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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

Much empirical and experimental dete on the behavior
of humens in groups has been amassed in the last three dec~
ades, The study of "group dynamies™ as an eacademic and sel-
entifie field of research had ite inception primarily in
Kurt Lewin, who established the Research Center for Group
Dynamies currently loecated at the University of Michigan,
although "an interest about the psychological and social
forces essociated with groups has motivated intellectual
, activities of thoughtful people for centuries."! Lewin's
concept of human behavior is well known as the field theory,

Bonner sums up the Lewinian theory in this way:

The dynamie group, from this point of view, 1s always

e system--a complex of two or more individuals in sym-
bolie or affective Interaction, It cannot be accounted
for only in terms of the pre-existing characteristica of
its indlvidual members; 1t is to be explained more ade-
quately in terms of the dynamic¢ relations which the
individuals bear to one another, The group constituted
by this mutual or interactive relationzhip is not a
"steady state" merely, nor a self-contained equilibrium,

but a continuous process of adaptation of individuals teo
one another and to thelr mutual problemn.z

7 L Dorwin Cartwright, and Alvin Zander, Grou ‘g[¥5!£g£
R!l.l?g% and Theory (second edition; Evanaton, inols:
oW, reterson, :n§ Company, 1960), ps L«

2
Hubert Bonner, Grogg Dynamies (New York: The Ronald
Press Company, 1959), pe ©
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One controversial aspect of the Lewinian theory is in
the principle that the group and situation at any given time
are the sole determinants of the individual's behavior, and
thet premeasures of personality veriables are not very help-
ful in prodiciing the individual's behavior in a group.3
This assumption has been neither veriflied nor rejected by
research end awaits further experimental study and observa-

tion,
I. THE FROBLEM

Statement of the Froblem. Riecken, in his study,
' "The Effects of Talkativeness on Ability to Influence Group

Solutions to Problems,” stated:

It seems reasonable to conelude , « o that it 1s
probably not the superiority of the top man's informa-
tion, suggestlions, or opinions as such that lead him to
be seen 2@ having contributed most to the solution.
Rather, hils influentiallity seems to be the result of his
status as the most frequent talker in the group or oE
some personal attribute sssociated with this status,

The purpose of this study is to discover any correla-
tions which may exist between certain personality need vari-

ables of individusals as indicated by the Edwards Fersonal

-

sIbldo. Pe 25,

hﬂanry We Riecken, "The Effects of Talkativeness on
Abllity to Influence Group Solutions of Problems,"

Soeiometry, 21:309-321, December, 1958,
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Preference Schedule (E.FP,P.S.) and "talke tiveness"™ in small
group discussion,

Scheldel, Crowell, and Shepherd® found that the par-
gonality varlieble Dominance was evinced by effective dis-
cussants to a-aignifiennt degree. Rloekon6 found that talke
ativeness played a mea jor part in determining effective dis-
cussants as Jjudged by the discussant's peers in the group.
On the basis of these two findings, 1t would be logical to
predict a positive correlation between Dominance and talke- -
tiveness in small group discussion,

The personality variable Achlevement, because it 1is
 described In terms of one who wants "to do one's best, to be
successful, to amccomplish tasks requlring skill and effort,
« « «"T could be predicted to correlate positively with
talkativeness in a problem-solving group discussion.

The variable Exhibition indiecates a person who has
the need "to say witty and clever things, to tell amusing

jokes and storles, to talk about personal adventures and

SThomas M. Scheidel, Laura Crowell, and John R,
Shepherd, "Personality and Discussion: A Study of Possible
;oégtionnhipa,' Speech Monographs, 25:261-267, November,

958,

6R1.ekon. loc, cit.
7&110n L+ Edwards, "Manusl, Edwaerds Fersonal frefer-

ence Schedule™ (New York: The FPsychological Corporation,
195’4)’ Pe 1’4-
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n8 and would therefore be assumed to corre-

experiences . « o
late positively with telkativeness in small group discus-
sion,

Endurance, because it is deseribed ss the need "to
keep a2t a Job'nntil it 1s finished, to stick at a problem
even though it may seem as if no progress is being made, "7
would probably correlate positively with talkativeness in
group discussion.

A negative correlation between Affiliation and talka=-
tiveness would be predlicted on the basis of Scheidel,
Crowell, and Shepherd's study already cited, in which they
] found a negative correlation between Affiliation and effec-
tive discussents significant at the .05 level of confidence.

It would not be predlieted for the personality vari-
ebles Deference, Order, Autonomy, Intraception, Succorance,
Abasement, Nurturance, Change, Heterosexuallty, and Aggres-
sion to correlate with talkativeness in amall group discus-
sion, Reference to the tralit definlitions given in
Chapter III should help elarify for the reader the reasoning
behind the predictions. An explanation mey help elucidate
the reasoning behind the prediection on Aggression, As
Scheidel, et. al., point out, "the aggression variable in

81b1d,

91bid.

R -
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the Edwards test would not seem to contribute to the type of
individual prominence that discussion theorists would con-
gider conducive to loadorlhip.'lo Since the deseription of
Aggression as used in the Edwards test ineludes the need "to
blame others ﬁhon things go wrong, to read newspaper
accounts of violeneo,'ll this need could not be predicted to
be consistently correlated with talkativeness in smell group
discussion,

Briefly, the purpose of the study seeks answers to
the feollowing three questions:

(1) Is there a positive relationship between talkas-
: tiveness in small group discussion and the personality varle
ables Dominance, Achievement, Exhibition, and Endurance?

(2) Is there a negative relationship between talka-
tiveness in small group discussion and the personallity vari-
able Affiliantion?

(3) Is there any relationship between talkatlveness
in small group discussion and the personality variables
Deference, Order, Autonomy, Intraception, Succorance, Abase-
ment, Nurturance, Change, Heterosexuallty, and Aggression?

Importance of the Study. The effect.of talkativeness

on the amount of influence which a member has in the group

losmidOI, .._EO sllg 22‘ cit.’ Pe 265.
llgdﬁlrdl, Op. ﬂito; Pe mi



was established in a research study by Rieecken in 1958,12
Dickens also noted that "individuel differences usually fol-
low a normal curve and that extremes of either wordiness or
brevity reduce the effectiveness of a dlscussion graup.'13

Group éilous-ion is sometimes thought to be a tedi-
ous, time-consguming, and inefficient method of solving prob-
lems, and yet it 1s a process which is inseparasble from the
democratic method, 8Since it has been found that elther
wordiness or brevity reduces the effectiveness of this demo-~
cratic process, knowledge about the c=zuses of these extremes
may prove to be of some value.

While not attempting to minimize the influence of the
group and the situation as determinants of leadership in
terms of talkativeness, Gibb points out that

individual differences clearly affect the soeial percep-

tlon of some individuals by others, and conseguently

Fiel Por these SRANEERapaot of Sesdp - o e witw-
P .

Bonner elaborates on thig when he atates thsat

every person reflects in his own personality the strue-
ture of the group; and all groups are to some extent

12riecken, op, clts, PPs 309-321,

13Milton Dickens, "A Statistical Formula to Quantify
the 'Spread-of-Participation' in Group Discussion," Speech
Monographs, 22:23-30, March, 1955, p. 30,

1“00c11 A, Gibb, "Leadership," Handbook of Soclal
Psycholo ed, by Gardner Lindzey (Cambridge, Mass.:
Iaﬁlaon-aolloy Fublishing Company, Ine., 19%&). ps 886,
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effected by the personalities of their members, Group
gt g o iy e 8 1o
»

Although 1t is not yet known preclsely what effect
different types of personallities have upen small groups,
some work has'boon done in thls ares in an attempt to 1iso-
late various factors. Research studles, as will be pointed
out in the next chapter, confliet as to findings in this
area, It is the hope of the researcher that the findings of
this experiment will help to answer some of the questions
which have been ralised by researchers in group dynamies and

social psychology.

