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To Dad

Terribly unschooled; finely educated

Anticipating with pride the day I would
finish "whatever it is you are learning"

Knowing as few do that education is not
learning

Living too long; dying too soon
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A. Introduction

The research which follows consists of a set of
three studies of the effects of human relations training
on participants' Self-Monitoring of Expressive Behavior.
The Self-Monitoring Scale is an instrument constructed
by Snyder (1974) to measure the ability of people to
pick up cues from others concerning appropriate behavior
in various situations and to adjust their behavior in
accord with those cues. Self-Monitoring in these studies
is conceived as a measure of subjects' sensitivity to
others, i.e., to behaviors deemed appropriate by others.

The purpose of these studies is to provide an inves-
tigation of sensitivity (defined by the Self-Monitoring
Scale) in human relations groups which is based on a
demonstrably reliable and standardized instrument. As
the review of the literature which follows illustrates,
most studies of sensitivity in human relations groups
have neither used reliable instruments nor been well
controlled. These studies aim to fill those gaps.

1
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This report consists of a review of the literature
and three separate, but related, studies. The first was
a pilot study of Self-Monitoring in six university human
relations groups using a laboratory method. Because sim-
ilar treatments were administered to all six groups, con-
trol in the study was less than ideal. Though the groups
acted as comparisons for each other, there was no real
control group. Nevertheless, unexpected results en-
couraged more stringent investigation.

The second study investigated in more detail and
with greater control the effects on Self-Monitoring of
human relations experience using both a laboratory and a
case study approach. An additional control group which
received no treatment at all was also used. This study
constituted the major body of the research and incorpo-
rated, in addition, an attempt at longitudinal follow-up.

The. third study investigated Self-Monitoring in a
group with content and methodology similar to human
relations classes, but unrelated to a university setting.
It involved a residential laboratory in Organizational
Effectiveness Training sponsored by Consultant/Trainers

Southwest.

B. Previous Research on Sensitivity

A number of studies have been designed specifically

to test whether participants in human relations groups



do, in fact, learn to be more sensitive to others. The
weight of the results, insofar as they are methodologically
reliable, indicates that sensitivity to cues from others
may be learned in such groups, but the evidence is not
unanimous. In this section, we shall examine some of those
studies on sensitivity in human relations groups.

Gage and Exline (1953) conducted an early study on
the accuracy of interpersonal perception by participants
in discussion groups. Using judgments by peers as their
baseline criteria, they found no clear-cut change in the
ability of participants in four groups to predict the
responses of other participants. They did discover, how-
ever, that those members whose opinions were most like
the group average were judged to have the highest sensi-
tivity to the feelings of fellow members. This implies
that perceived sensitivity is a function of the similarity
of one's views to the views of the group as a whole.

Wedel (1957), in a large study of 18 human relations
groups at the National Training Laboratories Green Lake
laboratory found some tendencies toward increased insight
and a resulting ability to predict the responses of others,
but the trends were not statistically significant. Data
was gathered through the use of sociometric tests of
social perception and from opinion blanks about the groups.

These tests were administered to three hundred and thirty-



three participants before, during and after training.

In the same year, Bennis, Burke, Cutter, Harrington,
and Hoffman (1957) conducted a study to assess the dis-
crepancies between "actual self" and "ideal self" among
twelve students in a semester-long T-group. Using a 34-
item inventory of possible role behaviors (e.g., "tries
to understand the contributions of others"), students
rated themselves on a 7-point scale on the basis of how
accurately each of the behaviors described their actual
role behavior and their ideal role behavior. No changes
in sensitivity between actual self and ideal self were

found. Bennis et al noted that the difficulties were at

least partly methodological and entitle their article
"A Note on Some Problems of Measurement and Prediction
in a Training Group."

While these studies indicated no increase in sensi-
tivity to the cues from others, another, larger body of
research indicates that changes did, in fact, take place
in sensitivity groups. In an early work by Kelley and
Pepitone (1952) of a college course in human relations
at MIT, 146 men in seven sections of the course were
tested in three different groups, one each at the begin-
ning, the midpoint, and the end of the course. The data-
gathering instruments were three Management Techniques
Problems (i.e., three different case studies on mana-

gerial style). Subjects provided 20 minutes of written
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analysis on each problem, and the written analyses were
then content analyzed. Kelley and Pepitone found a
statistically significant change, from relatively nega-
tive to relatively positive, in subjects' attitudes during
the course. The changes were in the direction of more
sensitivity to the needs, feelings, and general welfare
of the workers mentioned in the problems.

A few years after Bennis et al had taken note of the

methodological difficulties of research with training
groups, Burke and Bennis (1961) attempted to resolve some
of the difficulties in a follow-up study. They investi-
gated, in this later study, not only the relationship
between perceived actual self and perceived ideal self,
but also the relationship between self-percept and per-
ception of one's self by others. They devised The Group
Semantic Differential Test as the data-gathering instru-
ment and administered it to participants in human relations
training at the 1958 NTL Summer Laboratory at Bethel,
Maine. They found significant convergence both in real
and ideal self (as self-perceived), and between self-
percept and perception by others.

Miles, Cohen, and Whitam (1959), used pre- and post-
test administrations of the Gibb-Miles Group Behavior
Task to study 154 subjects at five different training
laboratories. The test was scored on four variables:

a) sensitivity to feelings, b) sensitivity to behaviors,



c) sensitivity to group decisions, and d) diagnostic

ability. Miles et al found that participants in these

five training laboratories consistently increased in
sensitivity to feelings, but not in sensitivity on the
other measures.

Lohman, Zenger, and Weschler (1959) attempted to
determine whether changes occur in students' self-per-
ceptions and their perceptions of trainers during a
human relations group. They used the Gordon Personal
Profile, which measures a) ascendancy, b) responsibility,
c) emotional stability, d) sociability, and e) a total
self-evaluation, a score determined by summing the other
four measures. On this measure, students rated them-
selves and the trainer. In addition, the trainer's self-
perception was also obtained. Among other results, Lohman

et al found that at the end of the group, students' per-

ception of the trainer and the trainer's self-perception
tended to converge. Apparently participants in this

human relations group were, after training, better able

to predict responses by the leader. This finding, however,
was not statistically significant. Furthermore, the

study had serious methodological problems in that con-
trols were very loose. Participants, for instance,
answered the same pre- and post-test questionnaire and
there was not a control group. The nonsignificant trend

may have been merely the result of increased sensitivity



to taking the same test twice!
In a series of management training laboratories,
Bass (1962) studied reactions to the film "Twelve Angry

Men" as a technique for detecting sensitivity to inter-
personal relationships. The film was shown to thirty-
four managers before and after a two-week human relations
group. The measurement of sensitivity was the completion
of sentence stems about occurrences or characters in the
film. For example, one sentence stem was "The reason that
the architect (Henry Fonda) went to the drinking fountain

was that...," and another was, "The old man changed his

vote because... Results indicated that sensitivity to
interpersonal relationships in the film increased signi-
ficantly as a consequence of participation in the manage-
ment training laboratory. Controls, however, were again
very loose, and scores may have been increased simply by
taking the test twice or by seeing the film twice.

To counter that possibility, Bass showed the film to
two other groups of trainees after their training only,
and these trainees responded to this post-test in ways
similar to the first group, suggesting to Bass that in-
creased sensitivity must be due to the training and not
to seeing the film twice. In spite of the methodological
difficulties, this study is uniquely interesting because,

while Bass studied sensitivity as a consequence of human

relations training, his concern was with sensitivity to
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phenomena other than those related directly to the people

in the human relations group. Interpersonal sensitivity
was tested in relationship to characters in the film, not
to people in the human relations group itself.

Blansfield (1962) reported a series of five-day, live-
in human relations groups used in the organizational
development effort of a large national corporation which
employed 3500 people. The report is an anecdotal case
study, and is completely uncontrolled, but on the basis
of feedback questionnaires completed by participants,
there occurred a) g;eater awareness of the reactions of
others to one's self, b) greater consciousness of one's
relations to others, and c) new sensitivity to, and tol-
erance of, the feelings, aims, and ambitions of others.

