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STIMULUS CONDITIONS AS FACTORS IN SOCTAL CHANGE
CHAPTER I
TNTRODUGTION

Much work has been done in the disciplines of sociology;
anthropology, political science, history, and economics on the subject
of social change. The purpose of the present study is to demonstrate
social change in a lsboratory situation, testing the hypothesis that
social change will result from a change in the situation confronting
the growp.

_ According to the s_gciplogist Carr, "o . o sSocial changes are
significant differences from ‘one time to another in Eggula{:ion, in inter-
‘action, in grouping, in culture., They are lasting alterations in the
humar and social factors that condition and control immediate stivations"
(s, p.101). Among the social products which regulate behavior in immedQ
.ia'te sitvations are group norms. The present study is concerned with
changes in group norms as a function of altered stimulus situations. ‘

Four dimensions or kinds of variables must be considered in any :
study of social change: the kind of group, the kind of norm (to be
defined shortly), the kind of measure used to describe the norm, and
the situation.

In studying change it is essential to take a historical approach.

-l -
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Ogburn points out that ¥ , , . one generalization does stand out sharply
in our soclal and historical studies. It is that there is a continuityi
in cultural changej one event grows out of another., An invention is a
coordination of existing elements. Discoveries are based upon previous
knowledge" (23, ‘p.xiii). As Parsons says, "It is impossible to under-
stand the dynamics ‘of change without the knowledge of the structural base
from which any given process of change starts® (2L, p.ll). A

A set of terms 1s needed to characterize this "structural base®” |
from which change takes place. Various concepts are suitable; among
those commonly used are institution (1, 2, 3, 8, 36, 37), culture (5, 6,:
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 1L, 16, 21, 25, 29); custom (23), mores (33), folkway
(33), and norm (31). We characterize a norm as any standardized criterion
of experience or behavior of individual members in matters to which the |
norm is related, Among the important features of institutions and cult‘u;re
are characteristic configurations of norms. The phenomena referred to as
customs, mores, and folkways are subsumed under the more general concept
of social norm. The concept norm is preferred for this study for two
reasons: it bridges the gap between group phenomena and individual be-
havior, and it is applicable to small scale phenomena manipulable in the
laboratory.

 The psychological processes of group members are affectad by the
norms of the growp. This has been demonstrated for learning (15), for-
getting (15), remembering (L), imagining (28), perceiving (30), and
behaving (22). Group membership entails certain modes of functioning,
which become closer to the group norm as the individual becomes more thap

a nominal member of-the- group.-This iz illustrated-in Newcomb?sg- -
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Bennington study (22), in which it was found that juniors and seniors,
who may be presumed to have become college community members in a fuller
sense than have ffeshmen or sophomores, were much less conservative than
the latter, thus conforming closer to the liberal norms of the Bennington
College commnity. |

From these facts we can deduce that a social change, or, more
specifically, a chan-ge in the norms of a group, will be accompanied by a
change in the psychological functioning of its members. Attitudes may
e modified, along with modes of learning, forgetting, remembering, imag- -
ining, perceiving, and,of course, behaving. We, therefore, can study the
psychological aspects of social change by studying modifications of
these processés. |

The norms involving central values of a group are less easily
changed than are norms concerning msans of achieving these values. Thus,
the inhabitants of Middletown (18, 19) accepted the automobile as a better
means of transportation than the horse without too great | strain but were
unable to accei:t the changes in courting behavior resulting from the same
innovation. In general, technology, representing means to valued ends,
is more éusceptible to change than are the ends themselves--such as sys-
tems of morality, kinship, and power'. This difference in the rate of
change of means-norms and ends-norms is called cultural lag by sociologists
such as Ogburn (23)..

On the psychological level, there is similarly a difference in
the ease of modifying attitudes related to means-norms and ends-norms
respectively. Child (7) found that newcomers to America adopted American

attitudes tow - technology with much-greater-ease-than--American-atti-tudes
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toward the family. This does not mean that attitudes derived from the
ends-norms of a group are ipso facto resistant to change in every membef
of that group. As Schapera points out, ", ‘. . culture is not merely a
ksystem of formal reactions to and variations from a traditionally stand-
ardized pattern o . ." (29, p.319). There are individual differences in
the acceptance of the norms of the group, By and large, however, the
group norms determine the menbers? atiitudes,

Since certain norms, on the group level of analysis, and
attitudes, on the psycholdgical leiiel, are more susceptible to change
than otheré, an experimental study of social change would, of course, -
start out by attempting to change the less fixed norms, those less
strongly héld, inasmuch as the genéral laws of norm change chould apply
to all norms. :

Earlier we mentioned cultural 'lag, the time differential between
the adopt.ion of technological change and the modificatién of norms i.nvolv-
ing more central values., We can now see that this is but a spécial case
of the lag between a change in conditions facing a group and thé modifi-
cation of the norms of the group in accordance with these changes. This
is analogous to the phenomenon reported by Wever and Zener (38). TUsing
the method of single stimuli, they presented the subject with a "light"
series of weights (8L, 88, 92, 96, and 100 grams), and after the subject
had established a scale for this series, they suddenly introduced a
"heavy" series (92, 96, 100, 10L, and 108 grams). ™The effect of the
first series on the judgments of the second was Quite evident for 20 or |
25 presentations, i.e., for four or five rounds judgments of the 'heavy';

predominated for all stimuli; from this point-on, however, -t.he—-judgments--3
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showed a redistribution conforming to théeé second stimulus series™
(38, p.U75).

In other words, the individual subjectts behavior did not
immediately respond to the change in the situatioh (heavy series), but
on the contrary he behaved in a way appropriste to the old situation
(1ight series) for some time after that behavior was ho longer appro-
priate. In time, however, his behavior (judgments) became appropriate
to the new situation (heavy series). Tresselt (3L) has shown that the
more practice a subject had on one series of weights, the more trials
it btook to adjust to a different series under experimental conditions
similar to those of Wever and Zener. It must be remembered that both of
these experiments utilized weight seriss which were rather difficult to
discriminate. Were Wever and Zener'®s *heavy" series to start at 192
grams, rather than at 92 grams, it would undoubtedly take féwer trials
for the judgments to show a redistribution conforming to the second or
heavy stimalus series.

We can say, then, that the rapidity with which an individual
adjusts to a new situation is a function of the amcunt of his experience
with the old situation, or, to use a colloquial expression, how set in
his ways he is, as well as the clarity with which he perceives that the
new situation is actually different from the old. Since a change in
group norms is a product of changes in the function of its members, it
stands to reason that the rapidity of a change in group norms to meet a
new situation will also be determined by the length of time the old norms
have been in effect and the ease with which the members of the group per-

ceive that the situation is different,
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" We have already seen that a change in group norms is accompanied -
by a change in the psychological functioning of the group member. In |
responding to a changing situation, the members of the group come to per-
ceive the changed situation in a different way, much as the subjects in
the Wever-Zener experiment came to use different anchorages for the
"heavy" series. However, this situation was not a social one in that the
anchorages of the subject were almost wholly determined by the weights |
themselves, rather than substantially by social pressures. What is want-
ed is a situation where both the conditions facing the group and the |
social pressures of the group upon its members Jointly determine the
behavior of the group member.