Limitations of the Study. This paper is limited to

finding what effect, 1f any, certain personality variables
have on talkativeness of Individuel discussants in small
group discussion, This study does not attempt to measure
the syntality of the group, or the total group productivity
or efficlency., The effect of spread of participation on the
efficiency of small group discussion is & highly complex and
somewhat controversial lsluo,16 end will not be considered

in this paper,

155onner, op. eit., p. 408,
16D1ckona, ope cits, ppe 29=-30,



Dickens states, however, that
the comparative extent te which the members of a group
share the talking, would seem to be a reasonably valid
measure of one aspect of the over=-all effectiveness of s
discussion,
This "measurement has the additional advantege that ., , . it
is completely quantitative and- objective,"27

Yo attempt was made to determine elther the guallity
of individual contributions or the direction of communica=-
tive attempts. The quality of contributions would; of
necesslty, be subject to value Judgments on the part of the
observer; and directions of communication in small group
. discussion have been the subject of many research studies,
and 1s a2 legitimate area of study in itself.

The researcher recognlzes that the situation and
group structure will have some effect on individual contri-
butions, and that these factors are, to a certain extent,
uneontrolleble. This complexity of the nature of group
dynamics in relation te persenality dynamies should not,
however, stop a researcher from endeavoring to find those
indivldual variables which can be isclated through experi-

mental studies,

17Ibidt' Pe 28 ™



II. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

Group dynaemies. "A group exists when two or more

people are aware of ocne another, when they eare in some
important way -interrelated.” A group ig not the same as an
aggregete, which 1s simply a "collection, a population, or a
class," The interaction of the members of & group distin-
guishes a group from an aggregate. 'Dynamlcl implies a con-
tinuously changing and adjusting relationship. Group dyname

ics 1s

that divilian of -oclnl l cholo which inveatigates
rorma on and structure and etionl

of t o 8ychologlcad od_In of eople Info sell
wEoIo!.' i1c group is thus in & eontin—

uoua prccoaa of' restructuring, adjurting, and read-
Justing members to one another for the purpose of
reducing the tenslions, eliminating the conflicts, and
selvigg the problems which its members have in eom-
mon,

Fersonality need variables. Personality need vari-

ables are the

secondary, or psychogenic needs, which are presumesbly
dependent upon and derived from the primary needs « « .
They stand for common reaction systemg and wishes. It
is not supposed that they are fundtgentnl, biologieanl
drives, though some may be innate,

*Itnlios are the writer's,

1BBonnor, Ope eit., pp. L=b,

19Honry A, Murray, Explorations in Poraonalitz (Wew
York: Oxford University Press, 1933), r. .
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The personality need variables used in this study are those
found in the Edwards Fersonal FPreference Schedule, and are

listed as follows:

Achievement Dominence
Deference Abagement

Order Hurturance
Exhibition Change

Autonomy Endurance
Affilistion Heterogexuality
Intraception Aggression
Succorance

These rifteen personality need variebles will be
defined at grester length in Chapter III.

Group discussion, Group discussion 1s arbitrarily

defined as & process in which two or more persons interact
orally, with group orlientation, to seek an anawer to a group
problem, The purpose of a group is elther enlightenment or
problem-golving, to digstinguish it from debate, which is
primarily concerned with the advocecy of specific proposi-

tionsa,

Leaderless group discussion, Leaderleas group dis-
cussion is operationally defined as a discuasion without the
presence of a designated leader. The leadership arlses from
the situation and from the individual personality variables
of the discussion members., "The purpose 1s to assess lead-

ership tendencles among its members as they participate in a
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free discussion , «"20 Bonner indicates that this type of
discussion does have validity in the assessment of potential

leadership,

Talketiveness. Talksativeness, as an operational defw-
inition, is the amount of time spent in talking during the
discussion, in relation to the average amount of time which
a discussent would be expected to pgrticipato. This will be
explained more fully in Chapter III, The term "talkatlive-
ness" as used in this paper does not provide for variations
in rates of speech, and therefore does not allow for the
. poasibility of differences in actual quantity of words in a
given amount of time, However, because of the cost and time
involved in recording and transeridbing dlscussions, Dickens
states that two other methods of messguring talkativeness are
of value:

(1) ecounting the number of speeches rather than the
number of words, and

(2) timing contributions with 2 stop wateh, ggul sub-
stituting number of minutes feor number of words.

A combination of these two methods was used in deter-
mining the talkativeness of group members who participated
in this study, )

20Bonner, op. eite Pe 195,
2lpickens, ops cites Pe 304



CHAFPTER I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Studies which have been done in the area of peraon=-
ality and group dynamics, and small group discusslon in par-
ticular, will be the conecern of this chepter, Conclusiong
drawn from experimental research studles and empirical
obgservationa of psychologlists about the bshavior of individ-
uals in groups will be discussed.

Benne points out that

all human behavior is directed toward the satisfaction
of' needs. From birth to death the individual is engaged
in a constant attempt teo satisfy his varied, complex,
and sometimes conflicting needs. Any given behavior 1is
e resolution of forces arising in pa{t within him and in
part in the environmental situation,
This, as Benne states, 1s the group dynamicist's point of
view of humen behsvior, Much of the confliet which arises
about the behavior of persons in groups stems from this old
controversy concerning the extent of influence of the indi-
vidual's inherent characterigtics es oppesed to the extent
of influence of the group and situation, This confliet has
not yet been resolved,

Borg, in a review of studlies made in this aresa, cone

cluded:

1Kannoth D, Benne and Bozider Muntyasn, Human
Relations éf Curriculum Change (New York: The Dryden Press,
s Do ®
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Severel studies have been reported that are conecerned

with relationships between personality and small group
behavior, Some of these have analyzed small group
chservational data =0 as to yleld personality factors.
Some have explored relatlionships between peer or super-
visor evaluations and small group behavior. Only a few,
however, have attempted to przdiet small group behavior
from pergonality test scores.

In a study designed to find correlations between
effective discussants as determined by the peers in the dis~-
cussion group and certain personality need varisbles,
Scheldsl concluded that

these data would suggest that the effectlive discussants
can be characterized by a need to be leader, to be inde-
pendent, to be self-econfldent, and by a lack of concern
for social contact and affiliation, These subjects
evince a high value in and porlonalsty need for self-
sufficlency and personal influence.
Scheidel's most statistically significant finding in the
study was the high personallty need for Dominance evinced by
the effective discussants. On the other hand, effectlive
discussants tended to score lower on the personality needs
of Affilietion, Succorance, and Abagement., It should be
emphasized that effective discussants were determined from
subjective evaluations by the other members of the group.
In attempting to predlict small group role behavior

from personality variables, Borg found that Assertiveness as

2yalter R, Borg, "Prediction of Small Group Role
Behavior from Fersonality Variables," Journal of Abnormal
and Social Pasycholegy, 60:112-116, January, 1960, p. 115,

33°h01d01' !,__t'_' E_cp 22. Citg-’ Pe 261‘..
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measured by three personality tests correlated significantly
with all six role scores as indicated by the discussant's
peers in a dlscussion group, Assertivencss as a personality
variable correlated most significantly with being assertive,
being cr'ativ;. and showing leadership as determlned by the
discussant's peers, The six role scores used in the peer
analyasis were Popular-social, Asgertlve, Ripgld, Creative,
Leader, and Good rollewor.h His findings generally sup-
ported him ma jor hypothesis that role behavior can be pre-
dicted from personality tests.

Although small group digscussion was not involved in
another study of leadership, Richardson and Hanawalt had
found that both men and women college leaders are relliably
more dominant than are non-leadersg or the average utudont.s

Research gtudles attempting to correlate personality
need variables with individual behavior in small groups have
not reached the same conclusions, Cattell and Stice, for
example, have recently found no significent differentiation

between leaders and non-leaders in terms of dominnnco.é

hBorg, OPs Citop Pe 11h.

SH. M, Richardson and N, G, Hanawalt, "Leadership as
Related to the Bernreuter Personality Measures," Journal of
Social Psychology, 17:237-267, May, 1943.

6Sohoidol, loc, cit.
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A study of the effect of individual personality dife
ferences on participation in group discussion must also teke
into congideration the effect of the group on the individ-
uals involved, Beonner explains that the small group does
exert prolauro.upon the attitudes and behavior of people.
Attitudinal changes and performance on the part of the indi-
viduals will tend towerd conformity to the group's stand-
ards, "The data show that every normal individusl is con-
scious of the presence of others and adjusts his behavior to
their expectations."? Simpson, for example, showed that
semall group discussion produced significent shifts in atti-
tude on the part of the individual members in two respects:
(1) Toward certainty of the rishtness of individual posi-
tions on issues considered, and (2) toward disagreement with
the statements dlscussed,"®
Although the fleld theory emphasizes the importance
of the effect of the group upon the actionsg of individuals,
the healthy personality
finds satlsfection end self-esteem in attitudes and ac-
tions that are internally consistent., He can partiecipate

and discharge hla obligations in a group most effec=
tively and gratifyingly Af he can be true to himselr.?

