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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Direct person-to-person perception, in which impressions 

are primarily perceived through the visual image, is the 

most common form of impression formation encountered. Yet, 

quite often, perceivers find themselves in the position of 

forming a personal impression from written data or colleague 

recommendations without ever having seen the individual 

under consideration. Frequently, v/hen people receive letters 

of information from unknown sources, the letter is examined 

not only for the conveyance of information but also by 

phraseology, writing style, and word choice in order to 

acquire an image of the letter's author and his intent. The 

impression to be derived from the written message v;ill rely 

heavily upon the "type" of words used by the letter v;riter. 

A person's command of words and language artistry often 

reflect his personality, character, purpose for communicating, 

and attitudinal position on the subject to be discussed. 

•'•William J. McEwen and Bradley S. Greenberg, "The Effects 
of Message Intensity or Receiver Evaluations of Source, 
Message, and Topic," The Journal of Communication, 2 0 
(December, 1970), 349. 



A close evaluation of word meanings is also heavily 

relied upon by interpreters of oral verbal messages. The 

receiver listens to the words chosen by the speaker to 

express himself. The receiver, then, gives meaning to the 

speaker's words by inferences drawn from the receiver's 

field of experience in order to determine if the sender's 

usage of the particular word in question coincided with 

the receiver's understanding and classification of the word. 

The language of the sender's message, language being sym-

2 
bolic in nature, has meaning for the receiver only if the 

receiver's experiences correspond to the symbolism evoked 

by the sender's usage of the selected word. If the receiver 

accepts the word as proper to designate the sender's symbolic 

intent, the receiver adopts this interpretation or under

standing of the word as true and effective in relation to 

all expressions of the message. This process of word per

ception is not merely a simple investigation of common word 

symbols. The perception process involves both the sender 

and the receiver of the message. 

2 
Daniel Katz, "Psychological Barriers to Communication," 

in Small Group Communication: A Reader, ed, by Robert S, 
Cathcart and Larry A, Samovar, (Dubuque, Iowa; William C. 
Brown Company, 1970), p. 243. 

3 
J. Samuel Bois, "The Power of Words," ETC, A Review 

of General Semantics, 29 (December, 1972), 349. 
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The influence of a speaker's word choice is not limited 

to personality perception and message interpretations. In 

many instances, a speaker's mode of expression and choice of 

words label his personality, opinions, and interpretation 

of the object of discussion. A communicator's word choice 

may also be a major factor in how others respond to him 

verbally and nonverbally. Therefore, the investigation of 

this study shall be concerned with the idea of a "type" 

of word choice and its effect on others in a small group 

impression formation situation. 

Main Objective of the Study 

The main concern of the study shall be to measure the 

effect of stimulus personality-trait adjectives of varying 

degrees of likableness on a small group personality typing 
4 

of five individuals. The three major areas of study will 

be the effect of evaluative word choices, the interaction 

processes influencing personality decisions, and the impres

sion formation of various personality types. The likableness 

of the adjectives will be determined from Anderson's 

"Likableness Ratings of 555 Personality-Trait Words," 

^See Appendix B: 1. 

5 
Norman H. Anderson, "Likableness Ratings of 555 Personality-

Trait V7ords," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 9 
(July, 1968), 272-279. 



Anderson's scale v/ill serve as a source from which to draw 

the stimulus adjectives" and as a numerical evaluative 

measure for the response adjectives. As most of the research 

in impression formation has dealt with individual person-to-

person and not group perceptions, this study, dealing with 

indirect group personality verbal perceptions, will be in 

keeping with the proposition that research is limited in 

this area of small group communication and that word choice 

and impression formation are of key importance to the 

comprehension of small group interaction. 

Need for Study of Group Perception Processes 

Small groups as decision making bodies are an important 

and integral part of today's society. College scholarships 

are most frequently chosen by a panel; board meetings are 

growing in popularity over the one-handed executive boss; 

and employers often resort to committee decisions for the 

selection of employees. Not only do each of these examples 

illustrate the use of small groups in decision'-riaking situa

tions but also decisions involving people and personalities. 

The primary focus to be discussed in this study will be 

indirect personality perceptions — such as in the case of 

candidates for a scholarship. In most instances, there has 

"See Appendixes B: 5, 6, and 7. 



been no visual contact v;ith the applicant; therefore, the 

decision of the committee must be made on information 

supplied by the applicant and references. This factor of 

indirect personality perception has been investigated in 

individual person to person situations but has received 

little attention in the small group setting. 

Shapiro and Taguiri, concentrating on interaction among 

various combinations of personality traits, concluded that 

an impression depends upon the inflicted trait stimulation 

given to the observer, the inferences he makes from the 

given traits, and the context of the observer's judgment — 
o 

the environment of the message. Meaning can be found 

within the trait-words chosen to describe an individual. A 

connotative and a denotative meaning are interwoven into each 

word perception. This interweaving of word meanings and 

interaction between trait inferences can lead to a meaning 

developed in and from language and the workings of words. 

One of the earliest pieces of research on individual 
trait perception was in 1946 by Asch and is still disputed 
and referenced by researchers today. S, E, Asch, "Forming 
Impressions of Personality," The Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology, 41 (July, 1946), 284-285, In 1948, 
Abraham S. Luckins published findings contradicting those 
of Asch. Abraham S. Luchins, "Forming Impressions of 
Personality: A Critique," The Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology, 43 (July, 1948), 318-325. 

^David Shapiro and Renato Taguiri, "Some Effects of 
Response Context on Trait Inferences," Journal of Personality, 
26 (March, 1958), 49. 



. « . the semantic category of a stimulus word is 
likely to determine the category from which the 
response is selected, when a stimulus belongs to 
more than one semantic class, the choice of 
meaning responded to is determined both by the 
context surrounding the stimulus and by intra-
subject variables.^ 

From the moment two traits are brought into conjunction, 

the characteristics they represent interweave themselves 

into the impression being formulated. It is impossible to 

consider both traits as belonging to one person without the 

qualities of each trait interacting with the other.^^ A 

person classified as "intelligent" would most likely also 

be viewed as "punctual", but the inclusion of "perfectionist" 

might bring forth reflections not implied by the words 

"intelligent" and "punctual". With the three traits inter

acting together, one or more will become central in the 

observer's thoughts, providing the main influence and dir

ection, while others become peripheral and dependent. 

Within the framework of the small group setting, the inferences 

an observer makes from the known facts about a stimulus person 

and the actual known facts not only interact within the mind 

of the observer to form an impression, but each group member's 

^Phebe Cramer, Word Association,(New York: Academic 
Press, 1968), p. 77. 

Henry Clay Smith, Sensitivity to People, (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966), pp. 10-19. 

^^Ibid. 



impression influences and is influenced by the impressions 

of other group members. It seems that the importance of 

an item and its influence are significantly related to the 

12 
amount of independent information the item conveys to 

each perceiver. To some of the group members, an item 

might be of utmost relevance, while to still others it is 

peripherial. 

These inferences of relatedness may also be drawn 

between two totally unassociated traits, but the interrela

tionship or interaction that exists between personality 

traits often leads to a linking together or correlating of 

one personality trait with another. An "intelligent" 

person may be perceived as "interesting", or a "slow thinker" 

as "dull", while in actuality the two traits may have no 

common ties or influential relations to one another. V̂ hen 

developing impressions of others, people frequently infer 

one trait from another and automatically associate both 

with the stimulus person whether they are applicable or 

not. 

l^charles F. Schmidt, "Personality Impression Formation 
as a Function of Relatedness of Information and Length of 
Set," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 12 
(May, 1969), 9. 

13 
•̂ -"Martin F. Kaplan, "The Determination of Trait Redundancy 

in Personality Impression Formation," Psychonomic Science, 
23 (May 25, 1971), 280. 
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Much of the incongruiency found in word deduction is a 

function of the varying fields of experience of the sender 

and the receiver. Often, a receiver's concept of a word 

or group of words may be totally contrary to the initial 

intention; the sender may perceive a word as conveying one 

meaning while the receiver derive a totally different mental 

image. 

. • . an impression of the personality of another is 
a function not only of the characteristics of the 
person being observed, but also to a considerable 
extent a function of the underlying perceptual cog
nitive organizing process in the observer.^^ 

The receiver's perceived interpretation and reaction to the 

initial stimulus, an attributing of certain characteristics 

whether it be in relation to a message or a person, is trans

formed through the mental evaluative processes of the mind 

into an impression response. This response is a contrived 

interacting force between the sending stimulator and the 

receiving responder. 

The nature of the resulting impression is 
determined by features of the judged personality 
and by the manner and order in which these fea
tures are revealed, as well as by the observer's 
attitudes, stereotypes, and mental sets concerning 
the observed, his needs, the relationship between 
the two individuals, the role each plays in the ^^ 
judgment situation, and by the social atmosphere. 

^^Eugene S. Gollin, "Forming Impressions of Personality, 
Journal of Personality, 23 (September, 1954), 76, 

l^Luchins, p. 324. 



The observer relies upon his knowledge, feelings, and exper

iences as a basis for his opinions, and this overt reliance 

often results in an overgeneralized or biased point of view. 

The more stereotypical points of view are transmitted, the 

greater the tendency to respond in a stereotypical frame of 

mind. For example with respect to racial prejudice. 

Second and Berscheid found that " . . . prejudice did not 

affect the degree to which stereotype traits were attributed 

to the Negro stimulus person."^^ In the attributing of 

personality traits or ascribing of personality profiles, 

racial prejudice does not seem to be an influential deter-

minent, although prejudicial feelings may be possessed by 

many of the group members involved in the profiling process. 

Nidorf and Crockett, having explored another area of social 

prejudice, the influence of sexual differences on personality 

perception, reported that females seek more information about 

an observee before formulating an opinion, are more cautious 

in their judgments (especially in relation to a male observee), 

tend to give more favorable evaluations, and draw a greater 

number of inferences about stimulus-persons than do males. 

• Peter B. Warr and Christopher Knapper, The Perception of 
People and Eventsr (London: John V7iley and Sons, 1968), p. 151. 

l^Paul F. Second and Ellen Saumer Berscheid, "Stereotyping 
and the Generality of Implicit Personality Theory," Journal 
of Personality, 31 (March, 1963), 76. 



10 

However, it was also reported that less information was 

sought by either males or females when the stimulus person 

was a female. These sexual differentiating characteris

tics, coupled with stereotypic reactions, could produce in 

the receiver a substantially reactionary response to a 

member of the group in question. 

The individual's self-concept and environmental influence 

are imbedded into the receiver's conceptual impressionability, 

The different word meanings, trait associations, and personal 

requisites for a likable and dislikable personality are all 

a product of the receiver's formulative experiences and 

established attitudes. 

. . . the meanings which different individuals have 
for the same signs will vary to the extent that 
their behaviors toward the things signified have 
varied. This is because the composition of the 
representational process — which is the meaning of 
the sign — is entirely dependent upon the nature 
of the total behavior occurring while the sign is 
being established.•'-̂  

The total behavior is inclusive of the task, attitudes and 

feelings of the sender and receiver, setting, object being 

Louis J. Nidorf and Walter H. Crockett, "Some Factors 
Affecting the Amount of Information Sought About Others," 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 69 (July, 1964), 
loo-ioi. 

