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CHAPTER I

SOCIABILITY SCORES AS A PREDICTCOR OF INTRA-GROUP COOPERATICH

Various personality tests include measures or scales of a trait called
gociability, socialization, social adjustment, etc. Test mamuals describe
this trait in such general terms as: "high scores are made by individuals who
like to be with and work with people, and who are gregarious and socizble®
{Gordon, 1963), "to identify persons of outgoing, sociable, participating
temperament® (Gough, 1956), "...enjoy the company of others, make friends
easily, and are sympathetic, cooperative, and agreeable in their relations
with people® (Thurstone, 1950), “.,. likes working with people and meeting
new people® (Kuder, 1953), etc.

Despite divergences of expression and lack of rigorous definitions of
terms, these soclazbility trait descriptions imply that an individual possesses
a certain guantitative amount of a tendency to work or cooperate with other
people., Thus, it is easy to accept sociability scores as predictions of how
an individual is likely to behave in social situations, A teacher, foreman,
social worker or other group leader who obtains sociability scores of members
may be tempted to use these scores as the basis for assigning people into

groups, varying conditions or organizing programs,




.2

The literature of group dynamics and social psychology to date does not
record experiments which test the validity and reliability of widely-used —
sociability scores as predictors of social behavior, This paper, therefore,
hypothesizes that subjects who score high on a commonlyw-used, short and easilyw-
scored personality test of the so-called sociability trait (in this case, the
Gordon Personal Profile) will exhibit more cooperation and be more productive
in small groups performing simple cooperation tasks than subjects who score
lowe Further, such sociability scores should correlate highly positive with
S8's attitudes toward all groups in general as messured by an attitude scale,
Finally, sociability scores should correlate iiighly positive with a quantitativel
record of S's past group participation and assumption of leadership roles.

In order to avoid introduction of unproven measuring instruments, the
Gordon Personal Profile sociability scores will be used as the basis upon wlfﬂ.ch
to separute 8s into low-mid-high sociability groups and as tnhe standard fcr
checking upon the efficlency of the attitude scale and past group history forms
devised by B, GCroups will be given identical, simple cooper:tion tasks to

N

i

eliminate possible differences in skill, practice effect or intelligence, and
E will allow the groups to perform in separate, closed experimental booths |
free from any influence the presence of E might bring to bear. 4s a replace-
ment ror. E's judgment, subjects will be asked to vote on which fellow members
in their group were most helpful and least helpful in selving the group puzzle
taak,

Beview of Pertinent Iiterature

As was stated previously; no investigations have been uncovered testing
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the ability of cummonly-obtained soclability scores to predict behavior in
snall groups, Attempts have been made, however, to predict behavior with
individually designed personality measures. Cattell (1950) held that actions
by any group member regsrding group goals, movement, interaction, cohesiveness,
etey, are leadership acts, the likelihood of their appearance being predicted
by his Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire. Schutz (1958) devised a "
personality scals to create compatible and non-compatible groups, Von Zelst
(1952) used expressed preferences for co-workers as the means to predict group
productivity, Sarbin and Jones (1956) related ability to take the role of |
another in a group to the IMPI scale that differentiates responses to psychoe-
therapy. Haythorn (1956) measured attitudes itoward aunthoritarian group leaders
with the California Pescale, Cattell (1953) tested accuracy of judgments
between heterogeneous groups based on seven persocnality traits.

Other well known investigations into the relations between the individual
and his group include Freud's basic postulate that group behavior is the
repression and sublimation of early libidinal ties, the self-actuation of
Jennings (1953), the independent, withdrawn and doubteridden personality types
under group pressure of Asch (1951), etc., To date, no single theory or
measurement seems to have beccme predominant.

