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Abstract

THE LIMITS OF INDIVIDUAL CONFORMITY:
A FIELD STUDY

by
Pearl Beck

Adviser: Professor Edgar Borgatta
This study was undertaken to determine whether those 

variables associated with non-conformity in experimental 
settings would predict non-conformity in a field setting.
A Jewish Socialist summer camp was chosen as the setting for 
the research. The camp conditions resembled those of a 
natural experiment. It brought together a group of pre­
viously unacquainted adolescents for a time-limited period, 
during which they were subjected to an intensive, structured 
program aimed at promoting a socialist belief system.

The independent variables hypothesized to relate to 
non-conformity were consensus, psychological conformity, 
attraction to the group, and popularity. Consensus was 
measured by the attitudinal convergence among an individual's 
referents. Two subsets of referents were distinguished: 
those with whom the individual had relatively weak ties and 
those with whom the individual had relatively strong ties.

iv



Non-conformity, the dependent variable, was measured by 
the discrepancy between an individual's attitude and the 
mean attitudes of his referents. A camper's level of non­
conformity was assessed on three dimensions: social justice,
individual justice, and closedmindedness.

Greater non-conformity was predicted where: there
existed a high level of attitudinal diversity among an indi­
vidual's referents, an individual was low on psychological 
conformity, an individual was low on attraction to the group, 
and when an individual was popular. It was also hypothesized 
that the magnitude of influence exerted by the independent 
variables would be greater for subsets consisting of an 
individual's close friends than for subsets consisting of an 
individual's more distant referents.

The results indicate that the process of conformity 
depends on whether or not the values involved are socially 
relevant. Socially relevant attitudes were found to be 
affected by consensus--a social structural variable--whereas 
the personal attitudes were found to be more affected by 
psychological conformity--a personality variable. Attraction 
to the group was only weakly related, while popularity was 
not at all related, to attitudinal non-conformity. The dis­
cussion focused upon circumstances under which each of these 
processes occurs as well as upon the implications of using 
various research modalities for studying conformity.
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION AND 

REVIEW OF THE RESEARCH

Background
Although it is virtually impossible to conceive of 

life without a social component, tensions and conflicts 
inevitably arise in relationships. A person often 
finds that the strong social bonds that he once pursued 
vigorously have become threats to his own identity. This 
conflict is particularly acute when an individual's 
attitudes, beliefs or ambitions vary greatly from those of 
the group. In such situations, a person is confronted with 
several difficult choices: should he submerge his indi­
viduality and conform, or should he strike an independent 
course and brace himself for possible censure and social 
estrangement?

This conflict has also concerned a variety of other 
literatures. It has been expressed philosophically as the 
tension between free will and determinism (James, 1921; 
Sartre, 1956). Utopian writers have described both hypo­
thetical and actual societies in which social cohesion and 
individual freedom co-exist (Kanter, 1972; Talmon, 1975; 
Kateb, 1972). Similarly, the literature on group psycho­
therapy has been concerned with identifying the level of



cohesion that facilitates self-expression and growth (Frank, 
1957; Back, 1954; Truax, 1961). While psychoanalytic 
writing has stressed the need for both separation and close­
ness (Freud, 1921; Fromm, 1941), sociological literature has 
emphasized the tension between individual and group needs, 
as well as the fundamentally social character of human life 
(Cooley, 1904; Durkheim, 1949; Toennies, 1957).

In social psychology, research on the social formation 
of an individual's beliefs and behaviors has played a prom­
inent role. Allport (1962) has referred to social influence 
as "the master problem of social psychology." The present 
research will deal with one type of social influence, namely 
conformity, and will focus on factors that predict non-con­
formity. Research on conformity has identified the ways 
in which groups influence the individual, as well as the 
circumstances under which this influence occurs.

Conformity has been found to occur when groups put 
pressure on individuals--and particularly deviant individ­
uals- -to change their attitudes towards those held by the 
group (Schacter, 1951; Berkowitz & Howard, 1959; Emerson, 
1951). Research has demonstrated that disagreement creates 
dissonance (Festinger, 1957; Lott & Lott, 1961; Brehm & 
Cohen, 1962) or imbalance (Heider, 1958) and that dissonance 
is especially great when the group is attractive. An 
effective method of reducing this dissonance is to change 
one’s opinion in the direction of that held by the group.



Before turning to a more specific discussion of con­
formity research, an overview of major issues in the con­
formity literature is presented.

An Overview of Several Issues in Conformity Research
Normative versus comparative social influence. Deutsch 

and Gerard (1955) distinguished between the comparative and 
normative functions of social norms. A group is said to 
exert comparative influence when its behavior provides 
members with information concerning reality. Normative 
influence occurs when people conform to the group because 
of positive expectations that they have concerning the 
group. In this situation, people conform in order to foster 
and/or strengthen positive feelings among group members. The 
need to be "correct" has been posited as the motivational 
basis for comparative influence, while the desire to be 
socially accepted has been related to attraction based (e.g. 
normative) influence.

The majority of studies deal with conformity as a 
source of comparative rather than normative influence. In 
addition, most conformity research focuses on a manipulated 
majority or consensus among group members, and has little to 
do with the "ought" or morally obligatory qualities of 
social norms.

Public versus private commitment. Allen (1965) pointed 
out that public conformity may actually reflect two different 
psychological states: conformity with or without agreement



with the group. When conformity corresponds with actual 
change in one's private position, then the behavior shouldn't 
change in the group's absence.

Festinger (1953) hypothesized that public conformity 
will be accompanied by private acceptance if the person 
wants to remain a member of the group that is attempting to 
influence him. Private acceptance is less likely to occur 
when a person no longer cares to be a member of the group.
The typical paradigm in conformity research requires the 
subject to publicly commit himself to a particular alterna­
tive. The effects of moving from a public to a private 
choice are often explored in this way.

Deutsch and Gerard (1955) measured conformity under 
three different conditions. In one condition, the subject 
wrote his choice on a sheet of paper before finding out how 
the majority had judged the stimulus. He was told not to 
sign the paper and that it would be collected at the end of 
the experiment. In the second treatment, the subject 
recorded his choice on a "magic pad" whereas in the third 
"public commitment" condition, the subject both recorded his 
choice on paper and signed his name, knowing that the sheet 
would be collected. Greatest independence was found in the 
"public commitment" and "written commitment" conditions, 
followed by the "magic pad" condition. The researchers con­
clude that normative social influence to conform to one's own 
judgment will reduce the impact of the normative influence 
to conform to the judgment of others.



Another study (Raven, 1959) provided subjects with a 
hypothesized description of a juvenile delinquent ("Johnny 
Rocco") and asked them how the boy should be dealt with.
In the public condition, each subject was told that his 
decision would be circulated among the group members, while 
in the private condition the subject was told that his 
decision would be confidential.

When confronted with a false group consensus (written 
on the blackboard), 39Z of the subjects in the "public" 
condition changed toward the group norm, as compared to 26Z 
in the private condition. One concludes from this litera­
ture that private commitment is a stronger measure of 
endorsement than public commitment.

Attitudinal discrepancies. A number of experiments 
have been conducted in which people have been confronted 
by discrepant attitudes. Information concerning the 
attitudes or opinions of the other subjects can be provided 
to the "target" subject in one or two possible ways. He can 
be confronted in a face to face context with other people 
who agree or disagree with him (e.g. Asch study). Alterna­
tively, the subject can be provided with information con­
cerning others' opinions and attitudes. This information 
can take the form of data (e.g. Raven, 1959) or specific 
symbols such as lights (Crutchfield, 1955).

An experiment conducted by Fisher, Rubenstein, and 
Freeman (1956) exposed subjects to discrepant judgments 
under two modes of presentation--one involving public
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commitment and one not involving public commitment. Sub­
jects were told to estimate the number of dots on each of a 
series of 50 slides. Subjects were exposed to discrepant 
information that was either based on their own estimate or 
that was independent of their estimates. Although 
researchers discovered some evidence of subjects being 
influenced by the discrepant information in the no-commit­
ment condition, more dramatic evidence for this phenomenon 
was found in the commitment condition. There, subjects 
anticipated the accomplice's judgment and therefore over­
estimated up to three times the number of dots. By 
presenting their subjects with such similar stimuli, Fisher, 
Rubenstein, and Freeman gave them the opportunity to arrive 
at a resolution that is unavailable in situations such as 
the Asch study. In conclusion, it appears that when 
confronted with attitudes discrepant from their own, people 
usually move in the direction of those attitudes.

Movement versus congruence conformity. Another dis­
tinction that has been made in the conformity literature is 
the difference between a radical alteration in an individ­
ual's beliefs and a more subtle change in his attitudes. 
Hollander (1971) refers to the former kind of conformity as 
"movement conformity." He contrasted this type of con­
formity with "congruence conformity" which he viewed as 
being more anchored to previous attitudes.
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Research Questions
Although the traditional conformity research identified 

the strong pulls that groups exert over their members, it 
failed to examine the parameters of the influence process.^ 
For instance, the following questions have not been ade­
quately addressed: What is the relative importance of the
different variables that affect conformity? Which people 
conform and which people do not conform?

The current research attempts to address these ques­
tions empirically by examining the relationships between 
various causes of conformity in a field setting. It will 
utilize a design that is conducive to the analysis of 
multiple variables. Conformity will be defined as "a 
change in an individual that occurs as a result of a real 
or imagined group pressure toward some norm or standard."
The study will examine conformity involving the "private 
acceptance of attitudes," as opposed to "compliance"-- 
behavior change without any underlying attitude change 
(Kiesler, 1969).

The section that follows discusses the specific 
variables hypothesized to predict conformity.

A brief critique of several theoretical assumptions 
and methodological tendencies in the area of conformity 
research is included in the Appendix.



A Discussion of Variables that Predict Conformity
Consensus (Attitudinal Convergence)

Consensus will be defined as the extent to which atti­
tudinal convergence exists among group members. The impor­
tance of this variable was established by Asch (1956) who 
discovered that a unanimous majority had a much greater 
impact on conformity than a non-unanimous majority. Others 
(Bennett, 1965; Mouton, Blake, & Olmstead, 1956) have also 
determined that a non-unanimous majority produces much less 
conformity. Hardy (1957) found that a group unanimous in 
its attitudes brought about greater private acceptance as 
well as greater public conformity. Thus we can conclude 
that an individual is more influenced by a group that is 
relatively united than by one that is attitudinally 
diverse.

Interestingly, Asch (1951) found that conformity 
greatly decreased both when the group consensus was 
shattered by a confederate who served as a "partner" to the 
subject, and when a confederate answered even more incor­
rectly than the group. Allen (1965) proposed two theories 
to explain the conformity reduction in these situations. 
First, the partner's divergent view might have served to 
legitimize opposition to the group, thereby freeing the 
subject to express his own position. Alternatively, the 
subject's actual perception of the situation might have 
been bolstered or "restructured" as a result of exposure 
to the partner's views.
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Psychological Conformity

A number of studies have found that people who are 
oriented towards receiving approval from others, are more 
likely to conform. Thus, Tuddenham and McBride (1958) 
reported that women who conformed most were concerned about 
their answers not appearing "peculiar" to the other partici­
pants. Similarly, Moeller and Applezweig (1957) found that 
college women with high motivation for social approval 
conformed significantly more, while those high on self- 
approval conformed least.

