ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF SMALL SELF-UNDERSTANDING
GROUPS ON THE SELF-CONCEPT AND ANXIETY
LEVEL WHEN GROUP COMPOSITION HAS
BEEN VARIED

By

Patrick W. McCary

The purpose of this study was to investigate the
human environment of students as represented by small
self-understanding groups. The study focused upon the
impact of three different group compositions (homogene-
ous, heterogeneous and complimentary) upon the self-
concept and anxiety level of undergraduate students.

The composition of groups was Judged to be a crucial
area to examine because of the known impact of peer
groups upon their constituents and the importance of
understanding how groups might be used to optimize anx-
iety and enhance self-concept in the collegiate environ-
ment.

The literature in the area of small groups indi-
cated that groups do influence their constituents and
that the composition of groups was indeed a crucial vari-

able in thls impact. It was also shown that groups
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could be formed so that the behavior of the group mem-
bers could be predicted.

The research design included the use of nine,
small self-understanding groups (six to eight people)
composed of undergraduate volunteers from the east cam-
pus residence hall complex of Michigan State University.
These students were assigned to either a homogeneous
group (all members identical in personality type), a
heterogeneous group (members have a wide range of per-
sonality characteristics), or complimentary group (mem-
bers are allke on some personality variables and differ-
ent on others). The Myers-Briggs Type Indicafor was
used as the vehicle to vary the group compositions.

Each group was led by a trained group leader who
was a graduate student in student personnel work, with
previous small group experience. The group leaders were
instructed to behave in a non-directive fashion because
of the focus of the study upon the interaction of stu-
dents with students. The groups met for a total of 13
sessions. The first and last sessions weré occupied
with pretesting and posttesting. A total of 11 treat-
ment sessions were held, with the groups meeting twice
a week for six weeks.

The results of the study indicated no significant
differences at the .05 level of significance from pre-

test to posttest on the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale or
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Trait Anxiety Inventory for the three types of groups
(homogeneous, complimentary or heterogeneous). The
results from the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory
(Respect, Empathy and Congruence Scale) also showed no
significant differences at the .05 level of signifi-
cance for the three different group compositions.

A significant quadratic anxiety trend was found
in the heterogeneous group at the .05 level of signifi-
cance. No significant trend was indicated for the com-
plimentary or homogeneous groups. These results sup-
ported the hypothesis that the heterogeneous groups
would experience more state anxiety than either the
homogeneous or complimentary groups.

The complimentary group reported that they would
be more willing to volunteer again for a self-
understanding group, understood themselves better after
the group experience and had thelr expectations ful-
filled to a greater extent than the homogeneous group
members at the .05 level of significance. No signifi-
cant differences were found between the heterogeneous
group and complimentary or homogeneous groups on the
same questions. Another discriminating question
showed that both complimentary and heterogeneous groups
indicated a significantly greater desire to continue

their group experience than the homogeneous group.
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The interactive effects of personality type and
group composition were also explored. The results of
the interactions were computed to explore areas for
future research. The area of interactions was con-
sidered a fruitful area for further investigation.

The analysis of the Rokeach Value Inventory sug-
gested that students who differed in personality type
also held different values. The analysis of pretest
trait anxiety comparing feeling types with thinking
types did not support the hypothesis that the differ-
ent types would significantly differ in their trait

anxiety level.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study 1s to lnvestigate the
impact of different group compositions upon the self-
concept and anxiety level of undergraduate students.
This purpose then is related to how peer groups influ-
ence their constituents and how small groups might be
used to facilitate movement towards the goal of self-
understanding in an atmosphere which 1s conducive to the
enhancement of self-concept and proper handling of anx-
iety. The importance of such a study will be shown
through the following research studies which have exam-

ined stress on the college campus.

Statement of Problem

In the past decade a number of researchers have
examined the collegiate environment with the purpose of
trying to understand the effects of this environment
upon the student. A number of these assessments seri-
ously question the assumption that collegliate environ-
ments support the development of a majority of students.

A recent and extensive study was done by Katz (1968) in



which he followed entering freshmen at Stanford in 1961,
through their college days until 1965. Using intensive
individual interviews along with other psychometric data,
Katz (1968, p. 3) concluded, "The collegiate environment
is a highly controlling one, and it creates stress in
many students." Katz (1968, p. U4) continues to say that
in between the students who are able to use such an
environment to their advantage for development and those
who passively accept the environment as part of their
life styles are:

the bulk of students, whose lives never reach an

adequate expression of their potential because

they are handicapped by inadequate self-awareness

and inadequate self-assertion, as well as by the

environment, whose demands and constraints dis-

courage their spontaneity.

Similarly disturbing data was collected by Trent
and Medsker (1968, p. 78). Their research indicated that
only 28% of the 4,000 students studied graduated with
their original entering classes after four years of col-
lege. Summerskill (1962), in his review of the litera-
ture, found that 40% graduated with their original clas-
ses. Such information leads one to speculate as to
where the energy of many students 1s directed. Some evi-
dence would indicate that they are occupied with devel-

opmental tasks which are not easily accomplished because

of the constraints of the collegiate environment. (Katz,

1968).



Offering support to this idea is the research of
Bratten (1965) and Bryun and Seiden (1965) who found that
the suicide rate among college students was significantly
higher than the general population of the same age. Wer-
dell (1966, p. 75) projects:

There will be 1,000 students who take their 1lives
this year, 9,000 others who will attempt to do so
and 90,000 more who will threaten suicide. Other
students will react to stress less violently. 'l'en
to fifteen percent, without proper treatment, will
have emotional problems serious enough to jeopar-
dize their happiness and effectiveness in college
and later. Countless more students will experilence
the most severe psychological problems of their
lives.

