

.Legend,: E = Ego o r  Main Respondent 
A ,  B ,  C = F r i e n d s  A ,  B ,  and..C 

= F r i e n d s h i p  Link 

Although t h e r e  a r e  many f e a t u r e s  o f  o u r  i n q u i r y  t h a t  

must be  f r a n k l y  e x p l o r a t o r y ,  w e  do  have  a  number of  g e n e r a l  

e x p e c t a t i o n s  t h a t  w i l l  g u i d e  o u r  a n a l y s i s .  I n  g e n e r a l ,  w e  

e x p e c t  an  i n t e r l o c k i n g  network t o  b e  composed o f  a  se t  of 

i n d i v i d u a l s  who a r e  a l i k e  i n  a  number of i m p ~ r t a n t  s o c i a l  

r e s p e c t s  on t h e  grounds  t h a t  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  s o c i a l  a t t r i b u t e s  

t e n d s  t o  imply s i m i l a r i t y  of s o c i a l  a t t i t u d e s  and  p e r s o n a l i t y  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  These s i m i l a r i t i e s  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  develop-  

ment  of  common i n t i m a c y  s i n c e  a n  e x t e n s i v e ,  common set  of  



. . values ;  i n t e r e s t s  and concerns  a r e  l i k e l y , ' t o  be  shared  
. . .  -. 

. . .  
. . 

. . .  

' ( c f .  Newcomb, 1961; Davis,  1963: 451-459; Rosow,.1957; . 

. . 
. . 

. . 

S h i l s ,  1951) .  A s a l i e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  an  i n t i m a t e  

. . 
. . 
. . . face- to - face  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  e s p e c i a ' l l y  when- v o l u n t a r i l y  

, .  . 
. . . . - .  . .. c r e a t e d  and d i s s o l v e d  wi thou t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t  

as i n  marr iage  ( f r i e n d s  i n  a  s e n s e  con t inuous ly  choose..  
. . .  

. . . each . o t h e r ) ,  i s  t h e  minimizat ion o r  a t  l e a s t  s t r i c t  

r e g u l a t i o n  of hea ted  c o n f l i c t  and d i s s e n s i o n  among t h e  

p a r t i c i p a n t s .  F r i endsh ip  may a lmos t  be  d e f i n e d  as a 

. . consensual  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  S i m i l a r i c y  of r e l i g i o u s  o r  

p o l i t i c a l  v iews,  f o r  example, would tend  t o  reduce  t h e  

p o t e n t i a l  f o r  c o n f l i c t i n g  attitudes and op in ion .  

Radia l  networks,  - on t h e  o t h e r  hand, may b e  formed 

on some more s p e c i a l i z e d  b a s i s  ( e , g . ,  a  common i n t e r e s t  

i n  ches s ,  work a c t i v i t i e s ,  s p o r t s ,  e t c . )  . There i s  

l i t t l e  need f o r  un i fo rmi ty  of o p i n i o n s  a c r o s s  t h e  set 

of persons  inasmuch a s  they  do n o t  i n t e r a c t  w i t h  o t h e r  

t han  ego and he can t a i l o r  t h e  . i n t e r a c t i o n a l  exchange t o .  

f i t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  dyadic  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  Consequently,  t h e  

. .  . 
. . a l t e r s  can be  cons ide rab ly  more d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  o r  he te ro-  - 

. . . . . . 

geneous i n  impor tan t  s o c i a l  r e s p e c t s  a l t h o u g h , ' o f  cou r se , .  

they  do n o t  have t o  be s o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d .  - 
People  i n  r a d i a l  networks a r e ,  moreover, l i k e l y  t o  

have a  r e l a t i v e l y  lower a f f e c t i v e  involvement and commit- 

ment t o  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  w l th  a l t e r s . b e c a u s e  t h e  set  of 



. . 

. . . . -  
. .  . 

common i n t e r e s t s - a n d  concerns  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be  more. 
. . 

s e v e r e l y  c i r cumsc r ibed  and l i m i t e d  by v i r t u e  o f  t h e  
. .. . . 

g r e a t e r  l i k e l i h o o d  of d i f f e r i n g  s t a t u s e s  compris ing . . 

t h e  networks ,  The exchange o f  i n t i m a t e  i n fo rma t ion  

.about  o n e s e l f  i s  more p rob l ema t i c  when t h e r e  i s  un - -  

. . 
. . c e r t a i n t y  abou t  t h e  e v a l u a t i v e  s t a n d a r d s  t h a t  may b e  

.employed by  a l t e r  who i s  d i f f e r e n t  from ego i n  impor t an t  
i 

s o c i a l  r e s p e c t s .  Persons  of v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  s t a t u s  

a t t r i b u t e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  have d i f f e r i n g  s - t andards  f o r  

e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  same in fo rma t ion  (cf, Bere l son ,  e t  a l . ,  

1954, on c r o s s - p r e s s u r e s  on v o t e  i n t e n t i o n s ;  Tu rne r ,  

1965) .  Consequent ly ,  r e l h t i o n s  11'1 r a d i a l  s t r u c t u r e s  

are l i k e l y  t o  be  weaker I n  a f f e c t i v e  involvement and 

more f u n c t i o n a l l y  s p e c i f i c ;  w h i l e  r e l a t i o n s  i n  i n t e r l o c k -  

i n g  networks a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be  much more a f f e c t i v e  and 

4 /  f u n c t i o n a l l y  d i f f u s e . -  

W e  may f u r t h e r  e x p e c t  t h a t  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  main- 

-: . t enance  of  a  r a d i a l  network i s  inhe ren t . l y .more  d i f f i c u l t  
, . 

. . ,  

.. . . . . . .  , : . .  . and compl ica ted  f o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t h a n  t h e  maintenance , . 
. .  . . . .  . . . 

. . . . . . of a n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  network because  o f  t h e  need t o  ba l ance  . .. 
. . . . 

. . . ._ . 

. . c o n f l i c t i n g  demands and e x p e c t a t i o n s .  Consequent ly ,  w e  " 

. . 
. . . : .  

. e x p e c t  t h a t ,  ho ld ing  educa. t iona1 a t t a i n m e n t  cons tank ,  
. . 

. p e r s o n s  i n  r a d i a l  networks a r e  l i k e l y '  t o  have g r e a t e r '  
, . 

i n t e l l e c t u a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  t h a n  p e r s o n s  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  

. networks .  



~ e t w o r k s  h a v i n g  h i g h  e m o t i o n a l  involvement  f o r  t h e  

i n d i v i d u a l ;  a  r e l a t i v e l y  m o n o l i t h i c  se t  of  e x p e c t a t i o n s  . 

(due  t o  t h e  conpnonaJi t ies  of  t h e  components) ,  and h i g h  

f r e q u e n c i e s  o f  c o n t a c t  shou ld  be more e f f e c t i v e  mechan,isms 

o f  social  i n £  l u e n c e  on ego t h a n  t h o s e  t h a x  a r e  " d i s o r g a n i z e d "  

w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  g i v e n  s o c i a l  p e r s p e c t i v e s  and  r e l a t i v e l y  

l a c k i n g  i n  p e r s o n a l  invo lvements .  .Consequent ly ,  w e  would 

e x p e c t  a t t i t u d e s  of p e r s o n s  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks  t o  

b e  more " d e c i s i v e "  t h a n  t h o s e  of p e r s o n s  i n  r a d i a l  n e t -  

works .?/ For  example, persons i n i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks  

. s h o u l d  b e  more l i k e l y , t o  have  e x p l i c i t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s .  . . . . . . 
. . 

. . 
w i t h  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  t h a n  chose  i:n r a d i a l '  ne tworks ,  . . 

, . . . 

. ' g i v e n  t h e  e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  i n t e r l O c k i n g  networks  a r e  
. , 

. . 
. l i k e l y  t o ,  be more p o l i t i c a l l y  homogeneous' t h a n ' r a d i a l  . . .. . 

. .  . . . 
. . . . 

. networks .  1.n s h o r t ,  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks  s h o u l d  s e r v e  . ' . . 
. . 

as more e f f e c t i v e  g roup  anchors fo r  o p i n i o n s  and a t t i t u d e s  
. . 

. '- t h a n  r a d i a l  ne tworks  ( c f  .' K e l l e y  and  . . V o l k a r t ,  1952; 
. . 

. . . . 
. F e s t i n g e r ,  1 9 5 0 ) .  