A like amount of confusion also surrounds the selection of tasks to be
performed by groups as measures of performance. Zajone (1965) recounted how
Ss in various experiments have been asked to count beans, pull cones out of
bottles, throw darts, solve riddles, pursue a rotating target, discuss human
relations, etc., and proposed a standurd group task recuiring an electronic
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agpparatus costing from 51,500 to 34,000, In the process of designing his
Group Reaction Time Apparatus, Zajonc described the ideal group task as one
that is non-cultural, permits commensurate individual or group performance
measures, can be separsted out, is flexible, easy to record, manipulsble, etc.
Lacking such equipment, it seems most feasible to follow the example set by
Deutch (1949) who assigned puzzles and 1ists of sugpestions as tasks to measure
group productivity. Since this experiment centcrs about soclability and group
cooperation, tasks will be chosen in thisz area,

Procedure
Subjectis were 58 male and 15 female Loyoia University sophouores, ju)niors
and seniors enrolled in five laboratory sessions of a course in experimentsl
psychology, At the first meeting with E during regular class sessions, subjects
wers asked to cooperzte in an experiment concerning voluntary organizations
with 2 full explanation to follow at its ccnelusion,
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Bach subject £illed out (1) a questionnaire listing orgenlzations joined
voluntarily (both in and outside of school) while a college freshman and
organizations of the same types in which the subject held some position of
leadership, The freshman year was specified since it seemed necessary to limit
the past group history to a period equal in length and soecial opportunity for
all subjects. See Appendix 1. (2) A Dive~classification attitude scale on
which each indicated his current feeling about volintary organizations in
general., See Appendix 2. (3) The Gordon Personal Profile, hand score forw,
See Appendix 3. At the initial sessions, each subject was assigned an identi-
fication mmber so that no names would be used in the subsequent session, The
only identification required from S8 was to indicate M or F for sex,

Befors the second meetings, Ss were classified according to percentile
rank scores on the Gordon S scale (sociaﬁility) s a8 compared with the testis
standardized population of college mem and women, Those in each lab who scored
in the lowest 25% of the score range were categorized into group 1 (low
sociability), those in the highest 25% into group 3 (high sociability) and the
remainder into group 2 (mid sociability)s Number of Ss in five group ls and
five group 3s was held conatant at five each while group 28 varied from two to
six subjects according to the number available at each session.

To start the second sessions cne week later, each lab was separated into
the predetermined low-midehigh sociability groups and sent to separate experie
mental booths to perform g series of tasks out of the gight and influence of
E, Identiesl instructions were provided each of the three groups on typed
sheets fagtened to the front of large envelopes containing task materials.
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See Appendix L. Envelopes were placed on tables in the center of each booth
and doors closed. Each group was left alone to perform as much or as little,
as quickly or slowly as its members wished.

Materials and tasks, in order, were: (1) Croup to select a member to act
as timekeeper and to control or record elapsed time for each task; (2) Each
member to write his identification number on a name tag and affix to lapel;
(3) Group to compile a list of clubs or organizations which members would be
interested in joining or forming at loyola, Time 1limit, five minutes., This
task was chosen on the basis that high socliability groups would be more aware
of and interested in joining additional group activities than low sociability
groups. See Appendix 5; (L) Group to distribute five envelopes among members.
Each envelope contains two to four pieces of a l5-piece puzzle which, when
properly assembled, formed five perfect, same size squares, Members can trads
or give away pieces as they wish, WUhen completed, members to affix squares to
a large piece of cardboard with cellophane tape. No time limit imposed but
tinekeeper to note elapsed time from start to finish., This task was chosen on
the basis that members of high soeiability groups would cooperate more fully o
among themselves and solve the puzzle more quickly than members of low socia~-
bility groups. See Appendix 6; (5) Each member to note identification numbers
of fellow members thought to be most helpful or least helpful to the group in
solving the puzzle. Voting as a means of judging group cooperation was chosen
on the bagis that high sociability groups would expect members to be more
cooperative than would merbers of low scciability groups. See Apvendix 73 (6)
Group to replace all materials in large envelope and return to E.




Results
Table 1 presents the basic data of the three experimental groups as

measured by the sociability scale of the Cordon Personal Profile, All labora-
tory sessions have been lumped into one group in order to compare soclability
scores of all loyola males and females with each other and with the Gordon
populations. Significances of mean difference is less than the .10 level
between Loyola males and females and greater than .10 between Loyols fema.les\w
and Cordon females. Means for Loyola and Uordon males are identical,.