Although these studies do not prove that a causal
relationship exists between the collegiate environment
and suicides, it does offer support to the notion that
college is not an ideal environment for all people and
perhaps, as Katz has suggested, not for a majority of
students. Others have also recognized that the experi-
ences of college can be quite stressful. Cherburne
(1966), Snyder (1966), Farnsworth (1957), Sanford (1967),
and Blaine (1967) have discussed at length the possible
stresses of being an adolescent involved in the transi-
tion period between youth and adulthood and attempting
to cope with the tasks as structured by the college.

Perhaps a key to some of the stress experienced by
students can be found in the lack of attention which most

collegiate institutions give to the pressing needs of

adolescent human beings who are groping for both
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relevance and intimacy from their collegiate world.
Heath (1968) in his study of Haverford students found
that many of them had pressing maturational needs which
had to be met before they could continue at maximum
efficiency in thelr intellectual pursuits. Sanford
(1967), Katz (1968), Fransworth (1957), and others have
also recognized the inextricability of the social-
personal and intellectual needs of the college student.
Werdell (1966, p. 78) argues:

The administrations of a large number of colleges

. . do not officially admit that student psy-
chological problems exist. It is clear, accord-
ing to John Schell, that educators at a good many
American colleges and universities need some edu-
cating themselves.

In contrast to the very real need for professional
guidance in the area of social and personality develop-
ment of students, Katz (1968, p. 256) concludes:

that the university as an institution showed
relatively 1little interest in facllitating their
social development. The challenge of aiding
youth in developing academic, intellectual, and
vocational skills was its area of competence,
and the problem of supplying housing, social
facilities and personal guldance was seen as a
peripheral task. The students related to each
other in ways that were both constructive and
destructive, by trial and error, they developed
varying degrees of social skills and responsi-
bility, in spite of egocentric involvement with
their own pressing developmental tasks, they
offered various kinds of guidance to each other.

In spilte of the lack of social and personal guidance
in many colleges, the development of the total person is

often espoused as a goal for higher education. In fact,



anyone who has read statements of purpose set forth by
educational institutions cannot help but be struck by
their committment to the accomplishment of something
greater than the acquisition of knowledge. Yet, this
something is often so etheral that its accomplishment
is left to the initiative of the student and faith that
the student's presence in the college environment will
lead to a positive experience, and that this in turn
will lead to the unfolding of the human potential of
that student.

Grant (1969, p. 27) has asserted that the colle-
gliate experience takes on relevance for many students
only when 1t is integrated with their becoming a person.
He views the narrowly defined currilcular tasks as being
a potential hindrance to the broader view of college as
a place where students can come and develop the necessary
behaviors needed to find greater fulfillment in 1life.
Other educators would even go so far as to say that human
understanding should not be a tangential concern of edu-
cation but should be the primary focus. Edgar Frieden-
berg (1967, p. 221) puts individual awareness of a per-
sonal nature at the head of educational priorities when
he says:

The highest function of education I would main-
tain, is for people to understand the meaning of
their lives, and become more sensitive to the

meaning of other people's lives and to relate to
them more fully.



The examination of the necessary conditions for such
understanding to take place represents the primary focus

of the present study.

Need for the Study

Before students can proceed in direct and purpose-
ful ways in acquiring new behaviors they must have the
opportunity to understand what behaviors they already
have well developed and what behaviors they need to
learn. The conditions for this self-exploration are of
vital importance. Research will be presented in Chapter
II which will show that groups develop certain '"climates"
which can either facilitate or 1impede the willingness of
individuals to explore their personalities. The climate
is greatly influenced by the behavior and personality
styles of the other group members. Different personality
styles require different group climates to optimize the
anxliety level necessary for creative exploratilon.

Integrally related to the group conditions neces-
sary for self-understanding and self-exploration are the
concepts of self-concept and anxiety level. These two
personality components may be affected by the group cli-
mate, and 1f this climate 1s too threatening it may cause
some students to withdraw and inhibit further communica-
tion with the group. It will also be shown in Chapter II

that anxliety and self-concept are related to a number of



behaviors which are of crucial importance to the goals
of the student and institution.

Many of the implicationé for self-understanding
groups can also be applied to a student peer group.
Often students live in residence halls or similar places
of residence where people around them may affect their
self-concept and anxiety level. A number of studies have
shown that the peer group has a powerful effect on stu-
dents. Some studies indicate that this influence is the
most powerful in the entire university community includ-
ing the influence of faculty. Since this impact does
exist and since some students need a very supportive
human environment to assist them in overcoming stress
related to the developmental problems of adolescence,
the understanding of how student groups can be used to
accomplish these purposes is a fruitful area for examin-

ation.

Definitions

1. Homogeneous group - A group whose members are
similar on each of the four dicotomous scales of the
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator.

2. Complimentary group - A group whose members
share at least one of the four primary orientations
(Intuition, Sensing, Feeling, Thinking) on the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator, but does not possess any members

scoring identically.



3. Heterogeneous group - A group whose members
represent a wide range of personality characteristics as
determined by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and which
does not have any two members scoring ldentically.

4, Self-understanding group - A small group (six
to eight members) whose purpose is to explore thoughts
and feelings which help them to better understand them-
selves. The task, once stated 1s left unstructured to
allow each group to develop in a manner consonant with
the needs of the group members.

5. Trait Anxlety - Operationally defined as the
score on the Trait Anxiety Inventory. It may be anal-
ogized to potential energy. "It indicates a latent dis-
postion for a reaction of a certain type to occur if it
is triggered by appropriate (sufficiently stressful)
stimuli." Spielberger (1968, p. 22) Different individ-
uals are predisposed to react in different ways to a wide
range of stimull with a sympathetic nervous system
reaction.

6. State Anxiety - Operationally defined as the
score on the State Anxiety Inventory. It may be anal-
ogized to kinetic energy and "refers to an emplirical pro-
cess which is taking place now at a given level of intens-
ity." Spielterger (1968, p. 22) It is the actual experi-
encing of anxiety due to a "threatening" stimulus situa-

tion.



7. Self-Concept - Operationally defined as the

score on the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale.

