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INDIVIDUAL EFATTERNS CF BEH.VICn IN RoLATICN TC

THZ S5CCI L NORLWS CF 4 oraCIFIC INTZAELT GrCUr
ABSTRALCT

Social behavior in secondary groups is individual in
its enactment and collective in its effect upon the social
group or society which it builds. Altncush both processcs
are not only simultaneous dut coexistent, they have tended
to be separated in the social sciences, the individual asgpect
being studied by psychology and the coilective by anthrc:olojy
and sociolozgy. In this study the use of paris of all of these
discipiines has becn made in an attempt to uncover something
of the social process as it functions through the social
group and its individuails.

The liichigan State College swinuuing team, because it
was a unified goal-oriented specific interest Zsroup was
selected as the case for analysis. For six months, at 12-15
hours a week, puirticipant observativn and scheduled depth
interviewing were carried on, with the investigator's role
being clearly defined to the group.

The questions specifically asked from the general pro-
blem area outlined ubLove are (1) Vhat is the relationship
between group expectancies (i.e. norms) for the sccial be-
havior of the individual and thut behavior as seen by the

individual and (2) Vhat is the relaticnshi; between self
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éxpectancies (i.e. norns) for the social benavicr of the
individual self and that beha«vior as seen by the individualt
‘and (3) ‘hat is the relationshipy tetween group ex.ectuncies
and self exyectancies? 1T1he nypotheses cfiered are that there
is little conflict between these three variables cf social
acticn. A fourth hypothesis was that there was udequszte
commwunication of the content of the social norms to all mem-
bers.

The relationships between the variables were tested by
comparing within the context of an actual social situation
now 1. the individual perceived thne social zroup expectancies
as comyared to 2. how he rerceived his self ex.ectancies as
ccrgared to 5. how he perceived his own social behavior.

The data sunifted the problem since 1t was discovered
that 1. little c¢r no asreement existed in the perception of
sccial norms across the group and 2. that there was a high
positive associaiicn between tiae individual's perce;tion of
sccial norms (this new term being distinctly difierent than
the ori_.inal concept "sroup norm"), his sell norms, and the
individual's own sccial behavior, and 5. thav self norus lor
friendliness and cooperation tended to be in close agreeciient
across the group and other norms pertaining to techniques of
social action tended to be in great "disagreement".

Thus conclusions 1 «nd 3 irom the data became the focal

roints of a new problem and a new analysis.



The multi-disciplinary apiroach succeeded to the
extent that the process-analysis of social behavior in
relation to the normative systems of the social group and
the social self has ziven empirical patterns which are
simple, complementary and descriptive of the coincidental

actions of a social group and the social actors.
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CHA*T=R I
INTRODUCTICN

The title of this thesis sug.ests that some problem
of scientific interest exists in the relationship between
an individual's behavior and the normsl or expectancies that
a social group may have in reference to the individual members.
The "problem" is that there is not a sufficient fund of know-
ledge on this subject for the phenomenon of the specific in-
terest or non-primary group in a modern society. For some
time now, ethnologists nave described instances of primitive
societies wherein individuals living in the publicity of an
extended primary group adhere closely to a well indoctrinated
legal-moral code. At least some reports2 have indicated
that the explicitly verbalized normative systems of the primi-
tive groups can find little individual contradiction, for
the threat of withdrawal of all reward and/or other punish-
ient almost coupletely prevents it. Furthermore, with no
means of considering and of the various aspects of reality

except by consensual validation with the villaze or with the

1. The use of the term here refers to: the definition
of situationally appropriate behavior for the social actor
by the group (behavior literally demanded rather than ideally
conceived).

2. e€.8., John Whiting, Becoming A Kwoma, Institute orf
Human Relations, Yale University, 1941, (ethnographic section).




past ancestors or gods, the primitive indeed has little
choice in his "judgments."

In modern societies there is, however, the very differ-
ent phenomena of the srecific interest group.l This aggre-
gation is not a full time creator or controller of human action
and there may indeed be a difference in the extent of social
"normalcy" in the behavior of the members of this group as
compared to that of the primitive. It is to be noted that
the communication of the norms themselves is probably less
efficient for specific interest groups since few have full
time personnel who memorize and frequently publicly repeat
rights and duties of its members as do most primitive groups.
Also the privacy of behavior of individuals comprising the
specific interest group is somewhat greater in that most of
the individual's life is usually spent beyond the scrutiny of
the non-primary group. Whether or not the ubsence of the pub-
lic restraint has any effect on individual behavicr in specific
interest groups is one of the questions this study sought to

answer.

1. The term as used here refers to: voluntary associa-
tion groups formed on a vocational or avocational basis. The
special interest groups are to be differentiated from primary
groups by the lessening of the primacy of social relations.
This is not a definition of the term but a description of the
way it is being used within this thesis. This kind of group
can be considered as one form of secondary groups.



The sociolozist in devoting most of his eflorts to a
description of modern scciety has ofiered a wealth of ma-
terial on the fuct of the separate existences of the primary
and secondary groups. He has studied the social organization
of the primary group in modern society as nas the ethnologist
the primitive society, and has dewonstrated the sinmilar exis-
tence of a normctive system _overning the behavior of the in-
dividual especially during the socialization process within
the faumily. L.cst sociolo_ists have assumed that generali-
zations could be made from the data on the primary group to
the effect that each of the norma.ive systems existed and
functioned siiilarly in toth the primary and secondary group.
A significant contribution toward the validation of this pre-
mise has becn the work of the sociolosical criminolo_ists who
have shown the members of the "gang" to have rigid adherence
to their own sccial norms.l Since the syecificity of troper
behavior is clearly communicated in this type of group and
there is less idiosyncraiic variation germitted or possible,
ang since usually, these groups beccme the major, and possibly
cnly, group to which its members belonz, it can be argued that
it is a primary grouv. In addition, bty the descripiion made

for a secondary group (footnote 1, pase 1), tnis type of group

1. E. H. Sutherland, Irinci;les of Criwinology, J. B.
Lippincott, rhiladelphia, 1954,
Thrasher, ¥. ii. The Ganz, 2nd rev. edition, Univer-

sity of Chicajo fress, Chicazo, Ill., 1930.
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is not a secondary group because the members cannot easily,

if at all, sever relations with the group. The criminal
group, although a vocational and interest group, is also the
living group in the broadest sense and hence can be considered
to have much of the all inclusive directiveness of the family
(for children) or like the traditional orientation of society
for its personnel. Again we are left with the question of:
what is the relationship between the specific interest group's
normative system and the individual member's behavior?

The questions sugjested by ethnological research and
sociological researchsbove can be phrased together and so de-
signate the question of this study. It is to find out if
specific interest groups in a modern society have a normative
system with which the individual members concur in their per-
sonal or self normsl and in their behavior. When schematized
this breaks down into the following questions:

1. Within a specific interest group in a modern society:
are there social group norms and, if so, what re-
lationship do they have to the group?

a. With what force do they exist?
b. What is their origin and what are their effects?

2. Are the social norms communicated to the individual
members?

1. A self norm is differentiated from the social norm
by asking the informant to refer to his personal rule of
conduct on a given matter as against hisjudsment of the
"average" opinion of the group on the same items of behavior.
This personal judgment of "proper" behavior can be conceived
of as the perceptions and attitudes about social behavior
that are being acquired from all experience, past and present,
outside of the group.



a. How much and how carefully?

b. Is the information equally available to
all?

5« Does the social behavior follow the directives
of the social norms?

a. To what extent?

b. ‘Vhat behavior is not covered by social
norms?

4, Do the self norms agree with the social norms
and the social behavior?

a. To what extent?

The absence of research on the above questions is a
reflection of the historical bents of the three disciplines
concerned; namely, anthropolosy, psycholozy and scvciology.

The first has, as mentioned above, been concerned with the
recording of the various cultures of the rapidly disappearing
"primitive". Such daté has shown that there is great primacy
of all social relations in the primitive social group and hence
no occurrences of a spatially removed specific interest group
(in the sense used here) have been recorded. Anthropologists
(as such) are just beginning to look at modern societies.

The methodological approach of the present study is to make

a case analysis of a social unit rather than survey research
on an element of culture.

Clinical psychologists, although concerned with social
norms and their relationship to the individual, have failed to
make the kind of recording of data necessary to accomplish their

own ends. Working with a concept of personality they recorded
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the individual's reaction to ncrms withoﬁt actually record-
ing what the social norm(s) were. Furthermore, they did not
know the degree of awareness, ¢n the purt of the subject, of
the social ncrm or if the subject had some definite relation-
ship between his self norms and the given social norms. One
notable exception is the wcrk done by muzefer Sherif on the
behavior of the individual in a laboratory setting of a social

grouy with specifically described and com.unicated social norus.

This work, reported in his book, The Psychology of Social
Norms, will be dealt with in detail later under the discus-
sion of theory.

While sociologists have studied at some length the norma-
tive system operating in the primury family group and other
well integrated forms of the primary grouy, their research
has not extended to an analysis of the type being done here:
that of relating the normative system of a specific interest
group lo the individuals norms and their behavior simultaneously.
The remarkably clear case of the family group has given what
amounts to a scientific principle about the functicn of the
normative system in the group and even lay observers have
roughly arrived at these conclusions, however, as the space-
time proximity of vocation to the fuamily has declined with
the evolution of modern societies, the relationship between
the normative system and the individual may be different.

The testing of the problem requires a group with a specific



and rather easily observed set of characteristics. The first
characteristic required is that of a vocational or avocation-
al (including hobbies) kind of behavior for which the group

is a means to carrying out that given behavior. Secondly,

the behavior of the group cannot be the major activity of the
members of the group. Third, the association of the members
to the group must be voluntary. And fourth, the group must
spend sufficient time together to have a long enough period

of activity to necessitate a structuring of the collective be-
havior of its members.

The group actually selected for this study is the Michigan
State College Swimming Team coached by Charles McCaffree. They
fit the minimum criteria above in the following ways. (1) They
are a group devoted to a specific endeavor--competitive swim-
ming; (2) the activity is not the major activity of its members
since scholastic, social and living situations absorb most of
thier time; (3) the members volunteer for membership and are
competitively selected for varsity positions, although these
remain secure after they are acquired, and (4) they are in
association with each other about 18 to 20 hours per week dur-
ing the regular competitive swimming season. To make a clear
picture of this group the following additional notations are
made at this time.

The position of the team in the cocllege and state commun-
ity is that of a typical athletic team except that they demon-

strated superior ability in 1950 in winning third place in the



National College Athletic Association Finals in Swimming and
Diving and in 1951 (at the end of a very successful season
during which the study was made) taking second place in the
same meet. It goes without saying that to win in swimming
was the goal of the group but, in addition, winning the nation-
al team championship was and is the major goal. This tean,
placed in the setting of a state college which is a member of
the Western Conference or "Big Ten", and having a considerable
national reputation, has then a goal which not only is pre-set
for new members of the group but also one which, when attained,
offers considerzble prestige as a reward. Within the actual
group this cultural goal is transmitted primarily through the
coach of the team. The functicn of the coach as a teacher,
trainer, and "salesman" of the goal, makes him an intermediary
between the larger society and the particular group. The fact
thut the goal comes from "outside" the group may affect the
normative system but since membership in this group is voluntary
(and only to those who "volunteer" hardest to become members),
the members must tacitly desire the zoal of winning and/or the
prestige that goes with it. We have fourteen individuals in
agreement on at least one thing and thus the goal is their own
goal as well as one presented by their culture.

This group is not completely described here since the data
presented later provide a more precise picture of both the

group and the problem introduced here.



CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL CONSIDERATICNS AND THE FROBLEM

The problem area defined by the questions in the intro-
duction extends through several disciplines and many interest
fields within them. But the three disciplines selected for
discussion here are those whose personnel have attempted a
consideration of the problem of theory and its construction.
Anthropology, psychology, and sociology fit the description
and their respective members have done some work on the pro-
blem.

To denote the sectors of theory which are pertinent to
the problem and which will be affected by the data, the follow-
ing breakdown is made:

First: a consideration of the problem can be made by
comparisons of the systems of social norms between the primi-
tive and modern society with the relationships (space, time
and function, at least) between the norms and the individual's
behavior being analyzed. The data on the primitive society,
while not "complete" in some absolutistic sense, are neverthe-
less, sufficient to make a rather complete ccnceptualization
of the relationships between the norms of the society and the
individual member. To make a similar analysis of a modern
society's specific interest group and to make the suggested

comparison, the data of the questions addressed in the intro-
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duction are necessary.

Second: the problem hzas implicutions for a differential
analysis between the primary and specific interest group with-
in a modern society.

Third: the field description of the relationship between
soclial norms existing in a self-motivated social group and the
self norms of the persons in that group has not been m:de for
the secondary group in a modern society except by broad generali-
zations of relationships between a given social group and the
collective of its membership.

Fourth: at the same time an addition of data on the re-
lationship between self norms and individual behavior might
have value when coupled with the third analytical possibility
above in the sense that either social or self norms may be
found to be the most significunt or effective mechanism for
channelizing social behavior.

All of the above problems offer reasons for dcing this
research and the resultant data contributes additional formu-
lations on the possible relationshiprs involved. Each of the
problems has been considered ty one or more of the three dis-
ciplines and the phrasings cf it are worth reviewing here for
purposes of lending perspective to the questions of this study.

