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ABSTRACT
A STUDY OF THE RSLATION3HIPS BETWERN SELZCTED FACTORS
I INTERPORSONAL COMIUNICATION AXND GROUP ATTRACTION

By Dan Lanier Costley

The major purpose of this study was to investizate
the relationships between interaction characteristics in
small croup communication and sources of croup attraction.
This study also investicated the relationshlps zmong inter-
action characteristics and the relationships among sources
of groun attraction.

Zirchty-four male students at lichigan State Univer-
sity served as subjects for tne study. The subjJects were
assigned to tiaree-man grouvs and narticipated in a thirty
minute discussion of civil rishts issues. Zach of the
twenty-eischt croups was observed by two trained observers
who recorded the interaction, usinc a modification of the
Bales interaction process analysis system.

From the observer scores obtalned for eacnh of the
croups, tne followinz ~roup interactlion measures were
obtained: frequency of interaction, percentare of positive
socilal-enotlional reactions, vercentace of necative social-
enotional reactions, pnercentage of attempted answers in the
task area, percentare of questions in the task area, and an

index of equality of varticipation.
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The following sources of ¢croun attraction were measured,
usin~ a questionnaire which the subjects filled out after
the discussions: versonal attraction, tasx attraction, co-
ordination of effort, and satisfaction with sroup decisions.

The product-moment correlations between interaction
measures and croun attraction measures revealed the follow-
ins sirmificant relationshivs: (1) A nerative relationship
between the vercenta~e of nersative social-emotional reac-
tions and each of the followins variables: (a) personal
attraction, (b) coordination of effort, and (c) satisfaction
vith crouv decicions. (2) A sipnificant vositive relation-
shiv between the percentage of attenpted answers in the
task area and the seatisfactlion with group decisions. (3) A
si-nificant necative relationshi» between the vercentare of
questions in the task and the satisfaction with gsrouv
decisions.

The vroduct-moment correlations between the inter-
action measures revealed the following sirnificant rela-
tionshivs: (1) A positive relationship between freguency
of interaction and the percentace of vositive social-
emotional reactions. (2) A nerative relationship between
frequency of interaction and the vercentage of attempted
answers in the task area. (3) A nerative relationship
between the perceantace of attempted answers in the task
area and each of the following variables: (a) the per-

centace of positive soclal-emotional reactions, (b) the
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percenta-e of nerative social-emotional reactions, and (c)
the percentace of questions in the task arez.

The product-moment correlations between the zroup
attraction measures revealed the following siznificant
relationsnins: (1) A positive relationship between per-
sonal attractlon and coordination of effort. (2) A
positive relationshnio between personal attraction and
satisfaction with groun decisions. (3) A vpositive rela-
tionship between coordination of effort and satisfaction
with group decisions. Task attraction did not correlate
sicnificantly with any of the other measures of croup
attraction.

The findincs are discussed in terms of possible re-

search problems sugcested by the obtained relationshins.
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CHAPTER I
RATIONALE AND RESEARCH QUIESTIONS

Rationale
Of the many assumptions implicit in theoretical posi-
tions on small group behavior, a number are concerned with
the formation of groups. In most of these theories the
assumptions concerning the origin of the group are not very
well spelled out. The events occurring during the forma-
tion of the group are often taken as given and are not
considered as sources of future variability within the
group. :ost students of small group behavior take a posi-
tion similar to that stated by Thibzaut and Kelley, "we
take the existence of groups for granted." (Lindze&,
1954, p. 735) |
There have, however, been some attempts to ldentify
The variables influencing group formation. In general,
T hree reasons have been advanced to account for this

P henomenon. First, it has been suggested that the forma-

Tt lon of groups is partially a function of the proximity,
O xr physical nearness, of individuals (Festinger, Schachter,
& nd Back, 1950). Wnile it is true that individuals must
e in physical proximity before a group can be formed, this

A s only a necessary, not a sufficient, condition for the
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formation of a grouv. In order for a group to evolve from
ohysical proximity, there must be some communication among
the individuals in this face=-to-face situation.

Second, it has been suggested that the formation of
groups 1s partially dependent upon the ability of indi-
viduals to mediate goals for one another within the group
context. For example, it may be necessary to Join a union
to hold a jJjob, and in order to play baseball it is necessary
to affiliate with a baseball team. A number of studies
have demonstrated that group and individual attraction will
vary with the promlsed or proven success of these groups
and individuals in facilitating goal attainment (Gil-
christ, 1952; Thibaut, 1950). It should be pointed out,
however, that in this type of affiliation a non-social
means of goal attalnment may be Just as satisfactory and
attractive as a social means.

Third, 1t has been suggested that groups are formed
because individuals represent goals for one another; that
is, individuals have needs which can be satisfied only in
interpersonal relations. Approval, support, friendship,
and prestige have been given as examples of such needs.
Among researchers taking this approach to small group
behavior are Schachter (1959), with his notion of need
for affiliation and Festinger (1954), with his theory of
need for soclal comparison. These 1lnvestigators have
looked for intra-individual needs that are related to the

seeking out of other individuals and the forming of groups.
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In all three of the reasons advanced to account for
the formatioan of groups, interpersonal communication is an
essential element. Given that individuals are involved in
face-to-face communication, the question can be raised as
to whether or not there are characteristics of the inter-
action amonz the individuals that are assoclated with their
interpversonal attraction. In terms of the ability of the
individuals to mediate goals for one another through the
process of interpversonal communication the question becomes:
What are the characteristics of interpersonal communication
that lead to the achievement of specific individual goals
and thus lead to interpersonal attraction? In the areas
of satisfying individual needs which can be satisfied only
in interpersonal relations the question becomes: What are
the characteristics of interpersonal communicetion that
tend to satisfy needs or desires of the individual that
cannot be satisfied outside of a group situation?

The distinction drawn in these last two propositions
1s not a sharp one, and one could argue endlessly as to
i1ts utility. Even so, the differing emphases of these
two propositions seems clear enough to imply a potentially
fruitful problem for research. In the one case, associ-
ation represents a means to an essentiallyasocial goal,
and in the other, the gratifications of the assoclation
itself revresent the goal.

Since all people seeXx the company of fellow human

beinzs, we are not concerned with the question of whnether



4
or not individuals do form assoclations with others. Ve
are concerned with the communication antecedents that lead
individuals to form groups as a result of their inter-
personal associations. One of the major questions of
concern in the area of small group behavior is: Why are
some interpersonal assoclatlons preferred to others? One
method of approaching this problem is through the study
of the relationship of aspects of interpersonal communi-
cation to group attraction. The major question dealt with
in the present study concerns the relationship between
selected characteristics of interpersonal communication
and grouv attraction.