It has already been demonstrated that where the stimulus situa-
tion is very ambiguous, the individual's behavior is determined by groupé
pressures. Sherif (30) found that in an autokinetic sitqation judgments‘
of the distance the light appeared to move were in large part determined
by other judgments made in the subject!s presence. In that sort of ex~ .
_.periment there is not a conflict of anc-:horage between *physical reality®
and fsocial reality,™ or, in other words, between the external situation
and the social pressures which modify, in varying amounts, the individ-
nalts response to that external situation.

_ ‘When pecple of a group interact with respect to an object; they
are likely to form norms which regulate their experisnce and behavior |
with respect to that ob;jeét. These norms take various forms, such as
common language, common recognition of a status hierarchy, common judg-
mental scales, etc. Although individuals can form similar scales with- ;

out interaction when the stimulus series. is.physically well ordered,-as -
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social issues can ohly-pe arrived at through interaction. We can see
.evidence of this by comparing the diversity of kinship systems in exis-
tence throughout the world with the relatively unanimous acceptance of
the day, month, and year as appropriate time units. Xinship units vary
but time units such as the day, month, or year, being compelling, tend
to become universal. |

An important sef of norms for all groups is that regulating the
experience and behavior of their members with respect to the desirability
or undesirability of various behaviors. These sets of norms are often
‘cailed moral codes. They vary cpnsiderdblyﬁfrom group to group, as do .
~kinship systems. By this variation, we can infer that the classification
of behaviors as desirable or undesirable is not based on compelling exter-
, nal anchorages, Since the classification is not compelling, changing bhe
context of a given behavior might be expected to result in a change in
the group norm concerning the desirability of that behavior. ‘

A given behavior should be rated differently on a scale of desir-
ébility"when in the context of very undesirable behaviors from when in
the context of slightlyzundesirable behaviors. To use a homely example:
picking the pockets of a stranger is bad compared with picking flowers
" from his garﬁen, but picking his pockets is hardly bad at all compared:
with taking his life.

This change in rating, called contrast effect, has been demon-
strated, on the individual 1ev§l, with many stimulus materials. Long
says that "under.certain conditions, stimuli oppose each other in such;

-a way-that a weakfstimulus.precededwbyuamstrongwoneuisfjudgednweakermmJ

WBeke
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“"than it actually is, and vice versa. This is referred to as contrast
and its presence has been found in experiments employing a variety of
ismall stimulis: namely tones and weights in the usual psychological
‘experiments; and colors, tones and odors in experiments on hedcnic tones®
(17, p.53).

Contrast effects have been found in-scale formation by Sherif,
Taub, and Hovland (32), using, in a weight 1ifting situation, anchors
which were well outside the range of the original weight series., Assimi-
lation took place when the anchor was placed fairly close to the originél
series.

Rogers (26), using weights, and McGarvey (20), using verbal
materials, found assimilation, that is,‘g shift of Jjudgments in the
direction of the anchors. In these sbudies an anchor was defined, by
the experimenter's instructions, as the end of the scale.

The épecific problem of this stﬁdy'was the nature of the social
change, or norm shifi, in terms of shifts in agreed judgments of a
stimalus situation which result from the introduction of a new anchoragé
4o the group. The hypotheses tested may be stated as followss

1. When people interact in judging the same stimuli, a grouwp
norm concerning these Jjudgments will emerge.

2. When an anchorage well outside the original range of stimuli

'is introduced, these group norms will shifi, exhibiting contrast effect.




CHAPTER IT

EXPERTMENTAL, PROCEDURE

Background

The present erxperiment was an extension of those studiss
concerned with the formation of Jjudgmental scales by the method of
single stimuli. Vérbal‘material was used. There were, however, two
important differences between this and previous studies,

1. In the present study, the anchors were not explicitly definéd
as such by the experimenters, but the subjects were free to Qhoose for .
themselves which stimuli constitute the ends of the scale.

2. The present study did not deal merely with the formation‘of‘
~individual scales of judgment but with the formation of group norms cOnT
coerning the placement of items on a scale by interacting pairs.

This experiment was designed to show that a group norm will be
modified to meet changed conditions., The group norms in this .case were
the agreed ratingé, on a scale of undesirability, of thirty moderately
undesirable behaviors by pairs of subjects. The changed conditions weré
introduced by embedding these behaviors in the context of very undesiraﬁle
behaviors. The group norm should show what, on the individual level, h;s
been termed contrast éffect; the rating norms should shift away from th%

 “yery undesirable" end of the scale, where the anchor is introduced.

-9 -
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-~ To demonstrate this shift in norms, it was necessary to show
three things: o |
1. A grow norm was actually formed in the experimental situa-
tion. This will be shown by comparing the differences on separate, indé-
pendent ratings by the %two subjects of the same pair with the differences
on ratings of subjects of different pairs, If a group norm is operative,
two subjects from the same pair should show greater uniformity in their
ratings when no;b in the physical presence of their "partners® than Would
' two subjects not from the same pair.
2. The thirty behaviors represented to be "moderately undesir-
‘ able® were actually perceived as less undesirable than the "very unde-
 sirable® behaviors in which they are later embedded., This will be shown
by comparing subjects?! ratings of the bshaviors placed by the e:q:erimen%
ter in these two ca‘beéoz?iés_. . |
3. The norms shifted, that is, the thirby "moderateliy undesir-
able behaviors® were rated as less undesirable when embedded in the

"very undesirsble behaviors" than when not so embedded.