I n  a  more s p e c u l a t i v e  v e i n ,  w e  a r g u e  t h a t  r a d i a l  

ne tworks  a r e  i n  some s e n s e  more flexible and,  c o n s e q u e n t l y ,  

more a d a p t i v e  t o  t h e  demands o f  a  modern i n d u s t r i a l  s o c i e t y  

t h a t  i s  undergo ing  c o n t i n u o u s  s o c i a l  change and i n  which 

many of i t s  p e r s o n n e l  a r e  l i k e l y  t o , b e  h i g h l y  m o b i l e ,  

b o t h . g e o g r a p h i c a ' l l y  and s o c i a l l y .  The f o r m a t i o n  o f  

f r i e n d s h i p  t ies  on f u n c t i o n a l l y  more s p e c i f i c  c r i t e r i a  may 



f a c i l i t a t e  a n  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a d a p t a t i o n  t o  new s o c i a l  

c i r o u m s t a n c e s  ( c f .  E i s e n s t a d t ,  1 5 5 4 ;  B lau ,  1956 ;  

Whyte, 1 9 5 6 ) .  Consequen t ly ,  soc i . a : l ly  m o b i l e  p e r s o n s .  

s h o u l d  be more l i k e l y  t o  have  r a d i a l  ne tworks .  I n t e r -  

l o c k i n g  networks  s h o u l d  b e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  more l o c a l -  

i s t i c  and a s c r i p t i v e  o r i e n t a t i o n s  o f  ego  and s h o u l d  b e  

r o o t e d  i n  long- term neighborhood a s s q c i a t i o n s  and 

a s c r i p t i v e  t i es  of k i n s h i p  and common e t h n o - r e l i g i o u s  

backgrounds  ( c f .  Gans, 1 3 6 2 ,  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  i n t i m a t e  

r e l a t i o n s  among working c l a s s  I t a l o - R q e r i c a n s ;  B o t t ,  

1 9 5 7 ) .  To summarize our  s p e c u l a t i o n s  ln t e r m s  o f  t h e  

p a t t e r n  v a r i a b l e s ,  r a d l a l  ne tworks  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  

b e  f u n c t i o n a l l y  s p e c i f i c ,  u n i v e r s a l i s t i c ,  a f f e c t i v e l y  

more n e u t r a l ,  and performance-  o r  ach ievement -o r i en ted ;  

w h i l e  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  b e  
. . 

f u n c t i o n a l l y  d i f f u s e ,  p a r t i , c u l a r i ~ t i c ,  a f f e c t i v e ,  and  . . .  

6 /  . . 
. . q u a l i t y -  or a s c r i p t i o n - o r i e n t e d . -  . . 

. . 

The s c h e m a t i c  d iagram i n  F i g u r e  2 a t t e m p t s  t o  
. . . , summarize o u r  model o f  t h e  h y p o t h e s i z e d  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  . : . . 

I n s e r t  F i g u r e  2 a b o u t  h e r e  

..among v a r i o u s  f e a t u r e s  of a n  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  p e r s o n a l i t y  and 

s o c i a l  p o s i t i o n ,  s t x u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  h i s  non- 

k in-based "p r imary  envi ronment"  and  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

p o l i t i c s ,  e t h n i c  i d e n t i t y ' a n d  work t h a t  migh t  b e  presumed 
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c u r r e p t  gogifil envirorwent .  W e  might i p f o ~ a l l y  
, . 

' I .  

q$sr ,acter izp tee . madel . a s  a p a t h  diagravu . (cf . . 4qq=aq, : 

i966bi .  .. - a s  it f o l l o ~ s .  thq ' l o ~ i a  qvid 'cqnv!ve,itiRns . , 9: ~ p f h  ' . 

anaqyyis ' whgreby causq l  f l i r e c t i o n . .  I betwe90 '. two , v a p i a b l e s  . ,. . .. 

are indicated by shgle-h9adq.d .arrowq, doub$e;.Q~adM. , . 
I 

arrows i q d i c q t e  t h e  thq model makes pq agsumptioqs about 

thq , .  . c a u s a l  , . Q r d e r i n g b e t r e e n  , . .  variablqs so c o ~ n e c t e f l ~ .  and 
. . .  . . . . , , . , 

the ~ . a ~ / ~ b l e q  = r q ' a r r a n g G d  'alopg a dimgn&n df tempose!, 
. 

an4 cquqal p r i o r t t y  from l e f t  to  r i g h t .  B t r i c t l y  s p e a k i ~ g ,  
. . 

howeveq, , .  . i t  i s  ' n o t .  patp dipgram because . . 9 n y b e r '  o f ,  . thg . . . 
. . 

path , coe f f i c r i ep t s  for t h e  model from t h e  datg we y i l l  

p rov ide  q u s e f u l  t h e q r e t i c a l  overview f o r  l n t q g r e t j n g  

the qomplex set of f i n d i n g s  fo b e  digoupspd bgqoy? 

p j t h  $hese g e n e r a l  I c o n g i d ~ r a t i o p q  avg q p e c t a t i o n 4  

i n  mind, w e  s h a l l  a t tempt  t(, answeF thrqe qen9fgl  qr)~~t!4?nf?: 

( 4  pa i q t g r l o c k i n ?  and radial, ngtwqrbs d$ffer- 

enfiqlly d i s t r i b u t e d  1~ thq populat ian w i f h  . 

' 

. . , . 
. . respecf  to. d m o g r a ~ h i c ,  s o c i g ~ p p a m f c  an4 , . '  

. . p e r s o n a l i t y  ~ ~ h a s a c t e r i s t i c s  of ~eqpondent s?  I . 
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proces ses ,  which p l a c e  v e r y  s h a r p . c o n s t r a i n t s  and l imi -  . . -  . . . .  , . . . . . . . .  . . . . :. L . . .  : .?. _ . _ . , .  

. . .  ... . ._ 
t a t i o n s  on a c t i v e  i n d i v i d u a l  cho ice  i n  " c r e a t i n g " .  h i s .  .. . . . .  . . . .  : -,: e ;.-.! . 

. . .  , .  . _  . 
r l  , 

s o c i a l  environment,  a r e  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  de t e rminan t s  o f  . L s .. 

t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  For example, o c c u p a t i o n a l . .  
..' . . . . . .  

. . .  
. . . . 

- 
- .  a c t i v i t y  o r  t h e  s o c i a l  ecology of  t h e  neighborhood i n  

. . 

. . 
which t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  l i v e s  w i l l y n i l l y  i n v a l v e s  him i n .  ' . 

. . . . 
- . .  . . . . .  . . 

, . p h y s i c a l  c o n t a c t s  and s o c i a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  meet . ' *  ' . .  . . . '  . . 
. . 

. . . : . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . , . '  . , . . .  
. . . . .  . . p r o s p e c t i v e  f r i e n d s . .  ' H i s  v a l u e s ,  a t t i t u d e s  and h a b i t s -  '-. 

. . . .  . . , . 
. . . . . . : :  . . 

. . . . .  , 

become congruent  w i t h  t h o s e  expected i n  t h e  group  i n  . . . . . . . .  .. . 
. . . . . .  . . 

survey  d a t a  p rov ides  l i t t l e  i n fo rma t ion  t o  e n a b l e  one 

t o  de te rmine  which model i s  more a p p r o p r i a t e  i n  a given-  

ca se .  
. . . .  . . . . .  . . 

_ + .  . .  . . .  . . 
My t h e o r e t i c a l  p r e d i l e c t i o n s  i n c l i n e  me toward t h e .  . . . . .  . . .  

. . . . 

' l s t r u c t u r a l i s t "  p o i n t  of view where f o r c e s  t y p i c a l l y  

beyond t h e  c o n t r o l  of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  a r e  regarded a s  

. . provid ing  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i v e  c a u s a l  f o r c e  r a t h e r  t h a n  
. . . . .  . . . . . .  

. . . . .  . . . : . ' . . t h e  converse  n o t i o n  where t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  e s s e n t i a l l y  
. : . c  . , . . 

. . 
. . . . 

. . 

. . . .  . . .  
. . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . : . .  . * . . . .  . ,  . , . ' . creates h i s  primary environment t o  r e f l e c t  h i s  pre-  . . ... . .  - 

. . . . . .  .. _ _  . ._  - 
. . 

. -,<.. . . ..'.f:.,. . 
. . . .  ........ e x i s t i n g  needs  and o r i e n t a t i o n s .  There  i s  no doubt  .. .::?- .- 

. . .  
. 7. . , -..-;;:I. .- 

.- . . . . 
. . .  . .  . . . . . .  
. . >  

3 .  

. . .  ... . . . . . .  . . .  . .  , t h a t  t h e  " r e a l  world" i s  probably a  mix tu re  o f  t h e s e  : _ .  . . . ... ' 

two p roces ses .  But t h e  schema p o r t r a y e d  i n  F igu re  2 , . . . . . ... . . . . 

. . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . .  i s  r e f l e c t i v e  of t h e  s t r u c t u r a l i s t  presumption;  t h e  . . 

. . 

r e a d e r  i s  warned t h a t  t h e  c r o s s - s e c t i o n a l  n a t u r e  of  t h e  



. .  . _ , .  . . . .. . 
. . d a t a  precludes an' e x p l i c i t  test o f . t h i s  presumption. 

. . . . . 
. . . . 

. . 
. . . Of course ,  t h e r e  is  no reason why s o c i a l  f o r c e s  must.. 

. . 
. . -. . . L 

.. - .. . . . 
. .. .' . . . n e a t l y  p a r a l l e l  each o the r  i n  any  c a s e .  Contingencies 

:. .. . . . . . 
. . . .  . 

