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Social Psychology: CIA 2

Background

The academic essay by Stepan Jakl of the University of Worcester critically examines the
evidence that suggests that physical proximity is the main determinant of interpersonal
attraction. Several studies and experiments have been instrumental in the understanding of
interpersonal attraction.

Finkel and Eastwick (2015) attributes the reason behind attraction and the consequent need
to form a relationship. to the motivation to gratify the basic social needs like pleasure,
self-esteem or belonging.

The study by Keller. Festinger, Schachter and Back (1952) . investigating how people
interact and connect with other people within a residential housing unit, provided evidence
supporting the fact that individuals who meet each other more often have a tendency to grow
stronger relationships or even build a romantic affiliation.

Another study by Allgeier and Byrne
indicated how similar attitudes resulted in greater attraction towards a person. Several other
concepts demonstrated in studies like the “theory of balance™ (Heider.1958) and the “mere
exposure effect™ portray how several factors related to proximity like similarity and
familiarity are contributing to the attraction developing eventually. Another study also
confirms how repeated interaction and resultant relationships formed are a result of the low-
cost associated with geographical proximity to the person.
Research also indicates that people confer to the “what is beautiful is good™ stereotype. Thus.
attraction also depends on physical attractiveness and inferred characteristics from physical
attractiveness. An individual’s motivation to form a relationship thus depends on several
factors like needs, familiarity. proximity. etc.

According to Sumaya Batool and Najma Igbal Malik, IACSIT. conducted a study on a
sample of 40 couples to find the role of proximity in interpersonal relationships. It was done