Homans has presented the proposition that "person's
liking for Other varies directly as the frequenéy of his
interaction with him." (1961, p. 162) Evidence supporting
this position has beeﬁ found in a number of studies.
Schachter (1951) found that when the other members of a
group recosnized a deviate they interacted with him often
in an effort to get him to change his expressed opinion;
but, when he would not change, they interacted with him
less and less often and gave him little sociometric choice.
As the group tended toward practical equilibrium, tne con-
formists comaunicated less with the deviate than with
other group members and were less attracted to him. This
study seems to support the conclusion that the less the

likinz, the less the interaction.
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In an experiment by Potashin (1946), children in
three grades of a primary school were used as subjects.
Simvle sociometric tests were given, and pairs of children
were formed. The two members of every palr in one group
were children who had chosen one another sociometrically;
the two members of every pair in the otaer group were
children who had not chosen one another. The investigator
then gave each pair a standardized subject for discussion
and observed the interaction that followed. He found that
the amount of uninterrupted discussion was greater 1in
pailrs of friends than in pairs of nonfriends. The main
finding, that friends interacted more often than non-
friends, 1s certainly not surprising. While Potashin used
friendship or interpersonal attraction as the independent
variable, frequency of interactlion may also be considered
as the independent variable, with an increased frequency
of interaction leading to an increased interpersonal
attraction or liking.

In a study by Bovard (1951), four groups of college
students were formed. Each group discussed the same
problem under the chalirmanship of a man appointed by tne
investicator. Bovard tralned the chairman of two grouvs,
which he called "leader-centered," to monopolize the dis-
cussion, so that.all conments anquuestions would be.
addressed to, and answered, by the chairman, with little

communication passing between the members themselves.



6

He trained the cnairman of the other two groups, which he
called "r~roup-centered," to benave quite differently. The
chairmaﬁ was to ask few.questions, makxe few comments, and,
1f comments and questions were addressed to him, to refer
them back to the other group members for discussion. At
the end of the meetings, the investigator administered a
soclometric test and found that the number of choices
given by menbers to other members of the same group was
greater in the "group-centered" discussion than in the
"leader-centered" ones, 1ndicating a zreater dezree of
personal attraction in the former groups. Within the
frameworkx of this study, it caanot be claimed that the
interaction directly produced greater personal attraction.
Instead, when the chairman of the "croup-centered" dis-
cussion encouraced interaction amohg the members, he gave
the members an opportunity to reward one another, and it
1s assumed that the reward produced greater personal
attraction and liking.

A more elaborate study was conducted by the Sherifs
at a summer camp for preadolescent boys (Sherif and Sherif,
1953). At the berinninc of the season, these investisators
allowed all of the boys to mingle 1in a single group. At
the end of a specified period, they obtained the subjects'
responses to a socilometric test, and then divided them into
two grouvs, equal in both size, and, in so far as possible,

sociometric desirability; i.e., members of the group were
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chosen in sucn a way that any one boy would now find in
his owvn croup and in the other group about the same number
of his sociometric choices. The investigators then sepa-
rated the groups for a time. ihen they acain administered
the sociometric test, choices had shifted, and now the
choices made by any one boy tended overwhelmingly to go to
otner memvers of his own group. Once azaln, increased
interaction resulted in increased attraction.

The relationshiv between frequency of interaction and
attraction is summed up by Newcomb, when he says (1956,
p. 576)

S0 widespread and so compelling is the evidence
for the relatlonship between frequency of interaction
and positive attraction that Homans has ventured to
hypotnesize that 'If the frequency of interaction
between two or more persons increases, the degree of
their lixing for one another will increase.' Actu-
arially speaking, the evidence 1is altogether over-

whelning that, ignorings other variables, the proposi-
tion 1s correct in a wide range of circumstances.

The previous studies in this area have dealt only with
the relationships between frequency of interaction and
personal attraction. These previous studles have not
attempted to analyze the nature of the communication be-
haviors that occurred. This study extends the analysis of
interaction to include the classification of types of
interaction into categories. A modification of the Bales
interaction process analysis categories (1950) was used to
analyze the interaction structure in the experimental

groups. Thls system made 1t possible to classify four types
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of interactions: (1) positive social-emotional reactions:
snowing solidarity, tension release, and acreement; (2)
negative soclal-emotional reactions: dlsagreeing, showing
tension, showing antaconism; (3) attempted answers related
to the group task: giving direction, orientation, and
opinion; and (4) questions related to the group task:
asking for direction, orientation, and opinion. The Bales
analysils system will be explained in greater detail in
Chavter II.

This study investicated the relationships between the
frequency of interaction and the percentace of interaction
classified in the four interaction analysis categories.

This was done to see if it is possible to account more
precisely for the relationships, if any, between inter-
action characteristics and group attraction. It may be
possible to account for any relationship between inter-
action and attraction in terms of the percentage of posi-
tive and negative soclilal-emotional reactions in a group. It
is suggested that it is not the frequency of interaction, in
and of itself, that leads to lncreased attraction, rather
this greater attraction results from an increase in the per-
centaze of positive social-emotional reactions and a decrease
in the percentasge of negative soclal-emotional reactions in a
grouv. llone of the studies dealing with the relationship
between interaction and croup attraction have dealt with

this relationship in terms of the percentage of positive
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and negative soclal-emotional reactions characterizing
the group's interaction.

If interactlion 1is not characterized by positive
soclal-emotional reactions or if it 1s characterized by
negative social-emotional reactions, individuals should
not continue to emit responses in an interpersonal situa-
tion and the frequency of interaction should decrease.
Positive soclial-emotional reactions in relation to a
stimulus object should be accompanied by an increase in
the attractiveness of the object, and necative social-
emotional reactions snould be accompanied by a decrease
in the attractiveness of the object. In the case of tals
study, the obJect in question is a group for which indi-
viduals have differential degrees of attraction.

If interaction classified as attempted answers tends
to reduce the uncertainty of grouo members concerning a
solution to the task problem or moves the group toward
completion of the task, an lncrease 1in the percentage of
attempted answers should be accompanied by an increase in
group attraction. If questions tend to increase uncer-
tainty of grouv members or hinder the group in completing
& task, an increase in the percentace of questions should
be accomnanied by a decrease in group attraction. These
relationshivs should be esvecially true in the area of
task attraction. If increased progress is not made_toward

& solution to task problems, the rate of interaction in
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the group should decrease or the group should change the
task in which 1t 1s 1involved.

This study also investigated possible relationships
between svread of participation by group members and sub-
sequent ratings of group attraction. One criterion often
gilven for the effectiveness of a group discussion is the
evenness of participation by the grouv members. Findley
(1948, ». 47) states that "Other things being equal, a
discussion in which all meﬁbers participate frequently is
considered good." Findley does not elaborate on what he
means by "good," but he states (1948, p. 50) that data
accumulatéd from flow charts indlcates in several instances
that deterioration of discussion in successlive phases was
clearly measured by a decline in equality of participation
by group members. He also asserts that observers noted
a correspondence between estimates of the general excellence
of grouv discussions and equality of participation by group
members.