Thonner, opy eit., P« L16.

8Ray H, Simpson, "Attitudinal Effects of Smell Group
Discussion, " The Querterly Journal of Speech, L6:415-418,
December, 1960,

930113'181', op. eltsy Do h22.
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This would imply, then, that an individual's personallity
needs will be reflected in his behavior in a group, and that
the pressures of the group to conform will be resisted 1r
such conformacy is inconsistent with the person's self=-
111!&58 o

Gibb, however, in a summary of research studies done
in the area of personality tralts and leadership, states:

Humerous studlies of the personalities of leaders have

falled to find any consistent pattern of traits which
characterize leaders . . . Secondly, there is abundant
evidence that member Rarnonalitios do make a difference
to group performance.

He conecludes:

Since individual personality characteriatics are

e » « Very stable, 1t is to be expected that group lead=-
ership . + « will be fluid and will pass from one member
to another along the line of those particular person-
ality traits which, by virtue of the situation and its
demnnfi, become, for the time being, traits of leader-
hip.

The psychologist Bonner states that "research has
shown that 1%t 1s difficult to predict the behavior of per-
sons in a group from premeasures of personality variablest2

On the other hand, however, Borg sugzests that

it seems reasonable to conclu’e from the succeas in pre-
dicting the leadership composite that predictions of

-

10¢ecil A, Gibb, "Leadership," Handbook of Soeial

Paycholo Vol, II, ed. by Gardner Lindzey |Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Fublishing Company, Inec.,

195‘4). Pe 8890
M11pid., pe 902.  12Bonner, op. cit., p. 20,
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certain roles and behavior patterns in small group
activity can be achleved by further developing predic-
tor 1n£§rumonts along the lines indicated by this
8 tudy ®

The predictor instruments used by Borg consisted of three
personality tests, used in combination, to determine the
salient personality charscteristies of individuals.

Secheidel, on the basis of the study already cited,

offers thias hypothesis:

Cortaln personality need and value structures can be
directly related to behaviors of individual prominence
in small group digcussion; such structures cannot be
conglstently related to behaviors of group goal facil-
itation and group socliability, for these latter factors

involve moi& fully the interactional elements of the
situation, .

Scheidel assigns some of the personality need vari-
ables found on the Edwards Fersonal FPreference Schedule into

the three categories mentioned above:

Individual Group Goal Group
Prominence Fa tation Soclabllity
achievement echievement affiliation
exhibition order nurturance
autonomy endurance

dominance

abasement

endurance

Seheldel dld recognize that factors within the group
beyond the individuel's inherent personality characteristics

might eause leaders to emerge.

13Borg, op. cit., p. 115,
lhscheidel, op, cite., p. 266,
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In our search for some consistent personality config-
uration, a field interpretation is needed, involving a
erson in a situation., The importance of the situation
En producing the leader must never be alighted . . In
e narrowly defined area, such as small group problem=-
solving digcussion, loigornhip cortainly is not entirely
situationally defined.

One final area of research which should be included
in a review of litersture concerning this study would be the
effect of tallkmtiveness on small group discussion., Rlecken,
for example, confirmed an earlier study by Bales concerning
the effect of talkativeness on the ability to influence
group solutions of problems. Riecken and Bales both found
that "the higher the individual renks in amount of inter=-
”aetion initiated, the highsr he ‘is ranked in terms of his

nlb and amount

contribution to the solution of the problem,
of interaction initisted 1s direetly releted to talkative-
ness as defined in this study.
Krech and Crutehfield, in Theory and Problems of
Soclal Psycholoagy, add this to the subject of the effect of
pergonality need varlables on leadership in group discus=
sion:
Other things being equal, those persons who have
insistent needs for dominance, power, and prestige mey
be expected to have higher potentiality for leadership,

And thls 1is particularly true to the extent to which
these persons have developed personalitles that are

15861101(101, 92; Cit.p Pe 261,
16R100kon. Op+« E_&Eo. PP. 309-321,
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characterized by certaln ways of satisfylng these needs,
viZe, 12 dominating interpersonal relations with
] EHQP! ™ 7

Like any member, the leader seeks echlevement of the

group goal and seeks also the satisfaction of personal
or accessory needs, But what marks off the leader from
the non-leader is the urgency of certaln kinds of needs
that are especiaslly well served by the leadership role,
Such Egeda are those of dominance, power, and pres=-
tige.

In gsummery then, research studies in the area of cor-
relating personality need variables with leadership, which
has been shown to be related to the amount of contributions
of individuals, have been inconsistent and relatively ineon-
clusive, The one exception is in the personality variable
' Dominance, which seems to be a frequently recurring factor
in gtudies of leadership., Scheldel, et. al.; Borg; and

Richardson and Hanewalt reported success in predicting smell
group role behavior from personality need variables; how-
ever, other researchers have been unable to discover any

consistent correlations between the two factors.

17pavid Krech and Riehard 8. Crutehfield, Theory and
Froblems of Social Psychology (New York: MeGraw-H ’ 9H5!,
P- E;io

181p1d., pe 436



CHAFTER II1I
THE GROUPS SELECTED AND MATERIALS USED

This chapter will be devoted to explaining the plan=-
ning and prepératlon of the experiment used in obtalning the
data for this study. Ineluded in this chapter wlll be a
description of the baslec struecture of the experiment, the
groups involved, the selection and training of obsgervers,
the dliscussion questions used, and the other information
pertinent to the design of the experiment. Foasible weak-

nesses, apparent to the researcher, willl also be noted.

Selection of subjects. Elghty students from five
Fundamentals of Speech claases at Kansas State Teachers
College, Empories, participated in the experiment, Of the
original 80 subjects, six could not be used in the anslysis
because personality scores were elther uncbtainable or not
valid due to inconsistaney on the test, The remaining 7L
students (41 males and 33 females) served as the experimen-
tal subJects for this study. The distribution of subjects
by sex is pregented in Table I. These subjects were, for
the most part, seventeen and eighteen yoars<of age and
freshmen in college, The elasses were selected at random
from the total Fundsmentals of Speech program during the

Spring semester, 1962, The researcher recognized that the



TABLE I
DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS BY SEX

Males

Females

Number of subjects 41

33

21
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results of this experiment, based upon this incldental sam-
Ple with & limited range of age and educational background,
could be safely projected only to groups of gimilar compo=-
sition,

Group size. The subjects were mssigned to elighteen

discussion groups conglsting of four to flve members. Two
groups of four members had a subject missing because of
unexpected illness, reducing the size of these two groups to
three members, Because of the nature of the experiment, and
the method used in determining talkativeness, this had no
adverse effect on the validity of these groups in the exper-
iment,

The slze of the groups wes determined after conside-
ering completed experimental studlies in this area,
Utterback, in his research report, "Experimentasl Studles of
Motivated Group Discussion," used the term "gmall group" as

one consisting of three to six members.l Harnack® and

1Hilliam E., Utterback and Wallace C, Forthringham,
"Experimental Studies of Motivated Group Discussion," Speech
Monographs, 25:268-277, November, 1958,

2r, Vietor Harnack, "An Experimental Study of the
Effects of Tralning in the Recognition end Formulation of
Goals upon Intra-Group Cooperation," Speech Monegraphs,
22:31-38, Marech 1955,
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Hiachnoior3 also used groups ranging in size from four to
six members. Lerea and Goldberg, in their study "The
Effects of Soclalization upon Group Behavior," used groups
composed of five nonborl.h
Bonner states that

since optimum size is atill a controversisl issue, we

may logleally assume that the "ideal" size would be a

group in which every member has an opportunity to con-

tribute according to giu maximum ability to the solution

of a group's problem,
Thelen also discusses this particular aspect of determining
group size, He asgserts that in a problem=solvinz group

in which a wide range of soclal skills 1s required to

keep the problem in freont of the group and to build on

all the suggestions offered, and to have a sufficlent

range of ldeas to begin with, a  « « group6 perhaps
from four to eight, may be found necessary.

