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hapter I

Introduction

A gradual trend from intrapsychic to interpersonal
considerations is characteristic of much clinical theory
and researcn. Despite this trend, greater precision in the
prediction of interpersonal behavior is still needed. This
study 1s concerned with such a formulation.

Theoretically the first major snift in the direction of
the interpersonal is to be found in the work of Sullivan who
clearly elucidated the means by wnich the early interpersonal
environment 1nfluenced perscnality. The relative inflexibil-
ity of subsequent personality was accounted for by the
mechanlism of parataxic distortion,

A second major shift was that of soclal psychologists and
specifically in thelr espousal of role theory. Murphy (1945)
in this connection suggested that there were a finite number
of mutually exclusive selves and that personallity was to a
considerable degree a matter of role taking behavior, roles
nowever are interdependent and the role one assumes in any
gilven situation is dependent upon the roles enacted by others,
Thus role theory allowed for the extension of interperscnal
influence to the present, Personallty was no longer simply
stable and pervasive but rather varying with each situation.

This theoretical trend was supported by 1esearch in at
least 3 major areas (1) studies on the diagnostic-typological
model (2) personality assessment and (3) treatment effective-

ness:



(1) The typological disease model which regards behavior
as though it exlsts largely in isclation has been severely
criticized. Asch (1949,cited in Buss, 1966) comparing diagnoses
of palrs of psychiatrists found only 3u4-44% agreement on speci-
fic diagnoses and 53-67% agreement for major categories. Ward
{1962, cited in Buss, 1966) noted that interviewers obtained
different information leading to different diagnoses, while
Peterson (196#) in agreement with ZJigler and Pnillips (1961,
cited in Buss, 1966) noted that the three necessary conditlons for
typology l.e. nhomogenelty within class, lndependence among classes
and pertinence to treatment were lacking under the present model.
The fallure to consider possible interaction between diagnosing
psychiatrist and patient may in part account for the discrepan-
¢cies cited above,

(?) Hesearch on the examiner influence in projective test
behavior (Masling, 1960) as well as dosenthal's (1961) exposition
ocn the experimenter effect all emphasize the interpersonal
nature of the assessment situation. Thus, Curtis and Wolf
(1951, cited in Masling, 1960) found significant differences fou
male patients in numoer of overt versus covert dorschac.. sexual
responses when t.e experimenter was female rather tnan male,

Lord (1950, cited in Masling, 1960) found significant differ-
ences in the number of responses, amount of creatlivity etc. when
experimenters employed warm as opposed to qold administrative
styles. Moreover, Kelly and Fiske (1951, cited in Peterson,

1968) asserted that there is little predictive use in the current



battery of projective tests, Meehl (1960, cited in Peterson,
1968) notes that 83% of all therapists find test data to be of
little help.

(3) With respect to treatment, Dymond, Cartwright and
Lerner (1963) demonstrated tne importance of matching therapist
and patient behavior in order that therapeutic outcome be suc-
cessful and in so doing stress the interpersonal nature of
therapeutic contact., The success of new treatment approaches
such as community psychology and milieu programs, group treatment
procedures and behavior modification techniques likewlse hlignlight
the importance of the social situation, As Peterson (1963,
pp. 9) notes "if one of the most effective things we can do for
disturbed persons 1s to alter the social environment, then we
need to study it systemnatically as an integral part of assessmpent.”
The object of clinical study 1s not the individual alone but
rather the individual in nhis environment.

Given then the efflcacy of this assertion, it becomes neces-
sary to obtaln greater precision in predicting tnis interpersonal
influence. For purposes cof simplicity, this paper shall confine
itself to the study of the dyadic unit. The problem then 1s to
determine the precise way in which one interacts within the
dyadic unit and to devise predictive laws, Murphy (1945) at-
tempted such a formulation., Thus he noted that in response to
the roles of others a complementary or balancing role was
developed. Bateson (1958} in his study of the Iatmuls of New
Guinea elaborated further on this. He noted that prescribed

sex roles were such that increasing complementarity resulted,

£ .%



The men acting assertively enhanced the submlissiveness of the
women which in turn stimulated the men to even greater assert-
lveness. Bateson developed the concept of schismogenesis to
describe this production of cleavage. When a glven behavior

stimulated more of the same kXind of behavior symmetrical

schismogenesis was sald toe occur. When one kind of behavior
aroused qualitatively different behavior, the difference 1n

response increasing reciprocally, complementary schismogenesis

nad occurred, Though Bateson's formulation described two
dynamic interpersonal processes it falled to adequately differ-
entlate the conditlions leading to complementarity from those
leading to symmetrical schismogenesis, and the concept itself
appears to have been dropped. Yet, a surprisingly similar for-
mulation appears 1ln the literature within the field of attitude
study. The assimllation-contrast phenomena described by
Hovland and 3herif not only bear a remarkable resemblance to
symmetrical and complementary schismogenesis respectively but
adequately differentlate preliminary conditions.

Assimilation as defined by sSherilf, Sherif and Nebergall
(1965) refers to a shift in judgment towards a presented
opinion while contrast refers tec a shift away from the pre-
sented view, Thus if one were presented wlth an opinion
differing from his own and either judged 1t to be in greater
disagresment than it actually was or if he subsequently
shifted his own point even further away from the direction of

this communication {boomerang effect) a contrast effect was



sald to be operative, Replacing the words in this definition
which 1limit thils concept to the realm of attitude study i.e.
Judgment and opinion with the broader term “"behavior" makes the
similarity to Bateson's theory more evident. Assimlilation then
refers to a shift in behavior towards the presented behavior or
in Bateson's terms - one behavior stimulates another of the
same kindj whlle contrast refers to a shift in behavior away
from tne presented behavior 1.,e, cne benavior arouses qualita-
tively different behavior,
The following sections provide-
(1)} the theoretical basis for the assimilation-contrast
phenomena
(2) describe studies which demonstrate this phenomenon and
(3) extend this concept to interpersonal behavior where its
predictive significance may be examined.

Theoretical Background

Helson's Adaptation Level (AL) Theory

Helson's perceptual theory, an outgrowth of ¥eber and
Fechnmer's work is concerned with the prediction of psycho-
physical judgments. Ffundamental to Helson's theory is the
assumption that at every moment 1in time tnere is a stimulus to
which the organism 1s adapted. This stlimulus, the adaptation
level, (AL) represents that level of stimulation evoking a
neutral or indifferent response and serves as a standard 1ir
Judsing other stimull (Helson, 1947).

Matnematically, the AL 15 defined as the weighted



gseometrical mean of background, series and residual stimuli
(stimull from the subject's past). While use of the log
function 1s in keeping with the Weber-Fechner function,
Helson's theory allows for the influence of non-immedliate
stimull on judgment,

Dependent as it is upon the entire level of past and
present stimulation, the AL is constantly changing. This vari-
abllity of the neutral reglon enabled delson to account for botn
central tendency and contrast effects. - the former representing
the tendency for Judguments to cluster about the center of tne
series,

Central tendency occurs when the AL lies within the series
presented, However when either prior stimulation or current
standards cause the AL to lle either above or below the serles,
Judgment will be made not with reference to the serles mean but
with reference to the AL, AS a result eltner assimilation or
contrast will occur, AL immediately adjiascent to the serles being
Judged will cause displacement of Judgment in the direction of
the AL (assimilation effect) whnile ALs considerably beyond
stimulus range will produce a displacement of judgment away from
the AL (contrast effect). Phenomenologically, contrast would
appear to be due to the objective-sublectlive discrepancy between
estimates of the AL, Objectively, the AL has been raised.
Subjectively, however, AL represents the neutral or average
region, when the neutral or average region has been pulled con-

siderably upwards, for examp.e, stimuli lying objectively below



thls level can only be regarded as below average in comparison.

Whether assimilation or contrast effects occur at any event
would appear to be a function of the relative distance between
AL or anchor and serles stimull., wWhy tnis 1s so ls pernaps best
accounted for by Peak (1958) in her description of activation
patterns.

Assimilation effect:

At short dlstances she notes that simultaneous activation
of two points will result in maximum activation of intermediate
rather than objectively activated points and leads to judegment
of thls point as the one to have been aroused, Flgure 1 provlides
ample demonstration of Peak¥'s assertion,

Contrast effect:

When the distance hbetween activated points increases, two
separate non-overlapping activation curves are obtained witn
maximum arousal located at the peak of each curve (See Figure 2),
As the distance between the two points increases, the number of
intermedliate events between points judged as maximally arocused
has increased disproportionately to the actual increase in
distance, The disproportionate lncrease 1s due to the lack of
multiple input of intermediate points and accounts for the
contrast effect, Peak's formulation may be regarded as a
further elaboration of Helson's theory insofai as AL may repre-

sent one polnt of activation,



rigure 1 -- Activation Pattern of Assmiliation Effect
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The cruclal test of any theory however lies in its pre-
dlctiv% power. The evidence nhere is threefold. Evidence that
(1) the series AL lies belcw the arithmetic midpoint {(2) con-
trast effects occur as a result of dilscrepant anchors (3) con-
trast effects may be obtalned through introductlion of prilor
stimulation which is discrepant with current stimulation,

{1) In this connection 300 subjects were required to judgse
flve weights ranging from 200-400 grams (gms) by the method of

single stimuli (Helson, 1948). Qualitative results were



translated into numerical scale by assigning a score of 90 to a
rating of very, very hard; 80 to a rating of very hard and so on.
Actual ratings agreed significantly with theoretical scores.
Morecver the point of subjectlve equality (PSE) was found to lie
below tne midpoint of tne series,

(2) In the above study Helson (1948) also introduced a 900
and 90 gm, sStandard in the 200-400 series, The former shifted
Judgments downwards and the latter resulted in thelir upward
displacement in accordance with the theory. #hile Helson's
study demonstrated contrast effects through the introduction of
discrepant anchors, sherif, Taub and Hovland (1958) obtained
both assimilation and contrast effects by tne same means, Using
series stimuli ranging from 55-141 gms, in weight, tne authors
introduced both moderately discrepant standards e.g. 141, 168,
193 gms, and extremely discrepant anchors e.g. 285, 312 and 347
gms. Displacement towards the ancnor (assimilation effect) was
found when only moderately discrepant anchors were used while
use of the extreme anchor resulted in displacement away from the
anchor {(contrast effect). Again, results were in agreement with
t heory.

{31) Contrast effects were also found when large discrepan-
cles were created between prior and current stimulation.
Campbell, Lewis and Hunt (1958, cited in Deaber, 1963) re-
ported that subjects judged the same referent tone to be high
when it followed a series of low tones and low when 1t followed

a series of high tones. Nash (1950, cited in Beardslee and
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Werthelmer, 1953) found that the Judged median of a 100-300 gm.
series shifted from 172 (alone condition) to 223 gms. when such
Judements followed a 400-600 gm. Sseries.

Helson's theory and its supportive research are important
not only to the field of perception where both stabllity and
breadth of discriminative capacity nhave been accounted for theo-
retlcally, but have more general racifications as well, Most
important is the fact that this phenomenon 1s found in areas
other than psychophysics., In the area of soclal value for
example, Marks (19473, cited in Beardslee and Wertheimer, 1948)
found evidence of contrast effects, When three groups of
colored students were asked to rate skin color of persons tney
knew, darker subjects rated others lignter than lighter subjects
did. In a similar study, ninckley and Rethlingscnafer (1951,
cited in Beardslee and Werthelmer, 1958) found tall men {over 6
feet) Judged others as shorter than did snort men (5 feet 8
inches and under}.

It has been suggested (Holtzman, 1954) tnat assimilation
and contrast may indeed reflect general cognitive styles and
thus more general modes of functioning. Berkowitz (1960, cited
in Doby, 1966) suggested that contrast formation may be con-
ceived of as the psychological mechanism of projection in
paranoia, What 13 most interesting in these studies, however,
13 the tendency to use the self as an anchor, Thus tall subjects

{using themselves a3 "neutral" value) tend to rate others as
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short. The 1mportance of the "self” in makKing judgments is
perhaps central to the Assimilation-Contrast (AC) model
evolved by 3Jherif and Hovland.

3ocial Application of L Theory -

Asaimilation - Contrast {(A-C Model)

ReJecting the Thurstone model of equally spaced rating
intervals, the authors assert that the attitude wnich the sub-
Ject adopts Aas his own serves aAs an anchor in his olacement of
other items. This was demonstrated in studies conducted by
Jackman and 3herif (1963, cited in Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall,
1965) and by La Fove (1963, cited in 3herif, Sherif and Heber-
gall, 1965). Eilghteen statements representing "wet®™, "dry" and
"moderately dry" prohibition positions were presented to 290
subjects. It was found that statements which agreed witn thne
subject's own stand were rated as truer and more factual than
were discrepant communicatlons.

Not only were judgments of truthfulness found to be
influenced by the rater's own stand, ltem placement was siml-
larly effected. Webb and Church (1962, cited in 3nerif,

Sherif and Nebergall, 1965) in agreement with an earlier study
(Hovland and Sherif, 1952 cited in Sherif, Sherif and Neber-
gall, 1965) reported that both assimilation and contrast of pro
and anti-Negro statements occurred with respect to the re-
spondent's owm stand.

Amount of discrepancy appears to be a Fey factor in deter-

mining whether assimilation or contrast occurs. Attitudes



which are only slightly discrepant tend to be assimilated (are
seen as more similar than they objectively are) while those
that vary greatly are subject to a contrast effect (either the
discrepant attitude or the original attitude is displaced),
dovland and Sherif (1957, cited in Doby, 1966) for example
found such an effect when 514 subjects whose views on prohibi-
tion were known were presented with wet, dry and moderate
communications, Contrast occurred when tne advocated position
differed wildely from the subject's own stand while assimilation
occurred with smaller discrepancies. Berkowltz and Goronson
(1963, cited in 3Sherif, 3herif and Nebergall, 1365} obtained
similar results using the issue of college {ratemities.

When sortings made by extreme and moderate sublects on tne
same items are compared, similar results are reported, Thus
extreme subjects tend to use contrast more readily (Hovland and
3herif, 1952 cited in sherif, 3nherif and Nebergall, 1965) wnile
noderate subjects tend to assimilate (Manis, 1960 cited in
Sherif, sherif and Nebergall, 196%).

Not all studies however are positive, Goldberg (1954,
cited Iin Proshansky and Seldenbersg, 1965) and French and Gyr
(1956, cited in Proshansky and Seldenberg, 1965) for example
report increased assimilation with increased communication-

position discrepancies. The fallure to obtain contrast
effects 1n such studies has been attributed to such factors as
the inclusion of only a limited discrepancy range (3herif,

Sherif and Nebergall, 1965).

12
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Discrepancy of slze however 1s not the only factor related

to assimilation and contrast {1) ego involvement and {2) stimulus
structure are also important:

(1) Being more involved, subjects high in ego lnvolvement
will have developed well learned and well differentiated cate-
gories. Insofar as ego involvement represents a state of high
arousal, such categories will be less lablile 1.e. less in-
fluenced by arrangement, instruction, etc. Under such
conditions there will be a tendency for discrepant communica-
tions to be seen more easily as contrasting than under non ego-
involved conditlons where less discriminate matcning may occur.
High ego inveolvement thus "lowers the threshold for rejection”
(3herif, Sherlf and Nebergall, 1965, pp. 129). Hovland and
Pritzker (1957, cited by Feather, 1965} found greater attitude
change with non ego-invelving issues than with strong 1ssues,
Freedman (1964, cited by Feather, 1965) also reported greater
attitude change with low involvement while Hovland, Harvey and
Sherif (1957) found that more strongly involved subjects (those
publicly committed to stands)} tended to assimilate fewer items
than did less involved subjects.

(2) Although ego involvement may be regarded as representa-
tive of a high degree of internal structure, differences in
external structure will operate similarly. Thus as stimulus
ltems become more structured and less ambiguous, displacement
away from the standard (contrast) is more likely to result.

Thus given conditions of high ego involvenent, stimulus



structure and variability of discrepancy size, contrast and
assimilation effects may be demonstrated. In any given situa-
tion, whether assimlilation or contrast results would seem to be
effected in large measure by the subject's own stand, This is
true for attitudes, physical attributes and other perceptual
data. Glven then the efficacy of lawfulness, it should be
possible to demonstrate the assimilation-contrast effect in
other areas as well and to extend such formulations more di-
rectly into the behavioral realm. In place of attitudes,
Judgment or oplinlons, actions thus become the focus of study.
In place of self-report, direct observation becomes the method
of measurement,

Extension of AL Theory To Behavioral Realm

The activities which the subjlect engages in, like his
statements of judgment can be viewed as ordered, If one were
to examine a particular kind of behavior such as that which is
defined as submisslive or dominant, one could assume the existence
of an AL for assertiveness which is rooted in the subject's own
actions, Behavior of others when compared with this AL could be
considered to be markedly different or somewhat csimilar to his
own,

vontrast effect:

Under the markedly different conditlions, a contrast effect
should be demonstrated., Thus, if submissive and dominant sub-
Jects for example are differentiated by specific actions e.g.

amount of speech, and the subject is engaged in an interaction



With someone different than himself in this respect, it is
hypothesized that he will move further away from the direction

of the other. A submissive subject for example engaged in inter-
action with a dominant subject will move in the direction of
greater snbmissiveness, Simllarly a dominant subject engaged in
interactin with a submissive subject will move in the direction
of greater dominance., If two individuals are simultaneously con-
fronted with the same phenomenon of contrast, they will simulta-
neously move 1in opposite directions, Thus, in the instance of
dominant -submlissive subject interaction, the domlnant subject
will move in the direction of greater dominance at the sSame tlme
as the submissive subject moves in the direction of greater sub-
mission. A8 a dyad, their interaction shall be characterized by
gre ‘Ser polarity than exists for more evenly matched dyads.