In a significant study of especially mixed results,
five months after a human relations laboratory, and again
seven months afterward, Sikes (1964) tested twelve per-
sons who had completed the laboratory experience. On
both occasions, pairs of participants were placed in
small discussion groups with control subjects. After
each discussion, each person ranked every other person
in the discussion group on five performance factors and
then predicted how he was ranked by each of the other
members. Sikes hypothesized that those people who had
received human relations training would 1) be more

accurate in predicting the responses of other members in



the group, and 2) be perceived by other members of the
group as being more effective participants. At both the
five-month and the seven-month interval, participants
who had received human relations training were seen as
more effective group members than those who had not.
However, they were not necessarily more accurate in pre-
dicting the responses of other members; in fact, the
results on this hypothesis were so mixed as to be unin-
terpretable: at the five-month interval, human relations
participants were significantly more accurate than were
controls in predicting the responses of other members of
the group, but at the seven-month interval they were not.
Does that mean that between the fifth and the seventh
month they lost the ability to predict accurately? (If
so, why at the particular interval tested--why not at
the first month, or after the seventh, or some other
time?) Or were there, rather methodological problems in
measuring accuracy of perception, related to dual admin-
istrations of the testing procedures?

The well-known recent work of Lieberman, Yalom, and
Miles (1973) also supports the proposition that partici-
pants in human relations groups learn sensitivity to the

cues of others. 1In their massive work, Lieberman et al

used at least 17 instruments or techniques for gathering
data from 248 subjects in 17 experimental groups (using

10 approaches) and 1 control group. In addition, 29
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observers were present at group meetings to provide
data in at least seven additional ways. The instruments
provided data on a wide range of phenomena related to
participant outcomes, leadership, and group climate. Of

the mass of data Lieberman et al report, our concern

here is with that portion which touches upon sensitivity
to self and others.

In self-reports from participants, among the changes
most often acknowledged, both at the immediate termination
of human relations groups and siX to eight months later,
was "increased awareness of self and others" (p. 95).

These self-reports were confirmed by the perceptions
of leaders. At the termination of each group, the leader
rated each member on nine eleven-point scales, which
asked him to compare each member with people from groups
he had led in the past. Each participant was rated
twice, first as perceived by the leader at the end of
the group, and then as the leader recalled the partici-
pant during the first couple of meetings. The distance
between these "now" and "then" judgments was the measure

with which Lieberman et al were concerned. The nine

scales rated Openness, Sensitivity (defined as "Sensiti-
vity to others' feelings and reactions, understanding of
others"), Spontaneity, Self Understanding, Closeness,

Anger, Collaboration, Positive Self-image, and Happiness.

"Sensitivity" was among the dimensions on which leaders
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saw members changing most.

Differences between experimental participants and
controls was examined on the basis of 33 indices which
were organized into five areas: Values and Attitudes,
Behavior, Self, Conceptions of Others, and External
Relationships. Participants were found, immediately
following the group, to have increased their valuation
of such concepts as "Learning How Others See Me" and
for "Changing Some of the Ways I Relate to People,"
while the valuation by controls of these concepts de-
creased. Furthermore, six to eight months later,
differences on this valuative dimension were retained,
while differences among most other measured dimensions
had completely attenuated.

As Lieberman et al note, these changes, while im-

portant, are largely internal to participants, and may
or may not be apparent to others: "Behavioral manifes-
tations, the index to others that an individual had
changed, are not pronounced as overall effects of
encounter groups" (p. 116). Behavioral changes appear
particularly unstable in this study. Although immedi-
ately following the group experience participants in-
creased both in their coping ability and in their
perception of their behavior as being more interperson-
ally adequate, differences on the former measure (which

might be interpreted as responding to cues from other
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people as to appropriate behavior) had completely dis-
sipated by the time of the long-term post-test at eight
months. In spite of some methodological testing problems,

Lieberman et al found some changes in sensitivity as a

result of human relations training, but those changes
were not necessarily lasting.

In summary, the research on sensitivity training
presents considerable evidence that participants in
human relations training groups learn to be more sensi-
tive to the cues of others and more aware of the impact
of their own behavior upon others and of others' behavior
upon themselves. The evidence, however, is not unanimous,
and is plagued by serious theoretical and methodological
problems. We turn, now, to further examination of some
of the problems with measurement and theoretical con-

structs related to the concept of sensitivity.

C. Difficulties with Research on Sensitivity

1. Problems with Adequate Control
Several difficulties reside with the studies des-
cribed in the previous section, not the least of which
is the lack of proper design controls. Several of the
preceding studies used no control groups at all, and
some others used only comparison groups, all of which
received similar treatments.

The most obvious violation of good research design
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is the anecdotal study by Blansfield (1962). It was
simply the reporting of experiences with human relations
training in an organizational development effort, and
some rudimentary data from feedback questionnaires is
provided. The study did not purport to be experimental,
however, so perhaps it should not be judged harshly by
those standards.

Other studies, however, did purport to be experi-
mental, and are almost as disappointing. Both Bennis
et al (1957) and Lohman, Zenger, and Weschler (1959),
for example, investigated only one experimental group,
and used no control subjects.

A number of other studies followed the same pattern,
that of failing to use control subjects, but used more
than one experimental group. In such cases, at least
the groups may provide some sort of comparisons for each
other. Among those studies which incorporated a design
using several experimental groups, but no control groups,
were Gage and Exline (1953), 4 groups; Miles, Cohen, and
Whitam (1959), 5 groups; Wedel (1957), 18 groups; and
Burke and Bennis (1961), 6 groups.

A few other studies had relatively better controls.
Bass's work (1962) is at least acceptable. In order to
provide controls on a group that initially was not con-
trolled, he administered the open-ended questions about

the film to a second group as a post-test only. The
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results were very similar to the results obtained from
the group which received both the pre- and the post-test.
The findings are somewhat contaminated, however because
the groups were not conducted or observed at the same
time. How can one be sure that the second group had not
heard from the first group about the study, and that as
a result their responses on the post-test were not
purely those of a once-only test? On the other hand, the
belated control was considerably better than none at all.
Kelley and Pepitone (1952) designed considerably
more control into the research. Using 7 sections of a
human relations course, data-gathering instruments were
administered to 3 sections at the beginning of the course,
to 2 sections at the midpoint, and to 2 sections at the
end of the course. This, it seems, may provide a con-
siderable degree of control. Unfortunately, this much
better use of controls was combined with the use of
questionable instruments) open-ended written analyses of
case studies), and as a result Kelley and Pepitone's
findings are not as unambiguous as one might desire.
Sikes (1964) used controls both imaginatively and
with sound design. Five and seven months after the human
relations training ended, he mixed experimental subjects
(who had received training) and control subjects (who
had not received training) together in discussion groups,

and then measured their accuracy in predicting the
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responses of others, This unique design for controls
seems sound, but the results concerning the sensitivity
of participants to others (with accuracy as the criterion)
were decidedly ambiguous because greater sensitivity was
displayed by experimentals at the fifth month, but not at
the seventh month.

The Lieberman, Yalom, and Miles study (1973), the
largest and most recent of the major studies, did incor-
porate adequate controls. In addition to the 17 exper-
imental groups (which examined ten approaches to human
relations training) which could be used as comparison
dgroups for each other, an additional group, a course in
Race and Prejudice, was used as a control group and con-
tained 38 subjects. One difficulty with the study may be,
ironically, that such a mass of data was gathered. Two
methodological problems may have resulted: a) with so
much data in raw form, analysis was difficult, and b) the
taking of some of the data may have contaminated other
data, and there was no check on that.

Well-controlled studies of human relations training
are a rarity, with only the Lieberman, Yalom, Miles (1973)
and the Sikes (1964), and possibly one or two others
qualifying in that category. There is a dire need for

such controlled study of human relations groups,
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2. Problems with Instrumentation

The problem of controls in human relations training
is a general one which contaminates most such studies,
regardless of the particular outcome of phenomenon being
studied. We turn, in this section, to a more specific
problem, one peculiar to the research of sensitivity as
an outcome of human relations training. In this section
we shall examine the instrumentation which has been used
in previous studies. In the following section, we shall
look into some of the basic conceptual and theoretical
issues inherent in the concept of sensitivity. Actually
the two sections--instrumentation and conceptual issues--
are inter-related, but we have arbitrarily separated them
here for ease of discussion.

