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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The Problem

The relationship between status and conformity in small groups has
not been made clear. Results of research indicate that a. variety of
relationships have been obtained, i.e., direct,. inverse, and. curvilinear.
It is the contention of this investigator .that much.of. the problem lies

in the tendency of social psychologists to. use single“wordSMSUCh as

Won t

"status, conformity," and "group" to refer. to widely différent experi-
ential and behavioral events.

Problems resulting from this.tendency. are.numerous. . Some investi-
gators define.siatusnbymexplicitlymrelating it to small“groupmformation;
others define itwbyuproviding.subjects.with«"bogustpopularity7fétings
purportedly coming from other.individuals.participating«in.afgtudy.
Moreover, somerf.the‘investigatorsupuxportedlyMstudyingwcodfoﬁﬁity may
be more‘accuratély described as. studying the. process. of. compliance. 1In
addition, some investigators”utilizeua.group”of“individualsgwhofhgve had
a past history of. normative and organizational. relatedness with each
other; other investigators utilize a collection of individuéls (i.e.,
strangers) who. have had no. previous. history. of normative and organizatiomal

relatedness with each other and generalize the results of their studies

to all "real" groups in the world.



It is the purpose of this research to study the relationship between
status and conformity in real groups (i.e., the members have previously

established normative and organizational. relatedness) and examine the

non 1

current use of terms. such. as 'status, conformity," and "group'" for the
description of several different types of events. At this point an

indication of the several different meanings is in order.
Definition of Terms

Status. English and English (1958).describe status as.'. . . the
position accorded, formally or informally, to a person in his own group;
the accepfance.andvhonor‘accorded.to a person.' XKretch, Crutchfield,
and Ballachey (1962) define status as the '"rank of a position or an
individual in the prestige hierarchy. of a group. or community."

For Homans. .(1961),. status refers. to the stimuli.a man presents to
himself and to  others.. This would. include. the kinds oﬁxactiviﬁy he
emits, as well.as,the.kind.of_clothesAhepwearsMorwthemkindwa;house in
which he lives+WMTwoﬁadditional,statements.shouldmbewmade:to*déécribe
fully Homans' concept: of status:. (L)hto,qualifyMasuthehsortgbfﬂstimuli
ghat describe 'a man's status. they must,be.recogniéedrby'other“ﬁen, and
(2) people must be able to. rank the stimuli with respect”torthé"stimuli
presented Byxotherﬂmen% _Status,Atherefo;e,.refersuto“what.men/pefceive
about one of ‘their fellows. and placing stimuli in rank order.-

Another interpretation. of status. has. been. offered. by.Sherif and
Sherif‘(19569“,“Itwhas.themobviousmadyantagewofubeing:expligi£;y tied
to.smali'groupfformation¢,”As”the.Sherifs.phraseit: |

‘among individuals: with persistent, common motives or
problems;—the reciprocal expectations among:tliem fall into



hierarchial pattern or scale. A differentiated position in
" this hierarchy is called status .(1956, p. 162).

Still another way to .conceptualize status is to define it opera-
tionally. Harvey (1953).used. two sets of. operations in defining status:
socibmetric choices and ratings by an. independent observer. The socio-
metric choice technique analyzes effective initiative and affect
structure of a group. by getting answers to.such questions as:i (1) who
most often thinks of things to do? (2) who least often thinks of things
to do? (3) who would be elected president if you held an election?

(4)' who would you prefer to sit by in school? (5) who would you choose
to go on a camping trip with you?

Ratings by an independent observer refer to observations of the
group made by observers who:themselves are not members of the group. In
the study by Harvey (1953), teachers, counselors, and the experimenter
himself rated the. subjects on the basis. of authority they seemed to
wield and the amount: of activity they initiated for the group.

Status for members of small groups,. then, can be defined either
conceptually or operationally.. .When broadly defined. as a cohcept, the
term "status' has many meanings.. . When status. is eoperationally -defined,
as in the present. investigation, two possibilities emerge...The first
is status defined in terms. of sociometric. ratings and. the .second depends
on the ratings of an independent. .or participant. obserwer. ..The-criteria
for determining status in bothAsociometric,and.observer.ratiﬁgs*may be
either affect or effective initiative. Affect refers to.the degree of
popularity an individual has with other group members,. whereas effective
initiative refers to the degree to which an individual can. effectively
initiate activities. for. other group members or. to. .the amount of

authority an individual seemingly wields.



Conformity. Conformity, as previously noted, has also had a wide
variety of meanings. attached to it. 1In one situation, for example, an
individual may be pressured by other individuals into: wearing a coat and
tie while working as. .a clerk in a store even though. this. individual
intensely dislikes wearing a coat and tie. Anothermindividual{ while
working in the same situation, may. enjoy wearing a .coat. and-tie and thus
feel no pressure from his. employer. or other. employees. To. a growing
number of social psychologists,. these. are. two. different. stimulus
situations for the individual involved; yet, many still..refer to the
overt behavior in both instances as conformity.behavior. ’Follo&ing
Pollis and Montgomery (1966),. the first example can be labeled compliance
and the second example can be labeled conformity.

The problem remains one of definition. !'Conformity" refers to those
instances where individuals are behaving. in keeping. with previously
internalized judgmental scales. 'Compliance" refers to .those iastances
in which individuals are pressured into behaving in a manner: contrary
to already established judgmental scales.

One of the first well-formulated distinctions. of.a .conformity-
compliance nature. was. made by Festinger.(1953)0.MFestingerwdisfinguished
between the. following. two. situations: . (1). the exertion of influénce
which results in public conformity with private acceptancewhan& (2) the
exertion of influence which results in public conformity without private
acceptance. " Hence,. the first situation refers to. the individualbehaving
in accordance with what. he is privately accepting, whereas. the second
situation involves. an individual. behaving inconsistently:with what he is
privately accepting due to various pressures:brought'about“fro@ other

individuals.



Kelman (1961) has developed a theory of social influence in which
he distinguishes between compliance, identification, and internalization.
Compliance for Kelman is basically the same as Pollis' and Montgomery
(1966) have defined it. It is a process in which a person adopts behavior
consistent with the group norm without actually accepting the norm.
Kelman goes on to. differentiate between identification and”iﬁternali—
zation. ' Identification. is used in describing. the.:individual who. adopts
behavior which® is' consistent with the group norms, but who furthermore
identifies with the group and incorporates the.groupsinto;hisfééif—
concept., The principal difference. between identification: and .internali-
zation is largely a matter of. stability over time. . In the case of
identification, the. ego-involvement may not be lasting, while internali-
zation implies a more permanent relationship. Kelman arrived at this
distinction in analyzing accounts. of '"brain-washing'  initiated by the
Communist Chinese. . The. changes. .in the American POW's involved more than
"public conformity!. (compliance). yet the. changes were not integrated
within the person's value system.,

In summary, it may be said that«confdrﬁity.has,afwide range of
meanings.- Most.investigatorswdo.no£.bother £§.disLinguishpbetweep con-
forming and compliant. behavior.. Some.wriLershdistinguishgbeﬁweéﬁ‘
conformity‘and.compliance“byhexplicitlywrelating.them;tongOﬁp'ﬁrgpesses

(Pollis & Montgomery, 1966);‘;Others.subsume.compiiantfrespon&iﬁg‘under

conformity,: referring,. for.example,.to VexpedientUﬂand¢”trueWLc6£formity
(Festinger;, 1953; Harvey. & Consalvi,. 1960;. Menzel, .1957):. The point to
be made, however, is. that the differences: between adoptingjqutward

behavior"alone and taking on: the normative expectations;inﬁardly is a



real and significant occurrence that may be made most clear by adopting
different terms for. each situation.

Group.. . Another distinction which will be maintained. for purposes
“of: this research is between. "group!. and. "togetherness' social stimulus
situations’ in studies. having to do with conformity,"Sherif“andjSherif
(1956) first made this distinction. by. describing group.situations as
those situations. in which individuals. participate as‘membersgof a
delineated group structure with specified status and role relationships
to one another, and with certain shared norms or ways..of carrying out

the task at hand. . Togetherness. situations,. on the other hand, are

described as transitory. situations in which the participating indivi-
duals do not have stabilized status. and. role relationships, and the
established standards or. norms. are. peculiar. to. the people involved and
to the situation at hand.

The importance. of the group-togetherness distinction has been under-
lined in several investigations. (Pollis, 1964;. Pollis. & Montgomery, 1966;
1968). On the basis of this research, which shows. that togetherness
subjects react differently than do group subjects, it .seems.unwise to
extrapolate the experimental findings. in. togetherness. situations to
group situations. As with the distinction made between conformity and
compliance, the distinction between. group. and togetherness.situations
provides a useful means for. organizing the available research literature.