N WE A S WK WE W WS O W W G A S e e

Ingert Table 1 about here
Differences between sociasbility score means of groups 1 versus 2, groups
1 versus 3 and groups 2 versus 3, as shown in Table 2, all are significant at
less than the .00l level indicating that the three experimental groups were
adequately divided using the low 25% - mid 50% - high 25% score basis., Thus,
the Gordon Personal Profile appears to be a sufficiently adequate measure upon .
which to base the remainder of the study,

W R W M e AR W W M TR WS e A e W e

Insert Teble 2 about here
The questionnaire regarding clubs voluntarily joined or led dufring the
freshman year was scored by awarding one point for esch organization joined and

two points for each position of leadership held, Table 3 sumarizes the means,




Table 1

Comparison of Gordon Sociability Scores:
Loyola Male versus Female Students and
Combined Loyola Male and Pemale Students
versus (ordon Standardized College Populations

Gordon Males loyola Malea Loyola Pemales Gordon Females

N hy211 58 15 1,106
H 21.7 21,7 2le6 23kt
Sb Gel 6491 5462 640
Mean

Diff, ) 249 (a) 1.2 (b)

(a) .'E = 1.7 p= <o100 = 71

af
(b) t = 1425, p =D .10, df = 1,119




Table 2

Comparison of Three Experimental OCroups
Divided according to Range of Sociability Scsle Scores,
Gordon Personal Profile

Low 25% Range Mid 50% Range High 257 Range
(Group 1) (Group 2) (Group 3)

N 25 23 25

M 1h.32 226 28,48

SD L 27 1.75 2,62

M

S R o6 (@) b ey T

J 1= 10,51, p = < (001 (b) t = 13.89. p = <001 (e) t = 6,52, p =001
(ag‘hé p=< LT p=< LT =<
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standard deviations and significances of mean differences between group 1, 2

and 3 for past group activity.

\

The gignifTicance of di’ferences betwesn grovps 1 and 2, and 2 and 3 was
greater than the .10 level while betweem groups 2 and 3 significrnee wos at th\e
noye tnan .5’6 level, Correlaticn betveen sociabiliiy scores and scores on the
measure of past group activity is .235 by contingency ccefficient and 30 by
Pearson's r, (A difference this large or larger would ocour by chance from
1.4 t0 3.6 tines out of 100), |

The attitude scale toward groups in general wes scored by assigning five
pointg for the moat lavorable statement, four points for the next faverable dowm
to one point for the least i‘:a:w:xrnble.j Means of the low-mid~high sociability —
groups on the attitude sczle were exirenely close: group 1 = L,08, group 2=
h.’lS, group 3 = 4,56, By inspection, the above differences do not appear to be
gignificant at any important level, Correlation by contingency coefficient
between low-midehigh grouping and the atiitude scale means im only .15,
{(Significance is grester than .20);

Only 10 of the 73 subjects checked pasitions on the neutrsl or negative
end of the attitude scale., Since these 10 represent only 14% of S8, no
significance is attached to this distribution.

Results from the second experimental sessions d®voted to group tasks is
reperted for groups 1 and 3, omdtting groups 2 of each lab day, Groups 2 dats

is not complete since number of Ss varied from two to six and sume of the tasks
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Table 3

Compariscn of Three Experimental Croups

With Clubg Joined or Led during Fresiman Year
Group 1 Jroup 2 Group 3

ffi 1;8 3.5 3'7

S0 2.0 3.76 3Q38

i

mrer, Gp. 1 v Gpe 1 vB GPQEW
Up, 2 Gp, 3 Gpe 3
1.7 (a) 1.9 (b) Ou2 (0)

(a) t = 1,88, p = V.10 (b)Yt =22, p= D10 () t = ,19. p =\ .50
i =2 B dr = 2 BT/ -2 BT/
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could not be performed in a comparable manner.

