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Chapter I

Introduction

In 1966, Porter wrote in the Annual Review of Psychology:

"The most pervasive and controversial approach to menagement
development at the moment is T-group or);ensitiVity training in
all of its many and varied forms....There are serious questions
concerning a number of aspects of the technigue that deserve far
more research before many of the‘claims made for iés advantages
can be substantiated....The fecus should not be Just on the ques-
tion of whether T~groups are effective in improving job perfor-

‘mance, but also on the conditions of their effectiveness" (p. 408;

emphasis added).

Campbell and Dunnette (1968) in their classic comprehensive
survey of T-group research stressed both the lack, in general, of
good, well-controlled studies as well as the neglect of research
to focﬁs_dn certain crucial components of sensitivity group ex-
periences., They stated, “It is imperative that the relative con-
tributions ofvvarious technological elements in the T-group method
‘be more fully understood....For example, there are no Sysﬁematic
‘studies examining the influence of differences in trainer person-
ality and/or style on the outcomes achieved by participants.
Case‘reports and anecdotal evidence are all that exist" (p. 97).

In an‘earlier review, Stock (1964) included a survey of re-

.
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search bearing on the role of the trainer in the T-group. One of
the areas she considered is lmmediately relevant to the present.
research and that is, "How does the trainer's personality influ-
encé his trainer style?" She reported, however, that "relatively
‘1ittle work has been done in this area" (p. 410). There is an

early, essentially clinical study, conducted by Deutsch, Pepitone,
and Zander (1948), in which the.personality of a single T-group
trainer was studied in depth in terms of his training philosophy,
goals, and‘behavior in the group. The study demonsfrated for one
trainer the complex ways in which persohality characteristics may
find expression in training behavior. Here, the somewhat patent
hypothesis that the trainer is a differential component in the
group experience has clinical observational support.

ﬁith T~group ﬁraining having been introduced more than fif-
teen.yeafs ago; and its apparent increasing application, there is
ﬁbfe than ever a need for empirical research in this area, and
particularly a need to focus on the neglected topic of the traine-
er.

Initially, some definition af the concept "sénsitivity group"
or "T-group," the "Human Belations Iab," are in order. These are
rall terms that refer fo groups whose emphasis is on the develop-
ment of’positive hunan potential in basically normal persons. Al
though the T-grqup has been mentioned in reference to research -
performed in busines; or managerial programs, T-groups are being

enployed in ever broadening areags--at thé high school level and

on college campuses, with church groups, and among different ele-~
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ments of the public community to facilitate communication and ef-

fective, efficient functioning. Bradford, Gibb, and Benne (1964)
despribed the T-group of the National Training Laboratory in
Bethel, Maine, one of the main centers of sensitivity training, @s
‘one in which "participants have the task of constructing a group
which will meet the requirements of all .of its members for growth|
Meubers have the op%ortunity to learn about themselves, about in-
terpersonal relations, about groups, and about 1arger soclal sys-
tems" (p. viii), o -

Who is the leader of the sensitivify group? He is usually
called a tralner and serves as a resource person }or the group
rather than an authoritarian figure-imposing preconceived goals
and types of intergction on the group. It is noticeable that in
practice there appears to be a wide variety of leadership styles;
trainers differ in group behaviors such as frequency of interven-
ﬁgion, degree of self-involvement and self-revelation, andAdepth
of confrontation. But theoretically the trainer's "role is to
facilitate the examination and understanding of the experiences
of the groub. He helps participants to focus on the way the
group is working, the style of the individual's participation, or
' the issues that are facing the group" (Seashore, 1968; p. 1).

As a participant observer; the trainer tries to reveal to
the group its own dynamics as it moves through the various stages
of'group life., Igan (1969) pointed out that the trainer is

training group members to participate in his role of participant

| observer; the participants, in one way or another, learn from him
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how to observe what 1is happening in the group. Egan specified
further that the leader “should have a high degree of social
senge or social intelligence. This 'feeling' for people is even
more important than his knowledge of group dynamics" (p. III-3).
‘And this certainly is logical. If members are to learn from the
trainer's modeling to observe what is happening with the group,
to be able to observe its dynam;cs,.the trainer himself must be
adept at this behavior perception, ¢

It is commonly accepted that a good therapist as well as a
good trainer is sensitive to the ideas énd feelings of others,
even the unvoiced ones. Thlis social intelligence(capacity--to
understand what those he works with ére feeling and thinking--is
essential to the effective functioning of the leader or theraplst
And here is the primary focus of this research. Theoretically
it seems that the factors that contribute to social intelligence
;hould enter into the effective functioning of a sensitivity grou@ )
leader. The relationships between social intelligence and sen-

sitivity group leadership are the emphasis in this study.




Chapter IT

Review of the Related Literature

There 1s presently no published research that has investiga-
ted the T-group trainer's effectiveness’Fhfough the concept of so-
cial intelligence. Until recently‘there was no satisfaétory mea.-~
sure of social intelligence, and on the other hand, T-group re-
search focused principally on the personality of tﬁe trainer in
relation té effective group leadership has been spérse.

The Seafch for an appropriate measure of sbcial intelligence
indicated that as early as 1920,1E. L.« Thorndike proposed that
there 1is a.social intelligence different from the ordinary idea of
inteliigence; he spoke of it as an ability "to act wisely in hu-
man-reiétions" (p. 228). However; thé general evaluative consen-
sus concerning the initial instruments developed to measure the
ability was negative. Various factor analyses indicated that none
of the-early tests contained any unique variance that could be
~identified as a social intellectual ability (R. L. Thorndike,
19363 Woodrow, 1939).

Actually, there have been very few instruments designed to
_attémpt to contain the concept Thorndike spoke of in 1920, In
1937, Thorndike and Stein published an evaluation of the attempts
to measure sociél intelliéence to that time. These authors re-

ported that the'George Washington Test of Social Intelligence

r
-y
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(Moss, Hunt, Omwake, & Ronning, 1927) was the one tegt widely
used in measuring social intelligence and that it had not proved
to measure the ability satisfactorily. They concluded that this
proved only to be a "rather poor test of general 1ntelligence"
(p. 284), The Washington subtests are highly verbal and Thorn-
dike (1940) stated, "This being the case, it is not surprising to
find thaf the test as a whole shows substantial correlation with
tests of abstract intelligence" (p. 92).

Thorndike's (1936) factor analysis on this instrument is of
a set of intercorrelations of the five subtests of the Social In-
telligence Test, and of the Mental Alertness Test: a measure
of abstract (verbal) intelligence, Thorndikevindicated that
"the comprehension and use of words" accounts for most of what~
éver»either test measures. The covariance of thls general factor
was nine times that of a second factor which had small, predomi-
nantly positlive lcadings with the subtests of the Mental Alert-
ness Test and equally small negative loadings with those of the
Social Intelligence Test.' |

Noting this, Cleeton and Taylor reached similar conclusions

in Mental‘Measurement,Yearbook reviews (Buros, 1949): neither

'externai criterion stﬁdies nor internal validity studies on this
test substantiate that it measures what it claims.

Further attempts ét’external validation of the Washingﬁon
test include MeClatchey's (1929) work, The behavioral criterion

employed in her research was adaptability of\girls in their
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sorority. Scores on the test did not differentiate between a
group of college girls selected as making the best sociai adapta~
tion in their sorority and an unselected group of college students,
Strong (1930) found that the Social Intelligence Test scores were
unrelated to participation in club activities in a group of gradu-
ate students at a teacher's college. '

Studies that reported external criteria correlating signifi-
cantly with the Social Intelligencé Test did not control for the
confound of abstract intelligence, which seems a lbgical explana-~
tory alternaﬁe. For example, Huht (1928) showed positive correla-
tions with occupational level (executives, teachers, and salesmen
scored much higher than clerks and unskilled 1ab6rers), and with
amount of involvement of students in extracurricular activities.
Concerning this research, Thorndike (1940) wrote: “Whether these
discriminations would hold up in groups equated in abstract ver-
bal ability seems guestionable..." (p. 92).

The few other published tests of social intelligence or in-
sight that have appeared since the Washington test to the present
decade appear to be equally ineffective., These inclﬁde the Em-
pathy Test (Kerr & Speroff, 1947), the Test of Insight (Sargent,
1953), and the Social Insight Test (Chapin, 1942), Thorndike's
(1959) ma jor objection to Kerr and Speroff's Empathy Test was
that its target'behavior is prediction of the generalized other,
whereas the usual usage of empathy means an apility to react in

a differential way to the'specific cther. Kerr and Speroff call
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for the individual to rank (1) the popularity of 15 types of music
for a defined type of worker, (2) the circulation of 15 magazineSﬁ
and (3) the prevalence of 10 types of annoyances, The scoring
key was based on empirical facts. |

As Thorndike pointed out, there appeafs to be no inherent
validity in the operations required in this test; so its validity
must be established empirically through its abllity to predict so-
cially important criteria, but the few studies by persons indepen-
dent of the test constructors have yielded predominantly negative

results. ,

Anastasi's (1961) evaluation of Sargent's (1953) Test of In-
sight into Human Nature indicated that the validity of this in-
strument had not been demonstrated. Each item in this test de-
écribes<a conflict incident in the area of family, opposite sex,
7§pcial relations, vocation, religlous and moral beliefs, and
health. The subject is to respond to the two questions applied
to each incident: (1) What did the person do and why? (2)' How
did he féel? Anastasl's evaluétion Was "...the empirical data oh
which it was based are very inadequate" (p. 582).

Although the Chapin Social Insight Test was introduced in
1942, véry little atténtion has been accorded it. Recently
Gough (1965) presentéd an extended series of investigations into
the validity of this instrument. The test:s purpose, as fofmula~

ted by Chapin, is to measure the ability to recognize, in any

gituation, (1) the psychological dynamics underlying a particular

T
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behavior, and (2) the stimulus, compromise or innovation neces-
sary to resolve the situation., The respondent is asked to read a
vignette describing a particular behaviof sample, and then select
the option which offers the most insightful commentary or wisest
course of action. Criteria of social participation and supervi-
| sor's evaluation of subordinates' average degree of soclal insight]
were used to establish norms. Although no factor analyses have
been reported on this test, it appears that it falls prey to the
same criticism as.the Social Intelligence Test; that is, there ap=
pears to be a logical confound with verbal-abstract intelligence
which must be controlled for in some way before tﬂese criteria can
be accepted as indicative of an ability, sociai intelligence, dig~
tinct from verbal or abstract intelligence.,

- Gough (1965) found age and educational level positively cor-
| related to scores on Chapin's test. He also reported data which
<ihdicated that this test distinguished between students who cone
tinued to obtain a Ph. D. and those who dropped out of a graduate
program., The Social Insiéht Test, then, sppears to be an interes-
ting test for some purposes but not a sufficiently pure measure of]
the hypothesized ability, social intelligence,

Thus it is evident that some interest has been generated in
a social intelligencé factor since'E. L. Thorndike's formulation,
but that published tests attempting to measure it through the late
1950's proved futile, Cronback (1960) commented on the general

status of the messurement of social intelligence: “No evidence
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of validity is yet available which warrants confidence in any pre-
sent technique for measuring a person's ablility to judge others
as individuals....After 50 years of intermittent investigation,...
social intelligence remains undefined and unmeasured" (pp.319-320).

still, from a pragmatic standpdint, the identification and
neasurement of a distincet social intellectual ability, different
for individuals, would be invaluable in nunerous everyday life
contexts; and common experience seems to indicate that this is at
least a feasible concept to attempt to operationalize successfully
Its potential usefulness in the analysis of the effective sensi-
ﬁivity leader has been indicated above. ‘

A more promising approach to thé measurement of individual
differences in social intelligence was suggested, but not followed
up, by Wedeck (1947). o0'sullivan, Guilford andldeMille (1965)
who'subséquently developed what appears to be a promising test of
';Scial intelligence, pointed out that the intent of Wedeck's fe~
searoh.was)very similar to their own. Wedeck constructed eight
psychological ability tests using auditory and pictorial stimuli.
A factor analysis of these social intelligence tests, along with
seven tests of verbal and spatial abilities, resulted in three
‘non-orthogonal clusters which Wedeck labeled g for general intellt
gence, vV for verbal ability, and psi for psychological ability.
The Guilford group of researchars re-analyzed Wedeck's data and
found, again, factors distinct from general intelligence. - They

stated that "Wedeck's success in demonstrating social intelligence

factors with tests using visual stimuli should be noted. This is
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the kind of stimuli most often relied upon in constructing tests
for [yhe Guilford tests of social intelligencq]" (p. 4).
In 1959, J. P. Guilford proposed his theoretical model of in-
tellectual abilities wherein intelligence includes abilities spe-

‘cific to behavioral content; that is, abilities which function

when the content to be acted on consists of "“information, essen-~
tially nonverbal, involved in hgman interactions, where aﬁareness
of attention, perceptlons, thoughts, desires, feelings, moods,
emotions, intentions, and actions of other persons...is important”
(Guilford, 1967, p. 77). This is Guilford's "social intelligence’
domain. And he has hypothesized thirty distinct ébilities within
fhis behavioral area., All have in cbmmon the particular content
arega--behaviocr; they differ along the t&o dimensions: (1) opera-
tions~--ma jor kinds of intellectual activities or processes, things
the organism does with the behavioral content; five intellectual
gﬁératiqns are hypothesized: cognltion, meumory, divergent pro-
duction (generation of variety of output), convergent production
(generation of the one correct solution), and evaluation (Jjudging
in terms of criteria); (2) products--the organization that infor-
mation takes in the organism's processing of_it, the results of
<1nteliectua1 processing; these include units (elements having
"thing" character), classes (aggregates, the members of which have
common propérties), relations (connections between units), sys-
tems (organized or structured information), transformations

(changes or redefinitions in known information), and implications

(extrapolations in the form of predictions or antecedents).