Group composition, Thh groups of four and five sub-
Jects were matched within the individual classes on the

basls of general abllity scores, so any differences in talk-

ativeneas which could be attributed to the intelligence

3R1ehard Re. Wischmeler, "Group Centered and Leader-
Centered L..d.r.hiﬁé An Experimental Study," Speech
3

Honogam, 22:43 March, 1955,

hLouia Lerea and Alvin Goldberg, "The Effects of

Soclalization Upon Group Behavior," Speech Monographs,
23:60-6ly, March, 1961, ’

Saﬂmr. _?2. Cit.’ Pe 2150

6Horbert A. Thelen, "How Large Should a Group Be?",
Human Relations in Curriculum Chnﬁgo, Kenneth D, Benne and
E°'I§aﬁ ﬂgnﬁyan, edltors (Wew York: The Dryden Preas, 1951),
PPe 134=35.



2l
factor would be at a minimum, The general ability scores of
" the individuals were derived from the Schrammel General
Abllity Test, which is an adaptetion and revision of the
Army Alpha Intelligence Test. Through extensive correla-
tions between ﬁifroront forms of the test and also between
scores on the test and grades made by high school seniors,
it was found that "the test rankes high in respect to both
reliability and valldity,"?

Table II presents the range of general ability scores
within each group, The subjects ranged on the scores from
63 at the bottom te 143 at the top, The ranpge within indi-
-'vidual groups veried from a difference of two points in one
group to a difference of 26 points between the high and low
individuels in another group. The mean range for all groups
was 12,4 points, A later correlatlon of general abllity
scores and talkativeness wes not sisnificant,

The students had been in clase approximately nine
weeks before the discussions were held, Since no student
was assigned to a group outside his class, the groups were
assumed to be somewhat soclally oriented. No attempt was

made to include or exclude friends from groups by use of

7H. E. Schrammel, Manual of Directions, Schrammel
General Ability Test, (published by Bureau of Educational
Measurements, Kensas State Teachers College, Emporis, 1959),
Pe 24



25

TABLE II
RANGE OF GENFRAL ABILITY SCORES WITHIN

EACH DISCUSSION GROUP

yump 3 ° ¥y
Pigscussion Group in Reange Within
Number Group Each Group
1 L 89-101
2 i 102-109
ﬁ ﬁ 112-113
116-123
5 I 63- 89-
6 5 89-104
g S 105-110
| 115-128
9 S T2- 92
10 E 100-10
11 105-11
12 L 119-132
1 S 81- 96
U; $ 99-117
1 5 118-137
16 5 77=102
1l ﬁ 108-116
1 118-143

Total 80
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sociograms, and any matchings on this factor were purely by
chance.

Because of the limited size of the individusl classes,
the groups could not be matched on the basis of sex., Table
III presents fho composition of the discussion groups by
sex, Matched on the basis of general ability scores, two
groups, by chance, were composed of all girls; three groups

were composed of all boys; and thirteen groups were mixed,

Selection of discussion topies. The finsl selection
of discussion topics was made on the basis of (1) toples
- which would require no research or preparation on the part
of the discussants, (2) topies which had some degree of
inherent interest to college students, and (3) topiecs which
would lend themselves to dlncuc?iona for the allotted length
of time., The discussion toplecs selected were:

l, What should Ye done to improve school spirit at
Emporia-State?

2« What are some ways in which the Student Union at
Emporia-State could be improved?

3¢ What should the college student's sttltude be
about drinking?

4. What should be the influence of the Student
Couneil in determining school policy at Emporia-
State?

Length of discussions, Four discussions of fifteen

minutes in length were held for each group, or s total of



TABLE III
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COMPOSITION OF DISCUSSION GROUPS BY SEX

umber of groups with
each sex combination

Group Composition
Males FimaIa!*

| Total in
each Grou

%WM

Hrth»u4pAH;rhw4h‘

hotala 18

| holetusholnof -
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geventy-two discussions., The discussions were held on two
different days during the regular cless meeting time, and
the two sesslons were five days apart,

Fifteen minutes was chosen as the time limlt because

Ponner found that "given a limited period of time--an aver-
age of about fifteen minutes--a group of flve feels that it
has enough time for discussion,"d

Utterback also ecame up with an interesting conelusion

based on the findings of his experiment. He states that:

In discussion of five minutes or less, there is
little time to explore the argument and majority influ-
ence 1s strong, . « + when nine minutes ere available
for discussion, many argumenis are presented and crite
icized, majority influence wanes, thinking becomes con-
fused, and the gqualibty of judgment declines. If still
another four minutes are available, confusion is dis-
slpated, the better argument wing over the peorer, and
the quallty of Judgment reaches its maximum point.9

The students were given the discussion topic and

allowed two minutes to think of possible solutions to the
problom.lo Then they were told to begin discussing the
problem, No member was designated as leader, and any member
could initiate the dlscussion and contribute as he so

desired or the situation permitted. As o motivational

8Bonner, op. cit., ps 21k,
9Utterback and Fotheringham, op. cit., pp. 268-277.

107he specific instructions read to each group are
included in Appendix A,
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influence, the members were informed that they would be
traded on the discussion, that each Individual's grade would
be based upon the functioning of the group as a totallty,
and that this grade would be used by the 1lnstructor as a
regular lpoocﬁ grade, To help make the discussants more
aware of the group problem=-solving aspect of the dlascusslon,
the observer told them when three minutes were left in the
discussion time in order to use the final moments to reach
some sort of agreement as to the best solution or answer to
the discuasion problem, At the end of the dliscussion, the
students were asked to write 2 short report of what the
group had aeccomplished.

At times the groups would cease discussing before the
allotted time had elapsed. In this ecase, the observer would
give the discussants an opportunity to discuss the points on
which agreement could be reached, and then would officially
stop the discussion. A corrected time, based upon the total
time used in talking by all members in the group, was used
on each individual discussion in the determination of the

proportionate participation for each discussant,.ll

Selection and training of observers. The observers

in charge of the individual discussion groups and who were

11"Proportionute participation™ 1s discussed later in
this chapter,
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responsible for recording the participanta' contributions
were a speech faculty member, three graduste speech atudents,
and a junior speech major, All observers had elither com-
pleted a senior class in group discussion techniques or else
had had some éﬁactical experience in managing or perticl-
pating in group discusslons where they were aware of the
discussion process.

A practice discussiocn session was held which gave the
observers some practlical experience in timing contributions
with a atop watch, This practice session served a twoe-fold
purpese: (1) It gave the observers an opportunity to femie
liarize themselves with the experimental situation which
they would encounter, and (2) it gave the researcher a means
of determining, first, if the experiment were feasible, and
secondly, the reliability of the ocbservers in accurately
recordin: correct times on the participation record,12

The results of the practice session indicated the
method was functional, Not only did all the observers
record the same number o  econtributions for each discussant,
but the individual timings were extremely close, As a typl-
cal example, Participent #3 in the practice_ discussion was

timed as follows by the flive observers:

121 sample of the participation record devised for
this study is ineluded in Appendix B,
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Observer 1 180 seconds
Observer 2 174 seconds
Ubserver 169 seconds
Observer ﬁ 178 seconds
Observer 5 192 seconds
Tape timing 192 seconds

Further, the observer who recorded the shortest time, 169
seconds, was conslstently shorter in his recordings, so that
the proportionate participation was not serlously affected.
A tepe recording of the discuassion was later timed, and
timings from the tape were found to co-inclde within a few
seconds of the timings mede during the dlscussion, The
slight variation in times which did exist was not enough to
- have any slgnificent effect on the per cent of proportionate

participation used in the correlation,

Timing contributions. The observers were instrueted

to time with a stop wateh the individual contributions of
the discussants. If a contribution was of such short dura-
tion that a timing was impossible to obtain, a mark was made
to indicate that a communieantion had been initiated. The
first Ilnstruction called for a specific timing of any con-
tribution of five seconds or more in length, end & mark made
for any contribution which was shorter than five seconds.