. . .  making i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks l i k e l y  may be q u i t e  ran-.  

domly d i s t r i b u t e d  among socioeconomic s t a t u s  l e v e l s  

whi le  t h e  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  of one type  of network over 

another  may vary more d i r e c t l y  wi th  p e r s o n a l i t y  char- 

a c t e r i s t i c s ,  e .g . ,  need f o r  autonomy, and world views 

(see Chapter - below). 

Before tu rn ing  t o  t h e  f i n d i n g s ,  it is  u s e f u l  t o  

d e s c r i b e  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of types  of networks f o r  t h e  

e n t i r e  sample. Table 1 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  27 percent  of 
. . 

. . .  . . :: . t h e  men a r e  i n  completely:interlockiqg networks ( a l l  
. .  . . .  . 

. . . .. . . .  . 
. . .  . . ' three f r i e n d s  a r e  good' f r i e n d s  o f  one. a n o t h e r )  and 

another  4 2  pe rcen t  have a t  l e a s t  two f r i e n d s  who a r e  

good f r i e n d s  of one anorthere Only 3J  percen t  a r e  i n  
. . 

. . . b o m p i e t e l y r a d i a l  networks. The e n t i r e  a q a l y s i s  des- 
. . 

. . . . , . 
. ! 

, '  c r i b e d  below was f i r s t  performed oy! t h e s e  t h r e e  types.  
. .  . 

: I 
. . . . .  

.. . . ' . .  of neeworks: completely i n t e r l o c k i n g ,  p a r t i a l l y  i n t e r -  
. . .  . . . . 

lqcking,  and r a d i a l  ' ( s e e  Figure 1 above).. Rarely were 

t h e r e  any: s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s  between completely 
. . 

. . . . 
. .  . %  . . 

. . .. and p a r t i a l l y .  in t e r lock ing .  networks ' when compared t o  
. .  . . . . . 

. : 
. . .  

:. . r a d i a l  networks. Consequently, fo r  t h e  Purposes of 
. . . . . . . . 

t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  t h e  completely a n d  ? a r t i a l l y  i n t e r l o c k i n g  
. . 

'networks w i l l  b e  t r e a t e d  a s  a s i n g l e  category.  



. ::. 
,.,.;:,. . , ... . .- . . 

. jy ..,., . . '  
:<!, ' . - I . .  .f . . . . . - 

.. .," < r, . . 
, .,= . . . ... . Tab le  1. Types-of  F r i endsh ip  Networks. (Answers t o  .. .. . . 

. , # .  . : Q25, "Of your t h r e e  b e s t  f r i e n d s ,  how many 
.;: z, .. . . . 

.:. .- .- of them a r e  good f r i e n d s  w i t h  one ano the r?" ) .  ;. ... . . . a  . 
. .. *. , . 

. . . . . . 
:, , , .  . . . . , . .'._ . . .  

Percen t  
... 
. < .  
.," . . 

, ... . . A l l  t h r e e  of them (com i n t e r l o c k i n g )  ::? 69% ,.:. 
. . $  :.. . . AB, 'AC, o r  BC ( p a r t i a l l y  
.:. . .. AB,AC; BA,BC; o r  CA.,CB i n t e r l o c k i n g )  2 

. .i . 
. . .  None o f  them ( r a d i a l )  3 1  
. . ,. .. 

T o t a l  . . 
. . 100% 

T o t a l  N 988 
Not a s c e r t a i n e d  1 2  
No f r i e n d s  r e p o r t e d  1 3  
Sample t o t a l  1 ,013 

. . . . .  , 

. , 
I ' 

. . An Aside on Method: Mul- t ip le  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Analys i s  
. . 

. . . . 
. .  . 

. . . . .  . . . . For much of t h e  a n a l y s i s  which fo l lows ,  w e  s h a l l  be  
. . 

. . .  
. ... 

. . 
. . 

r e g a r d i n g  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks . a s  a dichotomous depend- 
. . . . ., . 

. . . . 

. .  . ' . e n t  v a r i a b l e .  We s h a l l  examine t h i s  v a r i a b l e ' s  r e l a t i o n -  
. . 

. . 

. . . . 
s h i p  t o  a number of demographic and s o c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  , 

. , I 

. . .  i n c l u d i n g  , r e l i g i o u s  p r e f e r e n c e ,  e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a inmen t ,  
. . , . 

.. . : . . . .: _ .  . : . . 
. . 

. . occupa t ion ,  age and s o  on. Not on ly  a ' re  t h e s e  independent 
. .  . . .  . 

. . . . . .  . 
. . . .  . . . . . ' v a r i a b l e s  c o r r e l a t e d  among themselves  (which poses .ques-  

. . 

. . . . 
. . t i o n s  about  each v a r i a b l e ' s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  dependent 

. . 
. . . . . . . .  . . ' . , v a r i a b l e  "ne t "  of t he  e f f e c t s  of t h e  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  

. . 
. . 

. . 

. . may be c o r r e l a t e d  wi th  t h e  independent.  v a r i a b l e  under 

examina t ion ) ,  b u t  a l s o  some of ' t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  q u a l i -  . . .  

, '.. t a t i v e  (e .g . ,  r e l i g i o n )  r a t h e r  t h a n  con t inuous ly  ordered  

. . 



a long .  some scale ( e .g . ,  f ami ly  income).  Consequently,  

mulYiple r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s ,  whlch assumes, among 

o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  t h e  presence  of l i n e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

- among t h e  independent  and dependent  v a r i a b l e s , .  i s  

. s 

. i n a p p r o p r i a t e .  

The major a n a l y t i c a l  t o o l  t o  be  employed is  t h e  

t echn ique  of m u l t i p l e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a n a l y s i s  ( H i l l ,  

1959; P e l z  and Andrews, 1961; Morgan, e t  a l . ,  1962: 

f Andrews, 1963; Andrews, Morgan and Sonquis t ,  1967) ,  a 

m u l t i v a r i a t e  t echnique  t h a t  can be  used t o  examine t h e  
. .  . 

I . .  ' 

. .  . . . r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a p r e d i c t o r  ( independent)  v a r i a b l e  

and a dependent variable or t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 

each  of a set of p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  and a dependent 

v a r i a b l e  ho ld ing  t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  remaining p r e d i c t o r s  

c o n s t a n t .  While o p e r a t i n g  i n  p r i n c i p l e  s i m i l a r  t o  

a n a l y s i s  of  v a r i a n c e  and m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  t echn iques  

. . 
w i t h  respect t o  i t s  a d d i t i v e  assumptions  ( c f .  Fennessy,  

.. . . . . . 
1968) ,  its advantage ove r  a n a l y s i s  o f  v a r i a n c e  t echn iques  

. . . is  t h a t  t h e ,  p r e d i c t o r s  can be c o r r e l a t e d  wh i l e ,  u n l i k e  
. . . . 

. .  . . . r e g r e s s i o n  t echn iques ,  p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  may b e  i n  a 

. . 
form a s  weak as  t h e  nominal l e v e l  of measurement. The 

. . 
. . t w o  major c o n s t r a i n t s  o f  m u l t i p l e ~ c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a n a l y s i s  

. . .  a r e  t h a t  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  must be e i t h e r  a dichotomy 

. . . . o r  an  i n t e r v a l  s c a l e ,  w h i l e . n o  p r e d i c t o r s  s h o u l d . b e  s o  

. h i g h l y  c o r r e l a t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  is .complete over lapping  on  

- -  any c a t e g o r i e s .  



To determine t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between an independ- 

e n t O a n d  a  dependent v a r i a b l e ,  t h e  computer r o u t i n e  

y i e l d s  ( i n  a d d l t i o n  t o  t h e  N and t h e  pe r  c e n t  of t h e  
. - 

. . t o t a l )  t h e  mean va lue  of t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  f o r  

each category of each p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e ,  thus  allow- 

ing  one t o  see  whether ' t h e  re l .a t ionship  is  p o s i t i v e ,  

negat ive ,  o r  c u r v i l h e a r .  The program a l s o  y i e l d s  an 
. . 
. . 

. . . . e t a  c o e f f i c i e n t  (or cor t -e la t ion  r a t i o ) ,  t h e  square of 
.. . 

which i n d i c a t e s  t h e  proport ion of t h e  t o t a l  va r i ance  

i n  t h e  dependent va r i ab l e  accoui~ted  f o r  by t h e  e f f e c t  

of  each p r e d i c t o r  v a r l a b l e  considered by i t s e l f .  When 

m u l t i p l e  p r e d i c t o r s  a r e  u s e d ,  t h e  program y i e l d s  an 

ad jus ted  mean g iv ing  t h e  mean va lue  of t h e  dependent 

v a r i a b l e  f o r  each category of t h e  p r e d i c t o r ,  con t ro l -  

. . l i n g  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  remainder of t h e  .set of 

. -. p r e d i c t o r s .  , ,  . 

Other ou tpu t  inc ludes  - a n  ad jus ted  m u l t i p l e  cor re-  

' .  , 
l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  , whi-ch, when squared, y i e l d s  t h e  p r o -  

p o r t i o n  of va r i ance  i n  the  dependent v a r i a b l e  accounted 

f o r  by a l l  of t h e  predictox va r i ab les ' cons ide r . ed  simultan-. 

eous ly ,  t h e  t o t a l  sum of squares ,  t h e  t o t a l  explained 

sum of squares ,  and t h e  r e s i d u a l  sum of squares .  From 
. . 