Schroder's (1958) subjects who never yielded had pre­
viously indicated that they attached less importance to the 
evaluation of a supposed source of disapproval. When per­
sonality inventories have been used, similar results were 
obtained. McDavid and Sistrunk (1964) administered the 
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Scale to their subjects 
before giving them a conformity manipulation. They found 
conformity to be greatest among high scorers on a sub­
scale measuring "over-concern with social restraints or 
standards."

Thus, the literature indicates that there is a rela­
tionship between an individual's personal predisposition to 
conform and his conformity in actual behavior. This 
relationship will be pursued below in the context of the 
study.
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Referents
The term "reference group" has been widely used in the 

social sciences to identify the bases of social comparisons 
(Stouffer et al., 1949; Hyman, I960; Newcomb, 1943; Merton 
& Rossi, 1968). "Reference group" has been employed to 
refer to any group that an individual is oriented towards, 
including a group other than his own. According to Kelley 
(1968), reference groups serve as "standards of comparison 
for self-appraisal or as the sources of an individual's 
norms, attitudes, and values."

Reference groups have been found to strongly affect 
people's attitudes--both when introduced experimentally and 
when made salient to group members in natural settings 
(Gordon, 1952; White, 1957; Kelley, 1955). Although White 
(1957) demonstrated that people's behavior can also be 
influenced by groups outside of their immediate reference 
group, Walker and Heyns' (1962) results indicated that a 
person will be most affected by his own membership group.

"Conformity to what?" is one of the key questions that 
must be addressed in conformity research. Determining 
whether or not an individual is conforming requires knowing 
the norms of his referents or reference groups. This is 
especially true regarding non-conformity. As Cooley (1904) 
pointed out: a person who appears to be a non-conformist
might actually be "keeping time to another music."

In actuality, the accurate identification of a person's 
referents or reference groups is not a simple task. People



11

often have multiple referents or are not cognizant them­
selves of the sources that influence their attitudes and 
behavior. Most conformity research circumvents this problem 
by providing the subject with a "ready-made" group. 
Laboratory studies, for instance, typically restrict the 
number of reference groups to the one experimental group.

Hare (1962) noted that reference groups are rarely 
treated as a variable in studying conforming behavior, but 
are instead "left as an unspecified part of the variance in 
conformity." The Festinger, Schacter, and Back (1950) study 
similarly neglected to include alternative reference groups. 
Although they admitted that it is important to identify 
individual "anchorages" to other groups, these researchers 
confined their sociometric measures to density ratings for 
the two "formal" groups--Westgate and Westgate West. Com­
menting on their methodology, Golembiewski (1960) stated:

this omission is significant . . . for casual 
designation of the unit may result in mixed data 
as subjects response stimulus varies from the 
formal unit to a constituent sub-unit which is 
psychologically relevant for the subject.
Therefore, we can conclude that when studying conform­

ity, an attempt should be made to identify an individual's 
sets of friends. Lott and Lott (1961) found a positive 
relationship between the degree of mutual positive attitudes 
existing among group members and their conformity to a 
purported group standard. Similarly, Festinger et al.
(1950) discovered that the number of friendship choices in 
a group was positively related with conformity to group
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standards. Network theorists have also pointed to a rela­
tionship between closeness in personal relationships and 
uniformity (Boissevain, 1974; Bott, 1957). To summarize, in 
the literature that has examined different types of rela­
tionships, a distinction has been made between closer and 
more distant ones. An individual has been found to conform 
to closer rather than more distant referents.

Attraction to the Group
The social psychological literature also supports a 

relationship between attraction to the group (often referred 
to as "cohesiveness") and conformity. A psychological 
measurement of attraction is often based on members' 
evaluations of the group as a whole. Bovard (1951) com­
pared "group-centered" to "leader-centered" college 
teaching. He asked students to rate their liking for the 
class as a whole. Mann and Baumgartel (1952) asked 
employees whether or not they endorsed the statement:
"our crew is better than others at sticking together."

Many studies have found attraction to the group and 
conformity to be positively related. Back (1951) determined 
that this relationship obtained even when three different 
bases of attraction (personal attraction, effective per­
formance, and prestige) were used. In the Festinger,
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Schacter, and Back (1950) study, a -.53 correlation was 
found between a court's cohesiveness and the percentage of 
the court's residents who deviated from its set norms.
Gerard (1954) and Berkowitz (1954) both found greater 
initial attitude change toward the group norm in "high 
attraction" groups, and also greater resistance, at a later 
date, to a counter-attitudinal message.

Nevertheless, several studies have discovered a nega­
tive relationship, or no relationship, between attraction 
and conformity (Downing, 1958; Harper, 1961; Wilson, 1960; 
Walker & Heyns, 1962). Explanations proposed to account for 
these negative findings have included the following: the
conditions compared may have been too similar in level of 
attraction to affect conformity differentially; the subjects 
might not have regarded such temporary groups as possessing 
any long-term consequences for them; the attraction ratings 
might have been more a reflection of the subjects' accept­
ance of the experimental instructions than accurate indica­
tions of their positive feelings towards the group.

While consensus and attraction have been viewed inter­
changeably in the literature, the present approach views 
them as conceptually similar, but distinct variables. 
Empirical research supports the independence of these two 
variables. Eisman (1957), who employed a measure of 
"cohesiveness" and a measure of "attitudinal similarity 
among group members," found only a +.11 correlation between 
the two variables.
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Research suggests the need to distinguish between 

cohesiveness and consensus in order to determine whether or 
not individuals conform only to those groups which they 
like. Although attraction to the group has long been 
considered one of the most powerful determinants of con­
formity, people have also been known to conform to the

2attitudes and behaviors of those whom they do not like.
An individual's motivations to conform in such cases are 
not likely to be as apparent as when the group is perceived 
as attractive. In fact, a different set of motivations 
might be involved in these situations. For example, Asch 
(1950) discovered that fear of appearing "foolish" had a 
powerful effect on behavior in a group where the individual 
was the sole dissenter. In this situation, consensus 
appeared to have had a greater impact on the individual 
subjects' behavior than attraction. Thus, although there is 
some evidence supporting the independence of attraction and 
consensus, a more careful investigation of their separate 
effects is considered necessary. In addition, there is a 
need to clarify the relationship between attraction and 
conformity, and specifically to identify the conditions 
under which these two variables are not related.

2This does not refer to the "forced compliance" endemic 
to coercive groups, but rather to the voluntary conformity of 
normative groups (Etzioni, 1960).
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Social Status/Popularity

Social status refers to the relative position one occu­
pies in a social structure. In a group, it is most often 
associated with the status of one person over another. 
Popularity is usually measured by the number of nominations 
that a person receives. The more popular, higher status, 
person usually has the capacity to influence the behavior of 
others.

Hollander (1958) has posited an inverse relationship 
between popularity and conformity. He suggested that higher 
status people will be permitted greater freedom both to 
innovate and to deviate. According to him, this occurs 
after they have accrued "idiosyncrasy credits" as a result 
of participating in the group and initially conforming to 
the group's expectations. Therefore, this literature 
suggests that non-conformity will be highest among more 
popular individuals. This relationship is pursued in the 
context of the study.

Conformity Research and Field Methodology 
The previous review of the research on conformity 

focused on the various psychological variables associated 
with conformity. Most of the studies discovered positive 
relationships between conformity and a specific independent 
variable. Yet it is possible that the level of conformity 
obtained in these laboratory studies would not obtain in 
natural settings where other variables also operate. The
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present research was therefore undertaken to examine both 
the separate and the combined effects of the preceding 
variables on conformity.

A field setting was selected because it lends itself 
to the study of the inter-relationship between conformity 
and social processes in a manner that does justice to real 
life conformity situations. Field settings permit the 
researcher to measure the relationship between a dependent 
variable and multiple independent variables. For these 
reasons, the attitudes being studied are more likely to be 
meaningful to the subjects. In addition, unlike laboratory 
studies, field research can measure change over long, as 
well as short, periods of time.

Despite the advantages of field settings, they present 
the researcher with certain practical difficulties, which is 
probably why only a few such studies have been conducted in 
this area. Two of the most well known field studies on 
conformity are those conducted by Newcomb (1937) of 
Bennington college students and by Festinger, Schacter, and 
Back (1950) of the Westgate graduate student housing project.

Newcomb's study found that Bennington coeds became less 
conservative between their freshmen and senior years and 
that these less conservative attitudes tended to persist 
even after students left college. Popularity, measured by 
the number of nominations that a woman received from her 
peers, was found to be related to level of conservatism: 
the more popular women were usually less conservative.
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Newcomb’s findings also suggested that those women who were 
initially most conservative were less likely to attain 
positions of leadership and prestige.

A more detailed exploration of the conformity process 
was undertaken by Festinger, Schacter, and Back (1950). 
Specifically, they hypothesized that the emergence of a 
group standard is a prerequisite for attitude change. To 
determine whether or not such a group standard operated, 
they investigated the means by which the group enforced the 
standard, the relation between conformity and the group 
structure as well as the structural properties of those 
members who deviated from the standard.

The setting chosen by Festinger, Schacter, and Back 
was particularly well suited for studying this problem.
They selected two adjacent graduate student housing projects 
whose populations were relatively homogeneous and calculated 
the ratio of in-court to out-of-court sociometric choices. 
The researchers determined that the level of court-cohesive- 
ness was related to homogeneity of attitude and activity 
patterns. Thus, Festinger, Schacter, and Back found that 
the more cohesive courts exerted stronger forces on their 
members to conform and also had the lowest percentages of 
deviants.

Both these studies represent valuable contributions to 
the field of conformity research. Utilizing psychometric 
choices, the researchers demonstrated that conformity can 
occur in natural settings. But, because of the limited
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methodologies and statistical procedures available at the 
time, neither study was able to successfully examine the 
joint effects of several variables on conformity. Most 
importantly, both studies have in common an arbitrary opera­
tional definition of "reference groups." Instead of estab­
lishing which specific individuals influenced a given person, 
they confined their study of influence to identifiable formal 
groups. By doing so they overlooked the possibility that a 
person may be influenced by different "referents" (e.g. by 
closer rather than more distant referents)--that is, by 
different individuals who are not specifically associated 
with one particular group. The present research intends to 
build upon these previous studies. It will utilize a multi­
variate statistical approach to examine the influence of 
multiple variables on conformity in field setting.

3Hypotheses
1. As the level of attitudinal consensus among an individ­

ual's referents decreases, his or her level of non-con­
formity will increase.

2. As a person's level of psychological conformity 
decreases, his or her level of attitudinal non-conformity 
will increase.