It was found, however, that in many cases, contributions of
three and four seconds could be accurately timed after the
obssrvers had become familiar with the experimental pro-

cedure,
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It was also found through experimental timings of

short contributions that two seconds was the average time
for the contributions indlicated by a mark on the participa-
tion record; therefore, this figure was used in determining

the total time of each participant,

Method of determining talkatlveness. Because of the
differences in the sigze of the groups, and also because of
the differences in the total corrected times of the dlscus-
sions, some method had to be devised in order to equeste the
amount of talking of various individuals in different situa=-
- tions. A discussant's "per cent of proporticnate partiecipa-
tion" was the answer,

In a discusaion group of {lve members, each member
theoretically would be allotted twenty per cen: of the total
time to fill, In a group of four, each member would theo-
retically have twenty-five per cent, The extent teo which
each member filled this allotted time, then, could be con-
sldered as a measurement of talkativeness, For example, if
e member of a five member discussion group talked one-fifth
of the total time, this member's per cent of proportionate
participation would be 100 per cent. If another member of
this same group talked one-tenth of the total time, his per
cent of proportionate participation would be 50 per cent,

With this method, all seventy-four subjesets could be

arranged in renk order in one group, end it slsc provided a
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means of correlating the results of the experiment on a

scatter dlagram,

Personality test used. The Edwards Fersonal Frefer-
ence Schedule, vallidated as an instrument of psychological
research, was empleoyed in thils experiment, The subjects
were given the test as a part of s large scale testing pro-
gram of all the Fundamentals of Speech students enrolled in
the spring semester, 1962,

The E.FP.P.S., by means of 225 personel cholce selec~
tions of one of & palr of statements whiech the subject con-
gslders to be more representative of himgself, measures fif-
teen personslity need variables. Thege varlables, as
described in the Edwards Manual, are:

l, ach Achlevement: To do one's best, to be successful,
to accomplish taasks requiring skill end e fort, to be a
recognized euthority, to accomplish something of great
significance, to do a difficult job well, to solve dif-
ficult problems and puzsles, tc be able to do things
better than others, to write & great novel or play.

2« def Deference: To get suggestions from others, teo
find out what cthers think to follow instructions and

do what 1s expected, to pralise others, to tell others
that they have done a good job, to acecept the leadership
of others, to read about great men, to conform to custom
and avoid the unconventional, to let others meke deci-
sions. ;

3¢ ord Order: To have written work neat and organized,
to make plans before starting on a difficult task, to
have things organized, to keep things nest and orderly,
to make advence plans when taking a trip, to organize
details of work, to keep letters and files according to
some aystem, to have meals organized and a definite time



34

for eating, to have things arranged so that they run
smoothly without change.

ks exh Exhibition: To say witty end clever things, to
tell amusing jokes and stories, to talk al:out personal
adventures and experiences, to have others notice and
comment upon one's appearance, to say things Just to see
what effeet it will have on others, to talk about per-
sonal achievements, to be the center of attention, to
use words that others do not know the meaning of, to ask
gquestions others cannot answer.

5, aut Autonomy: To be able to come and go as desired,
to say what one thinks about things, to be independent
of others in making declsions, to feel free to do what
one wants, to do things that are unconventional, to
avold situations where one is expected to conform, to do
things without regard to what others masy think, to
eritlicise those in positions of authority, to aveold
respongibllities and obligations.

6, af Affilistion: To be loyzl to friends, to partici-
pate in friendly groups, to do things for friends, to
form new friendships, to make as many friends as pos-
sible, to share things with friends, te do things with
friends rather than alone, to form strong attechments,
to write letters to friends,

T« int Intreception: To analyze one's motives and
feelings, to observe others, to understand how others
feel about problems, to put one's self in another's
place, to judge people by why they do things rather than
by what they do, to analyze the behavior of others, teo
analyze the motives of others, to predict how others will
act,

8, suc Succorance: To have others provide help when in
trouble, to seek encouragement from othera, to have
others be kindly, to have others be sympathetlec end
understanding about personal problems to receive a great
deal of affection from others, to have Qthers do favors
cheerfully, to be helped by others when depressed, to
have others feel sorry when one ia sick, to have a fuss
made over one when hurt,

9. dom Dominance: To argue for one's peint of view, to
be a leader in groups to which one belonga, to be
regarded by others a&s a lesader, to be elected or
appointed chalrman of committees, to mske group
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decisions; to gsettle arguments esnd disputes between
others, to persuade and Influence others to do what one
wants, to supervise and direct the sections of others, to
tell others how to do thelr jobs,

10, aba Abagement: To feel gullty when one does some-
thing wrong, to accept blame when things do not go right,
to feel that personal pain and misery suffered does more
good than harm, to feel the need for punishment for
wrong doing, to feel better when giving in and avolding
a fight than when having one's own way, to feel the need
for confession of errors, to feel depressed by inability
to handle situations, te feel timid in the presence of
superiors, to feel Inferior to others in most respects.

11, nur Wurturance: To help friends when they are in
trouble, to agsist others less Tortunate, to treat
others with kindness and sympathy, Lo forgive others, to
do small favors for others, to be generous with others,
to sympathige with others who are hurt or sick, te show
a great deal of affection toward others, to have others
confide in one about personal problems.

12, chg Change: To do new and different things, to
travel, to meet new people, to experlence novelty and
change in daily routine, to experiment and try new
things, to eat in new and different places, to try new
and different Jobs, to move about the country and live
in dirfferent places, to partielpats in new fads snd
fashlons,

13. end Endurance: Teo keep at a job until 1t is finished,

to complete any job underteaken, to work harld at a task,
to keep at 2 puzzle or problem until 1t is solved, to
work at =2 single Job before taking on others, to stay up
late working in order to get a job done, to put in long
hours of work without distraection, to stick at a problem
even though it may seem as if no progress 1z belng made,
to avoid being interrupted while st work,

14, het Heterosexuality: To go out with members of the
opposite sex, to engage in social activitles with the
opposite sex, to be in love with someone of the opposite
sex, to kiss those of the opposite sex, to be regarded
28 physieally ettractive by those of the opposite sex,
to participate in disecussions about sex, to resd books
and plays involving sex, to listen to or to tell jokes
involvins sex, to become sexually excited.
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15, agg Aggression: To attack contrary points of view,
to tell others what one thinks mbout them, to criticize
others publiely, to make fun of others, to tell others
off when disegreeing with them, to get revenge for
insults, to become angry, to blame others when things go
wrong, to read newspaper accounts of violence.

Generai discussion procedures and comments, <The sub-

Jeets in the individual discussion groups were not told the
specifiec purpose for the discussions in terms of the experi-
mental factors involved., Although the students were aware
that they were belng used in an experiment, they also were
conscious of the fact that a grede would be given on the
group's performance, and that, in thls sense, the discus-
“sions were a part of thelr regulaer class work.l3

The discussions were held in a separate room for each
group, with only the group members and the observer present.
The observer was instructed to gilve the students the neces-
sary information to get the dlscussions started, and then to
remain as inconspicucus as possible during the actual dis-
cussion,

The researcher recognizes that the composition of the
groups in terms of personality combinations could have an
effeet on indlividual contributions in different groups. The

reasponse of a submissive person, for example, in a group of

13Tho explanation read te the subjects the class
meeting before the discussions begean 1s included in
Appendix C,
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other submissive persons would lozlcally be gulte different
than this same person's response in a group of aggressive or
dominating personalities. Certain other personality combie
nations could concelivebly have an effect on the talkative-
ness of diffofont individuels., It was assumed, however,
that with the number of subjects used, 1f the personality
need varlables did have any effect on the amount of telka-
tiveness, these characteristics would predominate enough to

be statistieally significent.



CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA

This chapter will present and interpret the data
obtained from the discussion experiments., Items which will
be conalidered eare the correlation of personality varliables
and talkativeness, the effect of intelligence on thls cor-
relation, and observed effects of sex differences as applled

to talkativeness in small group discussion,

Date used in study. The scores to be correlated were
those discussed in the Chapter III; that is, the individual's
per cent of proportionate participation and the raw scores
from the Edwards Fersonal FPreference Schedule which indie
cated the personallity need variables of individuals.
Peerson's product-moment coefficlent of correlation was used
for correleting each personality need vaeriasble with talka-
tiveness.

The & priorl predictlons made by the researcher
between the personality variasbles and tealkativeness are
summerized in Table 1IV.