19 
Charles E. Osgood, George J. Suci, and Percy H. 

Tannenbaum, The Measurement of Meaning, (Urbana, Illinois: 
University of Illinois Press, 1967)r P« 9. 
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discussed, and impression within the group about the object 

of discussion. 

Just as in person perception on the individual one-to-

one basis, groups too are confronted with interactional 

forces of the sender's message on the receiver's interpre

tative mechanism; but in group perception, the situation 

is no longer singular in complexity but multiplied by the 

group size. The object of discussion, the verbal atmosphere 

within which the discusssion is conducted, the perceptions 

of the receivers of information in the group, and the posi

tive reinforcement of group members to each other all serve 

to facilitate the successfulness of the intergroup product 

and satisfaction of the participating members. A trained 

"plant" introducing certain affects (positive or negative) 

upon these different factors could very easily become a 

major determinant of the resulting product. Such a rela

tionship can be seen to exist in the reactions to positive 

and negative feedback. Gouran found through simulated 

experiences that statements of agreement were most commonly 

20 followed by further expressions of agreement, especially 

in instances where a "plant" v/as placed in a group, "plant" 

20 
Dennis S. Gouran and John E. Baird, Jr., "An Analysis 

of Distributional and Sequential Structure in Problem-
Solving and Informal Group Discussions," Speech Monographs, 
39 (March, 1972), 20. 
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meaning a trained individual directed to carry out a 

function in a particular manner. Along the same line of 

experimentation. Leathers concluded that a "plant" can 

disrupt as well as contribute to a discussion, depending 

upon his personal influence. Leathers also found through 

his research that the quality of feedback between the 

members of a group is indicative of the total communication 

21 that is taking place during the discussion. This is 

supported by Gouran's theory that a direct relationship 

exists between the quality of verbal communication in a 

group and the quality of the product brought forth from 

the process of the small group discussion, and that a 

trained "plant" introducing a certain behavior into a group 

would not only influence the rate of interaction but the 

quality of interaction and also the product of the task 

assigned. In connection with the importance that feedback 

plays in a discussion, as earlier substantiated. Leathers 

outlined the three basic types of groups and their responses 

to influential force: 

• « . feedback in the 'facilitated' (high quality) 
groups was of significantly higher quality than in 
the groups exposed to the 'disrupted' treatment 
. . . . feedback in the 'facilitated' groups 

O "I 

•̂̂ Dale G. Leathers, "Quality of Group Communication As 
A Determinent of Group Product," Speech Monographs, 39 
(August, 1972), 167-168. 

^^Ibid., p. 173. 
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received higher mean ratings . . . than feedback 
in the 'natural' groups, and feedback in the 
'natural' groups received higher mean ratings ^ 
. . • than feedback in the 'disrupted' groups. 

That the facilitated groups responded to a high quality 

stimulation v/ith a higher quality response warrants a 

further investigation into the effects of intensified 

stimulations on discussion groups. The high frequency of 

response in the facilitated groups also speaks significantly 

for the fact that positive stimulation v/arranted more pos

itive results than the negative disruptive influence. 

The higher degree of likability a set of adjectives 

describing an individual's personality has, the higher 

degree of likability any accompanying adjectival descrip

tions are likely to have. The same holds true for 

unfavorable adjectival descriptions. TVhenever an unfavor

able description is placed within a set of favorable adjec

tives, the dispersion of the likability ratings on the 

25 

responses is significantly greater than those obtained 

in response to previously mentioned consistently favorable 

and unfavorable sets. 

^^Ibid., p. 197. 

"̂̂ Robert S. Wyler, Jr. and Stanley F. VJatson, "Context 
Effects in Impression Formation," Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 12 (May, 1969), 22. 

^^Ibid., pp. 22-33. 
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When the direction or sign of the inferences 
made from two or three single traits is the same, 
the inference from their combination is almost 
universally in the same direction, and the agree
ment among subjects regarding this direction 
tends to be greater than in the case of component 
single traits. . . . \men the two or three traits 
singly yield inferences of unlike signs, the sign 
of the inference from their combination is deter
mined by the component on which there is more 
widespread agreement.^^ 

Not inclusive of the interactional forces associating similar 

and dissimilar traits as discussed earlier, a small group 

personality typing session infers certain interactional and 

conforming pressures upon each member of the group. In 

attempts to derive concurring impressions, the group members 

are frequently confronted with a majority rule situation. 

If the majority of the group members concur on the attributing 

of certain traits to the individual under discussion, in most 

instances, the dissenting members will be swayed to concur

rence. The same influential force exists for combined inter

acting traits too. If several traits are seen to have similar 

attitudinal influence, either in a positive or negative dir

ection of favorability, the combination of largest magnitude 

is usually taken as the accepted indicator. The same is 

true in the overpowering of favorable or unfavorable 

26 
Jerome S. Bruner, David Shapiro, and Renato Taguiri, 

"The Meaning of Traits in Isolation and in Combination," 
in Person Perception and Interpersonal Behavior> ed. by 
Renato Taguiri and Luici Petrullo, (Stanford, California: 
Stanford University Press, 1958), p. 286. 
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singular trait impressions by a one-directional combination 

of several traits. The influence of group interaction in 

combination with adjective favorableness often results in 

the likableness or unlikableness of the inference. 

Having discussed many of the factors affecting group 

personality perceptions, the need of further research 

should be evident. Research which takes into account the 

interactional facets of group decision making, the importance 

of trait-words in impression formation, and the role of the 

observer in personality perceptions is fundamental to the under

standing of group impression formation. In keeping with the 

findings of all prior research discussed, this study will 

propose to measure the effects of stimulus personality-trait 

adjectives of varying degrees of likableness in the context 

of a small group personality prescription of five unassoci

ated individuals from indirect adjectival inference sources. 

Hypotheses 

These four hypotheses will be analyzed to determine the 

effectiveness of the stimulus adjectives in the different 

group conditions. 

Hypothesis 1: Groups in which trained participants 

(TP) introduce favorable adjectival descriptors of 

stimulus persons will produce more favorable adjec

tival descriptions in both Oral Adjectival responses 
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and Written Profile descriptions, and will give 

higher Individual Adjectival Perception ratings to 

the stimulus persons than will groups in which the 

TP introduces moderately favorable descriptions or 

unfavorable adjectival descriptions. 

Hypothesis 2: Groups influenced by moderately 

favorable descriptors will produce more positive 

results, on the three levels of evaluation, than 

groups introduced to unfavorable stimulus words. 

Hypothesis 3: The Control group will produce Oral, 

Written, and Scaled Adjectival descriptions that 

are less favorable in word choice than the favorably 

influenced group but more favorable than the unfavor

ably stimulated group. 

Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant difference 

between the Oral, Written, or Scaled Personality 

descriptions of a Control group (with no trained par

ticipant) and the descriptions of the moderately 

favorable group (M). 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

Three experimental groups and one control group v;ere 

employed in the present investigation: (1) a high likable

ness level group (H) with a trained participant (TP) intro

ducing favorable personality-trait adjectives, (2) a medium 

likableness group (M) in which moderately favorable adjec

tives were introduced, (3) a low likableness group (L) with 

the TP introducing unfavorable adjectives, and (4) a control 

group (C) in which there was no TP nor prescribed adjectives 

interjected into the discussion. Each group was given the 

task of analyzing five unknown individuals in order to 

comprise a group personality assessment of the individual. 

There were two TPs in each of the H, M, and L groups inter

spersing personality-trait adjectives of high, medium, and 

low corresponding value. For analysis, five evaluative 

measures were applied to appraise the effect of the adjectival 

stimulations by the TPs on the group personality assessments. 

^The adjectival stimulations for the moderate group 
will be randomly selected from Anderson's middle range 
adjectives. They will be neither predominately favorable 
or unfavorable. 
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Sampling 

Each level of study (H, M, L, and C) consisted of five,^ 

five-member groups with the participants in each group 

being randomly selected from various undergraduate intro

ductory communication classes, A mixture of unacquainted 

members was sought for each group in order to avoid friend

ship alignments or adverse affects toward an unknown TP 

joining a group of classmates.^ Therefore, each group 

contained five unacquainted participants. The H, M, and L 

groups each contained three undergraduate participants 

randomly selected from different classes and two trained 

participants, one female and one male TP per H, M, and L 

group, from upper level speech communication classes, com

prising a total of five members for each group. The control 

group contained five randomly selected participants with no 

TP. 

^At the initiation of the experiment, twenty groups 
were to be studied. After analysis of the collected data, 
three groups were found to be incomplete or unusable because 
of technical failures. Failure of the tape recorder to 
record the verbal discussion, no group written profile 
descriptions, and an unfinished discussion were the nature 
of the technical complications. Therefore, one group from 
each condition (H, M, L, and C) was discarded to maintain 
an equal number of groups for analysis. 

3 
See Appendix A: 1, Pilot Study. In the Pilot Study, 

a TP was placed in a group with four other participants 
which were all from the same class. There was a sharp 
break-down in communication within the groups as explained 
in the discussion section of the Pilot Study. 
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Measurability of Adjectives 

Nidorf and Crockett,^ in 1965, produced validation for 

earlier propositions that the meaning of personality traits 

can be measured. Anderson, in 1968, working upon a rela

tively similar premise that personality-trait words have 

measurable meaning, obtained normative likableness ratings 

for 555 personality-trait adjectives.^ The availability of 

a standardized means of assessment and the resubstantiation 

of the underlying theory that trait words convey a measurable 

meaning to a receiver were foremost in the development of 

the experimental task for this study. 

Independent Variables 

Each TP introduced five randomly selected personality-

trait adjectives (of either H, M, or L likableness as 

Louis J. Nidorf and Walter H. Crockett, "Measuring the 
Connotations of Personality Traits: A Validation Study," 
The Journal Of Social Psychology, 66 (August, 1965), 308. 

5 
Jerome S. Bruner, David Shapiro, and Renato Taguiri, 

"The Meaning of Traits in Isolation and in Combination," 
in Person Perception and Interpersonal Behavior, ed, by 
Renato Taguiri and Luici Petrullo, (Stanford, California: 
Stanford University Press, 1958), p, 286. 

"Norman H. Anderson, "Likableness Ratings of 555 Personality-
Trait Words," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 9 
(July, 1968), 272-279. 

7 
'See Appendixes B: 5, 6, 7. 
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determined by Anderson's ratings) for each stimulus-person 

discussed by the groups, A table of random numbers was used 

in the selection of the stimulus adjectives. The adjectives 

were randomly selected and assigned as to groupings (the 

combination of the adjectives as assigned to stimulus per

sons and respective TP) and the order in which each adjective 

was introduced by the TP. 