Assumptions

The research hypotheses rest upon the assumption
that similarity of personality type leads to more common
ways of perceiving and responding to the world. The com-
monality then should lead to greater acceptance and
understanding between participants. The experience of
being accepted and understood should lead to a less
stressful group experience and one which enhances the
self-concept. The assumption that greater understanding
will lead to less stress is consistent with the findings
of Grinker (1958, p. 136) who found that the best method
of producing anxiety in subjects was to impede communi-
cation in a dyadic relationship--to feign misunderstand-

ing behavior.

Limitations

Perhaps the most outstanding limitation imposed on
the present study was the use of volunteer undergraduate
students. This method of drawlng a sample limited the
ability to generalize the study's findings to those stu-
dents who would volunteer to participate in a small self-
understanding group.

Another limitation arose due to the frequency of

use of the State Anxiety Inventory. The instrument was
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administered at the end of four of the group sessions in
order to assess any anxiety trends present in the differ-
ent types of groups. Some degree of resistance to fill-
ing out the inventory was expected. It is entirely pos-
sible that this resistance may have taken the form of
careless completion of the form.

The final limitation was a result of the lack of
complete standardization of physical facilities and meet-
ing times for the groups. Because there were nine groups
involved in the study, the meeting rooms for the groups
were not identical. It was also impossible to schedule
each group to meet at the same time on the same days.
However, given the differences in rooms and time sched-
ules, all groups sat in a circular formation without any

obstruction between group members.

Hypotheses Tested

Self-Concept

1. Homogeneous groups will experience a greater
enhancement of self-concept than complimentary
groups.

2. Homogeneous groups will experience a greater
enhancement of self-concept than heterogeneous
groups.

3. Complimentary groups wlll experience a greater
enhancement of self-concept than heterogeneous
groups.



Anxiety

Respect,

11

Homogeneous groups will experience less state
anxiety than complimentary groups.

Homogeneous groups will experience less state
anxiety than heterogeneous groups.

Complimentary groups will experience less state
anxlety than heterogeneous groups.

Homogeneous groups will experience a greater
decrease in trait anxiety than complimentary
groups.

Homogeneous groups will experience a greater
decrease in trait anxiety than heterogeneous
groups.

Complimentary groups will experience a greater

decrease in trait anxiety than heterogeneous
groups.

Empathy, and Congruence

10.

11.

12.

Homogeneous groups will experience greater
respect, empathy and congruence than complimen-
tary groups.

Homogeneous groups will experience greater
respect, empathy and congruence than heterogen-
eous groups.

Complimentary groups will experience greater
respect, empathy and congruence than heterogen-
eous groups.

Friendships

13.

14,

15.

Homogeneous group members will establish more
friendships outside the group than complimentary
group members.

Homogeneous group members will establish more
friendships outside the group than heterogeneous
group members.

Complimentary group members will establish more
friendships outside the group than heterogeneous
group members.
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Feeling vs. Thinking--Trait Anxiety

16. Feeling type individuals will experience greater
pre-test trait anxiety than thinking type indi-
viduals.

Overview of the Study

Chapter I deals with the statement of the purpose,
identification of the problem and need for the study.
The limitations, definitions, and assumptions of the
study and research hypotheses are also presented in this
chapter. Chapter II reviews the literature on self-
concept, anxiety and group composition. Chapter III dis-
cusses the research design, procedure, instrumentation
and the analysis of the data. Chapter IV presents the
results of the study. Chapter V summarizes and discusses

the results of the study and their implications.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF ThE LITERATURE

Since the present study will focus on the effects
of variously composed self-understanding groups and how
they affect the self-concept and anxiety level of their
members, the 1iterature in these latter two areas will
be examined. Literature on group composition will also
be reviewed and, where possible, related to the research
on self-concept and anxiety. Finally, implications will
be drawn from the literature in these three areas and
related to how educators might form groups or utilize
existing groups in helping students to better accomplish
the task of self-understanding in an atmosphere condu-
cive to the enhancement of self-concept and the proper

handling of anxiety.

Self-Concept

An examination of relevant literature in the area
of self-concept reveals how certain experiences and asso-
ciates in an individual's 1ife can lead to an enhancement
or diminuation of his self-concept. Ashcraft and Fitts
(1964) found that individuals undergoing psychotherapy

experienced an enhancement of self-esteem on 18 of 22

13
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variables measured by the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale.
This was compared to a control group composed of subjects
who were waiting for psychotherapeutic treatment and who
experienced significant increases on only two of the 22
variables. Conversely, using the same instrument, Givi-
dens (1959) found that paratroopers who were exposed to
severe physical training, where the threat of failure
and embarrassment were constantly eminent, experienced
a diminuation in self-esteem as a result of their exper-
iences. The troops who experienced faillure were found
to have a significantly greater loss of self-esteem than
those in the passing group although all troops studied
experienced a significant loss of self-esteem.

Studies reviewed by Feldman and Newcomb (1969,
p. 237-239) lend support to the idea that the self-
concept 1s susceptible to influence through associations
with others. The work of Davis (1966) showed that a
student's concept of his academic abilities and chances
for success 1in future occupations was influenced more
significantly by his peers than by the general ability
level of students entering his chosen field from all
colleges and universities. Studies conducted by Skager,
Holland and Braskamp (1966) and Astin (1963) also indi-
cated that high ability students who attended college

with other high ability students were more likely to
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have a lower opinion of their abilities than students of
high ability who attended schools with students of lesser
ability.

An interesting study by Asch (1956) has relevance
for the view that the behavior of others in a small group
can influence the perceptions and reactions of some indi-
viduals. Asch formed groups of seven or eight indivi-
duals where all members but one were confederates of the
experimenter. He then proceeded to have the confederates
purposefully give incorrect reponses to simple judgments
concerning the length of lines. The results indicated
that about one-third of the experimental subjects were
deflected to give an erroneous answer in the face of
group unanimity of incorrect responses.