There are a number of speculative statements about the
value of equality of particivation apvearing in the group
discussion literature. Typlcal of the advice given in
group discussion texts is that of Braden and Brandenburg
(1955), who surgest that individuals, if given the chance
to express thelr ideas, will have a more cooperative
attitude toward the otner members of the group; while,
if one person dominates the group, the other members may

feel a certain amount of dissatisfaction and may encage
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in interpersonal conflict.

The relationship between equality of participation
and group attraction has never been empirically investigated.
One purpose of thls study was to examine the relationships,
if any, between these two variables. Such an examination
should make 1t possible to provide more specific statements
concerning the relationship of equality of participation
and group attraction than those appearing in the quotations
cited above.

This study differs from previous studies in that, in
addition to measuring personal attractlion, measures were
obtalned of the group attraction to the task, the group
coordination of effort, and member satisfaction with group
decisions. It 1s vossible that the relationships, if any,
between interaction measures and group attraction hold
only for personal attraction and not for other possible
sources of group attraction.

In the following discussion of the measurement of
group attraction, no attempt will be made to draw a dis-
tinction between the concept of group attraction and
cohesiveness. The position taken in this discussion
corresponds to that taken by Cartwright and Zander (1960,
p. 72) when they stated that "Je propose to limit the
concept of coheslveness to refer to the phenomena of

attraction to the group."
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vlany definitioans of grouv attraction and cohesiveness
may be found in the small group literature. In this dis-
cussion, no attexpt will be made to exhaustively review
all of these definitions. That group attractioan is a
complex matter is sursested by the varilety of definitions
available. An attractive group can be characterized in
many ways. The forces affecting group attraction are
usually nhyvotnesized to be a function of the degree to
which members of a group find the zroup exverlence actually
or potentially need-satisfying. Attraction has been
assoclated with formal and informal group goals and activi-
ties (Schachter, 1951), with the prestige position of the
eroup (Back, 1951), with affectional ties to croup members
(Festincer, Schachter, and Back, 1950), with opportunities
for free emotional expression (Festin~er, Pepitone, and
Newcomb, 1952), and with protection acainst external
threat (Cerard, 1953). Cartwricht and Zander (1960,
p. 70) voint out some additionz2l ways of viewing group
attraction when they state:

A cohesive croup might be characterized as one
in which the members all work tosether for a common
roal, or where everyone is ready to take responsi-
bility for group chores. The willinsness to endure
pain or frustration is yet another possible indica-
tion of its cohesiveness. Finally, we might conceive
of a cohesive group as one which its members will
defend a~ainst criticlism or attack.

Golembiewski (1962, p. 150) points out that "cohesiveness

has been defined in terms of several partially overlavping

but still quite distinct conceptualizations." From the
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different conceptualizations he distingulshes three general
classes of meaning,
1., The attraction of a group for its members
2. The co-ordination of the efforts of members
5. The level of motivation of group members to do

a task with zeal and efficiency (Golembiewski, 1962,

p. 150)

As has been indicated by the variety of definitions
presented above, group attraction is a complex matter and
the researcher may choose any one, or several, of the
available avoroaches. These approaches range from very
general conceptualizations (e.g., attraction defined as zall
forces acting uvon members to remain in the group) to muca
more svecific and limited definitions (e.g., attraction
defined as the reciprocation of sociometric choices in a
group). It seems highly unlikely that a single concept
can be developed which would adequately represent all the
meanings of attraction that have been presented.

The rationale which has been presented takes into
account only those varliables that are to be measured in
this study. In the development of the rationale, the
assumption was made that "other things will be equal,"
while et the same time reéognizing that other things ére
seldom, if ever, equal. Obviously, a number of other
important variables in interpersonal relations could have
been included, but it seemed wise not to attempt to suggest

additional relationship since there is little empirical

evidence and no comprehensive theory dealing with the
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relationshivs of interaction variables and sources of group
attraction. Any contribution of this study to the broad
and general understanding of interpersonal relations nust,
of necessity, be considered in licht of the restricted
formulation relating only to specific sectors of the generzal

problem of interversonal communication and group attraction.

Researcia Questions

This research was descriptively oriented, seeking to
discover and explore some relationshivs assumed to be im-
portant in the develovment of interpersonal relations in
small groups. Since there 1s no comprehensive theory dealing
with the relationsnips of interaction characteristics and
group attraction, it is not possible to predict with pre-
cision the consequences that variability in interaction
characteristics will have on group attraction. 3Some of the
main relationships that are expvected have been outlined in
the previous section. Other relationships will have to be
discovered through analysis of the data.

Three major research questions were advanced in this
study.

l. ‘“hat are the interrelationships among interaction
characteristics in small group comnunication? The follow-
ing six interaction characteristics were measured in tais
study: frequency of interaction, percentage of positive
sociel-emotional reactions, percentaze of negative social-

emotional reactions, percentage of attempted answers in
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the tasx arca, vercentage of questions in the task area,
and equality of participation. The correlations among
these variables were examined to gain information about
the patterning of interaction characteristics,

2. What are the interrelationships among sources of
group attraction? The followliang four sources of group
attraction were measured in this study: personal attrac-
tion, task attraction, coordination of effort, and satis-
faction with group decisions. The intercorrelations
among these varlables were examined to gain information
about the relationships amongz these sources of attraction.

3. hat are the relationships between interaction
characteristics and sources of grouv attraction? The
correlations between the six interaction measures and the
. four group attraction measures were examined to gain
information about the relationships between interaction

characteristics and grouv attraction.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

Variables

Interaction Measurement

Several attempts have been made to develop a general
and standardized set of categories for observation and
analysis of small group interaction. The categories which
have been used in many of the studies of interaction are for
the most part, special catecories, since they are so closely
bound to the original research context that they usually
cannot be applied to other groups. Often, if they are
applied, they do not provide for useful description.

The problems involved in the use of speclalized
category systems and thelr lack of theoretical purpose led
Bales (1950) to the conclusion that there was a need for a
"gceneral-purpose set of categories derived as clearly as
ﬁossible from a generalized theoretical framework, with
detailed definitions of categories and detailed instructions
and training methods for observers." (Bales, 1950, p. V.)