The results of the correlations of the fifteen per-
sonality variables with talkativeness in small group dis-
cusaion are listed in Table V.,

The ma jor purpose of this study was divided into three
questionsy Each of these will be considered individually,



TABLE IV

A PRIORI PREDICTIONS OF RESEARCHER REGARDINVG
PERSONALITY NEED VARIABLES
AND TALKATIVENESS

vaeriable with telketiveness

Achlevement
Deference
Order
Exhibition
Autonomy
Affiliation
Intraception
Succorance
Dominanece
Abasement
Nurturance
Change
Endurance
Heterosexuality

Aﬁﬁrcalion 0

#+ indicates an snticipated pesitive relstionship
= Indicates an anticipated negative relationshilp
0 indicates no antiecipated correlation

O+ 000+ 001 OF+OT+

39



L0

TABLE V

CORRELATION OF PERSONALITY NFED VARIABLES WITH
TALKATIVENESS IN SMALL GROUF DISCUSSICN

variable Pearson r
Achievement 09
Deference 0L
Order .11
Exhibition .00
Autonomy 0
Arfiliation - 0
Intraception - .33**
Succorance -
Dominance .33'*
Abasement - <10
Furturance - JOi
Change 02
Endurance .18

Hoterosexuallty .08
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Question 1, Is thers & positive relationship between
talkativeness in small group discussion and the personality

variables Dominance, Achlievement, Exhibition, and Endurance?

The personality variable Dominance showed a positive
correlation of ¢33 with talkativeness in small group dlscus-
sion, This 1s significant at the ,01 level of confilidence.
The other three varlables showed no significant relation-
ship, although the positive correleation between Endurance
and talkativeness of ,18 approasched the .05 level,

The Dominance correlation with telkativeness con-
firmed an eerlier finding of Scheldel, Crowell, and Shepherd
concerning Dominance ag a tralt of effective discussants,
and verified the predicted correlation with talkastiveness as
stated in the problem,

A correlation of Dominance and talketiveness with
intelligence held constant disclosed a positive correlation
of +32, which was also significant at the .01 level of con-
fidence.

The formuls used in holding the intelllgence variable

constant wau:l

rl2 = r13 ra;3.
(1 - 7250 (1 - gy

12,3 =

15, ». Guilford, Fundamental Statistles in Psycholo
and Edueation (New York: McOraw-Hill BOOK CO., 50),

Pe .
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where
r12.3 is the correlation of the personallity variable
and talkativeness with intelligence held con-
stant;

™2 ia the correlation of the personallty varlable
and talkativeness;

r13 is the correlation of the personslity varlable
and intelligence;

r23 is the correlation of talketiveness and intel-
ligence.

The correlations used in this formula ere found in
Table VI,

To hold the personality variesble constent while cor-
. relating intelligence and talkativeness, the same formula
was used, with 1 and 2 representing the variables being cor-
related and 3 representing the variable held constant,

A correlation of intelligence and talkativeness with
Dominance held constant was not significant,

Dominance had been defined as the need "to be
regarded by others as & leader, « « « to make group deecl=-
siong, to settle arguments and disputes between others, to
persuade others to do what one wants . . "2 This need,
then, can evidently be satisfied through talkativeneas in

small group discussion,

2Edwarda, loec. cit.
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TABLE VI

CORRELATIONS USED IN “ORMULA TO HOLD
INTELLIGENCE VARIABLE CONSTANT

—_———— e =

Varlables correlated Coefflclent of correlation
. Dominence and Talkativeness +,33%%
Intraception and Telkativeness -.Bu**

General Ability and
Talkativeness +,07

Dominance and General
Abllity +.12

Intraception and General
Ability +,05

**signirioant at .01 level of confidence
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Question 2. Is there 2 negative relationship between

talkativeness in smsll group discussion and the personality

variable Affiliation?

The correlation between Affiliation and talkative-
neas, althougﬂ it was negative, was not signifieant,

On the basis of this finding, the hypothesls must be
re jeeted, Although Afrilietion was defined as the need "to
participate in friendly graupl,”3 the participation ecan
evidently be of a passive nature and is not related to the
amount cof talking done by the member, This finding does not
substantiate an earlier flinding by Scheidel, et, al,, which
" showed e significant negative correlation between Affllia-

tion and effective discussants.

Question 3. Is there a relationship between

talikntiveness in small group discussion and the personality

variables Deference, Order, Autonomy, Intraception,
Sueccorance, Abasement, Nurturence, Change, Heterosexuality,

and Apgeression?

There were no significant correletions between
Deference, Order, Autonomy, Succorance, Abasement,
Furturance, Change, lHeterosexuallty, and Agéresaion and

talkativeness in small group discussion, The negative

31bid,
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correlation between Succorance and talkativeness of ,18
approached the .05 level,

One value judgement finding which was significant at
the .01 level, and which had not been predicted, was the
negative corrointion of +34 between the personality varlable
Intreception and talkativeness in small group diacussion,
The correlation of Intraception and talketiveness with
intelligence held conatant was elso signifiecant at the .01
level, The correlation of intelligence and talkativeness
with Intraception held constant wes not significant,

With the exception of the correlation betwsen
)Intracoption and talkativeneass, the null hypothesis can be
accepted,

The unpredicted negative correlation of Intraception
and telka tivenese should be of conecern te people working in
the area of small group discussion, for one of the points
stressed in many discussion books is that discuasants should
aettempt te understand the other individuasls in the group.

In elither speaking or listening, amsuming the other peraon's
point of view may help eliminate needless misinterpretation
and misunderstanding., Howell and Smith, however, emphasize
that the discussant must go beyond the "wanting® to identify
with the other person, but fulfill, as much as possible, tnose desires.lt

bwilliem S, Howell and Donald K, Smith, Discussion
(Wew York: Meemillan Company, 1956), p. 23.
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Braden and Brandenburg point out that good listening,

also, is more than just keepins quiet while the other fellow
is speaking; it includes attempting to understand the
speaker's point of view and roasoning.5

The posifivo relationship of Dominance and the nega-

tive relaticnship of Intraception with talketliveness were
the major influences found; however, two other correlations,
although not statistieally significant, might be noted, A
positive correlation of .18 between Endurance and talkative-
ness and a negative correlation of .18 between Succorance
and talketiveness were mentioned earllier, These persgonality
variables were predicted to have effects on talkativeness
which were only slightly indieated by the correlations
found,

Whenever a relationship between two variables is
established beyond reasonable doubt, the fact that the
correlation is small mey merely mean that the measure-
ment situation is contaminated by many things uncon=-
trolled or not held constant, One can readily conceive
of an experimental situstion in which, if all irrelevant
factors had been hold6eonatlnt, the r might have been
1,00 rather than ,20.

The difficulties involved in helding all variebles

congtant with the exception of the experimental factors in

SWaldo W. Braden and Farnest Brandenburg, Oral
Decision Making: FPrinciples of Discussion and Debate (New
Vork: Harper and Brothers, 1955), Pe 260,

6Gu11r°!‘d, 22. c.i.t., Pe 166.
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small group discussion were discussed in the preceding
chapter, Many of the interactional elements of a group are
not only uneontrollable, but also highly unprediectable.
Perheps as experimental discussion technigues are perfected,

means will beifound to hold more of the varlables constant.

Talkativeness and sex. Sex differences as an influ-

ence on talkativeness, while not considered of major impor-
tance in this paper, might also be mentlioned. WNo conelu-

sions can be made on the bagis of this data, but the find-
ings do suggest an area for further research.

One aspect noted here was the high percentage of male
subjJects who ranked high in talkativeness in comparison with
the female subjects, Of the twenty-five students in the
high telkative group,! twenty-one were males and only four
were females; whereas in the low talkative group,a only ten
were males and fifteen were females, These data are sum-
marized in Table VII.

It should also be noted that of the four females who
ranked in the high talketive group, two were in groups come

posed only of females, and the other two were 1n groups

-

TThe high talketive group is the upper 34% (25 sub-
jecta) in talkativeness.

8rne 10w talketive group 1s the lower 3L4% (25 sub=-
Jects) in talkativeness.
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containing only one male discussant each; so all groups in
which females ranked as high talkers were predominantly
female .