The information the first sub-problem has asked for has
a significance in that it is knowledge that can give some
understandinz of one of the more important facts of modern

society: This is, the function of the secondary group in an
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industrial and "contract" society. The cultural value of
social contract held by western whites may well be reflected
in the organization of the secondary group which functions in
the framewcrk of a "mass" production and distribution tech-
nology. If there exists in the specific interest group a
different relzationsnip between its grouvness and its social
norms than in the primury isroup or the prianitive society,
then wany deductions can be made about the "mass" of national
aspects of mocdern culvure.

. e know from the extensive ethnologzical reports on primi-
tive societies that their social orguanization is held together
by a strong normative system whose effectiveness is apparently
maintained by its public nature. However, we do not know the
actual function of the normative system in the modern society's
specific interest group. If the role of the normative system
is different or relatively non-existent, a more precise under-
standing of the differences between primitive and modern
societies may be possible. The differences of the sizes
of each type of society and their different relations betvieen
human power and industrial techniques can well be analyzed in
terms of the respective functions of the normative systems.

In the primitive society, the anthropologist has been
with difficulty able to see the relationships between the

normative system of the larger group and that of "the primary
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group within which the individual acquired his social self."L

In American culture the relationship of the primary to the
specific interest group is not so clear. The individual in
middle and late adolescence begins to become very mcbile

with respect to hisspecific interest and even "new primary"
group associations. Thus his later and "chosen" group as-
sociations are often studied as if they nave no relationship
to the eurlier group. The American culture as a modern society
is very unlike primitive cultures in that its social struc-
ture is made of specific interest groups which are removed
in time, sypace and "political" control from the primary
group. This does not uean, of course, that the primary group
has no function in the social structure but rather the above
analysis notes that its efiects on the structure must be
filtered through its individual members who go out to "join"
specific interest groups in the larger structure. These in-
dividuals are of the same variety as all the people we know
personally and as their families. Viith this wide variation
from person to person the forming of a specific interest
group requires considerable adjustment by single individuals
in order to achieve a synthesis of desired social action as

seen by the collection of individuals. That this synthesis

l. Cooley, Charles Horton, Social Organization, Charles
Scribners Sons, New York, 1929, pp. 2%-351.
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occurs makes possible the existence of a group but the
synthesis (occurring mostly througn verbal comwunication)
we know is never complete. 'hile we can assumel that in-
dividuals join or migrate to specific interest groups
which satisfy their most important needs, the intensity
of the needs varies from one individual to the next.

The whole pattern of social relationships at the
specific interest level in a modern society has yet to be
carefully formulated for want of the gathering of necessary
data such as the usual kinship patterns recorded in studies
of prinitive societies. This latter kind of aata outlines
the mutual obligations and rights of each person in a primi-
tive society and clarifies the relationships of these norms
to the individual's behavior as these occur in the ccntext
of a primitive society that recognized individual action
within a status. It would appear that the primary group
in a modern society frequently'exerts much the same kind
of control over the individual even after the necessary
period of close supervision during childhood. However,
the obligations and rights (norms of social behavior) govern-

ing individuals in specific interest groups is an entirely

l. Assumed in Chapter I, MacIver, Robert, The Web of
Goverrment, lacmillan Company, 1947, A chapter entitled "The
¥ult-Group Society."

2. In the sense that the individual is accepted as act-
ing normally within a family and group position with specific
demands that his actions must fulfill. Idiosyncratic behavior
is accepted by permitting its expression in a religious sense
but even this must not contradict the social norms.
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self-constructed system (at least in those modern societies
characterized as "democratic") and it is possible that there
may be a difierence in content or function of the norms. The
second sub-problem, the relationship between primary and
specific interest group norms and the third sub-problecm,

the relationshirs between the self norms and the social ncrms
have been the subject of consideration of sociolozy. The
third and fourth sub-problems, the relationship.between self
norms and individual behavior, are within the interests of
psychology. Liore correctly all of these problems are within
a field known as social psycholozgy. The following material
is divided only in that the first part can be considered
sociclogzical social psychology and the second part psycho-
logical social psycholozy. Writers rather than disciplines
are referred to below.

Definitions of social status have been offered by several
writers, as ; a given configuration of norms or a normative
system to govern the behuvior of an actor and deriving from
a social group.l The configuration of norms for the actor
deriving from the actor has been variously called a self,2

n

super-ego,5 or self-reaction™ of rewarding behavior for the

Linton, Ralph, Study of lian, pp. 113-115.

1.
2. NVead, G. H., lind, Self, apnd Society, pp. 136-140.

%. Freud, Sigmund, Dictionary of Psycho-Analysis,
Phil. Library, N. Y., 19650, 1. 179.

4. Cameron, Norman, The Isycholcgy of Behavior Disorders,
p;. . 97-1020
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self. The research that has been done on social status
has been oriented toward finding cut how 1t funciions in
relation to the scocial structure: +to find out what the
social source of the definition of the norm is, the justifi-
cation of it, and the reinforcement of it in terms of the
location of rewards and punishnments. This kind of research
has ziven the proposition that socizal norms are determiners
of social behavior but it is to be noted that the extent
of this determination has never been tested. G. H. Nead
has assumed:
he (the individual) must also, in the same way that
he takes the attitudes of other individuals towar
himself ancd toward one another, take their attitudes
toward the virious phases or aspects of the comron
social zctivity or set of social undertakings in
which, as members of .n organized soclety or social
group, they are all en_ aged.

That any individual does this completely is logically
impossible, for in the first .lace norms are often viriously
or incompletely defined, have internal contradictions, are
excessive in their demands, or simply do not satisfy the
needs of the individual. Asocial and anti-social behavior
are Slarinj evidence of extreme non-acceptance of some social
norms but it is quite evident that even within the normal

range of social behavior there is considerable viriztion

from what is expected and accepted publicly. Iead has

l. lMead, G. H., Mind, Self, and Society, University
of Chicugo Press., 1954, pr. 104-155.
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assumed that norms for behavior are derived from the con-
temporary social situztion and thus has eliminated the
possibility of the individual having self norms which,
according to most clinical psychotherapists, although
socially derived, come into existence as a pertinent part
of the self at a much ezrlier aze than when they are seen
functioning in the adult. In view of clinical evidence of
the effects of childhood experiences, H. S. Sullivan? has
rmodified the concept of Meed's "generalized other" so as

to picture a "significant other" ccmposed of selected mean-
ingful experiences from childhood which nay be conscious or
unccnscious for the individual and later on in time he ac-
quires a "specific other" or "generalized other" which is.
composed of the norms of the society and more specifically
the social group of which the individual is a member. The
confizuration of norms of the "significant other" has obvious-
ly been integrated into the self and for this resson I have
called them self norms. And the latter configuration of
norms known as the "specific other", although impinging
uron the self, has as its orizin the social group. The
first becomes the rules of behavior by the self for the
self and the second, by the group for the self. Linesmith

znd Strauss clearly described the self and its norms. To them

l. Sullivan, H. S., Concertion of lModern Psychiatry,
1945, (This is a zeneralizel discussion cuarried on at many
points in the text).
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The concegt of self, if it is to be useful and
valid, must be formulated as an org unization of
activity. MNore specifically, it refers to (a) a
set of responses which (b) exercise a regulatory
function over other responses of the same orgunism.
This is equivalent to saying in another way what
we have already noted: that the behuvior of the
child is first controlled and juided by the res-
ponses of others, but in time these responses be-
ccme internalized so thzt thi person himself controls
and guides his own behavior.

While G. H. Mead has emghasized the zgroup norms and
their effect upon sccial behavior, another writer, B. Dai,2

has sugsested that

it is around the conception of self that the many
other facets of a personality are organized, and

that what a person thinks of himself, consciously

or unconsciously, determines his behavior to an
extent not commonly realized. It (concegtion of
self) zenerally takes the form of some kind of
relaticn between the self and others. In this sense
the conception of self may also be thcught of as a
role one intends, or is expected, to play in a social
situation.

While the number of concertions of the self or roles
an individual acquires necessarily increases with his social
contacts, there seems to be a natural hierarchy among them.
Those that are acgquired early and in the primary group are
senerally more important ard basic than those that are ac-
quired later in secondary group contacts. Dr. Dal has revised

the thouzht on the '"causes" of social behavior and added to

l. Lindesmith, A. R., and Strauss, A. L., Social Psycho-
~logy, New York, Dryden FPress, 1949, pp. 199-201.

2. Dai, Bingham, Socioclogical Foundations of the Psychi-
atric Disorders of Childhood, p. ©8, Child Research Clinic Sanehone,
tennsylvania, May 194o0.

5. _O_E)_. Cito, po 68.
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the contributions of Mead, Reckless, Linton, Parsons,
Sullivan, and Mullahy and nis own observations to achieve

a new formulation. It points to what may be a more basic
determinant of sccial behavior, an aspect of that which

was referred to above as self-concertion, namely self-norms.
Whether it is or not is the question implicit in this study
althcush the closely associated questions noted above are

of equal importance since they bear directly on the same
problem.

The relationships which may exist between the three
variables ¢f social norms, self norms, and social behavior,
complex because people are to scie undetermined extent free
to seek their specific interest group associations. The re-
sult is that it is very difficult to separate the effects of
the contenporary scocial situation upon behavior for it may
have some connection to past situations of which the investi-
sator and the subject are both unaware. Ruth Benedict
suigests and illustrates this problem as follows.

Honesty in one experimental situation gave almost no

indication whether the child would cheat in another.

There turned out to be not honest-dishonest perscns,

but honest-dishonest situations. In the same way in

the study of lezders there proved to be no uniform
traits that could be set down even in our own society.

The role developed the leader, and his cualities were

those that the situaticn emphasized. In thece

'situational' results it has become more and more

evident tnat sociul conduct even in a selected society

is 'mot simply the expression of a fixed mechanism

that predetermines to a specific mode of conduct, but
rather a set of tendencies aroused in variable ways
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by the specific problem that confronts us.l

The situation that ccnfronts an individual and arouses
a "set of tendencies'" can in our socicty be one of that
individual's choosin; and hence whatever is unique in the
individual's own norms may find a counterp.urt in the group
he belonzgs to. Separating the associations which each kind
of norm, social znd self, has to the social behavior of the
individual in a particular social group situation is there-
fore difficult. The childhood experiences by which self norms
are acquired are either lost to memory or are taken for granted
as 1is the fuct th@t most of us have lived the first sixteen
or mcre yeirs of our life within the same primary group, the
family. Kardiner noted that this particular characteristic cf
unccnsciousness of the primary group as differentiated from
consciousness in the secondary (of the specific interest)
sroup when he said "the presence of those primary institu-
tions is never noted by the individual; they always seem as
self-evident as breathing."2 Social scientists doing research
in modern societies seem to have forgotten the "next of kin"
and the basic prrimary group that they form, which in our

culture the individual carries with him after adolescence

1. Benedict, Ruth, Fatterns of Culture, pr. 218. A
review and analysis of the muterial to be found below.

Hartshorne, H. and May, 1., Studies in Deceit, Book 1,
Yacmillan, New ?ork, 1921, pp. 412-414.

2. Kairdiner, Abram, The Individual ani His Scociety,
Columbia University Press, New Yorx, 19329, pp. 471.




even thoush he does not remain nearly so much in contact
with the family Zroup as in primitive societies.

The above crossinzs of problems from different dis-
ciplines is necessary to do Jjustice to what might be con-
sidered the complexity of the whole problem. Although the
boundaries of these disciplines are hazy, the given task
1s but an observation of human behavior at the collective
(social norms), individual overt (actual social behuvior)
and individual covert (self norms) levels in a.given situa-
tion. This has been done once before.

This problem was worked on and written about by Mazafer

Sherif in his Psycholoiy o¢f Social Norms.t The foremost

contribution of this laboratory study was briefly that the
judgment (or opinion) of an individual moves quickly toward
agreement with a "norm" or standard set up in a group in

which there is communication of this norm to the ziven and

other individuals. This idca Sherif has exactinzly demon-

strated in the laboratory and by assuming the underlined
words above in regard to their being the conditicn of com-
munication, he has made interestingz analyses of social struc-
ture in American culture. However, the assumption that the
artificially created clear and complete communication of the

laboratory likewise exists in the field situation is not

1. Fublished in 19%6 by Harper and Brothers, New York
and London.
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considered Jjustified by the writer. If communication
does not exist to the same degrce in a specific interest
group as found in American culture, as it did in the labora-
tory, then the sccial norms of that sroup impinge less upon
the percertual field of the individual. The present study
was a situation with a different structuring and containing
at least one more element than did Sherif's study-situation.
This was an attempt to record the relztionship between social
norms and individual behavior as it occurs in an actual or
natural social setting. This is a different problem in
that social norms in the situation have been used as they
occurred and their content has been described to see how
they fit into the social structure of the group.

The introduction of the term self norm is a renaming
of what Sherif called "individual judgment" as opposed to
social (group) Jjudgment or norm. He described the self
norm as being at first at odds with the established norm
for the laboratory group and then moving toward close agree-
ment with it. This was not tected in the field. If the
perfect communication of the laborzstory situation does not
exist in a "typical" secondury social group, then the self
norms may play a more significant rcle than Sherif thought
they did in his conclusions, since they would play the role
of guiding social behavior in the possible absence of the
social norms. The present study as a case analysis cf a

small s_ecific interest sccial group dces not speak for the



entire opulztion of secondary groups but does outline the
proccsses of the normatlive system.