Bales' Interaction Categories. The twelve categories

of the Bales' interaction process analysis system are

shown in Figure 1. Perhaps the simplest way to conceive

16



Social-Zmotional
Area: Positive A
Reactions

Task Area:
Attempted B
Answers

Task Area:
Questions C

Social-Zmotional
Area: Necative D
Reactions

17

Shows solidarity, ralses other's
status, ¢ives help, reward

Shows teansions release, Jjokes,
laughs, snows satisfaction

Arrees, shows passlive acceptance,
understands, concurs, complies

Gives sugcestions, direction,
implying autonony for other

Gives ovninion, evaluation, analy-
sis, expresses feeling, wish

o

Gives orientation, information,
repeats, clarifies, confirms

Asks for orientation, information,
repetition, confirmation

Asks for opinion, evaluation,
analysis, expression of feeling

Asks for succestion, direction,
possible ways of action

Disa~rrees, shows passive rejec-
tion, formality, withholds help

Shows tension, asks for help,
witndraws out of field

Shows antaconlsm, deflates other's
status, defends or asserts self

Pig. l.--Bales' System of Observational Categories
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of an ideal problem=-solving sequence is iIn terms of the
four sections labeled A, B, C, and D. Section C constitutes
a croun of activities which can be characterized as ques-
tions. Section B constitutes a group of attempted answers.
Section A contalns several tyves of positive reactions,
and Section D contains a similar group of negative reac-
tions. Using this conception, it can be sugrested that
the interaction process consists of questions, followed
by attempted answers, followed by eilther nezative or
positive reactions.

Another way of describing the relationships among
the catecories is to regard the middle area of the systen,
Sections B and C, as constituting an area of task problens,
while the terminal sections, A and D, constitute an area
of soclal-emotional reactions. When attention 1s given
to the taskx, strains are created in the social and emotion-
al relations of the members of the group, and attention
then turns to the solution of these problems. As long
as the group devotes 1its interaction entirely to social-
emotional activity, the task remains uncompleted, and
attentlion should eventually return to the task area.

Four major categories were employed for the inter-
actlion analysis conducted in this study: positive social-
emotional reactions, negative soclal-emotional reactions,
attempted answers in the task area, and questions in the
task area. These categories are similar to those employed

by Bales.
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Bales' catecorles were designed for use in the
observation of social interaction in small groups. Bales'
definition of what constitutes a small group is an arbi-
trary one constructed to limit the concept to groups that
can be studlied with the observational system.

A small group is defined by Bales (1950, p. 33) "as
any number of persons engaged in interaction with eacﬁ
other in a sinele face-to-face meeting or a series of such
meetlngs, in which each member receilves some impression
or perception of each other member distinct enough so that
he can, ..., glve some reaction to each of the others
n

as an individual person, ...

Kinds of Content Formulated by the Categorles. The

categories used in this study provlide a general-purpose
framework for observation which can be used to obtain
standard indices of the structure of interaction in any
small group. One of the main advantages of such descrip-
tive indices is that tney may be used for inter-group
comparisons of different small groups, or they may be
employed for intra-group comparisons of a particular
group at different points of its development. In addi-
tion to the use of descriptive indices for comparative
analysis, they can be used to explore hypotheses which
seeks to formulate regular relationships between different
aspects of interaction structure within groups.

The categories are concerned with interaction con-

tent or process content as distinguished from topical
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content. The observer assumes that all small groups are
similar to the extent that they involve two or more persons
who have certaln common task problems and certailn problems
of soclal and emotional relationships arising out of their
contact with each other.

At thelr level of analysis, the categories are in-
clusive and continuous. The categories are completely
inclusive, in the sense that every act wnich can be observed
can be classiflied in a defined category. The method 1is
continuous in thet it requlires the observer to maxe a
classification of every sequential act he observes, so that
his work of classificatlon and scorlng for any gilven veriod
of observation is continuous. 3Save for possible error, no
observed acts in a given period are omitted from classifi-
cation.

The Unit to be Scored. In this study, the unit
scored was tne smallest discriminable segment of verbal
or nonverbal behavior to which the observers could assign
a classification under conditions of continuous serial
scoring. This unit is referred to as an act, or single
interaction.

Often the unit was a single simple sentence express-
Ing or conveying a comvlete simple thought. Complex
sentences always involved more than one score. Dependent
clauses were separately scored. Compound sentences Joined

by "end," "but," etc., were broken down into their comvonent
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simple parts, each of which was given a score. The defini-
tions of the interaction categories used by the observers
in thls study are provided in Appvendix A.

The QObeserver's Point of View. The observers attempted

to take the "role of the generalized other,"

with regard
to the actor at eny given moment. The obsefvers tried to
think of themselves as a generalized croup member, as the
sveclflic other to whom the actor was talking, or toward
whom the actor's behavior was directed, or by whom the
actor's behavior was perceived. The observers endeavored
to classify the act of the actor according to its instru-
mental or expressive significance to the other group
members.

The observers assumed that the group members were
attempting to empathize with the actor and, at the same
time, were testing their own reaction to what they per-
ceived. All catecories were described in terms which
assumed the voint of view of the group member toward whom
the action was directed. The actor as described in the
system was the actor as seen by the other, as seen in turn
by the observer. Although this point of view can become
theoretically complicated, Bales' (1950, p. 39) states
that "in practice there seems to be little confusion about
it, aﬁparently because it 1s so similar to the point of
view from which we ordinarily avprehend action when we

are one of the participants." The point of view of the
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observers was intentionally different from that of a
particlpant only insofar as the framework provided by the
categories may have given him a somewhat more selective,
ceneralized, abstract and possibly more articulate mental
set.

The categories express a conception of the various
elements in interaction systems as they are observed at
a relatively low level of abstraction. The categories fit
tocether so that, even without extensive theoretical ex-
planation, they can be grasped and used. The distinctions
between the categories can be gauged almost by feel and
one does not have to memorize literally a maze of detalled
definitions in order to classify interaction as it occurs.

Cbservers. Five observers were trained to record
the interaction in the experimental groups. Four of tne
observers were male graduate students in the Department of
Communication at Michigan State University and the other
was a married female with a B.A. decree in comnunication.
The observers went through a series of training sessions
conducted by the experimenter in which they read and
discussed the theoretical fremework of the Eales' inter-
action process analysls system, read and discussed the
definitions of the interaction analysis categories, and
recorded the interaction in two practice discuscsions.
After each practice discussion, the records of the ob-

servers were analyzZed and discussed with them. After two
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practice runs the inter-observer acreement was considered
to be sufficiently high to begin observation of the ex-
perimental groups. Two observers scored each of tae
twenty-eizht exverimental groups by placing each act in
one of four catecories: positive social-emotional reac-
tions, negsative social-emotional reactions, attempted
answers in the task area, and questions in the task area.
Each act was scored as to the individual in the group that
originated the communication.

Iateraction Indicies. ¥rom the scores obtalned for

each srouv by averaging the ratings of the two observers,
the following measures of interaction were computed:

1. TFrequency of interaction - the total number of
scored acts taking place in the group discussion.

2. Tne percentace of the total number of scored acts
that were classified as positive soclal-emotional reactions.

3. The percentace of the total number of acts that
were classiflied as negative soclilal-emotional reactions.

4, The vercentace of the total number of scored acts
that were classified as attempted answers in the task area.