. . 

' 

t h e s e  s t a ' t i s t i c s ,  a v a r i e t y  of F-tests can be computed,. 

. ( c f . ,  Andrews,   organ, snd Sonquis t ,  1967: 99-100, f o r  

computing formulae) to t e s t  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  



-.'< . 
, '  . ' . . ' 

;., . . .. .. ' of v a r i o u s  summary s t a t i s t i c s ,  such a g . t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  . . : 8 :. . . . ,.. 
r a t i o  a n d . t h e  n e t  increment of a n  a d d i t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e  

i n  t h e  m u l t i v a r i a t e  model ., 

The Findings  

. . 
. . Turning t o  t h e  f i r s t  of t h e  t h r e e  g e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n s  

. . 

posed . above, . w e  can determine from Table  2 t h a t  on ly  one. 
. . 

of  t h e  seven demographic and s o c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

Tab le  2.  C o r r e l a t i o n  Katlos ( E t a s )  of S e l e c t e d  
Demographic and Social C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
of Respondents and The i r  Involvement i n  
a n  I n t e r l o c k i n g  or Radia l  Network. 

7 - 

Demographic and Social 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s #  E t a s  

Number of g e n e r a t i o n s  In t h e  U.S. 
( p a t e r n a l  l l n e )  ( 2 )  .005 

Age ( 4 )  .071 
Broad r e l i g i o u s  p re fe rence  ( 4 )  .114** 
E t h n i c  Group ( ) 
~ d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a inmen t  ( 6 )  .089 
Occupation (7 .061 
Propor t ion  of l l f e  s p e n t  i n  

D e t r o i t  (5) .088 

#The number of c a t e g o r i e s  employed i n  each.  p r e d i c t o r  . . 

v a r i a b l e  i s  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h e  p a r e n t h e s i s .  ' . .. 

. . .  . . 

*p less than  .05. . . - .  . . . 
**p less than  .01. . . . . . . 

. . .  

t h e  respondents  cons idered  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  

the '  t ype  of network--namely, t h a t  of  broad r e l i g i o u s  . 

p r e f e r e n c e .  Holding a l l  t h e  o t h e r  p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  
./ 



"constant! ' ,  75 p e r c e n t  of . t h e .  C a t h o l i c s  and, 77 p e r c e n t  . ,. . . .  

. . .. 
' of  i h e  J e w s  w e r e  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks wh i l e  o n l y  . . 

, . 

. . 
, . .  

' . '. . .. 
" .: . . . . . . . 63 p e r c e n t  of t h e  p r o t e s t a n t s  and 62  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  , . . .  

"o the r "  r e l i g i o u s  ca t ego ry  w e r e  i n  c l o s e l y  k n i t  ne t -  

works. Not on ly  a r e . t h e r e  no ze ro  o r d e r  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  

o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  on t h e  type  of  network f avo red ,  b u t  a l l  

of  them t o g e t h e r  make no s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  

t h e  exp la ined  sum of squa re s  once t h e  n e t  e f f e c t s  of  

r e l i g i o u s  p r e f e r e n c e  a r e  t aken  i n t o  account .  

This  i s  a  puzz l ing  and impor tan t  r e s u l t  a s  one 

would c e r t a i n l y  expec t  t h a t  a  man's e t h n i c  group member- 

. . s h i p ,  r e l a t i v e  socioeconomic s t a n d i n g  and age  would 

' . a l s o  be  of  some importance de te rmin ing  t h e  form of 
.. . 

h i s  f r i e n d s h i p  network. F i r s t ,  it is  noteworthy t h a t  

. , . . :  it is  C a t h o l i c  r e l i g i o u s  a f f i l i a t i o n  p e r  s,e t h a t  a f f e c t s  

t h e  t ype  of  network and n o t  t h e  recency  of  a r r i v a l  o f  

t h e  man's f ami ly  (i .e, , g e n e r a t i o n s  . i n  t h e  u n i t e d  states) 

or  s p e c i f i c  e t h n i c  a f f i l i a t i o n .  Many d e s c r i p t i v e  s t u d i e s  

o f  t h e  behavior  of working c l a s s  members o f  v a r i o u s  

e t h n i c  and r a c i a l  groups ( i n c l u d i n g  t h o s e  of  Whyte 

. . (1943), Gans (1962) ,  Liebow (1967) ,  and S u t t l e s  (1968) ) 

. . have s t r e s s e d  t h e  i n t e n s i v e  and c l o s e l y  k n i t  n a t u r e  o f  

, t h e i r  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  Su re ly  w e  would have 

. . expected t o  f i n d  t h a t .  second-genera t i o n  Americans wou-ld 

be more l i k e l y  t o  have i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks s i n c e  t h e y  



.. . 

- m a n i f e s t  s t r o n g e r  e thnic-based a f f i l i a t i o n s  t h a n  later-.. 

. g e n e r a t i o n .  Americans (see preced ing  c h a p t e r  on t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n  of homogeneous e thno . r e l i g ious  f r i e n d s h i p .  

groups and g e n e r a t i o n s  i n  t.he U, S.) 
. . 

Secondly,  w e  would have supposed t h a t  younger 

men i n  t h e i r  t w e n t i e s  wo~ild have c l o s e r  and more 

in t e r connec ted  t i e s  with i r i e n d s  t h a n  o l d e r  men who 
. . 

are more involved  w i t h  f a m i l y  and occupa t iona l  res- . . 

. . 
. . 

, . p o n s i b i l - i t i e s  and p~:'esuriiabl.y have less t i m e  t o  devo te  
. . 

t o  a c t i v i t i e s  wi th  f r i e n d s .  (See Chapter  - above 

t h a t  r e p o r t s  younger men as having c l o s e r  t i es  w i t h  

f r i e n d s  t han  o l d e r  men, ) CJhl.le t h e  p a t t e r n  of n e t  

e f f e c t s  on age  does  conform with t h i s  e x p e c t a t i o n ,  it 

i s  n o t  s t r o n g  enough t o  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

T h i r d l y ,  t h e s e  same o b s e r v e r s  and o t h e r s  (e .g . ,  

. . 
B o t t ,  1957; Young and WiPimot.t, 1957) w o u l d ' a l s o  sug- 

g e s t  t h a t  working c l a s s  rnen.should be  more l i k e l y  t o  

form more t i g h t l y  k n i t  networks t han  middle  and upper 

middle  c l a s s  men because t h e i r  f r i e n d s h i p s  are more 
. . 

, l i k e l y  t o  be neighborhood based making. i n t e r l o c k i n g  

networks more probable .  Bu t  n e i t h e r  e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a i n -  
. . 

.' . . .  ment nor  occupa t ion  i s  re lated t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  forma- 
. . 

. t i o n  of  i n t e r l o c k i n g  and r a d i a l  networks.  Tha t  is, a  

s t r o n g  m a j o r i t y  of  men, i.e, ,. 69 p e r c e n t ,  a t  eve ry  c l a s s  

. . l e v e l  (however indexed) appear  t o  form c l o s e l y  k n i t  networks.. 
. . 



-\ . 
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: .  F i n a l l y ,  we.would expec t  t h a t  t h e  l onge r  a man. l i v e d  
m .  

: . , . i n  one p l a c e ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  t i m e  a l o n e  would enab le  
5 ;  . 

. . h i s  i n t i m a t e  a s s o c i a t e s  t o  come t o  know one  ano the r .  . .  

. . :  
Apparent ly  the '  weaving of c l o s e l y  k n i t  networks r e q u i r e s  

t 

r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  t i m e  t o  be  completed.  (An examination 
, . 

of  t h e  p a t t e r n  of n e t  e f f e c t s  of  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  of l i f e  

s p e n t  i n  . D e t r o i t  does conform w i t h  t h i s  "oppor tun i ty r1  

. hypo thes i s ,  b u t  i s  n o t  of s u f f i c i e n t  magnitude t o  
. , 

a c h i e v e  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  Men of less t h a n  f i v e  y e a r s  

r e s i d e n c e  i n  D e t r o i t  do appear t o  be  somewhat less 

l i k e l y  t o  be i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks t h a n  men o f  

l onge r  r e s i d e n c e .  ) 
'. . 

. A s  a f i n a l  obse rva t ion  on "background" c h a r a c t e r -  

. . 
. .  , 

istics,  w e  should no te  ou r  s p e c u l a t i o n  t h a t  i n t e r -  
. . . . 