General Procedure
In order %to secure data for these.comparisons, pairs of sub:]ects
first jointly rated statements of moderately undesirable behavior (MUBS)
on a graphic rating scale. Then subject pairs of the experi;ﬂ'ental sa.mag
ple rated these same statements along with additional statements of very
undesirable behavior (VUBS), while pairs of the control sample rated thé
MUBS along with similar additional statements (AMUBS). Lastly, each su’;o—

. ject rated the same items presented in the second series (MUBS plus VUBS
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for experimental, MUBS plus AMUBS for control) when not in the presence

of his partner,

' Subjects

Twenty fivel pairsz of subjects were used for the experimental
sample; and a like number for the control sample. The individuals in
each pair were like-sexed and were uwnacquainted with each other prior
to the experiment3. All subjects were white summer-school students.
Most were wundergraduates, no subject had any course work in social psy-
chology, and no subject correctly guessed the purpose of the experiment.
. In each sample, there were five female and twenty male pairs, a situation

reflecting subject availabili tw,

Apparatus _
A vertical screen with two horizontal, parallel slots, an inch

and a half apart, was placed on a table between the experimenter and
the pair of subjects, who sat sids by side. This device will be referred
to as the rating board. Each slot had in it a block with tongue affixed,

so the block could be slid from one end of the slot to the other, or

More than 25 pairs were run to obtain 25 pairs., See the
section Unusable Subjects for details.,

2To avoid the confusion inherent in the two common meanings of
the word "group", illustrated by (a) group of people, group norm and (b)
experimental grouwp, control group, we are using the term "pair" to desig-
nate the two subjects who served together; and the term "sample® to desig-
nate the aggregation of pairs run under either the experimental or the
control condition. "Pairs" are groups from the sociological point of
view; "samples® are groups from the statistical point of view.

| 3A_few of the subjects had seen their paritners in class or on
campus, but no overt interaction, such as conversation, had taken place.
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~ removed from the board “entirely. Each block could be slid 300 mm, One:

block was colored red, the other blaek’. Beyond each end of the corre-

sponding slot, identifying coldred sQuares, red- and black:respectivel_y,%.

were placee. | | |

Behind each slot a 300 mm ruler was placed so that the position
of a mark on the tongue of each block could be read to the nearest milll-

meter, "I"hese».rulers were, of course, not visible to the subjects. Sin’;ce

 the rulers were fé,cing the experimenter the reeding at the subjects!

' extreme left was 300, and extreme right zero. - :

| This apparatus is a k:_nd of graphic scale; only ends of the scale

: furnish the subject. ‘with reference points, No other reference points are

%'1a'belled e:u.ther by numbers (as :.n numer:.cal scales), words (as in L:Lkert

type scales), or lack of homogeneity in the apparatus which would allow

a subject te di_fferent;‘ate points on the scale. A subject could make |

ratings differing by many millimeters without being awaretof the dis-

crepancy between 'l;he ratings. The blocks were removed from the appara-;

| tus after each rating to make it more difficult for subjecis to compare

Ca ratlng with the previous one.

‘ A scale of this sort was found %to be necessary when pretests

? us:mg a nmner:.cal scale showed that subaects, having attached a numberv

- label to an i‘I;em, were loath to change the label. l

, Stimulus Msterial K
For the experimental sample, the stimulus material consisted of

thirty "moderately undesirable behavior® statements (MUBS) and four*beeé

"very undesirable behav:.or" statements (VU'BS) . For the control sa.mple,f- .




B
~ the-fourteen VUBS were replaced by fourteen auxiliary moderately dndesir-

!
1

able behavior statements (AMUBS) which did not duplicate any of the
| Most. of the rating items were selected from a pool of 175 J.'!:ems,
3many adapted from McGarvey (23). Ten subjects, not used in the main part
of the experiment, rated these 175 items for undesirability on an 11
jépbint sca.le; the MUBS and most AMUBS items were chosen from those near
the m:.dpom‘b of the scale in average rating, the VUBS from those at the‘

§“moat undesirable” end of the scale.

‘A few of the AMUBS items. were constructed to match in undesir-

 ability the MUBS items selected from the 1753 thus *hunting without a
;license" was constructed to match approximately "fishing without a
éli.cense" on the undes:.rab:.llty scale. . .= » : | ’

| - As was mentioned earlier;, the justification for the class:.f:.cat:.on
_of items (into MUBS, AMU'BS, and VUBS) was an empirical ra'bher than a h:Ls-

Etori.cal ‘one, that :n.s, the correctness of our class:.flcat:_m. was aust:.fled

%not on the basis of their origin, or how other sub:jects rated them, butiw o

;on the basis of how the exper:.mental and control samples rated them.

‘ The ‘I'.h:.rty MUBS were rated on graphic ra‘bn.ng scales three tn.mes
%by each subaect. Ihe fn.rs‘b rat:.ng Was on ’che rat:.ng board, and for it
‘%’the snn:;ects were presen‘bed ‘the thirty MUBS in order (see Append:.x I); 1;
%On the second rating, alsc on the rating board s the thn.rty MUBS were ‘
%embedc‘ed in the fourteen VUBS (for the experimental sample) or ‘the four-
i‘teen AMUBS (for the eontrol sample). Embedding was done for the exper:.—z
%mental sample by present:.ng f:.ve VUBS before tho MUBS series, and plac:.ng

a V‘UBS after eac:h three items in 1 the MUBS_ﬁser:.es._,ﬂFor :l;hé control
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Ts'amp'le‘,'“the" ‘AMUBS ™ items were used rather thHan the VUBS "i‘ﬁéiﬁ“s’f“"’lff“ T

The third rating. done indepgndently by the subjects in separate

irooms, was made on 300 mm graphic rating scales. The. item list was theé
iséme as that used for the second rating; it had the thirty MUBS as well
Eas the fourteen embedding items. Appendix II contains the item seqﬁence
Eemployed for the experimentél sample on both the second and third presen-
%tation; Appendix IIT contains the corresponding item sequence for the é

!
i

_control sample.

Instructions to Subjects

After being introduced to their "pariner™, each pair was given

%the following instructions:

Itve asked you to help with this study, which is desighed to
get at the opinions people reach after discussing certain topicse.
We will follow this procedures I will read to you statements of
things people sometimes do. All of these things are usually con-
sidered wrong or undesirable, for various reasons, but not all to
" the same degree., After I read each statement, I want you to give
your reaction to it by‘settlng these little blocks along the scale, :
You work with the red block, and you
work With Bhe black one. Use the slot marked on each end with the
color of your block. The more wrong or undesirable the behavior,
in your opinion, the further to your right the block should be putb.
If the two of you do not place your blocks in the same position:
for a given statement, I would like you to discuss the behavior |
between you, and itry to arrive at a rating which is mutually agree=
able.: Please tell me when you have reached agreement on the rating;
for an item, or when you feel that you cannot compromise the differ-
ence betwzen you. When you give me the word, welll go to the next
item. ‘
When you rate the items, try to keep an obgectlve point of v1ew.
That is, rate each item not on the basis of how wrong or undesirable
it would be for you personally to do it, but on the basis of how i
wrong or undesirable you think it would be for other people to do it,
without any reference-io your own behavior. Try to be aware of flﬂ?
differences in degrees of wrongness or undesirability; all these
things are usually considered wrong or undesirable, your job is to
rate just exactly how undesirable. Be careful not to rate behaviors
which differ in wronghess or undesirability on the same place on the
scaleo. _ Remember, the more wrong or - undesmrable the behavior, the !
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~-—further—+to-your -right—the-block— should—gos e

‘ One last thing - the blocks must be removéd from the slot when
; I read you the items. I will tell you when to remove them.