Arbitrariness. Finally, whenever possible, a distinction is made

between studies in which conformity to norms 'natural! to a situation is
being studied and those studies in which conformity or compliance to
"arbitrary" norms. is being studied. The importance of this distinction

has been demonstrated by. MacNeil (1964; 1967). MacNeil-'defines a



natural norm as one established in the course of interaction without
imposition of any prescribed norm. .Arbitrariness of norms may then be
defined as the imposition. of prescribed ranges that diverge in increased
degrees from the natural norms. . The mode and range of the natural norm
may thus be used as a baseline to evaluate the joint effect of-arbitrari-
ness of a norm and the status position of the member introducing the
arbitrary norm. . The distinction between. arbitrary and . natural norms
defines one of the major variables manipulated in the present research

of status and its relation. to conformity.



.CHAPTER II
- REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A review of contemborary research relevant to the relationship
“between status and conformity indicates that a variety of relationships
“have been found--direct, inverse, and»curvilineér, . As noted in the
previous chapter, much of: the. problem is due to the tendency of social

psychologists’ to use’ the same. terms--"status," 'conformity,"

and "group'--
to refer to several: different experiential and behavioral events. 1In
some situations,. for example, the. investigator defines status in terms
of the sociometric. and. observer ratings for members of a real group. In
other situations, status is defined by providing complete strangers with
false information as to how pépular the other strangers rated him.
Similarly, problems lie in the tendency for investigators to use
the term conformity in. situations. which are best described as compliance.
Thus, if a direct felationship is found between status and conformity,
then the response measure taken is most likely one of conformity (i.e.,
the individual is. behaving in keeping within previously internalized
judgmental scales). If on the other hand, an inverse relatioﬁship is
found between. status: and. .conformity, then the response measuré taken
is moré‘likely.compliancéh(i@éw,.the.individual“is not. behaving in keep-
ing within previously internalized judgmental séales) but which has been

erroneously’ labled: conformity. by. the investigators. conducting..the study.



One problem which is integrally related. to the confusion is that
studies relating status. and conformity may be found in laboratory settings -
(Dittes & Kelley, 1956),. field settingsv(Whyte,‘l943), and a combination
of both, called laboratory-field settings (Sherif, White, & Harvey,

/ 1955). As field and. laboratory-field studies. typically: deal with real
g;oups.in“their”naturalusettings,:it.is.difficult to..confuse the issues
of conformity: and. compliance,. of group and togetherness,. and. how status
is tO’be“defined@;;Difficultiesﬂarisea.howevex,.whenrthe,inves;fgator
enters the'laboratorym‘:in"somevsituations"the;inyestigatorgisﬁstudying
"the process: of. compliance which. he. labels. conformity. In other . situations
compietE”strangers”are involved in a conformity or compliance tasﬁaéhd
the investigator generalizes his results to all "real groups'" in the
world. Thus in addition to distinctions maintained between conformity
and compliance. and. group..and togetherness, distinctions between
laboratory, laboratory-field, and field studies are made whenever

necessary in reviewing the results of the empirical literature.
... . Results of Empirical Studies

In a famous. field study. at Bennington College, Newcomb. (1943) found
that the girls most. popular. with. their. peers were. also. the most conform-
ing to the community. norm... This. correlational. evidence. seems  to suggest
a direct relationrbetween. status--in terms. of. popularity=-and. conformity.
Similar: findings. have been reported.byAa.number,of”otherLfield,studies
(Lionberger,. 1953;“Marshﬂ&WColeman3,1954;ﬂwilkening,,1952)ma9Magsh and
Coleman:(1964)waorwexample,ffounduthatﬁfaxmﬂleadersmconfoxmgfbJthe
values and norms of their groups even more wigorously.than :their

followers.
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In a compliance. situation,. Bartos. (1958), using 231 active members
of the Y.M.C.A., found that. the highest status member complied the least.
The task in this. case was matching lines. in a situation patterned after
those of Asch. Although. the leader was far less compliant than other
members, the differences between all other members. were. quite similar.

Similarly, Menzel (1959) found that doctors who were least accepted
by other doctors. as measured. by a sociometric questionnaire showed more
compliance to. the norm .of being. up-to-date than did doctors.who were
highly accepted. = This again points to an inverse relationship between
status and compliance, but a direct relationship between. status and
conformity, if:.conforming.behavior. is. regarded as that which is consis-
tent with an individual's. true feelings.

Related observations .in other. investigations. have. been made by
Whyte (1943), Harvey.(1953), Sherif, White,. and Harvey..(1955), and
MacNeil (1967)... These. observations. indicate. that in..the process of
group interaction it should be easier for the. high status individual to
conform to his. own,. previously. internalized, judgmental. scales while
eliciting compliant. behavior. from those. of. lower status... That is, the
accuracy of the performance of. the high status individuals is consistently
over-estimated both by themselves and by other members. . Accuracy of
performance of. lower. status. individuals,. on. the other hand, tends to be
under—estimated both\by themselves and. by others.

Whyte (1943), in.describing. the Norton gang in.a classic field study,
provides some information. that. is related to. the point that.has been
raised. The Nortons. were very. interested in bowling. Low status
members were neither.expected.nor. encouraged to perform at a high level.

High performance of tep. ranking members,.on. the. other hand, was accepted
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as usual and natural. When the performance. of a low status member became
too high, as it did infrequently, negative sanctions were administered,
for this behavior did not fit into the expectations of the group.

Another investigation more in the form of a laboratory-field
experiment was..carried. out. by Harvey (1953).  Subjects for. this experi-
ment were chosen from already existing cliques on the basis of “agreement
between sociometric questionnaires and the ratings of .independent
observers. Ten sets. of subjects were selected,. each .set.containing the
leader, middle ranked, and lowest ranked individual .from a natural. group.
The experimental task was dart. throwing and. each. subject estimated his
performance and the. performance of his. associates whenuitﬂwas'his turn.
Harvey found that (1) the higher one's status in the group, the more he
and other members tend to. over-estimate his. performance, and (2) the
lower one's status. in. the group,. the more his performance. is..under—
estimated both by the. individual and by. other members. of.the group.

This experiment confirms the observations of Whyte's field study
concerning the bowling ability of the low status. Nortons.

Findings similar to those of Harvey were found in another field
experiment by Sherif, White, and Harvey (1955). ?Rather than studying
groups which were already in existence, these iﬁ&estigators produced
group structures experimentally. Another difference between this and
the Harvey study is that in the Sherif et al. study, judgments were made
after the performance of the task. Results, however, were identical.

In a more recent laboratory investigation, MacNeil (1967) studied
natural groups by having a norm formation session in both the autokinetic
situation and in a shotgun range judgment situation utilizing numerosity

estimation. In groups of high solidarity, he found that the leaders
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Weré more effective in.initiafing arbitrary norms and Bence eliciting
compliant behavior from other members than were the low status members.
In contrast to the high status members who were better able to maintain
the prescribed. arbitrary norm, low status members quickly abandoned the
arbitrary norm.

In another laboratory experiment, Harvey .and Consalvi (1960) have
shown that conformity. is related to status in a distance-between-lights
judgment situation. . A large number of juvenile delinquents in an insti-
tution were given a sociometric questionnaire which was then used to
select small groups averaging four to five members. All members of each
group were brought together in a dark room and were asked to judge the
distance between two lights. that flashed simultaneously.. The room was
qonstructed'so that. two. sets. of lights could.be shown. to members  of the
group although it was purported that there was only one set.. The sub-
jects were' told that. they. would. win. a. considerable .cash prize if they
were accurate as a. group. in estimating the distance between .the lights.

in the first phase of the experiment,..all subjects were presented
with two lights: that were 12 inches apart, and their .individual judg-
ments of the distance were taken... The group then discussed their judg-
ments and came to’a. group. decision. .In the sécond. phase,. all but one
of the group members: were presented with the.lights. 12 inches apart.
Dependingon the experimental condition, one group member--either the
leader; the second in command,. or. the. individual. of lowest .status--was
presented with lights. that. were. 48. inches apart.

The findings:. indicated. that when the group discussed. judgments, the
second in' command was. most. influenced by and .complied. most. withthe group

‘consensusg. " The leader. and. the low. status. man. were. least. influenced by
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the group decision.. Hence a. curvilinear relationship between status and
compliance is implied, with the middle status individual complying more
than the low or the.high.status.indi.v.idualso

In contrast to. the above findings, Harvey and Rutherford (1960)
found that low. status. subjects. complied the most... The subjects in this
study ranged from grade 3 through grade 1l and status was defined
sociometrically.. = The task.was judging two pictures from the Meier Art
Judgment Test. .In this study, however, only high and low. status subjects
were considered. Hence, the curvilinear. relationship would not have
been found, 1if such. a relationship had existed.