Also recognizing the influence of others on self-
image are Borel (1964) and Sherwood (1965) who assert
that the self-image is molded by the most significant
others in one's environment. Wylie (1961, p. 121) in
her review of the literature on self-concept concurs:

(a) The self-concept is a learned constellation
of perceptions, cognitions and values. (b) An
important part of this learning comes from
observing the reactions one gets from other per-

sons. (c) The parents are the persons who are
present earliest and most consistently.

Anxlety

Research studies reviewed in the area of anxiety

reveal its close relationship to self-concept. These



16

studies offer substantial support to the idea that indi-
viduals who are high in anxiety tend to have lower esti-
mates of their own self-worth. These studies will be

discussed, along with the work of Spielberger (1968), in
which he dicotomizes anxliety into two major components--

tralt and state anxiety.

Relationship to Self-Concept

Fitts (1964) reports a correlation of -.70 between
the total positive score of the Tennessee Self-Concept
Scale and anxiety scores obtained from the Taylor Mani-
fest Anxiety Scale. This correlation lends powerful
support to the statement which Fitts makes regarding
the importance of overall self-esteem as reflected by
the total positive score on the Tennessee Self-Concept
Scale and anxiety related feelings. Fitts (1964, p. 2)
states:

Persons with high scores tend to like them-
selves, feel that they are persons of value and
worth, have confidence in themselves, and act
accordingly. People with low scores are doubt-
ful about their own worth; see themselves as
undesirable; often feel anxious, depressed, and
unhappy; and have little faith and confidence
in themselves.

Levitt (1967) points out that an individual high
in anxiety is more easily threatened by others than low
anxiety individuals. This leads to a lower estimate of

himself because he is so easily threatened. Rosenberg

(1962) and Suinn and Hill (1964) also found an inverse
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relationship between self-concept and anxiety. Rosenberg
found a correlation of -.68 between self-esteem and anx-
iety using the Taylor HManifest Anxiety Scale with junior
and senior high school students. Suinn and Hill, working
with college students, found a correlation of -.58
between self-esteem and anxiety using the Test Anxiety
Questionnaire.

These findings help make clear the relationship
between anxiety and self-concept. In the same way 1in
which self-concept is affected by the significant others
in one's environment, anxiety may be viewed as being
influenced. Grinker, et. al. (1968) found that the
single most effective way to produce anxiety in experi-
mental subjects was to have an experimenter feign misun-
derstanding behavior in a dyadic relationship. This
method was superior to the threat of electrical shock
and a number of other methods tested in an attempt to
induce anxiety and was judged to be the single most
effective way of producing an anxiety response across

all types of experimental subjects.

Tralt and State Anxiety

An interesting finding in the research of Spiel-
berger (1968) indicates that anxiety can be viewed as
having two characteristically distinct components. He
labels these as the trait of anxlety and the state of

anxiety. The concept of trait anxiety encompasses the
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general amount of physiological arousal which is charac-
teristic of the individual. This arousal is mediated by
an extremely complex interaction of cognitive and chemi-
cal factors. Spielberger finds that individuals differ
in their feelings of experiencing this general physio-
logical arousal level. The other distinct component of
anxiety is state anxiety which is characterized as an
elevation in the general physiological arousal level due
to a stimulus constellation which excites the individual.
He notes that individuals who characteristically report
a higher amount of trait anxiety also experience a
greater elevation in their state of anxiety when threat-

ened by some particular stimulus.

Group Composition

It has been shown that self-concept and anxilety
are highly related to each other and are capable of being
influenced by the significant others in the environment
of the student. The present section has as its primary
purpose the examination of research on how small groups
composed in different ways affect certain outcomes. The
possible impact on self-concept and anxliety will be of
special interest in this review, although few studies on
group composition dealt directly with these two areas.

After reviewing a number of research studies, a
major conclusion which this author reached was that sup-

port for almost any type of group composition can be
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found depending upon the purpose of the group under con-
sideration. Because of the tremendous variance in
research designs, number of participants in a group, and
utilization of different independent and dependent vari-
ables, it was considered helpful to draw upon the work
of Harrison (1965), Stock (1964) and Haythorn (1968) who
have presented éxcellent reviews of the literature on
group composition and have reached some conclusions which
are very relevant for the present study. These three
reviews will act as a framework for relating the other
studies which offer a great diversity in conclusions.
Perhaps the most obvious conclusion which Harrison
(1965), Stock (1964) and Haythorn (1968) reached was
that group composition does have a definite effect upon
a wide variety of outcomes associated with human behav-
ior. 1In reaching this conclusion they review research
studies whose most common method of forming groups or
dyads was the homogeneity-heterogeneity method. This
method of formation consists of taking high scorers and
low scorers on some variable (attitudes, values, person-
ality variables, symptoms, etc.) and then forming the
groups or dyads with either all high scorers, all low
scorers, or a combination of high scorers and low scor-
ers. The homogeneity-heterogeneity dicotomy will be

found in most of the following research studies presented.
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lHHomogeneous Groups

A number of studies were found which lend support
to the concept that individuals wnho are similar on cer-
tain variables are more attractea to each other than
they are to those who are less similar. Izard (1960)
found that people who are attracted to each other were
more similar on personality profiles as measured by the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule than randomly
matched pairs. Izard (1960, p. 50) concluded that,
"personality similarity or similarity of affect needs
and ways of expressing affect is a significant factor
in interpersonal attraction.”" Jackson (1959) studied
friendship choices of 36 female employees of a utility
company and found that friends were more similar than
non-friends on scores for security, sociability, and
ascendance. He found greater attraction for similar
profiles than for complimentary and opposite profiles.
Precker (1952) states that college students chose to
associate more with faculty members and peers who are
similar to them in values. The study was conducted using
soclometric ratings to assess friendshlip formations and
an open ended questionnaire fo rate 39 value criteria.
Eigenbrod (1969) found that the more similar college
roommates were on the Myers-Briggs Type Personality Irdi-

cator, the more satisfied they were with each other.
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Kelley (195%) did a longitudinal study from 1935
to 1954 to determine the impact of marriage upon a number
of dependent variables of marriage partners. He studied
mental ability, values (Allport V-L), Bernreuter PI,
Bell Adjustment Inventory, and Remmer's Generalized Atti-
tude Scale. He states that he initlially found correla-
tions among couples in the range of -.02 to .58 on these
scales. This lack of negative correlation for the 300
couples studied lead Kelley (1955, p. 680) to conclude:
"We found no evidence to support the opinion that oppo-
sites attract." After the follow-up study was completéd
he did not find any significant differences on these
scales. In other words he did not find a homogenizing
effect on any of his outcome measures.