Assimlilation effect:

When the behavior of the other 1s not markedly different
than one's own, it 1s hypothesized that an assimlilation effect
shall be demonstrated., 3Jubjects with relatively small differ-
ences on ascendance, engaged in interaction,will become more
similar as the interaction proceeds,

Thus it has been possible to expand Bateson's original
concepts of complementary and symmetrical schismogenesis using
Helson's AL theory and to evolve predictlve hypotheses within
the interpersonal realm. AL theory is not the only theory that
can be so extended. The following sections elaborate upon two

other theories which may be so utilized {(Balance Theory and

15
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Imitation Learning Theory) and provide evidence within the
research realm in support of the A-C model proposed here,

Balance Theory and Interagtion

Central to balance theory 1s tne notlon that persons find
the state of 1mbalance intolerable and strive to attain
equilibrium, Imbalance 1s defined as a situation calling forth
mutually incompatible actions., The balance model developed by
Abelson and Hosenberg is concerned with the relationship be-
tween cognitive elements, defining these as persons, institutions,
traits, etc. This relationship may be positive (p) (included
here is positive affect as well as any similarity or connection
between things}, it may be negative (n} {included here is nega-
tive affect) or the relationshlip may be null (o) included nere
is the absence of a relationshlp e.g. indifference).

Insofar as the model deals witn cognitive elements, the
subject's ideas or attitudes have thus far been the objects of
study. According to the authors "a state of balance exists
when elements of identical sign are linked by positive relations
{+p+, -p-) or by null relations (+0+, -0-) and so long as
elements of opposite siegn are linked by negative relations
(+n-) or by null relations (+0-)", (Brown, 1962, pp. 61) 1In
order to 1llustrate the balance notion Abelson and Rosenberg
(cited in Brown, 1962) consider the pesition of a college
student who 18 in favor of good grades (G+) and who would like
to have coeds at his college (C+]. A state of balance for such

a student provided he belleves that having coeds wlll make it



easler for him to obtain good grades., If however he believed
that it would hinder good grades, a state of 1lmbalance would
exist (+n+). Abelson and Hosenberg note that lmbalance 18 not
a sufficlent condition to generate chrange, insofar as the sub-
Ject must first be aware of the incongrulty in order to act.
If however the subject should strive towards a state of equl-
librium, three means for so dolng are possible (1) change the
attitude and hence the sign of one or more elements or change
the relationship between them e.g, declide that the ldea of
having coeds at school is not a good one (2) redefine one of
the elements e,z. distingulsh between grades and decide that
obtaining A's 1s unnecessary provided one passes (3) stop
thinking abcocut the matter in questlon,

Thus far, we have spoken of balance within one person.
Newcomb (1953) nowever has applied these notions to communica-
tlon among people. In postulating a "strain towards symmetry“
Newcomb (1953) notes that continued interactiorleads to a
communality of attitude for two people which represents then a
state of balance, This similarity of orlentation is towards
one another as communicators as well as towards objlects of com-
munication {Newcomb, 1953, pp. 395).

An important aspect of this co-orientatlion is to be found
in the respective role relationship adopted by each dyad
member, Where botn partners agree on these roles, co-orientation
is sald to be symmetrical. Where this 1is not so, however, the

system 18 in strain. Under the latter condition, tension is
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generated which can only be reduced by movement in the direction
of greater symmetry. Both partlicipants are under pressure to
adopt similar positions towards respective role relatlions,

Since this is facilitated by having clearly distingulshed roles,
1t 18 expected that both parties will move in the direction of
greater differentiation as e means of reducing tension.

In terms of the paradigm proposed here, a domlnant-sub-
missive dyad 1s one in which both parties agree that a particular
one of them 15 to be the less assertlve member, Therefore, tne
dominant-submissive dyad represents a balanced state and no
need for change is posited. For the reasons outlined above
however, evenly matched dyads e.g., 1. lerate-moderate dyads,
constitute an 1mbalanced state., 3ince only a state in which one
party assumes the ascendant role and the other the submlssive
role constitutes a state of balance, movement in the direction
of greater contrast 1s posited for the moderate-moderate dyad,
It can be seen that an extension of Balance Theory to the inter-
personal realm generates predictions at variance with the A-J
model, Where the latter predicts assimilation for the moderate-
moderate (M-M) dyad, Balance Theory predicts contrast for this
palr. Where the A«C model predicts contrast for the dominant-
submissive (D-3) groups, Balance Theory posits no change. Still
another theory which may be extended is the Imitation Learning
Theory of Bandura and Walters {(1963).

lmitation Learning Theory and Interaction

Bandura and Walters (1963) assert that behavior acquired

through imitation plays an important role in social learning.



They note that when a model is provided, learners often repro-
duce the entire behavior sequence despite the fact that they
merely observed during the demonstration period. The asuthors
(1963) have demonstrated an increase in aggressive acts by
children exposed to an aggressive model who 1s rewarded.

Three effects on the observer have been noted (1) a modeling
effect in which new responses are made by the observer (2) an
Inniblitory effect in which certain old responses are discontinued
and (3) an ellciting effect in which certaln old responses are
strengthened and used with increasing frequency.

Most germalne to the present study however i1s thelr asser-
tion that relnforcement of the model for his behavior 1s one
of the conditions which facilitates imitation {(the authors do not
include reinforcement of imitative behavior as a facllitating
factor}), That self-reward of the model 1s an important deter-
miner of learning has been demonstrated in a number of studies.

In one study for example (Bandura and Walters, 1963) it was

found that children, observing an aggressive model wno was
rewarded, exhibited more aggressive behavior than those observing
the aggressive model punished,

In terms of the proposed paradigm, the dominant sublect is
most often the one who 18 listened to. Insofar as being respect-
fully attended to constitutes a satlsfying state or affalrs, the
dominant subject may be regarded as the one who 1s and has been
rewarded most obviously for his behavior. Since imitatlion is

facilitated by self-reward of the model, it is likely that in



the dominant-submissive interaction, the submissive subject will
gradually come to copy the responses of his partner and thus
will tend to exhibit more assertive behavior as the interaction
progresses. This change in behavior however would not be mani-
fested in the minimal difference dyad insofar as both partles
are equally rewarded here. Thus an assimilation-type process is
predicted for the D-5 group while no change is posited for the

M-M group.
The three varying theories and thelr respective predictions

are presented below in Table 1 according to dyad classifica-

tions:

TABLs 1
3UMMAHY OF HYPOTHKSIZED CHANGES IN DYAD BEHAVIOR

ACCORDING TO THEORETICAL POSITION

Contrast-Dyad 3imilar Dyad
Theory (D-3 Interaction)} (M-M Interaction)
Adaptation Level Theory Contrast Assimilation
Balance Theory No Change Contrast
Imitation Learning Theory Assimllation No Change

(by Subject)

Quite obviously one's hypothesis will vary with tne theory
used. Given then three theories, each predicting different
outcomes, the question remains as to which ls the most

accurate, Examination of the relevant reported research

Q0
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revealed that the number of studies allowing for comparison

with the proposed paradigm was small.
Empirical Studies

The studlies to be cited fall under four basic headings:
(1) person perception studies (2) studles with children
(3) small eroup research (4) studies in verbal behavior. As
expected, some relationship between research tradition and
supportive theory exists. Thus there is a tendency for small
group researchers to discuss Balance Theory and the equill-
brium model, Llkewise, studies of verbal behavior, tradition-
ally an area linked with learning tend to be consistent with
the Imitation Learning Model, Of the four major areas, only one,
studles with small children, utilized an experimental naradigm
analogous to the one proposed here, Other studies fail to
utilize overt behavioral indices and rely rather on attitude or
perception (i.e. person perception studies); fall to utilize
the dyadic framework {(l.e, small group research) or fail to
preselect subjects according to the personality criteria under
study (i.e. studies in verbal behavior and small group
research). Despite these difficulties of translation and theo-
retical predeliction, the bulk of studles to be cited appear to
support the relevance of A-C model.
Person Perception 3tudles

With reference to factors influencing perception of

people, only a few studies are concerned with dominance of the



perceiver, In one such study, (3melser, 1961) 748 extreme
dominant and submissive subjects (as measured on the CPI) were
paired in such a way so as to obtain Dominant-Submissive (D-3S),
Dominant-Dominant (D-D) and Submissive-Submissive {(3-3) dyads.
Partner perception was then measured fcllowing an interaction
situation. 1t was concluded that "the degree of dominance
ascribed to the partner relative to the subject's own dominance
is a function of the subject's personal dominance® (smelser,
1961, pp. S41). This study was in agreement with earlier
results reported by Naboisek (1953 cited in Shrauger and
Altroccl, 1964) and Leary (13957).

That dominant subjects should percelve others as weaker
than non-dominant sublects 1s consistent with earller studies
reported in which taller subjects percelved others as shorter
(Hinckley and Rethlingschafer, 1951, cited in Beardslee and
Wertheimer, 1958) or where adherents of the "dry" position
regarded more communications as "wet" {Hovland and Snerif,

1952 cited in Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall, 1965) and thus
follows directly from the A-C model.

Not all person perception researchers however reported this
contrast effect. In a study conducted by Altrocci (1959)sub-
Jects differing in dominance rated dominance of stimulus
persons after viewilng them on film. The author found no dif-
ferences in attribution of dominance to others as a function of
the rater's own dominance., Altrocci's study however differed

from those previocusly cited in that subjects did not interact



here. That this factor 18 an lmportant one 18 suggested by
the author himself who noted:
"When interaction does occur, a person may in-

fluence others to behave in ways complementary

to hls own. Therefore the people he interacts

with appear to be complementary tc him and

furthermore, he 1s Jjustified in percelving them

as complementary to himself, hls deviant percep-

tions of them not necessarily being misperceptions.”

Seen in this light then, Altrocci's results are not wnolly
inconsistent with those obtained by Leary (1957),Naboisek (1953)
and smelser (1961). Bruner and Tagiuri {(1ys#, cited in
Altrocct, 1959) also recoanized the cue-evoking power of the
perceiver. Glilven the need for interaction, person perception

studies may be consistent with the A-" model,.

Studies with Children

Utllizing a design which most closely parallels the
present study, Gellert (1962) palred nursery schocl children
varying dyad composition according to teacher's ratings of dom-
inance, A comparison of dorminance displayed during two
sessliong revealed that more dominant benavior was manifested
when sublects were palred with thelr less dominant peers.

In a similar type of study, Anderson (1937) hypothesized
that: "dominance will inclite resistance or 1f the balance of
power 1s too great will produce submission” (1937, pp. 341).
The author noted that "resistance to dominance 1ls itself dom-
inative behavior" (1937, pp. 3%#1). Anderson's study did not
include data on submission but rather focused on dominance and

resistance to dominance. Results supported this hypothesis,
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The "contrast" effect measured in Gellert's study (1962)
where tralt differences were sufficlently large 1s in line witn
A-C model, as 1s the "assimilation" type effect reported in tne
Anderson study (1937) where only a 1imited dlscrepancy range
may have been utilized. 1In both studies dominance was measured
by such indices as "pusnes other cnild", "commands other",
"snatches m terial"”, etc. The present study nhowever examined
only verbal behavior of young adults, Anderson's hypothesis
was similar to those presented nere.

3mall Group Hesearch

Wwhile researcn in person perception and studles with
children supported the A-C model, interpretation of the findings
of small group research 1s less ¢lear. Jstudles such as those by
Bales and Borgatta (1962) and iHaythorn (1952 cited in Gibbs,
1954) suggested support for the Balance Theory model while others
{Borgatta and Bales, 1953) were more consistent witn the A-C
model.

Bales and Borgatta (1962) observed groups ranging from 2-7
sublects in size over four sessions using the Bales Interactlion
Process Analysis. Each size had four groups whose task 1t was
to discuss a human relations case, The authors noted that "in
two man groups there was a strong tendency for tne roles of the
two subjects to become differentiated from each other presumably
in a complementary way", (1962, pp. 412). Thus one subject
became the leader and others became followers. J3imilarly,
daythorm (1952, cited in Gibbs, 1954) whose slxteen subjects

were placed in varying groups of four reported that as one



member engaged in speclalized behavior such as leadership, other
members engaged In less of such behavior, The authors utilize
homeostatic concepts noting that members behave so as to reduce
interpersonal strain. These authors postulate increased differ-
entiation for all dyads, unlike studles by Leary (1957) and
Gellert (1962) where only dlscrepant dyads produced contrast
effects. These results are thus discrepant with tnose reported
earlier,

Perhaps the difficulty stems from the fallure of many small
group researchers to preselect subjects according to trailt d4di-
mensions under study, In small group studies where pre-
selection was conducted, results were more consistent with the
A-C model, Borgatta and Bales (1953) for example classified
subjects as High, Middle or Low initiators based on an initial
group session and tnen formed different comblnations of tnree
man groups, 1t was found that a subject's rate of interaction
in a new group was positively correlated with his prior level
and inversely related to the prior interaction rates of the
two other group members. Thus, subjects talked more when
placed with Low interactors and less when placed with dHdigh inter-
actors. When groups were composed entirely of Low interactors
it was found that participants tended to maximize their rates
although they did not entirely fill up all of the speaking tinme
avallable. High interactors on the other hand, when placed
together, tended to depress one another's activity.

Thus we find that differentiation does indeed vary with the

ds
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initial discrepancy. Two High lnteractors, for example, in
depressing one another's activity produce areater egqualization
while High and Low interactor's maximize initial differences.
While some small zroup studles appear discrepant with
A-C predictions others yvield results compatible with such a
model, It was noted, however, that of the studies cited, only
the latter included preselection of subjects according to
tralt dlmensions under study.

3tudies In Verbal Behavior

Positive relationships in duration of utterances between
interviewee and interviewer using a variety of interview type
dlalogues have been reported (Matarazzo, Weltmann, 3aslow and
Werns, 1963). Indeed Matarazzo et al (1963) found this rela-
tionship to be so stable that he utilized a ratio called the

verbal interaction constant. Matcning behavior has been found

when other aspects of interview interaction such as values are
studied as well., Welkowitr, Cohen and Ortmeyer (1967) for
example measured values of 38 therapists and 44 patlients at
two clinics and reported that patients were more similar to
their own therapists in values tnan those randomly palired.
This tendency towards assimilation is consistent with the
Learning Theory model espoused by Bandura and Walters (1963).
According to Imitation Learming Theory, imitaticn is facili-
tated by self reward of the model. Here the interviewer with

his higher status may be regarded as the dyad member who has
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been the more rewarded and thus the interviewee (the less
rewarded member) gradually adopts the behavior of his partner.
It 1s just this status difference however that limits the ap-
plicability of such studlies to the proposed paradigm. Indeed,
when one member 1s neld in higher esteem, the A-C model also
predicts a tendency towards assimilation. Only research
utilizing equal status dyads would be regarded as critical.
Feldstein (1968) attempted such a study in which 30 male and

32 female college students were assembled into same and mixed
gex dyads and instructed to talk with each other to resolve
pre-determined attitude differences, Direct utterance cnmpari-
sons as well as mean utterances were used, 3uch measures did
not yleld the constant that Matarazzo had reported, and it was
thus concluded that the verbal interaction constant was not
zeneralizable but rather was limited to interviewee-interviewer
interactions, The question of empirical support for theories
dealing with verbal benavior then remains an open one,.

In summary, results of studies in person perception
studies with small children, and small group research for the
most part support the A-C model. Prior verbal behavior research
i1s inconsistent in 1ts support for any one theoretical approach.
By controlling for the status and power relationships between
subjlects, contrast effects in oppositely matched dyads and

assimilation in similarly matched dyads should be demonstrable

in the present study.
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Domlnance As An Interaction Variable

Dominance in Interpersonal Behavior

A number of attempts have been made to develop¢ categories
for the observation and analysis of interperscnal behavior.
Despite the fact that such investigations have proceeded from
varying research traditions and have studied different types of
groups, there exists a strong accord as to the lmportance of
dominance in interpersonal behavior. Indeed, in most of tne
studles to be cited, dominance emerges as one of the two major
interpersonal factors.

In the fleld of developmental psychology for example,
shaefer (1959) undertocok the study of social and emotional be-
havior of mothers towards children. Data based on direct
observations of mother-child interaction as well as home and
test Iinterviews were factor analyzed to yleld two factors wnich
were interpreted as Control-Autonomy and Love-Hostility.

Within a clinical psychology tradition, Lorr and McNalr
(1963) constructed an inventory of Manifest Behaviors.
Descriptions of therapy patients' and normals® ratings were then
obtained and factor analyzed to yileld the three overlapping
nigher order factors of (1) Dominance (2) Compliant Abasement
and (3) Affiliativeness versus Detachment.