0f the twenty-one male subjeete who ranked high in
tllk&tiVOhOll; elghteen were in groups predominantly com-
posed of males, while the other three were 1in groups com-
pesed predominantly of females, It must 2l1lso be noted, how-
ever, that sixty-four per ecent of all the subjects were in
groups which were predominantly male, and only thirty-six
per cent of all the subjects were in groups which were pre-
dominantly female., There were no groups conteining an equal
number of each sex.

Hoffman found that sex can influence group member
attraction to other members when combined with personality
heterogeneity, He coneluded:

Heterogenelty, either of personality or sex alone,
appears to have no direct affect on the attraction of
group members to each other , , . When, however, sex
heterogeneity 1s combined with porsonal‘ty heterogene=-
ity, a sharp drop in attraction occurs.

From this conclusion, one could hypotheslize that sex

differences in a group,or an interaction of sex and person-

ality, has some effect on talkativeness in problem-solving

discussion. One hypothesis that is suggested on the basis

9L. Richard Hoffman, "Similarity of Personality: A
Basis for Interpersonal Attraction?" Sociometry, 21:300-308,
December, 1958, pp. 305=306,
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TABLE VII

NUMBER OF MALES AND FEMALES RANKING
HIGH AND LOW IN TALKATIVENESS

Talkativeness Male Female
. High* 21 M
Low™ 10 15
Average 10 1k
Totals gl 22

"Migh talkative group 1s the upper 34% (25 Subjects)
in talkativeness. Low talkative group is the lower 34%
(25 Subjects) in talkativeness.
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of this deta 1z thet a diseussant will tend teo talk more in
a group predominantly composed of members of the same sex
than in a group predominantly ecomposed of members of the
opposite sex.

In uumﬁary, the results of this study support the
hypothesis that & talketive member of a small group discus-
sion will evince & personality need for Dominance on the
E.P.P.8,

The findings do not support the predicted positive
correlatlions of telketliveness end Achievement, Fxhibition,
and Endurence with any degree of significance, The pre~
dicted negative correlaticn between talkativeness and
Affiliation was not significently substantiated by the find-
ings of this study.

Fo correlaticons were predlcted hetween talkativeness
and Deference, Order, Autonomy, Succorsnce, Abasement,
Nurturance, Change, Heterosexuelity, end Aggression; and
these were verified by the findings.

The one result which was not predieted was the nega-
tive correlation of talkativeness and Intraception in small
group discussion, This finding indicates that the wide-
spread philesophy of inguiry whiech is promulgated in neerly

every discussion book may not, In reality, be as much a part
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of problem-solving group discussion eas the discussion

authorities would consider deuirable.lo

10390 Dean C. Barnlund and Franklyn S, Haimen's The

%% ien of Discussion (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company,
PPe 265=2724

Also, Halbert E, Gulley's Disculuioﬁ; Conference, and
roup Process (New York: Henry HoItT and Co., 1960),

PP. 113~ o

Rupert L., Cortright and George L, Hinds's Creative
Discussion (New York: The Macmillan Company, 19597, PPs =9

Braden and Brandenburg, op, cit., pp. 257-262,



CHAFTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
I. SUMMARY

The first chapter of this study discussed the problem
and defined the ma jor terms used. The importance of the
study and limitations were also stated.

The purpose of this study weas to dlgcover any cor-
relations which may exist between certain personality need
variables of indlvidusls es indlcated on the Edwards
Personal Freference Schedule and talkativeness in small
group discussion, The hypotheses were in three forms:

(1) & positive correlation was pre.icted rfor talkativeness
and Dominance, Achievement, Exhibition, and Endurance; (2) a
negative correlation was predicted for talkativeness and
Affiliation; and (3) no correlation was prediicted for talk-
ativeness and Deference, Order, Autonomy, Intreception,
Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, Change, Heterosexuality,
end Aggression,

Chepter II presented a review of tha literature
regarding the effect of personallity on individual behavior
in small group discussion, It was found that research
studlies in the area of correlating personality variables

with leadership, which was shown to be related to the



53
talkativeness of group members, have been relatively incon-
sistent and inconeclusive.

Chapter III discussed the groups selected and mate-
rials used in the experiment.

El;ﬁty students from five sections of Fundamentals of
Speech at Kansas State Teachers College, Emporia, took part
in the experiment, 8ix students were eliminated from the
analysis because their personality scores were elither
unobtainable or not valid due to inconsistency on the test.
The remaining seventy-four subjeets consisted of thirty-
three females and forty-one males, Fighteen discussion
groups, composed on the basis of generel ability ascores to
keep the intelligence variable constant, were formed using
four or five members per group.

Each g;oup discugssed four different toples for a
total of seventy=-two group discussions of fifteen minutes
duration., A trained observer was present at each discussion
to time each individual's contributions with a stop watech,
From this raw time, the discussant's per cent of propor-
tionate participation wes figured, and this was then cor-
related with the raw scores from the E.F.F,.S.

Chapter IV presented and analyzed the data obtained

from the experiment,



II. CONCLUSIONS

Conelusions reached in this study are valld only when

considered

conditions
l.
-

3.

L.

within the eonditions of the experiment. These
were:

The greup members were approximately the same age
and had similar educational backgrounds.

The studenis were required to participate to earn
grade credit in speech class.

The students were in the same class for approxie
mately nine weeks before the experiment,

An observer was present for each discussion,

The following conclusions seem Justified on the basis

of the findings:

1.

2

3.

Since Dominance correletes significantly with
talkativeness in small group discussion, it seems
that talkativeness in discussion groups is one
means of satlsfying this need.

A significant negative correlation existed
between Intraception and talkativeness indicating
that the person who talks more hes less need for
attempting to understand the other members of the
group.,

There were no significant correlations between

talkativeness in small group discussion and the
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personality variables Achlevement, Deference,
Order, Exhibition, Autonomy, Affilistion,
Succorance, Abasement, Nurturence, Change,
Endurance, Heterosexuality, end Aggression,

Tw6 correlations, although not statisticelly
significant, were nected, A negative correlation
betweer Suecorance end talketiveness, and a posi-
tive correlation between Fndurence and talkative-
ness were high enough to indicate the possibility
of elgnificance., More research 1s necessary to
verify or reject these findings.

Intelligence had no significant effect on talka-
tiveness within the groups as structured in the
experiment,

Discussants tended to talk mere in groups pre-

dominatly composed of members of the same sex,
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-

3.

Y.

S-

6,

III, IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

What factors in addltion to the individual per-
sonality need variables found in this study have
an.affect on talkativeness? Further research may
reveal causes still unknown or are now only
guesses.

What influence does intelligence have on the per-
sonality's affect on talkativeness in terms of
high and low ability groups? An enlarged experi-
ment similar to the present study could be con=-
ducted, with high end low level groups correlated
separately in regards to personality need vari=-
ables and talkativeness.

How eould personelity profiles, as opposed to
individual personslity need variables, be used in
determining causes of talkativeness?

How does homogeneity or heterogeneity of person=-
ality affect talkativeness of individuale in
small group discussion?

If further research confirms the correlation of
low Intraception and talkativeneia. what sateps
ecan group members take to compensate for or over-
come this?

What influence, if any, do Endurance and

Suecorance heve on talkativeness in small group
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discussion? Further research using more strin-
gent control techniques may modify the findings
indieated in this study.

7« What influence does sex difference, or an inter-
neflun of sex difference and personality, have on

talketiveness in gmell group dlscussion?
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APVENDIX A
DIRECTIONS FOR OBSERVERS

Arrange the groups in a numerical order as listed on
the Participafion Record from left to right in a semi-ecircle.
This will facilitate the timing of each 1ndividual member.

During the discussion, take a seat facing the group
at the back of the room, Be &s inconsplcuous as possible
once the discuaslon starts.

Read the following te the group before the first
discuassion:

the purpose of thisg discussion group is to find the

best possible s clution to the problemuwhich you will be
given, At the end of the discussion, each of you will
be asked to submit s written consensus of the group's
opinion as to the best solution to the problem. This
will be due at the next class meeting, You will be
graded as a group on the discussion,

Each of you will be given a copy of the problem and
allowed two (2) minutes to think of possible solutions.