Feel free to ask questions about the procedure, or the meaning

J
!
|
of any word or phrase, at any time. Do you- ‘have any questions now?f

5

‘Al pertinent qnestions were answered, then the ratlng'board
iltems were presented to each pair of subjects, firsﬁ the thirty MUBS,
second the NmBS embedded in VUBS (experlmental sample) or AMUBS (control
@sample). After completing these tasks jointly the subjects were taken

éto separate -experimental rooms, where each was told: ..*I have some more
fitems for you to rate, Ihstnuetiens are on the front’pege of the book-g
';let (Appendix IV). After you finish, please fill out this short4dnes-

tlonnalre (Appendix V) ."®

i The qnestlonnalre was designed to tap attltudes and feelings of

Esﬁbjects toward thelr;partners and the experiment, as well as to check

‘that subjects did not know each other.

| ATne sequence of items rated by the separate subjects was
Eidenticel with the one'they'had rated during the'secondjrating board
presentation: MUBS embedded in VUBS for the experimental sample, and %

MUBS embedded in AMUBS for the control sample.

Unusable -Subjects

Demonstration of norm shift wae contingent upon subjects i

. discriminating MUBS from VUBS items and rating different items at dif- |
ferent points on the scale. Prestests showed that a few sub jects ratei

izmany'MUBS items near the "most undesirable" end of the scales apparentiy
- they viewed behaviors either as desirable or undesirable, with few orrﬁe

. gradations in between. Therefore a decision was made, before the main
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étation. Data from subjects who rated ten or more MUBS items 50 or beloﬁ
éwere to be set aside and analysed separately. Six pairs of the experi-?

imental sample and four pairs of the control sample met this criterion

.for rejection,




CHAPTER TTT
EXPERTMENTAL RESULTS

'.Ehe t_wo'hyp'otheses of  this study; as stated at the close of

Chapter I, weres

the

and

1. VWhen people interact fn ;judging the same sti.muli, a grouwp
norm ¢oncerning thése judgments will emerge.

2,. When an anchorage well outside the original range of sti.m:uli_.
is i’n;.roduced, these group norms will shift, exhibiting contrast
effeéect.

In order to test these hypotheses, it was necessary to establish
three things stated in the previous chapters |

1, A group norm is actually formed in the experimental situation.
This will be shown by comparing the differences on separate, inde-
pendent ratings by the two subjects of the same pair with the- differ-
ences on ratings of subjects of different pairs., If a group norm is
operative, two subjects from the same pair should show greater uni-:
formity in their ratings when not in the physical presence of their:
”pa'rtners” than would two subjects not from the same pair.

2. The thirty behaviors represented to be "moderately undesir-
able® are actually perceived as less undesirable than the ®very

"undesirable® behaviors in which they are later embedded. This will.

be shown by comparing subjects! ratings of the behaviors placed by *
the experimenter in these two categories.,

3. The norms shift, that is, the thirty ™moderately undes:.rable
behaviors®™ are rated as less undesirable when embsdded in the "very
undesirable behaviors” than when not so embedded. l

In this chapter, results of analyses testing these three things;f

hence the two hypotheses, will be presented. , |

- 17 -
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o ""Nb”rﬁ”Fi’;’r‘ﬁaﬁi‘o"n*“‘

To demonstrate that a group norm was actually formed by'partners,

- the closeness of partnerst® ratings was compared with the closeness of

i non-partners' ratings.
The sqnare of the dlfxerence between the two ratlngs of a single
. item by the two partners of a given pair is twice the sum of the (two);
. squares of the deviations of these two ratinge from the pair mean for
that ltem. Hence the meah square betmeen-parﬁner difference is twice

, the variance of the partner ratings of the same item.

The variance.of'the ratings of a single item for all fifty
subjects of a sample .for one presenfation-(item~veriance) is obtained
;bj sunming the.SQnares‘of the deviatione fromAthe item mean of the ;
’ retings‘of the fifty subjects of a sample on each item, and dividing |
‘by;1500, the number.of ratings involved.

In this menner we dbtained,-for each eample for each presentatron,
the between-partner variance and the corresponding item variance. If &he
fbetweenﬁpartner variance_is:significantly less than the item variance,i
then the ratings of the two partners, on a given 1tem, are closer to-

% gether, on the average, than the ratings of two non-partners. “The Slg—

% nificance of the differences between these variances ﬁey be determ:x.nedj

. by use of the F test. The results of this analysis are shown 1n Table l
From ﬁhe signlficance of the F-ratlos in Table 1 we can see that
} the ratlngs of a glven 1tem.by-partners were s;gnlflcently closer to-
1 gether than ratings by'nonApartners.r We can therefore 1nfer that a

: group horm is operatlng. It should be noted that partners adhered to
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- this norm even during Presentation 3, when they madée their ratings in

~different rooms. |
The item variance is greater on Presentation 3 (alone sj.tuationi)
than on Presentations 1 and 2 (pair situation). In other 'words,. - there
was a gzreatér mifomity of judgment (less item variance) when- subjects

- were members of social groups than when they were alone.

TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF BEIWEEN-PARTNER AND
INTRA-ITEM VARTANCES FOR THE MUBS ITEMS

- ‘. : Bstween- P
Sample - Presentation Partners Intra-item F
: Variance . Variance ;
 Experimental 1 114.87 |  3L8L.92 33, Lo
 Experimental 2 102,13 3479.97 | 3L.Oxwx
 Experimental 3 1827.7h  4258.01 2,33
CGontrol 1 120,08 3515.27 29 .3
Control 2 115.3k 3767.00 32, 7a%
Control | 03 2016.57 14502.23 242Nt

##Significant at the .00l level. N |

Differentiation of Moderately Undesirable |
‘Behavior STatements From Ve;z Undesirable Behavior Statements
To demonstrate that subjects actually did judge the Very Undes:.r-
able Behavior Statements (VUBS) more undesirable than the Mbderately
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e TSI P TABI;E‘AA 2 e e i e e e it v .,A,,......,s____., - .
MEAN RATINGS OF BEHAVIOR STATEMENTS

These means are for all presentations of each item, and for a.]‘l
the subjects who rated the item. Thus each MUBS mean is a mean of 300
ratings, and each VUBS or AMUBS mean is a mean of 100 ratings. f