3. As a person's attraction to the group decreases, his or

3All hypotheses will be tested at the .05 (two-tailed) 
level of significance. Probability levels between .06 and 
.10 (two-tailed) will be referred to as a trend or as 
"approaching significance."



her level of attitudinal non-conformity will increase.
As a person's popularity increases, his or her level of 
attitudinal non-conformity will increase.
As the strength of friendship bonds increases, the rela­
tionship between consensus and attitudinal non-conform­
ity will increase.
a. The strength of friendship bonds will not affect the 

relationship between psychological conformity and 
attitudinal non-conformity.

b. As the strength of friendship bonds increases, the 
relationship between attraction to the group and 
attitudinal non-conformity will increase.

c. As the strength of friendship bonds increases, the 
relationship between popularity and attitudinal 
non-conformity will increase.
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CHAPTER II 
METHOD

Subjects
The study was conducted in a summer camp. The 74 

campers who participated voluntarily in the research were 
between the ages of 14-18. The sex ratios were evenly 
split. (Table A in the Appendix contains demographic data 
and the response rates).

Rationale for Selecting a Summer Camp for Field Setting
As Sherif (1936) and others (Lippitt, Polansky, Redl,

& Rosen, 1958) have noted, summer camps are, in many ways, 
akin to natural laboratories. Relationships in such 
isolated and impermanent social environments tend to con­
geal and intensify quickly, thus permitting researchers a 
compressed view of social processes. Additionally, summer 
camps foster strong interpersonal bonds and are therefore 
particularly conducive to the study of norm formation and 
social influence.

Description of Camp
The camp that was chosen as the focus of this study is 

affiliated with a Jewish Socialist movement. This movement 
has been active in the U.S. since the 1930's and has been 
affiliated throughout the years with Zionist political
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parties. Run by and for young people, this movement 
attempts to provide its members with a knowledge of Jewish 
culture and history through extensive educational programs.
It attempts to teach its members a specific set of beliefs 
and behaviors. Central to its ideology is the belief in the 
importance of moving to Israel--and specifically to a col­
lectively owned and formed agricultural settlement (a 
kibbutz).

This movement has emphasized summer camping from the 
very beginning. Through "learning by doing," camping has 
provided it with opportunities to instill Zionist and 
Socialist values in its members. The goal of this movement's 
summer camping program is to form a temporary, self-suffi­
cient, Jewish and Zionist community that pools its resources, 
does its own labor, and as much as possible, models itself 
on the collective communities of Israel. For adolescents, 
the age group studied in this research, the camp experience 
also provides formal and informal leadership training 
experiences.

In this organization's ideology, Zionism is inextricably 
tied to visions of social justice. Its ideal "just society" 
would be guided by an ethic of social equality, as opposed 
to individualism. Resources would be distributed on the 
basis of need, according to Socialist economic principles. 
Although individualism is devalued, this movement endorses 
the importance of fulfilling oneself both as an individual
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and as a movement member.^
This movement aims to foster an enhanced sense of 

interpersonal responsibility among its members. The develop­
ment of strong social bonds is perceived as a prerequisite 
for realizing this goal. Because strong social ties are 
also considered important for the movement's educational 
efforts, it attempts to establish organizational structures 
that are maximally conducive to the transmission of infor­
mation. Successful indoctrination of group members is 
regarded as dependent upon the existence of a centralized 
authority, a well-defined hierarchy, and a high degree of 
intra-group consensus. Although it advocates specific values 
and encourages strong commitment among its members, this 
movement also prides itself on its ideological flexibility. 
(For example, one finds an endorsement of the "right to be 
confused" in its brochures.)

Procedure and Description of Instrument
A survey was administered to the campers during the 

first week of camp and again during the last week of camp-- 
7 1/2 weeks later.

The questionnaire, which required approximately 20 
minutes to complete, contained two parts. (A copy of the 
instrument is included in the Appendix.) The first section

Usually overlooked is the potential for conflict 
between this kind of self-expression and the uniformity of 
purpose demanded by the movement.
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was designed to identify a person's referents, while the
second section contains personality and attitude scales.

The independent variables selected for the study--
2consensus, attraction to the group, and psychological con­

formity were those that were hypothesized in the literature 
to be related to conformity. Items concerning attitudes 
towards distributive justice and closedmindedness were 
included because they figure prominently in the movement's 
ideologies. Items in the questionnaire were used to assess 
each of the following variables:

1. Consensus: Attitudinal convergence among the fol-
3lowing variables were measured.

a. Attitudes towards Distributive Justice: A hypo­
thetical situation was presented to the campers that 
required a decision concerning the allocation of scarce 
resources (places on a baseball team). The campers 
were asked to indicate the extent of their endorse­
ment of several allocation principles (e.g. winner 
takes all, equity, equality). These principles were

o In addition, the "attraction to the group" variable 
most probably had a great deal of face validity for the 
campers because of the strong emphasis placed upon engen­
dering a sense of community among movement members.

3These variables correspond with the two-variable theory 
of values posited by Rokeach (1973). He hypothesized that 
the major variations in political ideology are reducible to 
opposing value orientations concerning the political desira­
bility or undesirability of equality and freedom. Thus, the 
distributive justice variable in the present study can be 
seen to correspond with Rokeach's equality variable, while 
"closedmindedness" is analogous to his "freedom" factor.
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adapted from Deutsch's (1976) model of the determinants 
of distributive justice.
b. Attitudes concerning Closedmindedness: Campers
were asked several questions adapted from the Rokeach 
Dogmatism Scale (1960). Items included: "I don't like
people who are in favor of presenting only one point of 
view to their campers," "Too many differences of opinion 
within one's own movement can be dangerous."
2. Referents: The campers were asked to list the "kids 

who you share feelings with." In order to obtain a measure 
of the strength of a camper's bonds with his referents, this 
inclusive list could be broken down into two further subsets 
consisting of:

a. Reciprocated choices: This subset can be con­
sidered to correspond with relatively strong social 
bonds (Boissevain, 1975; Mitchell, 1969).
b. Non-Reciprocal choices: This subset can be con­
sidered to correspond with relatively weak bonds.
3. Psychological Predisposition to Conformity: A self- 

reported conformity scale was used to measure the extent to 
which a person reports being oriented toward others' opinions 
and the extent to which he reports seeking social approval.
It included items such as "When in a group of people I 
usually did what others wanted rather than making sugges­
tions," "I would rather not be too different from others."

4. Attraction to the Group: The campers were asked to 
indicate how strong their ties were to those they had listed
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in response to the "referents" question. Another question 
inquired whether they expected to "outgrow" their friends 
from camp.

5. Popularity: As in traditional sociometric research
(Jennings, 1943), popularity will be measured by the number 
of nominations that a person received. Those with the 
highest number of nominations will be considered to be more 
"popular."
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CHAPTER III 
RESULTS

Overview
To understand the process of attitudinal conformity, it 

was first necessary to construct an attitude measure. This 
section will begin by describing how the variables used to 
measure attitudinal conformity were chosen and how the final 
attitude measure was devised. It will then focus on the 
separate relationships between attitudinal conformity and 
each hypothesized independent variable. The inter-correla­
tions between the independent variables will also be 
discussed. Finally, the joint effect of these independent 
variables on the dependent variable will be analyzed using a 
regression procedure. These results will first be presented 
for the entire friendship set--that includes both recipro­
cated and non-reciprocated friendships. The section con­
cludes by contrasting the findings for the reciprocated set 
with those of the non-reciprocated friendship set.

Constructing a Measure of Conformity 
Choosing Specific Attitude Items

In order to detect attitudinal conformity on several 
dimensions, a wide range of variables were included in the 
original survey. A Quartimax factor analysis was performed
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in order to decrease the number of items. Only those with 
factor loadings higher than .35 were included in the final 
selection. Table 1 indicates that three main dimensions 
emerged: attitudes towards distributive justice, closed­
mindedness, and attitudes concerning authority and structure. 
Together these factors accounted for 54.5% of the variance. 
The first factor, attitudes towards distributive justice, 
accounted for 21.51 of the variance. Closedmindedness con­
tributed 17.4% of the variance, while attitudes concerning 
authority and structure accounted for 9.61 of the variance.

Which variables changed over time? Subsequent elimina­
tion of variables occurred by determining which variables 
changed over the course of the summer. Because the study 
aimed to identify those variables associated with attitu­
dinal change, it was important to include only items that 
actually changed over time. According to the results of 
paired t-tests, presented in Table 2, equality, the item 
endorsing the equal distribution of resources, changed most 
over the course of the summer (j: (54) = 9.83, £ < .001).
The direction of this change, from a lesser to a greater 
advocacy of equality, corresponds with the camp's socialist 
orientation.

Similar changes occurred with the other variables used 
to measure alternative modes of distributive justice. Sig­
nificant change indicating movement away from an individ­
ualistic mode of distributive justice was reflected in the 
decreased endorsement of a "winner takes all" orientation
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Table 1

Factor Loadings for Attitude Items Used 
Measure Conformity3

Attitudes
towards
Distributive
Justice

1

-.78 
-. 84

Item
1. Winner takes all
2. Equity
3. Equality .41
4. Campers money

should be pooled .39
5. Public disagree­

ment among movement 
members is wrong .02

6. Differences of
opinion are dangerous .06

7. It's important to 
present more than one 
point of view .12

8. A clear chain of 
command is necessary -.11

9. Rules and structure
are needed .06

10. Compromise is
important .00

11. Total commitment
is required .07

12. Discipline is 
important .03

Closed­
mindedness

2

-.13
.09

-.07

.09

.83

.49

-.74

.16

.12

-.23

.18

.00

to

Attitudes
concerning
Structure
and
Authority

-.08
-.00
-.18

.16

-.02

-.00

.10

.49

.62

-.69

.78

.54

Percent of variance 
accounted for: 27.5 17.4 9.6

aQuartimax Rotation used.
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Means of Items Used to Measure Conformity
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Item

1. Winner takes all8 X 
(n = 54) SD

2. Equity8 X
(n = 54) SD

3. Equality3 X
(n = 54) SD

4. Campers money _
should be pooled X
(n = 50) SD

5. Public disagree­
ment among move­
ment members is _
wrong X
(n = 51) SD

6. Differences of 
opinion are _
dangerous X
(n = 49) SD

7. It’s important to 
present more than
one point of view X 
(n = 51) SD

8. A clear chain of 
command is _
necessary X
(n = 53) SD

9. Rules and structure 
are needed X
(n = 51) SD

10. Compromise is
important X
(n = 51) SD

Time 1 Time 2 £*

3.65 2.48 < .001
2.52 2.04
3.41 2.50 < .01
2.57 2.03
4.00 8.21 < .001
2.57 1.73

1.69 1.56 n.s.
1.03 .96

3.80 3.34 < .05
1.09 1.21

3.18 2.76 < .05
1.09 .96

2.69 2.91 n.s.
.95 1.16

3.14 2.76 < .05
1.18 1.05

3.59 3.73 n.s.
1.13 1.07

2.42 2.39 n.s.
1.09 .96
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Table 2 (continued)

Item Time 1 Time 2 2*

11. Total commitment
is required X 3. Ik 3.26 n. s .
(n = 53) SD 1.35 1.27

12. Discipline is
important X 2.52 2.70 n. s.
(n = 53) SD .92 .87

aThese items were measured on a 1-9 scale. All other 
items were measured on 1-5 scales.