-12-

By 1965, Guilford'and his assoclates had demonstrated through
factor analysis the six predicted cognitive factors hypothesized
within the behavioral content area (0'Sullivan & guilford).

The battery is composed of the following subtests: Expres-
‘sion Grouping--Each item in this test consists of a group of three
drawings which depict facial expressions), hand gestures, or body |
postures and the task 1s to select one of four alternative draw-
ings of expressions to show that the ciass of the original three
has been cognized. A factor loading of .59 for Guilford's factor,
cognition of behavioral classes (CBC) is feported in the test
manual (0'Sullivan & Guilford, 1966). CBC is thelability to see
similarity of behavioral informationiin different expressional
modes (Guiiford, 1967).

7 Missing Pictures--Photographs of college students combine to
form‘a sequence deplcting a story. for thls test., Only three of

thé four-picture set are shown and these are in sequence; the task
is to choose among three alternates the one which fills the vacant
space to make the mdét reasonable story. A factor loading of .58
for cognition of behavioral systems (CBS) is reported in the test
ménual (0'sullivan & Guilford, 1966). CBS is the ability to com=-
prehchd a soclal situétion or sequence of sociél events, And the
authors state: "In everyday life, sizing up situations involving
two or more persons interacting in them is a very common social

requirement for adequate understanding and potentlial reaction®

(p. 2).

Missing Cartoons--Cartoons are used instead of photographs;



*

-1 3w

this test is otherwise in the same format as Missing Pictures.
The task requires the selection of one of four cartoon panels that
best fills a blank in an otherwise complete sequence, . Missing
Cartoons is also a fairly strong measﬁre of CBS, with a loading
of .52, but it is not a univocal measure, having a loading of .41
on cognition of behavioral units (CBU) and a loading of .35 on
cognition of behavioral implications (CBI). CBU is thé ability to
understand units of expression, such as facial expression; CBI 1is
the ability to draw implications or make predictions about what
will happen following a given social situation (Guilford, 1967).

Picture Exchange-~~The task in this test is té choose the one
of three photographs which, when excﬁanged for one marked picture
of a four=-plcture sequence will change the story's meaning. This
is a univocel measure of cognition of behavioral transformations
. (CBT). This is defined by Guilford (1967) as the ability to re-
Vgﬁferpret elther a gesture, a facial expression, a statement, or
a whole situation so that its behavioral signiflcance 1is changed.

Social Translations-;This is the oﬁe subtest which uses
printed words cnly., The task is to choose the one of three al-
ternative pairs of people between whom a gilven verbal statement
will have a unique meéning, different from that if spoken between
members of another given palir. This test has a factor loazding of
51 on CBT with .a small secondary loading for cognition of béhav—
loral relations (CBR), which is described as the ability to un-

derstand social relationships (Guilford, 1967).

Cartoon Predictions--The task in this test is to choose Eh@
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one of three alternative cartoons which shows what is most 1ikely
to follow a given interpersonal situation cartoon series. This
test was shown to have a factor loading of .55 (0'Sullivan &
Guilford, 1966) for coghition of behavioral implications (CBI).
| The success of the factor analysis in'separating the social
intelligence factors from one another éﬁd from factors of verbal
intelligence seems due largely to the limited use of words in the
behavioral cognition tests, accerding to the authors (0°'Sullivan
& Guilford, 1966).

The test manual presents convincing reliabil}ty and coustruct
validity estimates based on factor loadings. Factor loadings for
all the tests are above .50 on the principal factor. The authors
state: "These...tests are offered for experimental purposes on
the basis of their demonstrated construct validities, as expressed
in factor loadings on their respective factors" (p. 6). It ap-
pears that these behaviaral tests are measuring distinct abilities
other than those usually measured by verbal intelligence tests
and tests of other intellectual qualitieg, and the logical naning
of thig gréupkbf factors “soclal intelligence" from an analysis
of their content seems accurate,

Shénley (1970) fﬁrther demonstrated with sixth, ninth, and
twelfth grade students the independence of Guilford test perfor-
mance from abstract intelligence as measured by the Otis teéts.

In addition to internal reliability measures in the test

manual, are split~ha1f'reliabilities wWhich Hoepfner and G'Sullivan
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(1968) reported with a group of 229 juniors in high school. The
mean Kuder-Richardson reliability estimate they reported for the
the six tests was .69.

The present research on the personality of the sensitivity
‘group trainer has focused on the concept of soclal intelligence
as operationalized and measured by Guilford's tests. 'No data
have been published which make use of behavioral criteria to valis
date the Guilford tests. Concurrent and predictive valldity mea-
sures have been employed herein as well as test-reﬁest reliagbili-
ty indicators.

‘

As Stock's survey of research on sensitivity groups (1964)
indicated, only one study of the T-group trairer (Deutsch et., al.,
1948) had appeared‘in the literature to the time of her review,
and this was a clinical study of a single person.

Some studies, though not focused principally on the trainer,
includéd data relevant to the trainer. These reports provided
impetus to the decision to study the effect of trainer personalﬁw"
on group effectiveness through the social intelligence variable.
Most relevant were the works of Stock and Luft (1960) and Lieber-~
- man (1958). These stﬁdies suggested that a trainer adapts his
style to each particular group.

Lieberman studied two differently composed T-groups., Baséd
on sentence completion.test responses, members were classified

according to primary emotional expressioh tendency: fight (major

interaction pattern involves expression of agacression and hostili-




16-
ty), flight (major pattern indicates desire to withdréw), pairing
(ma jor pattern centers about maintenance of friendly relationships)
dependency (presentation of self as weak and in need of help from
others), and counterdependency (presentation of self as strong and
‘actively resistant of help).

Two T-groups were formed on the basis of these classifica-
tions: one group included an egual;pumber of persons with eacﬁ of
the five primary emotional tendencies; the other group included
no Eairing members. Observers tabulated for each group during 1its
three week existence the frequency of occurrence of each of the
five primary emotional patterns, The pairing pat%ern behavior
differed for the two groups, the 1after group being lower in this
behavior initially, but gradually increasing uvntil, like the first
group, 20 per cent pf all affectful comments involved pairing.
Most intéresting for the present research, however, was the report
‘that pairing behavior of the trainers for the two groups also dif-
fered, The first group's trainer expressed the same amount of
pairing throughout the group's life; the second group's trainex
éxpressed five times more paliring the third week than the first.
The inference drawn by the author was that this trainer was at-
tempting to fill a need for warmth, that he introduced more pair-
ing behavior himself than might have been a natural part of his
style otherwige, |

Stock and Luft,(1960) reported a similar phenomenon occurring

in two speclally composed groups--one high structure (in which

persons preferred specific goals and procedures), and one low
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structure (members preferred the exploration of feelings and in-
terpersonal issues). The trainers, who were blind concerning the
basls for group composition, reported. self-behavior that gppeared
geared to the differential composition., High=-structure group
‘trainers reported they felt they had a fast-moving, socliable group
who nonetheless tended to remain at a shallow level of discussion,
The trainers found themselves pgshing more than usual for process
analysis. The low-structure group trainers reported highly ver-
bal, procegs-oriented members, so much so that they were reluc-
tant to.interrupt self-analysis to have‘the kind‘of eXperliences
which could then be analyzed. Here the trainers found themselves
pushing to introduce content and étrﬁcture. 'Although guantitatiw
measures are lacking to make explicit the relationships, it is
worthwhile noting about this study and that of Lieberman (1958)
that there are indications that perhaps the trainer 1s sensitive
ib'missing functions in the group. When this occurs he may ei-
ther deliberately try or unconsclously tend to supply the missing
elenent. The intriguing aspect is the trainer's alertness to,
‘awareness of (conscious or subconscious or unconscious) these ine-
terpersonal, social nuanoes,’which would have to precede the al~
-teration in his leadership behavior. It 1s this interpersonal
alertness, this social intelligence, aspect that is being fo-~
cused on in the present research to attempt to delineate what in-
fluence individual differences in this ability, as measﬁred by

Guilford's tests, have on leadership style, and in what way other

aspects of personality relate to this ablility and to style and ef-
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fectiveness.,

This author has surveyed the research published since the aps
pearance of the Stock (1964) survey and:has found a dearth of ma-
terial that is immediately relevant to the present investigation.
‘One particular exception is a study by Delaney'(1966) which in-
dicated that change in soc¢lsl alertnesé’br social intelligence
can be expected through training directed at the skills commonly
associated with it. Delaney showed thét students enrolled in a
practicum in counseliné increased their sensitization to nonver-
bal communications. Sensitization was determined'before and af-
ter training by reaction on a semanpic differential scale to
filmed emotional portrayals by actors. Training consisted of
either informal group exploration of nonverbal communications of
the group members themselves or of didactic classroom 1e§ture
presentation aimed at the toplc, nonverbal behavioral cues. A
change in both groups' perceptions of noﬁverbal stimuli occurred
in the direction of greater sensitization.

The Delaney study has special relevance to this investiga-
tion since the subjeéts of the present study were persons, train-
er-trainees, who had been studled prior to, during, and upon the
conpletion of an inténsive practicum in sensitivity group leader-
ship.

This resecarch has asked as 1ts most egsential question}

Does the particular hypothesized crucial aspect of a trainer's

'pefSCHalitynwsocial intelligence-~relate posiiively to his effec-~




-19-
tiveness as a trainer?b And then, on the hypothesis that it does,
is a social intelligence measure a good lindicator of the poten~-
tial success of a trainee in a T-group leader-training program?
The expectation was that it should be. Next, what personality
‘factors of the potential leader should training affect--is the
social intelligence construct relevant here? Finally, as an
actual trainer, how does his social intelligence relate to his
actual behaviors in T~group sessions? 1In addition, Guilford's
test itseif has been scrutinized in light of its diagnostic and
descriptive performance in the study. If social intelligence is
related to relevant behavior as expected, then oohfidence in and
the behavioral limits of this test wguld have certainly been ex-

panded. External criterion reliability and validlty measures with

this test have been determined and reported in this study.