. . 
. g e n e r a t i o n a l  occupa t iona l  m o b i l i t y  should  be  a s s o c i a t e d  

. . .  
.. . w i t h  t h e .  t ype -  of  f r i e n d s h i p  network on t h e  grounds t h a t  

s u b s t a n t i a l  upward o r  downward movement i n  occupa t iona l  

s t a t u s  from f a t h e r  t o  son ( t h e  respondent )  i n v o l v e s  

. . 
major changes i n  the .  na ture .  of s o c i a l  c o n t a c t s  a v a i l a b l e  

. . . t o  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  and should l e a d  t o  a more s o c i a l l y  

. ' ,  .he te rogeneous  set of f r i e n d s h i p s , ' s o m e  of  which w e r e  

, ,. . formed. a t  t h e  man's s t a t u s  o f  o r i g i n  and some a t  h i s  , 

s t a t u s  of  d e s t i n a t i o n .  The f o r m a t i o n ' o f  a n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  

network should  be  more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  s o c i a l l y  mobile 
. .. 
. .. ( c f .  E i s e n s t a d t ,  1954; Blau, 1956) .  But w e  found t h a t  



2 . .  
. . - t h e r e  was simply no zero-order  o r  h ighe r  o r d e r  (wi th  

e d u c a t i o n  and ' r e l i g i o n  c o n t r o l l e d )  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
. . 

. . 
.. . . i n t e r g e n e r a t i o n a l  m o b i l i t y  and t h e  t ype .  of  network. 
, . 

, . 

. . I n  a rgu ing  t h a t  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  maintenance of  a  

, . .  r a d i a l  network i s  i n h e r e n t l y  more d i f f i c u l t  and compli- 

. .. .. c a t e d  f o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t h a n  t h e  maintenance of  an  

i n t e r l o c k i n g  network because of  t h e  g r e a t e r  need t o  

ba l ance  c o n f l i c t i n g  demands and e x p e c t a t i o n s  a r i s i n g  

frpm a more heterogeneous set of f r i e n d s ,  w e  concluded 

. . . . .  a b y g  t h a t ,  ' n e t  of e d u c a t i o n a l  d i f f e r e n c e s , . p e r s o n s  i n  
.. . 

. . 
. .  . 

r a d i a l  networks a r e  l i k e l y  t o  have g r e a t e r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
. . 

. .  . . c a p a b i l i t i e s  t han  persons  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks. W e  

measured " i n t e l l e c t u a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s "  w i t h  t h e  13-'item- 

.' S i m i l a r i t i e s  S u b t e s t  of t h e  Wechsler Adul t  I n t e l l i g e n c e  

S c a l e  ( c f .  Q70, Appendix -) ,I' c o n t r a s t i n g  those  who 

sco red  i n  t h e  bottom t h i r d  of  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i t h  

t h o s e  i n  t h e  average and above ave rage  t h i r d s .  The 

zero-order c o r r e l a t i o n  r a t i o  i s  .080 (p  (. 02) w i th  men 

scoring i n  t h e  bottom t h i r d  be ing  more l i k e l y  t o  be 

iq i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks. While j u s t  f a i l i n g  t o  ach ieve  

. .  . s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  when e d u c a t i o n a l  and r e l i g i o u s  

' d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  t aken  i n t o  accoun t ,  t h e  p a t t e r n . r e m a i n s .  

For  h igh  school  g radua te s  a l o n e ,  85 p e r c e n t  of t h e  men 

s c o r i n g  i n  t h e  lowest  t h i r d  w e r e  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  ne t -  

w ~ r k s  w h i l e  on ly  67 pe rcen t  of  t h e  men i n  t h e ' u p p e r  two- 

t h i r d s  were i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks ( p ( . O O 1 ) .  



. . 
. . W e  may now t u r n  t o  t h e  second g e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n :  

. . 
do  @these .ne tworks .  d i f f e r  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  w i t h  r e s p e c t  

. . 

. . 
I '  t o  t h e i r  composi t ion ( i .e. ,  s i m i l a r i t y  o r  d i s s i m i l a r i t y "  

. . 
of  s o c i a l  a t t r i b u t e s  of  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s ) ,  f r e q u e n c i e s  

. . 

: , .  and, s i tes  of i n t e r a c t i o n  and l e v e l s  of in t imacy? Each 

. '  of  t h e s e  network characteristic's may be  expected t o  

a f f e c t  t h e  manner i n  which e g o ' s  f r i e n d s  i n f l u e n c e  h i s  

. . v a l u e s  and a t t i t u d e s .  Tab le  3 summarizes t h e  zero-order  

. cor re l ' a t ion  r a t i o s .  

Table  3 .  C o r r e l a t i o n s .  R a t i o s  ( E t a s )  o f  S e l e c t e d  
F e a t u r e s  of F r i e n d s h i p  Networks and T h e i r  
I n t e r l o c k i n g  o r  Rad ia l  Cha rac t e r .  

. . 

F e a t u r e s  of  F r i e n d s h i p  Networks# E t a s  
. . 

. . 

Number of  F r i ends  Residing i n  t h e  
Neighborhood (3)  .070 

Number of Persons  Regarded a s  F r i e n d s  (3)  .122** 
E thnore l ig ious  Homogeneity (5)  .159** 
Occupat ional  Homogeneity (5)  .130** 
P o l i t i c a l  P a r t y  Homogeneity (3 )  . I l l * *  
Average Frequency of  I n t e r a c t i o n  (3)  .194** 
Number of Home-Based I n t e r a c t i o n s  ( 4 )  .203** 
Number of  Work-Based I n t e r a c t i o n s  ( 4 )  .162** 
Average Level  of Int imacy (5 )  .123** 
Average Durat ion of F r i e n d s h i p  (5 )  .129** 

# The number of c a t e g o r i e s  employed i n  each  
p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e  is  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h e  
p a r e n t h e s i s .  

* p less than  .05. 
** p less t h a n  .01. 



. ~ . . . . . . 

With. t h e  excep t ion  of t h e  number of  f r i e n d s .  who . '  
. . 

. . 
l ive i n  t h e  r e sponden t ' s  immediate neighborhood, each  

. . . . . . .  
. -  . . . of o u r  measures of  d i f f e r e n t  f e a t u r e s  of  t h e  f r i e n d -  . . 
: . .. . . 

. .  . . . . , .  - s h i p  network a r e . s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  whether o r  
. . 

n o t  t h e  network i s  c l o s e l y  k n i t .  Even when bo th  
. . .  

. . : 

. . .  r e l i g i o u s  and e d u c a t i o n a l  background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

are c o n t r o l l e d ,  a l l  of  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  zero-order  . . - 

'' r e l a t i o n s h i p s  con t inue  t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t .  Apparent ly  
. . 

prop inqu i ty  per se d o e s  n o t  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  format ion  

o f  c l o s e l y  k n i t  networks; b u t  t h e  more f r i e n d s  e n t e r -  
. . . .  
. . . '  . . 

... . .. t a i n e d  i n  t h e  home o r  seen  r e g u l a r l y  a t  work,. t h e  more . . .  . . 

. . 

. .  . . ' 1  i n t e r l o c k i n g -  t h e  networks a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be.81 I t  i s  

. . . . e s p e c i a l l y  noteworthy t h a t  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks a r e  
. . 
.. . . 

.: . . . . . e x c e p t i o n a l l y  l i k e l y  t o  be ,  composed of'members who 

are similar t o  one ano the r  i n  e t h n o r e l i g i o u s  g roup  

memberships, o c c u p a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and p o l i t i c a l  

p a r t y  p r e f e r e n c e s  wh i l e  r a d i a l  networks a r e  l i k e l y  t o  

. .. be  more heterogeneous,  in '  t h e s e  . t h r ee  r e s p e c t s .  A s  
. . . . .  

: w e  p r e d i c t e d  i n  ou r  i n t r o d u c t o r y . r e m a r k s ,  i n t e r l o c k i n g  

. . . . networks w i l l  be  composed of people-  who a r e  s i m i l a r  

t o  one ano the r  i n  impor tan t  s o c i a l  r e s p e c t s ,  w h i l e  

. . r a d i a l  networks w i l ' l  be  less l i k e l y  t o  be  s o c i a l l y  
. . 

. .  homogeneous. S i m i l a r i t y  on impor tan t .  s o c i a l  a t t r i b u t e s  
. . 

. among. a set of  persons  should a t  l e a s t  f a c i l i t a t e  .the-' 

. format ion  of such networks. 



. . Various  subana lyses  were performed t o  de te rmine  
. . 

. . whether each type  of compos i t iona l  homogeneity con- 

t r i b u t e d  independent ly  t o  t h e  fo rma t ion  of  i n t e r l o c k -  . . 

. . 

. .  . ,  i n g  networks,  once  r e l i g i o u s  and e d u c a t i o n a l  background 

. ,  . . d i f f e r e n c e s  and a l l  t h e  o t h e r  measures of  homogeneity . . . . 

w e r e  c o n t r o l l e d .  While e t h n o r e l i g i o u s  and p o l i t i c a l  . 
. .  . 

. . 
. . .  . . p a r t y  homogeneity made s i g n i f i c a n t  n e t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  . . 

. . 
. .  . . . 

' .  t o  t h e  expla ined  sums of squa re s  when a l l  t h e  o t h e r  
. . . .  . . 

. . 
. . .  v a r i a b l e s  w e r e  t aken  i n t o  accoun t ,  r a t h e r  s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  

o c c u p a t i o n a l  homogeneity f a i l e d  t o  make s i g n i f i c a n t  

n e t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s .  