These findings bear a striking resemblance to those
obtained by Freedman, Leary, Ossorio and Coffey {(1951) who,
using as data protocols of psychotherapy sessions and personality

test scores, plotted sixteen behavior variables in a circular
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order along two corthogzonal axes of sixteen Dominance-3Submission
and Hostility-Affection. An illustration of this overlap (as

provided by Lorr and McNair (1963, pp. 74) is reproduced below:

Figure 3 - - lllustration of Uverlap Between

Leary's kFactors and Those of Lorr and McNa\ir.

I Dominant-

Controllling
Hostlle-Resisting Attentlon oseeking
Suspicious Soclable
Witnnolding Affiliative
Autonomous- ITI Nurturant-supportive
Detached
Withdrawn-asocial Cooperative-agreeable
Heserved-Inhibited Conformlng
Abasive II Deferent Complliant
Passive
Dependent

I = Dominance 1II = Compliant Abasement III = Atfiliativeness-
Detachment

It may be observed that Shaefer's dimension of Control-
Autonomy can be seen as a segment of the Dominance-Autonomy-
Submission centinuum,

In the field of small group research similar descriptlons
are found. Carter (1954) reporting the results of five factor
analysis studies of assessment of individuals in small agroups

or in situational tests concluded that three dimensions could



be utilized to categorize such behavior: (1} Individual Prom-
inence and Achlevement l.e, "behaviors of the individual

related to his efforts to stand out from octhers and individually
achleve various personal goals®” (2) Alding Attalnment by the
Group-defined as "behaviors of the individual related to hnis
efforts to assist the group in achieving goals towards which the
group 1s oriented” and (3} Sociablility i.e., "behaviors of indi-
viduals related to efforts to establish and maintain cordial

and soclally satlsfying relations with other grouo members
(1954, cited in Foa, 1961, pp. 479-481).

In a similar vein, Borgatta, Cottrell and Mann (1953) factor
analyzed peer rankings of small group members and found two major
factors and three minor ones, The two major factors were
(1) Individual Assertiveness and (2) Soclabllity. These factors
corresponded te Carter's factors (1) Individual Prominence and
Achievement and (73) Socilability, respectively. Foa (1961)
noted that Carter's second factor (Alding Attainment by tne
Group) requires observation of a series of interactions insofar as
what is defined as enhancement of group attainment varlies with
context, He suggrested that the two other factors (1 and 3)
might be sufficient for observation of a single action. Indeed
in his own descriptive system which 18 pernaps among the most
detalled, Foa (196l1) defined the interpersonal act according to
the two blpolar dimensions of Love-Hate and Submlssion-Dominance.

Concerned more with the theory of group behavior, Shutz

(1958) has developed a rationaleand measure of expressed and
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wanted interpersonal needs, The three categories Shutz
utilized were (1) Inclusion (2) Control and (3) Affection.
According to the underlylng theory, tnese categorles may be
viewed as phases of botn individual and group development. The
predominant area of interaction in botn instances 1s first tnat
of Inclusion followed by that of Control and finally by Affec-
tion. This cycle may recur. Shutz (1958) pointed to thne
similarity between hls own hypotheses and those of Leary's
{1957). Thus Shutz's "Control®™ dimension corresponded to
Leary's Dominant-Submissive axls while "Affection” corresponded
to the "Love-ilate" axls. Shutz noted tnat nerhans wnat Leary
considered to be the intensity of each behavior mignt well cor-
respond to his own factor of Inclusion.

The unanimity with whleh such studies report dominance-
submission to be one of the two major factors of interpersonal
behavior 1s most strikina. T[he central role played by dominance
in lnterpersonal theory and research underlliles lts selectlion
Aas the personality variable in the current study.

Measures of Dominance

Although researchers agree on the importance of dominance
as an interpersonal variable, translation of such a variable
intc observational categories remains,

Dominance has been defined as "acceptance by others and by
groups of others as the task leader" (Argyle, 1967, pp. l4) as
synonomous with terms such as autocratic, bossy, dlictatorial,

leading, forceful, masterful (Shutz, 1958} and as involving
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such behaviors as directing, commanding or ordering {(Leary, 1957).

Thus, there appears to be agreement that in some way domin-
ance 1s concerned with interpersonal power. The question of how
this influence 1s measured behaviorally has led to two clear
methodologlical trends.

Within the developmemtal tradition, observational techniques
developed by Jack (1934) have been utilized in computing ascend-
ance scores, The relative frequency of behaviors such as
securing materials in one's own interest, directing t.ie behavior
of others, boasting, teasing, a:d tne success of such efforts
have been recorded (Jack, 1934).

Hesearchers utlilizing these indices nave studied sucn factors
as the effect of group composition on dominance behavior (Gellert,
1962; Anderson, 1937}, the effect of training on the modificattion
of ascendant and submissive behavior (Page, 1936) and the identi-
fication of factors in social behavicr that differentilate
dominant from submissive children (Jack, 1934}.

Evidence for the stability of these indices has been pro-
vided by Gellert (1961) whose raters observed 16 palr of nursery
school children during three 20 minute play perliods and found
that the majority maintalned fairly stable rank positions witnin
the group.

Psychologists working with an adult pcpulation have had to
seek out other criteria. Although speciflc studles vary here,
researchers have tended to consistently utilize two major
indices: (1) amount of speaking behavior and (2) degree of re-

sistance to change of opinion.
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Farina (1960) for example in a study of patterns of
parental interaction operationally defined dominance by the
following criteria: (1) speaks first (2) speaks last (3) total-
first and last (4) passive acceptance of a solution (5) total
time spoken (6) ylelding-maximum and (7) ylelding-minimum., A
ratio of mother's to fatner's index was computed separately for
each indice in order to determine the relative ascendance of
members, and a relationship between maternal dominance and
premorbid conditton of schizophrenic childlwas found.

Hetherington and Frankle (1967} in a study of the effect of
parental dominance on imitation in children mcdified Farina's
measures utilizing only five criteria as follows: (1) speaks
first (2) speaks last (3) passive acceptance of spouse's
solution (4) percent total speaking time (5) amount of ylelding
from first to final solution. Criteria for dyad classification
were also modified such that three or more indices indicatling
paternal dominance for example resulted in that family's classi-
fication as father doainant. Utilizing these criteria, parental
dominance was found to be salient in identification, particularly
for males,

Becker and Siefkes (1969) repeated Farina's design, but
falled to find group differences in parental dominance
patterns,

Evidence of concurrent validity for the two major dominance
indices has been reported by Strodtbeck (1951, cited in Hare,

Borgatta and Bales, 1962) whc chose ten couples from eacn of
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three communities that were differentiated in degree of paternal
versus matermal dominance as follows: (1) Navaho Indians repre-
senting a matriarchial culture (2) Dry farmers from Texas
representing an equalitarian culture and(3) Mormon settlers
representing a male dominated culture. Couples were then asked
to Jointly agree on items on which they had privately differed
and expected differences in decision making were found. Thus,
in the Navaho culture, the wife's private oplinions tended to
prevall while in tne Mormon culture, the husband's responses were
accepted by both., Moreover, a relationship between talking time
and winning was reported, Insofar as Bass (19492, cited in

Hare, Borgatta and Bales, 1962) had found a .93 correlation
between talking time and peer designated leadership such a rela-
tionship was not surprising.

Construct validity for the two major domlnance indices nhas
been provided by Cervin {1957b) who suggested that hypotheses
concerning greater participation and less ylelding by more
ascendant subjects could be derived from a behavior theory model,

According to the proposed model, participation level is
representative of activity level and nence related to drive
while oplnion strength is related to hablt strength. The more
ascendant subject will be characterized by a higher drive level
than the less ascendant subject insofar as reaction potentlal 1is
an ilncreasing function of drive,

The relationshlip between resistance to opinion change,

ascendance and drive is less stralghtforward. Here interaction
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is regarded as a learning process in which mutual reward or
extinction of a a response such as an opinion occurs. Two
factors then contribute to the greater resistance of the more
dominant subject as follows: (1) extinction takes longer under
high drive than under low drive conditions and tne ascendant
subject 1s characterized by a higher drive (2) the more active
(ascendant) member 1s less often exposed to positive reinforce-
ment from his opponent and thus tne development of a competing
response (other subject's opinion) will take longer.

In keeping with this view that ascendance represents a high
drive state, Cervin (1957a) developed a paper and pencil scale of
emotional responsiveness (ER) which was to differentiate between
high and low drive subjects, When participants who differed in
ER were paired and asked to discuss a toplc on which they dis-
azgreed a positive relatlionship between dominance indices and cn
score was obtalned., Moreover, those wno particlpated more 1in
the discussion nad shorter latency of first statement and fewer
opinion changes. Jimilar results were reported by Carment (1961).

fvidence supporting the stabllity of at least one of these
dominance measures - amount of partlclipatlion - 1s avallable,
Matarazzo and Saslow {1956) for example studied the interaction
patterns of twenty patients who were interviewed independently
by two interviewers and found that this pattern was invariant
from one interviewer to another, Mills (1953) compared partici-
pation ranks in the first third of a session with those in the

last third and found these ranks to be stable,



Thus there appears to be a body of research which suggests
that both amount of participation and ylelding behavior may well
be utllized as observational measures of domlnance.

The question of whether such indices constitute a unitary
construct appears to have been accepted at face validity by most
investigators,

Yet, a recent study performed by Becker and Iwakami (1969)
as well as a pllot study performed for this research project
(June, 1969) seriously questions such an assumption.

Becker and Iwakami (1969) computed intercorrelations between
eachn of rFarina's seven dominance indices and concluded that tnese
variables were unrelated to each other except for passive
acceptance of a sclution which was negatively related to speaks
first and last, The authors noted that "despite their face
validity, the intercorrelations among the dominance indices
afford negligible support for viewing them as neasures of a uni-
tary construct.” (Becker and Iwakami, 1969, pp. 334)

In a pllot study intercorrelations were ccomputed for four
dominance indices: (1) percent total speaking time (2) speaks
first (3) speaks last (4) difference ylelding score. These
correlations were insignificant.

The apparent discrepancy between the Becker and Iwakami
study (1969) and reports by other researchers that participation
and ylelding behavior appeared to covary (Strodtbeck, 1951
cited in Hare, Borgatta and Bales, 1962) has led to the corre-

lational investigation of the two major iIndices as well as to



3y

thelr separate treatment in this study.

Correlates of Dominance

Investigators have been concerned with such dominance cor-
relates as extroversion, neuroticism, intelligence and popularity.

Lxtroversion

Most studles on extroverslion and dominance have found a
positive relationship between tne two (Mann, 1953%: Carment, lMiles
and Cervin, 1965; Bronzaft, Hayes, Welch and Koltuv, 1960; and
Bender, 1928)., 'The study by Carment, Miles and Cervin (1965)
where domlnance was definel by resistance to opinion change
ylelded results wnich were discrepant wltn :ysenck's expectation
that introverted subljects would be more indenendent of scocial

pressure tnan extroverts.

Ahile a negative relationship between doninance and neuroti-
cism has been reported by most investligators {Bronzaft, iayes,
Welcn and Koltuv, 1960; Stagner, 1932 cited in Bronzaft, Hayes,
Welech and Koltuv, 1960; and Allport, 1930 cited in Bronzaft,
Hayes, Welch and Koltuv, 1960) the relationship between intelli-
gence and dominance 1s less clear. Some studies have found a
positive relationship (Carment, Miles and Cervin, 1965) wnille
others report no relationship between the two {Janls and Fleld,
1959 cited in Carment, Miles and Cervin, 1965; and Bender,
1928).

The same ambligulty is characteristic of studles measuring
popularity and dominance. Although the trend here 1ls positive,

at least two studies have reported significant negative results
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(Mann, 195%}.

Relatively few studlies however are concerned with correlates
of dominance and most focus rather on such related dimensions as
leadership and conformity. Indeed 1t is difficult to clearly
differentlate dominance from these two variables., Definitions
of leadership and decminance for example overlop.

Leadership behavior has been defined as the efforts of one
member In changing another's behavior (Bass, 1%60), as sparking
tne membership into action (Gress, 1961), as the initlation or
formulation of problems and goals (Bass, 1949).

These deflnitlions are not unlike those of dominance earller
cited., Interpersonal influence or power appears to be charac-
teristic of both, and the distinction seems to be a situational
one, Thus the term dominance appears to be utilized primarily
in dyadlc studies while leadership is used for group research,

Leadership

A similar overlap 1s found with observational measures as
well, A number of leadershlip studles have used amount of par-
ticipation as the dependent variable {dastorf, 1965; 2dep, 1967);
Just as dominance studles have also used tnils factor (Farina,19%60;
Yetherington and Frankie, 1967). Bass (1949) discovered a .93
correlation between amount of particlpation and leadership ratings
in ten person groups., Simllar findings have been reported by

Peterson (1950); Borgatta and Bales, 19563 and Shelly, 1960).



Moreover Goode (1951) noted that many studlies have character-
ized leaders as possessing verbal skills which enabled them to
express themselves clearly. Coates (1952 cited in Bass, McGehee,
and ilawkins, Young and Gebel, 1953) reported a .31 correlation
between verbal aptitude and leadersnip status,

Not surprisingly, direct correlations between leadersnip
behavior and personallty scales of dominance have yilelded
positive relationships (Mann, 1959), Bass, Wurster, vVoll and
Jlair (1953) who submitted data on 41 variables for factor
analysis noted that attempted leadership activity in a leaderless
group discussion was a function of verbelity, ascendance and
soclability, while Borg (1960) found assertiveness to be tne
best predictor of leadersnlp behavior,

Other variables have also been studlied in connectlon witn
leadership. Intelligence and leadership have, for example,
been found to be positively related in 88 percent of tne studies
(Mann, 1959). Eignhty percent of tne studles relating
ad justment and leadersnip have also been positive as were 72
percent on extroversion and leadership (Mann, 1959)., A generally
negative assocliation between authoritarianism and leadership nas
been reported (Mann, 1959). Leaders have been described as more
accurate in predicting the opinions of others in 74 percent of
the cases cited (Mann, 1959), while a slightly positlive associ-
ation has been found between masculinity and leadership (Mann,
1959).



Conformity

Just as the definitions of leadersnip and dominance tend to
overlap so do those of conformity and submlission. Conformity
behavior has been defined as "behavior which is influenced by
the group the result being iIncreased congruence between tne in-
dividual and the group" (Allen, cited in Advances for social
psychology, 1965). As with dominance, interpersonal influence
remains the sallent factor. The measure of increased congruence
used in conformity studies resembles that of ylelding behavior
examined in dominance research, As with leadership behnavior,
conformity is examined within the group context while dominance
is studied within the dyadic f{ramework.

Not surprisingly, most studles report a positive relation-
ship between conformity and submission (Mann, 1959; Berg and
Bass, 1961). Helson,Blake, Mouton and Olmstead (1956} for
example found that both frequency and amount of shift to group
opinions correlated with degree of submissiveness as measured by
the Allport Ascendance-submission Heaction Study.

Conformlty has been compared with other variables as well,
Women for example have been found to conform more than men
(Berg and Bass, 1961).

A number of studies report high positive correlations
between political conventionallty, authoritarianism and con-
formity {Mann, 1959; Berg and Bass, 1961) and between age and
conformity {Berg and Bass, 196l1). Conformists have been

described as less intelligent (Berg and Bass, 1961),1less



original, lower on need achlievement, high in need for social
approval and low in self confidence (3Serg and Bass, 1961).

In summary such studies suggest that factors of sex, age,
intelligence, neuroticism, extroversion and autnoritarianism to

be particularly sallent in dominance researcn.



Chapter 2

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1:

l'he sublect's (S's} Managerial Scale score
on the CPI will be independent of hlis mean
solution score.

Hypothesis 2:

There will be A positive correlation between

3's score on the Managerial scale of the CPI

and the amount of speaking benavior displayed
in the interaction situation,

Hypothesis 7:

There will be a positive correlation between
3's ylelding score and amount of speaking
behavior in the interaction situation,

Hypothnesis 4:

Contrast Dvads wlll demonstrate a contrast
effect in speaking behavior (i.e. differences
in amount of speaking between dyad members

will increase over the nine situations of the
RDT) and an assimilation effect will be
demonstrated by members of Slmilar Dyads (1l.e.
differences between dyad members in amount of
speaking will decrease over the nine situations
of the RDT).

Hypothesls 5:

A Contrast effect in yilelding behavior will be
dAemonstrated by Contrast dyads while ylelding
behavior of 3imilar Dyads will demonstrate an
assimilation effect.
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Chapter 3
Met hod

Subjects:

A total of 120 female 5s similar in age, I4d and 3E class

were selected out of 362 undergraduate Education students at

City College of New York. Subjlect selectlon was guided by the

following criterla:

1)

2)

3)

Managerial Score on the CPI(California Psychoiogical

inventory,
3s were administered the 206 items in the Managerial

scale and divided into !igh Dominance (H), Moderate
Dominance (M) and Low Dominance (L) zroups as
follows: H = first quartile of those tested. M =
gsecond and third quartile of those tested, L =
fourth quartil of those tested.

jeneral Impression {GI) score on CPIl:

3s scoring above the 65th centile of the GI scale
were to be eliminated from this study.