Item:L Mean : Ttem? Mean Ttems Mean
1 164.07 1 18.2L 1 170.39
2 236,20 2 15.29 2 131.38
3 158,12 3 22.40 3 151.82
L 220,31 L 8.35 L 146,46
5 145,54 5 8.37 .5 172.60 _
é 175.97 9 6.28 9 - 180,97 ;
7 159.40 13 7.56 .13 129,54 ;
8 107.L41 17 17.33 17 189.47 ;
9 - 53.78 21 7.82 21 93.02 _
10 | 8L.02 25 15.89 25 8l.11 :
11 82.21 29 21.1hL 29 140,18 :
12 110.27 33 19.89 33 132,73 :
13 208,72 37 11,87 37 107.33
1k 219,00 L1 10.48 L1 231.93
15 55,34 e :
.16 148.26 MEAN 13.6L MEAN 147.28
17 100.72 :
18 170.21
19 93.91
20 113,27
21 152.86
22 9k.l1 :
23 61,80
2L 2116.93 ' |
25 120.53
27 201.94 ' : : %
28 118,56
29 185.39
30 161.L6
MEAN 1L2,5h -

lSee Append:.x T 25ee Appendix IT 3See Append:.x III‘
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fUhdesirable~BehaviorwSﬁatements*(MUBS)"aha~the“1atter"about”as*undesir;

; able as ths-Anxiliary-ﬁbderately-Uﬁdesirable Behavior Statements (AMUBS@,
j the differences inritem ratings between MUBS and VUBS and between MUBS
and AMUBS were tested. | | | |
Table 2 gives the mean of the ratings given each item or behavigr
; statemeni, MUBS, VUBS, and AMUBS, These means are for all presentationé
: of each item and for .all subjects who rated the items. |
It can be ssen that the MUEBS were indeed rated as less undesir-
?able (mean 142,54) than the VUBS (mean 13.6L)., There is no overlap wha?-
gsoever between the item means of the two series; the most undesirable o%
zthe MUBS (#9, mean 53.78) was rated 31.38 mm less undesirable than the
;leést'uhdesirable'of the VUBS (#33, mean 22.10). A t~test, confirming
?this rather compelling difference, showed the mean MUBS rating was sig-

| nificantly higher than the mean VUBS rating at the 1% lsvel, ‘This dif-
' ference would be even larger if ratings of the MUBS items during the |
first presentation were omitted. '

The AMUBS mean of 147.28 was quite close to the MUBS mean of .
142,543 it is just L.74 mm higher (less undesirable), A t-test indi-
cated that this diffefence was not sighificant at the 5% level.

‘ From these analyses we may conclude that the classification of é
items into MUBS, VUBS, and AMUBS was congruent with the subjects?! actuai

‘ratings of the items.

Cﬁange in Norms

. To demonstrate a change in norms, it was necessary to show a ;

;Shift in ratings. According to our second hypothesis, the ratings of
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the~MHBS*bywthe'experimenﬁalwsamplewshouldwshift—inwthewcontrastﬁGlessmw—fj
undesirable) direction when the MUBS are embedded in VUBS, The control |
saﬁple,,for whom the MUBS were embedded in AMUBS should show no such
shift, since for them judgmental anchorages were not changed.

: Table 3 presents the mean ratings of the MUBS items for ther
experimental and control samples for each of the three presentations.
Tozfind out whether, for a given sample, there was a significant change
inémeén ratings from one presentation to another, the magnitude of the
mean change must be compared with its standard error. This standard
er}or of the mean change can be calculated using the mean square change
of;an individual's rating from one pf;;entation‘to another. This mean
sq#are change is-twice'the between-presentation variance, just as the
meén square of the between-partner differences is twice the between-

 partner variance.

TABLE 3
MEAN RATINGS OF MUBS ITEMS BY PRESENTATION AND SAMPLE

Sample ’ - Presentation
1 2 | 3
Experimental 137.81 146,23 |  152.33 i
Control 138,77 137.87 Wi.23
Total 138.29 1h2.05 1h6.75

Thus the between-presentation variance can be obtained by taking |
half of the mean of the 1500 squares of changes in individuals® ratings

from one presentation to another, |




- The square root of the between-presentation variance is thé
standard deviation of the change in rating from one presentation to
another. By dividing this value by the square root of the number of |
cases involved, we arrive at the error term we are seeklng, the stand-v
ard error of the mean chanve ln ratlng from one presentatlon to anotherw

A summary of the dlfferences in mean ratings of MUBS items from
one presentation to another, for each sample, along with their standar?
errors is given in Table L. |

TABLE 44

CHANGES IN MEAN RATINGS OF
MUBS ITEMS FROM ONE PRESENTATION TO ANOTHER

Sample Change From | Mean Change MegﬁEéh:ige Critical Rat?é
Experimental 1-2 - +8.L2 0,42 20, 03363t j
Experimental 1-3 +1L.52 1.33 10,9 |
Experimental 2-3 6.1 1.21 5~Oh***;

| ol
Control 1-2 ~0.90 0.38 2,36
Control 1-3 +2.16 | 1.37 1.80
Control i 2=3 §3o35 1.29 2,60%% |
il |

#Significant at the .05 level |
*3Significant at the .01 level |
#3Significant at the 001 lewvel :

The data presented in Tables 3 and L show, first, that the

experimental and control sample were well matcheds for their average

__ratings on Presentation 1, identical for both, dlffered by less than a
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millinetsT, Contrast effect was exhibited by the experimental sanpLe;
they shifted more than 8 millimeters from Presentation 1 to Presenta.t:.on
2, while the control sample shi.fted very slightly in the other dlrection.
mu difference between experimental and control samples persisfed in
' Preaentatton 3, the ®alone" situation; ratings of the two groups d:.fferfed
by 11 millineters. - | o
Thus, ouwr two hypotheses have been confirmed; the formation of ‘
agrmq: norm was shown, and its shift upon a change in the situat:.on

. _%;was demonstrated,

‘Unusable Subjects ‘
Unusable experimental pairs failed to differentiate betwsen M'UBS

and VUBS; unusable control pairs rated most of the MUBS a‘b or very near(
the "most undesira‘ble" end of the scale, Thus for all these pairs the i
anchoring provided by the VUBS or AMUBS was close to the original scale,
and therefore assimilation rather than coui;rast should have occured (32).
Separate analyses of the data from the unusable pairs were made-
‘: ~ the results are presented in Tables 5 and 6. These analyses show ass:.m;-
lation taking place.between Presentations 1 and 2. On Presentation 3,
the "alone" situation, there was a pronounced shift toward %less undesii‘-
: able" ratingss closer inspection of the data showed that these shifts
‘ ' d1d not take place for both subjects of a pair, but only for one when

the pair mean exhibi.ted this shift.
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R ‘TABLE*—S R S,

MEAN RATINGS OF MUBS ITEMS |
BY PRESENTATION AND SAMPLE FOR THE USUSABLE SUBJECT PAIRS

; Sample Presentation , {
S A R

Experimental 58.32 54.19 89.19

(6 pairs) . |

Control 67.Lk 58.23 82.76

(4 pairs) |

Total o 62,88 56.21 85.98 |

TABLE 6

CHANGES IN MEAN RATINGS OF MUBS ITEMS
FROM ONE PRESENTATION TO ANOTHER FOR THE UNUSABLE SUBJECT PAIRS |

S — l

Sample Ghange From | Mean Change S.E. of Critical Ratio

Mean Change !