*Paired comparison t-tests used to determine signifi­
cance levels.
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(t (54) = 3.98, £ < .001), and of the equity principle
(_t (54) = 2.84, £  < .01). This principle advocates a pro­
portional relationship between an individual's relative 
input to the group outcome and his share of the rewards.

Increased closedmindedness was evidenced on the 
following items:

It's wrong for a member to publicly disagree with 
another movement member in the presence of non­
movement members (t: (54) = 2.30, £ < .05).
Too many differences of opinion within one's own 
movement can be dangerous (t: (50) = 2.54, £ < .03).
For the movement to succeed a clear chain of command 
is necessary (£ (50) = 2.04, £ < .05).
The standard deviations of each of these items is also

presented in Table 2. It is interesting to note that the 
standard deviation for each variable has decreased over 
time. Although none of these differences emerges as signif­
icant, this trend is uniform across eleven of the twelve 
items. This decrease in the standard deviations probably 
signifies an increasing convergence of attitudes.

Which variables did not change? Variables that changed 
over the summer appeared to differ in specific ways from 
variables that did not change. A perusal of the Time 1 and 
Time 2 means (in Table 2) for all the variables reveals that 
the more strongly worded, authoritarian items (e.g. those 
loading highly on factor #3) such as "People who believe 
that discipline is necessary to run a movement are my kind 
of people," "Only by having rules and structure do young 
people learn about setting their own limits," "People don't
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know what they are talking about if they believe that a 
movement can exist without demanding total commitment from 
its members," are the ones that did not change over time.
In fact, if any movement was evident for these items it was 
in the direction of increased openmindedness. It is 
possible that many of these items touched upon real issues 
in the everyday life of the campers. To the extent that 
they experienced discipline and structure as personally 
constraining, the campers were less likely to endorse these 
items as positive values.

Deriving the Indices
Thus, it appears that change over time was evident on 

two dimensions: attitudes towards distributive justice and
closedmindedness. The three items previously mentioned in 
relation to closedmindedness will be combined to create an 
index.

Constructing a similar index for the distributive 
justice dimension turned out to be less straightforward. 
Although the equity, winner takes all, and equality items 
were all found to load highly on the first factor (see 
Table 1), their intercorrelations were not uniformly high. 
The correlations between equality and equity and between 
equality and winner takes all (R *= -.31; R ■= -.36), were 
much lower than their (e.g. equity and winner takes all) 
correlations with each other (R * .63).
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In addition, further internal analysis indicated that 
the item "equality" was related to other variables in a 
different manner than the "equity" and the "winner takes 
all" items. For instance, while equality was highly cor­
related (.31) with the item advocating the pooling of the 
campers' money, the correlations between this item and 
equity and between this item and "winner takes all" were not 
significant. Thus it appears possible for the campers to 
endorse equality without necessarily rejecting a more indi­
vidualistic distributive mode (represented by the equity and 
winner takes all items). It seems that the "equality" item 
means something distinct to the campers and is likely 
picking up a socialist ideology. For these reasons it will 
be discussed separately from the other two items. From 
hereon, the "equality" item will be referred to as "social 
justice" while the other two items (equity and winner takes 
all) will be combined and will be referred to as "individual 
justice."

Deriving the Referents' Attitudes
In order to obtain means and standard deviations for 

each subject's reference group on every dependent measure, 
an aggregation procedure was conducted. This procedure 
derived the means and standard deviations of each camper's 
friends' attitudes on all three dependent variables. (The 
camper's own scores were excluded from this calculation.)



To determine whether the hypothesized relationship 
between independent and dependent variables was related to 
the intensity of friendship bonds, a parallel aggregation 
procedure was conducted on groups consisting of reciprocated 
friendship choices. Unlike the other aggregation set (which 
will be referred to as the "entire" set), where each person's 
group included all the people whom he or she mentioned as 
"close friends," the reciprocated friendship set only 
included reciprocated choices. Because several subjects' 
groups did not include any reciprocated nominations, the 
total number for the reciprocated friendship set is smaller 
(n = 55) than for the entire set (n = 68). An identical 
aggregation procedure was conducted with non-reciprocated 
friendship choices. (The n for this set was 53.)

Deriving the Dependent Variable
Conformity has been defined for purposes of this 

research as the deviation of an individual's score from the 
group score on a set of attitudes that have changed over 
time. The dependent variable therefore consists of a devia­
tion score: the individual's score at Time 2 has been sub­
tracted from the individual's reference group score at 
Time 2.* Thus, while large deviation scores correspond with

^Because magnitude, rather than direction of deviation, 
was being studied, the deviation equation was formulated so 
that the smaller score (e.g. either the individual score or 
the group score) was always subtracted from the larger score. 
The resulting deviation score will therefore be an absolute 
(non-negative) number.
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non-conformity, small deviations between the group and the 
individual signify conformity.

Table 3 contains the means and standard deviations of 
these deviation scores for the entire friendship set, as 
well as for the reciprocated and non-reciprocated friendship 
sets. The prediction that non-conformity (as measured by 
the deviation scores) will be larger in the non-reciprocated 
than in the reciprocated set was substantiated in the case 
of the social justice and the closedmindedness variables.
In the case of the individual justice variable, the mean for 
the reciprocated friendship group was larger than for the 
non-reciprocated friendship group, but this difference was 
not significant.

The Relationships Between the Individual 
Independent Variables and Non-Conformity

Consensus
Consensus was operationalized as the level of attitu­

dinal convergence that existed among a person's referents. 
The three dependent variables--attitudes towards individual 
justice, attitudes towards social justice, and closedminded- 
ness--were the attitudes used to measure consensus. The 
standard deviations of the aggregated friendship groups were 
used to determine the level of attitudinal convergence.

Table 4 indicates that a fair amount of attitudinal 
variability existed for all three dependent variables. 
Attitudes toward social equality displayed the greatest 
amount of variability (the mean SD across all friendship



Table 3
Average Non-Conformity3 Scores for Entire, 

Reciprocated and Non-Reciprocated Friendship Sets

Dependent
Variable Entire Reciprocated

Non-
Reciprocated

Individual Justice X 3.23 3.49 3.87
SD 2.66 2. 39 3. 35

Social Justice X 1.73 1.51 2.82
SD 1.34 1.53 2.19

Clo sedmindednes s^ X 2.21 2. 39 2. 90
SD 1.17 1.08 2.05

Measured by deviations of individual scores from group 
scores.

^Variable measured on 1-5 scale. All others measured 
on 1-9 scales.
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Table A
Mean Level of Consensus on the Dependent Variables

Dependent Variable • X SD

Individual Justice 
(n = 56)

2.12 1.27

Social Justice 
(n = 56)

2.77 1. AO

Closedmindedness3 
(n = 58)

1.58 . 3A

aVariable measured on 1-5 scale. All others measured on 
1-9 scales.
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sets on this variable was 2.77, SD = 1.40).

The original hypothesis predicted that non-conformity 
would increase as the level of attitudinal convergence in an 
individual's friendship group increased. This hypothesis 
was based on the assumption that an individual is freer to 
vary attitudinally from the group's mean attitude when 
attitudinal diversity exists among the group members.

Positive correlations are anticipated along the three 
dependent variables and consensus. The correlations between 
consensus and the three dependent variables are presented in 
Table 5. The results indicate that the consensus variable 
is significantly related to non-conformity on both the 
individual justice index and on the social justice variable 
(R = .27, £ < .05; R * .67, £ < .001, respectively). The 
correlation between consensus and closedmindedness approaches 
but does not achieve statistical significance (R = .19,
£ < .08).

Table 6 contains the bivariate correlations between 
consensus and attraction to the group. Because standard 
deviations are used to measure consensus, an inverse rela­
tionship is expected. That is, as attraction to the group 
increases the standard deviations are likely to decrease-- 
corresponding to an increase in consensus. Although the 
correlations are in the appropriate (negative) direction, 
they are not significant.
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Table 5
Pearson Correlations between Consensus and 

Attitudinal Non-Conformity for Dependent Variables

Dependent Variables

Individual Justice .27 < .05
(n = 56)

Social Justice .67 < .001
(n = 56)

Closedmindedness .19 < .10
(n = 58)
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Table 6
Pearson Correlations between Consensus and 

Attraction to the Group for the Dependent Variables

Dependent Variable R £

Individual Justice -.10 n.s.
(n = 56)

Social Justice -.15 n.s.
(n = 56)

Closedmindedness .06 n.s.
(n = 58)
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Psychological Conformity

It was hypothesized that the need to conform will 
differ from person to person and that an individual's psy­
chological predisposition to conformity will be associated 
with attitudinal conformity. The following items were 
included in this index:

When in a group of people, I usually did what others 
wanted rather than making suggestions.
I don't like campers who make a point of being 
different.
I would rather not be too different from others.
The mean for this index was 6.48, while the standard 

deviation was 1.6. A 1-9 scale was used to measure this 
variable (where 1 corresponds to low psychological conform­
ity, while 9 corresponds to high psychological conformity).

Table 7 presents the means and the standard deviations 
for the psychological conformity scores at Time 1 and 
Time 2. Because psychological conformity was conceptualized 
as a personality characteristic, it was expected to remain 
constant over time. Indeed, no significant change occurred 
in the campers' level of psychological conformity over the 
course of the summer (£ = 1.30, £ < .10).

It was hypothesized that psychological conformity and 
attitudinal non-conformity would be inversely related. That 
is, the higher a person's psychological conformity, the 
smaller his deviation from the group mean. Table 8 indi­
cates that significant correlations were found between 
psychological conformity and both the social equality
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Table 7
Mean Psychological Conformity Scores for 

Time 1 and Time 2

Time 1 Time 2

Psychological
Conformity X  6.30 6.48 1.3 n.s.

<n = 54)
SD 1.82 1.68
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Table 8
Pearson Correlations between Psychological 
Conformity and Attitudinal Non-Conformity 

for Dependent Variables

Dependent Variable R 2

Individual Justice 
<n = 56)

-.36 < .01

Social Justice 
(n = 56)

-.19 < .07

Closedmindedness 
(n = 58)

-.09 n.s.



44
variable and the individual equality index (R = -.36,
£  < .01; R = -.19; £  < .07, respectively), but not between
psychological conformity and the closedmindedness index 
(R = -.09, £ = n.s.).

Attraction to the Group
Two items directly measured an individual's feelings 

toward specific people in the camp. One measured the 
endorsement of the statement "I will probably outgrow my 
movement friends," while the other item required the 
respondent to indicate the strength of his/her bonds with 
the individuals that were nominated as close friends. The 
composite index constructed from these two items will be 
referred to as "attraction to the group." The mean for this 
composite index is 4.21. Because this variable is being 
measured on a 1-5 scale (where 1 corresponds to "very weak" 
bonds) it is apparent that the overall feelings toward the 
group are quite positive. (The standard deviation is .79.)