Table L} shows results for groups 1 and 3 on the two tasks of suggesting
clubs Lo be formed or joined, and minutes needed to solve the puzzle. Neans
for group 1 and 3 were identical for the number of clubs suggested. mffemcuh
between means for the two groups on the mumber of minuies to solve the puzzle _
wag significant at the greater than .50 level.

ORGSO MR AR MR AR W W W e e W W B e

Ingert Teble L about here

The final task was to vote on fellow members congidered mogt helpful and™
lsast helpful in enabling the group to ga‘lve the puzzle, Since N=S in each
group, each 5 could receive as many as five most helpful votes or five least
helpful votes including his owm in any of five renk order positions, Table 5
shows the scoring schema with the number of positive or negat;.ve points scored
for each position, Score values are weighed so that recelving a vote as most
or least helpful in the first rank order position counts five times as many
points as the game vole in the last rank order position.

W R a e WP W W SR e W M SR e e e W

Insert Tsble 5 gbout here
Table 6 reporis the means and variances for the net points (psoitive less
negative) voted within each group. Group 38 averaged a higher mesn of net
helpful votes than group 1s but significance was at the greater than .50 level,
Difference between variances by F ratio is greater than ,10,
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Table 4

Comparison of Low and High Sociability

Jroups on Twoe Cocperative Tasks

Nos GClubs Sugrested iimtes to Solve Puzzle
Group 1  Group 3 Jroup 1 Group 3

vionday Lab 16 5 10 15

Tues, Lab 6 k 10 7

Wed, Lsb 3 5 3 3

Thurs, Lab 10 7 3 5

Fri. Leb 5 9 T

H 8 8 5.8 648 (a)

(a) He Differ & = 0s2 p = > .50 df = 3
=5 for all groups, all lab days.




Rank Qrder
Pogition

Lith
S5th

Table

Scoring Schema for Most and Least

Helpful Voting
Most Helpful Least Helpriul
+5 points -5 points
+4 wly
+3 -3
+2 g
+1 -l
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Table 6

Comparison of Net Points Voted in Each Group
for Most or least Helpful in Solving Puzzle

Group 1 Mean Group 3 Mesn
Mondsy Lab 640 Sels
Tues. Lab 2.2 3okt
wed, Lab 2,2 1.8
Thurs. Lab 2.0 Not reported
Fri, Lab 25 _3:6
R 2,98 3.55 (1)
. 2,88 2,16 (2)
(1) MDiff, £ = .53, p= > .50, 4f = 7. (2) F ratio = 1,33, p = > ,10 (two

tailed)
N = 5 for all groups, all lab daya.
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Another measure of the differences between groups 1 and 3 on voting for
mogt or least helpful is a comparison of the number of members of each group
who received extremely helpful, mid helpful and extremely not helpful votes.
This is pictured in Figure 1. Significance of the differences between voting
patterns by chi-square is less than .20 (df = 2). It can be seen that althouaz |
both groups voted the same number of members as extremely most helpful, group
3 was more severe in placing fewer members into the mid range and more members
inte the extremely not helpful category.

Insert Figure 1 about here

A e MR G MR W SR W NS R A R 0 SR W b W

Discussion ’_

The Gordon Parsonai Profile finds no significant differences between
Loyola and Gordon males and femsles and appears an apt measure of socisbility
among lLoyola students, Yet, Wt between Gordon sceiability scores and
S's records of past voluntary group activity was only .25 = .30, according to
the statistiocal analysis used, Obviously, either the Gordon does not mm
between low and high sociability Ss or else past group activity is related only
slightly to sociability. The two measures are most in agreement, albeit low,
at the two extremes only,

Anmount of agreement between the Gordon and the attitude szcale toward
groups in general is even lower -- around the greater than .20 significance
level. 3ince there is no substantiation of E's assumption that Ss possess an
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Range of net votes=lLl

Most Helpful (top 25%)= +11 to+21
Mid Helpful (mid 50%)= +10 to =13
Least Helpful(low 25%)= wil to =23

i
% ' g .
144 i o PR 4
i [ l S ;L £ £
{17 s Ty /oL
i ! /y’ 1 /’/f;j ] / f_,f b e i
MO ST YL e b ¥
e [N P W o § o

Mge 1o Number of Members in Groupes 1 and 3
Who Received Extreme Most Helpful,
Mid Helpful and Extreme Least Helpful
Net Votea.