To reiterate a pnint made above, this area cf research
is most adeguutely aprsroached across three disciplines,
psychology for data and theory on individual behavior, and
anthrorolo.;y and sociology for data and theory on collective
behavior. Since this is a problem that involves observa-
tion of the phenomencn in its "natural" or actual state, the
synthesis of the interdisciplinary (or non-disciplinary)
approach must also attend the field work and data analysis.
For this reason the data has been analyzed in two "directions,"
i.e., in terms of the sinzle individual throuzgh all the data
ocn that individual and in terms of the group throu;a all of
the data on a specific item. This nobting of the different
relaticns being analyzed keeps clear what a jven statistic

is describing.



CHAPTZR III

HYPCTHESE™, ASSULPTICNS AIND LITHCDOLOGICAL NOTE

The following hypotheses are those which were formu-
lated prior tc any collection of data. The first two
hypotheses would logically have to be more or less correct
if the remainder were to be at all possible. TFor all of
the statements there is, however, the quesiicn of degree
of exisience or of relationship. This must be continually
kert in mind %o avcid "either or " propositions.

Hypothesis I. That a tody of social norms exist
for a specific interest group in a
modern society.

II. That the social group norms are com-
municated to all the members of a
secondary groupr and that the aware-
ness of the norms by each member is

cproximately equal.

ITI. That the social group norms have, be-
sides a sp.ce-time relationship to
behavior, a definitely observable role
of channelizing individual behavior.

IV. That the sccial norms will not be in
conflict with the self-norms of the
members of a secondary sroup.

V. Thxt self norms will not be in cconflict
with individual behuvior.

1. This could aprear to be the case if social and
self norms were identical and both channelized individual
behavior or if self norms seemed to channelize that behavior
that would be in conflict with the sccial norms or vice versa.
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The writer considers the primary use of the hyvotheses
to be for givinzg direction to the research and indicating
the possible ranze of data pertinent to the problem rather
than beins only tested. Hence, the above premises are neither
good guesses or even suesses at all and do not necessarily
rcflect the prior suspicions of the investigatcr. OSuffice
it to say that the prior private juesses are highly erroneous.t

An Additional Note: The definition of a norm as ziven

previously, be it social or self, while descriptively com-
plete requires further analysis and examinution to be ade-
quate for use in research. There has not been, to my know-
ledze, this further consideration wkhich was found to be
necessary in order to understand the pilot reconnaisance
data on the variables being examined.

During the pilot reconnaisance it became evident through
the data collected on the content of the social norms that
the same qualities of behavior that all individuals conceived
of the group as demanding, they likewise demanded of them-

selves, but differences appeared amonz all the members, in

1. Briefly these guesses were that Hypotheses I and II
were correct because research on primitive societies and all
family groups has shcwn them to be correct (this was a com-
pletely unanalyzed assurption), that Hypothesis III would not
be wholly true because research has shown social deviations
in behsvior to be high, that IV mizht be correct because most
personality theory arising from clinical data shows that in-
dividuals cannot allow themselves to be "at odds" with society,
and that V would be ccrrect because the same personality
theory premised that the indivicdual must to a great extent
feel o great conflict between his ideals and his behavior.
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their perception of the dezree of intensity of demand for
confermity to the specific social norms that the group had
for its membecrs. ZLogical consideraticn easily reveals bthuatl
if a zgiven qguality of behavior is not at all demanded, this
norm simply does nct exist. Likewise, a severe demand for
conformity to a ziven ncrm malkes the importance of and the
actual significance or forcefulness of this norm groportion-
ally as _rezat as the severity of the demand for corfcrmity.
Thus a norm can be important or non-inmportant, "big" or
"small", both in the sense of its consciously valued import-
ance to the social actors in the group and in the sense of
its weizht in deterzining behavior for the members of the
sroup. For example, any items of bchavior which are for-
bidden (in the senss of a taboo) or other items, non-conform-
ity and subsequently are very inportant to the social structure
of which they ars a part. It can be said lhat they exist in
greater force than do norms which require very little or no
conformity or that the degree of conformity equals the im-
portance of a social norm. The c¢nly absclute measurenent

of the force of a norm probubly is the iiind and degree of
punishments and rewards used to reinfcrce it. Tuis latter
is nct a concern of this study. Norms :f zreater or lesscr
irmportance (i.e. have a jreater or lesser demand for con-
Tormity) even thoush ctherwise ccntaining the same demands
for behavior are actually cor_letely different in their ccn-

tent and in their eflect u-cn the social Froup since the
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he primary behzvior demand of any nora loically is its
Zemandl for conformity to it. Thus, subsequent examination
of the ncrms of the group under study are to be made in
terms ¢f these two parts of a norm: 1. the specific be-
havior required, and 2. the degree to which conformity 1is
required.

Assurmcticns ¢f the Study

The followin_ ascun, ticns do not include egistemolo_ical
assunptions. If any statement cf assumgtions of this order
ver2 to bes mide they would rcusnly state that, 1. it is
possible to know, and 2. that sensory observation is a vuzlid
method. Many arzuments can be raised azainst both of these
statements but their Jjustification cannot be adequately
handled here and is not directly pertinent to this presenta-
ticn.
lizthodolo_ical Assuwrrztions:

I. That an individual upon beinz assured cf security from
punishment from either the interviewer or his social group
will, 1) make an honest attempt at rating his own behavior,
and 2) be able to, with reasonable objectivity, recall actual,
overt behavior in his relation to the group.

IT. That individual persons are able to conceive of bcth
quality and importance of norms for social behavior.

ITTI. That whatever relationships are fcound to exist between
social norms, self norms, and the social behavior related to
them, are not "chance™ relatiornships due to unknown forces

and that when the situation recorded here is found or repro-
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duced elsewhere, the relaticnshiss will be identical with-
out excertion.

Tneoretical Assur ticns:

I. That individuals "join" or mizrate to specific groups

to satisfy their needs (as exgressed by norms reguiring
specific kinds of sccial action) althcu_h these needs may
vary considerably frcm perscn to person within the specific
interest groug.

II. Th2t the pressure or demand for conformity to the social
norms operates equally for all actors occupying the same
status when prestizge is equal.

ITI. That individuals act collectively as a group to achieve
coals (needs) more or less common to all those participating.
IV. That individual behuvior (social, psychological and
percertual) is all part of one system.

Methodolozical Note

In the Introducticn the operations of thisstudy were
described as descriptive and analytical. These terms as
well as the term "explanatory" have been so ccrnfuased in the
shifting lan_ucge of the sccial sciences that a brief defini-
tion of their use by this writer is necessary.

Description is here held to be aciieved wnen the events
of a given rlace and tirme are recorded and identified as to
those characteristics. In additicn, each structural unit and

each rrocess must be churacterized sufficiently to enable

accurate identificaution for later observers. At this level
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of research the whole of arn event need not be reccrded
since cnly some aspects of it may be of interest to the
cbserver(s).

The analytic level cf research proceeds a step further
than denotinzy srace-time relaticnships and descriptions of
the poarts ¢f the phencrena. This is the lask of cttempting
to record all the relaticnships between given parts within
a phencmencn being observed. The phenomencn usually contains
structure or system. A system is beiny studied here; naxely,
man the soclal bein;, and the parts are nhis social norms, his
social behavior, individual and collective, and his individual
or se<1f norms. DBesides being identified and recorded within
a specific situation, these purts are being analyzed to dis-
cecver if .any reluaticrnships other than space-time proximicvy
exist. ©Specifically each informant has reccrdsd what the
relutionships are to himselfy; i.e., his perceuticn of the

socizl rorn

[6))

, as ccozared to his zelfl norms, as co-pared

3

Yo his own sccizl behavior. he guantificution of this is
described in Chapter III.
Exglanaticn occurs, in the view of this writcr, when

1"Mm

the question "Vhy," i1s answered by specifying the causc(s)

of an event. hat "cause" 1s or what constitutes explanation
is still a much discussed gquestion in science and especially
in the socizl sciences. Primarily because ¢f the lack of

adequate concepts and methods, thisstuldy lias been confined

to the analytical-descriptive level c¢f research and no attempt
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has been made to "explain" any of the data recorded. To
acnieve even a research desi n for the explanation of the
phenomena recorded in this group situation is to this

writer a @sk still in the stages of rambling imejinction.

It may be that much more werk at the analytic level on modern
socleties will be neceszary before explanations of any kind
are possible for this area of data. Certainly the woerk
presented here 1s intended only to fulfill the task of dco-
cribins the parts and analyzini the relatiocrnships involved
between them and not why the rarts or the rela.ionships
exint. The research design then must organize the selection
of dava to achieve the description of the parts in the given
space-time situation in which the group exists and to record
the relationship(s) between the parts as it occurs within
the actions, external and internal, of each individual.

This organizaticnal step is outlined in the following pages.



CHAPTER IV

THE RESEARCH DESIGN AND FIELD PROCEZUREG

Cbserving the Cualities of Sccial Action

Three parts of social action are bein’; studied and
it is necessary that these be located and described within
the social situation bein: recorded.

Desizn of First Thase of Research. Social behavior

itself is prcobably the mest obvious to observe casually
but, since the observer can only p=rtially impute the
orsanization that exists in that behavior, a direct apprcach
to a detailed recording of the sccial norms 1s necessary.
A seccnd and e ually importsant reason for recording the .
social norms is that, whether realistically or not, members
cf a social _roup admit to variations in behuvior but insist
that there is the right way to dc it! Implicit in this
assumption, made by most members of Americun society, is
the belief that the correct way to behuve is as specifically
defined and as importunt to every other member of his social
group as it is to him. Thus clarity in the informant's des-
criptions of one of the parts, social norms, cun bs expected
and this can be the meuans for organizing the group data.
Since individual behavior and norms are being compared
to social norms, the stzandard must be the social norms. To

record all of the individual behsvicr and norms would not
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cnly be impossible but needless since the orgunizing con-
cepts for the functioning of any group are its social norms.
It is in reference to these that the individual data must
be selected und orgunized for social norms are the only
referent pcints tc the existent phenomenon of social be-
havior.

The reccrding of the three parts of the social action
rhenomensx occurred as follows:

The data needed to test the hypotheses enumerated in
the previous chapter zre of two kinds. The first is quulita-
tive, that is, the sheer content of the social norms that
exist for the group under study, znd the second, .uantita-
tive, that cf observing and/cr measuaring the differences
in imgortance thiat exist between a zgiven sociul ncrim, self
norm and related sccial behkavior.

The first of these kinds c¢f data requires thut euch
norm be specifically defined and the social beh.:vicr that
it sancticns, be it abstenticn in cne instarce and performance
in another, adequately described. The most curscory exaxninu-
ticn of the norms cf uny group reveals, however, thut it is
often very difficult to sepurale one norm from another since
they may be concerned with associated seguments cf the sane
act and it is difficult at another time, separation of norms
huaving been made, to be ible to distinguish a signific:uat
difference between them. Thus at some point in the acquisi-

ticn of data about these norms a decisicn must be made, based
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on the evidence av hand, to delineate one norm from ancther
and althouzh these delineations may not be entirely accurate,
it is assumed thai they difier from reality only slishtly.l
It is quite possible that the investigator can become much
more aware of the ncrms than the actors who respond to them
in an almost automatic fashion and his recording of a des-
cription of each ncorm is sufficient for a pilot guide to
furtner investigacion.
Procedure - rield Operaticn I

The initial task in the field was to attempgt to record
the social norms for public behavior by noting all instances
in which rewards or punishments were meted out for specific
acts. Each instance was recorded as to tiwe, place, and
activity unit, and, slowly, over a period of three sonths,
the field notes provided a tentative list of social ncrms
and a more definite listing of the group's activity into its
units. The first list of social norms was noct considered final
even thouzgh it arpeared to the investigator that after in-
numerable observations the entire range of activity and de-
mands upon the members of the group had been covered. This
oreraticn primarily served as a period to gain rapgort with
the group, to become familiar with its activities, to learn
as much as possible about the social norms by direct observa-

tion, and to le.rn the linguistic peculiarities of the group.

l. This Assunption II, pg. 26.
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Procedure - Field Cperaticn II

In order to obtain the definite qualities of the social
norms, direct questioning of the informants was necessary.
Systematlic and extensive prcbes were made into each of the
aspects of time, space, and activity as they related to
siven situutions in which the group has been observed act-
ing. This becomes somewhat repetiticus since most of the
norms arply in all of the situations. However, this is
necessary in order to probe every possibility. It cannot
be assumed that the informant will be aware and ccnscious
of the social norms so that he can easlily verbalize them;
thus ragport and a lengthy interview are necessury. Fron
these raw data it was expected that a description of all
of the norms would be possible. Since intelligence, educa-
tion, personality, etc., can affect the number and kinds of
rés;opses made by the informants, no attermpt was made to ex-
plore by content analysis any similarities that mizht exis
across the verbatim records of the informants' respcnsecs.

Cross-Checkinz the Data

The kind of duta needed in this study further structures
the technigues to be used in the field. As has been said
the norms and their importance must both be cobserved. The
first cannot be jsuessed at and it is nececsary to find out
exactly what the norms are before the second kind of data
can be gathered. This requires _etting the background in-

formation, learning the linguistic peculiarities of the group,



34

and finally, systemutically and conprehensively guestion-
ing the informants. The "direct" obLservations in the firs
field operation were recorded as to tire, place, actors,

social situ:tion, and norms brought into play by evidence

of rewird and/cr punishment. In this way the _croup norms

for public beh.vior were recorded and then lzatcr checked by
direct questioning of all the actcr-members of the sroup

about the norms as listed and d:scribed in the field notes

and then about the possibility of others existing. This
guesticning also uncovered duta cn jroup nerms which uzctually
were means for the consrol of private beh.vior znd hence not
subject to the cvert demands of the grour. Althcugh punish-
ment or reward coannot be recalistic lly meted out toward in-
dividuzls in regard to their private bceh.vior, the norms

for private Dehavior are yet social in a sense because the
behavior which is "controlled" by these norms would be

punished or rewarded if the group came to krow of 1t. The
sroup nerms for both public and private behavior were checixed
across the verbatim records of the interview material for

all of the members of the group. When the data was collected
on the content of sccial norms, a listing and description

of each social norm was made. Cuantificaticn was then possible.