Interaction:

Although inltial dyad pairings were made with refer-
ence to the Managerial Scale score (D-3 or M-M
dyads), determination of whether a particular dyad
was to be classifled as "Contrast® or "Similar" was
to be based upon the percentage of time spoken by
one member relative to the other dyad member summed
over the first three of the nine situations (PTS

score). A median split was then to be performed



such that dyads in the upper half of those tested
were to be classiflied as "Contrast" and those with
percentages in the bottom half of those tested
classified as “Similar".

Apparatus:

This study was designed to examine those interactions
related to role dominance. These verbal interactions were sound
recorded on a 3ony four channel sterec tape recorder, Model #630.

A stop watch was used to measure duration of each interactlion
situation,

Two raters scored the tapes with reliability checks made
on a random basis.

Procedure:

The experimenter (E)} visited all undergraduate Education
classes at the City College of New York to obtain volunteers
(3ee Appendix 2 for announcement).

All iInterested students were given the following items for
completion at honmes

1) Memo (See Appendix 2).

2) Hevealed Difference Test incident form (3ee Appendix 3).

3) Managerial scale of CPI (See Appendix 4).

4) General Impression (GI) scale of CPI (See Appendix 4).

5} Demographic Information Form (See Appendix 5).

1) Memo:

This form outlines research goal and provides procedural

instructions,
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2) Revealed Difference Test (ADT) incident form:

This test designed by Strodtbeck (1951, cited in Bales,
R. and Borgatta, E., 1962) requires that 3s initially
read through various problem situastions indicating their
solution for each {(they are later brought together with
instructions to resolve private differences in solution).
Apnlication of the RDT has been primarily with familles
(3trodtbeck, 1951, cited in Bales, R.and Borgatta, C.,
19623 Farina, 19603 Jackson, 1956) where parent-child

sltuations have been utilized to ensure ego involvement.

In this study, a series of sixteen classroom situations
were devised for use witn Education students to ensure
ego involvement., 35 were instructed to read tnhrough the
situations and to select the best soclution for each from
among eight actlions provided. 3s were also asked to
indicate theilr degree of lnvolvement separately for each

of the sixteen situations,

The eight solutions consisted of generallized responses
made by teachers which were graded along a continuum of
authoritarian-permissive, These eight actions were
selected from among a larger sample of thirteen which
were ranked by twenty teachers, Only those actlons

showing greatest ranking agreement were retalned.

In a pllot study (July, 1969) it was found that for all

randomly paired dyads, disagreement on at least nine
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Situatlions had occurred. Furthermore, it was demon-
strated that the degree of permissiveness in 3's action
selection was independent of the amount of dominance as

measured on the Managerial Scale of the CPI.

3) Managerial Scale of CPl{(California Psychological

Inventor*}
Phe Managerlal scale devised by Goodstein and Schrader

(1963) 1s composed of 206 of the 480 CPI items. It has

been found to correlate significantly with amount of
talking in a group situation (2Zdep, 1967) and as such
appears to be the best avallable predictor of speaking
bernavior. In a pilot study (July, 1969) it was found to
accurately differentiate the more talkative dyad member
in four out of four dyads, in contrast with the Dominance
Scale of the CPI which showed no significant relationship

to domlinance behavior as here defined.,

4) General Impression Scale of CPI:

This scale was deslgned to "identify persons capable of
creating a favorable impression and who are concerned with

how others react to them." (Gough, 1956, pp. 10)

5) Demographic Information Form:

The demographic questionnalre was devised to ensure more
accurate matching on dimensions of intelligence, SE status,

age, etc, where possible,.
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Ss who obtailned scores above the 65th centile of the GI
scale were to be disqualified., Hemalning Ss were rated on the
Managerial scale and classified as either H, M or L according
to criteria for these groups. Eligible 538 were asked to return
for the second half of tnis study. All other 55 were to be sent
a letter thanking them for thelir participation and informing
them that they may lnquire as to the results of the study after
June 1970,

Eligible 358 were assigned to one of the following two dyadic
croups (D-3, M-M) sucnhn that a total of 30 dyads per condition
was obtalned:

{1) D-5 Dyad: H and L Ss as determined by the Managerial
scale of the CPI were palred,

(2) M-M Dyad: M and M 3s as determined by tne Managerial
scale of the CPl were palred.

Nine situations on which both dyad members disagreed were
identifled prior to tne interaction. Within each dyad type,
specific pairings were made according to demographic data and
time availabllity. Insofar as posslible, situations in wnich
58 checked minimal involvement were not used in the interaction
situation. Results of the pilot study {(July, 1969) indicated
that only in rare instances was minimal involvement checked for
any situation.

Interaction:

Ss were contacted by an Assistant. E was unaware of the
dyad type for any particular dyad.

When S8 arrived at the designated room {which was
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soundproofed for accuracy in recording) they were asked to
refrain from ldentifying themselves., All preliminary conver-
sation was ended. Both 5s were then escorted into the test room,
seated at equal distances from E who read the following
instructions:

"3oth of you have told me on these forms how you would

handle problems that come up with children in the

classroom when you are by yourselves, We are also in-
terested in knowing how teachers would handle these

problems together. I snall read nine of the classrcon
situations along with your individual responses to you.

Imagine now that these same problems come up when both

of you are there, I would like both of you to discuss

your approaches and reach an agreement as to which of

the eight alternative scolutlions 1s the best single one

to be used, and to tell me what that is. Be sure botn

of you say 'agreed' when you are finished,"

The tape recorder was started and the hypothetical situa-
tions read aloud by E. Throughout, & exerted care to insure
that she did not influence thelr behavior. Verbal reinforcement
was not glven and E fixed her zaze on the paper contalning her
instructions, E's particloation was thus limited to questions
designed to determine whether or not agreement has been reached,
After four minutes and thirty seconds elapsed, E informed the
Ss that thirty seconds remained.

At the end of thlis procedure, S5s were asked to fill out a
post interview form, deslgned to ellicit interaction attltudes
and perceptions, while £ filled ocut an observation scale (3Jee
appendix 6 and 7).

38 were then pald for theilr particlipation and asked to

refrailn from discussing the research project with others.



Measures - Indices of Dominance:

The dominance measure was taken exclusively from the

interview with both Ss and consisted of:

1) Percent Time 3poken {(PTS):

The percent of time spoken by the more talkative
dyad member for each of the nine situations was

used.

2) Yielding Score:

This score was defined as the relative distance
yielded by one member in moving towards acceptance

of a Joint solution and was expressed as tne Percent
Yielding score of the more Dominant Dyad member (as
determined by PT3) (Example: If durlng the prilvate
response on the nevealed Difference items, the more
Dominant S's answer was C and the less Dominant $'s
was G, and in the joint session if botn provided a
solution of D, tne yielding score would be 75% in
favor of the former 3. The former in the Jjoint session
moved 1 point in a less severe direction while the
latter moved 3 points in a more severe direction.

Thus the less Dominant subject moved 3/4 or 754 of the
initial distance in the achievement of a solution}.

Final Dyad Grouplngs for Statistical Treatment of Data:

Results of the interaction were used in final classifica-
tion of dyads according to criteria specified. Statistical
treatment was based on these classifications which were as

follows!t
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rinal Classlfication of Dyads

(1) Contrast: Percentage of speaking time of more
talkative member within upner half of those
tested,

(2) similar: Percentage of speaking time of more
talkative member within bottom nalf of those
tested.
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Chapter iy

Results

S3ubject Screening:

All subjects (3s) were administered the Managerial and
General Impression scales of the CPI as well as the Hevealed
Difference Test (BDT) incident form. S5 were tnen categorized
as High Dominant (i), Moderate Dominance (M) or Low Dominant
(L) with those obtalning scores within the first quartile of
the Managerial 3cale classified as d, those witnin the second
and third quartiles as M, and those witnln the fourtn quartile
as L.

Managerial Scale of CPI{Caliromrmin ©syenolowical Inyaatary )

Table 2 indicates the mean and standard deviation (3D) of the

ZPI Managerial scores for this population.

FABLE 2
AANGE, MEAN AND 5.D. OF CPI MANAGERIAL 3CORES

rFror K, M, AND L GROUPS

Group Menmbership

H M L
(N = 30y (N = 60) (N = 30)
Hanege 154 - 180 139 - 1583 82 - 138
Mean 165.60 146,97 127.00

S.D. 8.17 5.30 12.20




General Impression Scale of CPI:

The distribution of CPI General Impression Scale (social
desirablility) scores according to Dominance classification

appears in Table 3 for H, M and L groups.

TABLE 3
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF CPI GENERAL IMPRESSION SCALE SCOHES

FOR H, M AND L SUBJECTS (N = 120)

Centlile Dominance Category - Frequency Count

3core Hange H M L
60-64 4 1 0
55-59 i 1 1
5054 5 6 2
Ls-kg 5 7 4
L0l 7 17 3
35-39 2 15 7
30-3k 3 9 10
25-29 _0_ b —
Total 30 60 30

General Impression Scale scores ranged from a raw score of
5 {Centile score = 25) to a raw score of 27 (Centile score = 62).
Insofar as subjects all scored below the 65th centile, the

General Impression scale did not serve as a basis for eliminating

58 from the study.



devealed Difference Test:

A mean solution score based on the average RDT response was
obtained for each 3., [I'hls was accomplished by assigning point
values to each response A through H such that higher scores
coincided with greater permissiveness of response, summing such
scores over the nine situations and obtalning an average.

Table 4 presents a frequency distribution of Mean 3olution
scores according to Dominance classification, for H, M, and L

Zroups.

TABLE 4
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF HDT M:ZAN SOLUTION SCOR<S

FOR H, M AND L 3UBJZCTS (N = 120)

Range of Mean Dominance Category - Frequence Count

Solution 3cores H M L
6.5 - 6.9 1 0 0
6.0 - 6.4 1 2 G
5.5 = 5.9 0 3 1
5.0 - 5.4 3 L 0
4.5 - 4,9 3 7 2
b,0 - 4,4 9 15 7
3.5 -~ 3.9 b4 9 9
3.0 - 3.4 7 11 5
2.5 - 2.9 1 3
2,0 - 2.4 _1 N —3.

Total 30 60 30




-Initial Dyad Formation:

Managerial Score of CPI:

CPI Managerial 3cale scores were utilized in initial dyad
formation, resulting in 30 H-L and 30 M-M dyads.

Hevealed Difference Test Scgores

It was hypothesized that 3's Managerial Scale oscore on the
CPI would be independent of his Mean 3olution 3cocre on the
RDT. A Pearson Correlation Coefficlent of .05 (30 = .09) was
conslistent with this hypothesis.

Final Dyad Classificatlion:

Mean Percent Time Speakling (PI'3) 3core:

Final dyad classification was based on the mean Percent of
Time 3poken (PIS) by the more talkative dyad member over the
first three trials. A total of 29 dyads were classified as
Similar dyads (PIS range 47-53¢) and 31 dyads were classified
as Contrast Dyads (PTS range 59-74%), Table 5 portrays the

distribution of PIS3 scores for Similar and Contrast Dyads.
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TABLE 5
FAEQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF MEAN PT3 SCOHES BASED ON 1-3

TAIALS FOR SIMILAR AND CONTRAST DYADS (N = 60)
(PERCENTAGE OF TIME SfQKEN SCORE )

PTS Hanges 3imilar Dyad PT3 Ranges Contrast Dyad

57 - 58 7 73 - 74 2

55 = 56 6 71 - 72 1

53 - 54 6 69 - 70 6

51 - 52 1 67 - 68 1

4g - 50 6 65 - 66 2

b7 - b8 3 63 - 64 4

Total 29 61 - 62 6
53 - 60 9
Total 31

Heliability of PI3 score{Percentage of Time sSpoken)

PI'5s measures were derived by two raters who slmultaneously
scored transactions of the lnterview - each rater belng asslgned
to one dyad member. To determine reliabllity of such ratings,
five tapes were rescored by the same raters without reference to
prior estimates and with raters now assigned to the opposite dyad
member. In all, a total of 90 comparisons were obtalned. A
Pearson Correlation Coefficient of .987 (P<€.001) indicated nearly
perfect agreement in inter-rater reliablility,.

Helationship Between Initial and Final Dyad Classifications:

Insofar as both the CPI Managerial Scale and PI'3 behavior



vurported to measure dominance, it was hypothesized that the two
variables would be positively related. This hypothesis was tested
by relating it with four behavioral varlables,

CPl Managerial 3cale and Total Time Spoken (TT3):

A correlation between CPI Managerial 3Scale scores and TI3
behavior (Total Time spoken over the nine situations) for 120 3s
was performed. A Pearson Correlation Coefficient of .32 (P4:.01)
was obtalned.

CPl Managerial sScore and PT3 3enavior:

A t test comparison of the CPIl Managerial scale score means
for more Dominant members of simllar and Contrast groups ylelded
at value of +1.24 (P:>.10) indicating that tne CPI Managerial
3cale scores obtailned by these members of tne Contrast Group were
not slignificantly different from those obtained by more Dominant
members of Simllar Dyads.

Although the dyad types based on actual benavior (PI3)} for
more sSubmissive members were clearly differentiated,a t test com-
parison of their CPl Managerial Scale score means ylelded a t
value of -.38 (P .10) indicating that the CPI scores obtained by
more Submissive members of Contrast Groups was not significantly
different from those obtained by more Submissive members of
S3imilar Dyads,

Table 6 presents the Means and 3Ds of CPI Managerial Scale
scores separately for more Submissive dyad members and for more
Dominant dyad members (as determined by PPS behavior) according to

PTS Dyad type.

-



TABLE 6
MEANS AND SDs QF CPI MANAGERIAL SCALE SCORE3 FOR MORE SUBMISSIVE
AND MORE DOMINANT (PTS) MEMBERS OF 3IMILAR AND CONTRAST DYADS3

More Submisslive More [Dominant
Dyad Members Dyad Members

Scores |Similar Dyad Contrast Dyad Similar Dyad <Contrast Dyad

CPI Means 142,48 144,03 147,83 152.23
3D 20.49 12,81 14,29 13.24
N 29 31 29 31

Predictive Value of CPI Managerial Scale:

To determine the accuracy of the CPl Managerial scale in
prediction of PT3S Dyad Type, a Chi Square comparison was performed.
The groups originally paired according to CPI Managerial 3cale
score differences were compared with groups formed on the basis
of actual behavior (PT3). The obtained frequencies are presented

in Table 7.

TABLE 7
FREQUENCY OF AGREEMENTS AND DISAGHREEMENTS BZiTWEEN

CPI AND PTS DYAD CLASSIFICATIONS

CPI Dyad Type

PTS Type MM D3 Total
Similar Dyad 13 16 31
Contrast Dyad 17 14 29
Totals 30 30 0




The obtained; ° was .60 (P .30) which indicated almost
pure chance relatlionship. Of the 30 predicted Contrast Groups,
14 were actually so categorized based on performance., Of the
30 predicted Similar Groups, 13 were so categorized based on
performance,

While the above Chi Square tested the accuracy of CPI
Managerial Scale scores in the prediction of performance for

two sublects within the dyad, an analysis of Dominance based

upon individual performance within the entire group is presented

below in Table 8,

TABLE 8
FREQUENTY UF AGHREEMENTS AND DISAGHoEMENTS BEIWEEN
DOMINANCE TYPz AS MEASUREZD BY CPI MANAGEHRIAL
3CALE AND DOMINANCE TYPE AS DETZERMINED

BY PTS CLASI3IFICATION

Dominance Dominance Type (PTS)
Type-CPI Moderate Moderate
Man. Scale Dominant Dominant 3Submissive Submissive TOTAL

High (i) 11 10 6 3 30
Mod (M) 17 13 13 17 60
Low (L, 3 5 19 i1 30
TOTAL 31 29 29 31 120

The obtainedx2 = 3.3 (P).lO) indicated that although
there was a tendency for CPI H subjects to talk more than
CPI La, the CPI Managerial Scale as a whole falled to accurately

predict Dominance type of subject with respect to PTS behavior.
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Yielding Behavior:

Another indice of Dominance utilized was Yielding Behavior.
This was defined as the distance ylelded by one member relative
to that of the other in achleving a solution agreement. This
score was expressed in terms of the more Dominant (PT3) member.

Table 9 presents the distribution of Total Yielding Scores

for 3imilar and Contrast Dyads.

TABLE 9
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION CF TOTAL YIELDING 3CORES* POR

SIMILAR AND CONTRAST DYADS (N = 60)

PTS Dyad Type
Hange of Total

Yielding Scores Similar Dyad Contrast Dyad
25.1 - 26,0 0 1
2.1 - 25,0 1 1
23.1 - 24.0 1 2
22.1 - 23.0 3 2
21.1 - 22.0 6 2
20,1 - 21,0 1 9
19.0 - 20,0 3 5
18.1 - 19.0 5 2
17.1 - 18,0 5 6
16.1 - 17.0 3 1
15.1 - 16.0 1 -9
Total 29 31

*Scores below 20.0 indicate that the more Dominant member
yielded more while scores above 20 reflect greater ylelding
by the more Submissive dyad member,.