| Experimental 1-2 -k.13 0.9L Dy biowmes |
. Experimental 1-3 +30.87 3.07 10,0
 Experimental 2-3 #35.00 2.53 13,8
~ Control 1-2 -9.21 1,27 7.2588%
Control ] 1-3 #15.32 L.83 3418363
Control 2-3 +2U4.53 h.27 5. Thaees ‘

wuSignificant at the .001 level




CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, SUGGESTIONS FOR

FURIHER RESEARCH, AND SUMMARY -

The main thesis of this study, that a group norm will change
- when the stimulus situation coﬁfronting the group changes, has been ‘

demonstra‘bed by the shift of ratings of the experimental sample between

Presentations 1 and 2 (Table 4). ‘l'he mean shift for the axperlmental
sample was more than 8 millime'ters in the direction of ™less undes:.rab‘,\.e o

1

while the shift for the contrcl sample was eqmewhat less than = milli-
meter in the opéosite directvieﬁ.m | '
_ The small but signifieant shift of the control sample may have
been due to a sensitization of the subjects to the inplicetions'of the '
undesirable behav;iors., The informal remarks of many 'subjects, both ’
experimenta’.l and control, ind:‘i.cated -that 'bhe act.fef rating made them
more aware of the problems of right and wrong.

-The formation of group norms by subjects in this study is sim:.lar
to that reported by Sherif (30), These norms regulate exper:.ence and
behavior even when the individual is not in the physical presence of tEhe

social group, but there is usually stricter adherence ‘40 these norms

when the individual is in the phys:‘i.cal presence of the soc:.al group. w

We might expect ‘that the more a particular group serves as a reference '
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~-group—for-an ind ivi'dual';“ihe —less- he**would“devi:ate“from"' its norms when—
i

not in its physical presence. This séudy, designed with other objéé-
‘oivé‘s, furnishes no evidence on this.point; 7
. There seems to be a pronounced tendency for subjects of both |
experimental and control samples to rate a given item as less undesirable
- when alone (Presembatioﬁ 3) than when with his partner (Presentation 2).
It appears unlikely tﬂa‘b this difference was caused by the difference
between the paper rating scale and the rating board. It is more likelyé

' that the difference is part of. the general tendency for sanctions againist
prohibited behavior formulated by a society to be more severe than the
. average member of that society believes such sanctions should bfg,. A

s-triking example of this is provided by Kinsey et. al. (16), who show

' that a large majori%rtgf Amer:u.can?néles “are guilty of sex offenses
| punishable by Law, | |
| There was ’1ittle awareneés on the part of subjects in the
. exﬁerimental sample that there was a consistent shift in their ratings
1 f:&om Presentation 1 to Presentation 2. Typical answers Ey experimental%
subjec'ts to the question, "Do you think that any of your ratings 'c.;hang'e‘:d
‘ from the first presentation of an item to the second presentation of the
: same. item?" weres '
| ?".fes, bo th wé.ys.'f

"Unknown. !

Noo."
i

"Yos, BEither direction. Didn't remember exact rating before,®

Had subjects known their ratings exactly, the shift of ratings
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:'would‘have‘been“very“much”reducedzw”IMring“a“pretest;“SubjectS“made“their
ratings of undesirability on a numerical scale. Once they attached a i
number to a behavior statement; they were vefy loath to change‘ito ;

| . Those pairs for whom the interpolated items were close to the
original scale showed assimilation rather than contrast on the second
: presentation of the MUBS items. ‘Thié‘finding is a confirmation of the
works of Sherif, Taub, and Hovland (32), Rogers (26), and McGarvey (201,
cited earlier, since for these subjects the "anchor" was close to theh%"
established MUBS scale,

We may conclude from this study thét social norms will change

| when there is a change in the situation to which the norms are relevant.
| This change may be facilitated by an awareness of the changes in the
situation and retarded by the codification, especially in the form of
1 language, of these norms. |
- Since norms change, they should not be treated as static entities,
- but rather.in a dynamicrwéy. We should be careful to specify, when we .

describe a group norm, an exact delineation of the period of time to

which we are referring as well as an accurate specification of the groﬁp°

Suggestions For Further Research-

Four diménéibns or kinds of variables should be considered in
Any study of social changes the kind of group, the kind of gorm, the
- kind of measure used to describe the'norm, and the‘situation° Each of%
these dimensions suggests a line of investigation; some of the problem%
areas worthy of attention are listed below:

Groups What are the gmoup dimensions or parameters determining
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'”thé"aiféétion;“émaﬁﬁﬁg“éﬁa“epeea”of”sooialmchange”in“responSe“tofa*givep
'é change in the situation? Are small groups more flexible than large oneé?
Are groﬁps-with a small number of levels in the hierarchy more flexibié
i than those groups having a large number of levels in the hierarchy? “Wial
% highly‘cohesive groups change fasper than groups of lower cohesivenessi‘
f Will authoritarien or democratic groups change‘faeter?
‘Norm: What kinds of norms resist change? In‘Chapter'i it was%
i etated.ﬁﬁat means-norms are more susceptable to cﬁange than ends-norms.%
? Gan ﬁhls be. experimentally-demonstrated’ Can we dellneate more cleaﬁkp
i the attr:butes of means-norms and ends-norms° i
Measure: What is the sen31t1v1ty-W1th which various measures
g reflect changes in norms? wa are these varlous measures 1nterrelated°
; For example, the norms of the people of Oklahoma with respect to base-§
| ball could be gotten at in many ways, such as . |
1. Content énalyses of mass media
2. Depth interviews
3. “Qneetionnaires |
k. ,Financiai statements of manufacturers of baseball eqpipmen§
5. Bshavioral reports by trained observers |
-Sltnation°. What situational changes give rise to what norm.
changes? Can general laws relating the two be formulated’ When the
situational change and the norm change can both be qnantlfled, can a
; general law relating the magnltudes of the two be formulated?
The foregoing are only a few of the important but poorly'mapped

5 areas in need of more intensive investigation., In ‘addition, studles




A ~ 30 -
T“cﬁﬁtiﬁgfaéfoéémtﬁﬁmbf;ﬁ6f§"6f”théﬁé”&iﬁéﬁéiaﬁ§”§f§mhééaéa. ‘These studies
will be more fruitful if pursued not by researchers of a single dlscl-‘
pllne,vbu$ by psychologists, sociologists, economlsts, political |

sclentists, historians, and members of still other disciplines.