According to the hypothesis, an inverse relationship is 
expected between attraction to the group and non-conformity. 
It was therefore expected that non-conformity would decrease 
as attraction to the group increased.

Table 9 contains the bivariate correlations between the 
"attraction to the group" variable and each of the three 
dependent variables. The correlations between both the 
individual justice index and attraction to the group and 
between closedmindedness and attraction to the group are in
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Table 9
Pearson Correlations between Attraction to the 
Group and Attitudinal Non-Conformity for the 

Dependent Variables

Dependent Variable

Individual Justice -.20 < .08
(n = 56)

Social Justice -.02 n.s.
(n = 56)

Closedmindedness -.18 < .10
(n = 58)
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the right direction (R = -.20, £  < .08; R = -.18, £ < .10, 
respectively). The correlation between social justice and 
attraction to the group was not significant (R = -.02,
£ = n.s.).

Attraction and psychological conformity were not found 
to be correlated (R = .09, £ = n.s.).

Popularity
It was hypothesized that there would be a positive

2relationship between popularity and non-conformity.
Table 10 contains the correlations between an individual's 
level of attitudinal non-conformity (as measured by the 
deviation scores on the dependent variables) and the number 
of nominations that he or she received. While there appears 
to be a significant positive relationship between the 
closedmindedness index and popularity (R ■ .21, £ < .05), 
there does not appear to be any relationship between popu­
larity and the social justice variable (R = .12, £ = n.s.;
R = -.09, £  = n.s., respectively).

It was also hypothesized that more "popular" people 
would score lower on a psychological measure of conformity. 
The hypothesis appears to be substantiated by the results of 
the correlation. There is a significant negative correla­
tion between an individual's level of psychological

2In sociometric research, popularity has been tradi­
tionally measured by the number of nominations that a person 
received (Jenning, 1956).
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Table 10
Pearson Correlations between Popularity Level 

and Attitudinal Non-Conformity

Dependent Variable R £

Individual Justice 
Social Justice 
Closedmindedness

.12 
-.09 
. 21

n.s. 
n. s.
< .05
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conformity and the number of nominations he or she received 
(R = -25, £ < .03). This means that the more nominated 
(e.g. popular) individuals were lowest on psychological 
conformity.

Multiple Regression Results for the Combined Effects of 
the Indepenaent Variables on Attitudinal Non-Conformity

Now that the independent relationships between attitu­
dinal non-conformity and the three major independent 
variables (consensus, attraction to the group, and psycho­
logical conformity) have been discussed, it is appropriate 
to examine their joint effects. To do so, these three 
independent variables were entered--on one step--into a 
standard regression equation. Once again, the dependent 
variable, attitudinal non-conformity, was measured by the 
distance between the individual and the group score at 
Time 2.3

2 4Table 12 presents the amount of R change that 
occurred when each variable was introduced into the equation, 
the significance levels for these variance contributions, as

3 In order to determine the influence of Time 1 scores on 
Time 2 scores, partial correlations were conducted. The 
results, presented in Tables 11 and 11a, indicate that the 
relationship between the group score and the individual 
score at Time 2 was not artifactual. Although the individ­
ual's Time 1 score contributes a greater percentage of the 
variance to the individual's Time 2 score, in all cases the 
group's scores at Time 2 also contribute a significant pro­
portion of the variance.

4 2The R change refers to that component of variation 
which is associated with a particular variable.
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Table 11

Partial Correlations between an Individual's 
Time 1 and Time 2 Scores Controlling for the 

Group Score at Time 2

Variable

Individual Justice .45 < .001
Social Justice .04 n.s.
Closedmindedness .52 < .001

Table 11a
Partial Correlations between an Individual's 
Time 2 Score and his Group's Time 2 Score, 

Controlling for the Individual's Time 1 Score

Variable R £

Individual Justice .35 < .01
Social Justice .36 < .01
Closedmindedness .43 < .01



Table 12
Percentage of Variance Contributed to Attitudinal Non-Conformity by 

Consensus, Attraction to the Group, and Psychological Conformity

Dependent
Variables

Consensus
Psychological
Conformity Attraction

Total R2R2 Ch. F R2 Ch. F R 2 Ch. F

Individual Justice .06 3.13* .14 7.89** .03 1.58 .23
Social Justice .45 39.23** .007 .64 .001 .15 .46
Closedmindedness .04 1.84 .007 .36 .04 1.90 .08

* £ < .05. 
** £ < .01.

Ln O
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well as the total percentage of the variance accounted for 
by all the independent variables.

The three independent variables accounted for 23Z of 
the variance for the individual justice index and 13Z of the
variance for the closedmindedness index. The three inde­
pendent variables accounted for the largest percentage of 
the variance (46Z) for the social equality variable.

The consensus variable, which measured the amount of
attitudinal diversity within each group, was the variable

2that, overall, contributed most to the variance. The R
change for the consensus variable was .04 (F = 1.84,
£ = n.s.) for the closedmindedness index, .06 (F = 3.13,
£ < .05) for the individual justice index and .45 (F = 39.23,

2£ < .001) for the social equality variable. Thus, the R 
change that consensus contributed was found to be statis­
tically significant in all cases except for closedminded- 
ness--where a strong trend is apparent.

As can be seen from Table 12, a much smaller percentage 
of the variance was contributed by the other two variables--
psychological conformity and attraction to the group. The
oR change for psychological conformity was .007 for the

social equality variable (F = .64, £ = n.s.), .007 for the
closedmindedness index (F = .36, £ = n.s.), and .14 for the
individual equality index (F * 7.89, £ < .01).

The attraction to the group variable contributed a non-
2significant amount to the total variance. Its R change 

contribution was .04 (F = 1.90, £ = n.s.) for the closed-
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mindedness index and .03 for the individual equality index
(F = 1.58, £ = n.s.). Attraction to the group contributed

oonly .001 R (F = .15, £ = n.s.) to the social equality 
variable.

Because the popularity variable contributed such a 
negligible amount (< .001) to the total variance on all 
dimensions, it will, from now on, be omitted from the 
multiple regression tables.

Results for Reciprocated and Non-Reciprocated 
Friendship Sets

Relationships between the Individual Variables and 
Non-Conformity

The findings that have been presented until this point 
have pertained to the entire friendship set that included 
both reciprocated and non-reciprocated friendship choices. 
The present section will examine the separate and joint 
effects of the independent variables (consensus, attraction 
to the group, and psychological conformity) on non-conform­
ity, contrasting the results for the reciprocated and non- 
reciprocated friendship sets.

Consensus and attitudinal non-conformity. Since 
consensus reflects the amount of attitudinal convergence 
among an individual's referents, it was hypothesized that 
consensus and non-conformity would be more strongly related 
in reciprocated than in non-reciprocated friendship sets. 
This relationship is expected because reciprocated friend­
ship sets are characterized by strong social ties.
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Table 13 presents these bivariate correlations for the 
reciprocated and non-reciprocated friendship sets.

The results confirm this hypothesis. The correlations 
between group consensus and conformity for all three depend­
ent variables in the reciprocated friendship set were higher 
than those in the non-reciprocated set. In the reciprocated 
group, two of the three correlations--for social justice and 
individual justice--were significant (R = .46, £ < . 001 j 
R = .26, £ < .05, respectively), while the correlation for 
closedmindedness demonstrated a weak trend (R = .12,
£ = n.s.). Only one correlation--for social equality
(R = .29, £ < .05)--was significant in the non-reciprocated
set.

a. Consensus and attraction to the group. Although 
it was originally hypothesized that consensus would be 
related to attraction to the group, it was previously shown 
(Table 6) that this prediction was not borne out in the 
entire friendship set. Yet, Table 14 indicates that when 
the reciprocated and non-reciprocated sets are analyzed 
separately, non-significant correlations in the right 
direction emerge for the reciprocated group on all three 
dependent variables. The correlations obtained for the 
non-reciprocated set were all highly non-significant.

Attraction to the group and attitudinal non-conformity. 
Table 15 contains the bivariate correlations between 
attraction to the group and attitudinal non-conformity for 
the two types of friendship sets. The correlation for the
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Table 13
Correlations between Consensus and Attitudinal 

Non-Conformity for Reciprocated and Non-Reciprocated
Friendship Sets

Reciprocated Non-Reciprocated
R £  R £

Individual Justice .26 < . 05
Social Justice .46 < . 001
Closedmindedness .12 n.s.

.08 n.s.

.29 < .05

.09 n.s.
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Table 14
Correlations between Consensus and Attraction 

to the Group in Reciprocated and Non-Reciprocated
Friendship Sets

Reciprocated Non-Reciprocated
R £ R £

Individual Justice .20 < .10 .03 n.s.
Social Justice .17 n.s. .04 n.s.
Closedmindedness .14 n.s. .007 n.s.
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Table 15
Correlations between Attraction to the Group 

and Attitudinal Non-Conformity in Reciprocated 
and Non-Reciprocated Friendship Sets

Reciprocated Non-Reciprocated

R 2 R 2

Individual Justice -.15 n. s. -.21 < .10
Social Justice -.32 < .05 -.15 n.s.
Closedmindedness 1 o u> n. s. -.10 n.s.
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social equality variable is significant (R = -.32, £  < .05), 
for the reciprocated group and the correlation for the indi­
vidual justice index is in the right direction (R = -.15,
£ = n.s.). The correlation for the closedmindedness index 
is not significant (R = -.03, £ = n.s.). Similar results 
were obtained for the non-reciprocated set. The correlation 
between the individual justice index and attitudinal non­
conformity demonstrated a trend (R ” -.21, £ < .10), while 
the correlation for the social justice variable was in the 
right direction (R = -.15, £ = n.s.). In the non-recipro­
cated set, the correlations between attraction to the group 
and attitudinal non-conformity on the closedmindedness 
index was not significant.

Psychological conformity and attitudinal non-conformity. 
Table 16 indicates that significant correlations emerged be­
tween psychological conformity and attitudinal non-conformity 
for both friendship sets on the individual justice dimension 
(R * -.32, £ = .05; R ■ -.36, £ = .05, for the reciprocated 
and non-reciprocated sets, respectively). No significant cor­
relations were found between psychological conformity and 
attitudinal non-conformity, for either friendship set, on the 
social justice dimension or on the closedmindedness dimension.