Cuantifyins Social Action

A second as_iect cof describing each neorm is to quantify

its "imgortance"; i.e., the forcefulness of its demand for

2

conformity by which it has _rezaler c¢r lesser im ortance to

€



the grou;.l To rake this meacurcment in a finile manner

+

is difficult unless an atsolute scale of the reward-punich-

C

ment cystem that demands conformity could be develoied.
Howevzr, the finite units are not needed tc test the hypo-
theses but cnly some measure c¢f the diffcrence between units.
This leads into the second kind of data needed, that cf the
differences batween sccial norms, self norus, and sccizl
bechavicr, for the purposes of comparing them. It is this
second kind of data bty which the hypctnheses can be tested.

It is a;parcnt that these data cannct be had without the
basic duta on the content of the social norms.

The investigation of the content of the self norms is
almost unavoidubly part of the interviewinz process on social
norms because both cun be recorded within the same interview
and the inform=nts repeatedly volunteer the views on how the
personnel c¢f their zgroup should behave. However, the actual
recordinz of the self norms, 1s necessary only in reference
to the social norms. Focr purposes cf acgquiring data to ans-
wer the guestions c¢f this study only the recordinz; of the
differences c¢f individual norms with the sccial ncrms is use-
ful. Thus a representative statcment of a social norm is
used as a standzrd for the individual to compare with his
self norm on the area of bohavicr covered ty the sccial ncrm.
This comgparison is qguantitatively expresscd by having the

informant rate his own degree of azreement or disa’reement

l. See "An Additional KNote", Chapter II.



26

with the social norm. This is more specifically described
below thrcugn the d:sscriptiocn of the scales used for making
these comparisons.

Likewise individual behavicr per se wus not recorded
but only the com arison between the tehovior reqguired by
a socizl normr and the individual's Judgzent c¢f his cwn "acted
out" agrecuent or disa_reement with it. A pcssible weak

N

roint occurs in this step for 1t a,z

ghg

gars liitely thatv nany
individuals wculd be reluctant to record their cwn devia-
ticns from what they considered the sroup's social norms to

“ainin-

() [

be. This problem was h-rdled by srendinz time in

1

the confidence of the inforuontst and also this was

metnhodolozicully handled by assuming that under stated ccon-

diticns, informants cculd and would _ive the necess.ry in-
formztion. The acqguisition of these duta was =chieved by

T

means cf a scale deccribed below. These data, as with thut
on bthe self ncros, was made by a coipurative refcrence to
the individual's percepticn ¢f the sccial norms.

The research design itself, beyond cpoecifying exactly
what data are Lo be recorded, must also indicate how the
data are Lo be organized and anulyzed.

-

Desi:;;n of Second Fhase of Resecarch

The testing of the nhypotheses reguires coispuring tvhree

s

1. About 200 - 4 uonths at an averu_e of 12 - 15 hours
cer week with the _rcup. '
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parts of a scciual situsticon: Social norwes, self norus,

and individual cecial behavior. A meezure of the sgrecment
betvieen tlie specific norms and related behavior is necessary
and the comparisons to be mude are then thircush all the

data on euch sinjsle individual and tarough all the dabta on
each item ucrcss the _roup. Diagraw=tically thls agpears

as follows:

Sccial Norms Self Norms Social Behavior
Individu=zl A . Qe Qe
D. b. b.
C. c. c.
. Differences . Differernces .
—————————————————— Differences —-—-—-=———--
D
Individual B a. A 2.
L) L] [ ]
¢ TU I I e — D ------ ¢ T —— D ———————— .
L] [ ] [ ]
________________ ) e

Tndividual C n 1" "

As will be a;parent from the diagram, this aspect c¢f the
study will be an exaninaticn of norms and behavior rataer
than individuals, altlhcugh the social and self norms are be-
ing kert grouped bty the individuals who perceive and res  cad
Lo them. The above desijn enables com.arisons to bes made

between the three ;arts in all ;ossible ways.

Py

Frocedure - Field Cperaticn III

The type of guesticn asked was, "How much of the time
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is confeormity to this -articular norm demanded? Cr can it
be at all ignored or not cenformed to and 1if so hcw much of
the time?" Thus for each social norm a f; sure in terms of
a percent of time in which conformily wac reguired was pro-
jected by the infcrmant. The introductory questiocns used
varied little frem one informant to the mnext but such added
exy;lanation was ma’e as seemcd necessary Lo insure under-
ctunding on the part cf the informants cf exactly whut the
nature of the desired respgnse was. The came line of gques-
ticrning was followed for the self ncorms and the data was

"

then ccmparable. AL this phase ¢f data _sathering there was

e
no intent to ;ze¢t a mcasure of how conforming the Ttehavicr
of each individual was, bul, as is described in the presenta-
tion of the data, the infeormints came forth spontancously

fer tie most part and measured themselves in terms of their

ratins of the socizl and self nerms. The orportunity was

not lost to record this relationship and this became the
basis for the data presentcd in Chapter V.
Crizinally, the.intention was to _et a direct measure

of how much each member of the group ccnformed to the norms.
This was to be done by direct observation but several pro-
blems arcse. The intensity of confermity could not be measur-
ed fcr a Ziven act and some norms were ne_ative and there was
no way to compzre abstinence to action. Conforwity has two

spects: 1. how much c¢f the time one conforms or not, and

2. how much the behavior is like the demanded ;erfcrmance.



Graphiczlly conformity then locks like 2 point in time and

activity.
1C0
% of time of
ccrformity
C 100

% of approach to demanded behavior

While the time aspect mi_ht be recorded (except that reccrd-
ing periods of latency for the norms would be almost im;oss-
ible), developing a measure cf likeness to the demanded

benavior is almost, if not actually impossible.

Changes In Technigues Reguired

wWith rejard to the data thut were collected as described
abcve, a problem arose. This is expanded u,cn in Chapter VI,
tut briefly, there a feured to be an uncertainty as to comn-
parability of the Jjudzments of the informants on the ixaport-
ance of the norms, both social and self. ‘thile this wculd
not affect the analysis of indivicduul behavior, it definitely
rrevented tne analysis acrocss the grcup since the Jjudgments
vore noct transposable. From this latter snalysis, it was
susprected that the wide variztion in the data collected
would be c¢f inlerest, so a nore stundardized method of com-
paring the three social elements was ceveloped.
Irocedure - Field Cperaoticn IV

The method for recordin; the diff-rences between the
proup norns znd self norms was to estzablich distinct end

roints fcr the positive range of intensity or importance of
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the norms. The lower point of this range is C or simLly
no importunce. The uyrer is that of the mest impertznt
ncrm of those wihich existed for the pgroup. The Zighest unit
(17) denotes the uprer limit cf this sczle and C the lower
limit. The infcormants were then asked te rate the irmport-
cnce of euch necrm in terms oi this numeric:l scale from O
to 10. This is nct a scale 1n the usual sense; i.e., each
unit havings knowuble zbseolute value. However, 1t is vhatl
m.y be descrited as prejective scale with an absclute ran_e,
the lo icnl exireme linits being defined as to quality of
the juuntity (in the sense th:t nothingness 1s the juality
¢f the guuntity zero), bubt not the units of quantity included,
since tnis is perhaps unkncwable. The informanl projects
vhatever "ubsolute™ values of behavicr that he has onto the
rarze of O to 10 and then denotcs the difference between the
group norms on the first scale and the self ncrms on the
second scale. The units frem O to 10 are zssumed to be seen
by the informants as egui-distant from e=ch other. This
assumption seems warranted in view of the fuct that -~fter
more than twelve years of formal and informal use of numbers
by the informants, they will have learned to res;cnd to
content of norms in numbers as e3:3l units in the abstract.

Tiie scale is sketched below:

Social Norms Self Norms
10 (most important) 10 (most irportant)
* *
O (¢f no imgortance) 0 (leazt important)



41

his record of Lhe differences between the same kind cf

norms on the ssme scale and the came srecific norms on

Iv.

—
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A ccmparable measure of the informants' sccia

is necessary. For thls, a nunmeric:l ringe wzs used as above

N
[

but here ths lower limit, zero, was defined as "no conformity"

znd the up. er, ten, as the complete fulfillment be,ond the

minimum requirements. This scale measures in terms cf a

[¢)]

specific ranzge of pozsible behavicr of which only under-
conformity is being reccrded whereas the cther scales include
the entire ranzse possible for them. By the definition of the
numericzl terms in the scale it fcllows that it directly
mecasures the degree of conformity cor the ajreement between
sccial norms and the sccial beh wior associated with the norms.
This provides directly the tect of Hypothesis III. It also
provides the data by which Hypothesis IV can be tested by
comparison of this data with the measured differences between
srour and self norms. A sketch of the scale appears below:
Rating by the Individual Actor

of rnis Cwn Socisl Behavicr as
He Conceived of It

10 - (Com;lete fulfillment of

] at least the minimum

& requirements of the behavior
7 norm in question.)

*

0]

- (No cenformity to the sccial norm.)

The Rel.itiorshir of the Investizator to the Group

The actual gothering of data atout humans from them
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always has problems and the difficulties specific to this
study have been met as follows:

First, the presence of the investizator within the
group must be understood by the group and be acceptable to
them. In this case the investigalor presented himself as
one who was incverested in the relationshi_s between the
technigues used and the goal of the group. Specifically
this was phrased as an open questicn of "ihat relationship
did the techniques of social organization, swimming practice
behavior, and interperscnal relations have to the goal of
winning as a team in competitive swimming?" The data gather-
ed for the more specific problem of this thesis provided
the information to the swimming coach and team. This more
than allowed the presence of the investigator. All of the
rersonnel of the group becane interested in helping in what-
ever way they cculd although they did not understand how to
do so. The time of intensive interviewing was spent in
open observations with note-taking which infromants were
allowed to see and in unstructured discussions with the in-
formants. After four months, initial apprehensions about
this person who kept on looking at everything, were reduced
to a point where they could not be detected by the investi-
gator. By this time the note-takinzg was considered routine.
Also guestions, at first asked casually, now became more
specific but considered "all right". The interviewingz of

each individual for the refined data presented here was
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explained by tellinz the informants that these were final
recordings of data needed to "make the picture of the
situztion complete”. To all agpearances the informants
accepted this and the majority seemed pleased to be of
assistance to the project.

This writer feels that field technigues of acquiring
data must satisfy at least three requirements of his behavior
in relation to the informants, l. that the informants feel
secure from punishment from the investigator or from the
group for talking to the investigator; 2. that they ade-
quately understand what kind of data is needed; and 3. that
they have some interest and motive to give the information.
These needs thus structure the investigator's behavior. It
is necessary for him to have an extensive contact with the
group so as to become a familiar person and to attain the
status ofvbeing independent of the group but in communica-
tion with it; i.e., friendly toward it. Further, this long
period of getting rapport is useful in order to interest
the informants in giving the data needed and to have them
uﬁderstand at least vaguely what is needed so that when an
interview is made, the explanation of the informant's role
is not completely new. It is also necessary to clearly de-
fine the investigator's role as being one in which informa-

tion is received but neither morally evaluated nor communicated
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1 a face-to-

to anyone. In this observers opinion, only
- face relationshi; which has become casual and secure, bas-
ed on at least several months of such security, can result
in the close rapport required. This seems to be borne out

by the experience of the study.

l. Not until informants have witnessed the investigator
receiving some informztion and not divulging it to anyone
will they feel free to admit social "deviations".



CHAPTEZR IV
DESCRIPTIVE MATERIAL CN THE GRCUP
AND THE PART>5 (F SUCIAL ACTICON BEING STUDIED

Background of the Group

The 1951 Swimming Team at llichigan State College had
fourteen active members who successfully carried on the
reputation of being a rising team. Rated third in the nation
in 1950 and second in collegiate swimming in 1951, they have
been the recipients of considerable attention from sports-
writers. Vithin ?he setting of liichigan Stute College their
prestige is somewhat less than would be expected because of
the newly nationally prominent football team also existing
there. However, living in a social setting generally
apprreciztive of athletic success, they enjoy considerable
prestige. The team is comparatively small and the members
are primarily state residents. This team has not developed
into a large scale operation as have most football teams
and as have, at least, three collegiate swimming teams but
has retained the intimacy and social cohesion arising out
of their common identification with their state and college.

The position of the coach was described1 in the intro-

duction but two things might be added. 1. That he is

1. Page o.
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considerably more competent than the average coach and is
thus respected by the team, and 2. That he is less
authoritarian in his relationship with the team than is
typical of thirty to fortyswimiing coaches known to the
author and as a result, although he urged the members to
work for success in competition, he allowed the group to
develop as it would.lt

Further description of the grou; is made as the data
on the problem proceeds. The first of tnese descriptions
is that of the actual activities of the group.

Data - Field Operation I
The Time-Activity Situations of the Group

As the investigator became familiar with the surround-
ings and activities of the group through the pilot reconais-
sance, he began to observe the range of patterns of behaving
which characterized its daily and weekly activities.