CHAPTER III
Method

Subjects Twenty persons were trained to be sensitivity group
leaders as part of a larger project con@ucted by personnel af-
filiated with thé psychology department of Loyola University,
Chicago, instituted by the Eduaation and Guidance Committee of
the Chicago Archdiocesan Health Program_for Beligiqus, énd funded
by the Jessie V. and W. Clement Stone Foundation'through the
Stone-Brandel Foundation. The trainees were all Roman Catholic
priests or nuns, age range 27 to 47, All trainees prior to selec-
tion were .interviewed for 20 minutes by a panel bonsisting of
varioug‘combinations of 2 to 4 of ﬁhe 4 training staff (hereafter
referred to as the leaders)--3 male and 1 female Ph. D. clinical
”ﬁéychologists, each with a minimum of three years' experience in
leading small groups. The leaders also had biographical data
available to them on the applicants. Each staff member cast a
vote based on their professional judgment of the candidate's
suitability. DMore positive than negative votes were required to
qualify an individual for inclusion-in a training group.

On the bzsis that the training program would be more effec-
tive with smaller groups the tréinees were divided into 2 groups
of 10 persons each; the 4 members of the training staff.divided

“into 2 pairs of co-leaders, each pair principally responsible for

2 Qe
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the training of one of the 2 groups. Groups were matched on par-
ticularly relevant varisbles as sex (each group having 8 men and
2 women menbers) and‘degree of previous eXpérience of members
in sensitivity groups.

Two control groups were employed--one group of 30 introduc-
tory psychology college students, 17 females and 13 males; one
group of Pastoral Institute students at Loyola University, peo-
ple spanning the age range of the trainees and of qomparable baclk=
ground, that is principally priests and nuns with similar educa-

tional training.

Measures Four of the Guilford Sociél Cognition tests--~Social
Translations, Cartoon Prediotions,-Missing Cartoons, and EXxpres-
sion Grouping--were administered immediately before the beginning
of the training program and at the final training session to the
“éﬁo trainee groups. The Guilford test manual states that these
L4 subtests comprise fhe best overall composite for the measure-
nent of the social cognition aptitude. Time limitations preven-
'ted the use of all 6 Guilford tests. The college student control
group was tested twice on the same 4 Guilford tests; three weeks
separated the first and second testing sessions for this group.
The Pastoral Institute group was administered only the lMissing
Cartoons subtest, and this testronly once. Time considerations
prebluded the use of the other 3 tests with this control group,

as well as a posttest session for Missing Cartoous.

On the basis of the pre-training evalustion intervicu, scores
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were évailable for the'first 9 candidates interviewed, on the Ini-
tial Rating of Trainer Potential (IRPT) form. These scores con-
sisted of a leader~composite rating on social intelligence, per-
sonal adjustment, leadership potential, and global tfainer po-
tential,

In addition, all the tralnees were evaluated at the end of
each of the 7 Mini-Lab sessions (T-groups led by the trainees as
part of the training program) by each of the participants in his
lab, on the Trainer Rating Scale (TRS), a 17-item,. Likert-type
rating form for member reaction to the trainee-trainer's behavior
in the immediate session., '

The Rating of Group Sessions (HGS) form was completed by
Mini-ILab members and thelilr trainee-trainers following the last of
the Mini~ILab sessions. This 6-item, Likert model, rating form.
requires an individual to render Jjudgments about a group session
éiong 6 dimensions. |

The TRS, the IRPT, and the RGS forms were developed by the
training'staff and the Loyola University research staff involwved
in the larger research project of which this training program was
a part. (See Appendix for sample test forms,)

The trainees were given a final general evaluation of their
status at the end of the 20 sessions by each of the 4 leaders on
(1) their effectiveness as sensitivity group leaders and (2) the -
degree of social intelligence the leader judged they exhibited.
Each leader separately rank-ordered each grpup on each of the 2...

dimensions. In addition, each trainee ranked each oth2r trainee
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in hig group and himself at the end of the 20 sessions on leader-
ship and on social intelligence.
- A final overall evaluation measure was the Unconditional Pass
versus Qualified Pass and Fall verdict that the leaders assigned
to each trainee upon completion of the 20-session course. A Quali-
fied Pass trainee was required to continue operating under close
supervision until that time when the leaders Jjudged his trainer
effectiveness sufficliently developed té warrant his operating in-
dependently. A Failed trainee was asked to drop out of the train-|
er progrem, For various analyses, the Unconditionally Passed
trainees (UCPs) were considered as one group, and ;11 other train-
ees (OTs)--Conditienally Passed and failed trainees-~were con-
sidered‘as-one comparison group. Both sets (UCPs plus 0Ts) com=-
posed the experimental group, All Trainees (ATs), which was em-
prloyed in certain of the data analyses.
R In addition to these performance evaluation measures, the
Terman (1965) Concept Mastery Test (CMT) as a verbal intelligence
indicator was administered to all the trainees prior to training.
The testing program was carried out 1ndependently of the
training staff who at no time were acquainted with the Ss' per-

formance on any of the instruments.

Procedure The type of T-group activity that the Ss were_trained
for was a somewhat modified version of the one delineated by Egan

(1970). The 2 trainee groups were trained simultaneously and the
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program followed was 1dehtica1 for both. The trainees met 2 times
a week, for 10 weeks. On some occaslions the 2 groups were com~
bined, or divided into smaller clusters, sometimes with members
froﬁ the other group, for various tralining exercises. Each group
had its 2- constant leaders but also interacted with the other
2 leaders because of the occasional recombinations of members,
The first 9 sessions of this trg;niﬁg period were used to acquaint
the trainees with selected small-group techniques and to allow
them to experience these methods themselves; the exercises which
were intrqduced had as their goal the enhancement of positive per-
sonal growth, increase in communicatlion skills, and development
of more efficient problem solving methods.

After 9 sessions of training in technique and theory the 26
trainees, in pairs, conducted seven, Z-hour sessions of sensitivi-
ty laborétories (Mini-Labs). Each pair of tralnee-trainers con-
éﬁbted a group composed of 10 to 12 participants, volunteers from
varied backgrounds--students, married couples, nuns, priests, and
working people. |

Each trainer pair was closely observed and evaluated in these
sessions by one of the 4 training staff leaders; the tralnees
-which each leader observed varied from session to session,

Four additional sessions followed this "baptism of fire" to
evaluate the T-group experience'in terms of the further develép—

ment of the trainees as trainers.,




CHAPTER IV

Results

The data obtained from this study were analyzed in terms of

the five research questions posed earlier,
P

Does social intelligence relate positively to trainer effective-

ness? This question was operationalized in several ways.

Criterion: Unconditional Pass versﬁszualified Pass and Fail

status upon program completion. For these analyses, the concept

"most effective traliner" was operationalized as the UCP trainee,
and social intelligence was egquated with.Guilford test measures.
The significance of the mean differences between groups--Uncon-
ditibnaily Passed Trainees (UCPs), Other Trainees (0Ts ), and College
Student Controls (CSCs)--on each of the Guilford sociai intelli»
gence tests, pre and post, and on the total average Guilford pre-
test and posttest scores, was determined, In addition Gﬁilford
means derived from all the trainees (ATs) as one group ﬁere coi-
pared with CSC, and with Pastoral Institute (PI) mean scores., The
hypothesis that UCP means would exceed the means of all comparison
groﬁps, and that any trainee group means would exceed CSC and PI
means was tested against the null hypothesis with the t test.,

Of the 20 tfainees, 12 were unconditionally passed; 7 were

conditionally passed; 1 trainee was failed, Guilford social in-

25
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tellligence scores were hot complete for 1 member of the UCPs and
for 1 member of the 0Ts due to their absence at one of the test-
ing sessions; therefore for analyses in which these categories
were employed in conjunction with Guilford social intelligence
scores, UCP N=11, OT N=7, and AT N=18,

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for all
groups on each of the Guilford social intelligence tests and on
the total average Guilford scores. Table 2 gives the t ratios of
the differences between UCPs and OTs on the 10 obtained Guilford
measures, . Six of the 10 comparisons were signific?nt;. Social
Translations (ST) posttest and the total average prescore at the
.10 level, Cartoon Predictions (CP) pretest and posttest at the
.05 level, Missing Cartoons (MC) posttest at the .025 level, and
tbtal average postscore at the .01 level. In addition, the bil-
ngmial test applied to the observed split--~in 8 of the 8 compari-
sons between the 2 groups on each of the specific Guilford tests,
the mean performance of the UCPs was superior to that of the 0Ts«-
indicated.that the probability of obtaining such a split in favor
of the UCPs by chance was 004, Those trainees who, having par-
ticipated in this training practicum which included theilr being
robserved‘in the actuai running of a T-group, were judged by the
training staff to be fully qualified as trainers were significant-
1y differentiated from the trainees who were not so judged, 6n 6
of the iO Guilford measures. Special attenyioh to the CP test was

noted in light of its consistent significant differentiation. It
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviatlons
for All Groups on

Gullford Socilal Intellligence Tests

Guilford Test ucrP®  orP AT® cscd  p1°

"

Social Translatlions

Pretest M 18.52 18.19 18,39 18,73
SO 2.61 2.3k 2,51  2.50

Posttest M 19.45 18,57 19,11 19,42
, sb 1.67  2.50  2.08 1,91

Cartoon Predictions

Pretest M 22,36 18.81 20,98 22.96
SD  3.67 L,93 k.55 2,98
Posttest M 24,44 22,00 23,37 23.46
@ ZQL”S 1.60 2.”’2 2.9“‘

Missing Cartoons

“Pretest M 20,45 18,64 19,75 20.89 19.39

- sD 4.70  3.42  bL,3L 4,92 4,87
Posttest M 24,18 20.57 22,78 22,42
sD  2.17  5.31  L4.12  3.98

Expression Grouplng

Pretest M 21,48 20.61 21,14 20.82
sD  3.05 2,43 2,86  3.40
Posttest 22,32 21,14 21,86 20,58

|Sr=

2.24 2,10 2,26 3.13

Total Guilford Score
' Pretest M 20,70 19,06 20,06 20,85
SD 2,49 1.83 2.39 2.58
Posttest M 22.68 20,57 21,86 21,44
. SD 1.65 2,05 2,09 2,46

aUnconditionally Passed Tralnees (N = 11), bAll Other Tralinees
(N = 7). Call Trainees, i.e. UCP'S + OT's (N = 18). OdCollege
‘Student Controls (N = 33). ©SPastoral Institute Controls

(N = 100); thls group was administered only the MC pretest.
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Table 2

Unconditionally Passed Trainees and Other Tralnees on

Guilford Soclal Intelligence Scores

Gullford Test

Social Translatlons
Pretest
Posttest
Cartoon Predictions
Pretest
Posttest
Missing Cartoons
Pretest
Posttest
wﬁipression Grouping
‘ Pretest
Postteét
Total Guilford Score
Pretest

Posttest

# df = 16; p for one-talled test

let

A5
1.42

. 2,06
2,00

o 7H
2.35

1.06

1.13

1.69
2,72

R*

NS

.10

.05

.05
NS

.025

NS

NS

.10
.01
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was also noteworthy that for these compérisons, the total average
pre and post scores of these 4 tests was a more powerful indicator
than the pre and posttests of any of the tests alone except CP.
These findings then suppérted the contention that effective T-
.group leadership is positively reléted to the éocial intelligence
abllities of the leader or tralner, 7

Table 3 reports the t ratios of the differences between the
UCP group and the college student control group (CSCs). It was
noted, 1nitially, that 3 of the 10 comparisons were significant,
2 at the .10 level and 1 at the .05 level, but all 3 on posttests,
and all 3 in the predicted direction. As in the previous set of
comparisons, MC past and total average pbst yielded significant
results. EXpression Grouping (EG) post proved an effective dif=-
ferentiator for these 2 groups. 4
. An analysis of the direction of the UCP differences from the
CSC mean scores showed that CSC means were greater than UCP means
on 4 of the 5 pretest scores, although none of the differences
was significant. Importantly, none of the 5'posttest comparisons
showed the C3Cs outpérforming the UCPs and, as stated above, 3 of
the 5 showed UCPs significantly better than €SCs. Figures 1 and
2 show graphically this différence in trends for pre-~ and post-
tests. The N involved in this relationship (1 of 5 UCP scores
higher than CSC on pretest; 5 of 5 UCP scores higher on posttest)

was too small to meanihgfully apply any test of significance, howq

ever., This trend suggested though that the process of the train-
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MEAN SCORE