In a togetherness experiment (i.e., the subjects were strangers),
Kelley and Shapiro..(1954). found. an indirect relationship utilizing three
classes of status--high, medium,. and low. Status.was. defined by bring-
ing subjects into. a laboratory situation in sets.of five or six at a
time. There the subjects introduced themselves. to..one aneother, each told
the othersi something. about. himself,. and. then. each .one answered:-a simple
sociometric'test;inwwhichhhe“wasuto.say.how.acceptable_asﬂa.co—worker he
found the other .subjects... After this,. the investigators. put..each subject
into an alcove by himself and. handed him a bogus slip.of paper showing
how he had scored on. .the. sociometric test, i.e., whether his fellow workers
‘had "rated-him high,. average,. or. low. in. desirability as..a.future co-worker..
The: question: under. investigation was. this:. .would subjects. .comply with
what they believed were the other. subjects' judgments.even..though it was
evident that the judgment was incorrect? An indirect relatiounship was
found to exist with the. lower. status. individuals. complying the most.

Using the same experimental. procedure, Dittes. and Kelly (1956)

divided togetherness..subjects. into. four levels of status, rather than
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three as in the previous study..  These members were labeled high, average,
low, and very low in status. Again bogus ratings provided each subject
with his level of status. . The results indicated a curvilinear function.
The high status. individuals showed the least compliance with the low
status subjects next. . The greatest compliantvbehaviorwwaspdemonstrated'
by the very low status subjects with the average status individuals
close behind.' ‘Finally, a curvilinear function.was found..in another
laboratory experiment by. Wilson (1960) in a compliant situation with

status being sociometrically. defined.
Discussion of the Literature

In summarizing the results of laboratory,. laboratory-field, and
field studies, we. find. that the relation between. status: and conformity
is a complex one...Four. studies. (Lionberger,.1953; Marsh. .& Coleman, 1954%
Newcomb, 1943;: Wilkending,. 1952). report a direct relationship. - Four other
investigations (Bartos,.l1958; Harvey. & Rutherford, 1960; Kelley & Shapiro,
1954; Menzel, 1957) report. an inverse relationship.. . Three. other dinvesti-
gations (Dittes & Kelley,. 1956; Harvey & Comnsalvi, 19603 Wilson, 1960)
report a curvilinear relationship. with the high and. low statuses con-
forming the most: to. previously internalized. standards:and the middle
status the least.

Differences. between. studies. obtaining. direct. and. inverse. relation-
ships may be clarified by means.of the distinction between conformity
and compliance.. For. example,. direct relationships were found by Newcomb
(1943), Lionberger (1953), Marsh & Coleman (l95..4.),\and.Wi.l.kening'('1952)a

In each instance. reviewed, the. individuals may best. be described as
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exhibiting behavior. in keeping with previously internalized judgmental
scalesbin the order of High>Medium>Low.

Four studies (Bartos,. 1958; Harvey. & Rutherford,. 1960; Kelley &
Shapiro, 1954; Menzel,. 1957),. on. the other hand,. report an inverse
relationship.: ~In: each of. these studies. purportedly. dealing with '"con-

" it may: be said that..the situation at hand is best described

formity,'
as one of compliance.. That is, individuals were. being pressured by the
'social situation: into. making judgments. contrary. to. previously. interna-
lized judgmental scales with the dependent measure reflecting compliance
in the order of Low>Medium>High. -

If the conformity-compliance distinction is kept in mind, the
studies obtaininginverse results do not in any way invalidate the
results of the studdies: reporting the direct relation between: status and
conformity, but rather confirm these investigations. Hence,. the results
of any single experiment may be’ interpreted as either: conformity or.
compliance resulting: in either a direct or indirect relationship.

Relafed“observations (Harvey, 1953; MacNeil, 1967; Sherif, White
& Harvey, 1955; Whyte, 1943) indicate that in the process of. group inter-
action it should be easier for the high status individual to conform to
his own, previously: internalized, judgmental scales while eliciting
compliant behavior. from those of lower status. That is, accuracy of the
performance of the high status. individuals is consistently over-
estimated by themselves. and: by. other members. Accuracy of performance
of lower status individuals,..on.the other hand, tends. to. be pnder—
estimated both’ by: themselves. and: by others.

In summarizing all. of: the above studies, the following may be

said:
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1) The performance of high status .individuals .tends to be over-
estimated both-by. themselves. and. by others, whereas;the.performahce of
low status members: tends to: be under-estimated both by themselves and by
others. |

2) High status individuals are more likely to. exhibit-behavior in
keeping with previously internalized judgmental scales (i,e., conformity), .
whereas low status. individuals are more likely..to exhibit behavior
inconsistent with previously internalized. scales. (i.e., compliance).

3) The relationship. between status and conformity.would therefore
be a direct: one,. while the relationship between status and' compliance
would be an inverse one.

These' three summary. statements. about. field .studies. and: laboratory
experiments: apparently. apply. to. a.wide variety of. diverse groups. Ex-
amples are girl members of..a college. community (Newcomb,. 1943),. members
of farm groups: (Lienberger,. 1953;. Marsh & Coleman,. 1954;. Wilkening, 1952),
street gang members. in Boston (Whyte, 1943), Y.M.C.A. members: (Bartos,
1958), grbuPSLofaphysiciansw(Menzel,.1957)3hhigh,schoolﬂcliquesu(Harvey;
ll953), members: of. a. boys' camp (Sherif, White,..& Harvey,. 1953), and
members of Anglo~American and. Latin-American. groups: (MacNeil, 1967).

Why, then,: do some studies obtain. a. curvilinear relationship between.
status and: conformity?. . In general, the studies.obtaining a curvilinear
relationship”mayhbeubestﬁdescribedhaswlaboratoryjtogetherness’Situations
in which status. is. artificially defined and in which conformity develops
under circumstances. that. bear. little resemblance to. actual life
situations.

In one of..the often cited studies. (Dittes. & Kelley,.1956), for

example; ‘that yielded..a.curvilinear. relationship,..the subjects involved
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were complete strangerse‘:Aégpneviouslywmentioned”in.conjunction“with:the
work of Pollis and Montgomery. (1966;. 1968) togetherness and group
situations: involve entirely different. parameters. Hence, the Dittes &
Kelley study which defined. status in terms. of. !"bogus' ratings from
strangers has no: relevance to.other studies in which status is defined

in terms of 'real! group. formation.. The fact that its results differ

may be taken as-evidence. for. the necessity of maintaining. the group-
togetherness distinction.

Furthermore; in some of. these experiments, perhaps the credibility
of the experiment for the subjeéts involved is questionable. For example,
another important study (Harvey & Consalvi, 1960). obtaining a curvilinear
relationship, has been. challenged in regard to this aspect by MacNeil
(1967). The issue seems to. rest on whether the subjects were convinced
that they were looking. at the same set of lights, when in fact one
subject .was looking:at'a set of lights 48 inches apart and the other
subjects were looking at a set 12 inches apart.

The issue is further. confused. in that not. all studies. have included
the middle status. individual.. . Hence, the presence: or absence of the
curvilinear . relationship. has. not. had a.chance to. be adequately demon-
strated because many studies have included. only high and. low status
individuals. ‘An example of. this would be the Harvey and Rutherford
(1960) study.

Finally, 1little: of the. work that has been reviewed combined the
virtues of the labroatory. and real life situations. Concern.over this
has been voiced: by. Blake. and. Mouton. (1961). and. Sherif (1961). In
general,'léboratory.situations produce. little ego-involvement, at least

in comparison to: real: life: sitvations where. the personal stakes
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with conformity and compliance are high. Moreover, with the exception

of MacNeil (1967), little work has been done using. 'real' groups in the
laboratory experiments.. . Because. of the difference in ego-involvement and
past historical relatedness and the resulting expectancies on the part

of "real" groups,. it. is hazardous. to. generalize the. results obtained in
the laboratory-togetherness situations to those of. groups found in real

life.
Homans' Exchange Theory

The position taken by .the present investigator has been to
interpret the curvilinear relationship as being an artifact peculiar
only to laboratory experiments. AR alternative explanation has been
presented by Homans (1961).

Homans (1961) explains the relationship. between status.and conformity .
in terms-of the risk.inyolvedifor.thehindividual,.”The situation mdét
frequently described by. Homans is thatvofma,compliancewsituatibn in
which an individual. is. pressured by. others to. make judgments. that are
contradictory to what he is actually perceiving. Hence in' this analysis
of Homans, the word. ''compliance" is used in describing events that
Homans would label: conformity.

Consider, for: example, Homans' high status man. . There are four
possible reactions in this. situation: (1) the individual may comply
with the group judgment. when the group is wrong; (2) the individual may
comply with‘the"group.judgment when. the group is right; (3) the
individual may not comply. and. the group judgment turns out to be wrong;
(4) the individual may not. comply and the. group judgment turns out to

be correct.
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If an upper. status. man complies and. the group's. judgment: is correct, .
no damage is done. to. his status. but neither does. it improve. Much the
same is true if:the. individual. complies and the. group's.judgment turns
out -to be incorrect. . Little damage to his status..occurs,.since every-
one elserwaS'alsoﬂwrongw.MOn,thé.oLher.handT.if.the person does not comply
and the group's: judgment. is correct, he will. lose some esteem. Even
after the loss:of.esteem the high status individual will still have a
great deal left... In Homans' words:

We are talking about people whose status is. high and established,

and the point: about such people is that they have a long way

to go before hitting the bottom (1961, p. 351).