. I n t e r e s t i n g l y  enough, t h e  more pe r sons  a man 

coun t s  a s  h i s  f r i e n d s ,  t h a t  i s ,  t h e  more e x t e n s i v e  

.. h i s  f r i e n d s h i p  n e t ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  h e  i s  h imse l f  

i n  an  i n t e r l o c k i n g  n e t  and t h e  more l i k e l y  h e  r e p o r t s  

. . . , t h a t  h i s  t h r e e  f r i e n d s  a r e  ve ry  c l o s e  p e r s o n a l  friends-. 
. . . . 
. . .  . . . . .  t h a t  i s ,  t h e  more i n t e n s i v e  i s  h i s  r e p o r t e d  f r i e n d s h i p ,  

: r e l a t i o n s . E /  Men i n  r a d i a l  networks,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

t end  t o  r e p o r t  fewer f r i e n d s  i n  g e n e r a l  and t h e s e  a r e  

n o t  regarded  as e s p e c i a l l y  c l o s e  p e r s o n a l  f r i e n d s .  

F i n a l l y ,  a s  expec ted ,  w e  f i n d  t h a t  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  

p r o p o r t i o n  of  o n e ' s  l i f e  one knows h i s  t h r e e  " b e s t "  

f r i e n d s ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  t h e y  form a n  

l o /  i n t e r l o c k i n g  network,- 

W e  can  summarize t h e  r e s u l t s  t o  t h i s  p o i n t  by 



s a y i n g ,  t h a t  i n t e r l o c k i n g  n e t w o r k s  are more l i k e l y  t o  

. b e  homogeneous i n  t h e  impor t an t  s o c i a l  r e s p e c t s  o f  

e t h n o r e l i g i o u s  group membership, o c c u p a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t y ,  

and p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  p r e f e r e n c e ,  t o  i n v o l v e  g r e a t e r  f e e l -  

- i n g s  of in t imacy  and emot iona l  involvement ,  t o  i nvo lve  

g r e a t e r  f r e q u e n c i e s  of  c o n t a c t ,  and t o  have,  o n  t h e  

. ' ave rage ,  e x i s t e d  f o r  a  l o n g e r  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  o n e ' s  l i f e  

. t h a n  r a d i a l  networks. These f e a t u r e s ,  s e p a r a t e l y  o r  i n  
. . .  

. . 
. . . combina t ion ,  would c e r t a i n l y  s e e m  t o  encourage a more 

. . 

. . f u n c t i o n a l l y  d i f f u s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  among t h e  men i n  

c l o s e l y  k n i t  networks.  To d i s t i n g u i s h  among t y p e s  o f  

f r i e n d s h i p  bonds, w e  asked t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n :  

459. Now, h e r e ' s  a  l i s t  o f  s e v e r a l  problems t h a t  might  - 
come u p  i n  a p e r s o n ' s  l i f e .  ( P r e s e n t  c a r d . )  Some 
p e o p l e  would o r d i n a r i l y  want to  d i s c u s s  some o f  t h e s e  
w i t h  t h e i r  f r i e n d s ;  o t h e r s  would o r d i n a r i l y  p r e f e r  n o t  
to.  I n  each,  i f  t h i s  were a problem f o r  you, would you 
o r d i n a r i l y  d i s c u s s  it w i t h  your  f r i e n d s ,  o r  would you 
o r d i n a r i l y  r a t h e r  no t ?  What abou t  

Not T o t a l  
.Discuss  Discuss  Sample , ,.. 

. .  . 
. a. What k ind of new c a r  t o  buy? 6 4 . 3 %  35.7 100.0 

, . . . .  b. Who t o  v o t e  f o r  P r e s i d e n t ?  52.5 47.5 1 0 0 . 0 '  . 
. . c . :Troubles  between.  you and 

your  w i f e?  9.8 90.2 100.0 
. d .  D i f f i c u l t i e s  a t  work w i th . .  

your  boss?  43.9 56.1 - 100.0 ' ' 

e. A s e r i o u s  p e r s o n a l  medica l  
. . 

problem? . 44.5 55.5 100.0 
f .  Whether t o  change t o  a b e t t e r  

b u t  r i s k y  new job? 66.2 33.8 .100.0 



The.problems were s e l e c t e d  t o  va ry  i n . d e g r e e s  of 

intimacy and, y e t  t o  be s a l i e n t  t o  people a t  a l l  

socioeconomic' l e v e l s .  The marginals  r epor ted  sug- 
0 

. . 
g e s t  t h a t  we were somewhat s u c c e s s f u l  i n  t h e  f i r s t  

o b j e c t i v e ,  and none of t h e  items w a s  found t o  be 
> 

' . s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  wi th  socioeconomic s t a t u s .  

Perhaps most noteworthy h e r e  is  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

less than two-thirds of t h e  sample a s  a .whole  w e r e  

w i i l i n g  t o  d i s c u s s  with t h e i r  " c l o s e s t "  f r i e n d s  such 

a mat ter  a s - w h a t  new c a r  t o  buy. And less than  t e n  

: percen t  would d i s c u s s  m a r i t a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  wi th  t h e i r  

... . 
. . . . . .  . -  c l o s e s t  f r i e n d s .  The man.y ethnographic s t u d i e s ,  based 

. . 
:.. on r e l a t i v e l y  long-term p a r t i c i p a n t  observat ion ,  of 

... 
. .  f r i e n d s h i p  r e l a t i o n s .  among s e l e c t e d  subpopulations c i t e d ,  . . 

. . .  . above a t  l e a s t  g i v e  one t h e  impression t h a t  f r i e n d s h i p  . .  . 

. . . . r e l a t i o n s  tend t o  be very i n t e n s i v e  and, indeed, i n .  . . . . 

. . .  

many cases  even become a s s i m i l a t e d  i n t o  t h e  k insh ip  . . .  . 

I .  networks- through. t h e  extens ion  of " f i c t i v e "  k insh ip  (e.g. , 
. . making a c l o s e  family f r i e n d  a godparent o r  having t h e  

ch i ld ren .  c a l l  him "uncle"). While our  d a t a  are by no means 

. . 
s t r i c t l y  comparable t o  s t u d i e s  such a s  t h e s e ,  I never the less  

b e l i e v e  it reasonable  t o  conclude t h a t  a d u l t '  f r i e n d s h i p  

. . r e l a t i o n s  among white  urban men tend,  on t h e  average,  

. t o  be r a t h e r  circumscribed a f f a i r s  i n  which t h e r e  a r e :  

r e l a t i v e l y  r e s t r i c t e d  exchanges of i n t i m a t e  content .  

I n  any event ,  w e  found r a t h e r  unexpectedly t h a t  

whi le  a simple count of t h e  number of t o p i c s  d iscussed  



. .  . - . . . . . .  . wi th '  f r i e n d s .  was- n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
. . .  . 

. , 

. . . . ,  type  of network, s p e c i f i c  t o p i c s  of an " in t ima te"  
. . 
. . 

. . . . 
. . I 

. c h i r a c t e r  were more l i k e l y  t o  be d iscussed  i n .  c l o s e l y  
. . 

. . k n i t  networks.. These included d i scuss ions  of d i f f i -  

. c u l t i e s  wi th  t h e  boss ,  personal  medical problems,. 

m a r i t a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and changing t o  a b e t t e r  b u t  

. . r i s k y  new job. 

We,rnay now t u r n  t o  our  t h i r d  g e n e r a l  ques t ion:  
. .  . . .  . 

. do men involved i n  t h e  two types  of networks d i f f e r  
. . 

wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  s e l e c t e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  a t t i t u d e s ?  
. . 

. . . . 
' . . I n  genera l ,  w e  can answer t h i s  ques t ion  i n - t h e  aff i rma- 

. . 

. t i v e .  
. . 

. . With r e g a r d . t o  a man's s u b j e c t i v e  i n t e r e s t  i n  

h i s  own n a t i o n a l i t y  g roup ,g '  w e  f i n d  t h a t  g r e a t e r  i n t e r e s t  

i n  one ' s  own n a t i o n a l i t y  group i s  r e l a t e d  t o  having an  
. .  . 

i n t e r l o c k i n g  network of f r i e n d s .  This  i s  e s p e c i a l l y t r u e .  
. . 

f o r  high school  graduates  and Cathol ics--for  P r o t e s t a n t s ,  

t h e r e  is  no such r e l a t i o n s h i p  b u t  then ,  P r o t e s t a n t s , '  a s  

a group, tend t o  have very weak i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  with 

t h e i r  c o u n t r i e s  of o r i g i n .  
. . 

Perhaps.one of t h e  most i n t r i g u i n g  s e t . o f  r e s u l t s  . . 

. . 

. . 

a r i s e s  from examining t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between type  

of network and a man's occupat ional  preferences .  I f  
. . 