COMPARISON OF UCP TRAINERS VS. CONTROLS ON

PRE-TEST GUILFORD SOCIAL INTELLIGENCE SCALES

gT
Cp
MC
EG

UCP Unconditionally Passed- - -
Control

Social Translation
Cartoon Predictions
Missing Cartoons

Expression Grouping
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GUILFORD SOCIAL INTELLIGENCEVSCALES
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POST-TEST GUILFORD SOCIAL INTELLIGENCE SCALES
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MC
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UCP Unconditionally Passed- — -
Control

Social Translation
Cartoon Predictions
Missing Cartoons
Expression Grouping

ST

1 1

Cp MC

GUILFORD SOCIAL INTELLIGENCE SCALES

Figure 2
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Table 3
Significance of Differences between
Unconditionally Passed Trainees and College Student 4

Controls on Guilford Social Intelligence Scores

\

Gullford Test t p*
Socilal Translations
Pretest -+ 30 - NS
Posttest 05 ©ws
Cartoon Predictlons ‘ ’ .
Pretest ;-.52 NS
Posttest .80 NS
Missing Cartoons
Pretest -.20 NS
e Posttest 1.37 .10
Expression Grouping
| Pretest .61 NS
Posttest 1,71 .05
Total Gullford Score
Pretest -.15 NS
Posttest 1.53 W10

# df = 42; p for one-talled test
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ing progran effected a‘positive change in soclal intelligence for
the trainees, significantly beyond that of a control group which
Waslinitially equal to or slightly superior in measured social in- |
telligence. Further analysis will be presented under the third
fesearch question of this trend. In summary, effective sensitivi-
ty group leaders appeared to be more behaviorally alert, socially
intelligent, than a random sample of college students; and this
superiority insocial aculilty occurred only after a period of T-
group leader training. . )

Table 4 shows the t ratios of the differences between Guil-
ford means of the OT group (the trainees who were'not uncondition-
ally passed at the completion of the training program) and the
CSCs. DNone of the differences were significant in the predicted
direction but 2 of the differences, CP pre and total average pre,
y?re'significant beyond the .05 level of probability in the oppo-
site direction (CSC mean exceeded OT mean), Thus, those trainees
not unconditionally passed, did not excel in social intelligence
over a céntrol group of éollege students, even though they had
had a period of special leadership training. Prior to this train-
ing, however, they actually were significantly lower on particu-
lar measures of social intelligence.

The t ratios of comparisons of all the trainees (ATs), UCPs

plus OTs, with the CSCs are given in Table 5. One test, EG‘post,
was significant at the .10 probability level, in the predicted di-

rection, The same 2 pretests significant in the CSCs

@)
oSS, TOWe

tralinees,

were again significant in favor of the CSCs ov
. . | IV} T AVAIL A
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Table 4
Significénce of Differences between
Other Trainees and College Student Controls on

Guilf&rd Soclal Intelligence Scores

Gullford Test . VA p*

Soclal Translatlons . |
Pretest T =51 » NS
Posttest ‘ : -+99 - NS

Cartoon Predictions

Pretest ~2,86 Lot

Posttest ©-1.25 | NS
Missing Cartoons | »

Pretest - =1.13 ‘ NS

Posttest -1.02 NS

Mﬁipression Grouping
vPretést -.16 : NS
Posttest A5 NS
Total Gullford Score |
Pretest -1.70 .05

Posttest -.85 - NS

# df = 38; p for one-tailed test
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Table 5

Significance of Differences between

All Trainees and

College Student Controls

on Guilford Soclal Intelligence Scores

Guilford Test

Soclal Translations
Pretest
Posttest

Cartoon Predictions
Pretest
Posttest

Missing Cartoons
Pretest
Posttest

Expression'Grouping

- Pretest

Posttest

Total Guilford Score
Pretest
Posttest

# df = L9; p for one-talled

et

-.64
-.82

- =1.99
"006

-.66
13

.18
1.49

-1.93
b7

test

NS
NS

.05
NS

NS
NS

NS
.10

.05
NS
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apparently reflecting the major influence of the OT contribution
while the UCPs performance on these pre-measures did nothing to
counteract this trend. Similarly, the significance of EG post
seeﬁed primarily due to the performance of the UCPs, as was indi-
-cated b& a comparison of the t ratios with this test on Tables 3 and
” -

In summary of the reported‘data, only some persons at the
completion of this special program were significantly higher oﬁ
social intelligence than a random college group, and it was pre-
cisely this subgroup of trainees who were judged‘by the profes-~
sional staff to be effective tralners at the end éf the practi-
cum. This trainee subgroup, in,addiinn, was not significantly
different from the control group on social intelligence prior to
training,‘whereas the other group of trainees, those who were not
Judged sufficienti& effeptive as trainers to have been passed un-
éﬁalifiedly, were slignificantly lower than the control group on
2 of the S5pe~measures of social intelligence.

Table 6 gives the t ratios, for the MC pretest only, between
‘the Pastoral Institute (PI) control group and the trainee groups.
None of the ts was significant., These groups were not differen-
tiable on the basls of this one Guilford pretest.

Table 7 lists the biserial correlations. between Guilford so-
cial intelligence scores and the final status (a rating of uncon-
ditional pass versus qualified pass or fail rating) of the trainees

upon completion of the training program. The pre-training total




Significance of Differences between

Trainee Groups and Pastoral Instltute Particlipants

=37~

Table 6

on Guilford Missing Cartoons Initial Testing

Unconditionally Passed Traineeé

VS e

Pastoral Institute Particlipants

Other Tralnees
VS

Pastoral Institute Particlpants

All Trailnees
VS.e

Pastoréi Institute Partlclipants

% one-talled test

105

116

It

.76

-40

NS

NS

NS
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Table 7
Biserlial Correlations between
UCP vs, OT Status of Tralnees

and Guilford Social Intellligence Scores

7

Gullford Test Pretest  p* Posttest p*
Social Translatlons .07 NS W27 NS
Cartoon Prediotions .08 NS : 57 ‘ .05
Missing Cartoons 27 NS «57 .05
Expression Grouping 20 NS . 30 .NS
Total Gullford Score Al .05 :g% .05

-# N = 18; p for one-talled test
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average Guilford score and CP, MC, and total average postscores

yielded significant correlations. This analyéis further suppor-
ted  the hypothesis that social intelligence is a discriminating

personglity factor 6f the effective T~group trainer.

Criterion: Ieadership ranks assigned to trainees upon pro-

P
gram completion. The next set of analyses represent an attempt:

to answer the same guestion as the previous set and basically to
answer it against the same criterion: the 1eadership ability, the
ability to function well as a trainef, of the traihée. Whereas
before, this was determined by the training staff's assignment of
trainees to 1 or the other of the dichotomy, leaders good enough
1to pass unconditionally versus those not so qualified, the present
tests were based on the training staff's delineation of the rank
of each trainee, compared with the others in his particular train-
ing group, on 1eadership. Thus these tests were based on a cri-
terion that required a finer/discrimination of the trainees along
the leadership continuum, and also allowed for the play of the
individual criterion-setters. That 1s, Spearman rank correlatioh'
(rho) coefficients were obtained, for each of the 2 training
groups separately, between the Guilford scores and leédership
rating ranks by each of the training staff, by relevant combina-
,tions of the staff (combination ranks based on a groups'own 2
staff leaders, combination raenks based on ratings of the 2 staff
leaders of the other°group, and the 4 staff leaders' ranks com-

mined), and Dy peers. (Mean leadership peer rating ranks were
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used.‘ Peers were defined as members of one's own training group
only.)

Table 8 gives the Spearman rhos between the social intelli-
gence scores and the leadership ranks by the various raters for
the trainees trained in Group I. The N varied for Group I be-
cause of the absence of 2 group members for part or all of the
Guilford testing sesslions. Twenty-four of the 80 rhos ﬁere sig-
nificant at the ,10 or lower level of probability. - Guilford mea-
sures that appeared the most powerful included CP post (5 of the
8 methods of ranking leadership yielded significant rhos with
this test); MC post (7 of the 8 ranking methods ygelded signifi-
cance with MC post); and the total average Guilford scores, pre
and post (pretest average yielded 5 significant rhos, as did the
posttest average).

Table 9 shows for Group II the Spearman rhos between the .
e001al intelligence scores and the leadership ranks by the various
raters, For this group, only 7 of the 80 rhos were significant
at the .10 or lower level of probability. Six of these 7 rhos,
however, involved the Social Translations (8T) test, pre and post.
Thus, for Group II, leadership ranks yielded significant correla-~
tion with social 1nteiligence only when the latter ability was
rmeasured by one particular test, ST.

The rho correlation of agreement between co-staff leaders on
jnow their group members ranked on 1eadership ability was .73 for

the 2 Group I leaders and .89 for the 2 Group II leaders. With
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Table 8
Spearman Rho Correlatlions between
Gullford Soclal Intellligence Scores and

ILeadership Ranks for Group I

Leaders® ' Mean Ranks
Gullford Test N A B [ D Peers A&B C&D  All
: Leaders

Soclial
Translatlions ) _

Pretest 6 W17 Wbk -,01 .23 J54r 31 A4 .18

Posttest 8 031 005 038 009 '-027 025 020 020
Cartoon ' ’ ' A
Predictions )

Pretest 8 .10 «35 .34 JA1 <54, 11 23 23

Posttest 8 W22 .50% ,59% ,52% . .63 Julk 0%, 50¥%
Missing . '
Cartoons

Pretest 9 .23 .24 ,10 -,06 .76 .33 ,0h .06
Posttest g  J69%  ,57® ,53% 28 ,64% ,70% L h8% Lg%

Expresslion v

Groupling
Pretest 8 -.10 .28 ,20 42 -,21 .14 .34 .34
Posttest 8 2L .36 W12 22 .36 ¢ 37 W21 26

Total Guilford
Score
Pretest 8 A1

.58%  ,53% 36 15 JSh%  53% 53¢
Posttest 8 .29 b

0 ,51% ,51% 21 L5 .53% 55

a A & B were coleaders of Group I; C & D were coleaders of
Group II. ' ‘

one-talled test

#* Levels of significance: .10 . 06 .05 .025 .01

by .52 .56 .63 .71

B
N
9 .
8.’ 0’“"'7 055 060 367 075
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Table 9
Spearman Rho Correlations between
Guilford Soclal Intelligence Scores and

Leadership Ranks for Group II

Leaders® Mean Ranks
Guilford Test ‘A B c D ' ’Peers A&B C&D All Leaders
Social
Translations
Pretest .07 JbE w12 68% 31 JLhx 36
Posttest "001 .39 -59"'(' "'001 060% 022\ 043 021
Cartoon /
Predictions - ,
Pretest =-.14 .10 15 .26 ¢39 .01 .05 .00
POStteSt -.L"Z 001 "‘012 -035 022 “'011 013 "-17
Missing
Cartoons
Pretest =22 022*" -, 01 "'006 030 -,01 12 .10
POStteSt -"QL;'B 010 031 "'011 02“’ "016 .28 —.014‘
Expression |
Grouping
o Pretest '10 .02 .26 -.LI’8 .37 "'.O_S "’.11‘!‘ “".10
Posttest =-.12 ,05 .16 ~-.08 27 -,08 14,06
Total Gullford
Score : _
Pretest -.21 .15 .22 ~,26 JAb® L 01 ,10 .00
POStteSt -030 023 019 "'005; 033 "'001 026 007

2 A & B were coleaders o Group I; C & D were coleaders of

| Group 1T,
(N = 10
one-tailed test -
#* Levels of significance: P .10 .05 025

=

ML 56 .66
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9 degrees of freedom both values were significant at the .01 or
lower level of probability. It was apparent that there was high-
ly significant and substantial agreement between the 2 leaders
of each group on the Jjudgment of the leadership ablilities of their
particular group members. It should be noted, however, that there
was a lack of complete independence of these ratings, in the |
sensé that throughout the training program the leaders conferred
about the progress of the trainees, sbout their development as

potential T-group trainers.
Finally, the social intelligence of the trainees ranked by
the same method as leadership was ranked, correlaéed 77 Wwith the
leadership rankings. This was a Peafson préductemoment correla-
tion. That is, when trainees and tralning staff were asked to
fate.the}trainees on the degree of social intelligence they judged
the trainees to possess, and again on their leadership ability,
much of whatever was Judged to enter into the level of each of
these 2 characteristics in a trainee was judged to be common to
boths A caution in the interpretation of this correlation is
‘necessary. The measurement device (ranking) was the same for
both factors~=-social intelligence and leadership. Thus, whatever
fas common to this mefhod of ranking was indioéted by’the correla-

tion coefficlient, as well as was the common variance which per-

sons Jjudged to belong to social intelligence and 1eadership;
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Does social intellipgence predict the potential success of a

trainee in a leader-training program? This possibility was

investigated in a 2-step operatlonal sequence. A Fearson r was
applied to the Guilford scores of the trainees and the pre-train-
ing evaluation on the IRPT given by the training staff of the
trainees' potential for success in the training program. Would
the 2 predictive methods (Guilford prescores and IRPT) cbrrelate
positively with each other? The 9 trainees evaluated on the IRPT
composed the sample for these correlations. The IRPT items had

been designed to be ldgically relévant to successful completion

«

of the ftraining program.