5. The percentaze of the total number of scored acts
that were classified as questions in the task area.

6. Index of particivation. To measure tne equality
of varticipation by sroup members, the following index
developed by Findley (1948) as a measure of the evenness

of discussion was used.,
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I.P. (Index of Participation)= 100 1 - 02
- 2 )

(0 )2
In this formula, X is the number of members of the group.

i and s are the mean and standard deviation of the number

]

of contributions to the discussion by individual group members.
The index taxes on a maximum value of 100 when all
members of a group make the same number of contributions.

Group Attraction leesurenent

In this study, four measures of sroup attraction were
used, in an attempt to represent the different theoretical
positions. The followlng sources of group attraction were
measured in this study: (1) personal attraction, (2) task
attraction, (3) coordination of effort, (4) satisfaction
with group decisions.

To measure the sources of attraction, each subject
indicated the extent of his agreement or disagcreement with
four statements relevant to each of the four sources of
attraction. BSubJects responded to each statement in terms
of a seven step unit scale utilizing polar terms of "arree"
and "disagree." The individual's score for each source of
attréction was‘the sun of his score on four items. The
group score for each source was the sum of the scores of
the individuals in the group.

The items used to measure each source of attraction
were selected on the basls of the results of a factor analy-
tic study of the dimensions of group attraction conducted

by Costley and Miller (19€3).
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To measure personal attraction, the following four

statements were used:

1)

2)
3)
4)

If I were to participate in another discussion of
this type I would prefer to be with different
reople.

Members of this ecroup were conslderate of the feel-
ings of others in the group.

There was a friendly atmosphere in the group.

I like the otner members of the group.

To measure task attraction, the followlng four state-

ments were used:

&~Ww n -
~— ~—r

To

The discussion topoic was interesting.

If I were to participate in another project of tnis
type I would prefer to discuss a different topic.

I enjoyed discussing this topic.

I would like to spend more time discussing this
tovic.

measure coordination of effort, the following four

statements were used:

H~ WP+
- N s’ N ”

To

Group members were uncooperative.

Group members agreed with each other on most things.
Group members worked together to obtain common
objectives.

llembers of the group worked as a tean.

measure satisfaction with the discussion outcome,

the following four statements were used:

1)
2)

3)

4)

The group accomplished as much as could have been
expected in the limited time.

I was not satisfied with the conclusions reached
by the group.

I would be willing to try to convince my friends
that the conclusions reached by the group are the
best ones on this topic.

I would be willing to have my name made public in
support of the conclusions of the group.

A copy of the measuring instrument for the group

attraction variables appears in Appendix B.
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Subjects
Eignty-four male students at liichigan State Unlversity

volunteered to participate in the experiment. These eighty-
four subjects were assigned to twenty-eignt, three-man
discussion groups. Asslgnment to a discussion group was
partially zoverned by the times the subject was available.
No two subjects who were personally acquainted were placed
in the same group.

Prior to the experiment, the subjects were informed
that their task was to participate witah two other students
in a thirty minute discussion of certain civil rights
issues. Subjects were not told the actual purpose of the
experiment, but were told that the purpose of the experi-
ment was to develop a system for categorizing interpersonal
communication according to the type of statements used by

individuals in a discussion.

Tasx Problem

The discussion tovic selected was deslgned to meet
several criteria. It had to be sufficiently interesting
to the subjects to insure motivation for communication.

It had to involve questions of social reality for which
there were no "correct" answers. It had to permit several
defensible solﬁtions aﬁd to allow for differences of
opinion among group members. It had to be a toplc on
which all subjects would have adequate information to

carry on a discussion.
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After consideration of several possible discussion
areas, the general topic of civil rights and inter-racial
relations was selected. At the beginning of the session,
subjects were provided with a list of suggested questions
for discussion. They were instructed to feel free to
svend as much or as little time as they wanted on any
one of the questions. iiore gquestions were provided than
could possibly be discussed in the thirty minutes allowed
for the discussion.

The questions were grouped into five general areas,
with from one to four questions devoted to each area. The
five areas were: civil rights and voting, civil rights
and public facilities, civil rights and education, civil
richts and emnloyment, and civil rights and housing. The
list of surcested discussion questions given to the sub-

Jects is revroduced in Appendix C.

Procedures

When all three subjects arrived for a discussion,
they were seated around a2 small table and one of the
observers read the following instructions:

This 1s a study to determine methods for observing
group discussion. We are trylng to categorlze your
statements according to thelr general type and not
their content. Your statements will be categorized
according to length of statement, grammaticel struc-
ture{ whether it i1s a question or an answer to someone
else’'s question. These and other similar classifica-
tions of the statements in the discussion will be
nade. After the dliscussion starts, do not ask the
observers any questions. You should completely ignore
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the observers - they will not participate in the

discussion in any way. You may svend as little or as

much time on any of the sugzested areas for discussion

25 you want. Do not try to keep track of the tine.

we will stop the discussion after thirty minutes.

After reading the 1lnstructioans, the observer answered
anv questions that the subjects asked. Then the observer
handed out a cony of the surgested discussion questions to
each subject. The thirty minute time period for the dis-
cussion beran when all three persons had received theilr
covnies of the discussion topic.

The two observers were seated in the same room as
the subjects, but were separatéd from them by a large
table. Firure 2 nrovides a top view of the exverimental
room.

After thirty minutes, the observers stopped the
discussion and handed out the group attraction measurement
instrument for the subjects to complete. The subjects
were placed at separate desks to fill out the group attrac-
tion measures, so that no subjJect had any chance of seeing
how the other subjects were rating the grounr. At no
time were the subjects asked for theilr names.

After the subjJects had filled out tne attraction
neasures, the observers answered any questions that they

had. This completed the subject's participation in the

study.
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Subject
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Fig. 2.=--Top View of the Experimental Room



CAAPTER IIT

RESULTS

Observer Reliability

As an estimate of the reliabllity of observer scores,
inter-observer correlations were computed for each of the
interaction measures used in the study. A total of five
observers were utilized, two of whom scored the interaction
process in each of the twenty-elght experimental groups.

In each of these groupns, the observers were randomly assign-
ed as observers number one and two. In computing the
correlations used to estimate reliability, the scores of
observer one wére correlated with the scores of observer

two for the twenty-eight groups. For each pair of observers,
the slx interactlion measures were computed and the correla-
tions calculated for the twenty-elght pairs. These inter-
correlations are presented in Table 1.