- ~¢r'\‘s'\j -4 R
P o

PRV INE Y
N
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attitude toward groups in general which can be isolated and measured by a
simple attitude scale, there are no grounds for preferring either the Jordon or
the attitude scale,

Using the Gordon as the base sociability meagure, it is possible to
separate Ss into lowemid-high soclability groupings according to the acore
range with significant differences at the less than .001 level, The auce;és of
the cutting procedure, however, ig not sustained by the tests of group coopera-
tion and productivity used in this experiment,

The task of suggesting clubs yields quantitative score ranging from 3 to
16 4in groups 1 and from ; to 19 in groups 33 mean for all groups 1 and all
groups 3 is identical at 8. The task of solving a puszzle cooperatively yields
a wide range of time scores. Groups 1 needed 3 to 10 minutes and groups 3
needed 3 to 15 minutes. Differences between means is no more significant than
had the groups been selected by chance,

Examination of the recorded times for puzzle solving gives some grounds
to suspect that Ss of the Monday and Tuesday labs described the puzzle solving
tagk to Ss waiting to be tested despite requests from E for secrecy., Thus, the
first two tasks fall to measure any differences which might exist between high
and low sociability groups.

The third task of sociometric voting for least or most helpful was
analysed first for differences in amount of net votes., Difference between
means of groups 1 and 3 is no more significant than chance and the difference
between variances could occur more than 10 times out of 100 by chance., Anslysis
of voting does reveal a difference in pattern, however, in the number of Ss
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voted extremely mogt helpful, mid helpful and extremely not helpful, Based on
a total voting range of Ll net points, groups 1 and 3 agreed that eight
merbers were most helpful but groups 3 judge fellow members more harshly. This
difference is noted even though the Thursday group 3 chose noi to vote as one
S stated, "because it wasn't fair." This evidence of gsome expective demand
among high sociability groups that all members should carry their share of the
loed may be worthy of further study.

However, the null hypothesis must be accepted for the thesis that group —
behavior on simple cooperative tasks can be predicted Ifrom soeiability scores
of the Gordon Personal Frofile. It is probable than other common personality
tests would predict no betier, at least on tasks of like simplicity and time
length, Other variables cr clusters of variables probably confound & simple
one~to=one investigation of tralt description to expected behavior. It would
be wise if persconality test publishers qualified trait descriptions as rank
orderings along as yet undefined continuums and cautioned against use of scores

a8 predictors of behavior,

Summazry —
To test the hypothesis that sociability scores fyom popular personality
tests such as the Gordon Personal Profile can be used to predict intra-group
cooperation, 73 loyola University students were tested and separated into low,
mid and high sociability groups., An atiitude scale toward groups in general
and a record of past group activity also were obtained and compared for correla-

tion against Gordon sociability scores, Iow and high sociability groups were
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compared on two simple cooperation tasks and on soclometric voting for most or
least helpful to the group.

Agreement between the asttitude scale and the Gordon, and the group history
and the Cordon were ,15 and ,25 respectively, No significant differences in
task output were noted between low and high sociability groups although some
evidence was found that high sociability groups expect more cooperation from
menbers than do low sociability groups. The null hypothesis is accepted that
so~called sociability scores of the Uordon Personal Profile should not bimd
to predict intras-group cooperation.
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Apperxiix 1,
Yo HO,.
GUESTIONNAIHE

%ﬁ.n questionnaire is interested in which groups, organizations and clubs
you joined whille a college fresiman,

Pleose list thome which you loined of your own free will, both inside and
outeide of school, much as gooisl clubs, athletic tosms, hobby groups, etc,

You are not ssked to gign your name so this questiomaire camot affect
your grades 4in any weye

Flease list only those groups and organdisations wideh you actually joined,
omitting tiose you were merely interested in,

1. vhile a collsge freshman, I voluntarily joined the following groups,
organizations, and clubas

2« I held the office of President, Vice~Fregident, Secretary, Treasurer, or
gome other pogition of lezdership in the following groups, orgonizations,
and clubsi




Appendix 2

YOUR NO.