.. . 
: ' our  reasoning regarding  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

between r a d i a l  and i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks i s  p l a u s i b l e ,  



t hen  w e  could hypothesize  t h a t  men i n  r a d i a l  ne t -  

works should p r e f e r  more i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c ,  autonomous, 

. . and " r i s k y "  s o r t s . o f  occupat ions  than  men i n  i n t e r -  

. l ock ing  networks. This  e x p e c t a t i o n  is  borne o u t  by 

' . o u r  f i n d i n g  t h a t ,  c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  r e l i g i o u s  and educa- 

t i o n a l  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  men i n  r a d i a l  networks a r e  more 

. l i k e l y  t o  p r e f e r ,  i f  they had a cho ice ,  being t h e  

. . 
- owner of a smal l  bus iness  over  being an  o f f i c e  worker . . 

. . ( c f . ,  Ques t ion  Q57 i n  ~ ~ p e n d i x  - ) and being a 

s k i l l e d  mechanic over  having a c l e r i c a l  job ( c f .  

Ques t ion  058 i n  Appendix - ) . ( I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  c o n t r a r y  
. . 
. . . ,  . .  

. . .  
. . t o  what one might expec t  reasoning  from r e c e n t  d i s -  

. . . . 

. . ' . c u s s i o n s  of Weber's hypothesis  concerning t h e  P r o t e s t a n t  . , 

E t h i c  and t h e  s p i r i t  of c a p i t a l i s m  (e .g. ,  Lenski,  1961) , 
t h e r e  is  no d i f f e r e n c e  between P r o t e s t a n t s  and Ca tho l i c s  

. . . .  . . .  . . . . 

i n  t h e i r  responses  t o  t h e s e  two ques t ions . )  

Our i n t r o d u c t o r y  d i s c u s s i o n  a l s o  suggested t h a t  

: 'we should expec t  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks t o  s e r v e  a s  more 
. . 

. .  . e f f e c t i v e  s o c i a l  anchors ,  f o r  an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t i t u d e s ,  

. . - - .  l e a d i n g  t o  more w e l l  c r y s t a l l i z e d  a t t i t u d e s  on v a r i o u s  

i s s u e s .  This  hypothesis  i s  supported by o u r  f i n d i n g  
. . 

. t h a t  men i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks a r e  much more l i k e l y  
. . . . 

t o  have d e f i n i t e  p re fe rences  f o r  e i t h e r  t h e  ~ e ~ u b l i c a n  

o r  Democratic p a r t y , .  whi le  men i n  r a d i a l  networks a r e  ' ' 

much more l i k e l y  t o  be p o l i t i c a l l y  independent (p .  (. 02) . 



. . . , r. . . . . . . I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  a sk ing  abou't  t h e  r e sponden t ' s  p a r t y  

. . . . p r e f e r e n c e ,  w e  asked about  t h e  p a r t y  p r e f e r e n c e  of  
. . 

h i s  f a t h e r .  W e  d i v i d e d  t h e  r e sponden t s  i n t o  t h o s e  

.: . -  who had t h e  same p a r t y  p r e f e r e n c e  a s  t h e i r  f a t h e r s  

. . and t h o s e  who had switched p r e f e r e n c e s  ( i n c l u d i n g  

. . swi t ch ing  t o  "independent" ) . While 68 p e r c e n t  of 

. t h e  men i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks had t h e  same p a r t y  

p r e f e r e n c e  a s  t h e i r  f a t h e r ' s ,  o n l y  57 p e r c e n t  of t h e  . . 

. . . . 

. . . men i n  radial  networks had t h e  same p a r t y  a f f i l i a t i o n  
. . 

. . . .  . . . as t h e i r  f a t h e r s .  ( p . < . O O 1 )  . These ze ro  o r d e r  e f f e c t s  
. .  . . . 

p e r s i s t  even when e d u c a t i o n a l  and r e l i g i o u s  d i f f e r e n c e s  . . 
. . 

. . .  

are t aken  i n t o  account  and a l s o  when i n t e r g e n e r a t i o n a l  
. . 

. . 

occupa t iona l  m o b i l i t y  is  c o n t r o l l e d .  

. . .  . . .  F i n a l l y ,  if i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks are e s p e c i a l l y  

e f f e c t i v e  group anchors  f o r  a t t i t u d e s  and e s p e c i a l l y  

l i k e l y  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  emergence of  c r y s t a l l i z e d  

a t t i t u d e s  and t o  suppor t  and ma in t a in  them, t hen  w e  

cou ld  expec t  men i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks t o  be  more 

. . . . i n t o l e r a n t  toward p o l i t i c a l  e x t r e m i s t s  ( " c l o s e  mindedn) 

, w h i l e  men i n  r a d i a l  networks should be  more t o l e r a n t  

. toward p o l i t i c a l  e x t r e m i s t s  ("open minded") . T h i s  

e x p e c t a t i o n  is  supported i n  t h e  r e s u l t s  r e p o r t e d  i n  

Table 4 .  



Table  4 . .  Tolerance.  f o r  P o l i t i c a l  Ex t r emis t s  
and Type of F r i e n d s h i p  Networks; 

Tole rance  f o r  P o l i t i c a l  ~ x t r e m i s t s ~  

T o l e r a n t  
t o  Klan, 

I n t o l e r a n t  I n t o l e r -  
Towards. a n t  t o  T o l e r a n t .  

T o t a l  Sample Both Comm. t o  Both T o t a l  

I n t e r l o c k i n g  44% 23% 33% 100% (363) 
Radia l  30 30 4 0  100% (148) 

x2  = 7.92, 2 d . f . ,  p .02, T o t a l  N = 511b'. 

a. B r i e f l y ,  w e  measured " t o l e r a n c e  f o r  p o l i t i c a l  
e x t r e m i s t s "  on t h e  b a s i s  of  t e n  items. F i v e  items 
( c f .  Q47 and Q61 i n  Appendix - ) w e r e  s e l e c t e d  
from Samuel S t o u f f e r ' s  (1955) unidimensional  scale, 
"Wil l ingness  t o  T o l e r a t e  Non-Conformists," r e l a t i n g  
t o  t h e  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  ex tend  b a s i c  c i v i l  l ibert ies 
t o  Communists. W e  added f i v e  e x a c t l y  p a r a l l e l  items 
d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  KuKluxKlan. I n  o r d e r  f o r  a man t o  
s c o r e  h igh  on open-mindedness, he had t o  answer a l l  - 
t e n  i t e m s  ( f o r  bo th  Communists and Klansmen) i n  a 

7 t o l e r a n t  direction, e .g . ,  be  w i m n g  t o  a l l o w  a n  
admi t ted  Communist (and a KuKluxKlansman) t o  make 
a p u b l i c  speech i n  h i s  community. A "close-minded" 
i n d i v i d u a l  cou ld  be  i n t o l e r a n t  e i t h e r  toward bo th  
Communists and Klansmen o r  toward one and n o t  t h e  
o t h e r .  See a l s o  Rokeach (1960) .  This  measure of  
open-closed mindedness i s  modestly c o r r e l a t e d  (+.30) 
w i t h  a s u b s e t  of  t h r e e  items drawn from t h e  40-item 
Rokeach Dogmatism Sca l e .  Men s c o r i n g  h igh  o n  o u r  
3-item Dogmatism S c a l e  w e r e  a l s o  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  
l i k e l y  t o  be  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks. 

b' T h e  reduced s i z e  o f  t h e  t o t a l  sample  N t o  511 r e s u l t s  
from t h e  d e l e t i o n  o f '  c a s e s  who had i n t e r m e d i a t e  
s c o r e s  on t h e  measure of open-closed mindedness. 
See Laurnann and Schurnan (1967) f o r  t h e  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  
t h i s  procedure .  



. . . . .  ' .  . _  
. L ,  

. . .. -31- 
. . .  . . . . 

TO summarize t h e s e  r e s u l t s ,  w e  have p r e s e n t e d  
. . 

. . evidence  t h a t  m e n  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks are l i k e l y  
. . 

t o  manifest g r e a t e r  s u b ~ e c t i v e  i n t e r e s t  i n . t h e i r  

. ' n a t i o n a l i t y  group,  t o  p r e f e r  r e l a t i v e l y  s e c u r e  

. . , . 
' " b u r e a u c r a t i c "  wh i t e - co l l a r  occupa t ions .  ove r  occupa- 

. . 

' t i o n s .  demanding g r e a t e r  r i s k ,  self-autonomy, and 

"work". And f i n a l l y ,  they are l i k e l y  t o  have more . .  . 

. .  . . .. . . . . .  ' .  . i n t e r g e n e r a t i o n a l l y  s t a b l e  and c r y s t a l l i z e d  p o l i t i c a l  . . 

. . . . : . . .  
. . .  . . 
. . 

. . , , . .  p r e f e r e n c e s  and g r e a t e r  i n t o l e r a n c e  f o r  e x t r e m i s t  
. . . . . . 

m i n o r i t i e s  of  t h e  l e f t  and r i g h t .  . . . . 
. . 

. . 
. . 

. .  . . . 1 t . i ~  p e r h a p s ~ w o r t h  s t r e s s i n g  t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  . . 
. . 

. . . .  . .  . 
, . .  , 

' ' t h e -  impact  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks . . 
. .  . . . . '. 

. . . . 

. . i s  n o t  s o  much on t h e  s p e c i f i c  c o n t e n t  o r  d i r e c t i o n  
. . 