The methods that have been used to measure sensiti-
vity are almost as numerous as the studies. One charac-
teristic of previous research on sensitivity in groups
has been the multiplicity of idiosyncratic instrumentation
(Cooper and Mangham, 1971). Open-ended questionnaires,
ad hoc instruments prepared for (and used with) one par-
ticular study, and peer ratings are the rule, not the
exception. The use of standardized measures of any sort
is extremely rare.

We have discussed ten research studies which in some
manner investigate sensitivity as an outcome of human

relations training. Of those, three relied on open-ended
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questionnaires of some sort. The Blansfield (1962) data
was all provided by questionnaires requesting feedback
from participants about how they felt about the training.
Apparently it was not initially intended as data for
research at all. Kelley and Pepitone (1952) used only
open-ended written analyses of three case studies for
their data. And in Bass's study (1962), only open-ended
questions on the film, "Twelve Angry Men," supplied data.

Two of the studies measured sensitivity through
ratings or predictions by others of how a person would
respond. These included Wedel (1957), who used socio-
metric tests of social perception, and Sikes (1964),
who had participants and controls predict the responses
of others. 1In general, the assumption in both cases was
that sensitivity could be deduced to the extent that one's
own perceptions approximated those of others.

Researchers in some other studies devised ad hoc tests
of some sort to meet the need of a particular study. Wedel
(1957) did this (in addition to the sociometric tests)
to gain opinions from participants about changes in sensi-

tivity as a result of the group experience. Bennis et al

(1957) devised a 34-item inventory of possible role be-
haviors, which participants then rated as to accuracy in
describing one's real or ideal roles. And Burke and Bennis
(1961) devised a Group Semantic Differential Test to

measure real-ideal self-concepts. By comparing one's own
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ratings with those of others (as with previously described
ratings and predictions by others), they also used the
Group Semantic Differential Test to measure differences
between self-concept and perception by others.

In the Lieberman, Yalom, Miles (1973) work, of 25
instruments completed by participants, leaders, or obser-
vers, 19 were of the ad hoc type, devised by the resear-
chers to meet the needs of that particular study. In
addition, several of those were open-ended. Furthermore,
two others compared perception of self and perception by
others in the manner of Wedel and Sikes. Three standar-
dized tests were used: an adaptation of Kelly's REP
test (Harrison, 1962), the Rosenberg Scales (Rosenberg,
1965), and FIRO-B (Schutz, 1966).

The question of interest for us now, however, is the
manner in which sensitivity was measured by Lieberman et
al. Unfortunately, sensitivity in this water-mark study
was measured by open-ended, self-report questions which
were scored by subjectively selecting "signs of change"
(pp. 100, 106-107). The difficulty with such open-ended
tests lies in establishing reliable norms, since almost

always they are used in only one study and with little

pre-testing. Furthermore, Lieberman et al do not describe

how "signs of change" were determined to have occurred.
They did use three standardized tests in the study but

none of them provided data on the sensitivity of
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participants.
Two earlier studies, however, did incorporate
standardized tests which have been in relatively common
usage. These were the studies by Miles et al (1959)

and by Lohman et al (1959). The former used the Gibb-

Miles Group Behavior Task and the latter used the

Gordon Personal Profile. Unfortunately, the results of
both of these studies are unreliable because neither
study involved the use of control subjects. Furthermore,
Miles, Cohen, and Whitam themselves advise caution in
interpreting even their less-than-overwhelming results
because of the diagnostic stage of development of the
Gibb-Miles instrument and the uncertainty regarding its
reliability and validity.

Why do so many studies on sensitivity use open-
ended questions, predictions by others, and other ad hoc
instruments? Two reasons are apparent: 1) The easiest
way to get information for a specific research question
is simply to ask participants and such ad hoc research
questions result in ad hoc instruments; 2) Standardized
questionnaires or tests of sensitivity have, for the most
part, simply not been available.

The difficulties with tests designed only to meet the
needs of a single study, and with failing to validate and
standardize them, are twofold: 1) One can never be sure

what he 1is measuring. That is, various tests measure
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different things. 1In this case, those different things
have been called "sensitivity." But because they are

all named the same does not mean that they are the same.

They may or may not be; one cannot be sure unless an
instrument is used which is carefully devised and used
repeatedly. 2) These non-standardized, non-validated
tests have almost always been used but once--i.e., in the
research of the creator alone. There is little carry-
over from one study to another. Increases 1n sensitivity,
even if proven in two separate studies, are relatively
meaningless against the broad backdrop of human relations
training unless they are proven by the same, well-control-
led means, i.e., a standardized measurement of sensitivity.

Obviously, the two questions--1) What is one measuring?

and 2) Are other people measuring the same thing--are
interrelated. And they both lead to the basic conceptual
and theoretical issues surrounding sensitivity in human

relations groups.

3. Conceptual and Theoretical Issues
As with many psychological concepts, the concept of
sensitivity has proved difficult to define precisely. It
has been conceived in a number of ways: as sensitivity
to feelings of others, as sensitivity to the behavior of
others, as sensitivity to group processes such as norms

or decision-making structures or leadership hierarchies.
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It has been defined as empathy with others, or tolerance
for others. Alternatively, sensitivity has been seen as
the ability to predict others' feelings, attitudes, or
behavior with accuracy. And to further complicate the
conceptual problems, some studies speak of sensitivity
not only to others, but also of sensitivity to oneself.
One has the feeling that many strands of a single rope
have been hopelessly knotted together! 1In this section,
we shall examine some of those knots, and try to unravel
some of them.

a. The problem of "accuracy." Some studies, speci-

fically those of Wedel (1957) and of Sikes (1964), depend
for a measurement of sensitivity upon approximation of
one's own perceptions with the perceptions of others. A
conceptual problem of objective accuracy underlies such
studies because interpersonal perceptions are to some
extent subjective. That is, perceptions are not separate
from perceivers, but rather, any perceiver brings his or
her own implicit world view into the perception. Given
this inherent difficulty with the nature of human percep-
tion, a measurement of sensitivity based only upon the
agreement of a subject and an untrained observer is at
least open to question. Such self-other approximations,
when used as measurements "seem more dominated by what

a Judge brings to the Other than what he takes in from
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the Other" (Gage and Cronbach, 1955). The studies of
Wedel and Sikes are plagued by this difficulty. At first
sight, attempts to define sensitivity in terms of accuracy
of perception seem plausible, but in the end, they must
collapse because "accuracy" 1is itself such an illusory
concept.

b. Confusion of sensitivity to others and sensiti-

vity to self. A confusion between sensitivity to self and

sensitivity to others exists, but is less pervasive than
the accuracy question. All of the studies we have cited
above seem primarily concerned with the sensitivity of
participants to others in human relations training.
However, paradoxically, even this appearance of
clarity about the possible confusion may itself be the
confusion. In psychological and human relations liter-
ature, intimations, if not outright statements, are plent-
iful that sensitivity to others is dependent upon (or at
least concomitant with) sensitivity to self. Before the
psychiatrist can serve others in his trade, he must first
experience psychoanalysis himself in order to become
aware of his own functioning and motivations. Supposedly,
he will then be more sensitive to the difficulties of
others. Our concern here is not with psychiatric training,
but with the implication that measures of sensitivity

necessarily involve sensitivity to self. While one must
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be aware of the theoretical implication that sensitivity
to others involves sensitivity to self, that is no neces-
sary reason why measurement of sensitivity to others must
involve a measurement of sensitivity to self.

Viewed theoretically, the two concepts of sensitivity
to self and of sensitivity to others are complexly related.
However, when viewed practically, the actual measurement
of sensitivity to others does not necessarily involve
measurement of sensitivity to self. The converse, how-
ever, may not be true: 1i1f one were concerned with
measuring sensitivity to self it would seem necessary to
separate out sensitivity to others. A difficulty is
that it is virtually impossible to imagine how one might

measure sensitivity to self directly, and not through some

manifestation of sensitivity to others. Apart from
physiological changes, as in biofeedback, purely subjec-
tive self-reports of self-sensitivity seem the only option.
Purely subjective self-reports are not satisfactory, and
sensitivity to one's physiological changes may or may

not bear relationship to one's own feelings, attitudes,

or behavior.

c. Confusion of sensitivity to feelings, attitudes,

and behavior. Much confusion exists in current litera-

ture on sensitivity between sensitivity to the feelings

of others, sensitivity to attitudes, and sensitivity to
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behavior. Studies previously cited which involved consid-
erable confusion include: Gage and Exline (1953); Wedel
(1957); Bennis et al (1957); Bass (1962); and Sikes (1964).
As one reads these studies, he 1s unclear whether the
form of sensitivity being investigated relates to feelings,
to attitudes, or to behavior.