QUESTIONNAIRE

Thinking about the various clubs and organizations you joined or decided not
to join, how in general do you feel aboul them now?

Check the box below which best describes your feeling:

7
[7

3 Q Q

I feel that most groups and organizations are worthwhile and should
be encouraged.

I feel that most groups and organizations have more good points than
bad..

I dontt feel one wasy or the other about groupas and organizations.
I feel that most groups and organizations have more bad points than
good,

I feel that most groups and organizations are worthless and should
be fiscouraged,

Has your general feeling abcut groups and organizations changed
gince you entered college?

/7 YES [7 wo
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a good mixer socially................ ... ... ]
lacking in self-confidence.....................
thorough in any work undertaken..............

tends to be somewhat emotional...............

not interested in being with other people........
free from anxieties or tensions.................

quite an unreliable person................ ...,

takes the lead in group discussion. .............

acts somewhat jumpy and nervous.............
a strong influence onothers. .............. .. ..
does not like social gatherings.................

a very persistent and steady worker......... ...

finds it easy to make new acquaintances........
cannot stick to the same task for long...........
easily managed by other people............. ...

maintains self-control even when frustrated. .. ...

able to make important decisions without help. .
does not mix easily with new people............
inclined to be tense or high-strung.............
sees a job through despite difficulties...........

not too interested in mixing socially with people. .
doesn’t take responsibilities seriously...........
steady and composed at all times..............

takes the lead in group activities ..............

a person who can be relied upon...............
easily upset when things go wrong.............
not too sure of own opinions..................

prefers to be around other people..............

finds it easy to influence other people...........
gets the job done in the face of any obstacle. . ...

limits social relations to a select few............

tends to be a rather nervous person............

doesn’t make friends very readily..............
takes an active part in group affairs. ...........
keeps at routine duties until completed. .........

not too well-balanced emotionally..............

Turn the page and go on, E



assured in relationships with others..............
feelings are rather easily hurt. ......... ... ...
follows well-developed work habits. . .............

would rather keep to a small group of friends. .. ...

becomes irritated somewhat readily........ ... ...
capable of handling any situation................
does not like to converse with strangers. ..........

thorough in any work performed. ... ....... ... ..

prefers not to argue with other people......... ..
unable to keep to a fixed schedule. ............ ...
a calm and unexcitable person............ ... L.

inclined to be highly sociable.................. ..

free from worry or care.......... ... ...
lacks a sense of responsibility............ ... ...
not interested in mixing with the opposite sex. ... ..

skillful in handling other people..................

finds it easy to be friendly with others............
prefers to let others take the lead in group activity. .
seems to have a worrying nature.................

sticks to a job despite any difficulty......... ... ..

able to sway other people’s opinions..............
lacks interest in joining group activities...........
(uite a NErvous PersoN. .. ...t iurnnererin..s

very persistent in any task undertaken............

calm and easygoing in manner...................
cannot stick to the taskat hand. .. ......... ... ...
enjoys having lots of people around...............

not too confident of own abilities. . ...............

can be relied upon entirely. .......... ... ... ...
doesn’t care for the company of most people..... ..
finds it rather difficult torelax. ..................

takes an active part in group discussion...........

doesn’t give up easily on a problem..............
inclined to be somewhat nervous in manner. .......
lacking in self-assurance................... .. ...

prefers to pass the time in the company of others. .
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Directions:

In this booklet are a number of descriptions of personal characteristics of people. These descriptions are grouped
in sets of four. You are to examine each set and find the one description that is most like you. Then make a solid
black mark between the pair of dotted lines following that statement, in the column headed M (Most).