Summa;x
‘Much work has been done in the d1501p1ines of sociology, anﬂhro-‘fi

: pology, polltlcal science, history, and economics on “the subject of soclal

change. The present study attempts to demonstrate social change in a;
1aboratory 51tuat10n, testing the hypothesis that social change, deflned
in terms of a change in group~norms, would result from a change 1n'tne
situation-in whlch these norms are embedded. | |

Thirty statements of moderately undesirable behavmors, such as
i

© - #£ishing withoubt a 1icensq¥ were presented, with instructions to rate |
. pre s

on graphic rating scales as to undesirability, to fifty pairs of sub- |

jects,~half éxperimental, half control, three separate times."Ihe.fiﬁst'

‘presentatlon was w1thout embedding material. The second and third weﬁe
with fourteen embeddlng items which were rated along W1th the thlrty
vmpderately und951rable behavlor statements, For the experlmental saméle
the embedding items were statements. of very umdesirable behavior, sucﬁ as

as "kidnapping a baby for ransom3® for the control samplé, they were qf
i
'mode rasely undes;rable behaviors, similar to the orlglnal thlrty.

For . the first two presentatlon of the thirty 1tems, which took

pIaceAlnva single:continuous se351on,-ths.pa1r,.s1tt1ng side by 51de,§
were lnstructed to discuss the undeSLrablllty of each behavior with a!
-

view toward maklng s1m11ar ratlngs of ‘the 1tem on a*ratlng board w1ﬁh‘




separate blocks in" two parallel 300 millimeter slots, one block and slot

for each subjsct of the pair, For tks third presentation, which took l
| place immediately after this group sess:x.on, the sub;,ects were alone in’

' separate rooms and rated the items on a 300 millimester paper graphic |
ra,ting qcale. v

' : Anélysis' of t'lie ratings of the thirty items showed that a grojupi

norm was formed during the group session which caused members of a pa.ir

‘ to raf;'e a given item similarly even when in separate rooms, These gi:-oﬁp

norms showed a shift, for the experimental sample, in the direction of‘

ra.ti.ng ‘the thirty moderar.ely undesira’ble jtems as less nndes:.rable when

% Judeing them in the context, of,«/the very undesirable behaviors. The con-

trol sample, comtinuing to judge the thirty items in a context of modez;-
ately undesirsble items, made no such shift. Thus the hypothesis that

. a change in situétiqn_v(in this case context) will bring about a changeé
in group norms (in this case agreed-upon standards of judgment)-was -
- confirmed,

‘Suggestions for further i'esearch were presented along the

. dimensions group, norm, measure, and situation.
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' APPENDIX T

~ MUBS ITEMS GIVEN BOTH EXPERIMENTAL
AND CONTROL SAMPLES DURING PRESENTATION 1

i S delib’erately listening to a conversation on a party telephone line
. 2, wearing shorts on the street where it is 111ega1

. 3. shooting ducks out of season

-, wusing slugs in a pay telephone or coke machine

. 5. carving initials on university desks and chairs
. 6, scattering papers and orange peel in a public park i_
7T« %elling a lie in order %o escape from an embarassmng situation i
' 8. writing a term paper for a fellow student {
. 9. driving too fast in a thickly settled area T
10, failing to turn in to the police a diamond ring that one found |

1l. passing—a qQuariter which one knows 1o be counterfeit z
12. failing to return the money when one is given too much change in a |
department store ‘

213. leaving no tip for the waiter although excellent service was given

1. having a servant or relative say that one is not at home when one
.~ actuwaliy is

15. sending fireworks through the mails, which is against the law ;
16, failing to pay onet's bus fare when the driver overloocks it ’
17. falsely claiming previous work exper:.ence when apply.mg for a job
18, picking flowers in a public park ‘

19, 1lying to a traffic policeman about how fast one was driving

}20. failing to throw back in the water fish Wh:.ch are shorter than the
| legal 1imi%

2). lying in order %o get out of an uvnattractive date

.22, saying "present" for an absent. friend in a college course in which
; attendance is required

23, cheating the government out of $50 in income tax T
2)4. claiming to be somebody else in order %o take a book for h:.m (or
; her) from the library

’25. stealing- towels from a hotel

_26 eavesdropping on a private conversation which concerns the |
, eavesdropper -
27. trespassing on pr:.vate property for a pienic : |
28, concealing onets jail record in order to get- a job P
29, fishing without a license .
’30. sm.rmmng ::.ZL'LegaJy in a river |
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I’he VUBS are here printed in upper cases on the paper rat:.ng scale they
were pr:.n‘bed in the same type as the MUBS.

1.

274

.shoot:.ng ducks out of season

- deliberately listening to a conversation on a party t.elephone line %

- Failing to return the money when one is given too much change in a

APPENDIX IX

RATING BOARD ITEM SEQUENCE FOR THE ;
EXPERTMENTAL SAMPLE ON PRESENTATIONS 2 AND 3 s

i
'

EXPOSING PEOPLE TO MEASLES BY GOING TO THE MOVIES WHILE ONE IS STILL
IN THE CONTAGTIOUS STAGE

PRETENDING TO COLLECT MONEY FOR THE CANCER FUND AND POCKETDIG IT
ONE*S SELF

TESTIFYING FAISELY AGAINST SOMEONE FOR PAY

KNOWINGLY SELLING MIIX FROM DISEASED CATTLE TO A HOSPITAL
KIDNAPPING A BABY FOR RANSOM

wearing shorts on the street where it is illegal

i

HAVING A SANE PERSON COMMITTED TO A quAL HOSPITAL IN ORDER TO GET
RID OF HIM

scatter:.ng papers and orange peel in a public park

carving initials on university desks and chairs

using slugs in a pay telephone or coke machine

TEACHING A YOUNG PERSON TO BECOME A DOPE ADDICT

driving too fast in a thickly settled area

writing a term paper for a fellow student

“telling a lie in order to escape from an embarassing situation

LYING ABOUT A FRIEND IN ORDER TO BEAT HIM (OR HER) TO A JOB 1

department store
pass:.ng a qua.vter whichk one knows to be comterfelt ' |
SELLING THE PLANS FOR AN AMERICAN BOMBER TO A SOVIET AGENT
sendihg fireworks through the nails, which is against the law
having a servant or relative say thra‘b one is not at home when one
actually is i
leaving no tip for the waiter. aluhough excellent service was given ;
BLACKMATLING AN ACQUATNTANCE ABOUT WECM ONE HAS DISCOVERED SOME |
|

DAMAGING FACTS
picking flowers in a public park ‘
falsely claiming prévious work experience when applying for a job |
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APPENDIX II (continued)

-'“28;?'“""fai:ling"‘t‘d‘p‘ay"‘one"fs"bus*fare'*whe'n“the*‘dfi‘*v’e’i*“overl:obke”i:t““‘i‘i""'“""j
+ 29, PUTTING ONE*S DEFORMED CHILD IN A CARNIVAL SIDE SHOW |
i 30. lying in order to get out of an unattractive date :
| 31. failing to throw back in the water fish which are shorter than the
? legal 1limit i
: 32, 1lying to a traffic pol:.ceman about how fast one was driving