Using both attitudinal instruments and behavioral
reports from subjects themselves and from their "social

networks," Lieberman et al (1973) delineate the lines

between attitudes and behaviors somewhat more clearly
than most other studies of sensitivity. Miles, Cohan,
and Whitam (1959) are even more clear on the distinction,
and they found increases among subjects in sensitivity
to feelings, but not in sensitivity to behaviors.
Conceptually, the problem can be put, How can one
measure sensitivity to feelings or to attitudes except
through sensitivity to behaviors? What would it mean to
be sensitive to another's feelings unless the other in
some way behaviorally indicated his feelings? If one 1is
angry, and in no way (consciously or subconsciously)
indicates that he is angry, it is inconceivable that
another could be sensitive to his anger. Of course, it
is possible that when a particular person becomes angry,
he might withdraw all usual signals of anger and behave
placidly. Still, that, too, is a behavior, and to one

who knows that the person behaves in such a manner when
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angry, may be a cue that the person is angry. To other,
less knowledgable people, the same cue may be interpreted
differently, i.e., that the man remains placid. The point
is that, in either case, the angry man emits a behavioral
cue.

Even if one argues that increased concern for how

others might be feeling can lead to a greater tendency

to infer what another person is feeling, still one must

base such inference on data of some sort. Such data can
come only from oneself or from the others. If it comes
from oneself, then it may be only accidental if the
inference of what another is feeling happens to match
what the other person actually is feeling. On the other
hand, if data for the inference comes from the other, it
must be grounded in some behavioral cue or set of cues.
Sensitivity, then, we are led to conclude, must
necessarily ultimately be seen in terms of sensitivity
to behavior. Sensitivity to attitudes or to feelings
of others may very well exist and be meaningful concepts,
but (unless one admits of extrasensory perception) such
sensitivity is necessarily dependent upon prior sensiti-
vity to the behavior of others, even if that behavior is
then interpreted to reflect certain feelings or attitudes.

d. Sensitivity and behavior change. If it is true

that sensitivity must necessarily be sensitivity to the
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behavior of others, then a further question arises: Does
a person, as a result of becoming more sensitive to the
behavior of others, then himself behave differently? That
1s, sensitivity in human relations groups to behavioral
cues from others involves two related questions: a) Do

participants in human relations training learn to be more

sensitive to cues from others? b) As a result of becoming

more sensitive, do people act differently? This second

question has been virtually untouched by the current body
of research with human relations groups. Only Lieberman
et al (1973) recognize it and take it seriously as a re-
search question. They asked people in the subjects'
social networks whether they noticed any changes in the
subjects' behavior. Some change was noted among about
half of the experimental subjects, but closely similar
changes were observed among control subjects also. Dif-
ferences between experimentals and controls were virtually
non-existent. Furthermore, at least in the form reported,
the changes that did appear were not related to issues of
sensitivity. Nevertheless, the question of the relation-
ship of increased sensitivity and of changed behavior is
an important one-—-and one seldom investigated.

e. Sensitivity and group processes: a theoretical

model. Over the years, one of the purposes of human

relations training has been the training of participants
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to be more aware of, more sensitive to, other persons.
One underlying goal of human relations training is
"expanded consciousness and recognition of choice"
(Bennis, 1962), which occurs through an unfreezing pro-
cess involving sensitivity to others and to one's impact
upon them. Benne, Bradford, and Lippitt (1964) explicitly
identify as goals of human relations training both
awareness of the expressive component of interactions
with others and behavioral effectiveness in transactions
with one's environment. And Gibb (1971) argues that

"an early goal of group leaders was to help participants
to understand and predict the feelings, characteristics,
or reactions of others."”

Thus, human relations training has purported to
include among its learnings by participants both more
sensitive awareness of the cues from other people about
one's impact, and more behavioral responsiveness to the
cues as they are received from others. What processes
in human relations groups facilitate or inhibit sensiti-
vity among participants? Why might a person become more
sensitive as a consequence of the experience? What are
the functional processes? With the knowledge that what
follows is not exhaustive, we will outline some of the
processes which function in a human relations group to

induce and enhance sensitivity to others among partici-
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pants. We must, necessarily, be somewhat speculative at
this point, as most of the processes have not been inves-
tigated. Nevertheless, our conceptualizations are
supported by volumes of theoretical literature (itself
largely unresearched), by experience in numerous human
relations groups, and by common sense.

Lieberman et al (1973) factor analyzed twenty-

seven variables of leadership in groups, and found that
they were subsumed under four basic functions, which

they called "Emotional Stimulation" (self-revelation of
personal values, attitudes, and beliefs; challenging;
confronting; etc.), "Caring" (protecting, befriending,
supporting, encouraging, etc.), "Meaning-Attribution"
(providing cognitive framework for the group experiences),
and "Executive Function" (providing structure for the
group, setting limits and norms, managing time, etc.).

As originally conceived, these functions were seen
as functions of designated leaders. More broadly con-
ceived, they are necessary functions to be performed in
any human relations group, whether by the designated
leader or by other persons. Several of these functions
relate directly to changes in the sensitivity of partici-
pants.

One of the factors, for instance, which probably

contributes to increased sensitivity is cognition about
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awareness of others (and about self), about stereotyping,
about tolerance, etc. This is a Meaning-Attribution
function, and as it is performed (whether by the leader
or by others), participants' attention may become directed
to issues or people which previously had not been in their
awareness. They become more aware of--more sensitive to--
cues from others' behavior.

Similarly, as Caring is modeled in a group (by the

leader or by others), it may lead to increased sensiti-
vity. As people see empathy, tolerance, support, etc.
often it confronts them with their own lack of empathy,
intolerance, or lack of support (Egan, 1973), and the
result may be greater sensitivity. As some people model
sensitive behavior, others may imitate that behavior
and, thus, themselves learn sensitivity.

The imitation of others also becomes a practicing

of new behavior. 1In fact, in human relations groups,
people often are invited to experiment with new behavior,
and to practice behavior which might seem awkward to them
at first or in other settings. 1In this sense of experi-
mentation with new behaviors, such groups have come to
be called "laboratories." Among other behaviors which may
be practiced is that of sensitivity to others.

We have begun to develop a model for the learning

of sensitivity in human relations groups: modeling by
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others leads to imitation, which leads to practice, which
leads to sensitivity. In addition, at least one other

element is involved: a focus of attention on sensitivity.

Visually, the model might be depicted as in Figure 1.
Note that the focusing of attention on sensitivity

may be provided by the modeling of sensitivity itself,

or alternatively, attention may be focused in some other

manner, such as a discussion about sensitivity. Notice

also that cognitive activity toward the purpose of making
reasoned sense of the group experience may occur at any
or all of the steps along the way.

The model displays what happens to an individual in
the context of a group, but it is not yet complete, for

it fails to take account of the norms of the group which

may affect any or all of the stages. If the norms of
the group are in the direction of increased honesty,
self-revelation, support, and confrontation, increased
sensitivity of participants is likely to be an outcome.
If, however, the norms are toward covering, protecting,
hiding, and defending oneself, then it seems increased
sensitivity is less likely to result. In the terms of

Lieberman et al, these norm-setting functions are Execu-

tive Functions.

The cohesiveness of a group also affects the learning

of sensitivity, for it is the cohesion of a group which
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supplies power to group norms to compel norm-adhering
behavior. Schacter, Ellertson, McBride, and Gregory
(1951) demonstrated that cohesion in a group did not
necessarily lead to productivity, but that, rather, a
cohesive group had the power to influence members either

toward or away from productivity, depending upon the dir-

ection of the norms of the group. Similarly, we may
suppose that cohesion does not necessarily lead to sensi-
tivity, but that a cohesive group has the power to in-

fluence members either toward or away from sensitivity,

depending upon the direction of the norms of the group.
That is, forces in a group relating to sensitivity have
both a vector (determined by norms) and a force (deter-
mined by cohesion). The model in Figure 1 assumes that
the group norms are in the direction of increased sensi-
tivity and that there is sufficient cohesion to enforce
the norms. Only under these conditions will the model
be operable.