A training session, the purpose of which was to acquaint 

the TPs with the objectives of the study, the group task, the 

means of introducing the adjectives, and to serve as a time 

for answering questions, was conducted in collaboration with 

a brief practice session. This was to assure that all TPs 

were familiar with their task in the experiment. The TPs 

were to remain anonymous, non-leaders in their groups as a 

safeguard against a position of leadership heightening the 

influence of the adjectives. The TPs were to intersperse 
9 

their adjectives within the discussion without overdue vocal 

emphasis or unnecessary explanations. Few comments were to 

^TVnderson, pp. 272-279, 

^To assure that the sought after effect of the TP's 
adjectives was a result of the adjectives associated lika
bleness connotations rather than a vocal attitudinal indi
cation by the TP, tape recorded segments of the stimulus 
adjectives as introduced by the TP were analyzed on a five 
point favorable-unfavorable scale. The results of the test, 
which were negative are in Appendix C. 
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be made in connection with the adjectives unless in answer 

to a member's question for clarification. 

Procedure for Experiment 

The task assigned to the groups was to compile, following 

oral discussion, a Written Personality Profile of the five 

stimulus persons from a brief written personality description 

of each. The written adjectival profiles^^ served as the 

source of information for the group about the stimulus per

sons. This was instrumental to the study because it pro

vided a basis upon which to formulate adjectival descriptions 

and also because verbal information (a v/ritten verbal descrip

tion) has been found to be more influential in the formulation 

of indirect perceptions than visual information (a photograph). 

The adjectival descriptions presented in the task, composed 

of Anderson's moderately likable personality-trait words, v;as 

12 the only source of information for the group discussion. A 

13 random selection of moderately favorable adjectives as 

See Appendix B: 1, 

Peter B. Warr and Chris Knapper, "The Relative Importance 
of Verbal Information in Indirect Person Perception," The 
British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 5 (June, 
19,66), 127, 

12 
See Appendix B: 1, 

11 
See Appendix B: 1, 
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assessed by Anderson, was used for the descriptions of the 

stimulus-persons. The descriptions of each stimulus person 

were also very similar in nature so as not to differen

tially influence the perceptions generated in the discussions. 

A packet, containing the instructions for the task and the 

descriptions of the stimulus-persons, was given to all of the 

participants. Everyone was given an opportunity to read the 

entire packet, then discussion began. There was not a 

designated group leader nor recorder for the group descrip

tions. The group was asked to select a recorder and a group 

leader usually emerged from among the participants other 

than the TPs. The TPs were instructed to not assume posi

tions of leadership in the group. The TPs in each group 

periodically suggested an adjectival personality trait, five 

per each stimulus person, without clarification or comment 

unless questioned by the other members. Approximately an 

hour and a half was allotted for discussion and completion 

of all evaluation forms. Each discussion was tape recorded 

to permit later evaluation of the Oral Adjectival descrip

tions. The group Personality Profiles of each stimulus-person 

were written as each person was discussed. After the discus

sion, each participant was given a series of evaluation forms: 

l^See Appendix B: 1. 
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15 

(1) Co-member Likability, a rating of how well the partici

pant liked working with the other members of the group; (2) 

Task Satisfaction, a five-to-one rating of each member's 

satisfaction with the group task; (3) Adjectival Personality 

Perceptions,1' a favorable-to-unfavorable semantic differ

ential rating of the adjectival personality traits for 

each stimulus person discussed. The Adjectival Personality 

Perception word choices were a randomly ordered listing of 

the stimulus adjectives used by the TPs, and their corres

ponding polar adjective. The scale ranged from high likable 

adjectives to low. The TP's objective remained undisclosed 

throughout the discussion. 

Dependent Variables 

Each of the dependent variables was measured numerically 

with an average score compiled for each group. This tally 

excluded the scores of the TPs in the H, M, and L groups. 

Therefore/ the H, M, and L groups were rated on their three 

non-trained participants; and the control group was evalu

ated on a five-member basis because of the absence of TPs, 

All group's scores were computed on the average of the 

15 
See Appendix B: 2, 
See Appendix B: 3, 

17 
See Appendix B: 4, 
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total number of ratings per evaluative means. There were 

four groups evaluated for each H, M, L, and C condition, 

which meant sixteen groups in four conditions evaluated by 

means of five different tests. The averages from each 

group were subjected to a step-wise multiple discriminant 

analysis. 

Member Satisfaction; The cohesion of the group was 

measured on two scales: (1) Group Member Likableness 

18 
Ratings, measuring each member's feelings toward the 

other individual members of the group by a five-point 

rating scale ranging from "kindness" to "hostility" toward 

the member, and (2) Task and Group Affiliation Satisfac-

19 tion, with scaled ratings from "always" to "never" on a 

five-to-one scale for questions one through nine and one-

20 to-five scale for questions ten through eleven. The 

purpose of the Member Satisfaction Measuring Instruments 

was to determine if the TPs or the task accounted for any 

variations in task outcomes. The evaluative forms for the 

TPs were not included. 

Adjectival Personality Perceptions; The effect of the 

H, M, and L adjectival stimulations by the TPs was measured 

18 
See Appendix B; 2. 

19 
See Appendix B; 3, 

20 
See Appendix B; 3. 
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21 
by (1) Individual Scaled Personality Perceptions, (2) Oral 

Adjectival Response Likableness Scores, and (3) Written 

Group Personality Profiles for each individual discussed. 

A Personality Perception scale was provided for each 

group member's adjectival evaluation of the individuals 

being discussed, A separate scale was provided for each 

stimulus person. These evaluations were made following the 

22 

discussion of the stimulus-persons. The Perception Scales 

were composed of a random selection and arrangement of the 

stimulus words introduced by the TPs. If the stimulus word 

was positive in nature, according to Anderson, then its 

opposite was determined through use of Roget's Thesaurus^^ 

and placed on the opposite end of a five-point semantic dif

ferential scale. The same was true for the negative stim

ulus words selected. The ratings were scored from five to 

one, with five being the high favorableness value. This 

measurement gave each individual member's, TPs not included, 

perception of the stimulus-persons. 

The Oral Responses were taken from the tape recordings 

of each group discussion. Only the response adjectives were 

21 
See Appendix B; 4. 

22 
See Appendix B: 4, 23 
C, 0. Sylvester Mawson, ed., Roget's Pocket Thesaurus, 

(New York: Pocket Books, Pocket Cardinal Edition, 1968). 
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used in the evaluation; the stimulus adjectives of the TPs 

were excluded. The response adjectives likableness ratings 

were determined through Anderson's scale^^ of likableness 

values. An average of the total likableness assessment for 

the responses made by each group on each stimulus person 

during their discussion was used for the analysis. This 

provided a measure of the total group atmosphere and general 

perception of the stimulus persons during the discussion; 

when an adjective was used in the discussion (response adjec

tives) that was not included on Anderson's list, Roget's 

25 Thesaurus was used to find a suitable synonym. 

The Written Personality Profiles were a group-compiled 

written adjectival perception of each stimulus person, made 

following the discussion. The adjectives used in the profile 

description were assigned the Anderson scale values and an 

2fi average was tallied for each group. Again, Roget's Thesaurus 

was used when adjectives from the profiles were not on 

Anderson's list. These profiles provided a concrete state

ment of the group's perception of each stimulus person. 

^^Anderson, pp, 272-279. 

^ Mawson. 

^^Ibid. 
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Analysis 

The averages from each group for the five tests: 

(1) Group Member Likableness, (2) Task and Group Affiliation 

Satisfaction, (3) Individual Scaled Personality Perceptions, 

(4) Oral Adjectival Response Likableness, and (5) Written 

Group Personality Profiles, were placed into a step-wise 

multiple discriminant analysis for evaluation by H, M, L, 

and C conditions. The step-wise procedure arranges the 

variables in their order of highest significance, identi

fying the measures best discriminating among the four condi

tions, H, M, L, and C. Step-wise multiple discriminant anal

ysis identifies which of the five variables produces the 

greatest difference among the four conditions of adjectival 

stimulation and determines an optimal linear combination of 

the variates for differentiating among the conditions. 

The Oral Adjectival Response Likableness assessments, 

taken from the tape recorded response adjectives and appraised 

according to Anderson's likableness ratings, were graphically 

scaled before being entered into analysis in accordance with 

their frequency of occurrence to illustrate the distribution 

of the spoken Response Adjectives in each condition. The 

histograms formulated from these graphic illustrations show 

the numerical frequency of Response Adjectives occurring 

within fifty scale valued degrees of each other and highlight 

the skewness of each condition. As a general overview. 
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the histograms provided some indication of the expected 

results from the step-wise multiple discriminant analysis. 

The skewness of the High's was expected to be negatively 

skewed, while the Low's should be positively skewed. Skew

ness for the Medium and Control conditions should be approx

imately equal, since both conditions should produce a strong 

central tendency around the mean. The histograms will not 

only outline the mode and median for each condition but 

also the least frequent spoken Response Adjectives in each 

condition. 

To determine the total discriminating power of the 
27 

battery of five variables, the quantity w^ was computed 

for each associated eigenvalue to estimate the "true" vari

ability of the variable in each condition attributable to 

group differences. The equation used in the calculation of 

0^ is as follows: 

multi, - " (N-k) (1+Al) (1+A 2)---^l+A r) + ̂  

27 
Maurice M, Tatsuoka, Discriminant Analysis; The Study 

of Group Difference, (Champaign, Illinois: Institute for 
Personality and Ability Testing, 1970), p. 48, iî  gives an 
estimate of the "true" variability in proportion to the 
total population of the test, 

28 
Ibid,, p, 49, (k = number of groups and N = number 

of subjects). 
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To test the statistical significance of the eigenvalues 

of each discriminant function, the product of the common 

logarithm of one plus each eigenvalue and (N-1 - P+Ĵ )29 v̂ as 

computed to find the chi-square significance of each value. 

The quantity of V^^ was computed for each significant eigen

value starting with V^ and continuing until an insignificant 

value of V was acquired. 

The step-wise multiple discriminant analysis procedure 

of the group averages on the five dependent variables will 

yield a linear combination of the variables and analyze 

each variable independently and interdependently of the 

battery of variables. The identification of the significant 

discriminant functions will be the resulting product of 

the analysis. 

^^Ibid., pp. 43-45, This formula yields the quantity V, 
which is distributed as chi-square: p = number of variables, 
k = number of groups, and N = number of subjects. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

A step-wise multiple discriminant analysis was per

formed on the group averages for the five dependeiit varia

bles: (1) Task and Group Affiliation Satisfaction; (2) 

Group Member Likableness; (3) Oral Adjectival Response 

Likableness; (4) Written Group Personality Profiles; (5) 

Individual Scaled Personality Perceptions. As a means of 

describing group differences, discriminant analysis seeks 

to arrive at a linear combination of these five dependent 

variables which differentiate the four H, M, L, and C group 

conditions. In consideration of -the relative weights 

assigned to each variable in the formation of the linear 

combination, the pattern of scaled weights in conjunction 

with the means of the raw scores indicate how much or how 

little each factor contributes and the direction of its 
2 

differentiation among the groups. Through discriminant 

analysis the averages of the group data were transmitted 

Maurice Tatsuoka, Discriminant Analysis: The Study 
Of Group Difference, (Champaign, Illinois: Institute for 
Personality and Ability Testing, 1370), p. 3, 

2 
Ibid. See also William W. Cooley and Paul R, Lohnes, 

Multivariate Procedures for the Behaviorial Sciences, (New 
York; John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1962), pp. 36-37. 