Yielding Behavior and PTS(Percentage of Time Spoken)

It was hypothnesized that 3s Yielding score would be posi-
tively related to PT3 behavior. Using thne more Domlnant
member's score, a Pearson Correlation Coefficlent r=.14
(30 = ,13) indicated that these two measures of Dominance were
esrentially independent, Ylelding Behavior and Speaking HBehavior
were thus treated separately.

Change Over Time - Speaklng Behavior:

It was hypothesized that Contrast Dyads would demonstrate a
contrast effect (1.e. that differences in 3peaking Behavior for
dyad members would increase over the nine trials of the RD[) and
that an assimilation effect would be demonstrated by members of
similar Dyads (i.e. that differences in dyad speaking Behavior
would decrease over the nine situations of the HDT).

PTS Measures:

Table 10 presents PT3 means according to trial and to Final

Dyad Classification:



TABLE 10
PTS MEANS BY TRIAL FOR DOMINANT McZMBER
OF SIMILAR AND CONTRAST DYADS AND

MEAN DYAD DIFFEHENCES

Similar Contrast PTS Contrast Total
Trial Group(N=29) Group{N=131) - Jimilar PT3
1 53.34% 65.03% 11.69% 59.38%
2 55,48 62,90 7,42 59. 32
3 50,38 A, 10 13.72 57.47
b 52. 34 62,39 10,085 57.53
5 54,00 60.26 6.26 57.273
6 52.76 63.94 11.13 53.53
7 56.76 58,42 1.66 57,62
8 50.93 61,19 10.26 56.23
9 55.86 62. 39 6,53 59.23
Total Mean 54,67 62.29

It appears tnat there were no striking mean trends,



Table 11 presents the results of an Interaction Trend

Analysis for PTS.

TABLE 11

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - PT3 BEHAVIOR (N = 60)
(P a8 lAST O LIMle SPOKEN)

jource 33 df M3 F P
Setween Groups 10323, 56 1 10323, 56 63,81 , 0001
33 Within Grps 9332,98 54 161.78
Between Trials 533, 60 3 73.53 .30
Linear Trials 73 40 1 73,44 B0
Grps X Trials 1594, 39 o) 199, 30 2,13 L35
Grps X Linear

Trials 1253.93 1 128,93 1,738
Error W 43319.47 _u4béh4 93.36
Total 65209,00 539

The significant Between Groups (¥ = 63.81 P & .0001)
reflected the fact that groups were split on this variable, while
the barely significant Groups X Trials (f = 2,13, P<.05)
reflected the variation in MM and DS PI3 trends although the
Groups X Linear Trials F of 1l.738 (P}) .05) reflected the fallure
of these PTS means to consistently move closer together or far-
ther apart, and thus the lack of any demonstrable contrast or
assimilation effect.

The slight mean decrease for the Contrast Group reflected

the presence of a regression effect (See Table 10). The



relatively high means for the first three trials reflected the
fact that dyads were chosen for these groups on that criteria
to maximize differences in PTS,

A correlation matrix of PTS by trial for botn groups

combined is shown in Table 12.

TABLE 12
CORRELATION MATRIX OF PT3S BY TRIAL AND CORH<LATION
WwITH TOTAL PTS FOR SIMILAHR AND

CONTRAST GHOUUP DATA CUMBINED (W = 60)

TRIAL TRIAL r WITH [CTPAL PI3
2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9
1 <121 ,2212 ,35 .24 .29 +,07 .12 -,03 43
2 .15 V3,05 .17 .12 L34 L33 prs
3 .38 .18 .27 .24 .34 .10 . 60
b 420 .31 .31 .35 .24 .73
5 <33 A2 .29 .12 .61
6 b L33 -.02 . 59
7 .20 .02 49
3 2k .65
9 . 38
* r=.338 (P = ,01)
r = 261 (P = .05)

The hlighest intercorrelations occur between trials 3 through 6,

That all trial with total PTS correlations were significant

(beyond .05) reflected the stablility of PTS as a measure. I'rials

4 - 6 correlated most with total PTS while extreme trials 1 and
9 correlated least again reflecting the relationship between
central position and predictability.
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TT3 Measures{Total Time Spoken)

PTS was differentially effected by totsl time i.e. higher
percentages were more easlly attained with small total units
of speaking time, tnerefore an exvloration of T3 behavior in
connection with hypotheses of contrast and assimilation was
conducted. sSnpeaking Benhavior was examined by dividing the total
interaction into thirds such tnat trials 1-3, 4-6 and 7-9 were
treated each as separate units of benavior.

lfable 13 presents T'I's means for the 3imilar and lontrast

Dyads according to three-trial untts:

TABLE 173
PTS M=ZANS AND MSAN DIFFEHENCZ SCOHSES HY [HHoE-THIAL
UNIT3 AND BY DOMINANCE TYPE FOR

SIMILAR AND CONTRAST DYADS (N = 120) (in seconds)

Trials
Dvad .
Member 1-3 b-6 7-9
Similar Jyads(N=515)
More Jonlnant 3 246,31 2ib,07 250,90
Less Dominant J 216.10 217.82 214,10
Mean Difference 30.21 31.11 36,80
Contrast Dyads{N=62)
Dominant 3 269,61 261,930 234,71
submissive S 148. 09 165. 58 200.29

Mean Difference 121.52 36, 32 . 42




Examination of Table 13 illustrates the greater discrep-
ancy between Submissive 3s of Contrast and Slmilar Dyads
compared to Dominant members of both groups. TTS scores for
Dominant members of both groups were simllar whlle scores for
sSubmissive memhers differed strikingly between groups. This
suggests that dyads were chosen on the basls of wno was
Submissive rather than on wno was Dominant,

Table 14 presents Mean TI'3 and Difference scores by tnree-

trial units for botn groups combined:

TABLE 14
TTl's TOTALS AND MEAN3 BY THREE-THIAL UNITs FOA BOTH

GROUP3 COMBINED (N = 120) {(in 3econds)

Trials - TT3 Totals

PT3 Type 1-3 b6 7-9
Similar Dyads 13,410 13,536 13,485
Cor.trast Dyads 12,949 13,252 13,53%
Total - TT3 26,1359 26,783 27,021
Means - TT3 219,66 223.23 225.18

Though Contrast Dyads initially spent less tital time
speaking, than Simllar Dyads, they ended up sSpeaking slightly
longer than the latter group. For both groups combined, Mean
T1S was 6 seconds longer for trials 7-9 than it was for

trials 1-3,



Reclassification_of Final ?gads Based on 1-9¢ PT3 (A)
(Percentage of Time Spoken Scgore

n order to examine TTS data in which regression effects
could be discounted, dyads were reclassified by Mean PTS (1-9%)
scores of more Dominant 3s with those dyads below tne medlian
in Similar Dyads(A) (50-56¥PTS) and those above the median in
Contrast Dyads(A) (57-791}). Table 15 presents distribution of

mean PT3 scores based on 1-9 trials for 3imilar Dyads(A).

TABLE 15
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF MEAN PTS 3C0d4%y BASED
UN 1 -~ 9 THIAL3 FOR SIMILAR(A) AND CONTRAST(A)

GROUP3 (N = 60)

Mean PTS Mean PTS

3cores 31milar Group(A) 3cores Contrast Group(A’

56 L ve 794, 1

55 i 70 1

Sk G 69 1

53 I 63 1

52 6 67 2

51 2 66 0

€0 3 65 1

Total 30 64 L

63 L

62 2

61 L

60 Q

59 4

58 i

57 1

Total 30

TTS_For Heclassified Dyads{Total Time Spoken Score)

Table 16 presenta TT3 Means for Similar Dyad(A) (1-9PTS)

by three-trial units.
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TABLE 16
TTS MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCE 3CORE BY THAEE-TRIAL UNITS3
AND BY DOMINANCE TYPE FOR SIMILAR(A)
DYADS (1-9PT3) (N=60} (in Seconds)

e e
Trials

Dyad Member 1-3 4-6 7-9

More Dominant 3 226,63 229,33 230,40

Less Dominant 3 191,47 203,03 205, 60

Mean Difference 35,16 26,30 24,80

TT3 Means for Contrast{A) Dyads (1-9PT3) by three-trial
units are presented in Table 17 while Table 13 presents com-

bined TTs Means for botn groups by three-trial units:

TABLE 17
IT5 MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCE s3Cunss BY TrinekE-THIAL UNITS
AND BY DOMINANCE TYPE FOR CONTHAST(A)

DYADs (1-9PT3) (N=60) (in Seconds)

Trials
Dyad Member 1-3 L-6 7-9
Dominant 3 289,27 281.83 290,00
Submissive 3 169.973 172.67 171.30

Mean Difference 119. 34 109.16 118,70




TA3LE 18
TT3 TOIALS AND MEANS 4Y THREE-THIAL UNITS AND BY DYAD(A)

TYPE (1-9 PIF3) (N = 120) (in Seconds)

Trial - TT3 Totals
Dyad(A) {(1-9PTS)

Classification 1-3 h-6 7=
3imilar{A) yads 12,547 12,971 13,080
Contrast{A} Dyads 13,776 13,6135 13,7339
Total - TT3 26,319 26, 606 26,91y
Means - TT3 219,33 221,72 224,33

Anile fluctations appear randomn for Contract(A) Dyads,
Table 16 indicates a steady decrease in Mean I'l'J Difference
3cores for 3imllar(A) Dyads., At test comparison of 1-3 TIs3
Dif ference Scores with 7-9 TT3 Difference scores (1 to 3 -
7 to 9) yielded a t value of =-,61 (df=54) whicn was insiznificant

(PD.10).

Change Over Time - Yieldlng Behavior:

It was hypothesized that Contrast Dyads would demonstrate
a contrast effect (i.e. tnat differences in amount of yielding
would increase over the nine trials of the HDT) and that an
assimilation effect would bhe manifested iY Similar Dyads (1l.e.
that differences in amount of ylelding behavior would decrease

over the nine trials of the RDT),
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Percent Yielding Score:

Table 19 presents Percent Yielding Means according to

trial and to Final Dyad Classification:

TaBL=z 19
PuHCHNT YIELDING 3CORX MEANS HY TRIAL AND BY FINAL

DYAD CLASSIFICATICN (N = 60)

Trial sSimilar contrast -ontrast-3imilar Total
Group(N=29}) Group(N=31) ¥ Yielding £Ylelding

1 19.83% 20,428 + .59% 20.13%
2 18,96 20,732 +1.36 19.67
3 20,14 18, 52 -1.62 19, 30
4 183,76 18,26 - .50 18.50
5 20.32 19,63 - 6l 19,95
A 21,38 22,32 + .94 21.87
7 19,14 21l.2A +2,12 20.23
3 21.07 21,29 + ,22 21.18
9 19.10 19, 34 + 70 19.48

Total

Mean 19,85 20,20

* Scores below 20.0 indicate that the more Dominant
member ylelded more while scores above 20.0 reflect
greater ylelding by the more submissive dyad member,

The mean total suggested that though ylelding was approxi-
mately evenly divided regardless of dyad type, Dominant 3s of
Contrast Dyads were less likely to yleld than Dominant 3s of

Similar Dyads.



Table 20 presents the results of an Interaction Trend

Analysis for Percent Ylelding Behavior:

TABLE 20
ANALYSIS OF VAHIANCE - PEdCENT YIZLDING B<HAVIOH
(N = 60)
source 33 df M3 v
Between Groups 17.19 1 17.19 W27
33 Within Groups h618,10 £8 79.62
Between Trinls 4136, 80 H i A0 .65
Linear [I'rials 51.726 1 51,26 . h2
Grps X Trials 154,37 3 20,149 .25
Grp:s X Linear
rials . 59 1 . 59 L0l
irror Within 39092.85 464 B,25
Total 44319.26 539

“F (R8,38)= 2.8% (P= .05}

Phe insisnificant Between Groups (F=.22), Groups X [rlals
(F=.25) reflected tne fact tnat tne two groups did not differ
Wwith respect to Percent Yielding scores,

The Groups X Linear Trials F of .01 indicated tne failure
of Percent Yielding scores to consistently move closer togetner

or further apart, and thus the lack of any contrast or assiml-

lation effect.
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A correlation matrix of Percent Yielding by trial for both

groups combined 1s presented in Table 21,

TABLx 21
CCRR<LATION MATRIX OF PHERCENT YIELDING
CORRELATION WITH TOTAL YIELDING

GROUPS COMBINED (N = 60)

SCORES

FOR SIMILAR AND

BY TRIAL AND

SONTRAST

Trial Trial
> 3 & s 67 5 9 hewmmet
1 -, 32%  -,02 -.12 - 20 -.01 -.07% 401 .11 .11
2 -.29%  -,07 -.05 -.01 -.19 ,00 .14 .02
3 .12 .16 23 .20 - 16 .05 . 5Y
Ly .05 .05 07 15 ,07 .35
5 .03 .00 A 04 .20 .31
6 -.07 204 ,20 . 50
7 -.15 .10 « 33
3 -.05 .07
9 .51
r = .,338 (P=.01) r = 2,61 (P=.05)

The significant rs of -.32 and -,29 (P(.os) be tween

trials 1 througn 3 reflected the fact that ylelding on tne

first trial was not a predictor of future yielding.

It appeared

rather there was an initial alternation in ylelding for the

the first three trials.

The correlations between third,

sixth and ninth trials with

total Percent Yielding scores were most significant (r=.59, .50

and .51) (P<.01) respectively.

The middle trials on the whole
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appeared to correlate more with total ylelding than did early
and late trials. Tne fluctuation however reflected the insta-
bility of Yielding as a measure,

Additional Data Analysls

Ratings

Following the Interactlon, Ss were asked to provide ratings
of self and other on a seven point scale for eacn of five bipolar
dimensions: Quiet-Talkative, Uncomfortable-Comfortable,
Unpersuasive-Persuasive, Submissive-Dominant., Quantitative
values were assigned to such ratings by assligning a score of 1
to extreme ratings on the non-assertive end of suchacales e.g,
Quiet, Unpersuaslive, etcv Aa score of 2 on the 2nd step and so on
up to a value of 7 for extreme ratings on assertion. Two types
of final measures were obtailned for each bipolar dimension:

(1) self rating - total score obtalned on self rating and (2)

gz2lf-other rating - The difference between assigned score to

gself and assivned score to other on the same dimension. Positive
gcores reflected higher self than otner ratinegs while negative
scores reflected lower self than other ratings.

Of particular interest was the relationship between subjective
ratings and overt behavior. Towards this end, several compari-
sons were made:

Dominance Ratings:

Self Ratings:

Mean self rating scores for sublects from the Simllar Dyads

was +4.2 while that of the Contrast Dyads was +4.73. Out of

118 33, 67 rated themselves at 4 while 37 Ss rated themselves
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at 5 (scores ranged from 2-6). Thus 3s tended to rate themselves
on or about the mean on Domlnance.

Self Hating and Managerlial Scale 3core:

CPI Manarerial Scale scores were correlated with self-ratings
of Dominance for all Ss, ylelding a Pearson Correlation Coeffi-
clent of .11 (So=,09),.

Self-Other Ratings:

Mean 3elf-QOther Ratings for the 3imilar group was +.1l4 while
that of the Contrast group was +.46., Of 118 38, 62 reported no
difference between selves and partner on Dominance (range =
-4 to +4), Thus 3s tended to report similarity in self - other
perception on Dominance,

Self-Other and Manarerial Scale s¢ores:

jelf - other ratings on Dominance were correlated with CPI
Managerial Scale scores. An obtained Pearson Correlation Co-
efficlent of +,18 (50=,09) reflected the independence of tnese
two measures as well.

Juiet-Talkatlve Ratlngs:

Self Ratings:

Table 22 presents mean self ratings on lalkativeness

according to Final Dyad Classification and Dominance type:
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TABLE 22
MEAN SELF RATING SCORES (QUIET-TALKATIVE) ACCURDING

TC DYAD CLASSIFICATION AND DOMINANCE TYPE (N = 119)

Pyad Classification

Subject Type Similar Dyad(N=58} Contrast Dyad{N=61)
Less Dominant 3 5e 7 5.1
More Dominant 3 5.6 5.7
Mean Roth 3s Combined 5.6 5.4

Table 27 reflected the fact that 3s generally tended to
rate themselves high on Talkativeness (scale mean = 4,0).