For the six interactlion measures, the lnter-observer
correlations ranged from .91 for the frequency of inter-
action to .71 for the percentage of answers in the task
area. The average correlation was .8l. These correlations
were sufficiently high for measures of this type and

Justified the further analysis of the interaction measures

30
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based on observer scores. Uuork carried out by Heinicke
and Bales (1953) has indicated between observer reliability
for highly skilled observers of between .62 and .93, depend-
ing on the interaction categories and the scoring system
used.
TABLE 1

INTER-CBSIZRVIR CORRELATIONS FOR SIX INTERACTION MEASURES

—
—

Measure Correlation

Frequency of Interaction .91

Percentaze of Positive
Social-emotional Reactions .83

Percentace of Negative
Social-emotional Reactions .80

Percentace of Attempted
Answers in Task Area .71

Percentare of Questions

in Task Area CTT
Index of Participation .86
Average .81

Variability of Interaction Measures

—

In thls study, one concern of the experimenter was
the possibility that sufficlent differences in interaction
characteristics would not occur among tne experimental
grouvs. It was recognized that analysis of relationships
among the variables would not be very meaningful if there
was little or no variability among the groups in inter-

action characteristics.
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Aan examination of thne data seems to indicate suffi-
cient variability to assure meaningful measures. One
metnod of analyzing differences among grouvs is to compare
the hishest and lowest groups on each of the interaction
measures.

“nen comvleted, this procedure demonstrated rather
larce differences among groups. For instance, the group
with the hichest number of scored interactilons had 133
more interactions than the group with the lowest number of
scored interactions, illustrating the possible magnitude
of the differeaces in frequency of interaction in a group
durin~ e thirty minute discussion. In terms of positive
and necative social emotional reactions, the group with
the larcest percentace of positive reactions had 22 vercent
more of its interaction scored in tnls category than the
group with the smallest percentage, and the group with the
larsest pnercentaze of necative reactions had 12 percent
more of 1ts interaction scored in tais category than the
zroun with the smallest percentace. In terms of attempted
answers and questions, the group with the larcest per-
éentage of attempted answers had 23 percent more of its
interaction scored in this category than the croup witn
tne smallest percentage, and the group with the largzest
percenta~e of questioans had 21 percent more of 1its

interaction scored in this category than the group with
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the smallest percentare. Finally, the difference between
crouns with the hi-zhest and lowest indexes of varticlipa-
tion was 67.9. Table 2 presents a coaplete surmmary of the
rance of interaction neasures for the nigh and low crouvs.
The rance of 2ll these measures was creater than expected
and illustrates the possible variability in siall grour

interaction characteristics durinz a thirty minute dis-

cussion.
TABLE
RANGE OF INIZRACTION SASURES FOR HIGH AYD LCOW
GROUP XCR SIX INTZRACTIOIN IBA3URZIS
reasure Hdich Group Low Group

Frequency of Interaction 229 96
Percenta~e of Fositive
Social-emotional Reactilons 36 14
Ferceatare of Nerative
Social-enotional Reactions 13 1
Percentare of Attempted
Answers in Task Area Y4 39
Percentage of Questions
in Task Area 29 S
Index of Particination 95.6 30.7

Another method of analyzing the interaction character-
istics of the experimental groups 1s in terms of the means
and standard deviations for the interaction measures.

Table 3 contains the means and standard deviations for

tne six interaction measures. It can be seen that the
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standard deviations are of sufficient macnitude for all
variables to indicate that there 1s considerable vari-
ability in interaction cnaracteristics among oroups.
TABLE 3

KEANS AMND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SIX INTSRACTION HEASURES

Measure liean Standard Deviation

Frequency of Interaction 144,39 32.31

Percentage of Positilve
Social=-emotional Reactions 22.93 5.82

Percentage of Negatlve ,
Sociel-emotional Reactions 4.575 3.33

Percentage of Attempted

inswers in Task Area 54.50 T.35
Percentace of Questlons )

in Task Area 13.00,5% 5.24
Index of Participation 76.71 19.12

The mean percentaces for the twenty-eicht groups
indicate that the most frequent type of interaction was in
the area of attempted answers, with a mean of 54.50 percent;
while the least frequent type of interaction was in tae
area of negative soclal-emotional reactions, with a mean
of 4.57 percent. The mean vercentace of interaction in
the other two categories was not greatly diverscent, with
a mean of 22.93 percent in the positive social-emotional
reactions area and a mean of 13.00 percent in the task

area of questions.
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Eelationshins 3etween Interaction easures

The first major research question advanced in this
study concerned the relationships amons interaction char-
acteristics in small group communication. The approach to
this question is throuzh the obtalned inter-correlations
amon< thne interaction measures. PFProduct-moment correlation
coefficients are used to describe the strength of the
relationsnhivps.

The intercorrelations among the interaction variables
are reported in Table 4.

The sugcested positive relationship between the per-
centage of positive soclal-emotional responses and the
frequency of interaction was coafirmed (r = .674; p < .0O1l).
Under tne conditions of thnis study, the greater the vper-
centage of positive soclal-emotional reactions, tne greater
the frequency of interaction.

The suggested necative relationship between the per-
centare of nerative social-emotional reactions and the
frequency of interaction was not confirmed. The correcla-
tion between the percentage of negative social-emotional
reactions and the frequency of interaction was only .01l9,
which was not significant.

The suggested positive relationship between the per-
centare of attempted answers in the task area and the
frequency of interaction was not confirmed. Instead,

there was a siznificant negative relationship between the
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vercentaze of attempted answers and the frequency of inter-
action (r = =-.455; p< .05). Thus, contrary to expecta-
tions, the creater the percentace of attemvted answers,
the lower the frequency of interaction.

The surzested ne~ative relationship between the ver-
centaze of questions in the taskx area and the frequency of
interaction was not confirmed. While the correlation
between the perceantaze of questions and the frequency of
interaction was in the predicted direction, 1t was only
-.1235, walch was not sigcnificant.

In addition to the relationships sugcested in the
rationale for the study, the following significant negative
relationshivs were obtained among the interactlon measures.
There was a necative relationshiv between thne percentare
of attempted answers and the percentage of positive social-
emotionzl reactions (r = -.552; v <j.01); a necative rela-
tionshin between the pnercentace of attempted answers and the
percentace of ne~ative social-emotionzl reactions (r = -.506;
) <’.Ol); 2 necative relationshio between the percentage of
attempted answers and the percentare of auestions (r = =-.467;
v < .05).

In considerins the relatlionsnips among the interaction
characteristics it should be kept in mind that four of the
characteristics are vercentages of the total number of acts.
Thus, the percentages are not indevendent of the total number
of acts in the group. In the distributions of the percent-

ares of acts classified in the four catezories, the toteal
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of the catercories must equal 100 percent. If one type of
activity increases, not only do the empirical probabilities
of other tyves of activity decrease, but because all are
calculated on a common base, each other rate is decreased
by a small amount.

It should be noted that there were no significant
relationships between the index of participation and othner
interaction measures, and all the correlation coefficients
were very snell. The correlations between the index of
participation and the other interaction measures were:
.091 for frequency of interaction, .1351 for positive reac-
tions, =-.065 for necatlive reactions, -.109 for attempted

answers, and .050 for questions.