Next examine the other three statements in the set and find the one description that is least like you; then make a
solid black mark between the pair of dotted lines following that statement, in the column headed L (Least). Do
not make any marks following the two remaining statements.

Here is a sample set: has an excellent appetite

getssick veryoften.......... ... ... ... . L
follows a well-balanced diet. ......................

doesn’t get enough exercise. .......................

Suppose that you have read the four descriptive statements in the sample and have decided that, although several
of the statements may apply to you to some degree, “ doesn’t get enough exercise ” is more like you than any of the oth-
ers. You would fill in the space following that statement in the column headed M ( Most), as shown in the sample.

You would then examine the other three statements to decide which one is least like you. Suppose that gets sick
very often” is less like you than the other two. You would fill in the space following that statement in the column
headed L (Least), as shown in the sample above.

For every set you should have one and only one mark in the M (Most) column, and one and only one mark in the
L (Least) column. There should be no marks following two of the statements. '

In some cases it may be difficult to decide which statements you should mark. Make the best decisions you can.
Remember, this is not a test; there are no right or wrong answers. You are to mark certain statements in the way in
which they most nearly apply to you. Be sure to mark one statement as being most like you and one as being least ;
like you, leaving two statements unmarked. Do this for every set. Turn the booklet over and begin. i

INSTRUCTICKS

Please follow these instructions carefully. Work as quietly as you can to

Appendix 4

avoid disturbing the other groups,

1« Open large brown envelope and empty contents,

2+ BEach person take a name tag, write his or her
identification number cleavly on face, Peel off
backing and stick tag to lapel, (Tag comes off
eanlly and will not harm clothing.)

3o (ne person with wristwatch will act as timekeeper
and note time elapsed as instructed,

TASK 12

TIME ALLOWED, 5 HINUTES,

On the yellow sheet of paper, compile a

list of clubs, groups and organizations of any
Idnd that all of you would be interested in
joining or forming here at loyola.

Timekeeper, note starting

and finishing times at bottom of yellow sheet,

TASK 2%

ASK 38

Distribute five small white envelopes as equally
as possible among members of your group. Inside
each envelope are pieces of a cardboard puzzle,

There are 15 pleces total, which are to be formed
into five perfect square, all of sane size,

When timekeeper gives starting signal, open
all envelopes and tyry to form an equilateral
square with your pieces. If you wish, you can
trade or give any or all of your pleces to
anyone else, ihen you have completed a square
or the group has completed all five squares,
fasten squares to the large piece of ~ardboard
with cellophane tape,

Timekeepers There iz no time limit, Mark dowm
Time Started and Time Finished at bottom of the

large cardboard.

Each person tazkes one of the folded white gheets

and £ills it out.

Ho time limit for this task.




TASK It

-
»

Place all papers, materisls, taped-up cardboard,
any leftover pieces of puzzle, tape, etc. in large
brown envelope, give to experimenter and return
to your classroom seais.

Experimenter will be available to answer questions.

Thank You.




Appendix b5,

TASK 1.

Compile a list of clubs, groups and organizations of any kind
that all of you would be interested in joining or forming here

at Loyola.

(Timekeeper: TIME ALLOWED IS 5§ MINUTES. Jot down the

gtarting and finishing times at the bottom of this page).

e would be interested in jolning or forming the following

clubg, groups and organizations here at Loyola:

TIME STARTED: TIME FINISIHED:
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(1) Puzgle was developed by Leavitt (1951) for an investigation of effects
of communiocation patterns upon group performance,




Appendix 7.
YOUR HO.

Your group has just finished working on a puzzle, Please list
below (by badge number) the person or persons you think MOST
HELPED your group find a solution,

S

¥

T

5

Which person or persons LEAST HELPED your group?

Tl

e

e
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five envelopes as illustrated to increase

possibility of "bad® squares being formed and to test cooparation of

group nenbers,
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éoés wire sorted 15t
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Pattern suggested by Bavelas (1950),.
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