30 
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into quantitative results which identify (1) the signifi

cance of each variable as a discriminator among the groups, 

(2) the degree of distance separating the different groups, 

(3) the direction of differentiation among the pairs of 

group conditions, and (4) the assignment of individuals 
3 

or cases to a group designation. 

Computational Procedure of Discriminant Analysis 

The discriminant function is attained from factoring 

the product of the inverted within-groups sums-of-squares 

and cross-products matrix [W] and the between-groups sums-

of-squares and cross-products matrix [B] for the linear 

combination of the variables. To find the set of weights 

which will maximize the discriminant criterion, the eigen

values or latent roots of the matrix W'^B are first deter

mined. The positive eigenvalues are listed in their 

descending order of magnitude. The number of eigenvalues, 

usually one less than the number of groups, is equal to 

Maurice M. Tatsuoka and David V. Tiedeman, "Discriminant 
Analysis," Review of Educational Research, 24 (December, 
1954), 402, 

4 
Tatsuoka, pp. 25-30. 

Ibid,, pp, 31-32. The equation used for determining the 
eigenvectors is called by Tatsuoka the basic equation of dis
criminant analysis and is as follows where v is the unknown 
column vector (eigenvector) and A is the unknown scaler. 

(W"^B - A I)v = 0 
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the number of multiple predictors. For every eigenvalue, 

there is also a corresponding eigenvector.^ Each of the 

linear combinations, defined in terms of the successively 

obtained eigenvalues, is called a discriminant function.^ 

The first eigenvector provides a set of combining weights 

with the resulting linear combination of the variables 

having the largest possible discriminant-criterion value 
o 

among all linear combinations of the predictor variables. 

The value of the discriminant criterion is the value of 

the associated largest eigenvalue. Discriminant functions 

are the determining factor utilized to ascertain the 

ability of a combination of variables to discriminate among 

groups. 

The Discriminant Functions 

The step-wise multiple discriminant analysis of the group 

averages yielded one significant discriminant function for 

the H, M, L, and C groups. The eigenvalues, as reported in 

Table 1, represent the amount of variance in the product 

matrix W^^B accounted for by the associated discriminant 

functions. To determine the total discriminating power 

"Cooley and Lohnes, p. 36. 

7 
Tatsuoka, pp. 32-34. 

8, 
Ibid., p. 33. 
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accounted for by each function, the quantity v̂^ was com

puted for each associated eigenvalue. The equation used 

in the calculation of 0 is as follows: 

*2 = 1 -
multi. 

N 

(N-k) (l-<-A 3̂) (l+>f 2̂ ---(1"̂  ̂ r^ "̂  ̂  

The percentages acquired from the computation of \i are 

listed in Table 1 along with the eigenvalues. 

TABLE 1 

EIGENVALUES 

EIGENVALUE PERCENTAGE OF DISCRIMINATING POWER 
ATTRIBUTABLE TO BETWEEN GROUP 
DIFFERENCES (w2) 

33.65849 

0.80915 

0.26427 

96.91% 

2.33% 

,76% 

^Ibid,, p, 48. w^ gives an estimate of the "true" 
variability in proportion to the total population of the 
test, 

^^Ibid., p. 49. (k = number of groups and N = number 
of subjects) 
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To test the statistical significance of the eigenvalues 

of each discriminant function, the product of the common 

logarithm of one plus each eigenvalue, and (N-1 - EtiS.) 

was computed to find the chi-square significance of each 

value. The first eigenvalue was highly significant at the 

.05 level (X^^ = 45.91, p<.05); but the second and third 
2 

eigenvalues did not attain significance (X ^ = 6.22, p>.05; 

X*̂  = 2.46, p> .05) . 

Dependent Variable Significance 

Table 2 reports the scaled classification function 

weights.-^^ These are the optimal set of weights to apply 

to raw scores on the five variables in order to achieve 

maximum differentiation among levels of the independent 

variables. The linear combination of the five dependent 

variables was significant in discriminating among the 

H, M, L, and C groups (F = 5.80; df = 15, 27.49; p< .05; U 

U = .012"̂ '̂ ). 

^^Ibid. This yields the quantity V, v/hich is distributed 
as chi-square: p = number of variables, k = number of groups, 
and N = number of subjects. 

^^Ibid., p. 52. Scaled discriminant coefficients are 
derived by multiplying each raw-score weight by the square-
root of the corresponding diagonal element of the within-
groups sums-of-squares and cross-product matrix [W]. 

Vi = 

^^U reports the amount of variance attributable to 
between-group differences. "0" represents total between 
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TABLE 2 

SCALED CLASSIFICATION FUNCTION WEIGHTS 

VARIABLE 

Task (1) 

Group (2) 

Oral (3) 

Written (4) 

Perceptions (5) 

HIGH 

2.64 

39.16 

96.13 

43.21 

38.80 

MEDIUM 

13.35 

34.26 

86.48 

22.44 

28.94 

LOW 

24.48 

21.32 

70.69 

5.10 

25.92 

CONTROL 

11.33 

30.95 

84.10 

21.37 

33.21 

Considering the dependent variables individually, not 

interdependently, the F values for each, as reported in 

Table 3, mark substantially significant differences for 

the Written Profile, Oral Response Adjective, and Scaled 

Perception variables. The Task Satisfaction and Group 

Affiliation variables were as expected insignificant. 

Following the step-wise procedure of discriminant analysis, 

the F values reported in Table 4 reflect the discriminatory 

power of the variables when the immediately preceding 

group variance and "1" represents total within group vari
ance. The U of .012 represents an approximation of .99% 
of the total variance being attributable to between group 
differences. 
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TABLE 3 

VARIABLES OF F FOR FIVE DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

VARIABLE 

Task (1) 

Group (2) 

Oral (3) 

Written (4) 

Perceptions (5) 

0 . 9 5 

0 . 6 7 

4 2 . 2 0 

6 9 . 3 1 

1 6 . 5 2 

p > . 0 5 

p > . 0 5 

p < . 0 5 

p < . 0 5 

p < . 0 5 

TABLE 4 

VALUES OF r OF FIVE DEPENDENT VARIABLES 
AFTER ENTRY INTO STEP-WISE REGRESSION 

VARIABLE 

Written (4) 

Oral (3) 

Perceptions (5) 

Group (2) 

Task (1) 

F 

69,32 

2,40 

2.12 

0,74 

0.75 

df 

3, 12 

3, 11 

3, 10 

3, 9 

3, 8 

CONFIDENCE LEVEL 

p < ,05 

p > ,05 

P > .05 

p > .05 

P > .05 
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variable(s) has been partialled out. Table 4 reports the 

five variables in their order of importance. The Written 

Group Personality Profile (4), a summation statement com

piling the group's perception into one adjectival descrip

tion of each individual, surpassed the needed 3.4 9 value 

to be significant at the .05 level. With an F value of 

69.32, the Written Group Profiles were highly indicative 

of differentiation among the H, M, L, and C groups. The 

means for the Written Group Profiles (4) were in the 

expected direction (H, 436.20; M, 283.64; L, 161.16; C, 

273.11). The U Statistic (U = 0.06) for the Written Profiles 

was also indicative of high between-groups discriminatory 

power. Both the Oral Adjectives ratings and the Scaled 

Personality Perceptions fell slightly below the .05 signif

icance level. The Member Evaluation and Task Satisfaction, 

included to determine if task or liking for group members 

accounted for any variance among groups, as expected were 

both insignificant at the .05 level. 

To place the distinctness of the H's and L's and simi

larities of the M's and C's onto a visual plane, the four 

cases in each stimulus condition and the group means are 

plotted against the first two canonical variables (Figure 1). 

Table 5 gives the coordinates of the points for each approx

imated location on the scattergram. 
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TABLE 5 

COORDINATES OF THE FIVE CASES OF THE FOUR LEVELS 
OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ON THE FIRST T\"?0 

CANONICAL VARIABLES 

GROUPS 

1 

2 

3 

4 

HIGH 

X 

8.45 

6.46 

7.79 

6.29 

Y 

-1.60 

-0.52 

0.46 

0.13 

GROUPS 

1 

2 

3 

4 

MEDIUM 

X 

-1.27 

-0.87 

1.13 

0.45 

Y 

0.71 

2.00 

0.57 

2.10 

GROUPS 

1 

2 

3 

4 

LOW 

X 

-6,78 

-6.59 

-6.28 

-8.18 

Y 

1.58 

-1.05 

-0.50 

-1.67 

GROUPS 

1 

2 

3 

4 

CONTROL 

X 

0.66 

0.04 

-1.59 

0.24 

Y 

-1.09 

0.52 

-0.83 

-0,81 

As can be noted from the scattergram. Figure 1, the H's 

and L's distributed into two distinct categories of four 

groups each, while the M's and C's distributed into five 

cases of medium classification (as noted by the position of 
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"C^" in Figure 1) and three groups at the control level, 

indicative of the expected similarities of these two cate

gories. 

Although the F value for the Oral Adjectives falls short 

of the level of .05 significance, there v;as a notable dif

ference in the expected direction among the four stimulus 

groups as measured by the adjectival values of the Response 

Verbalizations. The means of the raw score averages also 

attest to this difference; (H, 341.63; M, 299.50; L, 239.38; 

C, 290.29) . These group differences are illustrated by 

four histograms (Figure 2 (a), (b), (c), and (d)), portraying 

the frequency distribution of the Oral Adjectives as recorded 

from each group discussion. As can be seen from the skew 

of the H and L group histograms, there is a distinguishable 

difference between the Oral Response Adjectives of the two 

group conditions, the H's having a negatively skewed dis

tribution and the L's a positively skewed curve. 

Summary of Results 

A step-wise multiple discriminant analysis of the group 

averages on (1) Task Satisfaction, (2) Group Affiliation, 

(3) Oral Response Adjectives, (4) Written Group Profiles, 

and (5) Scaled Personality Perceptions yielded one signifi

cant discriminant function. 

Written Profiles, Oral Adjectives, and Group Perceptions, 

when considered independently, were as expected significant 
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FIGURE 2 (a) (b) (c) (d) 

(a) HIGH (b) MEDIUM 

00 00 00 00 CO 00 
r - CN r-» CN r*" CN 

rH iH CN CM ro 

00 
r-
ro 

00 
CN 
^ 

00 

r* 
^ 

00 
CN 
in 

00 

r̂  
in 

CO o o o o o o o o c o o b o o o o 
rs i r^ c s j r ^ c N r ^ c N r ^ 
• H r H C N C M r O r O T T ^ 

00 00 
CN r^ 
in in 

(c ) LOW (d) CONTROL 



42 

determinants of group difference. Task Satisfaction and 

Group Affiliation were also found to be, as had been 

expected, insignificant affectors of group differencia-

tion. However, after the variables were entered into the 

step-wise regression procedure, the only variable main

taining a significant effect was the Written Profile vari

able; therefore. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 are only par

tially confirmed. 