Self Ratings and TTS Scoref{Total Time Spoken)

Correlations between self ratings on Talkativeness and TT3
hehavior were computed separately by Final Dyad classification.
for the 3imilar Dyad a Pearson Correlation Coefficlent of .007
(s0=.13) was obtained while the Contrast Dyad correlation
ylelded an r of .38 (P .01) {S0=.13). [he fallure of ratings
by members of Slmilar Dyads to be significantly related witn
'S behavior may have been a function of the smaller ['I's differ-
ences Which characterirzed this dyad., In Contrast Dyads wnere
by definition, TTS discrepancies were larger, 335 tended to
describe themselves more accurately,

Jelf-0ther Ratings:

Table 273 presents Means, and Ranges of self-other ratings
on Talkativeness according to Dyad Classlflcation and

Dominance type:
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FABLE 273
MZANS, HANGES FOR SELF-OTHER 3CORZ3 (QUIET-TALKATIVSE)

ACCORDING TO DYAD CLASSIFICATION AND DOMINANCE TYPE (N=119)

Dyad Classification gg;gigggds
3ubject Type SIniTarTN=5%]  Contrast(N=61) eans
Less Dominant 3 -.3 -3 -.25
More Dominant 3 +.1 +.57 +. 3%
Means 3oth 3s -. 049 +;16 +. 04
Ranges -3 to +2 -3+ 3

Table 23 reflected the fact that differences in self-otner
ratings were minimal botn for subject types and dyad types,

It should he noted that of the 58 5s comprising tne Similar
Group, 34 indicated no difference between self and partner on
Talkativeness, For tne Contrast Group (N = 61) no difference
in self-other ratings was obtalned for 33 Ss. When such ratings
were examined hy sublect type, it was found that of the 60 more
submissive Dyad members, a total of 22 reported no difference
in self-othner rating while 35 of the more Dominant 5s reported
no difference as well (N = 59},

Thus, over half of those tested rated partners and selves
equally on Talkativeness,

3elf-Other natings and TTS Scores{Total Time Sgoken)

Correlations between self-otner ratings on Talkativeness

and TTS scores were computed separately according to Final Dyad



Classification yielding an r of +.,07 (50=.13) for the 3imilar
group and an r of +.21 (30=.13}) for the Contrast Dyad. Ratings
for hoth dyads were independent of actual speaking behavior in
the interaction situation,

Unpersuasive-Persuasive datings:

self Ratings:

Table 24 presents mean self ratings on Persuaslveness

accordine to Dyad Classiflcation and Douminance type:

TABLE 24
MZAN SELF HATING 3COHES (UNPERSUASIVZ-PEHSUASIVS) ACCOHRDING

TO DYAD CLASSIFICATION AND DOMINANCE TYP= (N = 118)

Dyad Classification

Subject Type Similar Dyad (N=57) Contrast Dyad{N=61)
Less Dominant 35 5.0 L,2
More Dominant 3 b,3 4,5
Means for Botnh 3s Lb.6 b,y

Table 24 reflected the fact that all Ss tended to utilize
ratings close to the mean on Persuasiveness.

gelf Hatings and Percent Yielding Scores:

Correlations between self ratings on Persuasiveness and
Yielding Behavior were computed separately accordling to Dyad
Classification,

For the Similar Dyad an r of ~.24 (So0=,13)was obtalned

while a Pearson Correlation Coefficient of -.03 (So=.13) was



computed for tne Contrast Dyad, indicating that for both groups
ratings on Persuasiveness were independent of Yielding fBenavior
in the Interaction sltuatlon.

The negative direction of these correlations suggests that
for both aroups there was a tendency in fact for 38 wno yielded
more to percelve themselves as more Persuasive tnan their
partnears,

Jelf = Dther Hatings:

Table 25 presents means and ranges of self-other ratings on
Persuasiveness according to Dyad Classification and Dominance

type:

TARBLY 25
MEANS, HANGES FCR SELF-CTHER RATINGS(UNPEH&UAdIV”—
PERSUASIVE) ACCORDING TO DYAD CLASSIFICATION AND

DUMINANCE TYP: (N = 114)

Dyad Classification Means for both

Subject Type 3imilar(N=57) Contrast(N=61) Dyads Combined
Less Dominant 3 +.21 -.03 +.08
More Dominant S -, 0l +,.57 +.,28
Mean Both Ss +.09 +.26 +.18
Ranges =4+ L =4 +3 L o+l

Table 25 reflected the fact that differences in self-other
ratings were minimal for both subject and dyad types.

It should be noted that within the Similar Group (N=57)



approximately 1/3 of the Ss (173s) reported no difference between

self and partner ratings. Twenty elght out of a total of 61 3s
wlthln the Contrast group failed to report differences on
Persuasiveness.

Jelf-Other Ratings and Ylelding 3cores:

correlations hetween self-other ratings on Fersuasliveness
with Yielding Behavior were computed separately according to
dyad classification. For the 3imllar Dyad {(N=57) an r +,583
(F<.Ol) was obtained while for tne Contrast Dyad (N=61l) a
Pearson Correlation Coefficient of +.14 (So=.13 was obtained,

35 Within the Similar Dyad demonstrated some accuracy in
self-other rating.: on Persuaslveness, For the Contrast Dyad
self-other ratings on Persuasiveness appeared to be ilndependent
of actual ylelding behavior within the interaction situation.

In summary then, overall accuracy of such ratings tended

to be low,

Hatlng and Behavlior - Summary of Findings:

quiet-Talkative

Table 26 presents a summary of ohtained correlatlons
between TT3 behavior and ratings of self and self-other by

Dyvad Classification.

7¢



TABLE 26
OBTAINED CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TTS BEHAVIOR AND RATING3 OF

SELF AND S£ELF-OTHER ACCORDING TO DYAD CLASSIFICATION(N=119)

Dyad Classifilcation

Type Rating 3imilar Dyad Contrast Dyad
self .Q07 38 *
self=-0Other .07 W21

*(P(.O:L)

Table 26 reflected the low accuracy of 3 ratings,

Unpersuaslive-Persuasive:

Table 27 presents a summary of obtained correlatlions between
Percent Yielding Behavior and ratings of self and self-otner

according to Dyad Classificatlion:

TABLE 27
OBTAIN=D COHRALATIONS BETWEZN PERCENT YIELDING 3:ZHAVIOR AND

HATINGS OF SELF AND 3SELF-OTHER ACCORDING TO DYAD CLASSIFICATION
(N=118)

— S T TR
Dyad Classification

Type Rating Similar 5§;d Contrast Dyad

Self -.2“ -.03

Self-Other +, ;8% +, 14
*(PL.01)

Of the obtained correlations only one finding was signl-
ficant - that between self-other and ylelding for the Simllar

Group.



Type of Rating-Self Hatings-Self-Other Ratings:

In order to determine relative efficacy of self ratings
versus self-other ratings, correlations are presented

separately in Tables 23 and 29 respectively:

TABL: 253
CORHELATIONS BEIWEEN SELF RATING3, PTs AND YISLDING

BEHAVIOR ACCORDING TU DYAD CLASSIFICATION

Dyad Classiflicatiocon

Kind of Henavior Similar Dyad contrast Dyad
TT3 .007 . 8%
Percent Yielding -.24 -.03
*» (pL.01)
TABLE 29

CORRALATIONS BETWEEN S2LF-OTHZR RATING3, TP3 AND YIELDING

BAHAVIOR ACCORDING TO DYAD CLASSIFICATION

Dyad Classification

Kind of Behavior Similar Dyad Contrast Dyad
TT3 +.07 +,721
Percent Yielding +, 58#% +,.14

* (P .01)




Jumnmpary of Results:

The hypothesls that CPI Managerlal Scores and Mean
3olution 3cores would be jndependent was supported by the
obtained Pearson Correlation Coefficlient of .05 (30=.09).

The hypothesls that the CPl Managerlael 5cale szores would
be positively related witn Speaking Behavior was tested hy
relating 1t with four behavioral variables, O0One measure ['I'3,
used with the total of 120 sublects, yielded low significant
correlations. Other measures did not support the validity of
the 2Pl in predicting thls type of behavlior. In all, sufficlent
eviidence 1n support of the relatlionship between CPl Managerial
zcale scores and speaking Benavior appeared to he lacking for
this population,

The hypothesis tnat Yielding Benavior would be positively
related witn PT5 behavior was not supported by the obtaine:d
Pearson Correlation Coefficient of .14 (30=,13),

The hypothesls that Contrast Dyads would demonstrate a
contrast effect in 3peaking and Percent Ylelding Behavior (i.e,
that differences in Speaking or Yielding between dyad members
would increase over the nine trials of the RDT) and that an
assimilation effect would be demonstrated by members of 3imllar
Dyads (l.e. that differences in Speaking or Yielding between
dyad members would decrease over the nine situations of the
RDT) was not supported.

Measures of rating at the conclusion of the interaction
generally did not agree with actual behavior nor did CPI
Managerial Scale scores correlate witn self ratings on

Dominance.
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Chapter 3

Discussion

The major outcome of this study has been the fallure to
obtain demonstrable contrast and/or assimilation effects for
tnis population. Rather, the data points to the constancy of
sucn behavior witnin the established dyad.

In attempting to account for sucn findinegs two possible
hypotneses emerge (1) with improved measurement techniques, con-
trast and assimilation effects cculd be demonstrated or
(2) contrast and assimilation effects, thougn operative in
perception and attitude studies simply do not occur in dyadic
interaction.

That contrast and assimllatlon effects may have been obscured
by limitations of existing measurement techniques 1s suggested by
examination of the RDT, CPI and observational indices of
Dominance:

Hevealed Difference [est

Une of tne most striking characteristics of the HDT was tnat
of tne “politeness effect™ 1,e, the tendency of 38 to be nlce and
agreeable, This was demonstrated by tne cyclic patterning in
yielding behavior (see table 26), Thus, for the first two trials
at least, 55 tended to alternate in ylelding to one anotner. It
18 possible that sucn a pattern may have existed beyond tne flrst
two trials but was obscured by tne backlog of varying dyads.

That acceptance of a solutlion was based upon more than 1ts
merits was attested to by many of the recorded statements as
well, In one instance for example 31 initiated the dlscussion

by stating that she was not satisfled with her response. WwWhen
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32 repllied that she was just about to express the same feeling
towards her own solution, S1 immediately launcned into a series
of statements supporting her originally disclaimed view,

Quite often dyads would terminate a discusstion within seconds
informing = that they agreed, When pressed by E as to tne spect-
fies of this agreement, the dyad was unable to respond., The
tendency to act "nice” to reduce strain and disagreement was
anoarent., Members were often concerned with wnether & thought
they would work well taogether, In statements following tne inter-
action, most 3s reported feeling tnat tne purpose of tne study
was to see now reasonable they could be.

Wnen in rare instances one 5 did not abide by these unspoken
rules as for instance by refusing tc alternate in yleldine, a
look of shock and dismay characterirzed her partner wnho tnen re-
ported feeling frustrated and annoyed by the entire ADI procedure,

This concern for most 3s witn heinz liked and belng recarded
as flexible, reasonable, etc., 15 consistent witn behavior which
shutz (1953) labeled "inclusive" and which for 3nutz was charace
teristic of the first phase of group interaction.

If indeed, dyadic interaction is subject to the same basic
laws of development as othei groups it seems apparent that concerns
with power a:d relatlve influence would not be manifested until
tne dyad had been together for longer than the forty-five minutes
allotted in this study.

With reference to the HDT however, 1t should be noted that

this test 1s predicated on the assumption that a conflict



situation exists and tnat adoption of a particular sclutlion is
related to the interpersconal power of i1ts supporter, The
reluctance of most dyads to acknowledee such discrepancies
rendered the HDT ineffectlive as elicitor of dominance behavior.

2Pl Managerial scale

he CPI Managerial scale was used as a nreliminary screening
device. The formation of dyads based on CPI scores was expected
to greatly lmprove upon chance palrinzgs and to ennhance trne likelil-
hood of contrast and assimllation effects, The need for accurate
pairinc was particularly sallent for contrast dyads where fallure
to obtain sufficlilently larwe discrepancies mignt cause assimila-
tion effects to be demonstrated, and thus work against tne
hypotnesis,

Of thne four statlistical tests concerned witn the validity
of the CPI, only one Wwas sileniflcant altnouxh at a low level.
The utilizatlion of the CPI Managerial scale for inltial dyad
formation thus did not 1mprove at all upon chance matching,

These findings contrast sharply witn those reported by
Zdep (1967). Zdep however was concerned with individual
behavior which wans essentially independent of dyadic zroups.,
In this connection it should be noted that CPl predictlions in
this study for subject type were better than predictions for
dyad type.

Secondly, Zdep (1967) used a sample which was more hetero-
geneous with respect to Dominance. A comparison of ranges
demonstrates that while the dominance range in thls study was

38 points, in Zdep's it was 72, or almost twice as large.



Finally, Zdep (1967) measured dominance behavior of
extreme Higzh and Low Dominant 3s only while this study used
all ranges of dominance. Given then extreme 3s on Dominance,
1t may be possible to predict such benavior from CPI test
data.

dnat seems essential however 1is the overall fallure of the
cPl Manarerlal 3cale to predict performance for ftypical college
students who are not members of preselected extreme sroups. In
fact, JPl predictions for this population were sligntly below
those obtained by chance. It is a central point of this study
that paper and pencil tests do not consider reactions to tne
bheravioral situation, Role taking whicn 1s devendent upon otners
1s one such variable., That compnlex variables difficult to anti-
cipate may be operative in interpersonal behavior s suggested
by the discrepancy between Pl accuracy 1ln predicting individual
and dyad performace, In this connection it should be noted that
self and other rating data were similarly poor with respect to
accuracy even thousgh such ratings followed tangible and concrete
situations which 3s could nave used as A basis for evaluation.

These results are consistent with those reported by Curtis
and Wolf (195l,cited in Masling, 1960) and Kelly and FPiske{1951,
cited in Peterson, 1958) and suggests that assertlions regarding
the unpredictability of projective tests are characteristic of
non-projective material and rating scales as well.

Observational Measures of Dominance

Behaviorally, dominance was measured by amount of Speaking

¥



and Percent Yilelding. Implicit in the utilization of such
indices was the assumption that both represented a unitary
construct of dominance., That such a relationsnip has been
regarded as axiomatlic 18 demonstrated by studles sucn as tnose
by Farina (1960), Hetherington and Frankie (1967} and strodtbeck
(1951, cited in Hare, Borgatta and Bales, 1962} in wnich both
measures were utilized.

The finding in this study that Yielding and Speaking
Behavior were independent supports results obtalned by Becker
and Iwakaml (1969) who worked with familles and suggests tnat
these two ilndices measure different things. In this connection,
several possibilities emerce (1) only one indice measured
personal dominance in this study (2) nelther indice was an
adequate measure of dominance.

That only one of these indices (PI[3) may have measured
personal dominance 1s suggested by certain findings in this
gstudy. PTs behavior was found to be relatively stable througnout
the nine situations of the HDOT (see table 12), Tnhat some aspect
of behavior should retain a constant level of functioning
throughout tne lnteractlon suggests that 1t taps a stable aspect
of personality. This report of stabllity for 3peaking Behavior
agrees with results obtained by Matarazzo and saslow (1956} and
Mills {(1953).

In contrast with PTS, Yielding Behavior was found to be
unstable. Low intercorrelations between trial and total were

found (see table 26) and evidence suggesting an alternation in
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yielding between Ss for at least the first two trials was also
obtained. That Yielding was not only unstable but also subject
to ecyclic patterning sugegests that for strangers at least,
yielding may have been pnrimarily a function of approved soclal
noerms and expectations. Thus while PT'3 may nave tapped personal
dominance, yielding may have tapped situational variables. In
this connection, it should be noted that examination of family
interaction (Becker and Iwakami, 1969} reveals greater stability
in Yielding Behavior.

In brief then, it 1s sueggested tnAat in tnis study, speaking,
but not yielding benavior, measured personal domlnance.

[hat neither indice may nave measured dominance was also
suggested, The question of now to define dominance 1s pernaps
more subtle than previously considered, It was frequently
observed during the ADT that 58 would glve thelr partners non-
verbal "permission® to talk by nodding or gesturing. Although
ostensinrly speaking less, tnls o retained a certain amount of
interpersonal power and it is this factor of interpersonal
power tnat 1s central to tne notion of dominance,

Irrespective of the specific reasons nowever, demonstration
of contrast and/or assimilation effects in dominance benavior
are predicated upon the assumption tnat speaking and/or
yielding constitute measures of dominance. Any evidence con-
testing the validity of these indices obviates agalnst
demonstration of contrast-assimilation effects.

The interrelationship between measurement technique and



outcome is not only relevant for speaking and yielding but tis
also applicable for the RDT, and CPIl tests as well. The lower
thelr effectiveness, the less likellnood there 1s of obtalning
gsiegnificant findings. T[nat such measures, despite precedent
within the literature, have been found to be uniformly poor 1in
the present study nas been sufficlentliy documented,

diven then tne ineffectlveness of these measures, it would
seem premature at this point to conclude that contrast and/or
assimilation effects simply do not occur in interpersonal
behavior. Nevertneless tne possibility exists tnat sucn a formu-
lation may not represent viahle descriptions of tne interactive
process,

Despite tne abundant evidence attesting to sucn effects in
attitude {(Sherif, Sherif and Nebergall, 1965) and perception
(4elson, 1948) it may be that the extrapolation to cbservation
of behavior which 1s independent of self report 1s not feasible
for several reasons:

Firstly, In studles earlier cited, 1t was necessary that 35s
attend to the dlmension under investlza.lon hefore contrast or
assimilation effects could be manifested, Thus, 3 was instructed
to estlmate welight, color, failrness ete, of various stimuli.
Under the present design, 3 was unaware of the dimension under
investixcation. This was necessary in order to obtaln behavior
samples which were natural and lacking in self-consciousness,
Yet, it may well be that S's failure to be informed of and hence
to attend to the dominance of his partner may have resulted in

his focusing on and resoonding to other interpersocnal factors
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in its place.