“Finally, what. happens if the upper status. man. refuses. to. comply and
the group judgment. turns. out. to be incorrect? In this case, the indi-
vidual significantly. increases in esteem. This. will be especially true
when” the "correct: judgment brings. rewards. to. other. members. “Therefore,
the balance of risk makes. it probable that an upper. status man will
choose non~compliance.

In- examining. the effect of status on compliance for a person of
middle status, it must. be rememberedathat/the.middle.statuS“prition is
the most unstable. . The. low status individual has. little statué"io lose;
the upper'status. individual can afford to take. the risk involved; the
middle status individual,. because of his.unstable position,.cannot afford. .
a status loss. . If a middle status man complies to.the. group's judgment
and the group. opinion. is correct,vhis~position_as“an.accepted;memﬁer is
confirmed. . If he gives in .and. the. group is wrong,.he does not-lose
anything as far”asnstatus,ismconcerned+ﬂ.Qn.thewother“hand@"if‘he does
not give in-and the. group's. judgment is,correct,mthe”individuélmaysiffer N

a significant: decrement. in. status... Finally,. he may refuse to comply and



20

have the group'S'judgment.furnmout to be wrong and gain in>status just
‘as ‘the high status. member .gains.. . However,. as. Homans points out, it will
take more than: one such .achievement. to. get to the top. of the status
hierarchy, in. contrast. to a.high. status. individual. For these reasons,
the middle: status. member. complies. most. to. other. members' judgments.

Now let. us. consider. the. low. status individual.. .If a low status
individual complies. to. the group's. judgment. and the group is correct,
lvery'littie status. change occurs. If, on the other hand, he rejects
the group's judgment. and. it is correct, he has little to lose in the way
of status. In. the.situation. in which. he rejects the group's judgment
and the' group turns.out to. be wrong,. the. individual has. something togain
at least in ego. terms. if not in terms. of status.

Homans, . in. using. the. preceding. line. of. thought, explains the
curvilinear: relationship. that has. been found. by..some investigators. In
essence, he is:attempting. to. explain the finding that high' and low status
subjectS“complyhleaStﬁwhilenmiddle.statusmsubjectémcompiy most in a few
of the laboratory. findings. .in terms. of the risk involved. for-status
change. The upper. status. individual has little to gain.by.compliance,
and the lower status. indiwvidual. has little to. lose by: its opposite.
Thus, for different. reasons,. the. behavior becomes. biased. in.:the same
direction.

Two criticisms. emerge in reviewing this theory¢. First, Homans'
explanation is. based. primarily. on research in laboratory-togetherness
situations in. which' status. .is..artificially. defined and. hence may not
necessarily. be: generalized to. conformity. or .compliance in.real groups.

Second, “this:theory. explains. only. a few. of the results in the literature
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while neglecting other studies that point either to a direct or inverse

relationship: between status.and. conformity or compliance.



. CHAPTER III
PURPOSE OF. THE STUDY

The purpose of this research is to provide an empirical check on
the relationship. between. status and conformity by.studying high (H),
medium (M), and low (L) status members of real groups in a laboratory
situation with" each meﬁber.possessing a different. judgmental scale.
While in the ‘process it:should be possible to demonstrate the necessity
for the distinction drawn: between conformity and compliance, group and
togetherness and the danger of. extrapolating results from laboratory
experiments in which status. is artificially defined to those obtained
in field studies and field experiments in which status.is explicitly
tied to small group formation.

In order to implement the research, the autokinetic effect..(Sherif,
1935) is utilized in. two. sessions. During Session I, three members of
H, M, and L status from each group will participate alone. Following a
procedure used in previous.research (Pollis & Montgomery, 1966; 1968)
each of the three subjects. will be anchored through. verbal instructions
to see the light move within one of three ranges .(1-4, 5-9, and 10-15

inches), with each range. varying in its degree of arbitrariness.?!

1The three arbitrary. ranges were determined.on the basis of a pre-
test of 40 subjects. in which subjects..gave their. estimates both alone
and together without any imposition of. .a prescribed range... From least
to most arbitrary,. they were l-4,. 5-9, and 10-15 inches in.-terms of
frequencies ofestimated autokinetic. movement.
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In Session II, the three subjects, H, M, and L, from eachgroqu111 
return together, with each member possessing a different previously
established "arbitrary range, in order that conformity to the previously
internalized judgmental scale and compliance to those scales possessed
by other members can. be determined.

With regard..to..the three levels. of arbitrariness .(l-4, 5-9, and
10-15 inches) "it is. expected. that, other things being equal, conformity
to the previously .internalized. scale will be. greatest for those indivi-
duals with the 1 to 4..inch scale .(i.e., the natural range), less for those
individuals with the 5-9 inch. scale,. and least. for individuals with the
10-15 inch scale. . Compliance is predicted to be in the opposite
direction with the indiwvidual. possessing the. 10-15 inch scale complying
the most, the individual possessing the 5 to. 9.inch scale the next most,
and the individual possessing the 1 to 4 inch scale the least.

The: prediction. with. regard to the three levels of status iscontrary’
to that of Homans'Exchange Theory. That is, if the curvilinear relation-
ship is an artifact of the artificiality of certain laboratory-together-
ness experiments,. but. not of. experiments in which real groups are
utilized, as is. the. contention. of. this. investigator, then conformity
would be-expected to be in the direction of H>M>L and compliance would
be expected to be. in. the order of L>M>H. . If Homans' theory is the more
adequate, conformity. would be expected to be in the direction of
H = L>M and ‘compliance would be expected to be in.the order of M>H = L.

If, as suggested, audirectnrelationship.between,Status and con-
formity occurs,: then. this. evidence would seem to indicate that the
conformity=compliance. distinction is. a useful one. Moreover, it Would

seem that the curvilinear relationship. found by some .investigators in
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laboratory experiments. is. possibly an artifact of the artificiality of
the situation and hence bears. no. relationship to. the behavior of groups

in real life situations.



_.CHAPTER IV
METHOD. AND. PROCEDURE
.. Subjects

Fifty~four naive subjects were. selected from 18 clearly delineated

groups in four social fraternities!

on. the campus of Oklahoma State
University. From each of these 18 groups, a set of three subjects was
selected such that there was one subject with high status (H),'one with
medium status (M), and: one with low status (L). Subject selection in
terms of H, M, and L was determined on. the basis of two criteria:
agreement by participant abservers and sociometric ratings made by the
members themselves.

Observer agreement was. obtained by having two members from each
fraternity £ill out the.qugstionnaire in Appendix A. From the question-
naires, only those groups wére,selected for which there was a highdegree
of observer agreement.

Sociometric ratings were obtained by having all members of each of
the four fraternities. fill out the questionnaire in Appendix B. The
administration and collection of these questionnaires was handled by

the investigator's observers and a ninety-six per cent return was

1Originally six fraternities were studied. Two of these were dis-
carded prior to the experiment due to low observer and sociometric
agreement.
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obtained from those members living in each fraternity house concerned.
The results of the questionnaires were then processed by means of a com-
puter program devised by Shoemaker. and Pace (1968) for the explicit
purpose of clique detection.,

In examining the. computer. output,. it was noted .that two distinct
types of: groups were generated, depending upon the type of item being
considered. Generally speaking, items 1, 2, and 3 were ''who do you like
the most" type items and generated status structures that were quite
similar to each other, but not to those structures generated by items
5, 6, and 7. Items 5, 6, and 7 were "effective initiative'" items and
generated status structures similar to each other, but not similar to
those generated by items 1, 2, and 3. Item 4 asked, "If you had to
depend on a friend's judgment in a difficult situation, who would you
trust first?" This item generated status structures sometimes similar
to those of items 1, 2, and 3; sometimes similar. to those of items 5, 6,
and 7; but most frequently status. structures that were unique only to
item 4.

The groups from which sets of H, M, and L status subjects were
chosen had to meet the following criteria across. all items: . (1) the high
status member selected the middle status. member in second to fourth choice
and selected the low. status member either not..at all or somewhere between
fifth and tenth choice;. (2). the middle status. member. selected the high
status member in first to. third choice and selected the low.status member
somewhere between. fourth and tenth choice, and, (3) the low status member
selected the high,and.middlewétatusvmembers as. first to. fourth choices.