Of special interest in the present study are ways
in which homogeneous groups might be used to help stu-
dents explore similar characteristics together, there-
fore enhancing the self-understanding process. Haythorn
(1968), Harrison (1965), and Stock (1964) all concluded
that groups which were homogeneously formed reflected
the modal characteristics of the individuals in the
group. This means that groups composed homogeneously
along any particular dimension will evidence a pattern
of behavior consonant with the pattern evidenced by the

individual constituents.



Harrison (1965) cites the following examples of
this general tendency in homogeneous groups. Glidewell
(1958) found that groups with a preference for depen-
dency (present themselves as weak and appeal for help
from others) and flight (members tending to withdraw)
show less activity than groups characterized by fight
(major way of interacting with others involves the
expression of hostility and aggression) and counter-
dependency (persons present themselves as strong and
actively resist accepting help.) Stock and Luft (1960)
formed experimental groups on the basis of trainer rat-
ing of individuals as high and low on need for structure.
High structure groups were found to be more active and
expressed less emotion than the low structure groups.
Harrison and Lubin (1965) found that by forming groups
of work-oriented members and person-oriented membters,
differences in the expression of affect was readily dis-
cernible. Schutz (1961) found that a homogeneous group
of "counterpersonals" were judged to be unable to deal
with feelings. Bass and Dunteman (1963), Lieberman
(1958), Hill (1955), Hill and Stock (1958) are other
studies which demonstrated the ability of researchers to
compose and predict the behavior of participants.

Closely related to the idea that homogeneous groups

are a direct reflection of the homogeneous varlable used
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in their formation is an important concept which Harrison
(1965, p. 426) refers to as "The Multiplier Effect". He
states:

"There seem to exist processes in the homogeneous

group which tend to influence individuals to be-

have in much more predictable ways than they nor-

mally do. It 1s as though there were a kind of

"Multiplier Effect" which operates when people

who are selected to have some interpersonal char-

acteristic in common are placed 1in a relatively

unstructured group setting."
He continues to say that members who are similar on a
particular characteristic tend to place similar demands
upon the group. The similarity of demands may be either
reciprocal or antagonistic. The concepts of Haythorn
(1968) become helpful at this point in understanding
this reciprocity or antagonism. Haythorn categorizes
relationships as (a) congruent or incongruent (b) com-
plimentary or not, and (c) competitive or not, depending
upon the variable under consideration. An example of a
competitive homogeneous group would be all individuals
high in need to control. A homogeneous group formed this
way would be antagonistic in Harrison's model. The con-
stituents would place a similar demand upon the group,
but obviously all group members cannot fulfill their need
to control. The result of their situation would exem-
plify Harrison's "Multiplier Effect". If, however, all
members were high in need for affection and were willing

to both give and receive affection, the group would oper-

ate to reciprocally meet the needs of these individuals.
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This latter example illustrates Harrison's '"reciprocity
principle”" and Haythorn's "congruence relationship".
Haythorn's conception of incongruence and complimentarity
are not applicable to homogeneous groups, but will be
discussed in the heterogeneous and complimentary group
sections.

The important conclusion to be drawn from these
examples 1is that homogeneous groups can be experienced
as either highly distressing or very pleasurable depend-
ing upon the independent variable used in their forma-
tion. However, in the present study it is hypothesized
that the task of self-understanding operates to modify
conflict and that the "Multiplier Effect'" helps to high-
light similarities among group members. This then allows
a clearer view of how each individual operates and gen-
erally provides an experience which is satisfying
(increases the self-concept and diminishes anxiety due
to a focusing on the common characteristics of the mem-
bers and the realization that others are like you). It
is, of course, the purpose of this study to test such a
hypothesis.

Another characteristic of homogeneous groups
deserving attention is highlighted by a study conducted
by Steele (1968) using the Sensing and Intuition Scale
of the Myers-Briggs Tybe Indicator. He found that the

very process of meeting in a small unstructured group
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atmosphere is an experience more adapted to the intuitive
type of individual. The important principle to be under-
stood is that certain characteristics are facilitative

of group functioning and others depressive. Conse-
quently, groups formed with all intuitive types are more
likely to approach the traditional T-group "laboratory
style." Steele describes this style as being very
closely related to the behaviors of intuitive types which
he defines as "high activity, individuality, collabora-
tion: a preference for helping, experimenting, dealing
with feelings, becoming involved, understanding processes
and relating them to other situations." He found that
the six laboratory staff members were all extreme intul-
tive types. Conversely these findings seem to point to
the fact that some personality types may find the T-group
experience to be counter to their personal behavioral
orientation.

Harrison (1965) supports the above view with
research 1indicating that homogeneous groups concerned
with authority, power and control will tend to interact
in a hostile and aggressive manner and express negative
emotionality (Glidewell [1958]). Schutz [1961]. He
also states that task-oriented and self-oriented groug
members tend to express negative attitudes toward theilr
groups when homogeneously composed (Bass and Dunteman

[1963]). These findings indicate that although groups
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may be useful to all individuals in understanding common
characteristics, there may not be an intrinsic enjoyment
of a low-structure experience for all personality types.
The findings also imply that self-understanding may be
considerably easier for some personality styles than for
others because of a disinclination among some individuals
for introspection, self-revelation or other behaviors

which are usually assoclated with T-grouping.