The late afternoons of the week days were spent in
practice sessions during which a minor portion of two to
three hours was spent in actual swimring and the major part
in conversation and joking. Another period of activity was
the team meals on a Saturday before and after the swimming
neet, or if on the road the continuous association of the
members of the group over a week-end. The third major ac-

tivity was the swimming meet itself, starting from the training

l. See Chapter IV.
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room idle talk (e.g., "who's racing what?" talx and spas-
modic jcking) proceeding throuch the formal start of a meet
with the competition completing the public activity and the
dinner the more private group activity.

) Recording the Norms

In regard to these three time-activity situations,
the investigator spent several months of watchiny, talking
and casually questioning the informants. The goal of this
operation was to record and to abstract the group norms
governing public social behavior. Cnly those acts which
appeared significant in some way to the majority (i.e.,
to which the majority showed interest) of the group and
which were either rewarded or punished were recorded as
relevant to the group norms. Included also were acts which
were demanded verbally with proferrments of reward or punish-
ment in the future dependant upon the subsequent action of
the individual. Needless to say, most of the obvious in-
stances of the existence of a norm came through the vio-
lation of it. VWhen this occurred the punishments ranging
from verbal attack through social ostracism to expulsion
from the group became evident either through their threaten-
ed or actual use. The rewards for conforming to the norms
are very difficult to describe for during periods of socially
normal group behavior, there seemed to be nothing quite de-
signatable as a reward. If rewards do exist for conformance

to social behavior of this secondary non-economic type group
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they must be either the "reward" of nct beins punished or
the individual's "satisfaction" with the permission or right
to engage in the activities of the group. The latter is
well demonstrated by the observation that the most effec-
tive punishment of a group member is a threat or enactment
of expulsion from the zgrou.. Further evidence is the great
effort any individual uust exert in order to becoiwe a member
cf the zroup and it can be assumed that his decision to en-
gaze 1n this complex of special behavior in some way satisty-
inz or rewarding. Just how it is rewarding is a separate
problem and why it is rewarding, a psychological problem.

The only clear instance of reward in this group is that of
assignment of prestige. All the informants and all observed
situations indicated that prestije was completely related to
success as a coupetitive swimmer. This is not then a reward
for conformity to social behavior but rather acknowledsment
of membership in an abstract "social" class of a certain de-
sree of success as a coumpetitive swimmer. Since meubership
in any given class group in this case cannot apparently

be entirely made by conscious choice, then this is not an
example of a kind of soical behavior for which a social group
norm can demand contormity. In this kind of behavior evalua-
tion by the _roup there can be no punishment, only reward

or lack of it.
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The final abstraction of norms (by inference) from
public behavior was completed after continued observation
in the three time-activity situations showed very little
modification of the norms by either reorganizaticn or addi-
tion to them through continued recording of behavior. At
that time the norms were conceived of by the investigator,
accordinzg to the evidence at hand, as follows:

I. Verbal and behavioral exhibition of a
"willingness to try" to succeed as a
coxpetitor on the team.

II. Exhibition of "friendly" behavior to-
ward other members of the group.

III. Appearing "cooperative", "non-aggressive",
"conformistic", and/or submissive in inter-
personal relations and in relaticn to all
instances ¢f reinforcement of the norms.
(Note: the first three adjectives are
interchangeat-ly used by the informants to
describe the desired behavior. The last I
have added from my observations.)

IV. Verbalizing at appropriate tines that
"competition is zood".

V. Vertalizing at appropriate tiies that
"swimming is good'.

VI. Attendance at all practice and other meetings

of the group.
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VII. Taiking time trials (i.e., a timing of
swimming).

VIII. Meeting practice requirements. (These
varied from person to person since
difierent races required different
training.)

IX. To want to succeed in competition.

It is obvious that these norms reflect the central
goal of the group, i.e., their wanting to be a successful
athletic team. The efficiency of these norms for achiev-
ing that goal is questionable in two ways. First, the
specific kinds of behavior demanded may not at all be con-
ducive to helping any individual member toswim faster.
second, in demanding conformity to these norms, the group
may misdirect energy which could have been more efficient-
ly used. They represent an attempt to direct behavior into
chaneels that will make the individual more efficient in
competitive swimming. Whether they do succeed well in do-
ing this or not is a separate question which will be enlarged
upon later. Also it may be that these norms serve functions
or needs which are less obvious to this group and to the
investigator and hence a thorough understanding of why they

exist in this particular form escapes both of us.

Data - Field Operation II

In order to make an accurate abstraction of the norms
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for this group, a iurther investigation was made. Each
member of the sroup was .,uestioned in an open—endedl
interview on what the norms were. They were asked what
the norms of a series of time-activity situations were and
specifically how they were defined by the while group.
Thus their percepticn of the group norms grovided a list
of norms which mi_ht alter the list derived from observa-
tions made by the investigutor. This did happen in two
ways. First, there was a slight modification of the norms
for public behavior, this occurring in two Ways. The last
three norms as listed above were found not to be norms and
two other norms were discovered.2 Also, a simplification
of the statement of each norm to languaze symbols meaning-
ful to the group was achieved throuzh the long interviewing
and subseguent familiarity with these symbols. The follow-
ing regresent the norms as revised by interviewing:

1. "Acting friendly".

2. Verbalizing a "willingness to try to succeed®.

1. "Open-ended" here means allowing the infcrmants to
£ill in the answers to general questions in their own language
and extending as much data pertinent to the study as was
feasible in terms of time. The term also implies the use
of the now-questioning technique of the investigation after
he had set the area of discussion.

2. The verbal descriptions by the informants of the
social norms is considered by the investigutor to be more
accurate than the direct observations by the logic that the
former are what the informants feel is important to conform
to and hence are operating or actual norms. The norms that
were dropred were considered irrelevant by dll the informants.



5. '"Reasonable attendance at rractice".

4, "Giving encouragement to teammates'.

5. Not verbalizing a dislike of competition.

6. "Acting as a team member should in public®.

7. Not verbalizing a disiike of swimming.

8. Not appearing to be intentionally non-cooperative

(i.e. ap.earing to be cooperative).

The second modification of the list of norms was the addition
of an entirely new series of norms, these beiny controls tor
private behuvior. That such an elaborate set of definitions
of behavior would exist for activity that could not be very
well punished or rewarded, came as a surprise to the in-
vestigator. The obvious impossibility of the group eftec-
tively controlling the private behavior of the individual
would tend to argue that the group would not be over con-
cerned with this behavior if it wanted to be an efficient
government. Yet the concern was strong and was accompanied
by an unawareness of the attendant difficulties in punish-
ing such deviant behavior. The investigator guestioned «ll
the informants as to whether only deviant private behavior
discovered or all deviant private behsvior was to be punish-
ed and all excert cne informant said yes to the lutter situa-
tion, the exception commenting that the latter was iwpossible
realistically but ideal. Certainly any admission of deviancy
in private or carelessmness permitting its discovery trought

punishment or threat to the offender. Later investigzaution



53

showed the group d4id not comsider most of the norms for
private behavior quite as important as those for public
action, but they were yet important encugh to warrant be-
ing considered. The norms Ior private behavior finally
abstracted from the languase of the informants and typical
of their use of word symbols are listed below.

l. "rersonally liking swimwing".

2. '"No smoking".

%. "Personally wanting to cooperate".

4, "Eating rizht" before a meet.

5. "No drinking".

6. Personally "having a feeling for team spirit"

7. "Not staying up late before a meet".

8. "Personally liking competition™.

9. "Personally wanting to be friendly".
Upon inspecticn of all the norms for behavior listed above
for this small group of fourteen persons, it becomes diffi-
cult to imazgine some of the norms as having utility in effect-
ing the goal which Uthis group stated to be theirs. Rather
than accept this as being the only goal of the group I shall
leave to further investigation the question of why social
norms, or directives of behavior in any form, exist with
the specific directions they have. It is obvious that more
than one goal is desired and further obvious that the means
of achieving one goal can be destructive toward achieving

another. A brief analyis of the list of ncrms above in
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relation to the group structure and goals that are apparent
is, however, feasible.

First it is izgortant to note that none of the informunts
gave an explanation of the utility of the norms, i.e. they
could not explain how they contrituted to amn achievement of
the central goal of the group.

It might be argued that social norms, rational or no¥,
"create" a stronger group cohesion. In any observation of
social groups and in the observations of this group, cohesive-
ness can be seen to exist in direct relation to the social
norms. As described above, however, this relation is that
the members accept without inquiry or examination the norm
or value that the other norms are good. The norms (No. 8)
on page 52 and (No. 3) on page 53 above that refer to the
cooperativeness and conformity are those norms which in
temporal relationship must precede all others. Out of this
type of norm comes the "cohesiveness" which seems to rein-
force the group structure.l What role the remaining specific
norms play remains a question, part of which is examinable
in the data in the following chapters.

Although the intention at this time was to make a com-
plete collection of all of the data necessary to make the

analyses of the relationships noted in the title of this

l. It is not here intended to imply that all cohesive-
ness is only due to this kind of norm or necessarily to norms
at all. It is likely that there are different kinds of social
cohesiveness.
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chapter, several problems arose. The methods used to ccllect
data at this timel did not lead to the desired data and

the material collected was unusable for testing the hypo-
theses. It was used as if it were data of a pilot study

and thus aided in the final development of a tool that would
quantify the data properly. The following analyses and
summaries are presented without the data since the more
complete data are presented in Chapter VII. The appropriate
parts of that material duplicate the data upon which the

following comments are based.

1. Pp. 37-38.



FART II
CHAPTER VI
The Relationships Between the Variables:
a. Individual Perception of the Social
Norms b. Self Norms and c¢. Self Be-
havior.
Data - Field Operation III

The following data was the result of the second fo-
cused interviewing of the informants. The data needed was
that with which the testing of the hypotheses as stated in
Chapter III could be made. The first specific goal was to
find out how important or forcefull each of the social norms
was in comparison to the associated self norm.

As often happens, the interviewing brought out unex-
pected information which while discovered after the fact
aids in the better understanding if presented before. This
phenomenon was the difficulty most of the informants had in
separating their self norms from the social norms of the
group. Repeatedly they would begin a sentence with "I think
that" thus and so should be---and only by constantly remind-
ing them that while discussing social norms the desired data
was "what they think the group demanded" could the two types
of norms be separated. It is also to be noted that on the

interview record for these informants there was a definite

1. GSee Chapter III, pg. 24.
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reluctance for some to admit that social norms even exist-
ed as such.

Later, as self norms were discussed, all the informants
talked about their social behavior pertaining to each norm.
Understanding of the informants' inability to conceptualize
and keep distinct social from self norms came later when by
comparative analysis it was discovered that those who ha d
the greatest difficulty in conceiving of the social norms
were those who rated their self norms as much more important.
This followed proportionately so that those who rated the
importance of their self norm lower clearly and easily made
the distinction between the social and self norms. The
former of these polar types typically justified their "up-
ward" self norm difference from the social norms (they
could perceive what the social norms were when questioned
to the point) by a stateuwent implying their greater desire
"to work hard" as a group member and that their making their
self norms more importunt meant that they were more "serious"
than "sowe of the fellows". The latter polar type justified
their "downward" deviation from the social norms by stating
typically that "it isn't necessary to be so strict all the
time" or "there isn't much sense (or use) in most of these
norms".

All the informants presented these "justifications" of
their self norms. The first type boasted and the second

admitted that their behavior was almost as deviant as their
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stated difference of the self norms from their perception
of the social norms.

Comparative analysis of the perception of social norms
from this data indicated only that those who had rated their
self norms higher than the social norms tended to see the
latter as being average to very important wnile those who
rated their self norms lower than the social norms tended
to rate the social norms from very important to some of
no importance. A better measure of this was necessary and
became one of the reasons for the scaled data in Chapter VII.

The intra-person analysis of the informants' ratings1
of the two types of norms allowed a direct comparison within
the context of a social actor. Thus it is possible to see
upon examination of.the interview records that

l. self norms varied little from the perception

of the social norms, and

2. self behavior followed closely both the per-

ceived social and self norms.
By examination across the group of records, the following
was discovered:

1., that there was a wider variation in the ratings

of self norms than of perceived social norms and
this variation moved in both directions (of grezater
and lesser importance) away from the perception of

of social norms, and

l. The questions used to obtain this data are discussed
in Chapter IV.
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2. that there tended to be little grourwide agree-
ment on what the iwmgortance of a given social
norm was (i.e. there was a very wide percegtion
of social norms.)

The most important asgect of the across-the-group examina-
tion of the data is thuat there was very little communication
on the importance or forcefulness of the sccial norms be-
tween the members of the group. As each social norm was
asked to be rated by an informant, there was usually a period
of about 15-3C seconds tefore he would answer and than re-
reatedaly each informant would remark that he "didn't really
know for sure" etc. This difficulty was entirely absent
during the rating of the self norms. Some of the informants
realized during the interviewing that they did not really
know witn any degree of clarity whuat the social norms were,
in short that there was virtually no communication between
group umembers about them. As the group analysis indicates,
there was little knowledge of what the "real social norms
were. Their reality is apparently only a statistical mean
from which there is a gre.t degree of variance in perception.

An interesting but not quite as crucial a body of data
are the various spontaneous comments the informants made on
the "causal" relationships between social and self norms.
Both types (the higher-than averase and lower-than-average
raters) felt that social norms were somewhat ineffectual

agents of social action. They felt that most of their
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social norms existed as real sources of control in the
zroup (and they generalized beyond the group) but that each
person thought of the norms differently. \hen asked why
the latter was so, they had no answer but as examination
of the data on the individual shows in the summary state-
ment (1) under that section) above, the self norms may be
an explanation. It would seem that the actor tends to be-
lieve that his self norms are the "real" or mean social
norms and that this occurs because he does not attempt to
find out but merely assumes knowledge of the normative
system.