Multiple Regression Results for the Combined Effects of the 
Independent Variables on Attitudinal Non-Conformity

Several trends can be seen when the multiple regression 
results for the reciprocated and non-reciprocated friendship 
sets are compared (Table 17). Once again, the level of
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Table 16
Correlations between Psychological Conformity 

and Attitudinal Non-Conformity in Reciprocated 
and Non-Reciprocated Friendship Sets

Reciprocated Non-Reciprocated

R £ R £

Individual Justice -.32 < .05 -.36 < .05
Social Justice .08 n. s. -.15 n.s.
Closedmindedness .12 n.s. -.06 n. s.
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group consensus emerges as the strongest predictor of atti­
tudinal non-conformity. As hypothesized, consensus contri­
butes a greater percentage of the total variance to the 
reciprocated than to the non-reciprocated friendship set.
(In reciprocated, Ch. * .21 [F * 11.A3, £  < .0011 for 
social justice, .07 [F * 2.94, £ < .05] for individual jus­
tice, and .02 [F = .55, £ = n.s.] for closedmindedness. In

2non-reciprocated, R Ch. = .08 [F = 2.63, £ < .05] for social 
justice, .006 [F ■ .12, £ * n.s.] for individual justice, and 
.009 [F = .21, £ = n.s.] for closedmindedness.)

As was the case for the entire friendship set, the 
other two variables predicted much more weakly to non-con­
formity. The only significant contribution made by the
attraction to the group variable occurred in the recipro-

2cated set on the social justice dimension (R Change - .04,
F = 2.83, £ < .05).

Psychological conformity contributed a significant 
proportion of the total variance in both reciprocated and 
non-reciprocated friendship sets on the individual justice 
dimension (R^ Ch. = .12, F = 5.29, £ < .01; R^ Ch. * .14,
F = 6.06, £ < .01, respectively). This means that on the 
individual justice dimension the relationship between psycho­
logical conformity and non-conformity is not a function of 
the strength of the social bonds.

The independent variables were able to account for the 
largest proportion of the total variance on the social 
justice dimension in the reciprocated friendship sets



Table 17
Percentage of Variance Contributed to Attitudinal Non-Conformity by 

Independent Variables for Reciprocated and Non-Reciprocated Friendship Sets

Dependent
Variables

Consensus
Psychological

Conformity
Attraction 
to the Group Total R2

Rec. Non-Rec. Rec. Non-Rec. Rec. Non-Rec. Rec. Non-Rec.

Individual R2 Ch. .07 .006 .12 .14 .008 .04 .20 .19
Justice F 2.94* .12 5.29** 6.06** .58 1.83

Social R2 Ch. .21 .08 .008 .004 .04 .006 .42 .10
Justice F 11.43** 2.63* .46 .18 2.83* .31

Closed­ R 2 Ch. .02 .009 .04 .01 .003 .01 .06 .03
mindedness F .55 .21 1.45 .36 .22 .29

* £  < .05. 
** £ < .01. 
*** £ < .001.
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2(total R = .42). Interestingly, the two independent 

variables that pertained most directly to social properties 
(consensus and attraction to the group) were those that 
contributed significantly to the variance on the social 
justice dimension (except for the non-significant contribu­
tion of attraction to the group in the non-reciprocated 
set).

In a similar vein, psychological conformity (which is
an individual property) contributed significantly to the
variance in both types of friendship sets--only on the indi-

2vidual justice dimension. The total R contributed by the
independent variables to individual justice was .20 for the
reciprocated and .19 for the non-reciprocated sets.

The total R change contributed by all the variables
(in both types of friendship sets) on the closedmindedness

2dimension was very small (total R for reciprocated ■ .06; 
non-reciprocated = .03). It is therefore not surprising 
that none of the independent variables contributed a sig­
nificant proportion of the variance.
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CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION

Attitude Change In a Field Setting
This research was undertaken to determine whether the 

variables that related to attitudinal non-conformity in an 
experimental setting would also relate to attitudinal non­
conformity in a field setting. The variables that were 
included (e.g. consensus, psychological conformity, 
attraction to the group) were those that were found to 
relate to non-conformity in laboratory studies. Because 
this study was conducted in a field setting, these variables 
were free to vary. Their combined influence on non-conform­
ity was assessed using a multivariate research design.

The setting, a Jewish socialist summer camp, was par­
ticularly conducive for this study because it resembled a 
natural experiment in several ways. Previously unacquainted 
adolescents, from different regions of the country, were 
brought to an isolated location for two months. During this 
time they were involved in an intensive educational experi­
ence geared to bring their attitudes in line with those 
espoused by the social movement. The campers were provided 
with instruction concerning the history of Zionism and 
specifically the tenets of socialist Zionism. The goal of 
the summer program was to heighten their sense of Jewish
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identity and to motivate them to eventually settle on an 
Israeli agricultural collective (kibbutz).

This educational experience was unique because it 
simulated the social conditions that it endorsed ideologi­
cally. Because socialist distributive principles based on 
equality were at the heart of the movement's belief system, 
the camp was run as a collective. Campers pooled the money 
that they brought with them, responsibilities were rotated 
and hierarchies were eliminated. Although movement leaders 
were present, they functioned more as consultants than as 
administrators. Over the course of the summer, their 
involvement receded even further as the campers assumed the 
major responsibilities for running the camp.

The results can be understood against this backdrop.
A major shift toward a socialist philosophy is evident in 
campers' strong endorsement of social justice at the end of 
the summer. Their attitudes concerning this dimension 
changed significantly over the two months. Increased closed­
mindedness can be understood as an orientation towards per­
petuating a cohesive social structure. These findings 
documenting a highly successful attitude change attempt 
contrast sharply with reports of other attitude change 
studies. Rokeach (1973), for instance, suggested that such 
attempts are generally unsuccessful because interventions 
fail to affect people's underlying values.

The effectiveness of the present intervention was most 
likely related to its scope, intensity, and duration.
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Unlike the majority of attitude change experiments, the 
intervention assessed by this research consisted of a 
totally involving program aimed at changing the campers' 
values.

Although the movement was successful in its effort to 
change certain attitudes, other attitudes remained resistant 
to this influence attempt. No increased endorsement 
occurred for the more strongly worded authoritarian items 
such as "people who believe that discipline is necessary to 
run a movement are my kind of people."

Predictors of Non-Conformity
Psychologists and sociologists hold different views 

about the determinants of attitude change. While sociolo­
gists typically locate the major source of influence in the 
social situation, psychologists tend to concentrate on an 
individual’s predispositions. In this study, consensus cor­
responds with the situational variable, while psychological 
conformity constitutes a personality variable. The rela­
tionships of these two variables with non-conformity were 
looked at under two contrasting conditions: when the social
bonds between the people are relatively strong ("recipro­
cated"), and when they are relatively weak ("unreciprocated"). 
It was expected that the strength of bonds will have more 
impact on the situational variable (consensus) than on the 
personality variable.
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The results indicate that consensus was the variable 

most strongly related to non-conformity. The more attitu­
dinal unity there is among an individual's reference group, 
the more likely an individual will be to conform to the 
group's mean attitude. Statistically significant rela­
tionships between consensus and non-conformity were found 
for both the social and for the individual justice dimen­
sions. These significant results emerged for the bivariate 
correlations as well as when the influence of other variables 
were controlled for through a regression procedure. The 
correlation between consensus and non-conformity on the 
closedmindedness dimension was in the predicted direction, 
but was not significant.

After consensus, the strongest predictor of attitudinal 
non-conformity was psychological conformity. Significant 
correlations were discovered between this variable and non­
conformity on the individual justice dimension and on the 
social justice dimension, but not on the closedmindedness 
dimension. Yet when other sources of influence were con­
trolled for, psychological conformity only had an impact 
on the individual justice dimension.

We now turn to the relationships among consensus, 
psychological conformity, and reciprocated relationships. 
Reciprocated and non-reciprocated sets were distinguished in 
order to determine whether any of the relationships were 
mediated by the strength of the social bonds. It was 
hypothesized that the influence of consensus in reciprocated
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relationships would be greater than its influence in non- 
reciprocated relationships. The assumption underlying this 
hypothesis is that a person is more likely to be influenced 
by closer rather than by more distant referents.

The results support these hypotheses. In the recipro­
cated set, consensus was significantly related to non­
conformity on the social justice and on the individual 
justice dimensions. These results were obtained both for 
the bivariate relationships and when other variables were 
controlled for. In the non-reciprocated set, consensus was 
significantly related to non-conformity only on the social 
justice dimension. (This relationship was also obtained 
when other variables were controlled for.) This means that 
for individual justice, the relationship between consensus 
and non-conformity is dependent upon the strength of the 
social bonds. On this dimension, consensus has an impact on 
non-conformity only when there are strong bonds between the 
people. To summarize, it appears that an individual's 
attitudes concerning social justice are influenced both by 
his close and non-close referents, while his attitudes 
towards individual justice were influenced only by his close 
referents.

For the psychological conformity measure, the analysis 
of reciprocated and non-reciprocated sets paralleled the 
results obtained for camper's entire network of social 
relations. Psychological conformity is significantly cor­
related with individual distributive justice--both for the
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reciprocated and for the non-reciprocated sets (using 
bivariate correlations as well as a multiple regression 
procedure). Thus it appears that the relationship between 
psychological conformity and non-conformity is not dependent 
upon the strength of the social bonds between the members.

Contrary to the initial hypothesisattraction to the 
group was not significantly related to non-conformity on any 
of the dimensions. While the correlations between attrac­
tion and both social and individual justice were in the 
predicted direction, they were not statistically signifi­
cant. Yet it appears that for the sample studied here, an 
individual's personal feelings toward the group are less 
important than ideological cohesiveness (represented by the 
consensus variable) and his own psychological predisposi­
tions .

Although attraction to the group was not significantly 
related to non-conformity for the entire group, these two 
variables were related on the social justice dimension in 
the reciprocated friendship set. This breakdown reveals 
that the relationship between attraction to the group and 
non-conformity was originally masked by the inclusion of 
non-close referents. It emerged only in the context of 
stronger (e.g. reciprocated) social bonds and only on the 
social justice dimension.

The relatively weak influence of attraction found in 
this study can be understood in a number of ways. Firstly, 
although there was some variability in the intensity of
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campers' feelings towards their friends, with very few 
exceptions, all of the feelings expressed were positive 
ones. As Downing (1958) noted, where attraction levels are 
similar, differences in conformity may not emerge.

In addition, because of the camp's emphasis upon social 
cohesion, it is possible that there was a positive response 
bias. By contrast, consensus, an indirect way of measuring 
group influence, was highly related to the dependent varia­
ble. We can conclude that in settings such as these, where 
cohesiveness is highly valued by the group, self-reported 
measures of attraction are less likely to pick up subtle 
differences in attitudes towards the group. More indirect 
social structural measures--such as consensus--may be 
preferable.

Popularity^ was found to be the variable that was most 
weakly related to non-conformity. It was significantly 
related to non-conformity only on the closedmindedness 
dimension. In fact, popularity was the sole independent 
variable that significantly correlated with non-conformity 
on this dimension. Yet, even on this dimension, when the 
effects of other independent variables were controlled for, 
the relationship between popularity and non-conformity dis­
appeared. Given the very small percentage of the variance

^Popularity was measured by the number of friendship 
nominations that an individual received from other campers. 
Such nominations were considered to reflect the extent to 
which a camper was sought after as a friend by the other 
campers.
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2of the closedmindedness dimension (8Z) that was accounted 

for by the independent variables, it is not surprising that 
none of the independent variables emerged as significant 
when a regression was conducted. Popularity was also not 
found to be significantly related to non-conformity on any 
of the dimensions when it was analyzed for the reciprocated 
and non-reciprocated friendship sets.