The next logical step taken to actually pinpoint the ques~
tion-~Is there a\predictive utility to social intelligence mea-
sured by the Guilford scores--was to correlate the Guilford pre-
training scores with the final UCP versus OT criterion of trainee
success, and to employ ﬁhe same operation with the IRPT evalua-
tion scores and the UCP versus OT criterion, to attempt to dif-
ferentiate the effectiveness of these 2 pretraining evaluation
methods., A biserial correlation coefficient was applied to the
déta.

Teble 10 presenté the results pertinent té the first step--
the Pearson correlations of theFIRPT with the Guilford scores,
both pre-and posttests, Fourteen of the 40 correlations were sig-
nificant beyond the ,10 level of probability. The pattern that

the significant correlations took is again noﬁeworthy. The test,
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Table 10
Pearson Correlations between
Gullford Social Intelllgence Scores

and IRPT Scores

Global
Soclial . Personal Leadership Tralning
Guilford Test Intelligence Adjvstment Potentlial Potentlal
Soclial
Translatlons , .
Pretest A2 .06 JU1 Lg%
Posttest JA8x .01 63% A2
Cartoon ‘
Predlctions .
Pretest NYAS «30 o 5l 52%
Posttest JAu1 e 29 oL 27
Missing
Cartoons
‘Pretest 17 11 -.03 27
Posttest 24 W16 .38 g
Expression
Grouping
' Pretest 005 -.35 -005 009
Posttest .81 J67% «59% 66
Total Gullford
Score
Pretest .L!’z 005 026 oL,’S
Posttest .68% «33 o Sl L60%
af = 7 _
one-tailled test L
* Levels of significance: p .10 .05 . 025 . 005 .
hy a7 «58 66 .80
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EG post, gave significant rs with all 4 of the IRPT judgment
items, all of these rs probable at less than the .05 level.
Three of the 4 IRPT corrleations with CP pre and total average
post measures were significant, Between the pre and post measures
'of ST there were three slignificant correlations with the IRPT,
The significant rs were fairly well distributed among the dif-
ferent IRPT itens, With‘"Personal Ad justment" being somewhat thé
exception; only 1 of the 10 Guilford measures was significantly
correlated with the trainees' rating on this item. - And the final
IRPT item, which asks for an overall rating of the global train-
ing potential of the trainee, correlated significéntly with 5 of
the 10 Guilford measures. Thus, thefe apparently was a relation-
ship between test-measured social intelligence and traeining staff
pre;training evaluations of the potential success of aspiring
trainees,
o When Table 10 significant correlations are viewed from the
aspect of pretest versus posttest, it is seen that measured social
intelligence on the Guilford posttests was more clearly related
to these prefraining judgments than were Guilford pretests;
10 of the 14 significant results were between various posttests
and the IBPT judgments. And so the analysis presented on Table
11 was performed to check the differential success of the Guil-
ford pretests against the IRPT preiralning Jjudgments in predict-
ing final outcome of training. Biserial correlation coefficients

between the Guilford pre-scores’and the final UCP versus OT di-
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Table 11
Biserial Correlations between
UCP vs, OT Status of Tralnees
and Evaluation of Tralinees on

the Guilford Tests and IRPT Form

Gullford Test

Soclal Translatlons
Cartoon Predictions
Missing Cartoons

Expression Gfouping

Total Guilford Score

_IRPT Test

Socialilntelligence
~Peréona1 Adjustment
Leadership Potential

Global Tralning Potentlial

*# N = 8; p for one-~talled test

7

Pretest p* Posttest
.16 NS .20
-.20 NS 1
57 .10 75
-.23 NS « 09
.17 NS .50
.36 NS
.70 . 025
«33 NS
57 .10

NS
NS
. 025
NS
.10
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chotomy are presented here along with bilserial correlations be-
tween IRPT scores and the UCP-OT dichotomy. Guilford posttest
score biserial correlations with the UCP-OT criteria are also re-
_ported. The fact that Guilford scores obtained upon completion
of the practicum came into stronger agreement with the IRPT Jjudg-

7
ments, as Table 10 results indicated, makes the Table 11 results

not surprising.

| Only 1 of the 5 Guilford pretest correlations.(mc) approached
significance, while 2 of the 4 IRPT items, Personai Ad justment and
Global Trainihg Potential, were significantly related to final oub
come; 2 of the 5 Guilford post measures yielded significance.,
Here again‘was an indication of the development of social intelli-
gence in this particular training program. This analysis did not
supportmthe predictive utility hypothesis for the Guilford tests
in a-trainer-training program, (The caution for interpretation
of these results is that the IRPT measures and the final UCP-0T
criteribn judgments were made by the same people, the training
staff,) | |

Two sets of results that did give support to the possibility

_of the usefulness of the Guilford social intelligence measures as
predi;tors of success were reported earlier: (1) The OTs scored
significantly lower than the UCPs énd the CSCs on 2 of the 5
Guilford pre~meésures; the UCPs and CSC s were not Significantly

different from each other on these pretests. (2) Table 7 re-

ported biserial correlatiéns between Guilford tests and the UCP-
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OT criterion but for the entire trainee N of 18, With this lar-
ger sample, the total average Guilford pretest score was Signi~

ficantly related to the final status of the trainees (rp=.44,
=005)o

Does the training program for effective Jdeadership affect social

intelligence? The results‘thus.far reported have begun to answer
this next research hypothesis--that soéial intellectual abilities
are positively affected, and affected differentially, in favor of
the more successiul tféinee—trainef, by a training program aimed
at the development of effectlve sensitivity 1eade;s. To this
point, the hypothesis that leadershiﬁ and social intelligence are
positively related has been supported by much of the data in the
Study.v\If this is so, does tralining to be an effective leader
affect social intelligence? It was expected that social intelli-
ééﬁce would increase as a result of leadership training and would
increase more for the more effective leaders.,

The results presented previously, in Table 11, indicated the
Adevelopment of social intelligence with training by the presence
of stronger relationships between Guiiford post measures and post-
‘training outcones, than occurred with Guilford‘pre~training mea-
sures, Table 10 indicated that»there was little correlation be-
tween Guilford pretests and IRPT judgments, but much stronger in-

dications of a relationship between goclal intelligence and the

IRPT pre-measures upcen complation of the practicum.
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Also, the reverse trend, reported previously, between UCP and
CsC superiority,on social intelligence measures after intervention
of phe training program supported the hypothesis that social in-
telligence would be positively affected by the training program.
To further implement this research question, the following opera-
tions were performed. The trainees' mean change scores from the
first Guilford testing to the second testing upon completion of.
the program were compuﬁed és well as the change scores from test
to retest'of the college student control group. The t test wés
used to test. the mean differences between groupsland subgroups on
these change scores. Also, the binomial test was‘used to deter~
mine the probability of obtalning ceftain observed splits between
UCPs and comparison groups, and between all trainees (ATs) and
CsCs for number of times the mean change scores were superior in
favor ofkthe predicted group.
. Table 12 presents the means and standard deviations for the
change scores from pretest to posttest; for all groups, for the
5 ways in which social intelligence was measured by the Guilford‘
testss And Table 13 gives the t ratios of the change score dif-
ferences between tréinee aﬁd CscC groupé. Both UCP and OT trainee
groups changed positively on the Guilford tests after training and
although UCPs showed a greater change on 4 of the 5 measures, none
of these differences was large énough to be significant.' Signifie-
cant change score differences were obtained on lNC and average

Guilford score for UCPs over CSCs and for ATs over (CSCs. The sig-
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Table 12
Means and Standard Devliatlons
of Change Scoresa for All Groups

on Guilford Social Intelligence Tests

Guilford Test ucpP or® ATd csc®
Soclal M 1.00 0.38 0.76 0.69
Translations SD  3.14 1.58 2,66 2.15
Cartoon M 1.15 1.76 1.39 0,68
Predictions SO 3.56 2,32 3.15 2.33
Missing M 3.73 1,92 3,03 1.79
Cartoons SD  3.30 3.75 3.59 2,00
Expression M 0.84 0.54% - 0.72 -0.25
Grouping SD  k4.29 3.15 3.89 2,57
Total Guilford M 1.88 1.49 1.73 0.53

SD 2,46 1.87 2.26 1.36

.Score

a Change score = mean algebraic difference between pretest and
posttest scores for the same persons _

L Unconditionally Passed Tralnees (N = 11)
© A11 Other Tralnees (N = 7)

d A11 Trainees (N = 18)

€ College Student Controls (N = 33)

-




Table 13

a

Significance of Change Score® Differences

between Tralilnee and Control Groups
Unconditionally Passed Trainees

vs, Other Tralnees
-

Guilford Test ar t p*
Social Translations 16 ‘ 0,458 NS
Cartoon Predictions 16 -0.379 , NS
Missing Cartoons 16 1,013 NS
Expression Grouping 16 ‘ » 0,156 R NS
Total Guilford Score 16 " 0.337 NS

Conditionally Passed Tralnees ,

vs, College Student Controls
Social Translations L2 ' 0.357 NS
Cartoon Predictlons 42 0,490 NS
Missing Cartoons L2 2.031 . 025
Expression Grouping 42 0,988 NS
Total Guilford Score 42 1.917 .05

Other Trainees
vs. College Student Controls

Social Translations 38 =0.352 NS
Cartoon Predictions 38 1.086 NS
Missing Cartoons 38 0.112 NS
Expression Grouplng 38 0.681 NS
Total Gullford Score 38 1.534 .10

All Trainees
vs., College Student Controls

- Social Translations Lo 0.100 . NS
Cartoon Predictions Lo , 0.897 . NS -
Missing Cartoons Lo 1.417 .10
Expression Grouping Lo , 1,046 .NS
Total Gullford Score 49 2.316 . 025

a'Change score = mean algebralc difference between pretest and
posttest scores for the same persons. '

# one-tailed test
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nificance of these 2 measures in the AT-CSC comparlisons appeared
to involve more than the sole contribution of the UCPs. This was
especially true for the total average Guilford score, because OTs
change scores also significantly exceeded CSCs change scores for
\this nmeasure. |

The binomial test yielded a value of .06 for the probability
of obtaining the observed splits between trainee groups and CSC
comparison group for number of times the trainee groups (0T and
UCR) -change *scopre nmeans exceeded the'oollege contrdi group change
score means. That is, on 4 of thevd Guilford tests, the UCP mean
changes were greater than.the college control group mean changes;
on 3 of the 4 Guilford tests the OT mean changes were greater than
the college control's. The binomial test probability was .06
that 7 of these 8 comparisons would favor the trainee groups by
chance.,

In 7 of the 8 Guilford test comparisons, the UCP change score
means exceeded all other comparison groups' change score means
(UCP compared with 0T and UCP compared with CSC on each of the
L Guilford.tests). A one~tailed binomial test yiélded-a proba-
bility value of .06 for this occurrence, There was definite sup-
-port forvthe hypothesis here in that (1) social intelligence in-
creased as a résult of this specialized training in T-group lead-
ership for all the trainees. That is, trainiﬁg focused on the de-
velopment of effective leadership seemed to be focused on abili-

ties concerned with social intelligence., All the trainees were
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recipients of this training and all incfeased on'social intelli-
gence, compared to the increase of a control group. (2) In ad-
dition, some of the trainees increased more from the beginning of
the training program to the time of its completion in their level
6f social acuity. The trainees Whé did were the trainees who al-
so were Jjudged as meeting unconditionail§ the criterion of effec-~

tive leadershipe. s

What trainer behaviors in actual I-gfoup sessions are related to

social intelligence?