From the groups. not eliminated on thé basis of the. above criteria,

18 were selected: on. the basis. of agreement with observer ratings.
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Approximately one-half of the. groups from which H, M, L, sets were
selected were. generated. by. items 1, 2, and 3;. the other one-half were
generated by items 5, 6, and 7. . The 18 sets of H, M, and L subjects were
randomly assigned. to treatment combinations by placing. the names of each
H, M, L, set in .a. box and. by.matching. a given set of treatment combinations
with the name of a: 'H, M,. L,. set drawn .at. random.

Five sets..of three subjects each were selected from five groups in two
of the fraternities and four sets were selected from four .groups in the
other two fraternities. The four fraternities from which subjects were
chosen varied in size from 80 to 110 members. Each subject selected
for the experiment was. paid five dollars for participatingf All subjects
seiected participated in both sessions and no subjects. were dropped

from the analysis.
..Procedure

During Session I, each subject (H, M, or L) participated alone in
the autokinetic situation.. Through instructions the. .experimenter
anchored each member (either H, M, or L) on either a 1l-4 inch range, a
5-9 inch range, or on a 10-15 inch range. The only restriction was that
no two members of any. one group were established within the same range.
Thirty estimates were made by each subject in Session I. As close to
24 hours later as. possible,. each set of H, M, L subjects from the 18
groups returned for Session. II. This session showed the effects of
status on conformity to a. previously established range. Forty estimates
were obtained in Session II for each naive subject.

Instructions for Session I were as follows:

The results. of. .this experiment will. be useful for future
space . flight, . .so. try. to. make your. estimates as accurate
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as possible. I will give you the signal "ready'" and show
you ‘a point. of light. The light will start to move. It
will-move between (1-4, 5-9, 10-15, as the case might

be) inches. A few seconds. later the light will disappear.
Then tell me. the distance .it moved.

These parts of the. instructions. were then repeated:

I will give you.a signal 'ready" and show. you a point of
light.. The light. will move between (1-4, 5-9, 10-15, as
the case might b inches. . The light will then disappear and
you tell me the distance that it moved.

Instructions for Session II were the following:

The instructions for today's experiment are much the
same as yesterday. I will give you a signal 'ready"
and show you a point of light.. The light will start to
move. The light: will. disappear .and. you .are to..tell me
how far it moved. . The only difference between .today
~and yesterday is that I cannot tell you the range in
which the: light. is moving.

In both sessions, the subjects. sat 15 feet away. from an autokinetic
apparatus. “The entire series. of light onsets. and offsets was held con-
stant . through the use .of an automatic. timer...A four second interval
existed between each light onset and offset; a thirty second interval
existed between light offset and the next light onset. 1If a subject did
not see the light move on. a particular trial the experimenter remindé&d
the subject that "the. light moves every time.'  During Session I, if a
subject saw the light move a distance other than that which fell within
his specified range, the experimenter repeated that the light would
always move the number of inches specified in the instructions (i.e.,
either 1-4, 5-9, or 10-15).

At the beginning of each session, subjects were met at the end of
a long dark hall that led. to the experimental room, and were escorted

to their seats in: the light-proof. experimental room by. the. experimenter.

As only a shrouded: pencil. flashlight was used to facilitate. the seating
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process, subjects were not. able to obtain a clear notion as to the
dimensions of the room or the. nature. of. the experimental setup.

At the beginning of Session. I, subjects,wereJrandomly.assigned
seats with the single restriction being that no two. subjects in any
group could be assigned the same seat. At. the beginning of Session II,
subjects were ‘asked to take the same seat that they had the day before.
During Session II, the. order..of response from .the subjects was allowed
to take place naturally; that is, subjects were allowed. to decide as to
whether they would respond from right to left or from left to right.

As the experiment proved to be very ego-involving and invited many
questions, the experimenter told all subjects that it .was sponsored by
a grant from NASA and was for. "purposes of. determining whether people
can accurately judge. the distance that. a light moves. in a dark room."
Questions as to why. they were selected to participate in the experiment
were answered by saying that .they were members of X fraternity and that
the experimenter had always. gotten good. cooperation. from. that fratgrnity.
For this reason the. experimenter. had. randomly selected individuals from
that fraternity's roster in the student directory... Questions~thaf arose
as to why certain individuals. had to. participate in. .the second.seésion
together were answered by telling subjects that time,pressures'ﬁecessi—
tated using more people. at. the same time. and it. was. possible to do this
only if all sujbects had different ranges. . Thus, the possibility of any
one member influencing .any other. member would be. equally probable.

In order to analyze the data with regard to,the.randomi;ation
pattern, the .experiment. is regarded as a 32 factorial arrangement of
treatments with two factors, status (H, M,.L). and range or. arbitrariness

(1-4, 5-9, 10-15) each at. three levels. = The interactions, either AB of



AB?, were confounded within. three groups (i.e., blocks) in each of six

replications (replications,areunothreal)@".TheAconfounding@patg?rn was

the. following:
- Replication
Replication
Replication.
..Replication..
.. Replication

~ Replication .

No...

No.. ..

No..

No...

No..

No

5

o B

B i

AB
AB?
AB
AR?
AB

AB 2

Hence, the following experimental plan was suggested:

| Rep Noi 1
Rep No. 2
Rep No; 3
Rep No. 4
Rep No. 5

Rep No. 6.

Gp 1 Gp 2 Gp 3
00 01 02
12 . 10 20
2L ... . 22 11

Gp 4 Gp 5 Gp.6
00 . 02 01
11 . 10 12
22 ... .21 20

Gp 7. . Gp 8 Gp 9
00 01 02
12 10 20
21 22 11

Gp 10 Gp 11 Gp 12
00 02 01
11 10 12
22 21 20

Gp 13 Gp 14 Gp 15
00 01 02
12 10 20
21 22 11

Gp 16 Gp 17 Gp 18
00 02 01
11 10 12
22 21 _ 20
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS OF THE EXPERIMENT

Subject responses were recorded in each of the experimental sessions
in terms of each subject's estimate of the distance. in. inches. of light
movement. Similar to. the previous work. of. Pollis. and Montgomery (1966,
1968), an inspection of each.subjectﬁs estimates. in. Session. I. revealed
that anchoring subjects to their respective l-4,5-9, or 10-15, inch ranges
was successful, That is, no subject went outside. of his given range
during his last twenty estimates in Session I. Although all.subjects
were successfully anchored to their scales, it was expected. that the
degree of arbitrariness. of these scales. would. be accurately. reflected
through measures of variability in the direction of 10-15>5-9>1-4;
greater variability has been taken to mean greater. instability of the
judgmental framework with. the autokinetic effect (e.g.,.MacNeil, 1964;
Sherif & Harvey, 1952; Rohrer et él,,.and Walter, 1955).

Accordingly, a.variability score was computed for.each subject by

totaling the distance moved from estimate to.estimate. in Session I and
dividing. by the numer of. estimates. . An overall. analysis.of.variance
for the variability scores in. Session. I yielded. an.F. value of 44.54
which is statistically. significant. beyond the .001 level.

Table I summarizes. the. results using the Duncan's . range. test in
which X represents mean variability score values. for.1-4,.5-9, and 10-15

inch rénge subjects; r_. represents. the least.significant. standardized

P
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range values. taken from Duncan's tables; and Rp (standard error of a
mean multiplied by rp)hrepresents.the least significant range of the

distance between. any two.means among the ordered means. of 1-4, 5-9, and

10-15,1
TABLE I
MEAN. VARIABILITY SCORES. FOR. SESSION I
.. FOR 2 AND 3 GROUPS d.f.=51
Level of Range | Number of Groups
10-15 5-9 1-4 ' 2 3

_ rp 3.82 3.99%%
X: 1.86 1.43 .87 Rp .28 .30

#%Significant at the .01 level

Results are"in.theApredicted direction of 10-15>5-9>1-4 with mean
variability scores. being 1.86, 1.43, and .87 respectively. The range
test. shows 10-15>5-9 and 5-9>1-4 differences to be statistically signi-
fiéant beyond..the .0l.level. Hence, although all subjects were success-
fully anchored. to. their range. in terms of their estimates falling within
that range,.  the.degree. of arbitrariness of.the ranges was accurately
reflected. through. measures. of. variability in the direction.of 10-15>5-9>
1-4 in. Session I.