33. BETRAYING CONFIDENTTAL INFORMATION ABOUT A FRIEND WNDER CIRGUMSTANCES
| WHICH WOULD ENDANGER HIS JOB

. 34. claiming to be someone else in order to take 2 ook for him (or her)

- from the library

| 35. cheating the government out of $50 in :anome tax
- 36. saying “present“ for an absent friend in a college course in Wh:.ch
f attendancs-is required ,
. 37. ACCEPTING A JOB AS A COOK IN A RESTAURAI\IT WHEN ONE IS A TYPHOID i
: CARRIER AND KNOWS IT , % :
138, trespassing on private property for a picnie ‘ ” i
' 39. eavesdropping on a private conversation wh:.ch concerns the
s eavesdropper

. hO. stealing towels from a hotel

. 1, SELLING FOOD WHICH ONE KNOWS TO CONTAIN HARMFUL SUBSTANCES
. h2, swimming illegally in a river

. k3. fishing without a license

. L. concealing one's jail record in order to get a job

I
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'Jhe AMUBS are here pr:.nted in upper caseg on the paper rat:.ng scale the
were printed in the same type as the MUBS

23 o

26.
27.
28,
29.

HENTING WITHOUT A LICENSE

APPENDIX IIT

RATING BOARD ITEM SEQUENGE j
FOR THE CONTROL SAMPLE ON PRESENTATIONS 2 AND 3 1

STEALING AN ASH TRAY FROM A RESTAURANT
READING A POSTGARD ADDRESSED TO SOMEONE ELSE |
FATLING TO MAKE A COMPLETE STOP AT A STOP SIGN e

e ..‘..__,___m._..u_q__ .

» . DROPPING USED CHEWING GUM ON THE FLOOR OF A BUS

shooting ducks out of season -

wearing shorts on' the street where it is illegal '
deliberately listening to a conversation on a party telephone line | .
SENDING WRITTEN MATTER IN A PARCEIL POST PACKAGE AGAINST RE}UIATIQSTS
scattering papers and orange peel in a public park '

carv::.ng initials on' university desks and chairs

using slugs in a pay telephone or coke machine

FATLING TO TELL THE GROCERY CLERK THAT HE FORGOT TO CHARGE THE
DEPOSIT ON SOME SOFT .DRINK BOTTLES

driving too fast in a thickly settled area

writing a term paper for a fellow student 7

telling a lie in order to escape from an embarassing situation |
TATKING LOUDLY ENOUGH. TO DISTURB ONE®S NEIGHBORS DURING A MOTION: !
PICTURE SHOW o
failing to return the money when one is given too much change in a |
department store !
passing a quarter which one knows to be counterfeit |
failing to turn in %o the pol:.ce a d:_amond ring that one found
WRITING IN A ILIBRARY BOOK

sending fireworks through the mails, which is aga:.nst the law
having a servant or relative say that one is not at home when one
actually is

leaving no tip for the waiter al*;hough ‘excellent service was given
DOING THE HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENT FOR A FELLOW STOUDENT

picking flowers in a public park

falsely claiming previous work experience when applying for a. Job
failing to pay onetls bus fare when the driver overlooks it
PIEADING A HEADAGHE IN ORDER 'I'O GET o0T OF AN APPO]J\ITMENT
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,———30 -

31.

32.
33.
3k

35.
36,

37.
38.
39.

Lo.
,h‘lo

L2,
h3°
Lk

- APPENDIX IIT (con‘binued)

——Lying--in-order—to-get-out-of—an—unattractive-date ~

failing to throw back in the water fish which are shorter than the
legal 1limit

lying to a traffic policeman about how fast one was driving
EXAGGERATING ONE'S INCOME TO IMPRESS AN ACQUAINTANGE ;
claiming to be someone else in order to +take a book for him (or her)
from the library

cheating the govermment out.of $50 in income tax ‘
saying "present” for an absent friend in a college course in Whlch
attendance is required

WALKING ACROSS A NEWLY PLANTED PARK FLOWER BED
trespassing on private property for a picnic :
eavesdropping on.a private conwversation which concerns the {
eavesdropper |
stealing towels from a hotel |
FATLING TO PUT A NICKEL IN A PAY TELEPHONE WHEN THE OPERATOR FORGEJ.‘S
TO ASK FOR IT -
swimming illegally in a river . !
fishing without a license %
conceal:.ng onel!s jail record in order to get a job ;
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; APPENDIX IV
i
{

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PAPER GRAPHIC RATING SCALE

INSTRUCTIONS:

Here are some more items for you to rate for wrongness or

'}indesirabi]ity. Indicate how you now feel about each item by placing
a small check mark on the appropriate place on the line to the right
iof each item. Just as before, the more wrong or undesirable the

behs;vior, the further to your right the mark should be,

t
t
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APPENDIX ¥
QUESTTONNATRE FILLED OUT BY ALL SUBJECTS

 NAME , ___ AGE SEX MAJOR,
|HOME TOWN ...~ - . - - I . CHURCH PREF@_.E\TCE
. DIRECTIONS: Check on thé line. above that phrase which best describes |
your experience., -You may check between these phrases if you want to.
igl. How well did you know your partner b.efoﬁre today? t
1 - ‘
' ‘ %
s }

2, How similas were your partner's ratings to yours before the two of
you reached agreement?

| : ; ' F " PRE ~ VERY 5
SIMILAR DIFFERENT DIFFERENT |
3. " About what part of the time did your first rating differ very much 3
from that of your paritner?
AT 370 HALF 17k T NONE |
b,. How did you like your partner's ratings?
T VERY RATHER NEGIRAL RATHER VERY - |
' IPLEA.SE!Z) PLEASED DISPLEASED DISPLEASE) ; ,
= - . -1 -
€




APPENDIX V (continued) -

‘5., When your first rating was quite different from thabt of your partner,
%how much strain or tension did you feel?

N
.
)

I6 WhoSe 'first ratings do 3;611 feel were more" nearly correct? “
|

é-mm——-'—————msm —B00T . TSI TSORLIT
gPARM'S PAR‘INER'S EVEN MINE o M]:JE

T Just how did you feel when your :r:':.rst rating differed £rom that of
~your partner? :

' 8., Did your a‘bt:.tude toward any of the itéms change from the first - E
-presentauion of an'item”to the second preséntation of the same :|.tem? E
- ’Bri.efly tell how and why.

i9. ‘Do you think that any of your ratings changed from the first
presentation of an-item to the sscond presentation of the same item?
In what. direct:wn d:.d it ehange and wh;y” S o

e

{10, If .you'have any comments or inipressions , would you please write
. them on the reverse side of this sheei? Thank you.

-2 -