. of a t t i t u d e s - - f o r  example, l e a d i n g  men t o  f a v o r  t h e  
. . 

' ,Democratic p a r t y  over  t h e  Republican par ty- -bu t  

., r a t h e r ,  t h e  impact  i s  i n  terms of  t h e  deg ree  of 

commitment t o  g iven  views o r  t o  t h e i r  s t a b i l i t y  

ove r  t i m e .  I n t e r l o c k i n g  networks f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  

. . . . . .  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  g iven  views r e s o n a t i n g  through t h e  

network and r e c e i v i n g  more f r e q u e n t  mutual  r e i n f o r c e -  

ment from s i g n i f i c a n t . o t h e r s .  



Discussion . . . . .. . 

. . .  
Despite the. fact that we have presented wide- . . . . . . 

ranging evidence that the type of network is differ- . . 

. . 
entially associated with many demographic and socio- 

. . 

economic characteristics and attitudes of the respon- 1. . 
, . 

dents, it is, of course, still true that, while 

statistically significant, none of the relationships 

. . . . 
. . . . are of exceptional strength in the sense of manifest- 

ing high correlational ratios.. Perhaps, however, it. . . 

' is to be .expected that correlations.would be low in an 

area of such. empirical complexity. Given. the qualifi- . . 

, .  . . 
cations that must be introduced when discussing given 

results, it is still worth noting that one can make 

sense of the overall pattern of results in terms of 
. . 

our introductory comments suggesting that the comparison 

.. between interlocking and radial networks will tend to 

parallel ,the classic comparisons between primary and . . 
. . 

. . secondary groups, Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, 

mechanical. and organic solidarity, and the. four. pattern ,, : ,: . .  . .  

. . 

variables. This overarching conceptualization of the 
. . 

. differences between interlocking and radial networks 
. . . . 

does, we feel, reduce considerably the need for proposing . . 
. . 

a number of ad hoc explanations of the results. . , 
. . . . 

. . In view of the multiplicity of significant relation- 
. . 

ships reported, there is considerable theoretical and . . 



. .  . 
empirical promise in pursuing a more detailed examina- 

. . 
t2on of how these networks come to be formed and how 

they function once in existence. Since a substantial 

majority of urban white men- at every class level are 

. .  . involved in interlocking networks, one might speculate . . . . , . 

. . 

. .  ' that this has considerable functional significance, . . 
. . 

--among other things, for the relative political: stability . . - . . 
. . . . 

, : of the system. From a comparative' point of view, it. would . . 
. . . . 

. . . . b e  especially interesting to determine whether this pro-. ' . . . :  . . 

. . . . portion varies in systematic ways from city to city, 
. . . . 

' . 

. . 
. . . . . society to society or among racial groups; and, further,. . . 

:. 

,: if variable, whether the structure of people's primary . ,  

- .  
. . . . : environments could be linked to characteristics of the, 

.. . 
. . relevant political systems. 



FOOTNOTES : . 
. . .:.. . . . . - . . 

. . 

. 1. Festinger (1950:272-273) argues, for example, 
. . 

that when opinions, attitudes, or. beliefs 

have no firm anchorage in physical reality, a . . 
. . . . 
. . . . 

. . . . . . person seeks a basis for the subjective validity 

of his opinions in his social reality, i.e., in 

the fact that they are.shared by members of some 

reference group. "An opinion, a belief, an attitude 

is 'correct,' 'valid,' and 'proper' to the extent 

that it is anchored in a group of-people. with 

similar beliefs, opinions, and attitudes." For a .  

recent formalization of these propositions,' see 

Davis (1963). 

. . 

2. The more recent contributions to this growing 
. . 

literature -are Young and Willmott's (1957) 

i study of the working class London suburbs of . . 

. .  . . .. 

. . , . .  . . Bethnal Green and Greenleigh; Gans' (1962) . . .  

study of Italo-Americans in the predominantly 

working class West End of Boston; Liebow's (1967, 

especially 161-207) study of Negro streetcorner 

men in Washington, D. C.; Bert Adams' (1967a) study ' 

of kinship in- Greensboro, North.~arolina; and 

Suttles' (1968) study of the social structure 

of a slum area in Chicago. 



... . ', : .  . 
. . . 3.. For a selected bibliography, see F,apoport, 

< .  

1953, 1963; Katz, 1966; Henry, 1958; 
- .  

, _ .  ' . . , :. Davis, 1963; Adams, 1966; Granovetter, 1969; 
. . 

. . 

. . 
Milgrim, 196 . 

. . - . .  .. . 
, . .  4 . '  We are using the terms, functional specificity- 

diffuseness, affectivity, etc., essentially as 

. . Talcott Parsons (1951) defines them in his dis- 

cussion of the pattern variables. 
. . 

. .. 
. . 

5.  Following a similar line of argument Brim (1966:7) 
. . 

, .  , 
. . observes : 

"....Personality processes have been analyzed 

with concepts which do not articulate with 

analyses of the outside social structure, and 

what is needed are personality concepts which 

permit easy and direct movement from character- 

istics of the social'organization to its conse- 

. . quences for personality. For example, if a man 

. .  . ' 

. .  . . lives in a highly differentiated complex social 
. . . . 

. . structure, one can describe the effects o n  his 
. . . . .  . personality using the concept of heterogeneity 

. . . .. 

of his significant reference figures. Similarly, 

, . 
where he is involved with persons who make con- 

. . 

flitting. and unresolvable role demands, the 
. . . . 

-. 
: .. . 

concept of identity confusion permits one to . 

. . 

. .  . . 
move directly from the existence of conflict in 

. . 

the objective social order to its consequences 



. .. . .. . . .  . . . . .  . . .. . . . . :. f o r  p e r s o n a l i t y .  " 
. . 

. . . . . . 
. . 

. , 
. . . . 

. . ..' . . 6.. I n  t h e  D iv i s ion  of Labor, Emile Durkheim d i s - .  
. . .  

. . 
t i n g u i s h e d  between two fundamental  ways i n  which ' . . 

. . . . 

. . a s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e  may be  i n t e g r a t e d :  mechanical  . . .  
. . . . 

. ' a n d  o r g a n i c  s o l i d a r i t y . '  I n  a mechanica l ly  i n t e -  . . .  . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . 

g r a t e d  s t r u c t u r e  ( t h e  ear l ier ,  more "pr imit ive" .  . . ' . '- . .  '. . .. 
.. . 

. . .  

t y p e ) ,  i n t e g r a t i o n  is based on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l l  

t h e  u n i t s  a r e  fundamental ly  a l i k e ;  w h i l e  i n  a n  

o r g a n i c a l l y  i n t e g r a t e d  s t r u c t u r e  ( i .e . ,  modern 

i n d u s t r i a l  s o c i e t y ) ,  i n t e g r a t i o n  i s  based on t h e  

in terdependence of t h e  f u n c t i o n a l l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  
. . . . . . . . . . . . 

: u n i t s .  Of cou r se ,  Toennies '  d i s t i n c t i o n  between . . 
. . 

Gemeinschaft and G e s e l l s c h a f t  p a r a l l e l s  t h i s  d i s r  . . 
. . 

. . .  . .  . . . 
. . . . t i n c t i o n ,  whi le  T a l c o t t  Pa r sons '  well-known 

.. . 

p a t t e r n  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  a decomposi t ion i n t o  t h e i r  . . 

e s s e n t i a l  e lements  of t h e s e  g l o b a l  d ichotomies .  . . . . 

Of cour se ,  t h e  comparison of  pr imary and secondary 

groups  i s  a l s o  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  above d i s t i n c t i o n s .  

Our c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of i n t e r l o c k i n g  and r a d i a l  
. .  . . . 

. . networks is  de r ived  .from t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  i n t e r -  
. .  . 

. . l ock ing  networks more c l o s e l y  approximate t h e  
, . 

c l a s s i c  concept ions  of t h e  primary group,  whi le  . . . .  

. . . Q 

r a d i a l  networks more c l o s e l y  approximate t h e  . .. 
. I  . _  _. 

. . . . 
c l a s s i c  concept ions  o'fb t h e  s & c d n d a r ~  group.  

. . 

. . . . 
. . (See a l s o  Davis, 196.3 : 4 4 4 . )  

. .  . . . . 

. . . . 
. : 

, .  ' 





. . .. . . . . . . . . . 
. . . .  . .. . . . . . . 
. . .. . . .  . . . by summing responses to the following . . 

. . . , 

. . . . . .. . .  
. . questions: S16, Sl9;. S21, and S24 (see : .  .. . . . .  

. . . . 
. . . . .  . . 

Appendix - ) )  are especially likely to 
, . 

be in interlocking networks. 

. . 
10. We asked the respondent to estimate how 

. . many years he knew each friend. We then . . 

averaged the estimates for the three friends 

and divided by the respondent's age so that 
. .  - . . 

. . 
we have a measure of the average,proportion 

. . . . 
. . 

. . of the respondent's life he has known his three . .  . 
. . .. . 

. . 
. . 

. . 
. . . . 

. . . . "best" friends. 
. . . . .. . 