¢

Criterion: Trainer Rating Scale, To implement this re-

search question, the Trainer RBating Scale (TRS), completed by Mini-
Lab members after each of the 7 lab sessions, wWas studied, Pear-
son rs were obtalned for each of the 17 TRS items (which ask for
the member's reaction to specific group behaviors of the trainer)
with each of the Guilford scores. Each THS score was the mean of
the scores assigned the trainee-~trainers by all the members of the
particular group for that session. Tables 14 and 15 give the
Pearson rs between the Guilford scores and the TRS items for. the
first Mini~Iab session and for the seventh Mini-Lab session,
‘respeétiQely. None of these trainer~behavior descriptive 1items,
as rated by the Mini-Lab menbers, seemed consistently related to
the spcial intelligence level of the trainee-trainers. The hum-
ber of significant'corrélations obtained (6 of 170 for the first

session, and 1 of 170 for the last sessicn) -could have been ex-
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Table 14

Pearson r's between Tralnees'

Guilford Scores and

Mean Member-Assigned TRS Scores of 1st Mini-Laboratory Session

1 TRS Soclial Cartoon Missing Expression  Total
Item Translatlions Predictions Cartoons Grouplng Average Score
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre : = Post
1 .26 Lo - 05 .01 .15 .27/ -.16 .34 .19 .31
2 -.13 .06 .26 .23 -,03 ,04 =-.23 .38 -.01 .31
3 -39 16 .07 -.01 -,12 ,16 18 .17 -.01 .12
L -63 =.07 =.25 -,10 18 .00 -.b1 -a23 -.2b -, 0k
5 -.09 .12 .08 .00 .05 .35 .01 =.06 .17 .19
6 -.03 -:13  -.07 .05  .33..45% .,32 ,10 .06 .19
7 .11 L08 .35 —.0L .05 .34 .01 .05 .12 .16
8 .29 -.16 =.05 -.04 .22 .32 .24 -,01 ,30  -.O4
9  -.12 .05 .02 -,08 ~.02 .17 .12 -.03 .06 .0l
10 =.08  =.53% =03 .32 .13 a1l  ,07 -.07 .05  =-.08
11 -.06 16 .12 .10 .09 .33 .08 .16 .12 -.38
12 21 - .06 .13 .08 .29 .17 .02 .04 ,09 A4
13 .22 .15 .16 .06 .20 .08 =-.01 ,10 .08 W1l
b .26 =17 —.0b  —.20 -.0b .11 =,05 -.22 .01  -.19
15 =09 -1 .18 .13 .16 W41 -,04 25 .26 .15
16 .02 -.02 =.01l =.02 .13 .42% ,06 .04 .13 13
17 =16 L07 =.26 =22 ,09 .32 =.1b4 -.15 2,07 ,02
df = 16; two-talled test
¥ Levels of oignlficance: P .10 +05
| r Lo b7
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Table

15

Pearson rs between Traineeg' Guilford Scores and

Mean lMember-Assigned TRS Scores of 7th Mini-Iaboratory Session

df=13; two-tailed test

¥p 410

TRS Sogial Cartoon Missing Expression Total
Item Translations Predictions Cartoons Grouping Average Score
Pre Post Pre Post ©Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post -
1 =31 -33 W21 =11 -.08-117f .39 -.0k 09 -,24
2 -.26 -.35 .11 .02 .13 -11 .09 .18 04 ~,06
3 =u35 =33 =01 =16 .00 .03 .09-10  -.07 -.16
b =25 =032 =u13 410 JOb -3l -.08-.08 .13 -.07
5 .22 .03 =.19 =.08 =.03 .17 .32 -26 .06 ,02
6 =.21  =,33 .11 .03 =-.,05 .10 .09 -.09 .07 .08
7 =20 =419  ,03  =.12 «,04-,04  ,23-13 01 -,14
8 04 -1l 22 .28 .19 .14 .15 ,08 = -,23 .17
9 -.52 -1l -,03 =,26 -,30-06 .02 ,13 23 -,17
10 =.34 =.35 =.06 26,2122 .07 =03 17 .07
11 =21 -0k 27 .08 ,02 ,06 .22 .03 15 .07
12 .23 .05 .09 .11 .34 .03 .01 .15 .26 .07
13 15 15 .10 .08  .25-408 .09 .09 22,0l
b -e17 -.32  J1b .11 ,01 .20 .00 .06 .03 .0k
15 -.02 ~.22 .21 .10 .11 .22 .19 .18 21 .09
16 =.09 =25 .00 =-.05 .02 .18 .12 .01 02,01
17 =.07 ~l3% =31 =u34 JOh 13 -,17 - 26 -.20 =,35
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pected by chance with this number of total correlations. With
this caution, the following noteworthy tendencies were observed
for session 1. Missing Cartoons posttest accounted for'3 of the
6 significant correlations; TRS itgm L "intellectual rather than
feeling" accounted for 2 of the 6 sign;ficant TRS correlations,
and ‘the se. . correlations were in a 1déical direction~~-the more
soéially’intelligent trainer was the less intellectualized trainex
if there was any tendency for this TRS form to render significant
correlatioﬁs with Guilford measured éooial,intelliéénce, this
decreased from the first to the seventh ILab seséiQn (6 correla-
tions significent in Table 14; 1 significant in Table 15).

Criterion: Rating of Group Sessions Heasure. An analysis

of the Rating of Group Session (BGS) responses by Mini-Lab mem~
bers and by the trainee~trainers was also seen as relevant to
this particular research question, Items 1, 3, 4, and 5 of this
test ask for an assessmenﬁ of the seventh session in terms of
worthwhileness, degreé of feeling~sharing; degree of conflict,
and degree of self-disclosure, respectively. The trainee~trainer
and the members of the Mini-Lab of which he was a co-trainer,
both responded to the RGS items in reference to the group segsion
just Eompleted. Items 1, 3, 4, and 5 were analyzed in terms of
discrepancy scores, the absolute, or real, amount by Which the
trainer's rating deviated from the average response of his group
members to the partiCular item. Pearson product-moment correlaf

tions between the trainer's discrepancy scores for these 4 items
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and their Guilford scofes were obtained.

Analysis of the RGS with the Guilford involved a trainee N
of 15; there were the 2 trainees for whom complete Guilford scores
were not available., In addition, 3 other trainees did not take
‘the RGS test.

The Pearson rs are given in Table 16, A casual glance im-
mediately reveals significant trends yielded by this teét. Five
of the 6 significant correlations were between Guilford tests and
the disorépancy score of RGS item 3. This item concerns amdunt
of feeling sharing the rater thought was present in the just-ended
session, Even though a two-tailled test was plannéd and executed,
the direction of this correlation waé somewhat surpriéing.:

Tho se traihers nost socially intelligent showed the greatest
émount~of discrepancy between thelr evaluation and their members'
mean evaluation of how much feeling sharing occurred during the
session, That is, whether over- or underestimated, the trainee«
trainer's evaluation of the group seésion on this RGS item was
more divergent from the Lab-group's evaluation as his Guilford
social intelligence score increased.,

. RGS items 2 and 6 asked the individual to rate himself on
amoun% of activity shown during the session and degree of anxiety
he felt. Table 17 shows the Pearson rs betweén the direct self-
rating of the trainee-trainer‘on RGS items 2 and 6 and his Guil-
ford scores. Only correlations with item 6, which asked fof an

indication of amount of anxiety the trainer felt, showed any sig-
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Table 16

Pearson r's between Trainees' Gullford Scores

and RGS Discrepancy Scores?

on RGS Items 1, 3, 4, 5

Guilford Test

Social Translations
Pretest
Posttest

Cartoon Predictions
Pretest
Posttest

Missing Cartoons
Pretest
Posttest

Expression Grouving
Pretest
Posttest

Total Average Score

Pretest
Posttest

& Rgs discrepancy score =
to an RGS item.
af = 13; two-talled test

o Levels of significance:

12
37

-.30
il

.09
«32

2

21
.28

.20
«53%

.58
1w

. 58%

.32

.Ll,s%
«37

RGS I1tems

3
-.21

W25

.02

.21

¢+

-.18
12

.02
"010

-.01
.21

. 02
.L"S%

L
-.12

.00
-.09

-.16
.05

"‘.10
« 00

the absolute dlscrepancy between the
trainee's reaction and the mean of his Minl-Lab members' reactlonf

.10 .05

OLI’L,' 051

.025
59
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Table 17

Pearson r between Trainees' Guilford Social Intelligence Scores

and

RGS Scores for RGS Items 2 and 6

Guilford Test

Social Translations
Pretest
-.Posttest

Cartoon Predictions
.- Pretest
Posttest

Fissing Cartoons
Pretest
Posttest

Expression Grouping
: Pretest
Posttest

Total Average Score
Pretest
Posttest

df=13; two~tailed test
#*Levels of significance:

2

RGS Ttem
2
.13 ~119
007 015 o~
011 ~.LPO
~.11 .32
. 00 W11
.Ol ".L;'L,’.x‘
'17 “'061
14 27
015 "'.03
QOL!' "'014‘0
.10 « 05 .02 .01
.L!Ll' .51 0614' .59
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nificance, TFor MC post and EG pre, significant negative correla=-

tions existed between anxiety and social intelligence,

How useful are the Guilford social intelligence measures in light

of the results accunulated from the preceding questions? Con-

fidence in the Guilford's construct validity has been increased
by a survey of the significant results it has thus far prbduced
in the present study, which supported the prior hypotheses con-'
cerning the nature of social intelligence and 1ts relationship to
1eadership ability.

A direct evaluation of the utility of the Guilford tests in
operationalizing the social intelligénce construct involved the
performance of several other tests,

~Social intelligence and abstract intelligence.. The Guilford's

relatibnship with verbal intelligence on the Terman Concépt Mas=-
%ery Test was investigated., No significant relationship was
found to exist between abstract intelligence and Guilford soéial
intelligence for this group of experimental subjects. The Spearé
man rhos between Terman Concept Mastery Test intelligence scores
and Guilford scores were .30 for the Guilford pretest total with
the.Térman pretest total and .12 for the Guilford posttest total

with the Terman pretest total, No Terman posttest was adminise-

tered, Neither rho was significant.

Test-retest reliability., Table 18 gives test-retest relia-~

bility measures for the Guilford tests, for the trainee group
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Table 18

Pearson rs

Between Guilford Social Intelligence

Guilford Test

Social Translations
Cartoon Predictions
Missing Cartoons

Expresgion Grouping

Total Average Score

one-failed test

Pretest with Posttest

All
Trainees .
df r
16 .16
16  .55%
16 .64
16 "olLl’

16 .55%

{*#Levels of significance: P .01

ar 16 .54
ar 31 W

o

. 005

59
45

Test Scores

College Student

Controls
1 . .55%
31 .6?%
31 .86
31 69%
31 .88%
. 0005
W71
55
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(ATs) and the college control group. Pearson rs were obtained,
All of the correlations were substantial and significant for the
col;ege controls toward whom no program aimed at changing social
intelligence had been aimed. Average Guilford score, CP, and MC
vielded significant test-retest reliabilities even for the ex-
perimental groups, though the reliabilities were lower and sig-
nificant at lower levels of confidence. This was to bekexpected
in light of the predicted relationship between training and so- |
cial intelligence. In fact, these different reliability data for
the traines-group and the control group further established con-
fidence in the proposal that social intelligence éhanges with
training, .