Heterogeneous Groups

Conflicting conclusions about the effectiveness of
heterogeneous groups were found throughout the litera-
ture. There appear to be two schools of thought held by
researchers who have evaluated heterogeneous groups.

The first has been well stated by Stock (1964, p. 406).
She concluded that heterogeneous groups "are likely to

be less efficient at problem solving, to display more
frustration and anger and a higher level of affect and

to display less perceptual accuracy." Stock goes on to
suggest that the reason might be that these groups
"devote much futile effort in an attempt to resolve their
interpersonal differences."”

Supporting data was presented by Altman and
McGinnis (1960) who studied the effects of varying group
compositions using the California Ethnocentrism Scale.
They formed two homogeneous groups, one high and one low

on ethnocentrism, and three groups which they termed
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heterogeneous but which were not identically formed.
Two of the heterogeneous groups contained either high or
low ethnocentric majorities, the third heterogeneous
group contained equal numbers of high and low scorers.
The groups were evaluated on discussion behavior (spon-
taneity, rate of response, spread of participation, dir-
ection of response), attitude change, attraction to the
group, sociometric preference, importance of discussion
topic and accuracy of interpersonal perception. The
findings indicated that groups composed of equal numbers
of individuals scoring high and low on the California E
Scale:

manifested less spontaneity, a lower rate of

response, and fewer number of opposition dir-

ected communications, were least accurate 1in

their perceptions of the opinions held by other

members, and were least likely to choose soclo-

metrically others in the group holding views

congruent to their own.

Another researcher reaching a similar conclusion
was Schutz (1958) who found that groups composed of
equal numbers of personal and counterpersonal compatibles
were less productive in accomplishing a number of group
tasks than groups homogeneously composed of all personal
compatibles and all counterpersonal compatibles. Furst
(1951) in discussing work done with homogeneous and
heterogeneous therapy groups asserts that heterogeneous

group members identify with the group more slowly,

insight takes longer, therapy is longer, attendance 1is
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less regular, members show more resistance and destruc-
tive behavior and less rapid symptom removal than homo-
geneously formed groups.

Opposing opinions are held by researchers who
found heterogeneous groups to be superior in the perfor-
mance of certain tasks. Hoffman (1955) (1966) used the
Gullford Zimmerman Temperment Survey to match students
from psychology classes on certain personality charac-
teristics. He conducted the original study in 1955 using
70 homogeneous groups and 128 heterogeneous groups and
replicated the study in 1966 using 15 homogeneous and 18
heterogeneous groups. His findings indicated that the
heterogeneous groups consistently gave higher quality
solutions to the tasks they were performing (role play-
ing and case studies). Tuckman (1964) also found that
heterogeneously composed groups performed better in
stock market simulations than homogeneously composed
groups. Haythorn (1968) cites Hoffman and Smith (1960),
Hoffman and Maier (1961), Triandis, Ewen and Hall (1965)
and Hoffman (1959) as also finding heterogeneously com-
posed groups to be superior on certain tasks. He also
cites Pelz (1956) who studies the productivity of scien-
tists and engineers. He found that daily contact with
colleagues possessing training dissimilar from their own
resulted in higher productivity than daily contact with

similar colleagues. These results imply that the
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stimulation provided by others with dissimilar training
contributed to higher productivity.

The disparate nature of these two groups of find-
ings (heterogeneity superiority and inferiority) might
be reconciled by some of the findings of Haythorn and
Altman (1966) who studied dyads of servicemen in isolated
conditions. They found that dyads formed incompatibly
on the variables of need achievement, need dominance,
and need affiliation performed better than homogeneously
composed dyads. However, they also experienced greater
interpersonal stress. Haythorn and Altman concluded
that stress can be functional to a certain point and
then it becomes dysfunctional. The research of Lonzetta
(1955) and Berkrun, et al. (1962) supports this thesis
of the curvilinear nature of stress. Harrison (1965)
also supports the view that too much stress is possible
in a group, and that it can threaten and confuse some
individuals who find themselves in a situation where
their personality style cannot find expression. This
may occur 1if the behavior of the other group members is
not readily comprehensible because it 1s so different.

The relevance of these findings 1s that in some
heterogeneous groups the increased stress from encounter-
ing others different from you can be channeled into con-
structive and purposeful activity. However, in groups

where interpersonal interaction is highlighted and
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release for interpersonal stress is blocked or unable to
be channeled into meaningful activity, the experience
can lead to dissatisfaction and lack of understanding.
Hoffman (1966, p. 306) states that "the data suggests
that there may be some point beyond which differences
among group members are so great as to lead to destruc-
tive interpersonal relationships in a group." Whitaker
and Lieberman (1964) propose that therapy groups be
formed homogeneously on "Vulnerability" because stress,
which some members can tolerate and may indeed thrive
upon, can produce defensive and disintegrative reactions

in others.

Complimentary Groups

It is helpful to think of complimentarity in terms
of reciprocal interaction leading to the satisfaction of
the needs of two individuals. Thibaut and Kelley (1959)
describe human interaction as being a sequence of payoff
matrices. They conclude:

Individuals develop a complex set of needs, the
satisfaction of which requires particular kinds
of relations with other individuals. This fact
presumably leads men to seek other men with whom
satisfactory relations can be established.
Newcomb (1956, p. 5) concurs, saying that we acquire our
attitudes and feelings atout others through the "recip-
rocal reward principle" which he defines as the rewards

and punishments we receive in our interaction with oth-

ers. Haythorn (1968) defines complimentarity as a
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relationship between two individuals with different but
mutually supporting need structures. He gives the exam-
ple of the individual high in need to give nurturance
being matched with an individual with strong dependency
needs.