Hypothesis 1; Groups in which trained participants 
(TP) introduce favorable adjectival descriptors of 
stimulus persons will produce more favorable adjec
tival descriptions in both Oral Adjectival responses 
and Written Profile descriptions, and will give 
higher Individual Adjectival Perception ratings to 
the stimulus persons than will groups in which the 
TP introduces moderately favorable descriptions or 
unfavorable adjectival descriptions. 

Hypothesis 2; Groups influenced by moderately favor
able descriptors will produce more positive results, 
on the three levels of evaluation, than groups intro
duced to unfavorable stimulus words. 

Hypothesis 3; The Control group will produce Oral, 
Written, and Scaled Adjectival descriptions that 
are less favorable in word choice than the favorably 
influenced group but more favorable than the unfav
orably stimulated group. 

Hypothesis 4; There will be no significant difference 
between the Oral, Written, or Scaled Personality dis-
scriptions of a Control group (with no trained parti
cipant) and the descriptions of the moderately favor
able group (M). 

As indicated by Hypothesis 1, the H's differ from the 

M's, L's, and C's in the expected direction for the Written 

Profile scores (4). There is not a significant difference. 
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as projected in Hypothesis 1, for the Oral Adjectives or 

Group Perceptions as variables of measurable group differ

entiation. Hypothesis 2 was also confirmed for the V̂ ritten 

Profiles (4) but not for the Oral Adjectives or Group 

Perception in terms of the precedence of M's over L's in 

adjectival responses. Corresponding results were found for 

Hypothesis 4 in relation to C's over L's. For Hypothesis 3, 

as expected the M's did not significantly differ from the 

C's on either Written Profiles or the other variables as 

well. (F for Written Profiles for C and M, F = 0.30, 

p> .05; for the entire battery of variables, F = 1.07, 

p> .05). The Task Satisfaction and Group Affiliation vari

ables were as expected, nonsignificant discriminators of 

H, M, L, and C groups. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION AND SU24MARY 

The major concern of this study was to measure the 

effect of stimulus personality-trait adjectives of varying 

degrees of likableness on small group personality evaluation 

of five stimulus-persons. An assessment of the effects of 

stimulus personality-trait adjectives upon perceptions com

posed during a small group discussion must take into account 

the interaction of the cooperating group members involved 

in the discussion. 

The hypothesized results were to entail more favorable 

responses in the H group, a moderately favorable (neither 

positive or negative) level of response from the M and C 

groups; and low favorable response from the L group. The 

effects of attitude toward the task and toward group members 

were also taken into account: little or no interference 

was expected from either variable in conjunction with the 

effect of the adjectives on the responses elicited from the 

groups. 

Variables 

As reported in Chapter Three, the step-wise multiple 

discriminant analysis performed on the group averages of 

each H, M, L, and C condition resulted in partial support 

44 
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for the four hypotheses. Of the five variables, (1) Task 

and Group Affiliation Satisfaction, (2) Group Member 

Likableness, (3) Oral Adjectival Response Likableness, 

(4) Written Group Personality Profiles, and (5) Individual 

Scaled Personality Perceptions, the Written Profiles were 

the only variable accounting for an unquestionable differ-

entiation^among the group conditions. The Oral Adjective 

and Scaled Perception variables were found to be slightly 

short of the needed significance level to indicate their 

absolute differentiating ability between the H, M, L, and C 

groups. A visual presentation of the differences between 

the four group conditions has been provided through the use 
2 

of a scattergram. Figure 2, in Chapter Three. In terms of 

the Task Satisfaction and Group Affiliation variables, both, 

as expected, were unobtrusive and non-influential determi

nants of the adjectival perceptions generated in the group 

discussions. 

The Written Profiles were indicative of an assessable 

difference among the written adjectival responses of each 

group, indicating that after discussion, the groups had 

obtained either a more positive or negative viewpoint toward 

See Chapter Three for complete explanation of discrim
inant analysis findings. 

^See Chapter Three, Figure 2. 
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the stimulus person being discussed or, as in the case of 

the M and C groups, maintained a neutral outlook toward the 

individual. The Written Profiles, written after each dis

cussion, were appraisals of the mood of the entire group 

after having thoroughly evaluated and discussed each stim

ulus person. The significant results of the V7ritten Pro

files as discriminators of group difference were indicative 

of the effect of the stimulus adjectives upon the verbal 

responses of the group members. 

The failure of the Oral Adjectives to attain the needed 

level of significance may be attributed to some degree to 

similar central tendencies in each group distribution as 

indicated by the histograms in Figure 1 of Chapter Three: 

each of the distributions had the saone modal frequency. The 

distribution of the Oral Response Adjectives made during 

each discussion clearly illustrates a difference in the 

verbal responses made in each group condition: that is, the 

distributions tended to be skewed in the expected direc

tions. However, the similarities among the conditions may 

be due to the fact many of the response adjectives were 

prompted by the medium likability adjectives used in the 

task descriptions. The adjectives from the task descriptions 

were frequently used as responses during the discussion. 

3 
See Chapter Three, Figure 1. 
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The hypothesis that among-group differences on the 

Individual Scaled Personality Perceptions would appear 

was based upon the assumption that, group members having 

undergone the suggestion of either favorable, moderate, 

or unfavorable adjectives by the TPs, the groups would have 

associated the semantic differential bipolar adjectives 

with a favorable or unfavorable connotation. Upon seeing 

a scaled list of favorable and unfavorable adjectives, 

the responders were expected to be somewhat susceptible to 

the TP adjectival stimulations and hence more easily swayed 

to concur with adjectives of similar likableness value. 

Working upon the assumption that the responders understood 

the meanings of the words and the degrees of likableness 

distinguishing a stimulus adjective from its antonym, the 

responders showed more than expected hesitation to mark 

either the extremely favorable or extremely unfavorable 

adjectival choices; instead, the responders seemed to prefer 

a more moderate point of view. 

With discriminant analysis providing only partial sup

port for the four hypotheses of the study, conclusive state

ments as to the ability of favorable or unfavorable stim

ulus adjectives to affect the responses of indirect group 

^See Appendix B; 4. 
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personality perceptions would seem unsupported. An unequi

vocal case can be made only for the ability of Written 

Profiles to reflect differentiation among the H, M, L, and C 

groups. 

Fulfillment of Research Inquiry 

In light of the strong similarities between the M and C 

groups (Figure 2, Chapter One) and the inability of the 

Task or Group Affiliation variables to exert any measurable 

degree of influence in distinguishing the groups, the effect's 

of the stimulus adjectives seem to be more prominent. The 

more favorable or less favorable the stimulus adjectives 

introduced by the TP, the more likely a group was to respond 

with perceptions similar in valence to the TP stimulation. 

This finding is supported by previous research by Gouran 

and Baird who found that favorable stimulation resulted in 

more favorable responses. There did appear to be a definite 

trend toward bipolarity for the H and L groups, and an approx

imation of response for the M and C groups. Therefore, it 

seems reasonable to conclude, given the results of the pre

sent study, that the more favorable the adjectival stimu

lation the more favorable the written adjectival response. 

Dennis S. Gouran and John E. Baird, Jr., "An Analysis 
of Distributional and Sequential Structure in Problem-
Solving and Informal Group Discussions," Speech Monographs, 
39 (March, 1972), 20. 
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The same holds true for the unfavorably stimulated groups: 

the less favorable the stimulation, the more likely an 

unfavorable written response. A moderately stimulated and 

a non-stimulated group will tend to align in close prox

imity, giving neutral responses. 

Problems Encountered with Methodology of Present Study 

Although in the present study the task was not found 

to be an influential factor in influencing adjectival 

responses, it is possible that a more realistic task would 

enhance the caliber of inquiry by the participants in 

forming the group perceptions. An aspect that could be 

investigated and possibly revised for this particular task 

is the redundancy factor of the adjectives used to describe 

the stimulus person. Although the use of redundancy (repe

tition of adjectives used in describing each stimulus 

person, usually the same adjective but arranged differently 

with a possible one or two new adjectives per person) pre

vents the task descriptions from affecting differentially 

the perceptions formed by the group, it seems that some of 

the redundancy could be reduced, possibly by using synonyms 
7 

with equivalent likableness values. A more realistic and 

"See Appendix B: 1. 
7 
Norman H. Anderson, "Likableness Ratings of 555 Personality-

Trait Words," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 9 
(July, 1968), 272-279. 

TEXAS TECH LIBv 
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less redundant task could add more stimulation to the group 

process, but one must also be aware of the influence a task 
o 

may have on the forming of impressions. 

An awareness of word meanings must also be foremost in 

the design of the evaluative forms. The adjectives used on 

the Perception scale should have been more interpretable as 

to word meaning and likableness. Randomness in the selec

tion of the adjectives to be used for the Scaled Perceptions 

may not be as important as clarity. A larger semantic dif

ferential scale against which to rate the adjectives, (for 

excunple, apossible seven-point scale rather than a five-point 

9 

scale) might lessen the reliance of responders on the neu

tral positions and decrease the hesitancy to assign to a 

trait either a negative or positive extreme position. The 

scale did seem rather limited with only five categories of 

identification for the impressions of participants. A larger 

scale might have provided a more accurate description. 

One aspect of this experiment needing improvement was 

better tape recording facilities. Every member of a group 

discussion needs to be clearly heard on the tape: his utter

ances should be easily interpretable by the reviewer of the 

tape recordings. Several microphones need to be available 

p 
See Appendix A. Pilot Study contains a discussion of 

the problems encountered with an influential task. 
g 

See Appendix B; 4. 
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for recording. Otherwise, insufficient data may be col

lected, or technical failures may cause loss of sample size. 

Four groups had to be eliminated from the study because of 

technical difficulties; therefore, special care needs to be 

taken with the recording of group data and adequate equip

ment should be available. 

Adequate training sessions are essential in an experi

ment relying heavily on the performance of the TPs. Training 

was conducted for all TPs, but more emphasis could have been 

placed on the discussant's smooth interjection of the adjec

tives. Congruity as to the form and manner of adjectival 

stimulation introduction is very important for maintaining 

non-influential task and group effects. More time could 

be spent with the TP in actual training group discussions 

to enable all to practice and become acquainted with the 

procedure of adjective introduction. 

As for the utilized system of analysis, the step-wise 

multiple discriminant analysis secured the calculations 

needed for assessing the ability of the dependent variables 

as discriminators of the four group conditions and deter

mining the degree of differentiation, if any, among the 

H,^M, L, and C groups on the response adjectives made to 

the stimulations. One factor might be kept in considera

tion when studying several variables in the context of a 

small group discussion for the step-wise procedure: all of 
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the variables do not get to be considered independently and 

interdependently. The step-wise procedure partials out one 

variable at a time, in their order of discriminatory power, 

leaving the weakest variable to be the only one considered 

against the entire battery of variables and the strongest 

the only variable not to be considered interdependently 

with the other variables. This could be a vital factor in 

determining the exact discriminatory ability (unique variance) 

of each variable; therefore, a procedure might be sought 

which would consider each variable individually and as a 

part of the whole battery of variables, no matter how many 

were being considered. 