A study conducted by Merei (1949) can help us under­
stand the minimal influence of popularity obtained in this 
study. In his study, leaders conformed to group norms in 
order to preserve their position in a group. Under some 
circumstances more popular members of a group become repre­
sentatives of its values and norms--and as such conform more 
rather than less.

It is possible that in a field setting both processes 
that relate popularity to conformity operate. In some 
instances popular people may be leaders, conforming to group 
norms to serve as role models (Merei, 1949). Others may be

2This contrasts with 23Z and 46Z of the variance 
accounted for by the independent variables on the individual 
justice and social justice dimensions, respectively. These 
findings correspond with Rokeach's (1973) results. Through 
research on his "two-value" model, he discovered that 
Americans typically rank freedom high, but differ signifi­
cantly in their valuation of equality. Rokeach found that 
equality is the dimension that best distinguishes between 
conservatives and liberals: while liberals rank equality
high, conservatives rank it low. He concluded that this 
suggests that these two ideological differences evident in 
American politics are reducible to variations on one value 
alone--equality--rather than on two values.
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attitudinally independent, having acquired their quota of 
"idiosyncrasy credits" (Hollander, 1959). It is possible 
that no single process relating popularity to conformity 
was illustrated in this study, because both of these proc­
esses operated simultaneously.

The Conformity Process and the Dimensions on which 
Conformity Occurs: Are They Related?

One striking finding of this study concerns the con­
formity process itself. Both from the literature on con­
formity and from the literature on other psychological 
areas, one repeatedly encounters the assumption that 
although the magnitude will vary depending on the dimension 
being studied, the process itself will remain invariant. 
Undoubtedly, this is a desirable assumption in that it 
permits researchers to generalize from the confines of their 
findings to other populations and settings.

Yet this study's results challenge the assumptions 
underlying this practice. The findings indicate that the 
process of conformity differed according to what dimension
was being measured. The independent variables associated

3with the dimension that was more central to the camp's 
ideology appeared to differ from those associated with 
dimensions that were less central to the camp's ideology.

3Centrality can be determined either by the amount of 
attitudinal change that occurred over the summer or by how 
strongly the attitude was endorsed at the end of the 
summer (see Table 2).
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The social justice dimension was most affected by the con­
sensus variable. It is likely that in this case a social 
structural variable is evoked because the conformity process 
concerns a socially relevant attitude.

Conversely, the individual justice dimension, that 
focuses to a greater extent on the rights of the individual 
than on the rights of the collective, evoked a more per­
sonality related independent variable--psychological con­
formity. As the conformity process becomes more "self­
oriented," personality variables seem to play an increasingly 
prominent role. Similarly, the closedmindedness dimension, 
a personality variable, was also not affected by the 
socially relevant independent variable--consensus.

In some respects, the conformity process described here 
parallels many social psychological laboratory studies. In 
examining the predictors to conformity, we have seen that 
when a psychological process involves less socially central 
variables, the individual is more affected by personality 
variables than by social variables. In laboratory situa­
tions where it is very difficult to tap socially central 
attitudes, significant relationships are frequently found 
between personality variables and psychological processes.

Another perspective concerning the relationship between 
value centrality and the role of group pressure was pro­
vided by Festinger, Schacter, and Back (1960). They sug­
gested that the magnitude of group pressure toward uniform­
ity will be greater the more important the function to be
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served by uniformity. In the present case equality, which 
has been identified as the socially central value, can be 
perceived as essential for group maintenance. It is there­
fore consistent with this theory that consensus, which 
represents "pressure toward uniformity," was found to be 
the variable most strongly related to social justice.

The Impact of Strong Social Bonds
An individual's own level of attitudinal conformity and 

non-conformity was found to be related to the amount of 
attitudinal agreement among his reference group. In order 
to see whether stronger referents have more of an impact than 
weaker referents, a person's reference group was broken down 
into these two sets of friends. Reciprocated relationships 
accounted for the larger proportion of the significant 
effects of consensus. The results indicate that a person's 
attitudes are best predicted from knowing his friends' 
attitudes and especially his close (e.g. reciprocated) 
friends' attitudes.

Distinguishing between reciprocated and non-recipro­
cated relationships demonstrates how the significant rela­
tionship between non-conformity and consensus for the entire 
camp was attributable to its relationship with the recipro­
cated set. In addition, this breakdown caused a previously 
masked relationship--between attraction to the group and 
strong social bonds--to emerge. These results are consistent 
with those of other researchers who found correlations
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between mutually positive relationships and conformity to 
group standards (Lott & Lott, 1961; Boissevain, 1974).

Useful Research Modalities in Studying Conformity
Because these results were obtained under specific 

conditions, it is important to discuss how this situation 
differs from other contexts in which conformity has been 
studied. The field methodology utilized in the present 
research has notable advantages as well as several disadvan­
tages. It provided the researcher with the opportunity to 
measure the effects upon attitudinal non-conformity of a 
range of independent variables that were free to vary. In 
addition, a high level of external validity was achieved 
because the research took place in a natural setting and 
because the dimensions being investigated were meaningful to 
the participants.

In many ways, conditions of the present research 
resembled those of a natural experiment. The campers were 
involved in an environment that was specifically structured 
to affect their basic beliefs. We also knew from the post­
measures that this attempt was successful. It is very dif­
ficult, if not impossible, to create such a totally 
involving experience in a laboratory. As a consequence, 
experiments rarely tap an individual's core values nor do 
they often succeed in triggering high levels of attitude 
change.
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Most laboratory conformity studies have been based on 
situations that have subjected the individual to a very con­
centrated form of group pressure. Experimental manipula­
tions are typically constructed to insure that every subject 
is exposed to the same level of group influence. In such 
situations, the subjects respond in the presence of others, 
but are not given the opportunity to interact freely with 
them.

By contrast, in field settings, group influence is 
usually a naturally occurring phenomenon. It is therefore 
not possible to regulate its intensity or to keep its con­
tents "uniform." In the present case, although the camp's 
ideology was clearly identifiable, there is no way to 
control the precise "dosage level" received by each indi­
vidual.

Although attempts have been made experimentally 
(Hollander, 1971) to distinguish between movement conformity 
and congruence conformity, the results of this study do not 
clearly support one process over another. Movement con­
formity which corresponds with radical attitudinal swings, 
appeared to be operating in the case of the social justice 
dimension. The attitudinal shifts that occurred on the 
other two dimensions seem to correspond with congruence 
conformity because they consisted of an enhanced endorse­
ment of the originally supported position.

This distinction might be another exemplification of 
the different processes that produced non-conformity. It
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points to the strong possibility that when large-scale atti­
tudinal change occurs, it is induced by social structural 
rather than by personality variables.

Normative and comparative conformity have also been 
distinguished in the experimental research (Deutsch &
Gerard, 1955). Comparative conformity has been attributed 
to an individual's own needs for certainty, whereas norma­
tive conformity has been attributed to an individual's 
desire to be part of the group.

Once again, no single process "fits" the results of 
the study. Neither attraction to the group, the predicted 
mediating variable of normative conformity, nor psychologi­
cal conformity, the predicted mediating variable of com­
parative conformity, emerged as the predominant predictors. 
It appears that the processes involved cannot be simply 
delineated. We can therefore conclude that identifying the 
motivational bases of conformity probably requires more 
rigorous control of the independent variables.

Another variable that is often controlled for in 
experimental research concerns whether the subject is 
privately or publicly committed (Raven, 1959; Deutsch & 
Gerard, 1955) to his attitude choice. Researchers are 
interested in this distinction because private commitment 
usually corresponds with private acceptance. In the 
present research, each subject’s responses were recorded 
privately. Therefore, it can be said with a fair degree of 
certainty that when these measures were taken, the responses
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reflected the subjects' own opinions. What the research 
cannot determine is whether or not at some point in the 
process, the individual camper was involved in a public 
commitment type of situation, and if so, how this affected 
his subsequent attitude.

The amount of attitudinal discrepancy existing between 
the individual and the group is a factor that is usually 
manipulated in experiments that involve a public commitment 
condition (Fisher et al., 1956). Although this research was 
based on the actual attitudinal discrepancy between an indi­
vidual camper and the group, it is not clear to what extent 
the camper was aware of the discrepancy or the size of the 
discrepancy. Because a major component of the camp's pro­
grams involved discussing these ideological issues, it is 
probable that each camper had many opportunities to compare 
his views with those held by others. Needless to say, this 
kind of comparison is implicit and is not equivalent to 
receiving "harder" information concerning the group's 
position.

It is interesting to speculate about the possibility 
that the different dimensions were not all likely to be dis­
cussed publicly. The two dimensions more relevant to the 
individual than to the collective--individual justice and 
closedmindedness— were least likely to be public discussed. 
Social equality, the dimension that pertained most to the 
group, was more likely to be the focus of discussion. It 
was also the dimension that changed most over time.
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Although this methodology gave the researcher a richer 
understanding of the inter-relationships among the independ­
ent variables and their combined impact on non-conformity, a 
gap in our knowledge still remains. That gap is related to 
the lack of "process" measures in the present research. 
Without such measures it is impossible to demonstrate how 
the various reference groups actually enforced the group 
standards.

Directions for Future Research
Because of the uniqueness of this particular setting, it 

is desirable to determine whether the results replicate in 
other field settings. A less ideological setting might be 
selected in order to investigate the role of consensus when 
the socially relevant attitudes are not as highly charged as 
they were in the camp setting.

Future research would also benefit from a greater under­
standing of the conformity process itself. Therefore, an 
attempt should be made to map the course of the participants' 
attitude change. One way to do this would be to collect 
multiple measures--perhaps in the form of a time series 
design (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). Greater attention should 
be paid to monitoring those activities specifically aimed to 
bring about attitude change. Knowing how individuals 
respond in these situations will possibly shed light upon 
the process through which a person moves from public to 
private commitment.
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Finally, it is important to find out whether or not
the changes that were found were long-lasting. Even though
central attitudes changed significantly over the course of 
the summer, a waning of intensity is likely to occur once
the campers are removed from the setting. For this reason,
it would be advisable, where feasible, to collect post 
measures.

Implications and Conclusions
Perhaps the single most important finding of the study 

was that different dimensions evoke different conformity 
processes. Although in general the best way to predict an 
individual's attitudes is by knowing the attitudes of his 
close friends--this is especially the case when the attitudes 
in question are relevant to the social structure. It seems 
that when the attitudes being tapped are socially relevant, 
as they were in the case of the social justice dimension, 
the individual becomes more vulnerable to the influence of 
his immediate social group. Another process appears to be 
evoked when the attitude pertains more to the individual 
than to the collective--as was the case with the individual 
justice dimension. Under conditions where the individual is 
more "self-oriented," personality rather than social varia­
bles play a larger role in the conformity process.