According to the above definitions then, a compli-
mentary relationship or group is one where the needs of
the individual members are met through reciprocal inter-
action. This is contrasted to the homogeneous type of
group which may or may not be experienced as "recipro-
cally rewarding" depending on the independent variable
used in its formation, and the heterogeneous group which,
as the previously cited literature has indicated, may be
quite stressful. Harrison (1965) contends that the ideal
training group is one where each member is confronted
with meaningful alternatives to his personality style
while at the same time receiving support for the values
and orientations with which he enters the group. This
allows for a stimulating but not totally confronting
experience. Two basic needs are implicitly recognized
in such a statement. These needs are stimulation and
security. The work of Schultz (1965) on sensory depri-
vation and the writings of Ardrey (1966) support the
notion that every human being has these two basic needs
in varyling degrees. The important point to be drawn

from this line of reasoning 1s that the complimentary



32

group by definition provides for the satisfaction of
these two needs by providing what Stock (1964, p. 406)
calls "bridging" members. These members are able to act
as semi-interpreters for those in a group with opposing
personality styles. This provides each group member with
others who are able, on some level, to understand his
personality orientation.

It would appear from the above description that
the complimentary group is the best under any circum-
stances. But, as Harrison (1965) points out, it is not
difficult to envision times when the homogeneocusly com-
posed group could offer an atmosphere of support to an
individual who for one reason or another is not able to
tolerate the stress of the heterogeneously formed group
or the more moderately formed complimentary group.

Grant (1969) has employed the advantages of both the
homogeneous groups and the heterogeneous groups. He
first uses homogeneous groups briefly (three to four
sessions) to help each personality type understand his
personality orientation by talking about and experienc-
ing the same characteristics in others and to map out
strong and weak personality areas. These groups are
then dissolved and heterogeneous groups are formed where
confrontation with others with different personality
styles helps the student to understand other personality

orientations. The student then attempts new behaviors
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which have been assessed as weaknesses in the more sup-
portive homogeneous groups and which are modeled for him
by his new group members. Such a procedure highlights
the very important principle of determining the purpose
of a group and then composing it along the lines appro-
priate to the accomplishment of that purpose.

The present study has conceptualized a complimen-
tary group in a way which was not found in the litera-
ture on groups. The complimentary groups were formed
using the multi-dimensional personality theory of Carl
Jung and composed so that each of the group members
shared at least one of Jung's four basic functions (sens-
ing, intuition, thinking and feeling). This allowed for
a "common language", as Haythorn (1968, p. 103) terms
it, which means that each group member shared a charac-
teristic which was also shared by every other member in
his group. The other dimensions of personality were
then varied to allow for meaningful confrontation with
others while at the same time having a common language
necessary for some degree of interpersonal understanding.

The literature on group composition, self-concept
and anxliety suggests a number of questidns to which the
present study is addressed. Do different group compo-
sitions have an effect on the self-concept and anxiety
level of undergraduate students? Are different person-

ality types more anxious than others? Is 1t possible to
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discern differences in the atmospheres created within
small self-understanding groups of differing composi-
tions? The answers to these questions seem crucial in
helping college administrators understand in specific
ways the impact of students upon other students and how

this impact might then be optimized.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE

The present chapter will examine the selection and
description of the population and sample, how the groups
were formed, selection and background of the group
leaders, procedure in setting up the study, design of
the study, how the data was analyzed, and a description
of instruments used.

Selection and Description of the
Population and Sample

The sample was selected from among students who
volunteered to participate. A letter asking for volun-
teers for the study was sent to all students in Holmes,
Hubbard, Akers, and Fee Halls. These halls were selected
because of thelr geographic location. They were all in
the same residential complex and 1t was thought that by
drawing the sample from one region it would make atten-
dance at the group meetings considerably more convenient
for the students participating. The total number of
volunteers was 178 students from four co-ed residence

halls on the East campus of Michigan State University.

35
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T'he students were almost evenly divided as to sex
with 88 men and 37 women volunteering. The sample was
predominately freshmen and sophomores. The distribution
of volunteers by residence hall was as follows: Holmes

Hall 91, Akers Hall 21, Hubbard Hall 37, and Fee Hall 29.

Formation of Groups

The nine groups were selected by the method of
stratified random sampling without replacement. This
meant that each individual's name was placed in a "hat."
The groups were then formed by drawing the personality
types from the 16 different types as needed to fill the
groups.

The groups were originally designed to each have
eight members--four men and four women. However, some
personality types were not avallable in the original
sample of 178 (see Appendix F for the exact distribu-
tion of personality types) so that the groups requiring
those types met with less than eight members. Also,
after being selected, a few students indicated they were
not interested in participating. 1In cases where this
occurred before the first group session (no new members
were added after the groups began) an attempt was made
to replace them. However, some of the types that dropped
out could not be replaced due to a lack of 1ndividuals
of the suitable personality type in the remaining sample.

Hence, these groups met with less than eight members.
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After all changes had been made, the groups ranged from
six to eight in number and had a total of 69 partici-
pants. The exact composition of the groups will be rep-
resented 1n the following discussions of the homogeneous,

complimentary, and heterogeneous groups.

Homogeneous Groups

These three groups consisted of students who
scored identically 1in personality type. The types with
the largest number of volunteers were INFP, ENFP, and
INTP. Out of the 178 volunteers, 98 were of these three
types. These types were selected for homogeneous groups
because the other types with eight or more volunteers
did not have enough in excess to fulfill the require-
ments of the complimentary and heterogeneous groups.