We have seen that several conceptual issues pervade
the study of sensitivity. They include the problem of
accuracy; the relationship of sensitivity to others and
sensitivity to oneself; the relationship of sensitivity
to feelings, to attitudes, and to behaviors; the possible
changed behavior of one who has increased in sensitivity;
and the group processes which induce changes in sensiti-

vity.
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This study does not propose to resolve all of these
conceptual issues. Rather, we have outlined them so that
we may see the task that lies before us, and so that we
may, with more clarity, understand the issues on which
this study does focus and those which it leaves untouched.
We shall, in the next section, see how the Self-Monitoring
of Expressive Behavior relates to the issues of sensiti-
vity as we have outlined them in this section and how
the Self-Monitoring Scale may function as a measure of

sensitivity to others.

D. Self-Monitoring of Expressive Behavior

1. Construction of the Self-Monitoring Scale

Shyder (1974) has developed a theory and a scale for
the measurement of what he has called the "Self-Monitor-
ing of Expressive Behavior." He has argued that there
are individual differences among people in their concern
for the appropriateness of their behavior in social
situations, their sensitivity to the expression and self-
presentation of others in social situations as cues to
social appropriateness of self-expression, and in their
use of these cues as guidelines for monitoring and man-
aging their own self-presentation and expressive behavior.
The inclination and ability to do these three things is
called "self-monitoring." A self-monitoring person is

one who, out of a concern for social appropriateness,
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is particularly sensitive to the expressions and self-
presentations of others in social situations and uses
these cues as guidelines for monitoring his or her own
self-presentation and expressive behavior.

The Self-Monitoring Scale is a 25-item true-false
instrument. It has a Kuder-Richardson 20 reliability of
.70, and a test-retest reliability of .83 (df = 51,
p< .001, one month time interval). It has a slight
inverse relationship to the Psychopathic Deviate Scale
of the MMPI (r = .20, df = 190, p< .01) and is unrelated
to the ¢ Scale of the Performance Style Test (Ring and
Wallston, 1968), the Machiavellianism Scale (Christie and
Geis, 1970), the Test Anxiety Scale (Alpert and Haber,

1960) , or Inner-Other Directedness (Kassarjian, 1962).

2. Self-Monitoring and Need for Approval

In order to further validate the Self-Monitoring
Scale, Snyder conducted a series of studies designed to
compare individuals' Self-Monitoring with their Need
for Approval. Measured by the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (Crowne and Marlowe, 1963), Need for
Approval gauges the tendency of people to give socially
desirable responses on the test instrument. Perhaps
people with a high Need for Approval give socially desir-
able responses because they are particularly attentive to

social cues concerning the desirability of particular
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behaviors. If that were the case, the Self-Monitoring
Scale would simply measure the same phenomenon as the

Social Desirability Scale. That is not the case, how-
ever, for there is a slight negative correlation (r =

-.19, df = 190, p<.0l1l) between the two scales.

Peer ratings of Self-Monitoring were found to be
unrelated to Need for Approval. Also, the ability of
people to convey a series of emotions was related to
Self-Monitoring (F = 11.72; df = 1.51; p <.01) but
not to Need for Approval. Finally, taking advantage of
opportunities to obtain information about what others
purportedly expected in a self-presentation task was
related to Self-Monitoring (F = 4.70; df = 1.23; p <.05)
but was not related to Need for Approval,

Though on the face of it, Self-Monitoring might
appear to be related to Need for Approval, research indi-
cates that Self-Monitoring is, in fact, an independent
phenomenon. It is internally consistent, temporarily
stable, and uncorrelated with other potentially related
concepts.

E. ©Self-Monitoring of Expressive Behavior
~As a Measure of Sensitivity

Snyder's Self-Monitoring Scale measures the ability
of a person to pick up the cues from others concerning

behavior appropriate to any particular situation, and
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b) to modify his or her behavior to make it more appro-
priate. As such, it is a measure of one dimension of
sensitivity to others. And it is a concept somewhat
different from any previous instrument for measuring sen-
sitivity, being based both on the ability of one to pick
up cues as to appropriate behavior and to monitor his or
her behavior. Use of the Self-Monitoring Scale as a
measure of sensitivity has several advantages over pre-
vious instruments:

1) It is not concerned with sensitivity to self, and
does not confuse sensitivity to self and sensitivity to
others.

2) It is concerned with sensitivity to cues--
behaviors--from others regarding what 1is appropriate for
one's own behavior, and is not concerned primarily with
sensitivity to feelings or attitudes.

3) It measures sensitivity to behaviors (cues) from

others in terms of reported changes in one's own behavior,

not in terms of changes in perceptions or feelings.

Changes in behavior may be observed by another person and,
therefore, may provide a sign change actually has occurred.
The Self-Monitoring Scale, being a self-report instrument,
does not itself measure actual behavioral changes, but

it does provide a framework in which such observation

would be at least theoretically possible.
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4) Though still a self-report instrument, unlike
previous instruments on sensitivity, the Self-Monitoring
Scale has been validated by means other than self-report.
Snyder (1974) has validated it against peer ratings of
self-monitoring, against judges' ratings of emotional
expression, and against a true behavioral search for
social information.

5) It avoids the accuracy issue by having been
previously validated through, among other methods, peer
and judge ratings. Accuracy always remains an issue, but
the Self-Monitoring Scale at least does not require that
the same study simultaneously measure sensitivity and
verify the accuracy of the measurement.

6) Being a short true-false questionnaire, adminis-
tration and analysis of the instrument is relatively simple
as compared to sociometric instruments, observer ratings,
open-ended questionnaires, etc.

For the above reasons, the Self-Monitoring Scale has
advantages over previous methods of measuring sensitivity.
If used in a well-controlled study, it should be able to
tell us much more, and with greater assurance, than have
previous studies.

The following set of studies also launched the re-
search of Self-Monitoring per se into a new arena. The

Self-Monitoring Scale has not previously been used as a
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test of sensitivity in human relations groups--nor for
that matter, among any subjects for whom the group con-
text might be considered important. This means that we
may expect to obtain some of the first indications whether
Self-Monitoring functions similarly under the powerful
group norms of human relations training as it does among,
for instance, the non-selected undergraduates at Stan-
ford who were studied by Snyder.

Prior to the Pilot Study (reported in Chapter 1I),
we expected participants in human relations groups to
increase in sensitivity, and therefore, in scores on the
Self-Monitoring Scale. The results of the pilot study
necessitated a revision of our expectations for the more
controlled studies to follow. If participants in human
relations groups were to have greater increases in Self-
Monitoring than did controls, we could comfortably attri-
bute them to increased sensitivity to cues from others.
But how may we interpret the possibility of significant

decreases in Self-Monitoring among participants in human

relations groups?

It seems likely that the norms of human relations
groups which emphasize openness, authenticity, and
honesty in self-disclosure encourage subjects to relax
concerns they may have for the appropriateness of their

behavior, and to respond, instead, by greater
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expression of their "true selves." This pattern of group
norms .and resultant behavior seems to run contrary to
self-monitoring, and would show up as decreases in scores
on the Self-Monitoring Scale.

We might expect those subjects with highest Needs
for Approval to be most sensitive to the norms of a
human relations group. If, as we suppose, those norms
are in the direction of greater expression of one's
"true self,"” and away from self-monitoring of expressive
behavior, we would expect the Self-Monitoring scores of
people lowest in Need for Approval. The studies which
follow test that possibility.

Other questions arise regarding the meaning of
changes in Self-Monitoring in the context of human rel-
ations groups. For instance, is change, if any, real
and lasting change, or is it situationally dependent and
existent only in the context of the group while enforced
by the norms of the group? To test the stability of
changes in Self-Monitoring, a follow-up study some weeks
after the group experience was conducted.