Relationshins Between Group Attraction ‘easures

The second major research question advanced in this
study concerned the relationships among the measures of
group attraction. Product-moment correlation coefficients
are acain used to describe the strength of the relation-
ships amonz tne measures of srouv attraction.

The means and standard deviations for the four mea-
sures of sroup attraction are presented in Table 5. For
each of the croup attraction measures, the possible raace
for a group was from 12 to 84. As indicated by the means,
the group attraction scores were all relatively high.

The highest mean attraction score was 72.50 for the

personal attraction measure and the lowest mean score was
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59.82 for tne satisfaction with cgroup decisions measure.
The mean scores for the other two group attraction measures
were 66.25 for the coordination of effort measure and
65.25 for the task attraction measure.
TABLE 5

IZZANS AND STAWDARD DZEVIATIONS FOR
GROUP ATTRACTION MEASURZES

U S
Measure Mean Standard Deviation

Personal Attraction 72.50 6.65

Task Attraction 65.25 8.99

Coordinetion of Effort 66.25 10.35

Satisfaction with

Group Decisions 59.8&2 9.10

The intercorrelations amoag the group attraction
measures are presented in Table 6. It can be seen that
several of the measures are inter-correlated. There were
significant positive relationships between the measure
of personal attraction and the measure of coordination of
effort (r = .562; p<¢ .0l), between the measure of personal
attraction and the measure of satisfaction with group
decisions (r = .500; p< .0l), between the measure of
coordination of effort and the measure of satisfaction
with sroup decisions (r = .501; p< .O1).

The measure of task attraction was not significantly
related to any of the other measures of group attraction.

There was an unexpected, but non-significant, negative
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correlation between task attraction and coordination of
effort (r = -.233). The correlations between task attrac-
tion and tne measures of personzal attraction and satis-
faction with group decisions were non=-significant and very
small (r = .011] for personal attraction and r = .171 for
satisfaction with croup decisions).

TABLE 6

IZTERCORRZLATIONS AMONG GROUP ATTRACTION MEASURES

Intercorrelations
Attraction lleasures
I IT ITI IV
I Personal Attraction -
ITI Task Attraction .011 -
III Coordination of Effort H62% =,223% -
IV Satisfaction with
Group Declsions « 500 171 H01l¥# -=

* p < .01 two talled

To summarize, there were significant voslitive rela-
tionships among the measures of personal attraction,
coordination of effort, and satisfaction with group de-
cisions.

SLATTIONSTIIPS BEUTWETN INTERACTION LSASURES
A'D GROUP ATIRACTION rwASURES

The third major research question advanced in this
study concerned the relationships between interaction

characteristics and group attraction. Product-moment
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correlation coefficlents are used to describe the strength
of the relationships, between these two categories of
variables.

In the ratlonale for this study, the following rela-
tionships were succested: (1) A positive relationshiv be-
tween frequency of interaction and croup attraction. (2)
A positive relationship between the percentace of positive
social-emotional responses and group attraction. (3) A
necative relationshiv between tne percentage of negative
social-emotional responses and group attraction. (4) A
positive relationship between the percentage of attempted
answers in the task area and group attraction. (5) A
negative relationship between the percentage of questions
in the task area and group attraction. (6) A positive re-
lationship between equality of participation and group
attraction.

The correlations between the interaction measures
and group attraction measures are reported in Table 7.

It can be seen that the suggested poslitive relationship
between frequency of interaction and group attraction was
not confirmed. The correlations between frequency of
interaction and the group attraction measures were as
follows: .003 for personal attraction, -.286 for task
attraction, .018 for coordination of effort, and -.291
for satisfaction with group decisions. None of these

correlations between frequency of interaction and group
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attraction measures were significant, but it snould be
noted that the two largest correlations were negative.

The surcested vosltive relationship between the
vercentace of vositive soclal-emotional reactlons and group
attraction was not confirmed. The correlations between the
percentace of positive soclal-emotional reactions and the
group attraction measures were as follows: .118 for
personal attraction, -.254 for task attraction, .184 for
coordination of effort, .082 for satisfaction with group
decisions. None of these correlations between positive
reactions and group attraction measures were significant,
but the largest correlation was for task attraction and
was negative.

The sur~ested nerative relationship between the per-
centaze of nerative social-emotional reactions eand group
attraction was supported for taree of the four sources of
groun attraction. Significant nesative correlations were
obtained for the vercentace of negative soclal-emotional
reactions and measures of personal attraction (r = -.645;

p < .01l), coordination of effort (r = -.567; p € .01), and
satisfaction with croun decisions (r = -.529; p < .01).

The correlation of -.107 between the percentage of nerative
social-emotlonal reactions and task attraction was not
sicnificant.

The surcested positive relationship between the per-
centace of attempted answers in the task area and group

attraction was supported for only one of the sources of
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group attraction. There was a slegnificant correlation of
.53% between the percentace of attempted answers and
satlisfaction with group decisions, which indicates a most
feasible relationship. WNon-significant correlations were
obtained for the percentage of attempted answers and the
three other group attraction measures (r = .333 for per-
sonal attraction, r = .3%62 for task attractions, and
r = .0l4 for coordination of effort). Althouzh the corre-
lations for personal and task attraction were not sisnifi-
cant, thev were positive and fairly larce.

The surrested vositive relationship between the
equality of varticivation and group attraction was not
confirmed. The correlations between the index of partici-
pation a2nd croup attraction measures were: =-.038 for
personal attraction, -.053 for task attraction, .021 for
coordination of effort, and -.053 for satisfaction with
group decisions. None of these correlations between the
index of participation and group attraction measures were
significant, and all the correlation coefficlents were

extremely low.



CHATPTZR IV

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND SUGGESTIONS
FOR ¥JRTHER RESEARCH

Conclusions

2elatlonships Between Interaction .easures

As a result of the analysis of the intercorrelatioans
between the interaction measures used in this study, the
following conclusions can be drawn concerning significant
relationships between the interaction measures.

(1) There is a sicnificant positive relationship
between frequency of interaction and the percentaze of
positive social-emotional reactioas in small group inter-
action.

(2) There is a sicnificant negative relationsaip
between frequency of interaction and the percentarse of
attempted answers in the task area in small grouv inter-
action.

(5) There is a significant necative relationship
between the percentage of attempted answers in the task
area and (a) the percentage of positive social-emotional
reactions, (b) the perceantace of negative social-emotional
reactions, and (c) the vercentace of questions in the task
area.

Tne following conclusions summarize the relatioanships

between interaction measures that were not significent.
45
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(1) There 1s no significant relationship between
frequency of interaction andi (a) thne percentaze of negative
social-emotional reactions, (b) the percentare of questions
in the tzsk area, and (c) the equality of varticipation in
small crouv interaction.

(2) Tne intercorrelations between the verceataces of
interaction in the four categories indicated tnat there
is no sirnificant relationship between (a) the percentage
of nerative soclal-emotional reactions and the percentace
of positive social-emotional reactions, (b) the percentage
of negative social-emotional reactions and the percentace
of questions in the task area, and (c) the vercentage of
vpositive social-emotional reactlions and the percentage of
questions in the task area.