The inveétigator further questionedl the informants on
these attitudes to find out what they thought controlled
their own behavior and also other persons' behavior in the
group. Their previously mentioned feeling that their own
self norms were somewhat superior to the social norms as
they perceived them, of course led them to say that in genmeral
they followed their self norms. When they answered a question
of why other members conformed to the social norms, most were
acutely aware that there was a variation of behavior and that
most likely the other individﬁéls had some "reason" for doing
as they did.' They made no direct answer as to why others did

conform to the extent that they seemed to.

l. This data was not recorded in a verbatim form since
no note-taking was done at the time of this interviewing al-
though this followed the formal interview. This questioning
was informal and was a check to see if the informants conceived
of the relationship between their perception of the social norms

and their self norms as they had stated it.
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In a sense this lay ovinion approaches the reality of
the situation. The lack of comzunication prevented their
knowing exactly the dynamics of the normative system of the
group.

At this point in the gathering of the data, the original
questicn of the study could not be completely answered. Be-
sides the vagueness of the variation in the intensity of the
social norms perceived by various members, there was needed
some measure of social benavior both public and private,
that could be related to the individual's perception of the
social and self norms. The scale outlined in Chapter IV
was developed and the data recorded with it is presented in
Chapter VII. Although it repeats the data presented above,
it also adds the information necessary to understanding the
social phenomena in question.

Thus far, the summarizing of the data in this chapter
has described the relationships between perception of social
norms, self norms and social behavior but new and important
aspects, 1. +the variation in the ﬁerception of social norms
and 2. the need to more precisely relate social behavior
to its most closely associated elements, created new dimen-
sions to the entire problem which then suggested the further

investization.



CHAPTER VII

Relationships Between and the Data of the
Importance of the Social, Self Norms, and
the Conformity of Individual Behavior to

the Norms As Seen by the Individual

Data - Field Operaticn

In the previous chapter it was stated that there was a
sreat variaticn in the perception of the social norms across
the group. This phenomenon apseared siwilarly in the ratings
of the importance of the social norms. Actually this variation
is of two kinds. The first is that of the extensive range
of perception of each norm as indicated by the widely dif-
ferent values assigned to it by each informant. Thus in
Table I, out of a range of eleven categories, a larzge por-
ticn of this range was used for each of the norms. Below
is the tabulation of the responses to the norms and the
percentase of the possible ran.e used ty the members to
spread the ratings. This latter represents the extent of
the "scatter" of the responses. Also the mean response of
each norm is given.

Just as there occurred a wide variation of perceptions
to the social norms, so did there occur a similar and almost
identical variation regarding the actors' ratings of the im-
portance of their self norms. By calculating the mean number

of categories used for all the social norms as against the
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self norms (i.e. the mean percentage of the range used
for each kind of norms), it was discovered that 9.117
out of the eleven categories was the mean average number

covered fer both the social and self norms.



Table I

‘Tabulation of kRatings of the Ierceived Importance of the
Social Norms of the Group Under Study
P The number of Ratings At a % of lean
The Social Norms Given Numerical Value Range Rengg
- e 3ol % a s B e R gigal Teed -
« "Personally 1liki & M
3 s;i;:iiig.?' Aper 11 13| 3|14] 9% | 7.4
b. "NO SmOkingn " 2 2 l 2 l l 2 5 62 5.6
¢. "Acting friendly." 1 12| 2| 3| 5} 1009 &.1
d. "Verbalizing a willingness X 5 Rl E LTSRS 82 73
to try to succeed."”
e. "Reasonable attendance £ 1 7 (s W1 (I T M O R 82 7.6
at practice."
f. "Personally wanting to 2 2|1 2| 31 5 o4 8.2
cooperate." |
g. "Eating right before a 21 o K 3 - i | 91 5.4
meet."
h. "Giving encouragement 21115 4| 2 55 2.6
to team mates."
i. "No drinking." 2 ? B S 18 B O . 411 82 O
Je "Personally having a feel- ; % .
ing for team spirit.” 3 Rl o BB I 22 7.
k. "Not verbalizing a dislike
of competition." LR a |4 >14|e 91 6.1
l. "Acting as a team 'should' ,
in public." 111 211|514 73 8.1
m. "Not staying up late be- 1 1 2 & Td P EVE D ol 5.4
fore a meet."
n. "Personally liking 11 L12121%15] x §106 5.9
competition."”
o. "Not verbalizing a dis- ;
like of swimming." 4 e |z |1 ela}ls|1]ie 6.1
s
p. "Personally wanting to 1 3 L2461 91 7¢2
be friendly."
e
q. "Not appearing to inten- p 9 9" 275 82

tionally non-cooperative."
(i.e. appearing to be co-
operative.)

7.9



Table II

Tabulation of Ratings of the Perceived Importance of the Self

Norms of the Group Under Study

_ The number of Ratings at a % of | lean
The Self Norms Given Numerical Vglue Range Respons
0 1 2 3 4 5 2.8 910 | Used
a. "Personally liking 1 4 123131 % 00% | 7.2
swimming,"
b. "No smoking." PR gk ¢ -2} 212 1(53]100 6.1
¢. "Acting friendly." 1 2 3|13 5| 100 8.1
d. "Verbalizing a willingness
to try to succeed." 5 5 2] LY ]4]235 1100 74
e. "Reasonable attendance <
at practice.” s U e 141219 o4 8.3
f. "Personally wanting to )
cooperate." 3 21 &LS 55 9.1
g. "Eating right before
a meet.” 1|1 4 2 4| 11100 4.9
h. "Giving encouragement =
L to team mates." 1 (4|54 36 8.9
i. "No drinking." e 5 5 - O S T8 T 9 82 6.1
Jje "Personally having a 8:
i feeling for team spirit." . ol B Dt L P 828
|
‘ k. "Not verbalizing a dis- 5
| 8 like of competition." 1 0 1 s B e R 4 o ) B e I i €2 Oo4
T
1. "Acting as a team member = 2 :
L should' in public." S -3 i s 22 i
m. "Not staying up late i - _
before a meet." I 2B 5 5K 82 5.9
n. "Personally liking .
‘ competition.™ 1 L& 'S |2 2F 100 6.8
0. "Not verbalizing a dis- _ _
like of swimnming." 2 94 3l 21200002 15 Sl B
| .-
P. "Personally wanting to " : . %,
be friendly." : 3 % 28 I 1 &2 8.6
i q. "Not ap.earing to be in- 1 i - T R R Eoir
)

tentionally non-cooperative.”
(i.e. appearing to be coopera-

tive.
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That the means aire identicul for both sets of norms
is striking but that they would be very similar is imagin-
able and in this instance a fact. However, the patterns of
the distributions are quite dissimilar in that the self norms
tend to use either much more or less of the possible range
than do the social norms. By inspection of Table II as con-
pared to Table I this is evident and it is to be noticed
that when the sawe norm (in qualitative content) was com-
pared between the tables that either 1. the spread of the
ratings was markedly greater Zor a given self norm, or 2.
sharper "azreement" between the ratings for a given self
norm was found by a clustering at the "high importance" end
of the scale.l Thus for some of the self norms there seeis
to be a much greater "agreement" than the members of the
group think there is for the social norms although they still
tend to slightly disazgree with the social norm as they per-
ceive it. For the majority of the self norms, however, there
is merely a spordic movement away from the social norms and
here, as in the data of the previous chapter, we again find
a wide distribution of the social norms and also as great
a spread of the self norms but in a pattern different from
the social norms.

A further phenomenon of the unusual spreading is to be

1. If 8.0 or above is considered a high rating (and
high agreement) response then there are oniy two exceptions
to this generalization in Table II.
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noted by comparing the distance between the high and low
mean responses to the social norms with that of the self
norms. Comparing the high to the low means of the social
norms (8.2 to 5.4) with that of the means of the self norms
(9.1 to 4.9), we find the latter having a greater spread or
a movement away from the little centralness found in the
social norms by an increase of 48&.9%.

The tendencies of the self norms to fluctuate show, as
was outlined, a zreater agreement on some norms and a greater
disagreement on others. By inspection of the self norms on
Table II, those norms which are easily seen to be in sharper
agreement at the hi:h end of the scule can be identified as
norms to do with beliefs about social interaction which are
described as "cooperativeness" and/or its demonstration or
a feeling of "friendliness".l To further facilitate this
kind cf analysis of the norms, a tatle giving the rank order
of the social and self norms by their ratings follows. It
suffices to say at this point only that the ratings of the
norms, bcth social and self, have a natural dividing point
(the 1Cth norm in either ranking) in terms of the scores (as
indicated) and that those in the higher brackets for the social

norms are found to be repeated in the self norms with only

1. These norms (conformity norms) are concerned with
beliefs about social cooperation. By examination of Table III
it can be seen that the norms rated lower tend to be concerned
with beliefs about physical training.



slightly different scores and rankings. This suggests a
"final" discrimination of those norms which are of sufficient
irportance to be actually functioning as such as against
those norms which are so vaguely agreed upon that it be-
comes difficult to imagine their having any function at all
although their existance has been confirmed by observation.
The unsuspected wide variation in the perception of social
norms shown by the data seems to raise a guestion of whether
any real decision can be made regarding the intensity of a
given social norm making it a "real force" or whether all
norms must be considered as having some function however
small it way be. The norms of high importance can yet stand
and be analyzed as such.

The data needed to test the hypotheses of this study
are all of the associations between perception of social norms,
self norms and percepticn of social behavior related to the
appropriate norms and difierently from the summary presenta-
tion in the previous chapter of field observations and in-
terrogation of informants in which the relationships between
these three entities were directly observed and first hand
descriptions were made as closely in context as was possible,
the use of the projective scale for "measuring", or more
accurately relating, the entities allows the use of a sta-
tistical analysis. The chcice of a particular statistical
technique to use is always a problem since a specific kind

of analysis is usually desired and to achieve this an appro-



liean
Ratings

8.2

.1

&.1
7.9

7.6

7.6

7.1

74

7ol

7.3

6.4
6.1

5.9
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Table III

kank Crder by Rated Importance oif the FPer-
ception of Social Norms as Compared to the

Self Norms

Rank Crder of
rerception of

Social Norms

l.

10.

ll.
12.

15.

14,

15.
16.

17.

e

Norms

"Personally .anting
to cooperate.”

"Acting as a team
'should' in public.
Acting friendly.
"Not apuearinzg to be
intentionally non-
cooperative." (i.e.
aprearing to be
cooperative.)

"Giving encouragement
to team mates.”

"Fersonally having a
feeling for team spiri

"Reasonable attendance
at practice."

"Fersonally liking
swimeing,"

rersonally wanting to
be friendly.

"Verbalizing a willingn
to 'try' to succeed."

"No drinking."

"Not verbalizing a dis-
like of swimning."

"Not verbalizing a dis-
like of competition."”

"Fersonally liking
competition."

No smoking.

"Eating 'risht'before a
meet."

"Not staying up late be
a meet."

Kank Order of
Self Norms

1.

t.ll

ess 9.

12.

15.

15.
17.

fore 11.

llean
Ratings

9.1

c.l

€.l
6.4

8.9

.5

7.2

6.1
4.9

6.6
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priate relationship must be arranzed between the technigue
and the data. For these data, since these data are com-
parable across scales in the same units from the percep-
ticn of scciul norms to the self norms, an analysis of

the association in relation to chance was desired. Unfor-
tunately the Pearsonian grocuct-moment gives a measure of
association of the positicns of two sets of data usingzg the
standard deviations from boti distributions and conseguent-
ly does not consider the possibility orf the variaovles being
functicnally cr integrally relatec. \hile chi-square relates
the chance of two variables being associated in an homo-
geneous'po;ulation, it does nct measure this in fixed units.
ilo other statistic xnown to the writer approaches the parti-
cular task at hand and of the two menitioned above only a
new technique derived from the chi-square would adequately
suffice (but to develop this new technique would involve
many more months or years thun is profitable for the
analysis of this data.) Hence the product-moment r was used
because (this is the best available technique in statistics
as used by sccial scientists, and its apparent inadequacies
will not need further explanalion.

The tables that follow zive the rectilinear correla-
tions between the perception of sccial norms and the self
norms (Table IV), the perception of social norms and the
social behavior (Table V), and the self norms and the social

behavior (Table VI). These correlations are given for each



Table IV
Product-iioment Correlation between the I'erception
of Social Norms and the Self Iorms for all the

Social Actors in the Group Under Study.

Social Actors rerception of Self Norms
Social Norms
A. .99
B. .99
C. .99
D. .99
E. .G8
F. .98
G. .97
H. .96
I. . G4
J. .93
K. .92
L. .&8
. .88
N. &7

liean of the Correlations .95



72

Table V
Product-i.oment Correlaticn Between the rerception
of Sccial liorms and tne Social Behavior for all

the Social Acters in the Group Under Study

Social Actors Fercegtion of Social Eehavior
Social Norms
A. .99
B. .99
C. .58
D. .99
E. .S
F. .98
G. .97
H. .99
I. .98
Je .Gl
.99
L. .99
i .93
N. .99

Lean of the Correlations SIS}



Table VI
rroduct-..oment Correlaticn Between Self Norms
and Social EZehavior for All the Social Actors

in the Group Under Study

Sccial Actors Self Norms Social Eehavior
A. .99
B. .99
e .56
D. .82
3. .97
F. .90
G. .95
H. . 85
I. « 94
Jde .96
K. .89
L. .95
e <75
I, .96

llean of the Correlations .9%
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social actor in the group for examination of the possible
variation in the relationship of the three entities from
actor to actor (i.e. social person to social person) and
then the mean r is given to indicate the result of the
group findings. These data as that above are most fruit-
fully understood by exauinacion of the tables presented
znd the anzlyses followinzg in the next unit are not the
only ones possible. They regresent an examination of the
findings directly in relaivicn to the orisinal questions of

the study.