Application of Present Research 

As to the applicability of the findings of this study, 

they will of course be a minor contribution to the limited 

research available on indirect group personality perception 

processes and will contribute to some degree as another 

avenue of support for Gouran and Baird's " research findings 

on favorable and unfavorable responses from word stimulation. 

A trend does seem to be developing to the effect that the 

more favorable the stimulation seemingly the more favorably 

oriented the response. Impression formation does seem to 

^^Gouran and Baird, p. 20. 
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relate most significantly to the "type" of word choice 

selected to describe an individual and to the word's fre

quency of likableness. 

Rather than just support of previous research and sub

stantiation of hypotheses, the findings of the existence 

of group differentiation as a result of manipulative stim

ulation could be beneficial information for any group problem 

solving situation. To return to the example of a group 

selection of scholarship candidates as cited earlier, a neg

ative recommendation from one person could have substantial 

effects on the impression the scholarship committee derives 

about an individual candidate. A business meeting or the 

promotion of an employee or even a personnel director's 

opinion and submitted report to a hiring committee for a new 

employee can both be swayed by weighted adjectival word choices. 

Educational groups and the classroom are susceptible to the 

positive or negative suggestion of one member toward a subject 

with the strong possibility of impressions being swayed in 

the direction of the stimulation. The use of adjectival stim

ulations to bring about controlled learning could have both 

positive and negative effects. 

Implications for Future Research 

As an extension of the present research an investigation 

of the effects of favorable, moderately favorable, and unfav

orable adjectival stimulations on perceivers over a long 
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period of time with different magnitudes of stimulation might 

prove worthwhile to perception research. Most personality 

perceptions must weather several attacks of change and oppo

sition (favorable and unfavorable); and an approach to 

tracing the contradictiveness and causations of impression 

formations and changes would extend the primary investigation 

of the present study. 

Another avenue of research highlighted by the present 

findings is in the area of word choice. Not just in terms 

of personality alignments, but in almost all forms of group 

communication, a sequence of verbalized words is the mode 

of communication; and research on the effects of sender-

receiver word choice in small groups is very limited, yet 

a very vital aspect of the process. 

Summary 

With the Written Profile variable supplying sufficient 

support for a differentiation among H, M, L, and C groups 

when affected by varying degrees of likableness adjectives, 

the factor of word choice in small group discussions must 

be examined further. Concern is stated for the nonverbal 

aspect of group communication which is of vital and utmost 

importance; therefore, the verbal, primarily the sender-

receiver word choice, must also be taken into account when 

studying group interaction and the communication process. 
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In indirect personality perception, the favorability of a 

sender's adjectival word choice does affect the receiver's 

response and perception of the object of perception. The 

word choice of the communicator can alter the impression 

of the message's receiver and thereby his response in the 

process of communication. 
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Appendix A: 1 

PILOT STUDY 

The Pilot Study was conducted to test the validity of 

the hypotheses and the test instruments. As the result of 

several problems, discussed herein, the task, means of 

analysis, and utilization of trained participants were 

revised for the main study. 

Hypotheses 

This study focused on two primary hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1; Candidate selection groups, in which 

a trained participant introduces high likable evalua

tions of the applicants, will produce higher applicant 

ratings, utter more favorable adjectival verbaliza

tions about the applicants, and show greater task sat

isfaction than will groups in which the trained par

ticipant introduces low likable evaluations or in 

which no trained participant exists. 

Hypothesis 2; A non-stimulated group (Control group) 

will produce higher applicant ratings, utter more 

favorable adjectival verbalizations about the appli

cants, and show greater task satisfaction than will 

groups in which the trained participant introduces low 

likable evaluations. 

58 
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Procedure 

Three five-member discussion groups were assigned the 

task of selecting, from a list of five candidates, a recip

ient for a college scholarship. Rosenfeld's "Scholarship 

Agreement Exercise" was used for the problem. From a short 

description of each candidate, the group was asked to select 

a recipient for a $2,000 yearly scholarship. Each group 

member read a packet containing instructions for the task 

and the descriptions of each candidate's qualifications. 

After each member finished reading his packet each group 

preceded to discuss the candidates applying for the scholar

ship. After the group discussed each candidate, a designee 

of the group (not appointed) recorded the group's ratings 
2 

of the five candidates on a five point scale, according to 

the group's feelings toward each candidate. 

Of the three groups. Groups A and B contained a trained 

participant (TP) as one of the five members of the group. 

In Group A, the TP was given a list of fifteen "likable" 
3 

personality trait adjectives to introduce periodically 

^Lawrence B. Rosenfeld, Human Interaction in the Small 
Group Setting, (Columbus, Ohiol Charles E. Merrill 
Publishing Company, 1973), pp. 42-43, See Appendix A: 2. 

2 
See Appendix A: 3. 
3 
Norman H. Anderson, "Likableness Ratings of 555 Personality-

Trait Words," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 9 
(July, 1968), 272-279. 
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into the discussion in reference to each candidate. Three 

personality-trait adjectives per candidate were arbitrarily 

assigned and introduced into the discussion by the TP at 

random moments throughout the discussion. The same pro

cedure was followed with Group B, except that the TP was 

given fifteen "unlikable" personality trait adjectives to 

introduce. Group C served as a control group and contained 

no manipulative TP member. After the discussion and group 

rating of the candidates had been completed, each member 

of the group was given a series of evaluations to complete; 

Group Member Likableness Ratings (a five-to-one rating 

scale as to whether or not the person liked working with 

the other individual members of the group), Group Satisfac

tion Evaluation (to evaluate whether or not the individual 

was satisfied with his group's working relations in the 

accomplishment of the task), and Candidate Personality 

Perceptions (each group member was given one evaluation 

sheet per candidate to mark as to which adjectives best 

described the candidate). The discussions were conducted in 

separate rooms at different times to facilitate tape recording 

^Anderson, pp. 272-279, See Appendix A: 5. 
5 
See Appendix A: 6. 

See Appendix A: 7. 
7 
'See Appendix A; 8. 
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of each for later evaluation of adjectives used by "inter

action pairs." 

Dependent Variables 

Stimulus and Response Personality-Trait Adjectives: 

One verbalized personality trait adjective by the TP served 

as the first member of each interaction pair, with the first 

verbalized response to the TP by another member of the group 

serving as the second member of the pair. The verbalized 

response adjective was designated as to its "likableness" 

through the use of Anderson's "Likableness Ratings of 555 

Personality-Trait Words."° If more than one adjective com

prised the response, the average likability was computed. 

Group C was evaluated by sender and receiver interact 

pairs (since there was no TP stimulating force). All stimu

lus and response adjectives were assigned values using 

Anderson's scale for likableness or unlikableness. 

Member Satisfaction; The cohesion of the group was 

measured on two scales; (1) Group Member Likableness Ratings, 

rating each member's feelings toward the other individual 

members of the group to be facilitated through use of a five-

point rating scale ranging from "kindness" to "hostility" 

9 

^Anderson, pp. 272-279. 
9 
See Appendix A: 6. 
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toward the member and (2) Group Satisfaction,^° through use 

of a measure of member satisfaction. 

The Group Member Likingness Ratings, on a five-to-one 

scale, were subjected to a chi-square analysis to determine 

if there were any significant differences in the ratings of 

the TP's and the other group members. 

The Group Satisfaction ratings, on a five to one scale 

for questions one through nine, on a one to five scale for 

questions ten through eleven, were analyzed by a single 

factor analysis of variance, looking at the self-scored 

satisfaction of each member (minus the TP) of the three 

groups. 

Adjectival Personality Perceptions: The effect of the 

positive and negative adjectival stimulations was measured 

by (1) Member Adjectival Personality Perception ratings 

on each of the candidates by each member of each group (con

ducted for all three groups, minus the TP in A and B), and 

12 
(2) Adjective Response Likableness scores on the adjec
tives found as responses in the interact pairs. 

The Candidate Perception scales were analyzed by means 

of a 5 X 3 analysis of variance with unequal n's on each 

See Appendix A: 7. 

See Appendix A; 8. 

"^Anderson, pp. 272-279. 
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group member's perception of each candidate (five candi

dates, three groups, five members in each group — minus 

the TPs), 

The interact pairs were evaluated by means of a 2 x 3 

analysis of variance of stimulus and response adjectives. 

Each adjectives' likableness rating was taken from Anderson's 

13 scale for purposes of analysis. 

Results 

On the Group Member Evaluations, a chi-square of 3.81 

was needed for a significant difference in the likableness 

ratings given to the TPs and the other group members. No 

such significance was found at the .05 level. (Group A, 

X^ = .005, p> .05 and Group B, X^ = 1.01, p> .05). 

As presented in the summary of the analysis of variance 

of the Group Satisfaction Ratings, (Table 1) the treatments 

produced an £ ratio of 1.84, indicating no significant 

difference at the .05 level between group members' satis

faction in the positively influenced, negatively influenced, 

or control group. The mean scores are presented in Table 2. 

The summary of the analysis of variance of the Candidate 

Perception scales (Table 3) shows an F ratio of 1.15 for 

factor A^ indicating no significance at the .05 level for 

difference between the candidates based upon the perception 

^^Ibid. 



TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF 
GROUP MEMBER SATISFACTION 

64 

SOURCE SS df MS 

Treatments 

Error 

94 

230 

47.00 

25.56 

1.84 p> .05 

Total 324 11 

F^^ (df = 2/9) = 4.26 

TABLE 2 

MEAN SCORES ON GROUP MEMBER SATISFACTION 

POSITIVE - GROUP A NEGATIVE - GROUP B CONTROL - GROUP C 

39.5 
(n=4) 

41 
(n=3) 

47 
(n=5) 
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TABLE 3 

SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF 
GROUP MEMBER CANDIDATE PERCEPTIONS 

SOURCE 

A; Candidates 

B: Groups 

AB 

Within 

T o t a l 

3, 

4, 

SS 

321 .41 

27 .07 

335 .61 

, 4 9 0 . 2 5 

,174-34 

df 

4 

2 

8 

50 

64 

MS 

8 0 . 3 5 

1 3 . 5 4 

4 1 . 9 5 

6 9 . 8 1 

F 

1 . 1 5 

. 1 9 

. 60 

P 

P> .05 

P> .05 

P> .05 

F^5 (df = 4/50) = 2.57 

95 (df = 2/50) = 3.19 

F95 (df = 8/50) = 2.14 

scale ratings by the members of each group. Factor B has an 

F ratio of ,19, indicating no significant difference among 

the perceptions of the candidates by the three groups. The 

AB interaction factor has an F ratio of .60 which is not 

significant at the .05 level. The mean scores on Candidate 

Perceptions, Table 4, is also indicative of no significant 

difference between the three groups. 
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TABLE 4 

MEAN SCORES ON GROUP 
MEMBER CANDIDATE PERCEPTIONS 

Candidate 1 

Candidate 2 

Candidate 3 

Candidate 4 

Candidate 5 

GROUP A 

27.50 

28.50 

27,25 

29.75 

29.00 

142,00 
(n=4) 

GROUP B 

27.50 

32.25 

18.75 

33.25 

30.00 

141.75 
(n=4) 

GROUP C 

24.00 

27.00 

27.00 

28.00 

29.00 

135.00 
(n=5) 

In Table 5, a summary of the analysis of variance of 

Adjectival Stimulus and Response Word Likableness Codings 

from interact pairs, factor A has an F ratio of .14 which 

is not significant at the .05 level, indicating that the 

response adjectives used did not differ significantly from 

group to group. Factor B has an F ratio of 10,48 which is 

significant at the .05 level, and Interaction AB has an F 

ratio of 20.68 which is also significant at the ,05 level. 