External validity measures. Predictive and concument validi-

ty indicators were eomputed with Spearnan rhos, between the Guil-
ford pre~ and post-measures and social intelligence as measured in
ihé form of rater's ranking the trainees, by training group, on
degree of social intelligence., Raters were each of the 4 training
staff leaders, combinations of the 2 staff leaders of each group‘
and of the.h taken together, and the peers (whose mean ranks were
used as one score).

. gable 19 gives the rhos for Group I; Table 20, for Group II,.
§eventeen of the 80 rhos in Table 19 were significant at the ,10
level of probability or less. The most noteworthy aspect of these
significant correlat;ons involved the Guilford test, Missing Car-

toons. Eleven of the 17 significant findings were with this par-

ticular test. IcC acemed +o he on ecpecislly censifive measure of
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Table 19
Spearman Rho Correlations between
Gullford Social Intelligence Scores and

Social Intelllgence Rénks for Group 1

Leaders® Mean Ranks
-, All

Gullford Test N A B [ D ‘Peers A&B  C&D Leaders
Soclal
Translations :

Pretest 9 .31 8% 26 .00 Hb6% 8w (18 .35

Posttgst 8 .30 -.09 «29 .10 -.19 .10 25 25
Cartoon ‘
Predictlons

Pretest 8 -,19 ~,36 .11 19 =61 —¢27 17 -.05
Posttest 8 .10 .16 <34 .38 ~.16 +20 «37 .36

Missing "= oo

Cartoons
Preteét 9 014/9% 071* .28 -016 o87% 072* 008 .LLZ
Posttest 8 057* 055% 055% 023 063% 066* ol“’é% 063*

Expresslion

» ‘grouping

Pretest 8 -=.35 o225 .13 A3 .21 63% 31 .10
Posttest 8 .39 .07 17 =.17 .13 25 =,10 13

Total Gulilford

Score
‘Pretest 8 ,11 .36 J8% 37 .16 .35 JB2% 45
Posttest 8 .30 W12 « 37 .28 -.10 22U « 30 .38

_ 2 A & B were coleaders of Group I; C & D were coleaders of
Group I1I.

one-~talled test

¥ Levels of signiflcance: D .10 «05 . 025 .01
. y
.9 r b .56 .63 W72
8 T L7 .60 . .66 .75
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Table 20
Spearman Rho Correlations between
Guilford Social Intelligence Scores and

Social Intelligence Ranks for Group II

Leaders® Mean Ranks
S All
Guilford Test A B C D Peers A&B C&D leaders
Soclal
Translations .
Pretest « 30 22 e53% 34 ,8h4x  LLx ,50% A1
Posttest .10 04k ,56% b1 73,36 W56% .36
Cartoon ' \
Predictions ‘
Pretest 015 "'015 038 "'005 057* .11 .23 .114'
Posttest "'001 -.11 015 "018 015 -~ O? 102 .OL"
Missing |
Cartoons ‘
Pretest 309 .10 035 .12 013 012 023 030
POStteSt "'022 "008 051* 025 -22 "‘0/12 ] 8% 023
|Expression
Grouping _
Pretest 25 =43 ,28 ~,20 ,L,69% 14 J49% ~,08
Posttest 23 =~,10 A6 14 (32 .03 .34 27
Total Guilford .09 =-.11 1 07 J62%  ,12 .27 .16
SCOTG 010 "'001 .39 026 DZLI' ,001 |39 026
Pretest .
Posttest
& A & B were coleaders of Group I; C & D were coleaders of Group
TI, - .
one~talled test; N=9
#*Levels of significance: p .10 . 06 +05 .025 .01
r JA44 .53 .56 .63 W72
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social intelligence with Group I when the criterion employed was
ratings assigned by peers and by staff.

~ Fourteen of the 80 rhos included in Table 20 were significent
at the .10 level of probability or lower., Seven of these signifi-j
‘cant rhos were between the Social Translations test and the cri-
| terion ranks. For Group II, against the criterion of ratings of
social‘intelligence by training staff and peers, Social“Translan
tions appeared to be the most powerful indicator.

The rho correlation of agreement between co-staff leaders on
how their group members ranked on soqiai intelligence was .55 for
the 2 Group I leaders and .53 for the 2 Group II ieaders. With
9 degrees of freedom, both values wefe significant between the .05
and .10 level of s;gnificance. There was less agreement between
co-leaders on the social intelligence ranks of their members than
thefe was on the leadership ranks (whose agreement correlations,
géﬁorted previously, were .73 and .89 respectively for Groups I
and II). These leaders had consulted eX;ensively concerning the

abilities of these trainees as trainers so complete independence

was not present.




CHAPTER V

Discussion

The many moderate correlations and significant differences
which the data of this study yielded, 1q’the nany different con-
crete ways in which the reseafch questions had been operational-
ized, and consistent With the tﬁeorizing that led to the study,
lead to avgeneral confidence in the usefulness of ﬁhe social in-
telligence concept for a more meéningful understahding of the
good T-gréup‘trainer. This conclusison is strengthened further
Whén one considers the limited range of thls social intelligence
cohstruct in the particular sample. These trainees had been
screened, ahd were selected as personé for whom it was judged
highiy'grobable that they would be successful trainers, given
specific training. One of the factors which the training staff
attempted to‘assess through interview as a deciding factor for
acceptance was socilal intelligence, Still the Guilford tests
generally distinguished the UCP group from the 0Ts. Thus social
intelligende appears to be not just a logical correlate of ef-
Tective leadership, but an empirically validated one.

| In addition, significant results obtained in this study, in
which the Guilford tests were employed as the concretization of
soclial intelligehce, have indicated the value of the use of these
teSts to delve into‘éther research questions for which this con-

~67-
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struct is deemed relevant. For example, if mentél retardates can
be shown to vary on this ability through the Guilford tests, are
the higher scorers more likely to adjust weil to an unprotected
social situation like working at a simple task within the larger
éooieﬁy?

When 0'Sullivan (1965) presented the 6 Guilford behavioral‘
cognition factors of sécial intelligence she stated that the con-
struct validity shown in the factor analysis study does not guar-
antee predictive and practical usefulness. Should this be esge.
téblished, she added, "these objectively-~scored, yeliable, con-
struct-valid tests could serve as criterion measures of social in-
telligence, as diagnostic techniques in a clinical setting, as
job selection instruments, or as training devices to mention but
a few possibilities" (p. 520). The present external criterion re-
sults warrant fﬁrther use of this test and further empirical at-
tempts at extension of the boundaries of practically-valid appli-
cation of these tests.

A freguency count of the Guilford tests in terms of which
ones supported most cbnsistently theAlogical expectations about
the workings of the soclial intelligence construct revealed:that
the‘tqﬁai pre- and poéttest average scoreg based on the four sub-
tests used gave the most reliable and*powerful estimates. This
probably reflects the complexity of the behavioral situations in-
volved in this study which condeivably brought into play the whole

range of social intelléctual abilities, so that the nmeasure that
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allowed for the influence of more of these factors was the most
effective one, | |

Cartoon Predictions was the most powerful single measure in
testing the hypotheses of this reseapch. CP 1is a principal nea-
‘sure of cognition of behavioral implications (CBI), the‘ability
1 to make predictions about what will happ%n following a given so-
cial situation, -Beth CP pre~ and posttest measures consistently
yielded significance,

All of the subtests showed validity on various criteria: -
Why did some social intelligence subtests yield convineing re-
sults with some criteria and other social intelligence tests pro-
vide significant findings on different standards? It is possible
that the different criteria actually emphasized different compo-
ﬁents of what 1s involved in Guilford's operationalism of social
intelligence, and since the subtests are meant to be relatively
pure measures of these different sub-factors, different tests could
be crucial depending on the criterion situation, on the factors of
social intelligence differentially involved in the criteria. |

Sometimes one subtest was a powerful measure for 1'of the
training groups, but not the other, as with lMissing Cartoons for
Group I end Soclial Trenslations for Group II. Here different
staff members could have teﬁded toward the development of dif-
ferent social intelligence factors in their training of the train-
eeg, This woukibe g hypothesis worth studying further.

Missing Cartoons is a measure principally'of cognition of
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behavioral systems €BS). It has rather strong secondary loadings
on both cognition of behavioral units, tﬁe ability to understand
units of expression like facial expressions, and CBI (O'Sullivan
& Guilford, 1966). NC is the 1 subtest used which taps substan-
tially, more than 1. of the social intelligence factors. This
éould explain an &ver—albgroups~and»situationsVeffectiveness for
MC (the more factorally complex test beé%vrepresenting the more
complex social intelligence criterion behaviars) but it does not
account for, instead, the differential effectiveness of MC with
Group I when leadership ranks and social intelligenbe ranks were
a criterion. And Social Translations yielded siggificance specific
'tO“Group II on thls same criterion-~leadership and soclal intelli-
gence ranks. ST is prrincipally a measure of cognition of be-
havioral tfansformations, the ability to re-interpret situvations
sb that” their behavioral significance is changed. |

These were the only analyses for which these 2 matched

groups were treated separately. Future study might profitably fo-
cus on the behaviors of training staff in relationsﬁip to differen-
tial ability development of trainee groups.

The: 6 Guilford tests represent only that aspect of social in-

telligence which Guilford lsbeled cognition, understanding, of be-~
havional.situations. ’Hypothetically, there are othér soclial in-
telligence operations, Guilford says, which are yet to be mea-
sured~~evaluatidn, nemory, divergent and convergent processeé in-

volved in behavioral contents-These seem logically related to sen-

sitive trainer functioning, Tt is probable.that tests represcine
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ting‘these factors.would capture even more of the variance which
discrininates the successful trainer-aspirant.

A definite conclusion concerning the training progrem itself
éhoﬁld be noted., The tralning program appears to have brought
about change in the target behavior~—effective leadership, de-
fined in terms of social intelligence. Fhose persons who were
| judged as the most effective 1eaders had changed significantly
more on social intelligence during the period of the training
program than a group of college students who had répeived no par-
ticulér training experience, Evén the leaders who‘were Jjudged
to need fﬁrther training had profited from the experience, it ap-
pears. Thelir soclal intelligence level had increased generally
more than had the control group'’s. Thus the decision to initiate
such a program as this seems justifiéd in view of the findings of

this‘study.