The study described here aimed to identify circum­
stances under which individuals have a certain latitude for 
non-conformity. The results of the research indicate that
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an individual has more freedom to be attitudinally inde­
pendent when the attitudes involved are personal than when 
they are socially relevant. In situations where the atti­
tudes are related to the collective, the individual is more 
likely to be attitudinally constrained by the norms of his 
immediate referents. In addition, we find that individuals 
with friends whose opinions are less uniform, are more free 
to be attitudinally non-conformist.

The results of this study highlight the importance of 
conducting research in diverse settings. Not all the 
variables that cause non-conformity in experimental settings 
predicted non-conformity in this field setting. Certain 
relationships between the independent variables and non­
conformity were contingent upon specific features of the 
field setting such as strength of social bonds or the cen­
trality of attitudes to the group.

Studies of social processes, such as non-conformity, 
in field settings are valuable because they aid us in 
generalizing from experiments and because they point to the 
types of interactions that predict conformity and non­
conformity in natural settings. A body of research that 
combines detailed laboratory studies of conformity and non­
conformity with field research would enable us to reach a 
more complete understanding of these processes.
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Appendix A

Table A
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Number of Campers 74
Response Rate 93Z
Percent Females 49
Average Age 16.4



Appendix B 
Questionnaire

81

Fairness^
Pretend that you and the campers you've just listed 

have been invited to form a baseball team and play a rival 
team. However, only 9 of you can play, although everyone 
would like to play.

A decision must be reached about who is to play on the 
team. There are many things that you and your friends might 
consider in making this decision. We have listed some of 
these points of view below. Please read and consider each 
one and then give it a score from 1 (not important) to 
9 (very important) according to how important you feel the 
point is.
1. The object of the game is to w i n .

not important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  very important
2. The best players on the team should play the most.

not important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  very important
3. All the players on the team should have the same chance 

to play in the game.
not important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  very important

^Used to measure individual and social justice dimen­
sions.
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Attitudes about Camp
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1. Only by having rules and struc­
ture do young people learn 
about setting their own limits.

2. Strong movement leadership is 
critical.

3. For the movement to succeed a 
clear chain of command is 
necessary.

4. People who believe that 
discipline is necessary to run
a movement are my kind of people.

5. People don't know what they are 
talking about if they believe 
that a movement can exist with­
out demanding total commitment 
from its members.

6. It's wrong for a person to 
publicly disagree with another 
movement member in the presence 
of non-movement members.

7. Too many differences of opinion 
within one's own movement can 
be dangerous.

8. I would have no difficulty 
getting along with people who 
encourage differences of opinion 
among the members of their 
movement.

9. The money that campers bring to 
camp should be placed in a 
"kupah" (pool) and distributed 
equally among all the campers.

7----------------Used to measure closedmindedness dimension.
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3Friends

We would like to ask you several questions about the 
different types of relationships that you have with campers 
at this camp. Please write in the coded numbers--instead 
of the names .
Your Code Number: ___________

Are there campers here whom you feel close to and would 
share personal feelings with? Yes

No
If there are--list their Coded Numbers below.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8. 
9.

10.
1 1 .

12.

Ties4
How

Very
Strong
Ties

1. My ties to the 
people mentioned 
in these ques­
tions are:

Think about the people whom you have mentioned, 
strong are your ties to these people?

Very Somewhat Somewhat
Weak Weak Moderate Strong
Ties Ties Ties Ties

3Used to identify referents and to measure popularity.
4Used to measure attraction to the group.
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Social Behavior^

1. When in a group of people I usually did what others 
wanted rather than making suggestions.
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  very true

2. I don't like campers who make a point of being different, 
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  very true

3. I would rather not be too different from others.
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  very true

4. I was not at all responsive to social pressure.
not at all true 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  very true

^Used to measure psychological conformity.



Appendix C
Operationalization of Independent and Dependent Variables

References
Variable Name Operationalization

Description 
of Measure

Items in 
Questionnaire

Independent Variables

CONSENSUS Extent of convergence among a person's 
referents regarding the following 
attitudes:
a. Attitudes towards Distributive 

Justice
b. Attitudes concerning Closedmindedness

pp. 23-24 pp. 81-82

ATTRACTION TO THE 
GROUP

Self-reported strength of friendship 
bonds with friends.

pp. 24-25 p. 83

REFERENTS Those listed by each camper as kids 
whom they can "share feelings with."
To obtain a measure of the strength 
of social bonds with these campers, 
this list can be broken down into two 
subsets comprising:
a. Reciprocated Nominations
b. Non-Reciprocated Nominations

p. 24 p. 83

00



Appendix C (continued)

References
Variable Name Operationalization

Description 
of Measure

Items in 
Questionnaire

Independent Variables (continued)

PSYCHOLOGICAL 
PREDISPOSITIONS 
TO CONFORMITY

Self-reported orientation towards 
others (e.g. " . . .  I usually did 
what others wanted rather than 
making suggestions.")

p. 24 p. 84

POPULARITY The total number of nominations 
received by each camper

p. 25 p. 83

Dependent Variable

ATTITUDINAL
NON-CONFORMITY

The deviation of an individual's score 
from his group's score on a set of 
attitudes that have changed over time

p. 34

00
CTN



Appendix D
A Critique of Theoretical Assumptions and 

Methodological Tendencies in Conformity Research

The Theoretical Assumption that Conformity is Inevitable
There is a long tradition of viewing conformity as the 

inevitable result of social pressure. Tarde, LeBon, and 
Ross were among those who portrayed man as a passive 
recipient of group pressure. It was to this hypothesized 
reaction that Tarde was referring when he stated: "social
man is a somnabulist" (cited in Asch, 1952).

Research, beginning in the 1920's, employed a paradigm 
that exposed a subject to the purported judgment of an 
identified group which deviated from the subject's own view. 
This model, which is still being utilizied, typically 
depicts subjects as automatically assuming the group's 
frame of reference instead of providing their own frame of 
reference--or anchoring their judgments elsewhere. The 
results of this line of research are directly related to the 
methods employed. Experiments in the laboratory were care­
fully structured so that conformity was often the only 
available option.

The Theoretical Assumption that Conformity is Uni-Directional 
Another characteristic of theory and research in this 

area is its sharp distinction between those who influence 
and those who are influenced. The direction of the influence 
or control typically flows from the group to the individual
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members. The Asch paradigm that utilized a group composed 
of trained stooges to endorse a deviant choice exemplifies 
this approach (Crutchfield, 1955; Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; 
Allen & Bragg, 1965).

In their involvement with the "social construction of 
behaviors," the researchers neglected to examine intra­
group processes that might have accounted for the results 
or that might have depicted the individual as more than a 
mere target of influence.*-

Structuring the experiments in this manner accentuated 
the behavior of the conforming individual without shedding 
light on the attitudes and orientations related to his con­
formity. This methodology tended to eliminate lesser levels 
of conformity by focusing on those who were most influenced 
while ignoring the others. In this way, it did not address 
the limits of conformity.

Although the pitfalls of this passive view of the indi­
vidual were recognized, they were not dealt with empiri­
cally. Asch (1962) himself cautioned against an uncritical 
acceptance of a psychological model that:

described social action generally in terms of 
passivity and equated group influence with 
arbitrary control. The model was an individual 
deprived of autonomy.

Sherif's (1936) research involving the autokinetic 
effect was somewhat of an exception in this regard. By 
obtaining pre-intervention measures, he was able to demon­
strate the limits of group influence. But, this procedure 
is not typically utilized in conformity research.
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The Methodological Tendency to Limit the Subjects' Options 
for Rational Decision-Making

In both the Asch and the Sherif studies, the most 
widely used paradigms, the subjects are provided with a 
stimulus and confronted with the group opinion. For example, 
in the Asch (1956) study the subject is given an objective 
stimulus and is required to make a perceptual judgment. The 
subject is then unexpectedly confronted with social forces 
that make it difficult and uncomfortable for him to arrive 
at an adequate judgment.

Both of these approaches short-circuit reality by pro­
ducing effects through social pressure rather than through 
rational processes. Either all responses were equally 
legitimate because of the stimulus ambiguity (e.g. Sherif's 
study), or the appropriate responses were denied because of 
the overwhelming social pressure (e.g. Asch's study). As 
Hollander (1962) has noted: "conformity can be a technique
through which valid knowledge about the environment is 
attained." If this is so, then it bears little resemblance 
to either of these experimental approaches. Since more 
cognitive or rational decision-making is rarely an option 
in conformity research, the subjective and emotional elements 
of the experience tend to predominate. Asch has stated 
(1962) that according to this approach:

social action was characterized by thoughtlessness 
and unreasonableness. The role assigned to thinking 
was mainly that of an inhibitory process, serving as 
a brake upon the more primitive and permanent forces 
of suggestion.
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The Methodological Tendency to Limit Subjects* Options for 
Non-Conformity

Although recently the disadvantages as well as the 
advantages of conformity have been investigated, the dominant 
tradition has been to focus on the prevalence and desira­
bility of conformity. Thus Sherif and others who researched 
this subject through the 1950's emphasized the need for 
cooperation and tended to define disagreements within small 
groups from the point of view of the majority. Since the 
ultimate goal was intra-group cohesiveness, those adhering 
to minority opinions within the group were regarded as 
"deviants."

In contrast, more recent research has begun to point 
out the disadvantages of conformity. Kelley and Shapiro 
(1954) believed that conformity may impede a group's adapta­
tion to a changing reality, while Moscovici and Faucheux 
(1972) stated that it can generate boredom, stereotyping, 
and rigidity. This orientation resulted in a body of 
research o* the "strength of active minorities." Moscovici 
(1969) emphasized the possibility of non-conformity to a 
larger group: "a minority poses its own judgments and
opinions as having the same value, as being equivalent to 
those of the majority." Nemeth (1979) and others have 
similarly argued that minorities cause majorities to re­
assess their original positions and to consider a range of 
alternatives. He also posited that this process helps the 
individuals involved to re-evaluate their own decisions as
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well as to generate new solutions.
Research has revealed several variables associated with 

the effectiveness of an active minority including: the
consistency of the minority's position, the minority's 
confidence in its position, and the reasonableness of the 
minority's arguments (Nemeth, Swedlund, & Kanki, 1974; 
Moscovici, Lange, & Naffrechaux, 1969).

Evidence for the effect that minorities can have on the 
processes of conformity and obedience is found in the Asch 
(1951) and in the Milgram (1960) studies. When the sub­
jects were provided with one supportive peer in the Asch 
experiment, conformity decreased from 30% to 5%. Similarly, 
when Milgram included a "disobedient model," 90% of the sub­
jects defied the experimenter, as opposed to only 35% in the 
"obedient" condition.

While this research demonstrated the ways in which 
independent minorities can minimize group pressure, it 
failed to specify the parameters of minority impact. At this 
point, a greater synthesis of these issues appears desirable.
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