An inspection of the means, using Newman-Keuls procedure. 
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TABLE 5 

SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ADJECTIVAL 
STIMULUS AND RESPONSE WORD LIKABLENESS CODINGS 

SOURCE 

A: Words 

B : G r o u p s 

A x B 

W i t h i n 1 

SS 

2 , 4 2 5 . 9 6 

3 6 0 , 3 2 3 . 3 8 

7 1 0 , 9 2 5 , 5 4 

, 2 3 7 , 3 3 8 . 0 8 

d f 

1 

2 

2 

72 

MS 

2 , 4 2 5 . 9 6 

1 8 0 , 1 6 1 . 6 9 

3 5 5 , 4 6 2 . 7 7 

1 7 , 1 8 5 . 2 5 

F 

.14 

1 0 . 4 8 

20 .68 

P 

P> . 0 5 

P < . 05 

P < . 0 5 

Total 2,311,012.96 77 

F95 (df = 1/72) = 4.00 

F95 (df = 2/72) = 3.15 

F95 (df = 2/72) = 3.15 

was conducted to determine the specific areas of differentia

tion. The Newman-Keuls test comparing treatment means 

revealed a significant difference between the positive stim

uli and the positive response adjectives (group A) and a 

significant difference between the negative stimuli and the 

other five conditions, (2 positive-stimuli and response, 

2 control-stimuli and response, and a negative response), 
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This differentiation revealed by the Newman-Keuls test is 

more clearly illustrated in Table 6 through the use of 

common subscript notation, 

TABLE 6 

MEAN SCORES ON ADJECTIVAL STIMULUS AND RESPONSE 
WORD LIKABLENESS CODINGS FROM INTERACT PAIRS 

Stimulus 

Response 

GROUP A 

505 
e,f 

281.38 
a,f 

GROUP B 

114.30 
a,b,c,d,e 

358.38 
c 

GROUP C 

356.62 
b 

369.62 
d 

Means with common subscripts are significantly different, 

p < .05. 

Discussion 

The results of this study indicate that there is no 

significant difference between a positively stimulated 

group, negatively stimulated group, and control group either 

in terms of the member satisfaction or the adjectival person

ality-type perceptions they formulate about individuals. 

As for the adjectival response words, a significant dif

ference was noted between stimulus and response words in 
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Group A (positive) and Group B (negative); and a signifi

cant difference was found to exist between the negative 

stimulus words and the other stimulus and response words 

of both Group A and C (control). A significant difference 

was not observed to exist between the response words of 

the three groups. Therefore, the findings do not support 

the hypothesis that positively stimulated and non-stimulated 

groups will produce more likable responses, more member 

satisfaction, and more positive personality perceptions than 

a negatively stimulated group. However, there were several 

artifacts of the experimental procedure which may have 

affected the results and therefore need to be reconsidered. 

The task itself seemed to be influential on the per

formance of the groups. The negative orientation of 

Rosenfeld's Scholarship selection task seemed to counteract 

14 the positive influence of the TP in Group A, and the 

double negative attack of Group B^^ seemed to lead to a more 

positive atmosphere. A significant indicator of the task's 

effect on the group product would also be seen from viewing 

the responses of the three groups,^^ There were no signifi

cant differences in the responses made by Group A, B, or C. 

See Table 6, Group A Stimulus and Response Words. 

15 
"̂  See Table 6, Group B Stimulus and Response V7ords. 
^^See subscripts of Table 6. 
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Time was also a factor. Forty-five minutes were allotted 

for each group to discuss the candidates, make their group 

decision, and complete three different sets of evaluative 

forms. All of the groups were rushed; this was especially 

true on the Candidate Perception Scales. The Perception 

Scales (one scale completed by each member on their percep-
. _ 17 

tions of each candidate) were long, tedious, and vague. 

Many of the terms on the perception scale did not relate to 

the candidates discussed or could not be assimilated from 
the information given. 

Selecting all of the group members from one class 

setting and then inserting an unknown individual who was 

also the manipulative TP seemed to cause some hostility 

toward the TP, as can be noted from the verbal discussion 

that was tape recorded, and, although not significant, from 

the difference that was noted in the group member likableness 
18 ratings in the groups with TPs. 

From compiling the interact pairs from each group, it 

was found that more adjectival stimulus personality-trait 

words per candidate were needed. An increased number of 

stimulus words should also increase the reliability of the 

17 
•̂ 'See Appendix A: 8. 
•̂ Ŝee Table 2. 
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measurement. The TP's part, in the discussion should also 

be restricted just to the Insertion of the stimulus words, 

without other comments or judgmental statements. Such clar

ifications and judgments by the TP tend to detract from 

the effect of the stimulus words. Also, the responses to 

the stimulus words were frt̂ juently not personality-trait 

adjectives but general comments about the task which did 

not encourage personality-type adjectives from the group 

members. 

In light of the many problems that arose with the 

study, the different evaluative scales may not have been 

accurately measuring the designated factor because of 

other exterior influences, such as the task, time, training 

of TP, number of adjectiven, and the various rating scales 

used. Therefore, the second experiment will include several 

revisions in design hopefully to alleviate these problems 

and obtain a more accurate measurement of the influence of 

the effects of positive ami negative stimulations on the 

formation of personality perceptions. 
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Appendix A: 2 

SCHOLARSHIP AGREEMENT EXERCISE^^ 

PROBLEM: To choose one of the following to receive a 

scholarship of $2,000 per year to your school, renewable 

for four years as long as academic progress is satisfac

tory to the University. 

DUANE, 17, finished high school in three years because 

he says, he "couldn't have stood another year of it." His 

mother, a registered nurse, is a widow with two younger 

children. In spite of finishing a year early, Duane made 

a 3.0 in high school. University tests predict he is 

likely to earn a 2.5 in a science curriculum 3.1 in non-

science. His mother is determined that he become a phy

sician; Duane says his mind isn't made up. Because of the 

cost of baby-sitting her youngest child, his mother can 

provide almost nothing for his college education. Duane has 

had some emotional troubles; a psychiatrist recommends col

lege because he feels Duane "needs an intellectual challenge.' 

CARLA, 18, has very high recommendations from a small

town high school where she earned a 3.8 average. In her 

^^Rosenfeld, pp. 42-43. 
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senior year she accepted an engagement ring from a local 

truck driver who wants her to get married at once and for

get college. She is known to have spent the night in a 

motel with him a few times. Yoiir school predicts she is 

likely to earn a 2.6 in science and a 3.3 in nonscience. 

She wants to become a social worker "to help the poor in 

the big cities." Her pastor says she has a fine mind, but 

he predicts she will marry and drop-out even if she starts 

college. Her parents are uneducated, industrious, very poor. 

ROY, 21 earned the Silver Star and lost his right hand 

in Vietnam. He earned a high school diploma in the Army. 

The university predicts a 2.0 in science and a 2.3 in non-

science for him. He is eligivel for veterans' assistance but 

his family needs his help to support a large brood of 

younger children. Roy wants to major in business, "to make 

enough money in my life not to have to live like an animal 

as my parents do." 

MELISSA, 26, is a divorcee with a seven-year-old son. 

She made a 2.8 in high school, "because I goofed around," 

but tests predict a 2.9 in science at your school and a 3.6 

in nonscience. She wants to become an English teacher, 

"probably in high school but in college if I'm lucky." She 

was a beauty queen at 18 and is still regarded as beautiful, 

but says she is bitter toward men and will never remarry. 
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She receives no child support or family help toward caring 

for her son. Her present employer, a dress shop owner, 

gives her a good character reference but predicts she will 

marry again rather than finish college. 

SAM, 19, was offered several football scholarships to 

Southern colleges, but they were withdrawn in the spring 

when, after he finished high school, he had his legs 

injured in an automobile accident. He can get around well 

but cannot compete in athletics. He made low high school 

grades but entrance test scores for your school are good; 

he is predicted to average 2.5 in science or 3.0 in a non-

science curriculum. His father, a laborer, refuses to 

contribute to college for him. Now that he can no longer 

play, Sam is determined to become a football coach, though 

he has been advised it may be difficult without a college 

playing record. 
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Appendix A; 3 

GROUP CANDIDATE EVALUATION 

As a group, rate each of the five candidates as to their 
qualifications for the scholarship on a five point rating 
scale ranging from most qualified to least qualified. 
Also, give a brief reason for each rating. 

MOST LEAST REASONS FOR EVALUATION 

Candidate 1: 

Candidate 2: 

Candidate 3; 

Candidate 4: 

Candidate 5; 
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Appendix A; 4 

FAVORABLE STIMULUS ADJECTIVES 

Group A's trained participant's fifteen likable personality-
trait adjectives^O to be memorized and used throughout the 
discussion. 

1. honest 

2. loyal 

3. trustworthy 

4. intelligent 

5. reliable 

6. friendly 

7. happy 

8. responsible 

9. courteous 

10. imaginative 

11. enthusiastic 

12. ambitious 

13. studious 

14. conscientious 

15. competent 

^^Anderson, pp. 272-279. 
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Appendix A: 5 

UNFAVORABLE STIMULUS ADJECTIVES 

Group B's trained participant's fifteen unlikable personality-
trait adjectives ^ to be memorized and used throughout the 
discussion. 

1. absent-minded 

2. insecure 

3. unindustrious 

4. overconfident 

5. unappreciative 

6. egotistical 

7. irresponsible 

8. prejudiced 

9. unreliable 

10. self-centered 

11. conceited 

12. greedy 

13. insincere 

14. untrustworthy 

15. untruthful 

21 
Anderson, pp. 272-279. 
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Appendix A; 6 

GROUP MEMBER EVALUATIONS 

Individually evaluate your feelings about each participant 
in your group as to most favorable attitude toward the 
member and least favorable toward the member. 