The question of whetner this awareness 1s necessary for
contrast or assimilation to occur in attitude or perception
leads to the Interesting posslbillty that exposure to peripheral
or subliminal stimull mlgnt well result in non-lawful perceptual
cnanges. Though Helson (1G48) notes tnat background stimuli are
assigned lower AL values 1l.e., that stimull not directly within
3's attention are less influential in determining the anchor
point, tne assimlilation-contrast model of Sherif, Sherif and
Neberrall (1965) does not consider such relative welghtings,

'ne additlion of such relationships if relevant would add mucn to
current theory and to its translation into categories independent
of self report.

Still a second 4ifficulty to emerge when extrapolating from
nerceptual-social thecries is concerned with the phenomenon of
anchoring, Jherif, Sherif and Nebergall {1965) note that
Judegments are made with respect to the 5's own stand. [nus otner
stands wnich are extremely discrepant witn this anchor are dis-
placed away while only moderately discrepant stands are subject
to an assimilatlion effect.

In attitude study and perception, both E and 5 are in
agreement on where this anchor i1s located since tnese are derived
from statements made by S, When the data under investigation
however is observable,non self-reported data, the possibility

arises that £ and 3 might each interpret the anchor differently.

Thus £ might, based on quantiflied observation, classify S as



Submissive or Moderate while 3 on the other hand, for a variety
of reasons, might incorrectly perceive himself to be dominant

or as more assertive than his partner. Under such conditions

in which the initital data 1s subject to distortion, complication
of systematic chaneges might tnen occur., That is, if early in the
interaction, 3 percelves both himself and his partner as moder-
ately dominant while ® initially observes that S and his partner
are submissive and dominant, 3 might move in the direction of
assimilation {based unon nis nerception of similarity) while g
would anticiopate a contrast effect (based upon nis observation

of dominance discrenancy).

'hat 5 distortions did occur is borne out by tne fallure of
tne CPl (a self-descriptive inventory) to correlate witn PI[3 and
by the low correlations obtalned between nost-interaction ratinzs
and benavior. Moveover, sucn ratings indicated the influence
that value judements may have had in bringing about such distor-
tions. All 33 tended to percelve themselves as Moderately
Dominant (not too assertive and not too subnmissive) and as
relatively persuasive,

It would be valuable if locatlon of anchoring polints could
be incorporated into the design of non-projective tests,
Additionally, a comparison of performance for 3s hlgn ln accu-
racy on self-perception with those who are low would aild in
determining whether differences in the interpretation of one's
own behavior do effect subsequent interaction,

Before discussing the ramifications of these suggestions, it
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should be noted that an incidental findineg of this study con-
cerned the relationship between Dominance and the tendency to
rely upon external authority. A brilef dliscussion of these
results snall follow:

Dominance and Hellance Upon External Authority

38 who differed in dominance were instructed to select a
hbest solution from among eight cholces which varied with
respect to strictness-leniency. It was thought that less
dominant 3s might favor stronger punlshment against tnose who
transeress the rules {(i.e. more authoritarian solutions). Such
a finding would nave introduced a confounding varlable into the
researcn. It was necessary in this study tnerefore to ascertaln
tnat these factors were independent so tnat dyad dlfferences
could be attributed to dominance discrepancies and not to extent
of initial disagreement, Independence of the twWwo measures was
supported.

That solution cnoices were independent of personal dominance
as measurerd by the ZPI Managerial 3cale 1s at variance with
results obtained by Berg and Bass (1961} and Mann (1959)wno
found negative correlations between dominance and authoritari-
anism, Jeveral possible explanations may be advanced in
accounting for such a discrepancy:

Phat 33 within the present study represented a relatively
homogenous sample with respect to botnh authoritarianism and
dominance was not unlikely insofar as soclio-economic, relligious

and geograpnhic backgrounds were similar,



St1l1ll another source of similarity was to be found in the
educational backcground of such 3s. Although not yet experienced
teachers, all have attended one or more teacher education course.
3uch classes imbue teachinyg aspirants with a child-orlented
nhilosophy which 1s concerned with understanding children's needs
and hence tends to be permissive in approach. It 1s possible
that for more autnoritarian 33 aobedlence to authority becomes
transferred to adherence to normns learned from college professors
and hence to permissive solutions within the classroom. More
experlenced teachers on the otner nand might differ,

“xamination of the data suggests nevertneless a rank order
for the three dominance grouns such that Dominant 5s tended to
utilize more permissive solutlons tnan Moderate 35 wno in turn
Wwere more permissive than submissive 5s. This trend however did
not attain statistical siaznificance,

suggestions for Future Hesearch

Though of some interest, the findine of independence between
domninance and solution choice i1s not directed to the major
hypotheses of thls study - tnhe demonstration of contrast and
assimilation effects for Contrast and simllar dyads respectively.
With reference to the fallure to obtaln such effects two possible
interpretations were advanced (1) that contrast-assimilation
effects do occur in dyadic interaction but have been obscured by
limitations of measurement techniques and (2) contrast-assimila-
tion effects are not descriptive of the interactive process., It

was noted that with the ineffectiveness of current measurement



techniques, 1t would be premature to adopt the latter interpre-
tation at this time,

It 1s in this connection then that a number of suggestions
regardinz lmprovements in design snall be posited for future
research:

One major source of difficulty concerned the initial
selection procedure (CPI). Not only were 3s chosen from witnin
a linited dominance ranze but resultant "cnance" dyad matching
114 not enhance whatever domlnance discrepancles existed,

1) That s were chosen from within a limited range was
more a reflection of the population tested rather tnan tne
techniques utilized, TI'ne large number of 3s required as well as
practical considerationz sucn as the avallabllity of colliege
students, need for ezo involvement, utilization of same-sexed
menmbers, ete. contributed to this restrictlion,

Silven such limitatlons, utilization of a counterbalanced
desiegn might be efficaclous. Maximization of an initially
restricted dominance range could be acnleved by selecting High
and Low dominant 5s. fhougn not relevant for similar dyads,
sufficlent dominance discrepancles are vital to demonstration
nf tne contrast hypothesis. Under the proposed design, a
Dominant S for example would be palred with a Submissive and
then Dominant 3. Learning and comfort factors could be con-
trolled through counterbalancing the order of palrings.
Statistically, utilization of the same 3 in both instances

should reduce Between Group varlability. This procedure



however requlires that 5s return at least twlce, a sometinmes
difficult attainment,

2) In lizht of the inadequate dyad predictions senerated
from tne CPI, 1t would seem ardvisable to discard this test
altogettier and harce initial 5 selection on performance in a
sltuation analonwxous to that beines observed, A small &roup
dAlscussion 1s one suca possibility. Extreme :iigh and Low parti-
cipators would Ye nelected. Altnougn stabllity of speaklng
indlieces support the utilirzation of trnis procedure, it once
again necessitates trat 58 return for re-testinge,

3} In addition to selection difficulties t.ae "politeness
effect” manitested durinag interaction was also zconsidered, {'ne
inability of 38 to acknowledge discrepancles rendered toe oUT
ineffective and it was suggested that forty-rive minutes aay
not rave heen sufficient,

'hAat time extension micit be fruiltful 1s susrested by
snutz's (195%) theory 1n wnlch "inclusive™ benavior 1s followed
by concerns with "contrnl", ditn increased time, dyads snould
manifest a natural Interest in guestions of relative power,
accordine to the tneory,.

The question of sex mignt alsc be pertinent. Females nave
customarily been regarded as hlgner in "succorance® trnan males
and thus naturally more concerned with "inclusion”". It mlgnt
well be that use of male 38 would snorten this first phase of
behavior and precilpitate the emergence of "control" lssues.

3t1ll another possibllity concerns the use of families in

place of adnoc dyads, Use of intact dyads leads to natural
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extenslio. of interaction tlue witnout lengtnening of sessions,

Tne w~hole question of time 1s a relatively unexplored one,
Just how lone 1t might take for contrast-assimilation effects
if present to be maAnifested reguires systematic varliation of
the “ime warianble,

If applicable to dynidz, Siutz's notion of prnasic development
addresses itself tn tre problemn of attention previously discussed.
If at a certaln time in developnment, 35 norually attended to
lssunrs of iInternersonal power, be-avior wnicn is observable and
indenendent of self-rencort could well te utilized in the examina-
tion of nercentual and soclal theories suc as contrast and

assimilatinn,
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Chapter 6
Summary

Though 1t has long been asserted that both acquisition
of benavior and 1ts implementation 4o not exist in isolation,
but. occur rather in response to otner persons as stimull, many
clinical assessment nrocedures nave continued to study henavior
largely in isolation.

There ras been a neel for greater preclslon in the study
of interopersonal influence. For purposes of simplicity, tnis
paper has confined itself to the study of tne dyadic unit., [he
problem then has been to determine the preclse ways in wnich one
interacts witnin the dyadic framework and to derive predictive
laws,

Working with submissive and dominant behavior, the assimila-
tlon-contrast model of attitude change proposed by Hovliand and
Sherif (1458) was extended to tre interpersonal realm.

A total of 120 female undergraduate education students at
“ilty College were indlividually admninistered tne tManagerial and
General Impression scales of the CPI, and a Hevealed Difference
Task wnich required that subjects select from eight alternatives
the best single solution for each of 16 disciplinary classroom
situations,

Based upon Managerial Scale scores, 30 Dominant-Submissive
and 30 Moderate-Moderate dyads were formed. Subjects were
recalled in dyads and asked to arrive at a common solution for

each of nine classroom situations on which they had privately



disagreed., Discusslons were tape recorded,

The variable of dominance was inferred from two independent
measures: (1) PT3 - the percent of time snoken by the more
talkative dyad member for each of the nine situations and (2)
Percent of scale distance ylelded by the more talkative member
in moving towards acceptance of tne other's solution. Dyads
were reclassified as "Contrast" or "simllar” based on PI3
benavior,

It was hypothesized tnat oppositely matched dyads (dominant-
submissive dyads) would demonstrate a contrast effect wnile
similarly matched dyads (moderate-moderate dyads) would demnon-
strate an assimilation effect over tne nine situations of a
revealed difference test, That 1s, it was hypothesized tnat in
a dominant-submissive dyad, tne PI'S and Percent Yielding scores
of the more dominant subject would increase over the nine
situations of tne HDT., In the moderate-moderate dyad however,
it was expected that initlal differences in ascendance would
become minimized as the interacticon proceeded {i.e., that PT3 and
Percent Ylelding scores of the more Dominant member would
decrease over the nine slituations of the iDT),

In addition to the hypotheses of contrast and assimllation
it was also hypothesized that the Managerial Scale score would
be independent of tne Revealed Difference Mean solution score;
that the Managerial Scale score would correlate with PIs

behavior and that PTS behavlior would correlate witn Yielding

behavior.



Unly tne hypothesis of independence between Managerial and
Hevealed Difference test scores was confirmed.

The fallure to obtain contrast and/or assimllation effects
was considered in light of the limited interaction time (45
minutes per dyad}. It was noted that few palrs ventured bheyond
the "npolliteness” or "inclusion" stare of tnelr relationsnalp.

Moreover, tne fallure of a paper and penclill test to predict
dominant behavior and tre fallure of two benavioral mneasures of
dominance {(botn nt wnic:n nave face validity) to correlate was
considered in lishkt of previous researcn muchn of wnhnicn regarded

sucn relationshins as axliomnatlic,
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Appendix 1

Announcement To All Education Students

"Of course you are all aware of tne fact that
maintaining discipline In the classroom is
undoubtedly thne greatest problem that faces tne
educator and teacher in tne public school system.
This study has been desizned toc zaln better
understanding of the problem of classroom disclpline,
dhat 1s quite obvious 15 that tnere 18 not a single
best method for disclplining cnlldren, Tne crucial
problem for each teacner 15 to develop an approach
tnat 1s most effective for nim personally.

A numper ot educators nave szelected a series of
classroom situatlions wnlcn call for intervention

by the teacner, We would like to obtaln intormation
recarding tre approaches selected by students durins
thelr training veriod in order to learn now tney would
handle tne situations described here. :lowever, we
believe trat tne Kind of person tne teacher is is also
imoortant in determining whicrn solution will be mq0st
effective,

At present we are working only wit: female education
students. There are two parts to tnis study. FHirst
I'd 1ike you teo fill out tnese forms which as you =see
consist of sixteen classroom situations and some
questions to obtain information about your general
attitudes and nreferences,. 'he second part of tnls
study involves a somewnat more detalled discussion of
tne situations described nere., Tnose females in tnls
class wno are interested in particionating 1n tnis study
should be prepared to narticinate 1n both the written
nart and oral discussion walch willl take place in two to
six weeks,

People in tne past nave found thls qulte an interesting
experience, but it does require a time commlitmnent of
approximately one hour for tne discussion itself. We
thererfore will pay each person wne completes the study
five dollars (35.00) for her time. It may not be
possible to include the entlire class in tne study.
Incldently, 1f you do participate, we urse you not to
discuss this information with anyone prior to coapleting
the project.

These forms can be completed at home and brought to the
Psychologlical Center, Room 106 Harris, where they are
to be placed in my maill box. Any questions?"
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Appendix 2

Fall 19€9 Code #
tducation Class

Dear student:

Ae are studylneg the manner in which difficult class situations
are resolved, As an education student, we are interested in
your opinion and in obtaining some characteristics about you.

Please complete the attached forms and bring them to tne
Psycholorsical Center, Room 104 Harris wnere they are to be

nlaced in my mallbox. All information snall remain confidential.
Please 111 in your name and telepnhone number alone with tne hours
at wnichr you will be avallable in the svace belnw: (You will be
pald upon completion of the study),

AQUHS  risid
Namne: won lues Wed Tnurs rri sat
Felephone:
Hducation Class:

- - . - -— - - -— - - - - - - - - - - - -— - - - - - - — -_ - - -— - —

INSTRUCTIONG -~ #urid I

Assume tnat you are a teacner faced wit: tae 16 classrcon
situations described on tne followine pawes and are restricted
in solvinz them to tne 8 cnolce actions listed below. After
reading eacn situation, select the action vou would use in eacn
(cnhoose fror actions A througn (i listed on followlns pases) and
write in tne appropriate letter on the answer sneet, We reallre
that vou will find these crolces limitine in many cases, [for
researcr purposes though 1t 1s necessary fto classify your
responses,

On your answer sneet also indicate how committed you felt witn
tne ancwer you chose by cnecking tne desree of inveolvement thnat
most closely matches your feeling., Ihe 3 categorlies used are from
left to righty "minimally committed", "moderately committed®,
"strongly committed” to thils solution.

Please do not discuss these situatlons with your friends.
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Appendix 3 I

FOiK I Paze 1 Irclidents
1., The reoling cooxdinator 1s in your c¢lassroon observing you, Whilc
she 18 there, two children start acting up. What would you do

after snio left the roon? -

2, Cne of your chlldyen vvas in the clessroonm slone vhile the rost of
your clazss had gone out As you return f{rom your prep period
you find Lhat the chi‘d nas gone throvsgn your des¥ sand is holding
plece of yoar properly. -

3. Your clens 1s In the swdivestun sud e asser™y progren is golng
o, Tie of yovr childaren are glesling end na%ing elot of nolse,
A}lY hoeds have boeoen buen=d tohd__ﬁ your clnss.

L, The ¢nildren have bocn sent for clothes to the clothos closct,
As you loo¥ in thal dirccticon, you sSce that a little boy is
displaying klo genit~lia to anctineyr child,

=)
D

8. A cniid vorits in Lhe cleossroor oiter hoviaz baea wzracsd not to
cat so Tuch carly, cupcalics end papeceian at & ¢lans porty.

6., The tezcrer usics o ¢nild to be very carcful in carrying & yed
paint Jor that tae bnild Insiated ne hod to hove, As he 3s cavrrin:e
it, he drons it, :

7. A group of childroen made a breoutiful dirrara ubicn the tecchiay
premivently dj,s";lr‘fc," on ¢ chelf, Jirnwr vwio bz dorc very voor
vork &1 uno 1s terciTly discapline has peraate?ly baoa told -
vieen he 1olls up the s1sle, hz s Lo bz cr:oful enl rot brools
&paluat the Giorana, One day 1t bocomnes gudre obvions that he
purpocctty ovd raliciovsly Mockes’ 16 don eausing trarcnious

shoc®: o0’ dlisopyelatnzit In tho etdidzon who hedl ra'ce Lt.

Se A e1%20 ir brounrt to ovr clossreon by another te -
sey fire to a rotl of tLoilet papor in the bajisreoen, n !
ro pass Lo e en? oub of tht Loll Witn, Tae ounss tgauher s
quite =~m1;.

A you erc Sitsniling by yoar ssroon door, you €¢ a Sirl no=h
one of yoor borg vio reb by srabtbing ner ducss and lening
it b

nebeaztion paze)

-_ — - -— - - -— - -

CECIC- CF ACTLIONS TO S:<LUCT: (1‘990;-1'.’-5;’1 fro.

-A'

A, Call in outside suthority (e.g. Prinicpal, Parent,ctc)
B, Szpa-cte child o cnlldren,

C. Keep mfter schodl,

D, Give ecxtra assslioainent,

£, Insist child or cnllﬁ"ﬂn tainve prororly,

o Promisc rewarl foD cooplisrcicz.

G, Lauzh it off.