Session. II. constituted the source of crucial data in that a group

of three subjects,.H, M,.and L,. returned. with each member. possessing a

1For a discussion of the table format employed here with regard to
Duncan's Range. Test. see. Frank. J.. McGuigan, . Experimental. Psychology,
~ Englewood Cliffs:..Prentice-Hall, 1960, p. 176.
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different range. All estimates of distance falling inside each subject's
original scale were cumulated.. This constituted the subject's stability
score. Stability scores.are basic. to.testing. the relative conformity to

the previously‘internaiizedﬁrangeswh The. analysis of. wvariance for the

TABLE II

ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE FOR STABILITY

Source d.f. Mean Square F
Total 53
Between all Groups . . 17 . -46.52
Replications : : 5. ..... . 24,66
Groups in Replications . 12.. . 55.63
AB (1, 3, 5) : B 2. . 45.82
AB2(2, 4, 6) 2. 94.37
Inter-group Error . 8. . 49.67
AB X Reps. e A 91.70
AB2X Reps. . 4 : 7.59
Within all Groups .. .36 . 93.72
A (Status) S 2. . 217.39 5.63%%%
B (Arbitrariness) . = . 2 695.72 18,00%&%%
AXB o 4
AB (2, 4, 6) - . . 2 118.04 3.05
AB?(1, 3, 5) 2 , 114.82 2.97
Intra-group Error . 28 38.65
A X Reps. ' 10... 33.08
B X Reps. : 10 29.34
‘AB X Reps 4 79.59

ABZX Reps. 4 34.87

#%%Significant at the .0l level
***kSignificant at ther .00L level

As expected, neither Replications,. Groups. in Replications, nor the
interaction of Status and. Range. are significant. .Both.the main effects

of Status and:Range;are.significan£¢,hThe.effectnof”Status.haé'an F
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value of 5.63 and is statistically significant beyond. the .0L level; the
effect of Range has an‘FTvaluE‘df’lS;OO.and.is.statistically’significant
beyond the .00l level.

Table III summarizes. the results. using Duncan's range test.
‘Results are'in‘the:predictedmdirection.of“H>M>Lhwith mean-stability
scores being 19.28, 15.55, and 12.33, respectively.. The range test
shows H>L to be significant beyond the .0l level, but H>M and M>L are

not significant at the .05 level.

TABLE III

MEAN. STABILITY. SCORE VALUES. FOR STATUS
FOR: 2. AND. 3.GROUPS. d.£f. = 28

- Level of Status ... . .Number of Groups
H. M L , 2. . 3
rp . 2.90 3.04
Rp 4.25 4.45
X: 19.28 15.55 12.33
rp 3.91 4.08%%
Rp 5.72 5.98

**%Sjignificant at the .01 level

Under the conditions:defined. in this. experiment,..these. results
warrant the generalization that when different. autokinetic norms, ini-
tially anchored by the experimenter,. are internalized. by.H,.'M; and L
subjects and these 'subjects later appear. in a group.situation, conform-
ity to the previously internalized norm is. in the! directionm of H>M>L,
whereas compliance is in the direction. of L>M>H. The differences be-

tween high status and low is. statistically. significant;. the differences
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between high and medium and medium and low are not. statistically
significant. |

Results in the predicted. direction. of. 1-4>5-9>10-15 for.conformity
in terms of stability of range.didunot:opcur;:'Instead,‘conformity was
in the direction of 5=9>1-4>10+15.with stability.means. of 21.61, 16.33,

and 9.22 respectively. These results are. summarized in Table IV,

... TABLE IV

MEAN. STABILITY SCORE VALUES. FOR RANGE
FOR. 2 AND. 3 GROUPS. d.f.=28

Level of Status Number of Groups
5-9 1-4 10-15 2 3
rp 2,90 3.04%
- ‘ . Rp 4.25 4.45
X: 21.61 16.33 .. 9.22
Tp. 3,91 . 4,08%%

Rp. 5.72 - 5.98

*Significant at the .05 level

**%*Significant at the .01 level

Duncaun's range test shows the 5-9>»1-4. comparison to be significant

beyond the .05 level and the. 1-43>10-15. comparison. to. be statistically

significant beyond the .0l levelc Hence, conformity is in the direction

of 5-951-4510-15, while compliance. is. in..the. direction of.10-15>1-4>5-9,
An explanation for this.discrepancy. becomes. apparent.when. one looks

at the 3 X 3 table:din Table. V. .Here, levels of A (Status) respond

much the same across levels. eof. B..(Range).except at the 5~9 inch range.

At the 5-9 inch level of B,. all. levels. of. A, especially the H and M

status levels, are much. the same. ' Hence,.the following explanation is
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suggested: due to the peculiarity of the 5-9 inch member's middle
position, he can rapidly move back and.forth from top and bottom while
remaining very similar ‘to other members without ever leaving his 5-9
inch range. This is particularly.true when. the 1~4 inch member is near
the top of his range and when the.1l0-15 inch member is. near.the bottom
of ‘his range.:  Furthermore, this peculiarity. of position. for the 5-9
inch member occurs irrespective of. his level. of status. . Hence, the
differences between H and M -and M and. L in Table. III are not as signifi-
cant as they might have been:if. this peculiaritywofnposition did not

occur,

TABLE V

3 X 3 TABLE..FOR MEAN STABILITY. SCORES
. N = 9.per .cell

Status c L Range
—
1=4. 5-9 10-15
B | 21.67 22,50 13.67 19.28
A M 16.33 22.50 7.83 15.55
L 11.00 .| 19.83 6.17 - 12.33
16.33 21.61 9.22

Consistent with the”peculiar.inversionAof the. 5-9.and 1-4 inch
members found with the stability. measure,.we.would. expect. ecertain dis-
crepancies in other Session IT measures.to occur. such. as. . in:the .ability

to assimilate other members into:.one's.own.scale. .and in Session II
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variability scores. ' For .example, it has been noted by Pollis (1964)
that subjects who:are able to maintain. their original judgmental frame-
works intact tend also to provide a relatively.pdwerful basis for
anchoring the judgmental: process. of others. . Hence, we would expect
assimilation in Session II to be idn the direction of 5-9>1-4>10-15,

In contrast. to. the dependent measure of. assimilation,. we woqld
expect conformity in terms of. variability for. .Session.II. to.be in the
direction of'l;4>5—9'ﬁ.10515m” That is,.due. to. the 5-9 inch: member
maximizing his. similarity to the other two members by moving from the
top to the bottom of-his range from trial. to.:trial,. he would more
closely approximate the~10-15:inech range than the 1-4 inch range in
terms. of. wvariability.

. Assimilation scores were obtained for..each. subject by.cumulating

the'total'number'offestimates.falLing.within the subject's range (made
by the other Session II subjects).andﬂdividinghby.tﬁo. The. analysis of
variance for the ability of: Session .IL .subjects.to. assimilate others
into their framework is given in Table VI.

As with stability scores,. neither. Replications,. Groups.in Repli-
cations, nor interaction offStatusAand.Range,are“significant. The
efféct of Status has an F value of. 4.32. and is statistically significant
beyond the .025 level,: whereas. the. effect. of. Range. has..an F. value of
39.61 and is statistically. significant. beyond. the .00l level.

The Duncan'é‘range:testafor.theweffect-of;SLatus.isusummarized in
Table VII. Results are in the predicted.direction. of H>M>L:with mean
assimilation scores ofﬂ15;08,nll+08,mand"10125.respectively. However,
while H>L is significantﬁat:P<+05,Hand.H>M,is.significant:at P<.05,

M>L is not significant.at-the: .05.lewvel... . .



... TABLE VI

ANALYSTIS OF. VARIANCE FOR .ASSIMILATION

Sourxce d.f. ... . Mean Square F
Total 53
Between all Groups = 17 .. 11.63
Replications 5. . : 6.15
Groups in Replications. 12 .. 13.82
AB (1, 3, 5) 2. 11.45
AB (2, 4, 6) 2 22.35
Inter-group Error 8 12.41
AB X Reps. 4 22.93
AB X Reps-. 4 1.90
Within all Groups 36 9.43
A (Status) 2 120.17 4,32%%
B (Arbitrariness) 2 1099.35 .. 39.61%%%%
AXB 4
AB (2, 4, 6) 2 44,25
AB2{(1, 3, 5) 2. . 44.07
Intra~group Error 28 27.76
A X Reps. 10 . 23.17
B X Reps. 10 32.78
AB X Reps. 4 33.73

AB’X Reps- 4 20.66

**Significant at the .025 level
*%k*Significant at the .00l level
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Under the conditionS“defined:in this experiment,. these results
warrant the generalization that when different norms,. initially anchored
by the experimenter,.ére#intefnaliieﬁmby“H,.M,.and,L subjeets and these
subjects later appear in a group. situation,. conformity. to. the previously
internalized norm is in the direction of. H>M>L,. whereas. compliance is in
the direction of L>M>H.. ' The differences. between. high and low. and the
differences between high-and medium are. statistically. significant; the

difference between medium and:lew is.not. statistically.significant.

... TABLE VII

MEAN: ASSIMILATION. SCORE VALUES. FOR STATUS
FOR 2 AND: 3. GROUPS. d.f. = 28

Level of Status v : Number of Groups
H M Lo 2 3
X: 15.08 11.08 10.25 .. . rp 2.90 3.04%

Rp 3.60 3.76

*#Significant at the .05 level

Results for the effects of Range or Arbitrariness. utilizing the
dependent measure of assimilation are. given in.Table VIII. .As.expected,
and similar to the results obtained.with the. stability. measure,. results
are in the direction of: 5-9>1-4>10-15 with assimilation. means of 20.17,
11,69, and 4.56, respectively. Differences. between 5-9>1-4 and 1-4>10-15
are significant beyond thé: .0l level and. to. a.much. greater. extent than
when stability measures were used... Although .this is again. discrepant
with what was originally predicted,hitmisuconsisxentwwithmthew;esults

found with stability measures. That is, the subjects with:ithe 5-9 inch
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scale, because of their peculiar position in. the middle, made estimates
comparatively often. within their scale... This. in. turn provided a rela-

tively powerful basis for anchoring. the judgmental. process. of others.