Then, when I say to begin the discussion, you will
have minutes to discuss the problem as a group.
I will tell you when three (3) minutes are left in the
allotted time so that you will have a chance to reach
some sort of an agreement,

After the discussion, you will be given four (L)
minutes to Jot down notes to use in writing your sum=-
Mmary .

Here 1s the flrst problem,

Keep the times as indicated In the directions, and keep the

groups informed as noted. Hecord the individual times as
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stated on the Particlpation Record, and if a group stops
discussion or reaches agreement before the allotted time
limit, indicate the total time which was used in the space
provided on the Farticipation Record,

Read fhe following to the group before the second

discussion:

Here is the second discussion problem, Again you
will be allowed two (2) minutes to think of possible
gsolutions, Then {on will be given minutes to
discuse., I will inform you when t0 begin discussing,
andwill let you know when three (3) minutes are left to
give you an opportunity to reach some agreement on the
solution to the problem,

At the end of the discussion, each of you will be
required to write a short paragraph of the group's deci-
slon, which will be handed in at the next class meeting,
If no agreement 1s reached, this should be indicated.

Glve them the problems, and keep the necessary times indie
cated above and on the Participation Record.

Give the group a grade (A, B, G, 0, F), using your own

value judgments as to how well they performed es a group,
and record this on the gecond Fartieclipation Record. This

grade will be based upon both group discussions,
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APPENDIX B

PARTICIPATION RECORD

Observer
Group No, | Discussion No,
Claas
Inatructor Time limit minutes
Time (aetual discussion time allowed)
Room :
Corrected time min, 80C.

Participants:

le Group Grade (A, B G, 5 F)

24

5

6.
INSTRUCTIONS ¢

Make sure the members sre arranged numerically as
listed above from left to right in a semi-circle arrange-
ment at the front of the room, This will facilitate the
timing of each member, Use the spaces below to keep a
record of all contributions made by each individuasl, If a
discussant's contribution 1s less than five (5) seconds in
length, simply make a mark to indicate that a contribution
was made, If the contribution is more than five seconds,
record, to the best of your ebility, the time in seconds
of the length of the contribution,

Read the directions on the attached page very care-
fully.

PARTICIFANT| PARTICIPANT| PARTICIFANT| PARTICIFANT PARTlglPANT
1 2 3 b-

[TOMRTE
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APFENDIX C

INSTRUCTIONS TO BE READ TO EXFERIMENTAL CLASSES
THE CLASS MEETING FRECEDING
GROUP DISCUSSIONS

Next (Wed,, Thurs.) and (Mon., Tues,) you are going
to be taking part in small group discussions which are part
of an experiment being conducted in some of the Fundamentals
of Speech classes, You will not need any advanced prepara-
tion for these discussions, but it is highly lmportant that
you do take part, You will be graded on these discussions,
and there will be no way of making this grade up if you can=-
not be present on the days assigned,

Either I or a graduete speech student will be pre-
sent during the discussion, and he or I will arrange you and
tell you what to do, He will also serve as an observer, and
will be keeping & record of certaln phases of the discussion,

You will be given two problems to discusa, and then,
you, as a group, will discuas various solutions to these
problems, Your goal wlll be to arrive at the best possible
solution to the problem,

Your individual grades will be based upon the fune~
tioning of the entire group, which means that everyone in
the group will receive the same grede, Since the totel

group grade depends upon the presence of all memiers of the
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group, it 1s extremely lmportant that no one is absent., If
you ecannot be present on elther of the two days, let me know
immediately after class.

Here are the groups and the rooms where you will meet
(Wed., Thura;.) and (Monday, Tuesday)., Do not report here,
but go directly to your assigned rooms at (indicate the time
the class meets). The observer will take roll end will pro-
vide you with all the necessary information, You willl need
to bring peneil and paper.
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113
have requested that teachers keep themselves abreast of the
times on educational trends and improved teaching techniques.
School Boards are cognizant of this important phase of
teacher training, and in many areas have made additional
training mandatory.

With such a strong emphasis on teacher growth it is
imperative that all the in-service agencies work together to
provide an in-service program that will meet the needs of
each individual teacher or group concerned with additional
proficiency.

Limitations of the study. This study is limited to
‘?ertain selected school systems in the North Central
Association which have a population range of 25,000 to
100,000. This includes only those systems that have a strong
in-gervice program., It is believed that the study could be
strengthened by limiting the survey to those systems that are
more aware of this important phase of teachers' growth,

This investigation is concerned primarily with the
various ine-service activities which are required, with a
rating of inegervice activities to determine which are most
valuable, and with opinions on the relative effectiveness and
satisfaction of the in-service programs of those systems
involved in the study.

The data received was based on the opinions of

superintendents and administrators. There was no attempt to
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discover the opinions of teachers as to what activities they

felt were most valuable to them., There was no attempt to
discover why a particular ine-service program was satisfactory

or unsatisfactory.

Methods and devices used. In preparation for this
study, related literature pertaining to such features of in-
service education as their objectives, their content, and
desired results were reviewsd and studied to form a
background.

Criteria of desirable ineservice programs were
established through extensive studies of pertinent materials
Jsuch as prior theses, various reports of surveys and experi-
ments, and current professional publications.

The list of school systems to be studied was secured
by writing to each of the State Departments of Instruction
of the nineteen states in the North Central Association.
Sixty-five school systems were suggested as schools having a
strong in-service program.

An inquiry form to measure effectively the in-service
activities of the selected schools was developed. The
purpose of the study was explained by an introductory lotter;
and enclosed with the letter was an inquiry form and a self-
addressed stamped envelope.

Forty replies were received promptly. A follow-up
letter brought nine additional responses. A third request by
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postal card produced one more response, bringing the total to
fifty, or 76.9 per cent of the total number of selected

school systems which were contacted.

criteris. The study of literature on in-service
education as to underlying principles, objJectives, planning,
activities, trends, and methods of evaluating provided the
following criteria for evaluating the fifty selected scheool
systems -and the Hutchinson school system:

1. Supervision, curriculum planning, and ine-service
education should work together to provide opportunities for
teachers to grow on the job., It is the responsibility of
“the school administrators to work closely with the curriculum
director, area supervisors, and consultants to organize and
expedite the program.

2. Individual teachers and administrators must accept
the obligation of improving themselves personally and
professionally. The in-service program should begin with the
"felt needs™ of those involved. Teachers have individualized
problems. This requires flexlbllity for an effective in-
service program. A system-wide in-service program must be
organized to provide opportunities for all subject area
teachers to gain instructional benefits.

3. The objectives for the ine-service program should be

clearly stated. It should be specific enough so that it can
be easily interpreted, yet flexible enough to provide
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opportunities for each teacher to participate. The objectives
should be in printed form and in the hands of each teacher.
The objectives should serve as an evaluative tool to
determine how well the prescribed activities are meeting the
needs of each teacher.

k. The in-service activities ghould be cooperatively
planned by all those involved and the types of activities
should be determined by the needs of the participants. Each
staff member should be given the opportunity to participate
at certain points and to a certain degree in many arrange-
ments,(jet it is the responsibility of the administrators to
‘correlate the activities into meaningful experiences,

5. Although the in-service program is designed to
provide opportunities for each teacher to become more
competent in the area in which he feels most deficient, yet
there are broad areas of concern which inveolve all teachers.
These broad centers of concern should include the following:
improving instruction, improving staff relations, improving
teacher-pupil relations, and improving community relations.

6. The in-service program should be based on the
philosophy that every teacher needs to grow. It is the
responsibility of the administrative staff tb provide oppor-
tunities for all the teachers to become more proficient in
their total teaching experiences. This includes elementary,
Junior high, and high school teachers.
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7+ Many activities should be provided for the teachers.

Some should be required, because of their inevitable value,

other activities should be encouraged, and can only be

encouraged because of other factors such as time, experiencs,

and finances. The feollowing activities should be required:

b.

d.

f.

Continuing with an advanced degree program, the
Bachelor's degree should be mandatory, and
sabbatical leaves should be granted to those who
are working on additional degrees

Participating in curriculum planning

Attending workshops on specific aspects of teaching
Planning and carrying out a series of faculty
meetings

Participating in individual conferences

Visiting schools to observe other members of the
profession at work

Participating in civic activities of the community

The following activities can only be encouraged because

of other factors such as time, experience, and finances:

b.
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