E, Pornit ¢h114 or enildren to continue nip bahovior,

USRS AT T MY e mmraEry e a e,y
(uOL-..luv.J s adwrah d l.ﬂ.Uli)



FoRi 1 Fare 2 Jncidenis (cont)

10.

11.

)z,

3.

15,

In the p=st, you have cauvghl one of your children copying
answers fron otners aud have warmed him not to do so in the
future. As you review a recent set of taost pEpeTs, Fou notice
that nany of his ernvers are sirdler to those of his nsignbor,
When coiifroanted vlth this tne stuizont doniles eheativg,

012 of your 5th graderz le rmaney r'fh vou btreasuce you have
pwilshed hin, he onlle you & "mothir rueker in froat of the
¢claso,

O civiznt i=

the Mmtery class bhrons ¢ pencll ecrons tho
roon st you lun g [

[
t of waper,.

PIIY 3o a fifen oo 7n civlone et o old o ond larser thrn G
othur bLoyy v tne closa,  BLLY is o "Lodio" snd the othoer tu¢e
ent piris oro ofecicd of hitv, Ao roa o noiso Ly, youo hooooo Bl
threnten one ¢ Lth Loy,

An BUL oAt
rcoic, On o=
pavers Lo the
hodd Lo el o
N
1

15 o o

1o M Y- ks T P - - oy e - - - N
Jovr de oldor thol kin ¢leososben, L is p opoc) Uosizy oobeldo
sCnC0), a preor rihvent end nne 1oraouald Lho 7L oo, Coha
I yooen il o k:}n; ¢ lesdaer soooa Lo oo, MnLooves Ll
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FORM XIX ‘ )dy
Adpendix b
Page )

Instructions

These pages contéin a series ol statoments, Read euzch ene anl
decide how you feel about it and then mark your answer on the special answor
sheet,  linke no aarks on tle question sheels, I you agree with the svatunont,
or feel that it is true about you, answer TRUE. If you disagreo with a
statcnent or feel thot it is ot true ghout you, answor FALSE. YOU IMUST AUVSUTR
ALL QUFLIICNS,

In marking ynur ontsvers on the pnsaer sheet, meke sure thot the
nwilice of tho statemont @ @ the soee as the nomber on the answoer sheet,

J'I'?

Y. A person niceds to "show of a little rnow and then,

2. Vhen 3o a orovp of pecple T usuelly do vhat the others want rather thun nake
surLustions,

3. I uiuadly go to the povies wore then oned a weck,

4, Peopnle cen pyetty cesily change e even tlisugh I thought that my nind vos
alroady ncde up on o subject,

5. I often feel tiet I made a wrong choice in my occupntion,

€, I om very slov in m-hing up my mind,

7. Y 2lurys follow the rule: business bofere plocsure

8, Sovoral timns a week T feel es i1 sowothiag drecdful is ehout to hanpei,

9. There's po vze in dofng things for people; you only Lind tiat you gov ic in
tho recls in the long run,

16, ¥ hooo hod very paoulior and stionge experiencos,
1L, In wost woys the porr mon Is botter of f Ghun the rich oo,
32, T cleoysn 3dke Lo herp o things noot and Bidy ond dn ogool ovdown,

ol nt

13, It's o good thing to ko poeple in the rich* plocors soyou con get toodiic
tons, end sueoh things, token care ofl,

1, It nakes o fool like a £27 4 foflurve wheon I heor of the sveenns of sano2cne T
ki w weli.

16, T Zoubt vhothor I would maks & pood leader,

16, I t2rd to he on my guard with people wha evre somevhat move fricudly thes T ka?
exuoetnd,

17, Vor=2ly T vould proler to oot with wonin,
18. 1 have very fou feavs conpured to my Trionlns,

.
- e wan B e T T S R i gy
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20,
2.

22,
23,

24,
25.
26,
27.

39,
4o,
41,
42,

I get very nervous if I think that someone is watching ne,

Form most questions there is just one right answer, once a person is abl¢ to
get all the facts,

I sometimes pretend to know more than I really do.

It’s no use worrying my head about public affairs; I can't do anything about
them anyliow,

Women should not be allowed to drink in cocktail bars,

Most people would tell a lie if they could gain by it,

I seem to be hbout as capable and smart as most others around me,

I think I would enjoy having authority over other people,

I hate to be interruptod when I am working on somcthing,

It is alvays a good thing to be frank,

fA windstiom terrifies me.

Soma2times T feel like swearing,

I feel sar. that there is only one true religion.

I am embarrassed by dirty stories.

I would disapprove of anyone's drinking to the point of intoxication at a pamrt
Sometimes I cross the street just to avoicd meeting someone,

I get excited very easily.

Maybe some minorsity groups do get rough treatment,but it's no business of mins

te ouzht to worry about our own country and let the rest of the world take ca
of itself,

I often feel as if tha world was Just paessing m2 by,
I like to boast about my achlevaments every now anZ then.
I om afroid of deep water,

I don"t like to undertake any project unless I have a pretty good idea as to
how it will turn out,

As long as a person votes every four years,he has done his daty ss a citizen,
Seriatlies I think of thin~s too bad to talk about.

Fepple often expect too mush of aaa,
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46, I would do almost anything on a dare,

W7, With things going as they are, it's pretty hard to kecep up hope of amounting
something.

48, The idea of doing rescarch appeals to me,
49, I take & rather serious attitude toward ethical and moral issues,

50, People today have forgotten how to feel properly ashamed of themselvéé.
51. I can be friendly with people who do things which I consider weong.

52. I have no drecad of going into a room by myself where other pecple have alread
gathered and are talking.

53, I get pretty discouraged somatimes,
54, The thought of being in an eutomobile accident is very frightening to me.

55, When in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the right things to talk
about,

56, Sometimes I have the same dream over and over,
57. I dan't blame anyone for trying to grab all he can get in this world,

S8. Planning one's activities in advance is very likely to take most of the fun
out of like, _

S9., I was 8 slow learner in school.

60, I like poetry.

61, I am likely not to spcak to cpeople until they speak to m2,

62. It takes a lot of argument to convincoe rost people of the truth,

63, I wake up fresh and rested most mornings,

6%, Most people make friends because friends are likely to be useful to them,
65. I wish I were not bothercd by tihioughts about sex.

65. I seldom or ncver have €icub dizzy spells,

67. It is all right to get around the law 1f you don't actually brezk it,
68. I gnjoy hearing lectures on world affairs.

69, Parents are much to easy oa their chiildren nowadays.

70, Most people will uvse scirevhat unfoir mzans to goin proflit or an advantage rat
than to lose it,

71. I have a tenlency tn give vp easily vhen I r2et ¢1Ificult problems.
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72. I would like to woar expensive clothes.
73. I consider a matter from every standpoint before I make a decision,
74. I have strange and peculdar thoughts.

.75. A person should adapt his ideas and his behavior to the group that happens to
be with him at the time.

76. I have the wanderlust and cm never happy unless I am roaming or traveling abou
77. I frequently hax=z notice my hand shakes when 1 try to do something.

78; Every citizen should take the time to find out about national affairs even if
it means giving up some personal pleasures.

79. My parents have often disapproved of my fifends.

BO. In ;school I always looked far ahead in planning what courses to take,
8l. Teacﬁers often expect too ruch work from the students.

B2. I often act on the spur of the momont without stopping to think.

B3, My way of doing things is apt to be misunderstood by others,

B4, I am never make judgnents about people unfil I am sure of the facts.

85. I corrmonly woider what hidden reason another person may have for doing some-~
thing nice for re,

86. 1 am certainly lacking in sélf-confidence.

87. Most people arc secretly pleased when sonoone else gets into trouble.
88. My parents have Qenerally let me kake my own decisions.

89, I always tried to make the best school grades that I could.

90, I would rather go withoul something than ask for a favor,

91. Sometimes I feel as if I must injure either myself or somconc else,

92. I have had more than my share of things to wvorry about,

93. I usually don't like to talk much unless I am with pecple I know very well,
9. T am quite olten not in én the gossip and talk of the group I belong to.
95. Only a fool would ever vote to Increase his own taxes.

96. Vnen I rcet a stranger I often think that he is better than I am.

97. 1 like to keep poople guessing what I'm going to do next.
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98. 1 vould litoe to be o wolidior,
9, 13 wyiven the ohanee 1 voald nohe a good leador ol preplo,

100, T like 1o plan o houe siudy soncdule ond thonlollas b,

101, 3 have often found pea.le jealous of my rood ideas, just bocouse they had not
thoucht of then Fivst,

102, Scvotimes ol cdection: T vote for oo abouw! vho 1 koo very little,

ey throw feoor of

103, tost peeple arve hogesl o heodvo cauphit,

10, 2t noYes e cogey whion 1 heer of gsoocane whe haa bueon wrongsly proeveasied oo
votiang., ‘

105, 7 thinh § woodd T b wort, of o librericn,

1G5, Post poopde 3 oy JisTihe putldng (b deos ent to help otboa people,

0700 fad vy Joctuearl,

105, Pocste bove oored Y Coly U tetor cane of Uhde o0 prrdats evon A 30 0 ooy
st s prolty by cacrilies

NS, T a s of tewmi¥ o 2!l et

Jvo, 1 e T S P S L SRR TR R S

1V, e protesd o coee rore gl ene aoalios thon thiey renlly Go,

| O A AL OY UEFEEANN NETRI [ T L No PRI Y SR

Yra, 3 ie Yo foe o L T vy td e 1 et b Y et oa o oL e

1, O Lo I G B R eeat o o to o pio s
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125, 7 « 7o Dot e b Ao h ' T

Y240 0 e ¥ Ty el T Tide ds ol Te,
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127, 1 thi o eoct prople vonld Yic to e @l o,

1268, 1 often lose wy towper,

129, ti:y prrents vere alvays sery strict an?d stern with mo,

130, T em bothesed by people cntside,on strorvears, in stocee,ote, ywatehing e,
130, 3'w opeetly sare T kuew hoo ve con setile the dateroationad problens ve face t

132. Socivily ovoes o 1ol movre tor ihe bosives oo and the nonvfactaorer thon it does o
the ar Lict and Lhe prolensar,

133, A larvgoe meher of poople wre guilty ol had sexunl contact,

13, It s herd Too re to cetl potomral vhien oo with nea praple.

3
T

136, ) ol te ploy s canee Lovonse oo not gooel oF thio,

136, Y have gevcos Cone oy i Cenperaas Joe the thadll of it

137, 7 th7.00 1 wo)ad 1% to Loloy Po oa rotnceyet s olody

P38, T feel st 1 hove olcen e poaint? withoct e ey

139, 1 donti ned to ocate bl hooopoens e s,

L0, ToTice Cors s Y e erpcedaily i ot se Ul yoo ona e luiyn Soi UL o

141, 1 bkewo a eront Goal ol stoa ol Lroah o,

V2, Toront ot T ey te soo vl ot olhiops AR BoTae e 1ty 2 ootan

13, Foople shoald i Linve Lo poy Lewcs Tor e acbensla 30 ey €0 rol 0 of 7
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160,

1ioQ

I rover ol dudeoontn ebval poapde vl oo eniee o the jiI(,'L'.i.

A prrnong ctmnld rot beoce cetel te Co oLyl Too i enn i ey vt oo oo
pail for it,

No one scois to understoad e,

I droam dreguesily abosal Ihings thel are best kept o mysa 1.

I thiok T om oveoally o Jodder dn my proun,

1t de drponsilioe for on heecnt ron to get aliced 3o the voerld,

T oContt 3l Y0 o worl o poprablen juatess throro dn the posoibility of
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179.
180.
181,
182,
183,
184,
185.
186,
187.
188,

189,

190,
191.
192.
193.
194,
195.
196,
197.
198,
199,
200,
201.
202.
203,
204,

205,

206,

I would never play cards (poker) with a stranger,

I regard the right to speak my mind as very lmportant,

I llke to glve orders and get things moving.

I get all the sympathy i should,

I don't think I'm quilte as happy &s others seem to be,
Any Job 1s all right with me, so long as 1t pays well,

It often seems that my life has no meaning.

I don't really care whether people like me or dislike me,
I feel like giving up qulickly when things go wrong.

If people had not had it in for me I would have been much more
successful,

The one to whom I was most attasched and whom I mest sduired as s child
was a woman (mother, sister, aunt, or other woman).

Even the idea of glving a talk in public makes me afraid.

I am not afraid of plcking up a disease or germs from doorknobs,

My skin seems to be unusually sensitive to touch,

If the pay was right I would like to travel with a circus or cainlval,
I would have been more successful if people had given me a falr chance,
The members of my family were always very close to each other.

I have often been frightened in the middle of the night,

Ny parents never really understood me,

People seem naturally to turn to me when declsions have to be made,

I set a high standard for myself and I feel others should do the same,
I dislike to have to talk in front of a group of people,

I vork unter a grea. cdegl of tenslion.

A person is better off 1f he doesn't trust anyone,

It seems that people used to have more fun than they do now,

Even though I am sure I am in the right, I usually glve in because
it is foolish to cause trouhle,

From time to time I like to get completely away fror work and anything
that reninds ne of it,

I have a good appetite,



207.
208,
209,
210,

211,

213.
21&.
215-

216.
217.
214,

219,

226,
227,
228,
229,
230,
231,
232,
233,

234,

Some peonle esazmerate thelr troubles In order to get syumpathy,

J always folleow the rule; business bofore pleasure,
I gossis a li1ttle at times,.

There are a few pcople who Jjust cannet be trusted.
I sometines pretend to know more than I really do.
Sometimes I feel like smashing things.

Somatines [ feel like swearing.

I 1ike to boast about my mchievements every now and then,

I must edmit 1 often try to get my own way regardless of what

others may wvart,

I must admlt trat 1 often do as little work as I can get by with.

I 1ike to l1lister to symphony orchestra concerts on the radilo,

I do0 not always ¢tell the truth.

I nlways try to consider the other fellow's feelings tefore L do

sonctning,
I feel ac good nowt az I ever have,

Critlicliss or sceolding mnres me very unconfortable.

If I am rot feeling well 1 am somewhat cross and grouchy.

I feel nervous ir I have to meet a lot of peonle.

I do not mind taXing orders end being told what to do,

The most izportant tnings to me are my duties to my Job and to

my fello.man,

When thirszs go wrong 1 somestimes blame the other fellow.

12

Sonetimes at elections I vote for men about whom I know very little.

I would like to belong tc a discussion and study club.
I am apt to show off in someway if I get the chance.

Sometimes I Just can't seem to get goling.

I must adwmit that 1 have a bad temper, once 1 get angry.

Ihave never deliterately told a lie.

There nave been a few tlnes when 1 have been very mean to

ancother person.

At timnes 1 have beoen very cnxlious to get sway from my famtly,
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235, Sonetimes I rather enjoy goling against the rules and doing
thirgs I'a not supposed to,

236, There have been times wien I have worried a lot about something
that was not really ilmporiant.

237. Every aow and then I get into a bad mood, and no one can do
anythinzg to please me,

* »* * +* *



Appendix &

L

code #
sex reiont Arioht
Oate of ‘sirtn: Place of ¥irtn:
Personal Data:
l. Cccunatlonal Goal:
2. rade Pnint Averawe Overall:
3. Job distory:
Length of
Tour [ttle Fype of lusiness 'ine dorked dours/Weex

1)
?)
3)
i)
h, ‘ohbtlesg
£. CTlubs Belons To:

Offices Held:
A. Livines At :ome vwn Apartment Hoomnmate
ranllty Datas
Fatner Livine__ Deceased {(1f deceased wive date)
Motrer Livine_ Jdeceased (11 decenased rive date)
ratner's or Juardian's Occunation
Mrther's Uccunation
21lve sex and arxes of all othner siblines

(example FP=273 yrs,, W=20 yra,, etc,)
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Appendix 6
Interview After Interaction
Zode #
Please rate your behavior in this situation by placing a
chec over the line that most closely corresponds tc your
perceptlion:
quliet talkative
uncomfortahle comfortable
nersuasive unpersuasive
submlissive deoeminant
Was this behavior characteristic of you? If you were
different in tnhnis situation, now were you different?
In what ways?
Please rate your partner's behavior In this situation:
quliet talkatlve
uncomfortable comfortable
persuasive unversuasive
submissive dominant
How involved did you feel in the issues? Ahich particular
issues were involving?
what did you think the purpose of thls discussion was? Ahat
did you try to do?
How lmportant was 1t to convince tne other person of tne
soundness ot your Jjudgment?
How successful were you in cnaneging hils opinion?
rarely most often
successful successful
Aere you atle to communicate everytning tnat you wanted to

in tnis discussion?

dould you participate in a simllar discussion again?



Subject #1 Codes

Keat

MAMtrretive

Inarticulate

Bincl ing

Colm and Eela 0

othey R

at

Looked

Speaks Seftly

Speals Slowly

Speaks, Often

Directs Conversation

1.

Z.

10.

Aggend ix 7

F'S inbpi et
Iraaeaciton

6.

S40p 1o

Sehjeet 7

Codes

!‘:j (\]\rri‘,'

Wiz Lyl v

Fluent

_".}1(-.' -

FProe Ao

Fioorting,

Yoot oot

o

Spects Lewdly

Spealbs Dppidiy

Spests Yarely

Follows Other's

TSN T L

of

Lead

Né

Tdeo o
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