“:rvi... TABLE VIII

MEAN. ASSTMILATION. SCORE. VALUES. FOR. RANGE
©'FOR "27AND: 3. GROUPS. d.f. = 28

Level of Arbitrariness Number of Groups
5-9 1-4. . 10-~15 2 3
X: 20,17 11.69 4.56 rp 3.91 4.08%*

Rp 4.85 5.06

*%Significant at the .0l level

Similar to the presentation of mean stability scores in Table V,
mean assimilation scores are presented. in a 3X 3. table in Table IX.
Again at the 5-9 inch level,. the wvalues. of. B. are similar, irrespective
of levels of status. Hence,“aéﬂwith.stabilityﬂmeasures,"the differences
between status are not as significant. as they might have been if this
peculiarity of position: had not. occurred.. . The exception.to. this is the
medium status member at: the.5-9. inch range,. whose. scores. may be an
underestimate as a function: of sampling. error... Ilf so, then this under-
estimation reduces: the medium status. member's. overall assimilation mean
and in turn makes him wvery: similar. to. the. low. status. member. in his over-
all ability to:'assimilate others.

Consistent with the  peculiar inversion. in. the. direction. of 5-9>1-4>
10-15 for stability and: assimilation measures,. we. would expect varia-

bility scores. for Session II. to.be.in a different. direction with the 1-4
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inch range being less variable than the 5-9, and the 5-9 inch range more
closely approximating the 10-15 inch range. . Accordingly, a variability
score was computed for. each. subject.by. totaling the distance moved from

estimate to estimate in. Session II.and. dividing. by. the number of

estimates.
TABLE IX
3 X 3 TABLE FOR MEAN ASSIMILATION SCORES
N = 9 per cell
Status Range
B
1-4 5-9 10-15
H 16.58 .. 21.50 7.17 15.08
A M 10.75 18.00 4,50 11.08
L 7.75 21.00 2.00 10.25
11.69 20.17 - 4.56

The overall analysis. of variance for variability measures taken
from each subject's. estimates. in. Session II is shown in Table X. Only
the Range effects.are significant beyond the .05 level with an F value
of 3.97.

The effects. of Status. when using variability scores, though not
significant, are in. the. predicted. direction of H>M>L for conformity
and L>M>H for compliance. . The Variability means for H, M, and L are

2.51, 2.64, and 2.76, respectively.



TABLE X

ANALYSIS. OF VARIANCE FOR. VARIABILITY
DURING SESSION II

Source d.f. Mean Square F
Total : 53
Between all Groups 17 1.664
Replications 5 . 960
Groups in Replications 12 1.957
AB (1, 3, 5) 2 2,018
AB (2, 4, 6) 2 2.591
Inter—-group Error 8 1.783
AB X Reps. 4 1.497
AB X Reps. 4 2,068
Within all Groups 36 .500
A (Status) 2 .288
B (Arbitrariness 2 1.849 3,97%
AXB 4
AB (2, 4, 6) 2 .27
AB2(1, 3, 5) 2 .076
Intra-group Error 28 465
A X Reps. 10 <415
B X Reps. 10 .566
AB X Reps. 4 .248
AB?X Reps. 4 .559

#Significant beyond the .05 level
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Results of the Duncan's range. test for the effect of Arbitrariness

of Range appear in Table XI and are in the predicted direction. That

TABLE XI

MEAN VARIABILITY SCORE VALUES. FOR RANGE
... FOR..2. AND. 3 GROUPS d.f. = 28

Level of. Arbitrariness Number of Groups
5-9 10-15 1-4 2 3
rp 2.90 3.04%

X: 2.83 2.82 2.26 Rp 46 49

*Significant at the .05 level

is, the 1-4 inch range shows the least variability, while the 5-9 and
10-15 inch ranges are approximately equal in variability. The variabil-
ity means are 2,26, 2.83, and 2.82, respectively. While 5-9>1-4 and
10-15>1-4 differences: are significant beyond the .05 level, there is no
significant difference between the 5-9 and 10-15 inch ranges. Thus the
explanation for the inversion. found with the 5-9 inch range being more
greatly conformed to. than. the 1-4 inch.range. is supported. That is, the
5-9 inch member remains. more stable and assimilates other members: better,

while demonstrating. greater.variability from trial. to trial.



CHAPTER VI
. INTERPRETATION. OF RESULTS
Summary and Conclusions

To provide:an.empirical.éheck.on the relationship. between status
and conformity, high. (H), mediumu(M),.apdmlowp(L)Mstatus;members.of real
groups Were.brought_into.aﬂlaborato;y,situation.with"each.member possess—'
ing a different judgmental.scale,u In order. to implement. the reseafch, |
the autokipetic effect'was,utilized.fdr.two.sessionsﬁﬁ In Session I,
subjects of H, M, and L status barticipated in the experiment alone and
formed>judgmental;scales.varying.injarbitrarinessA(iee@,vl—A, 5-9, or
10-15 inches). In Session II the H, M; and L. subjects. returned in:groups
of 3 in order that conformity. to. the previously.internalized scale
might be determined.

Under the conditions¢of,this.experiment,vmaiﬁmfindingsﬁmay be
sﬁmmarized as follows:

1. Inspection of. the. data. showed. establishment. of. the three: scales,
varying in thedir degrees. of arbitrariness, for.gll»subjects.during Session
I. fhis constituted.a.sucéessful.énchoring,of.all.naive.subjects to the
desired scales, as. that scale. was. internalized. under. the different scale
conditions of 1-4,.S;Q,LandhlﬁslSHinches@ Althoﬁgh:all.subjects were
succéssfully anchored. to. their. scales, the. degree of. arbitrariness of the
scale was accurately. reflected: through measures of variability with arbi-

trariness being in.the expected direction of 10-15>5-9>1-4 during Session I.

44
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2. Group members-of H;, M, and L status maintained their relative
positions when put under compliance pressure in a test of gpnformity to
previously internalized norms;‘“Conformity'waslfound'to be in the direc-
tion of H>M>L"and'compliance'waswaUnd“torbe'iﬁ-the:direction of‘LLM>H
for the three.de?endent“measures;—stability5'assimilation;-anﬁ-variabilﬁy
In n0fcase.waS“evidence“fvund‘for'the,médium statusimember'either éon—
forming. or: complying tova“greater#extentvthan“the'high?and 1bWFstatus
members... Statistical:significance was found forxH}Lsmbutgno;;for H>M, or
M>L with the stability“measurefand'foruﬁ>Lgand;H§M;?butnnotwfor.M>L with
the,assimilation:measure:'{Statistical"significanCE“was”nOtmfougdafor
H>L, H>M;‘and"M>L‘with“the‘varia%ility“meaSure,'aAlthoughjthe‘éf;tistical
evidencefis:notvciearcut, -takenwcviiectiveiytit“téﬁdSifo“suppofthfhe
mainﬂhypothesis'ofwconformityfinmthe‘directionfoqu>MﬁDraﬁdf§QmpLiéﬁce
in the'direction.of“L$M>H.j' R o ‘“'““ ”“”M”M:'f”Hh;4x

3', Members'of“érdupS“whO'péssessed‘ranges;varying iﬁ degrees of
arbitrarineSStin'the“direﬁfion”offlbhlﬁ>5—9>l—4'incheS;conformed‘to thgse
rangeS'invtherdirection"of“5=9§l;4>10—15,if'stability'and assimilation
measures. are considered.:Iftvariébility“measﬁres7are”considered, however,
conformity;waS'in“theﬁprédicted dirpction‘of”l—4>5r9'210—15'with the 5-9
inch;range“more“clOsely@approximatigg*that“of*thé 10+15:than the.l-4 inch
range...The:foilowingfe%pianatiunff@fﬁthese resultsris?pfﬁerédﬁ the
greaterconformity?tb?tﬁ6?5+9fiﬂiﬁ?range;ﬁusing?stability:#ndrHSSimilation
 measures, was due to the peculiarity of the:subject's range being in the
middle:and“hencethis:beingrableltormaximizedhES“sigilarity;tprother
members:by‘movingtfromftOp:torbattom’of’his;range”frOM”tniallto trial.