The homogeneous groups were composed as follows:

Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3

Type - INTP Type - ENFP Type - INFP

Sex - U Females Sex - 4 Females Sex - U4 Females
4 Males 4 Males 4 Males

Group leader - Group leader - Group leader -

INTP female ENFP male INFP female

Complimentary Groups

The complimentary groups were originally formed on
the basis of three criteria: (1) No two people were
identical in personality. (2) At least one function of

the four primary orientations (thinking, feeling, sensing
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intuition) was common to each member of the group. (3)
The remaining three functions were evenly distributed
among the eight people. The complimentary groups were

composed as follows:

Complimentary Group 1 Complimentary Group 2
(intuition) (feeling)
Type Sex Type Sex
INFJ male ENFJ male
ENFJ female ISFJ female
ENFP female ENFP female
INTJ male INFJ male
ENTP female ESFP male
INTP male INFP female
INFP female
ENTJ male Group leader - ENFJ
female

Group leader - INFJ
male

Complimentary Group 3

(thinking)
Type Sex
ENTJ male
INTJ female
ENTP male
ISTP female
INTP male
ISTJ female

Group leader - ENTJ
male

The functions of feeling, thinking, and intuition were
selected for complimentary groups because of the avail-

ability of personallty types 1n those areas.

Heterogeneous Groups

The heterogeneous groups were formed so that as

much variation as possible was evidenced on the four
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scales of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. That is:

(1) No two people were identical in personality type.
(2) One function was not common to all people in these
groups as was true for the homogeneous and complimentary
groups. The composition of the heterogeneous groups was

as follows:

Heterogeneous Group 1 Heterogeneous Group 2
Type Sex Type Sex
EN'TJ male ENTP female
INFJ female ISKFJ female
ISFP male ENTJ male
ENFP female INFJ female
INTP male ISFP female
ISTJ male INTP male
ENFJ male
Group leader - INTJ
female Group leader - ESFP
male

Heterogeneous Group 3

Type Sex
ENFP female
ESFJ male
ISTJ male
INFP female
ESFP female
ENTJ female
INTJ male

Group leader - ESFJ
male

Selection and Background of Group Leaders

The main thrust of the study was to evaluate the
impact of students upon other students. Perhaps the
ideal situation would have been to have had no group

leaders. However, due to responsibilities of a
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professional nature, group leaders were included in each
group. The leaders were assigned to the groups by per-
sonality type as may be noted 1n each of the groups
above. The homogeneous group leaders were similar in
personality type to the members of their respective
groups. The complimentary group leaders had the compli-
mentary function in common just as did all the other
members of their group. The remaining three leaders
were randomly assigned to the three remaining heterogen-
eous groups.

The group leaders were told nothing about the
nature of the study in which they were participating,
other than that they were to be leaders of a self-
understanding group. (Communications with the group
leaders may be found in Appendix H) They were instruc-
ted to:

behave 1in an unobtrusively quiet manner. This
simply means that you should not be conspicuous
in resisting participation or act in a way that
connotes to the group that you have taken re-
sponsibility for the success or faillure of the
group. You will participate when you feel it
will help another understand himself while at
the same time allowling others to play this role.
If the group behaves in such a way that the
anxiety level or self-concept of a particular
individual is, in ycur opinion not being
enhanced, then behave 1n a supportive manner.

The group leaders were all members of the student
development seminar in the college of education at Michi-

gan State University. They were in their third consecu-

tive term of the seminar and had been members of small
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groups as well as having been group leaders with students

as part of their practicum experience. Each was at

approximately the same level of professional development

in terms of working with small self-understanding groups.

Organizational and Testing Procedure

Late in the winter quarter a letter was sent to all
residents of Holmes Hall informing them that a num-
ber of small self-understanding groups would be
formed during the spring quarter. They were asked to
register at the Lyman Briggs College office 1f they
were interested in participating. A response of 91
students was obtained.

At the beginning of the spring quarter a second
request for volunteers was sent to the residents of
Holmes, Akers, Fee, and Hubbard Halls. Interested
students were asked to call the Lyman Briggs Collegec
Office. The second letter received a response of

87 students. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator was
then sent to each student who signed up either winter
or spring quarter.

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicators were scored and the
groups were then formed using those students who met
the criterion for participation described in the sec-
tion on group formation.

A meeting of all nine group leaders was called the

second week of spring quarter to explain the
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pretesting procedures to be used. (Directions may
be found in Appendix 1)

Each group leader was asked to meet with his group
to administer the pretest and to arrange for a suit-
able meeting time and place. Some students were
unable to attend the first pretest session, so make-
up testing was held. The first group session was
organizational in nature and was considered prelim-
inary to the treatment sessions.

The group leaders were responsible for finding rooms
for their groups 1n the East Complex of residence
halls. Because of the total of nine groups, it was
impossible to schedule each of them in the same room.
Two of the groups (Complimentary l--intuition and
Complimentary 3--thinking) met in the group leaders'
residence hall apartments. The other seven groups
met in Holmes Hall in the coffee room, graduate
advisor's apartment, and conference rooms.

Before the first official treatment group meeting
each of the selected participants was sent a notice.
The notice stated that if he did not feel at this
time that he would be able to participate that he
should contact the Lyman Briggs College Office so
that an alternate could be selected for him before
the first group meeting. A few students responded

and were replaced before the first treatment session.
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No replacements were made after this initial treat-
ment session.

The groups met twice a week for six weeks. All
groups met in the evening and each session was
limited to one and one-half hours. Although they
met in different rooms, all groups sat in a circular
pattern without a table or other obstruction between
them. Some groups met on consecutive days, while
others met with two or three days in between.

Each participant was administered the Tennessee
Self-Concept Scale, State--Trait Anxiety Inventory,
Rokeach Value Inventory, and a brief biographical
data sheet at the pretesting session.

The State Anxiety Inventory was administered again
after the fourth, eighth, and eleventh treatment
sessions of the groups. The inventory was adminis-
tered at the end of these sessions with the direc-
tions that they were to answer the questions as
they felt at that moment.

The posttesting was held at the last meeting of the
groups and was not considered one of the 11 treat-
ment sessions. The tests that were administered
were the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale; Trait Anxiety
Inventory; Respect, Empathy, and Congruence Scale

and a brief questionnaire designed to survey the
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participants attitudes toward the group experience
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