CHAPTER VIIT

Ui ARY AND ANALY:SIS CF THE DATA

The data gresented in Chapters V, VI, and VII gives

the followin; information pertinent to this study:

1.

that there is little or no agreerent in the
percegtion of the imjortance (i.e. influentual-
ity and prevalence) of social norms between the
social actors except for those norms concerned
with social cocperativeness and friendliness,

that a similar disagreement and agreement occur-
red between individuals conceptions of the im-
rortance of their self norms,

that the difrerent perceptions of the importance
of self norms tends to be either in less ajreement
or more than the percepticn of social ncrms and
that those norms which have closer agreement are
again the norms concerned witn social coopera-
tiveness and friendliness and these perceptions
are that these norms are very important,

that there is a nigh desree of association between
the perce-tion of sccial norms and social behavior,
Lthat there is a high degsree of ausociution between
the verception of social norms and self norms,
that there is a nigh degree of association between

the self norms and social behavior,
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7. that there is a much lower dezgree of associa-
tion between the mean social norms and the
other two variables. (Summary statement of
1, 3, and 6 above.)

The primary task of this anaiysis 1s to relate the data
to the hypotheses of the study. The third of these hypo-
theses, to restate from Chapter III, is: "that social
group norms have, besides a space-time relationship to be-
havior, a definitely observable role of channelizing individual
behavior." 1In conclusion the validity of this hypothesis
becomes apparent from Statement 7 above, from the data.

The hypothesis as stated is unquestionably invalid. The
hypothesis, in beinzy constructed before the investigation
was made, did not formulate a meaniniful description of the
relationships between the social elements involved. Thus
the term "social group norms", a concept arising out of

the theory, was emgloyed to indicate the element whose re-
lationship to social behavior was to be studied. However,
the dava shows clearly that lack of comuunication and sub-
sequent "disagreerment" in the perception of the social norms
makes the concept useless since if it referred to the mean
perception of the social norms it would not be sufficiently
self-descriptive to indicate this and if it referred to
actual perception of social norms, there would be little
"sroupness" involved. Thus by substituting the term "per-

ception of social norms" for social group norms, the new
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hy: othesis then UTecomes valid accoraing to Statement 4
above, of the data.

Besides the revicion of Hypothesis III, the re.lace-
ment of the concert "social group norm" with that of
"serception of social norms" changes tiane focus of the
entire problem for it indicates obviously that the for-
mer entity simply dces not exist. By way of illustration,
even the classic examgle of the written law which we have
seen in trial cases in one court alfter another receive
reverscd decisions until finally a supreme court decision
is made which is most often a new law and always the pro-
fessional lawyers and the "public" are divided in many ways
as to their interpretations of what the norm or law actually
"is". Actually a norm does not exist as such but only in
relation to an individual's percepticn of it. This per-
ception of the norm we find directly related to the organi—
zation of the self norm as per Statemenl 5, above, from the
data. This statement thus validates Hypothesis IV as it
is worded in Chapter III: "that the social group norms
will not be in conflict with the self norms of the members
of a secondary grouy." Since the percepticn of sccial norms
is highly reluted to social behavior and to self norms,
we could expect self norms to be highly related to social
behavior. Statement 6, above, frcm the data bears this
out and thus validates Hypothesis V as worded in Chapter
III: "thut self norms will not be in conflict with in-

dividual behavior."
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Hypotheses I and II are invalid as noted in the above
analyses.

These latter conclusions relate back to the discussion
above re the existence of a norm beinz primarily related to
the individual's percertion of it. Iurtner it is apparent
that the relaticn continues.thrcugh self norms to social
behavior. Thus in a sense we can "explain" the wide vuria-
ticn in social behavior by the wide variation in the per-
ception of the sccial norms and by the almost identical
pattern of wide variation of the self norms as conceived
of by a given individual. This makes more clear why a
"group norm" does not exist since the wide variation in
self norms, the association of behavior to these, and the
lack of interest (as previously described) in finding out
what any "other person's" perception of a norm is, make
the existence of a group norm almost impossible, (although
not completely impossible as is indicated by the parts of
Statements 1-% regardiag the kind of norms on which some
"agreement" in perception does exist.)

As was discussed in Chapter V, a socizl norm is goal
oriented (i.e. it is usually thou:zht of as a means to an
end). Thus the conclusion that group norms do not exist
as such would in essence mean that groupwide agreement in
zoal orientation would not exist. This is true for the
most part but there is a unity of goal to the extent that

all of the members of this group and probably all the members



79

of any secondary group have some objective goal which they
seek. In the case under analysis the goal was to become
national champions in swimming and the norms then became
"means" by which this goal might be achieved. In this
consideration of the relationship between norms and goals
the latter is the "means" and the former "the end(s)", how-
ever, it is pertinent to also cconsider the relationship in
which norms are goals in themselves, both means and ends.
when the normative system is considered a means to a goal,
an analysis of the efficiency of these méans can be nmade.
This was bezun in Chapter V but here it is worth consider-
ing a_ ain since if social norms are a means to an end and

at the same time ends in themselves, then the parallel func-
tions might be coniradictory at times. In the group under
analysis this probably is scmewhat the case. Since they
did not attempt to discover the empirical data necessary
for improving their competitive swimming ability with a
definite effort or intcrest, the resulting norms dc not re-
flect a planned and organized attempt to reach that group
goal. When this is related to the great variety of self
norms, it can be tentatively concluded that these determined
the normative system more than did the overt goal of success-
Tful competition in swimmingzg. This also explains the lack

of concern of why there is no atteuwpt to systematically in-
vestigate improvements in swimrming as well as the lack of

the attempt itself.
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hen the norms are considered in the light of their
effectiveness in controlling behavior toward the group
gsoal, there likewise occurs the conclusion that they do
not do so. Apparently hignly individual goals control
the percepticn of the norms and social behavior. This is
not altozether unarparent to most persons or to the members
of this group and yet the group believed they had norms for
private behavior which is even more difficult to control
than public or social behavior. It would secm taat a
real conflict existed for the actors when they attenpted
to move toward the group goal and yet their own private
needs deumanded attention. The attemgct to control private
behavior which obviously is ixpossible (while it remains
private) seems more plausible as a non-rational attempt
to prrevent these private needs from interfering with the
functioning of the group. The conflict seems to have arisen
out of an almost feverish haste to govern social behavior
and a lack of investigating how that behavior should be
controlled for the purvose of the group. Thus for eacn
actor a set of self norms arise which are unique. From
this we can see why the actors were not interested in what
the group norms might be and almost unaware of tnem since
their self norms which they Ielt so strongly made them
think that these were the grouy norums. ‘Besides checking
the unique personal needs which are asocial that each in-

dividual has, the self norms also have a positive demand
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for a kind of social acting that cerhags can be best con-
ceived of as a need itself. Eriefly these needs reduce

or prevent states of tension as all behavior does, these
states being social or personal disturbances. Open hos-
tility can produce a great deal of tension as can feeling

of hostility, so for both the public and the private be-
havior exist self norms wnich make for an expression of
friendliness and demand for cooperative behavior. Actually
we find that this xind of norm for actively making the grou,
secure (rather than a norm that prohibits some kind of be-
havior) is the kind that the group considers the mcst im-
rortant. They rated highe:zt the norms for friendly behavior
and feeling, for actinz cooperative and wantinrg to be co-
ooerative, for having team spirit, and for giving encourage-
ment to team mates. In these as well as the other norms

we can easily see that they are goals themselves. The norms
just mentioned, in that they secure cooperative activity

in the group, obviously make the team function mcre effec-
tively toward their group goal. The other norms are not

so easily seen to have such utility although in terms of
this conceptual scheme they still prevent or reduce tensicn.
The attempt to enforce them are not by any rational criteria
related to the major group goal in a constructive way and
hence must be considered norms wihich are highly individualis-

tic and thus passively or actively at odds with that goal.l

1. It is interesting to note that the most successiul
swimners, finalists and chaupions in the ration, rated these

spurious (vhysical tr }ning) norms very low in importance or
of no 1mportance at all.
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From the above it becomes apparent that two kinds of
norms for behavior exist. They almost seem to dichotomize
into "raticnal" versus "non-rational" bur such is not
actually the case. Cne tyce is that of the demand for
cooperation and conformity, the other tyre a demana for
abstinence from scme kind cf behavior. The former actually,
vesides being a demand for a specific kind of behavior,
in demanding cooperativeness and conformity also becomes
the norm which cuan allow the second tyve of norm. If the
demand for cooperativeness and conformity is one which ex-
cludes rational reasouns (rewards) for conformity and achieves
its end by threat of punishment, then any kind of norm can
subseguently develog. Thus the cooperation must always
precede the "non-rational'" demands for inhibiticms in social
3roup organization and is actually the "social" aspect of
such a strucvure. As indicated, the way in which conform-
ity to the social government is achieved determines the
rationality and efficiency cf what the content of the latter
tyve norm will be. In a sense, it can be said thut only one
norm of the former type exists, that of conformity, but thut
the kind of behavior that is confcrwming varies. Given the
conformity the normative system cun grow by new directives
for benavior and consequently a social structure will be-
come stronger. It is evident, however, that unless there
is contained within the demand for conformity a permission

to rationally examine the nature of the other norms, then
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the goal of any group will not etiiciently be approached.
Perhaps the clearest description of the difference between
these two norms is to note thot the function of the norm
for conformity (cooperativeness, friendlinezs, etc,) is

to make an efficient social structure in which interpersonal
relationships can be utilized and the function of norms
otherwise directing behavior is to make use of multiple
huran effort in acnieving some goal.

There is an interesting paradox related to this area
of behavior which is well illustrated by the data on this
group. This is that while cooperativeness, friendliness,
etc. are highly valued there is yet very little communica-.
tion of feelings and ideas abcut the rest of the norms and
the whole group structure. It would seem logical that the
value of being friendly and the acting out of this behavior
would bring about by the expression of these feelings a
communication of ideas but this has not happened here and
even casual observation confirms that it does not often
happen. Also, this is associated with the fact that friend-
liness can only be expressed in certain ways that are con-
sidered "good" ways. This was not extensively described
in the description of the norms for this group but the
preciseness of the kinds of acceptable friendly behavior
was there. Thus there is this tie of a restriction on one
tyce of behuvior perhaps putting restrictions on another,

i.e. the restriction of friendly behavior restricting
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comuunication of a variety of ideas about techniques of
action. An added restriction is that there is also the
restricticn of nat excerimenting with new kinds of ex-
rressicns of feeling or of ideas. It would seem that a
new pattern of behsavior at the level of the goal structur-
ing or technique norm is very often misinterpreted by others
in a socizl group or society as a change in the pattern of
friendliness, or in other words a change to hostility.
“hether this analysis uncovers the actual dynamics of this
case or not is an open question. The evidence seems to
sugzest that it does, but its complexity suggests the need

for further investigation.



CHAPTER IX

RELATIONSHIrS CF THE DATi TO THE THECRY

In Chapter II of this report therc was a brief dis-
cussion of the theoretical lines of thought by various
persons and disciplines on the relationships between social
and self normalive systems and the behavior "resulting"
irom them. At that time a few of the ideas and questions
raised by these writers were presented as well as some gques-
tions about their ideas. Eriefly those guestions are sum-
marized, and grouped, below.

1. How do social group norms function in relation

to social behavior?

2. How do self norms function in relaticn to social
behavior?

5. How do social and self norms relzte to each other
and how does this reluvionship affect, produce,
or control social behavior in a given situuation?

The first two of these questions represent earlier
tendencies of sociology and psychology to try to "explain'
the "causes" of behavior. The last question relates the
question to social reality and thus maxes possible an
analysis of social and self norms by empirical testing of
"natural" data. This newer theoretical or metkodological

approach well indicates the development that has taken
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place in the scientific thinking on research problems in
this area and cf this tyre.

Jith these questions came, of course, propositions
describing, in part, the relationships between the social
guanta involved. To each guesticn there is below a state-
ment representative of each group attempting to make an
answer to the question.

G. H. llead was the primary contributor of thought to
the first question and it was his hypothesis that the in-
dividual by taking the role of the other acquires attitudes
about himself, others, and the nature of social behavior

to enact. Althouzgh Mead in nis bock lLind, Self, and Scciety

took considerable time and eifort with data on how children
develop a self, he did not in his final hypotheses relate
the soccial phenomena to either of the conditons of tine,
situation or function of the behavior. R. Linton and T.
Farsons developed the concept of "social status" from this
beginning by liead but a ain they left out the conditicns

of time and situation although the function of the behavior
began to be adequately described.