Resultsvobtained.supportVthis*fnf?rpretatioﬁ;f:Alifdifferéﬁpes in

the'direction‘of.5~9>Ir4>10%15"were*étatistically“significant when
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stability and assimilation measures are. considered. .When variébility
measures éfé considered, conformity. to. the. 1~4. inch range was signifi-
cantly greater than to the 5-9. inch. range. Conformity, in terms of
"variability, for the. 5-9.and 10-15 inch members was. approximately
equivalent. Finally,. as the greater effects of. conformity for the 5-9
inch range members  occurred. irrespective of status (i.e., the means
were approximately' the same for H, M, and L), when stability and assimi-
lation are considered, differences between levels of status were reduced.
4, The evidence that:conformity by H, M, and L statﬁs mémbérs of
a group was in the direction. of H>M>L, and that compliance was in the
direction of L>M>H,'indicates that the conformity-compliance distinction
is a useful one and might. go far in explaining discrepancies in the past
literature. If an indirect relationship, i.e., one in the direction of
L>M>H, is found by an investigator, then chances are he is studying com-
pliant behavior rather than conformity. That is, in a compliant situ-
ation, we expect an’ indirect: relationship, because individuals are being
pressured into making' judgments that are contrary to their actual per-
ception of the situation. . If a direct relationship is obtained, i.e.,
H>M>L, then the investigator: is probably studying conformity, i.e.,
behavior regarded as keeping.within the individual's actual perception
of ‘the situation.
In summary, high status members are more likely to exhibit

behavior in keeping with: previously internalized judgmental scales
(i.e., conformity) while: eliciting compliance from other members. Low
status members are more likely to exhibit behavior inconsistent with
previously internalized judgmental scales (iee;, compliance) while

eliciting little compliance: from other members with regard to their
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judgmehtal scales. Middle status members lie between high. and low status
members in both their degrees of. conformity and compliance.

5. In addition, these obtained findings of. conformity in the direc-
tion of H>M>L provide evidence that the curvilinear relationship found
in other laboratory. studies,. in which. conformity or compliance was great-
est by medium status members, might. have been a function.of the artifi-
ciality of the situation and. hence bears no relation. to. the. behavior of
groups in real. life situations. The finding in. the present. study that
high status‘membersuuﬁdergo.less.displacement.of.previously internalized
standards than do medium, and that medium status. members undergo less
displacement than do lows,. is. similar to. the. results..of. field. studies
and suggests that in. "real life,!' internalized standards. undergo less
displacement in the order of H»M>L. As no. curvilinear. relationship was
found in this study,. these results seem to indicate. that. the. distinction
made by Pollis (1964). and. Pollis. and Montgomery (1966; 1968): between
group and togetherness. is a useful one. That is,. it may not:be wvalid to
extrapolate the findings of status and conformity in. togetherness
situations to,group.situationsa

6. Finally, as conformity was in the direction.of.H>M>L and
compliance was in the direction of. L>M>H, no. evidence was. found that
supports Homans' prediction. for. conformity. in.the direction.ofi H =L>M
and/compliance in the.direction of M»>H =L. Results. of. this study; taken
in conjunction with the results of other field studies ahd field. experi-
ments, suggest that. although quans' theory might account for the
results of. a few laboratory—togethernéss investigations,. it. has little
relevance for the. conformity or compliance of members. in. real. .groups.

Moreover, as Homan's theory explains the results. of only.a few laboratory



48

studies, while neglecﬁing,the results of other laboratory étudies that
point to either a\difect or inverse relationship, it is. suggested that
Homans' theory of conformity and its relation to status be regarded at
least as an incomplete. description of these events,.if not as an

inadequate one.
Implications for Future Research

.Asvthe.individualsvin.thel"groups” in this research were members of
fraternities or "formal. institutions' it would be unwise: to generalize
the results of thisbresearch to all "small informal.grouﬁs." AlthougﬁA
there. is no. reason. to suppose.thatfthe basic relationship.foﬁnd.in this
study between statﬁs and,conformity.sﬁouldvdiffer,in.other:groups,permms
the relationship. would be more 'clearcut" than it was.in this.study if
small informal groups:of highér solidarity were studied in a similar
situation. Perhaps the status and role: relationships. formed among
members inwa.fraternity.aremnot.as.strong.as,.forvexample,“thosewformed
among members of a‘stfeet gang.. For this reason,. it.would: be. advisable
in future research to. investigate highly solid "natural'' groups which
have .been intensively studied. over long. periods.of time.as,did:MécNeil
(1967):and Sherif.and,Sherifv(1964)0_'

Another implication for future research has to do with: a comparison
of sociometric groups with structures generated by the "liking" items
and those generated by the "effective initiative!' items...As this was
not of primary concern. in this study,. the. investigator.attempted to
eliminate“itﬁaslmﬁch_as.possible by means.of selecting H, M, and L
subjects within. these types of groups who maintained their.relative

positions. across. all items. .Judging.from.prévious.work‘doneﬁby‘MacNeil
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(1967) and Verba {1961), it. is.possible that. the effects.of. status on
conformity found. in. this. experiment are products of differences in the

"

degree of "effective initiative" only and that few of the differences

are a result of the members. "liking' each other. Hence, if.one separated

'"and: "effective: initiative,"

the groups. generated. on. the basis. of "liking'
then. possibly. no. differences. might. be found. in.H, M, and. L' status
~members. in. groups. selected. on. the basis. of. the. "liking' items; but
large: differences. in. H, . M, . and. L. might. be. found. in. groups. selected on
the basis of: the "effective initiative" items.

A final implication. for future. research. might. be. the. peculiar
inversion of. the 1-4 and. 5-9 inch ranges found in the stability and
assimilation. measures even. though. the. 1-4.inch. range. is. the. 'natural
range.established.intthelmajorityhof autokinetic.experiments.. Holding
status variables constant,.perhaps in a given "real life' situation, if
three friends have standards. differing in degrees of. arbitrariness on
a given. issue,. the member. with. the moderately. arbitrary. position will
be best able. to. assimilate. the other. two. members. into. his. way: of seeing
things while maintaining. his. own position.

In terms.of assimilation. and. contrast. theory. as. proposed. by Sherif
and Hovland .(1961),. the member advocating the middle position would be
the member. best. able to. assimilate others while avoiding. contrast
effects, as.his range is the closest of anyone's to that of the other
two. members.. . For this reason, the final concensus. becomes. biased toward
the moderately. arbitrary individual. rather than the individuél proposing
the least arbitrary.or most natural position when other factors, such as

situation-specific prestige, and group solidarity are held constant.
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APPENDIX A

Name:

In terms of being friendly and socializing, some of the people in
your fraternity may be thought. of as constituting sub-groups.: Indicate
as many of these groups as you are aware of by.using. as.many. of the
following charts as you need.. In addition, next to. every person's name
in each sub-group, indicate whether. you belleve him to be a hlgh "),
middle (M) or low (L) status member. of. that sub-group.

Group 1l: S : Group 2:
Group 3: Group 4:
Group 5: : v Group 6:
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Name:

Within each sub-group, list in rank order those individuals who
demonstrate the most effective ability for getting plans. and -activities
started.

Group 1: o . Group 2:

Group 3: Group 4:

Group 5:- ~Group 6:
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Name:

Finally, it can be said .that..some .of the. individuals. within each
of the previously listed.sub=groups. are. more popular.than other indivi-
duals. in. that. sub=groups: - Try.to. list each member of - every sub=group in
terms of his popularity-in that. sub-group. by. going. from the most popular
‘to the least popular.

Group 1: .ew-. ..Group 2:

Group 3: . Group 4:

Group 5: ‘ L Group 6:




APPENDIX B

Name: v Yr. in College:

This is part of a study being conducted in .an attempt to get a national .
picture concerning college fraternity member socialization patterns. It
has been hypothesized that socialization patterns started during pledge
days are important in setting the pattern as to what happens during Junior
and Senior years. Your. statements will. be held inthe strictest of confidence
and will not be used in any way to evaluate you.. Names are needed only
for the .coding of IBM cards which will be sent to. another campus. Your
help is needed and appreciated.

1. List in order-of importance those fraternity brothers who constitute
your closest circle of friends.

2. Of the above, with whom.do you spend the most time?. . (List in order
of amount of. time. spent)

3. 1If housing were to.be set up in units.capable.of. handling six
people, who would be the five.people you.would.choose. to live with?
(List in order of ‘preference)

1) R 4)
2) L ... .5).
3)
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4,

6.
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If you had to depend on a friend's judgment in a difficult situation
who would you trust first? (List in order of preference)

If campus civil defense units were created and you were a part of it,
who among your friends could get the plans and activities of your
group started and see that things get done? (List in order of
acceptibility)

Who would you pick to take orders from in the small group of half a
dozen or. so that you would be with? (List in order. of preference)

Who would you pick to be the Lieutenants? Name Two:

Generally, would you say that most of your close friends are also
members who pledged. the same time as you, or are they from other
classes? Why do you think this is so? (Whatever. the case may be)
Please write a sentence or two concerning this.  Thank you.
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