(3) There 1s no significant relationship between
equality of particivation and (2) frequency of inter-
action, (b) the percentace of positive social-emotional
reactions, (c) the percentare of necative soclal-emotional
reactions, (d) the percentage of attempted answers in the
task area, and (e) the percentage of questions in the task

area.

Relationshins RBetween Groun Attraction lleasures

As a result of the analysis of the intercorrelations
between tne sroup attraction measures used in this study
the following conclusions can be drawn concerning the
significant relationsinins betweean the measures of group

attraction.
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(1) There is a sicnificant positive relationship
between personal attraction and coordination of effort in
a small ecrouv.

(2) There is a sicnificant positive relationship
between versonal attraction and satisfaction with group
decisions in a small gzroup.

(3) There is a sisnificant positive relationship
between coordination of effort and satisfaction with
group decisions in a small group.

The following conclusion summarizes the relationships
between croup attraction measures that were not signifi-
cant.

There is no sicnificant relationship between task
attraction and (a) personal attraction, (b) coordination
of effort, and (c) satisfaction with group decisions in a
small group.

Relationships Petween Interaction leasures and Groun
Attraction i1.easures

As a result of the analysis of the correlations
between the interaction measures and the group attraction
measures used in this study, the following conclusions can
be drawn concerning the significant relationships between
interaction and group attraction.

(1) There is a sicnificant negative relationship
between the percentace of negative social-emotional reac-

tions in a small group and (a) personal attraction, (b)
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coordination of effort, and (c) satisfaction with group
decisions.

(2) There is a significant positive relationship
between the percentase of attemvted answers in the task
area and the satisfactlion with group decisions in a small
groun.

(3) There 1s a significant nesative relationship
between the vercentace of questions in the task area and
the satisfaction with grouv decisions in a small group.

The following conclu;ions summarize the relationships
between interaction measures and group attraction measures
that were not significant.

(1) There is no sicnificant relationship between
frequency of interaction and (a) personal attraction, (b)
task attraction, (c) coordination of effort, or (d) satis-
faction with sroup decisions.

(2) There is no significant relationship between the
vercentace of vositive social-emotional reactions and (a)
personal attraction, (b) task attraction, (c) coordination
of effort, or (d) satisfaction with group decisions.

(3) There is no sisnificant relationship between the
percentaze of necative social-emotional reactions and task
attraction.

(4) There is no siecnificant relationship between the
percentare of attempted answers in the task area and (a)
personal attraction, (b) task attraction, or (c¢) coordina-

tion of effort.
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(5) There is no significant relationship between the
percentage of questions in the task area and (a) personal
attraction, (b) task attraction, or (c) coordination of
effort.

(6) There is no significant relationship between the
equality of particivation and (a) personal attraction,
(b) task attraction, (c¢) coordination of effort, or (d)

satisfaction with group decislons.
Discussion

Relationshins Between Interaction Measures and Group
Attraction Xeasures

In this study, the best predictor of group attraction
was the vercentage of negative socilal-emotional reactions
that occurred in the group discussion. The negative rela-
tionship between percentage of necative reactions and
personal attraction supvorts the view that individuals
are not attracted to those who disacree with them. Also,
the nerative relationsuip between the percentage of
negative reactlons and coordination of effort indicates
that necative reactlons lead to percelved reduction of
the ability of members of a group to work together to
solve a problem. Finally, the negative relatlonship be-
tween vercentaze of nerative reactions and satisfaction of
group members with crouv declisions indicates that the
greater the number of soclal-emotional disagreements
among group members the less satisfied they are with group

decisions. This relationship would be expected; since, in
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a way, negative reactions are themselves statements of
dissatisfaction with group decisions.

The nezative relationship between group attraction
and the percentace of negative social-emotional reactions
1s especially interesting, since there was no significant
relationship between the percentage of positive social-
emotional reactions and group attraction measures. ZEven
though tne percentage of positive reactions was accompanied
by an increase in the frequency of interaction, an increase
in the percentare of positive reactions had no systematic
effect on the ratings of group attraction. The correlations
between the percentase of positive reactions and the group
attraction measures were all non-significant and were very
small. It should also be noted that the results of this
study indicate that the percentage of necative reactions
occurring in small group interaction is independent of the
percentaze of positive reactions. The correlation between
these measures was not significant and was extremely small
(r = .013).

The findings suggest that increased effort by group
members to provide additional positive social-euotional re=-
actions will result in no significant systematic increase
in group attraction. 1If individuals in a small group
situation desire to increase interpersonal attraction, the
most effective communication procedure is to minimize the

percentase of negative soclal-emotional reactions.
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The sirnificant positive relationship between the
vrercentare of attempted answers in the task area and
satisfaction of group members with the group decisions
indicates that an increase in the percentaze of attempted
answers results 1n more positive evaluatlion of group
decisions by crouvp members. It is vossible that those
groups with a higher percentace of attempted answers
contained members who were well informed on the discussion
topic. One interesting research problem aimed at testing
tnis possibility would be to compare the interaction
characteristics of groups composed of members with a hich
level of information on the discussion topic and groups
composed of members with a low level of information. The
results of the vresent study suggest that the hicher the
information level of group members, the greater the per-
centaze of attempted answers and the greater the satisfaction
with grouv decisions.

The significant necative relationship between per-
centage of questions in the task area and group members'
satisfaction with group decisions tends to support the
position that questions increase the uncertainty of group
members in relation to the desirability of solutions to
task problems. It 1s possible that questions which were
raised could not be answered by group members. In further
research, useful information could be galned by analyzing

the adequacy of answers glven to questions that are ralsed,
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since it is obvious that answers could either aid or
hinder a group in the solution of task oproblems, depend-
ing both upon the ability of the members to ask relevant
questions and the ability of otner members to provide ad-
equate answers to these questions.

It is interesting to note that there was no signifi-
cant relationship between the frequency of interaction and
any of the measures of group attraction. This finding
suggests that 1t is not the amount of interaction, per se,
that leads to group attraction; rather, it is the type of
interaction that appears to be the crucial factor. As has
been vreviously indicated, there was no significant rela-
tionshivp between the frequency of interaction and the per-
centage of nerative reactions, while a significant negative
relationship was found between grouv attraction and the per-
centace of negative reactions. This indicates that an in-
crease 1n the frequency of interaction may be accompanied
by either an increase or a decrease in the vpercentace of
necative reactions.

As sugcested by Homans (1961), frequency of inter-
action micht have been related to group attraction, if the
grouns had been free to continue or discontinue tneir dis-
cussions without a restriction being placed on the length
of interaction. The results of this study sugrest that in
groups wnere there 1s a high percentage of negative reac<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>