Conclusions drawn from results of comparisons of the trainees

with the college student controls should be at least tempered by
the fact that the time between the pretest and posttest for this
latter group was 3 weeks; the time between pretest and posttest

for the tréinees was 10 weeks., It would be advisable to compare

a control group's test-retest change over 3 weeks with another ...

contrél groups change over a period of 10 weeks, to support the
assumption»of this study that the increased time between the
trainees' testing did not account for their greater changes in

Guilford scores compéred to the CSCs,
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The CSC control gfoup contained a greater proportion of
women than did the trainee groups; -“but.- Guilford (0'Sullivan,
Guilford, and delille, 1965) reported no sex differences on these
tests., ' |

Vost of the.specific results of this research have been in-
terpreted in terms of the 5 research questions as they Wwere pre-~
sented in the previous chapter.. One exception which deServes
added attention is the finding described in Table 16, concerning
the RGS scores. This set of results concerns the strong positive
relationship between the trainee-trainer's Guilfo?d social intel-
ligenoe level andzhow discrepant he was in his Judgment of how
much feeling-sharing his Mini-Lab group had expressed{from how
much feeling sharing his group itself felt had occurred.,. A 2~
ﬁailed'test of significance had been planned and was executed;
still a logical theory from which to understand this relationship,
consistent over 4 of the Guilford tests, is not immediately evi-
dent.,

One ppssibility concerns the still-novice status of even the
UCP trainees who, althéugh they have the qualifications of good
trainers, are limited in theilr experience as trainers.: One can. .
concegtﬁalize a 3-stage progression from non~trainee or therapist
to novice trainer to sophisticated, feeliné and cogni;ing, train-~
er, Paralleling this would be the major processes of these

stages--The first stage is a stage of direct experiencing of feel-

ings, but with minimal objectification. This wculd bé the non-
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therapeutic stage and would be most characteristic of the T-group
member and the non-therapeutic trainer. That 1s, certainly much
emphasis has been on immediate experiencing of feelings in the
T-group and it is possible that these people have reached this
~stage. Now for the next higher stage of pfogression to final,
sophisticated therapeutic effectiveneséf the UCP trainer is the
example, He shows an ability for being able to cognize, to make
sense of the béhavioralhcontent of the group, ﬁo objectilfy the
ongoing experiences; he can most 1ikély verbalize crucial behavics
al relationships within the group sessions, Mostllikely, as a bed
ginning trainer he has to distance his own feelings in the devel-
opnent of hié role as "monitor{" That is, a full experience of
his own spontaneous feelihgs operates initially as confounding
static for him, at the point where he is bent on the development
of an appreciation and conceptualization of the feelings outside
him-~in the ongoing group session. Often this pheﬁomenon is ob-
served in beginning therapists. |

Guilford's view of social intelligence in relation to gelf-
understanding is impdrtantvhere.""in addition, for the purposes
of this studylffrom which the social intelligence test factors
were Qprived] behaviofal cognition is not considered ﬁo include
the understanding of one's own motivations and feelings. Such
comprehension may involve other aptitudes or trait34, such as the
abllity to be objective about one's self as readily as about

another person" (O'Suliivan, Guilford, and delille, 1965, p. 5).
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It isproposed that as this novice trainer or therapist gains
more actual experience in the trainer and/or therapist role, exer-
cising his actual ability for undeistanding, for making sense of,
the behavior of the group members, he gradually moves into the
third stage-~-the stage éf the sophisticated, mature, fully effi-
I cient trainer or therapist. At this pofﬁt, not only does he ex~
ercise his ability for dériving‘meaning from the external be-
havioral morass--~from the group members or from the client--but
he need no longer inhibit immediate feactions to his own spon-A
taneous feelings; these now are both experienced gpontaneously
yet monitored, understood and made use of as part of the total be-
havioral situation.
| With this 3-stage theory as background, the positive corre-
lation for the amount of discrepancy between the trainer's view
,of;gfoup feeling-sharing versus the group's view, and the social
intelligence level of the traliner can be given a tentative expla-
nation.
| When one judges feeling sharing of a group, how much feeling
sharing Qg:the judge actually did enters into his Jjudgment, and
probably is given a disproportionately greater weight_than other
factors, Now for the novice, soclally intelligent trainer, how
much feeling sharing he did or didn't do is not so accessible.
Like looking through the wrong end of a pair of binoculars he
has had to put the group off from/his own experiencing to see.

them clearly. Thus his evaluation oi his own feeling sharing
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does not enter so accurately into his f&rmula fof Judging the
| presence of this factor in the session. -

The not;so»socially~int§lligent trainer haskexPerienced his
feelings but, by definittion, has not been able to conceptualize
his or the group's beha%ior very well. Still, his Jjudgment of
his own behavior concerning feeling shéring is more likely to be
accurate as it enters into the judgmental equation for degree of
feeling sharing in general during the session, since not working
at conceptﬁalizing the group's behavior,'neither haé he had to
hold back his own feelings, And so when both afe,asked to rate
the whole session on this particular. factor, the 1éss effective
trainer would actually appear the more astute Judge.

That is, the socially intelligent trainer might be very
accurate concerning his observations of members' behavior in the
ongoing group. When asked to give a Jjudgment at the end of the
session which involves his knowing both‘his own behavior well
and thé group's and which is probably hesvily influenced by his
feelings of his own behavior, he may turn out to be more inaccu-
rate than ﬁis lessAsocialiy intelligent peer who 1s not involved
in the same behaviorngbjectifying, cognizing'process..k

~ Another analysis which attempted to understand the trainer's
behavior in the actual runninz of é group, involved the Trainer
RBating Scale. Generally\this form did not prove fruitful, vPer-
haps the items on this test have not captured the relevant behav-

iors that distinguish a good leader from & poor one. It.is pus.-
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sible that the members were not alert to these actually relevant
behaviors presented in the items. From sensitivity group theory,
at least a gfeater alertness to aspects of the trainer's behavior
than initially exhibited would have been expected from the first
fo the seventh session. But the frequency of significant corre-
llations decreased from the first to the éeventh session analysis
which leads to further lack of confidence in the form itself,

It is noted also that even if the one item which hinted at
validity on the TRS is true-~the socially intelligéﬁt leader does
not appear‘intelleotualized to the members-~the RGS analysis 3ust
presented suggests that for this novice leader; even though his
ownbbehavior may be so, he is not so aware of his own behavior
but at this point may be much more focused on the group and not

so objectively aware of his own immediate feelings,




CHAPTER VI

Sumnmary

4 Some~aspecﬁs of the hypothesized po;itive relation between
social intelligence, measured by 4 of the Guilford tests of so-
cial intelligence-~Soclal Transiation55 Cartoon Predictions, Mis-
sing Cartoons, and Expression Grouping--and effeotiye sensitiviﬁy
group leadership wWere investigated with 2 groups of persons who
participaﬁed simultaneously in the same training program for
potential T-group leaders. These pefsons were studied before
aﬂd during their training, in the running of actual T-groups, and
at‘the comﬁletion of their program.

‘ Reéﬁlts showed that trainees who‘passed this program uncon-
ditionaliy (UCPs, HN=11) were significantly higher on social in-
telligence at the completion of ftraining than both a random col-
lege gfoup (N=33) and the trainees who did not pass unconditional-
ly (0Ts; N=7). The UCPs were not significantly different from
a control group on social 1ntellig¢nce prior to training; both
UCPs and the controls were significantly higher than the other
trainees on 2 of the Guilford measures priox to training.

Also, trainees' Guilford scores correlated positively with
léadership ranks assigned them by the trsining staff and by peers.
Thése results were specific to certain of the Guilford tests, how-

...7'7-.
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ever, and the Guilford tests yielding significant effécts differed
for the 2 training groupse. |

The efféct of training on the social intelligence Variable
was striking. The trend for controls to surpass the trainees on
Guilford pretests was comﬁletely reversed on the poéttests. The
change scores of UCP and‘OT trainee grou;s fronm before to after
training were generally Signifiéantly greater than the controls'
change., And UCPs change scores tended to be greatér than 0Ts (UCP
change waé greater, but nbt significéntly so on 3A6f the 4 Guil-
ford tests uséd, and on the total average score)..

Attempts to assess what trainer.behaviors in the actual run-
ning of T-groups were correlated with social intelligence were
generally unsuccessful, The Trainer Rating Scale, a member-agssesse
ment-of -trainer-behavior form, was considered in termsg of lack of
validity and sensitivity, as partial explanation for the failure
in this area. In regard to findings on the Rating of Group Ses-
sion form, relevant to T-group behavior of the soclally inﬁelli-
gent trainer, a theory concerned with the novice status of the
new trainer was advanced to explain the discrepancy between this
person'sAand his ILab groﬁp's analysls of the degree of feeling
sharingﬂthey judged to have occurred in thelir group.

Test~retest reliability dats were presented for the Guilford
tests. It was shown that abstract intelligence was not related

to social intelligence as measured by the Guilford tests for this

croup of persons.
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It was concluded that the social.intelligence coﬁcept is a
neaningful oﬁe in terns of which to consider the personality of
the T-group frainer. It appears related to trainer efféctiveness
and can be altered positively by programs aimed at the devélop—
ment of effective T-group leadership. Conclusions concerning its
4 predictive powers for successful trainer/training are qualified

by the test's limitations in discriminating among members of

groups for whom the social intelligence range 1s aiready limited.
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Appendix I

Initial Rating of Potential Trainers by Training Staff (IRPT)

1. Social Intelligence

e sa—

1
Low

2, Personal Adjustment

_ 1
very
inadequate

3. Leadership Potential

Y

1 .
Low

!

2

3

Average

g

3

Average

3

Average

L, @Global Training Potential

Low

L Y

2

3

Average

Rater

Potential Trainer

Date
5 5
High
— e
. Very
adeduate
L 5
High
High




Appendix IT
Trainer Rating Scale (TRS)

Trainer being Rated Session nhumber Group .
Rater's Name Date ~

Please use the following scale in making your ratings:

1/ 2 [_.3 [ 4 / 5 ./ 6 [ 7

Not at To & very To a To a To a To a To an
all limited limited moderate high very high extremely
degree .degree degree degree degree high degree

PIEASE NOTE: Use the rating 8 if you feel that you do not have
sufficient information or dafa to rate a particular item, How-
ever, use 8 only if abselutely necessary. Try, if possible to
rete each item., , .

Rating (1-7) To what extent did the trainer:
1. provide effective structure to deal with tHe problems and
situations of the group.
2. intervene in the group process.
3. facilitate interaction in the group.
L, keep his comments on an intellectual rather than g feeling
level.
5. intervene approprlately and constructively,
6. give support and encouragement to the group,
. A}

7. deal effectively with the emotional dimenslons of the group
interaction,

To what extent was the trainer:
. 8, perﬁissive.
9., awsre of what was happening in the group.
10, passive |
11. a catalyst or facilitator.
___ 12, a teacher or one who offered wisdom.
__13. a counselor or psychotherapist.

14, a friend.




15. a good group member.

Appendix II (continued)

Please give an overall rating tc the performance of the
trainer (from 1 to 7 again, 1 meaning extremely poor,
7, extremely good).

Please give a rating to the overall performance of the
group (from 1 to 7, 1 meaning extremely poor, 7 meaning
extremely good). o




1.

20

3.

u.

Appendix III

RATING OF GROUP SESSIONS (BGS)

Please indicate your reactions

I felt that this
session was:

to

Nane

Date

today's session by marking an X:

,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not worth- . average very
while : woxrthithis
In regard to my
participation in
this session; I
was: 1 2 3 D 8 g
very average ¢ very
inactive active
In this session,
there was: .
1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8 9
very little average ' much ope
open sharing sharing of
of feelings . feelings
The level of con-
flict in this seg=-
sion was: .
: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very low average very high
The amount of
self-digclosure in
this session was
i 2 3 ) 5 6 7 8 9

very little

On an anxiety scale from 0 to 100, with 0 meaning no anxiety
and 100 meaning an intense amount of anxiety, give yourself
a nunmerical score for how anxious you feel now: .

average very much




Nam¢

Date

Appendix IV

Ranking of Group Members on Leadership

We would like your general evaluation of the leadership
ability of the people in your group.,” Leadership has been
variously defined., Here, we are referring to the ability

to be an effective leader of the kind of sensitivity groups
you have been conducting in this program. Admittedly, it
involves a complex of functions; we would like you to give a
global Jjudgment of the group menmbers on their ability to
effectively and optimally lead a sensitivity group in the
aooompllshment of its goals.

RANK each member of your group, including yourself, on
sensitivity-group leadership. Assign each person a rank
from 1 to 10. 10 represents the high end of the scale.
Use each rank only once., : :

% Rank
Sre. A
Fr. B —
Fr. C —_— *
Fr. D -
Sr. B —
Fr. F __;w
Fr. G -
Fr. H —
Fr. I —
Fr, J

# Actual names of group members were part of the original
form., - .




Appendix v
Ranking of Group Menbers on Social Intelligence

‘Name

Date

We would like your general evaluation of a complex global
concept-~the social intelligence level of the people in
your group., AS you glve your impressions, please use the
following definitions as your standard. O'Sullivan, Guil-
ford, and delille (1965) stress

the ability to understand the thoughts, feelings, and
intentions of individual others (emphasis.here 1is
not with comprehension of the generalized other).

Another a$pect, given by Egan (1970) is ,

a feeling for people that involves knowing how to
get in contact with them without manipulating them.

RANK each member of your group, including yourself, on
social intelligence., Assign each persona a rank from 1 to
10; 10 represents the high end of the scale. Use each rank

" Rank )
Sre

Fre.
Fr,

U o wo o>

w
=
=

e
H
i)

g
H
B o N = = B

#Actual names of group members were part of the original form.
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