If Self-Monitoring scores in human relations groups
decline, that might be interpreted as greater interest
in self (vis—a-vis interest in behaving as others deem
appropriate). But what is the nature of such increased
interest in self: 1Is it "selfishness"? Or "self-reflec-

tion"?
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Other questions were also investigated. If there
are changes in Self-Monitoring, might they be dependent
primarily upon the norms for honesty and self-revelation
extant in human relations groups? Specifically, would
questions on the Self-Monitoring Scale dealing directly
with issues of honesty with oneself and with others
account for any changes which might occur? Do sexual
differences differentially affect Self-Monitoring scores?
Does one's year in college affect Self-Monitoring? And
finally, might one's choice of either one of two Grading
Alternatives (i.e., a Point System or Self-Evaluation) be
a differentiating predictor of changes in Self-Monitoring?

The research of these questions is outlined in the
methodology, results, and discussion of the studies which
follow. The first study described is a Pilot Study for
the purpose of preliminary investigation of the concept
of Self-Monitoring in human relations groups. The second
is the major research study of Self-Monitoring in human
relations groups. It compares five human relations
training groups with a control group and with a comparison
group of subjects dealing with similar human relations
content, but with different instructional methodology.
The third study is a report of research on Self-Monitor-

ing in a multi-phase residential skill laboratory.



CHAPTER II

STUDY 1: PILOT STUDY ON SELF~MONITORING

This body of research on Self-Monitoring actually
consists of three separate, but related, studies. The
first is an uncontrolled pilot study to discover, in a
preliminary way, the effects of Self-Monitoring in human
relations classes at the University of Kansas. As we
shall see, the study produced some unexpected results

which invited more stringent investigation.

A. Method

In the Fall Semester, 1974, sixty-eight students who
were enrolled in 6 sections of Speech 540 at the Univer-
sity of Kansas participated in a pilot study on Self-
Monitoring of Expressive Behavior. The course was titled,
"Human Relations in Group Interaction I," and consisted
largely of upper class men and women.,

The six sections included a variety of instructors
and of time schedules. Each of the six sections met once
per week for three hours, some in the afternoon and some
in the evening. However, the sections varied in the number
of weeks they met, and some (those meeting for fewer weeks)
incorporated additional day-long sessions as a part of

41
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the instructional format. Specifically, three sections
met for eight weeks, with two day-long, nine-hour ses-
sions during the eight weeks, one near the beginning of
the semester, and one near the end of the eight weeks.

Two of the sections met for ten weeks, with one day-long,
nine-hour session during the ten weeks. And one section
met through fifteen weeks of the semester, with no day-
long session. Three instructors taught two sections each.
Figure 2 is a summary chart of instructors as related
to the length of time sections met and the number of
usable pre-post scores on Self-Monitoring for each sec-
tion. Self-Monitoring scores were counted as usable when
individual subjects provided scores for both the pre-test

and the post-test.

FIGURE 2

LENGTH OF SECTION, INSTRUCTOR, AND NUMBER OF
SUBJECTS FOR EACH SECTION IN PILOT STUDY

INSTRUCTORS

A B C
10 wk 8 wk 15 wk
n = 14 n = 14 n = 10
10 wk 8 wk 8 wk
n =12 n =717 n =11 N = 68
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In the Pilot Study, we expected subjects' scores on
the Self-Monitoring Scale to increase significantly be-
tween the pre- and the post-test as a result of receiving
human relations training. We also expected individual
instructors to have differential impact upon the Self-

Monitoring scores of their students.

B. Results

Contrary to the anticipated results, subjects' Self-
Monitoring scores did not increase on the post-test over
the pre-test scores. In fact, in all six human relations
groups, scores consistently decreased an average of .90
to 1.86 points per subject. This difference was signi-
ficant (F = 8.94; df = 1/61; p € .005) (Table 1).

The relationship we expected between Self-Monitoring
scores and instructors did not exist. Instructors did
not have differential impact upon the Self-Monitoring

scores of their students.

C. Discussion

Because it was a relatively uncontrolled study, the
results of the Pilot Study are difficult to interpret
with much precision. If a control group has received,
for instance, a treatment different from that received
by each of the experimental groups, the interpretative

task would be somewhat simpler. At least two possible
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SELF-
MONITORING SCORES FOR THE PILOT STUDY

Source SS df MS F
Total Between 1521.58 66
Section 123.15 5 24 .63 1.07
Error 1398.43 61 22.93
Total Within 418.37 67
Trial 53.03 1 53.03 8.94%*
Trial by Section 3.66 5 0.73 0.12
Error 361.68 61 5.93
p<.005
TABLE 2

MEAN SELF-MONITORING SCORES BY
TRIAL FOR THE PILOT STUDY

Pre 12.49
Post 11.24

X 11.87
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explanations present themselves however.

One possible explanation is related to the fact that
the testing was done in the context of human relations
groups, with encounter as the primary methodology. Per-
haps, because of the unique and powerful norms of human
relations groups for honesty in self-disclosure, subjects
received affirmation from other members of the group for
admitting points at which they were less than perfect in
expressing their "true selves." That is, because of the
unique setting, subjects might simply be reinforced for
being less attentive to the cues of others concerning
appropriate behavior--or at least reinforced for not
acting on those cues, whether or not they were sensitive
to them. Between the pre-test and the post-test, they
would learn that reinforcement came for behaving autono-
mously rather than for attending to any cues from others
they may have received. The result would appear in the
form of decreased scores on the Self-Monitoring Scale.

If this were the case, we would expect those subjects
with highest Needs for Approval (as indicated by the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scales) to be most
susceptible to group pressures toward expressing one's
"true self." We would expect those people with highest
Needs of Approval by others to be most sensitive to norms
for appropriate behavior. If we assume that there is

one set of norms (i.e., caution and guardedness) for
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appropriate behavior in our subjects' "everyday" world
and another, different set of norms (i.e., revelation of
one's thought and feelings) for appropriate behavior in
a human relations group, then it is 1likely that those
people with highest Needs for Approval will be most sen-

sitive to the norms in both situations. The result may

be that such people enter human relations groups more
conscious than others of monitoring their behavior, but
as the group progresses those same people perceive more
clearly than others that the norms of that situation are
in the direction of reducing the monitoring of their
behavior. As a consequence, their scores on the Self-
Monitoring Scale would decrease from pre- to post-test
more than would the scores of those people who have less
Need for Approval from others, and therefore would be
less sensitive to the unique norms of the human relations
group.

A second possible explanation for the results of
the Pilot Study assumes that the decreased Self-Monitoring
scores were the result not of the predisposition of sub-
jects toward Self-Monitoring and/or Need for Approval,
but rather were the direct result of subjects' learning
in human relations groups. Perhaps human relations groups
do, in fact, teach participants to be more autonomous

and self-responsible than they would be without the human
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relations training. If subjects do learn autonomy, then
we would expect them to be less responsive (though not
necessarily less attentive) to cues from others regarding
appropriate behavior. Such an increase in autonomy
would appear as decreased scores on the Self-Monitoring
Scale.

The studies which follow have been conceived to
follow up the findings of the Pilot Study by providing
control groups and to investigate the reasons for the

decreases in self-monitoring.



CHAPTER III

STUDY 2: SELF~-MONITORING IN HUMAN RELATIONS CLASSES

A. Method

1. General Design

In the Spring Semester, 1975, the Pilot Study was
followed by a more controlled study. Seven groups, six
of them classes at the University of Kansas and the
seventh a control group composed of students at the same
university, completed the Self-Monitoring Scale and the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale as a pre-test
and again as a post-test. In addition, for some of the
subjects, a follow-up administration of both scales was
completed several weeks later. A total of 117 subjects
was involved in the study.

Groups 1 through 5 (a total of 78 subjects) consisted
of sections of Speech 540, "Human Relations in Group Inter-
action--I." Each section of the course was a human
relations group which used a laboratory method of learning,
and met once per week for three hours each class session.
Most of the students in each section were upper classmen,
though a smattering of freshmen and sophomores were
enrolled.

Time schedules for Groups 1 through 5 varied. Four
of the sections met for eight weekly, three-hour sessions

48
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and for two day-long (nine-hour) sessions, one near the
beginning of the semester and one near the end of the
eight weeks. One of the sections met for eleven weekly,
three-hour sessions and for one day-long (nine-hour)
session toward the end of the eleven weeks. The five
classes were taught by three instructors.