The second questicn is more or less a product of these
schools of psycholosy whose theoretical structure ?s more
or less tanat of "individual psychology". Examples of
writers of this bent are Krech and Crutchfield, Norman
Cameron, and to some extent Bingham Dai. The hypo%heses

they offer to the secund question roughly states that con-
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cepticn of self is the zuide or determiner of all be-
navior (overt) including the social. This view is express-
ed quite strongly by the first two writers while Bingham
Dai adds that social ncrms of the secondary group have an
effect upon behavior although this effect is of secondary
or lessef imzortance than are the experiences in the pri-
rmary group. Cbviously this group fails to take into account
the system of rewards that induce persons to control their
social behuvior and punishments that control by restriction
and pain the social bpehavior. This might be broadly des-
cribed as a failure of individual psychology to recognize
that althouzh the individual has needs or tensions and seeks
to satisfy or reduce them, most often the means of this
satisfaction is a social group which has its structure ori-
ented toward some goal. That social structures are effi-
ciently or rationally constructed is certainly not true

all of the time and hence the gratification of the individ-
ual's needs proceeds throuzh a maze of confusing norms of
how to direct energy and so await satisfaction. There ob-
viously is not a Utopiuan society or single social group

that offers this easy gratification and thus social behavior
nust in terms of biological reality continue to atlempt to
construct more efficient social structures if it is to a-
chieve its seli set goal. I suspect that no social struc-
ture will ever become so effective as to allow such easy
gratification that we can cease to consider the effect of

the social structure in "structuring" the individual's behavior.



&8

The third guestion has veen given answers through
the various hypotheses of H. S. Sullivan, Lindesmith and
Strauss, R. Benedict, S. Ireud, A. Kardiner and other con-
tributors as a result of recent cevelopments in this area
of inquiry. To make an exemplary hypotheses to satisfy
all these writers' contributions is only partially possible.
In general they suy that social and self norums are linked
together in adult life within the context of a situation
at a point in tine the link being the si.ilar objective
functions they may nave in directing and controlling be-
havicr (i.e. to the extent that there is such objectivity)
toward some goal which is specific to a situation at a
given time. Likewise,dissimilarities between social and
self norms have an effect on sccial behavior in different
ways.

This proposition has more utility for understandirg
the relationshi.s betiecn the variasbles than eitiier of the
previous two in that it makes by way of a more "functional'
type of analysis a description of how the different social
guanta are related. This begins a highly descriptive kind
of statement that eventually will become truly exglanatory.

To relate the findings of this study to the theory is
the primary function of this chapter and so the three "typi-
cal" questions representinzg the theory preceding the research
are worth considering in tne light of the new data. The

first question, about "the function of (social norms) in
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relation to social behavior", seems to be inadeguate. As
the data shows there are no real social or group norms ex-
cert as these are verbal definitions of behavior but since
these vary so greatly they carnot be considered as a real
element or quantum. The question as stated cannot there-
fore be answered except wherein a social norm is perceived
quite similarly by the social actcrs. This, as the data
shows, occurs only (in this case) when the norms are those
regarding confcrmity or cooperaticn. This being the one
necessary essential to the existence of any sccial grcoup
ér system, it can hardly be said that they affect social
behavior but that they are merely a logical conditcn neces-
sary to social groupness. This type of norm, although the
core of socialness, is not of the same order as norms which
specifically define proper behavior both for action and
absence of action. <The lutter are the directives for be-
havior in terms of some gocal and as previously discussed
may be either rational or non-rational. Thus the function
of norms to behuvior has becn partially described by the
organization of the data but the changes in the definitions
of what norms are has rendered the original question obsolete.
The second question asks, "How do self norms function
in relation to social behuvior?" Self norms, the data shows,
are highly related (associated) to both the perception of
social norms and to social behavior. As shovwn in the pre-

ceding chapter, self norms affect the perception of the
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hypothetical norms for the group and they, of course,
being in agreement with that gercegtion comwbine with it

to cuite closely direct the individual's behavior. The
functions of self norms in rel«tion to social behavior

are rezulative in the broad sense and more specifically
they, as the data shows, direct the behavior into patterns
which will result in continuing as an accepted mewmber of
the group, satisfying personal needs for certain restric-
tions and prescrigtiuvns of behavior, and achieving to

some iweasure the central goal of the group and the in-
dividual's part in it. Although this question was origin-
ally asxed in the sense of "how do self norms cause social
behavior", the answer obviously (now) could nct and does
not satisfy.

The third question of the relation of social and self
norwus to each other and the effect of this on social be-
havior has been answered above. To add one point, however,
the incongruity of perceptions as to how to ve "social" and
how to obtain a specific goal of a group indicates that
social behuvior will reflect this variation. That it does
is evident.

A brief consideration of the hypotheses offered by
various writers in the lizht of the data of this study will
complete the revision of theory. The well-known hyrothesis

of kead and his school is undoubtedly quite sound when checked
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azainst the data of the social life of children or of the
tightly knit primary group but the data of the secondury
social group here analyzed definitely does not confirm it
fcr reasons obvious throush previous analysis. It seems (o
be a legitimate guess tnat ilhis secondary group is not uni-
que in its pattern of extreme variation of the norwus since
the considerable time spent together during the week (20-

30 hours), the closeness of their associaticn whiie travel-
ing .nd living together on week-ends, and their ccuviction
(at first thou.ht) that they did have rules and expectaticns,
would certainly lead one tc expect that these norms would

be perceived uniformly, but they were not. Certainly most
secondary groups are less closely integrated than this one
and it can therefore be exygected that the variation exists
there likewise. Also our whole societal structure being
what liacIver calls a "multi-group society" suggests that

it undoubtedly has the same pattern throughout. Thus llead's
hypcothesis does not stand up as atated.

The second hypothesis of the individual psychologists
that "conception of self is the determiner of all social
behavior" is also invalid as such. The social reality des-
cribed above and relating to this premise denies that the
individual lives in a vacuum that constatly absorbs the
self needs and thus keeps the individual in a homeostatic

or some other kind of balance. That there is a strong
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tendency toward this balance, seems to be true, but many
counter-tendencies also exist.

The last of the three hypotheses asserts that social
and self norms are tied together throush having the same
function of being the system through which behavior is
directed toward some goal specific to a situation at a given
time. The instance of a contradiction between one kind of
norm and another has also been described earlier and as
above the obvious result is a dissimilarity in function
between the two.

Insofar as this hypothesis goes, it is correct. The
variation of the perceptions of social norms modifies it
by addingz that there often are many functions that a norm
performs and that only when they are similar (as in the
case of norms for conformity does a norm become a real part
of a group structure. Considerzble rational examination
by the members of a group must occur before other functions
(toward goals) become similar.

Further additions to the theory can be stated by them-
selves rather than in relation tc this particular hypo-
thesis. Briefly, the most important "new" social phenomcna
discovered are: 1l. A very nigh variation in the way social
norms are perceived; 2. That therc is a priority of such
norms, (as conformity, cooperatic:n, etc.) over norms that
specifically define physical acts, for the azchievement of

a social goal; 3. The variety of goals indicated by the



variety of self norms and perception of sccial norms often
acts contrary to the ncrws for conformity and also is cften
mista.ienly interpreted as such a coutrary act; 4. Little
rational examinaticn (orzganized or otherwise) of efficient
controls for behavior ol the technique ty_ e of social norm
exist with the consequence that the above mentioned contrary-
to-group-s0al acts occur; 5. The meubers of a secondary
zroup are for the most part unaware (and unavare that they
are una.ure) of their ignorance of other members' self

norms, needs and ideas about tecnnigues for achieving the

group goal(s).
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SUGGESTED BY Tor DALA

Of theoretical srobleus there is no end and an addi-
tion seems almost inappropriate. However, the sheer volune
of problemrs thought of and written about the general sub-
ject of the thesis indicates the need for an approach
characterized by greater specificity of inquiry. For both
reasons I shall liwit myself to thrce problems which I con-
sider important and well defined as to their need for fur-
ther data.

The first is one resulting frowm the development of
the polar t.pes c¢f the individuals res,;onse to the scale
in his perceptionda the social norms and his rating of
his self norus. Hidden in a footnote there is mentioned
the fact that those individuals who disregarded the be-
lief about physical training the most (i.e. norms for
the direction of behavicr toward the goal of becoming a
superior competitive swinmuer) were actually the best
swimmers. Also, in being the best and better swimmers
of the group, they were accorded the nighest rresti.e in
spite of their "deviant" behavior. Thus prestiie is not
necessarily granted for conformity to physical training

norms and thus success in achieving the goal is associated
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with not accepting these non-rationally derived norms.

This high prestize, hizh ability polar type is the same
polar tyre thit rated many self norms lower than the social
norms. These norms were all of the paysical trainingtype.
Besides being an interestinzg side point which seems quite
logical, there is a questicn of some significance. Briefly,
is the rating of the self norms lower than social ncorms due
to the ability and subsequent prestige of the individual or
are the avility and prestige due to the lower ratings of
the physical training norms? Although a hasty '"conclusion"
might adopt the first condition, the second is quite possi-
ble since the act of rejeciing the non-rational physical
training norms may indicate ratiocnal experimentaticn by
those persons on how to swim better (and if this experimenta-
tion were successful,) and this would result in the success
and prestige.

The second problem arose out of consideration of the
evident lack of communication c¢f feelings about "proper"
behavior and ideas about new directives for behavior. The
question simply is: "Why the lack of such communication?"
The value oi such communication and inguiry is well known
to every scientist, "pure" and "applied", and it would seem
that the highly wvalued "comuon sense'" of the layman would
lead to such efforts. But this has not occured. At the
end of Chapter VII a consideration -f this problem was made

in terms of the confusion that often exists between "deviant®
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behavior at the physic:l training level of norms and more
truly deviant behavior at the conformity and cooperation
level where actual anti-scocial beh.vior can destroy a
social structure. It seems likely thau experiiental be-
havior is considered erroneously as hostile behavior to
nany persons, the ccnflict between religion and science
rerhars beinz the clussic exarple. However, a furtuner as-
pect of the pattern raises the final question vhen it is
noted that there is a training asgect to norms for cocopera-
ticn and friendliness, i.e. that the cocperative and friendly
behavior must occur in ahighly specific way. It seems that
to exoeriment in what actually amounts to an attempt to

be more ccoperative and friendly is feared by soize as a
hostile act. The cuestion then is: why the fear of com-
ugnicating and inguiring in how to be more cooverative and
friendly?

The third question arises out of the second in a general
way. Given the feelings of not wanuving to ccomiunicate and
inquire into training norms and subsequently to not, in a
sense, become more cooperative and friendly, it can be said
that these feelings are actually norms (basic self norms).
They are part of the beliefs about training and cooperative
norms which define a behavior as to be valued at some specific

gquantity and no more. Thus there develops what can be des-

cribed as anti-rational and anti-social norms. Together they



represent a system of directives and tendencies completely
counter to any and all of the goals of the group and the
individual members. Vhoever said that "man is not rational®
nust certainly huave been looking at this process buv as is
obvious man is not certainly wholly irrational. The para-
doxical guestion in terms of this grocess is why is there

a system of tendencics entirely counter to the goals of
productive social 1living which hinders and sometimes destrcys
the social unity, the productive teamwork, the development
of techniques, and finally the m vement toward tihe zoals

the individuals and group possess. The technical guestion
is: How do anti-social and anti-rational (goal) norms for
behuvior develoy within the self and the social grour? An
inquiry into the etiolozgy of this process would be useful

to both the scientist of theory and application.

These few questions have been stated by the wriler as
an expression of his intensified curiousity which attends
any inquiry into virtually anything. If nothing else, the
experience of field research makes much more evident what
one does not know and what generally is not known. It is
the hope of the writer that the duta presented in this re-
port helps to know both what is and what is not known. The
revision of previous knowledge suggests that mcore than our
previous ignorance,we were ignorant of what we were ignorant.
Since the first step in research is to know what one does not

know, this last charter and the entire report are offered.



BIBLIOGHA KY

Benedict, Ruth, “atterns of Culture, New american Library,
New York, 1929.

Cameron, Norman, Fsychology of Behavior Disorders, Houghton
1ifflin Co., lew Yorg, 1947.

Dai, Bingham, Sociological Foundatio:s of the I'sychiatric
Disorders of Chilahood, Child Research Clinic, GSanehone,
rennsylvania, 1940.

Edwards, A. L., Statisticual Analysis, Iiinehart zrd Co., New
Yorx, 1G47.

Freud, Sijmuand, IDictiorary of rsychoanalysis, rhilosopunical
Library, Lew forx, 1950.

Hartshorne, H. and May, ., Studies In Deceit, Book I,
icacmillan, lew York, 1921.

'Kardiner, Abram, The Individual and His Society, Columbia
Jniversity rress, Iew Yors, 19.9.

Lindecmith, A. R. and Strauss, A. L., 3ccial Isycholoszy,
Dryden rress, New York, 1949.

Linton, Ralph, Study of l.an, D. Appletcn-Century, New York
and lLondon, 19%6.

iacIver, Robert, The leb of Government, Macmillan and Co.,
S47.

i‘ead, G. H., ind, Self and fociety, Univcrsity of Chicago
Fress, 195%.

Sherif, luzafer, The Isychology of Social Norms, Har.er and
Bros., iew Yorx and London, 1YJo.

Sullivan, H. S., Conceptions c¢f kiodern Psycihiatry, Vashington

1945.

Thrasher, F. N. The Gang, Second iev. Ed., University of Chica.o
rress, Cnicago, Ill., 19Zo.

Whiting, John, Becomninj A Xwoma, Institute of LHuman relations,
Yale University, 1941.

Yule, G. U. and Kendall, . G., An Introduction to the Theory
of Statistics, Charles Griffen, Ltd., London, 1947.




ROOM USE ONLY




LY e e s

L AT E IR T LAY el vl N

PR T A




Wi