MOST LEAST 

Member #1; 

Member #2: 

Member #3; 

Member #4: 

Member #5; 
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Appendix A; 7 

GROUP SATISFACTION EVALUATION^^ 

In front of each of the items below, there are five cate
gories of satisfaction rating. For each question, rate 
your feelings according to the suggested likableness in 
relation to the group experience in question. 

w 
>H 
< 
12 
^ 
< 

>* 
•-1 
^ 
< 
D 
W 
D 

Q 
W 
Q 
H 
U 
» 
Q 
Z 
P 

X 
O 
Q 
t-q 
W 
W 

« 
H 
> 
W 
53 

1. I am treated as a human 
being rather than just 
another group member. 

2. There is cooperation and 
teamwork present in this 
group. 

3. Members of this group 
display supportive behav
ior toward each other. 

4. I derive satisfaction 
as a result of my mem
bership in this group. 

5. I get a sense of accom
plishment as a result 
of my membership in this 
group. 

22 
J, William Pfeiffer and John E. Jones, A Handbook of 

structured Experiences for Human Relations Training, (Iowa 
City, Iowa: University Associates Press, 1972). 
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6. I am willing to share 
information with other 
members of the group. 

7. I feel that I am oriented 
toward personal goals 
rather than toward helping 
the group achieve its 
objectives. 

8. This group uses integra
tive, constructive methods 
in problem-solving rather 
than a win-lose approach. 

9. I feel that there is a 
sense or real group 
responsibility for get
ting a job done. 

10. I feel manipulated by 
the group. 

11. I feel that I manipulate 
the group. 

12. I am being honest in 
responding to this evalu
ation. 
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Appendix A: 8 

PERSONALITY PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE CANDIDATES 

Rate on a scale ranging from likable to unlikable each of 
the personalities of the candidates applying for the 
scholarship at your university. There is a separate evalua
tion sheet for each candidate. 

Young Old 

Intelligent Stupid 

Cooperative Uncooperative 

Honest Dishonest 

Feminine Masculine 

Tall Short 

Energetic Lazy 

Idealistic Realistic 

Law Abiding Criminal 

Polite Boorish 

Unemotional Emotional 

Self-respect Servile 

Kind Cruel 

Healthy Sickly 

Extroverted Introverted 

Inartistic Artistic 

Careful Careless 

Conventional Eccentric 
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Appendix B: 1 

TASK PERSONALITY PERCEPTIONS 

Each of the members of your group have an information 

packet containing personality descriptions of five indi

viduals. Each member needs to read the five descriptions 

silently first. \-Then each member has finished reading, the 

group will discuss each individual separately. As you 

discuss each individual listed in the packet, the group 

should compile its own personality description of the indi

vidual from the opinions and comments made by each member 

in the group. The group should write a personality descrip

tion about each individual discussed. Forms are provided. 

Your group discussion of each description of each individual 

will be tape recorded solely for the means of later 

annonimous reference. You have approximately an hour and a 

half for your discussion. 

INDIVIDUAL A 

Individual A has been described as a restless, lonely, 

rebellious young woman. Some people would refer to her as 

The introductory paragraph was the task description as 
given to the participants on their individual task packets. 
The "Individual" descriptions were the stimulus person used, 
some of which were employed in a previous study by William J. 
Jordan and Margaret L. McLaughlin, "The Effect of Sex 
Ambiguity of Impression Formation Process in Individuals and 
Groups," Western Speech Communication (to appear). 
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a perfectionistic, emotional, and impulsive person. Others 

have said that she is quiet, lonesome, and unpredictable. 

INDIVIDUAL B 

Individual B has been described as a bold, perfection

istic and materialistic young man. Some people would refer 

to him as bashful, excitable, and a daydreamer. Others 

have said that he is quiet, lonesome, and cautious. 

INDIVIDUAL C 

Individual C has been described as an aggressive, 

emotional, unpredictable young woman. Some people would 

refer to her as a perfectionistic, excitable and lonely 

person. Others have said that she is impulsive, bold, and 

quiet. 

INDIVIDUAL D 

Individual D has been described as an aggressive, 

dependent, unpredictable young woman. Some people would 

refer to her as a restless, impulsive, and perfectionistic 

person. Others have said that she is bashful, bold, and a 

daydreamer. 
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INDIVIDUAL E 

Individual E has been described as a cautious, bashful, 

and lonely young man. Some people would refer to him as a 

cautious, emotional, and aggressive person. Others have 

said that he is excitable, shy and impulsive. 
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Appendix B: 2 

GROUP MEMBER EVALUATIONS 

Individually evaluate your feelings about each participant 
in your group as to most favorable attitude toward the 
member and least favorable toward the member. 

MOST LEAST 

Member #1 

Member #2; 

Member #3; 

Member #4: 

Member #5: 
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Appendix B: 3 

GROUP SATISFACTION EVALUATION^ 

In front of each of the items below, there are five cate
gories of satisfaction rating. For each question, rate 
your feelings according to the suggested likableness in 
relation to the group experience in question. 

< 

5H 

D 
W 
D 

Q 
W 
Q 
H 

u H 
Q 
!3 
D 

S 
o Q 
i-q 
M 
W 

« 
M 
> 
H 
2 

1. I am treated as a human 
being rather than just 
another group member, 

2. There is cooperation and 
teamwork present in this 
group. 

3. Members of this group 
display supportive behav
ior toward each other. 

4. I derive satisfaction 
as a result of my mem
bership in this group. 

5. I get a sense of accom
plishment as a result 
of my membership in this 
group, 

J. V7illiam Pfeiffer and John E. Jones, A Handbook of 
Structured Experiences for Human Relations Training, (Iowa 
City, Iowa; University Associates Press, 1972). 
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6. I am willing to share 
information with other 
members of the group. 

7. I feel that I am oriented 
toward personal goals 
rather than toward helping 
the group achieve its 
objectives. 

8. This group uses integra
tive, constructive methods 
in problem-solving rather 
than a win-lose approach, 

9. I feel that there is a 
sense or real group 
responsibility for get
ting a job done. 

10. I feel manipulated by 
the group. 

11. I feel that I manipulate 
the group. 

12. I am being honest in 
responding to this evalu
ation. 
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Appendix B; 4 

PERSONALITY PERCEPTIONS 

Rate on the following scale, ranging from favorable to 
unfavorable, each of the personalities of the individuals 
discussed. There is a separate evaluation form for each 
personality description. 

Cooperative Nonconforming 

Fearless 

Tidy 

Truthful 

Cheerful 

Friendly 

Imaginative _ 

Dignified 

Sociable 

Shy __ 

Energetic 

Understanding 

Practical 

Inhibited 

Sloppy 

Liar 

Solemn 

Nosey 

Unimaginativ 

Dishonorable 

Unsociable 

Boisterous 

Lifeless 

Cold 

Unimaginati\ 
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Appendix B: 5 

STIMULUS ADJECTIVES TO BE USED BY TPs' 

High Level Group, Favorable Adjectives 

TP #1; TP #2: 

cooperative 
truthful 
individualistic 
practical 
responsible 

trusting 
logical 
self-confident , 
independent 
smart 

happy 
outstanding 
versatile 
punctual 
artistic 

punctual 
good-humored 
charming 
popular 
optimistic 

friendly 
humorous 
conscientious 
active 
tactful 

alert 
nature 
purposeful 
poised 
tolerant 

mature 
efficient 
cheerful 
neat 
capable 

sociable 
composed 
tender 
realistic 
sincere 

curious 
agreeable 
tidy 
cimiable 
sympathetic 

clever 
imaginative 
frank 
grateful 
cooperative 

"̂ Norman H. Anderson, "Likableness Ratings of 555 Personality-
Trait Words," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 9 
(July, 1968), 272-279. 
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STIMULUS ADJECTIVES TO BE USED BY TPs 

Medium Level Group, Moderately Favorable Adjectives 
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TP #1: TP #2: 

inhibited 
eccentric 
righteous 
unhappy 
meditative 

oblinging 
shy 
disturbed 
undecided 
conventional 

moody 
unentertaining 
withdrawing 
lonely 
conforming 
average 
troubled 
unimaginative 
talkative 
orderly 

cautious 
innocent 
anxious 
religious 
dignified 

persuasive 
self-contented 
skeptical 
obstinate 
old-fashioned 

solemn 
persistent 
proud 
sophisticated 
soft-spoken 

meditative 
discontented 
unenthusiastic 
temperamental 
restless 

emotional 
insecure 
unadventurous 
lonesome 
crafty 

skeptical 
definite 
comical 
down-hearted 
wordy 

^Ibid. 
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STIMULUS ADJECTIVES TO BE USED BY TPs 

Low Level Group, Unfavorable Adjectives 
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TP #1; TP #2; 

irrational 
insincere 
egotistical 
unsporting 
nosey 

humorless 
unruly 
liar 
tiresome 
untidy 

distrustful 
conceited 
hot-tempered 
helpless 
greedy 

stingy 
unfair 
loud-mouthed 
boisterous 
grouchy 
lifeless 
unproductive 
scheming 
underhanded 
heartless 

dominating 
profane 
dislikable 
angry 
dull 

neurotic 
shallow 
boastful 
cold 
dishonorable 

sloppy 
finicky 
offensive 
squemish 
abusive 

neglectful 
wishy-washy 
childish 
resentful 
uninspiring 

hot-headed 
ungracious 
bragging 
ultra-critical 
meddlesome 

Ibid. 
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Appendix C: 1 

ANALYSIS OF VOCALIZATIONS OF STIMULUS ADJECTIVES 

Tape recorded segments of the stimulus adjectives as 

introduced by the TPs were analyzed on a five-point^ 

favorable-unfavorable scale by seven unassociated listen

ers. The analyzers listened to each taped segment individ

ually to make their evaluation of its favorable or unfavor

able connotations. The averages from the listener percep

tions of the stimulus adjectives were subjected to a t-test 

on between-group means. The insignificant results acquired 

through the t-test analysis, as shown in Table 1, reflect 

the unsuccessfulness of the stimulus adjectives of the 

H, M, L, and C groups to be differentiated through means of 

their TPs vocalizations during each group discussion. 

The evaluative scale used for the analysis was a five-
point semantic differential composed of the following favor
able and unfavorable adjectives: positive, negative; favor
able, unfavorable; likable, dislikable; real, fake; and 
agreeable, disagreeable. The listeners were asked to listen 
to the tape recorded segments and formulate an impression 
as to whether the particular stimulus adjective was positive, 
negative, or some degree in between the two poles on the 
scale. 
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TABLE 1 

RESPONSE ADJECTIVE INFLUENCE ACCOUNTED FOR BY TP 
VOCALIZATION OF STIMULUS ADJECTIVES 

STIMULUS GROUP 
CONDITIONS 

H's and L's 

H's and M's 

H's and C's 

M' s and C's 

M's and L's 

C's and L's 

MEANS 
X Y 

14.79 

14.79 

14.79 

17.00 

17.00 

16.05 

12.93 

17.00 

16.05 

16.05 

12.93 

12.93 

t 

0.50 

0.71 

0.55 

0.44 

1.69 

1.86 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

.05 

.05 

.05 

.05 

.05 

.052 

^The needed probability level for sxgnificance at the .05 
level il l!?!, df = 26; therefore, the C and L combination 
achieved significance .15 over the necessary probability 
level-
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