Group 6 consisted of 20 subjects (16 males and 4
females) enrolled in Speech 240, "Cases in Human Rela-
tions.” The group was selected because it was a human
relations course in which the content was similar to
that of Speech 540, but which used a case-discussion
method of learning rather than a laboratory, encounter
approach. Group 6 met, for 15 weeks during the semester,
thrice each week for one hour each session.

Group 7 consisted of 19 subjects enlisted as a con-
trol group. At registration time, early in the semester,
as Speech 540 sections reached capacity and registration
for them was ended, a waiting list was compiled of people
who wished to enroll in Speech 540. They were told there
was a possibility one or more new sections might be
opened, and were requested to sign their name, address,
and telephone number.

About one week later each person was called, told
that no new sections had been opened, but that we would

like them to participate in some research on human rela-
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tions groups (See Appendix F). They were requested to
meet twice~--once early in the semester, and once about
the eighth week--to complete two instruments of
approximately 25 true-false questions each. They were
told it would take about 30 minutes each time, and that
they would receive $2.00 for their assistance. Then they
were offered three options of time, on three successive
days, to appear in order to take the tests, and they were
asked to select one time convenient to their schedule.
Reminder cards, containing specific date, time, and place
were then sent so that subjects would receive the cards
the day prior to their appearance.

From the initial list of 40 names (16 males and 24
females) of people who wished to enroll in Speech 540 but
were unable to do so, 33 (15 males and 18 females) agreed
to participate in the study and made appointments to take
the pre-test. Twenty-four of those appeared at the
appointed time and completed the pre-test. Five indivi-
duals (3 males and 2 females) dropped out between the pre-
test and the post-test, leaving 19 subjects (7 males and
12 females) who actually completed both the pre-test and
the post-test. These 19 people became a control group
for the Speech 540 groups. In order to assure that the
attrition of potential control subjects did not signifi-

cantly affect the make-up of the group, the Self-Monitoring
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TABLE 3

NUMBER OF MALE, FEMALE, AND TOTAL
SUBJECTS IN EACH GROUP OF STUDY 2

Group Male Female Total

1 6 10 n = 17

2 4 10 14

Speech 540 3 6 9 15
4 6 11 17

5 6 9 15

Speech 240 6 16 4 20
Controls 7 7 12 19

N = 117
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scores of the people who completed only the pre-test were
analyzed in comparison to the people who completed both
the pre-test and the post-test.

Table 3 indicates the types of groups of subjects
involved in this study and the number of male and fe-
male subjects in each group.

In each case, Self-Monitoring and Social Desirability
pre—-tests were administered during the first week of the
semester, and post-tests were administered during the
last class meeting (eight weeks later for four Speech 540
groups, eleven weeks later for one Speech 540 group, and
eight weeks later for the Speech 240 group and the control
group. In all cases, the exact nature of the study was
disguised by explaining that we were "studying the effects
of human relations groups on people." The Self-Monitoring
and Social Desirability Scales were designated "Personal

Reaction Inventory" and "Personal Attitude Scale," respec-
tively (See Appendices C and D). Following completion of
the post-tests, subjects were debriefed regarding the
nature of the study, expected findings were explained, and
questions were answered.

In addition to the Self-Monitoring and Social Desira-
bility pre- and post-tests, several other pieces of data

were gathered for this study, and are described in the

following pages.
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2. Honesty Scores

If the finding of the Pilot Study that Self-Moni-
toring scores in Speech 540 do decrease between adminis-
trations of a pre- and a post-test holds up, part of
the reason may have to do with norms for honesty and
openness of feelings in Speech 540. That is, perhaps
Self-Monitoring scores decrease because those people who
have highest tendencies toward self-monitoring of expres-
sive behavior discover that one of the behaviors that is
considered appropriate by other people in the group (due
to the group norms) is honesty and openness. In a para-
doxical way, perhaps people who are most self-monitoring
in most situations will, in an interpersonal encounter
group such as Speech 540, appear to be less self-moni-

toring just because the norms of the group indicate it 1is

important to be less self-monitoring, i.e., to be more
honest and open about feelings, attitudes, etc.

In order to study that possibility, the experimenter
identified nine items on the Self-Monitoring Scale which
appeared to relate directly to issues of honesty with
self or others. Those items are:

2. "My behavior is usually an expression of my true
inner feelings, attitudes, and beliefs."

3. "At parties and social gatherings, I do not

attempt to do or say things that others will like."
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4. "I can only argue for ideas which I already
believe."

6. "I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain
people.”

15. "Even if I am not enjoying myself, I often
pretend to be having a good time."

16. "I'm not always the person I appear to be."

17. "I would not change my opinions (or the way I
do things) in order to please someone else or win their
favor."

19. "In order to get along and be liked, I tend to
be what people expect me to be rather than anything else."

25. "I may deceive people by being friendly when I
really dislike them."”

These nine items were then analyzed separately from
the other items on the Self-Monitoring Scale, with the
expectation that most of the difference in Self-Monitoring
scores between the experimental groups (i.e., Speech 540)
and the control groups (i.e., Speech 240 and Controls)

would be accounted for by these "Honesty Items."

3. Need for Approval
Previous research, as we have noted, indicated that
the Self-Monitoring Scale is slightly correlated with
Need for Approval. It is possible that, in the context

of Speech 540 with its powerful norms, one's Need for
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Approval may affect one's Self-Monitoring. Specifically,
our expectation was that people with highest Needs for
Approval would be most susceptible to Speech 540 group
norms, including those norms which reinforce autonomous
self-expression. As a result, the Self-Monitoring scores
of people in Speech 540 who were high in Need for Approval
were expected to decrease (indicating more autonomous
self-expression) in relation to the scores of people who
were low in Need for Approval. In order to test this
hypothesis, Need for Approval was measured in addition to
Self-Monitoring. An analysis of covariance was then
conducted with Self-Monitoring as a dependent variable

and Need for Approval as the covariate.

4. Longitudinal Follow-up

In order to determine whether changes in Self-Moni-
toring in Speech 540 were lasting changes, a follow-up
administration of both the Self-Monitoring and the Need
for Approval scales was conducted. The decision to carry
out such a follow-up was made after the administration
of post-tests (though prior to their computation), and
was necessarily done by mail. As a result, returns were
not complete.

Both scales were mailed, under a cover letter re-
questing further assistance in the study (Appendix H),

approximately seven weeks following the ending of the
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eight-week sections of Speech 540. Because Speech 540
classes had already ended, this follow-up was conducted
after debriefing had already occurred, and we might
expect that fact to affect the results. Only subjects in
Speech 540 received the mailing. Of 78 subjects who
initially completed pre- and post-tests, 32 returned
usable follow-up questionnaires in time to be included

in the computations.

B. Results

In this section, we present the results of Study 2.
We are interested in several factors: 1) the degree of
similarity of the five Speech 540 groups; 2) differences
in Self-Monitoring scores between Speech 540, Speech 240,
and Controls; 3) differences in Honesty Items between
Speech 540, Speech 240, and Controls; 4) the effects of
Need for Approval on Self-Monitoring scores; 5) the
effects of subjects' sex; 6) the effects of subjects'
year in school; and 7) special analyses related to the
effects of Grading Alternatives and to the nature of

subjects' interest in "self."

1. Speech 540 Groups Compared
As can be observed in Table 4, differences in Self-
Monitoring scores among the five Speech 540 groups did

not approach significance (F - 1.73; df = 4/68; n.s.),
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TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
SELF~-MONITORING SCORES IN SPEECH
540 BY SECTION AND SEX

Source SS af MS F

Total Between 1923.20 77

Section 150.52 4 37.63 1.73
Sex 114.44 1 114.44 5.26%
Section by Sex 178.61 4 44 .65 2.05
Error 1479.63 68 21.76
Total Within 361.02 78
Trial 2.14 1 2.14 0.44
Trial by Section 16.87 4 4,22 0.86
Trial by Sex 0.14 1 0.14 0.03
Trial by Section
by Sex 8.73 4 2,18 0.45
Error 333.14 68 4.90
*p<L .025 N = 78
TABLE 5
MEAN SELF~MONITORING SCORES 1IN
SPEECH 540 BY SECTION AND SEX
SECTION MALES FEMALES X
1 14.58 9.36 11.20
2 13.63 12.50 12.82
3 10.83 9.94 10.30
4 10.08 11.27 10.85
5 11.75 8.78 9.97
X 12.07 10.41
N = 78
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and thus, we may conclude that the five Speech 540
groups were substantially similar in Self-Monitoring.

Within the Speech 540 Instructional Condition, sub-
jects' sex did produce a significant main effect (F =
5.26; df - 1/68; p <.025) (Table 4). Males (x = 12.07)
scored about 1% points higher on the Self-Monitoring
Scale than did females (x = 10.41) (Table 5). The
analysis includes scores from both the pre-test and the
post-test.

As might be expected, just as there were no signi-
ficant differences between Speech 54Q0 groups on the Self-
Monitoring Scale as a whole, there also were no signifi-
cant differences between the five Speech 540 groups on
the set of Honesty Items selected out of the Self-Moni-
toring Scale. In fact, the five groups were very nearly
identical in Honesty Scores (F = 0.16; df = 4/73; n.s.).

Because Speech 540 sections were substantially
similar in Self-Monitoring scores, in the discussion
which follows we shall treat the Speech 540 sections
jointly, as a single group, in comparison to the other
Instructional Conditions.

2. Self-Monitoring in Speech 540,
Speech 240, and Controls
Instructional Condition affected Self-Monitoring

scores as a main effect, but no significant differences
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TABLE 6

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SELF-
MONITORING SCORES BY SEX IN SPEECH 540,
SPEECH 240, AND CONTROLS

Source SS df MS F
Total Between 3416.11 116
Instructional
Condition 299.90 2 149.95 5.45%
Sex 29.11 1 29.11 1.06
Instructional
Condition by
Sex 30.93 2 15.47 0.56
Error 3056.17 111 27.53
Total Within 534.87 117
Trial 2.13 1 2.13 0.46
Trial by Instruc-
tional Condition 9.91 2 4.95 1.07
Trial by Sex 2.75 1 2.75 0.59
Trial by Instruc-
tion by Sex 3.90 2 1.95 0.42
Error 516.18 111 4.65
*p ¢ .005 N = 117
TABLE 7

MEAN SELF~-MONITORING SCORES IN SPEECH
540, SPEECH 240, AND CONTROLS

"]

TRIAL SPEECH 540 SPEECH 240 CONTROLS
1 11.13 14.30 11.84 11.79
2 10.88 15.20 11.89 11.79
X 11.01 14.75 11.87

N 117
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were detected between pre- and post-test scores. The
differences between Speech 540, Speech 240, and Controls
was significant (F = 5.45; df = 2/111; p <.005) (Table
6). Speech 240 subjects scored considerably higher in
Self-Monitoring, on both the pre- and the post-tests
than did either Speech 540 subjects or Control subjects.
Mean scores were 14.75, 11.01, and 11.87 for Speech 240,
Speech 540, and Controls, respectively (Table 7).

The expected changes in Self-Monitoring scores from
pre- to post-test did not occur. While the Self-Moni-
toring score of Speech 240 subjects increased somewhat
from pre- to post-test, and those of Speech 540 decreased
somewhat (with Controls remaining substantially the same),
the differences between pre- and post-test scores were
not significant (F = 0.46; df = 1/111; n.s.) (Table 6)
when the three groups were compared together.

3. Honesty Scores in Speech 540,
Speech 240, and Controls

It was hypothesized that group norms for honesty
with self and others which were unique to Speech 540
might account for most of the change, if any, in Self-
Monitoring scores in Speech 540, and for any differences
in Self-Monitoring scores between Speech 540, Speech 240,
and Controls. To test this, nine questions (numbers 2,
3, 4, 6, 15, 16, 17, 19, and 25) on the Self-Monitoring

scale which were related directly to honesty with self
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
HONESTY SCORES BY SEX IN SPEECH
540, SPEECH 240, AND CONTROLS

61

Source SS df MS F
Total Between 826.39 116
Instructional
Condition 58.08 2 29.04 4.16%*
Sex 0.21 1 0.21 0.03
Instructional
Condition
by Sex 12.65 2 6.33 0.91
Error 755.45 111 6.98
Total Within 184.12 117
Trial 0.19 1 0.19 0.13
Trial by
Instruction 2.74 2 1.37 0.90
Trial by Sex 5.92 1 5.92 3.89%
Trial by Instruc-
tion by Sex 6.46 2 3.23 2.12
Error 168.81 111 1.52
*p <.02 N = 117
+p < .05
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TABLE 9

MEAN HONESTY SCORES IN SPEECH
540, SPEECH 240, AND CONTROLS

TRIAL SPEECH 540 SPEECH 240 CONTROLS X
1 3.71 4,95 3.63 3.91
2 3.62 5.25 3.63 3.90
X 3.66 5.10 3.63

N = 117
TABLE 10

MEAN HONESTY SCORES IN SPEECH 540, SPEECH

240, AND CONTROLS BY SEX AND TRIAL

TRIAL MALES FEMALES
1 4.40 3.51
2 4.25 3.62
X 4.33 3.56
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and others were separated out and analyzed separately.

Because differences between Instructional Conditions
were significant when the entire Self-Monitoring Scale
was analyzed, one would expect that differences between
Instructional Conditions would also be significant when
only Honesty Items from the Scale were analyzed. Such
was the case (F = 4.16; df = 2/111; p «.02) (Table 8).
Furthermore, differences between Instructional Conditions
on Honesty Items followed the same pattern as differences
for the entire Self-Monitoring Scale. Speech 240 subjects
(X = 5.10) scored considerably higher, on both pre- and
post-tests, than did either Speech 540 subjects (x =
3.66) or Controls (x = 3.63) (Table 9). On the remaining
sixteen Self-Monitoring items not related to honesty,
scores follwed a similar pattern, with Speech 240 sub-
jects scoring higher than either Speech 540 subjects or
Controls.

Because there were no Trial differences between pre-
and post-test administrations of the Self-Monitoring Scale
as a whole, Honesty Items could not account, as we had
earlier anticipated, for such differences. Trial did not
affect Honesty scores significantly as a main effect.

However, a Trial by Sex interaction did signifi-
cantly affect Honesty scores (F = 3.89; df = 1/111;

p <.05) (Table 8) though no similar interaction effect
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appeared in relation to the Self-Monitoring Scale as a
whole. On the Honesty Items, males decreased from pre-
to post-test (x = 4.40 and 4.25, respectively), while
females increased (x = 3.51 and 3.62 for pre-test and
post-test, respectively) (Table 10).
4, Effects of Need for Approval
on Self-Monitoring

How does one's Need for Approval from others affect
one's self-monitoring of expressive behavior in a group,
such as Speech 540, which builds rather powerful group
norms for cohesion, and therefore for appropriate beha-
vior? Our expectation was that people with highest Needs
for Approval would be most susceptible to any Speech 540
group norms which run counter to Self-Monitoring of be-
havior, and therefore the Self-Monitoring scores of
people with high Need for Approval from others would
decrease significantly more from pre- to post-test than
would the scores of people with low Need for Approval
from others.

Since pre- and post-test Trials did not significantly
affect Self-Monitoring scores, subjects of high or low
Need for Approval were noé shown to respond differentially
to the three Instructional Conditions. However, it still
would be possible that Self-Monitoring and Need for

Approval may be related. In order to test this possi-
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF SELF-MONITORING
SCORES WITH NEED FOR APPROVAL, BY SEX, IN
SPEECH 240,

SPEECH 540,

AND CONTROLS

Source SS df MS F /3
Total Between 3499.80 116
Instructional
Condition 396.97 2 198.48 8.07*
Sex 8.23 1 8.23 0.33
Instructional
Condition
by Sex 50.46 2 25.23 1.03
Need for
Approval 337.80 1 337.80 13.737 -0.24
Error 2706.34 110 24.60
Total Within 534.94 117
Trial 2.06 1 2.06 0.44
Trial by
Instruction 10.13 2 5.06 1.09
Trial by Sex 3.06 1 3.06 0.66
Trial by Instruc-
tion by Sex 3.32 2 1.66 0.36
Error 516.37 111 4.65
*p < .001 N = 117

+p < .000
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MEAN SELF-MONITORING SCORES IN SPEECH 540, SPEECH
240, AND CONTROLS ADJUSTED FOR COVARIANCE
WITH NEED FOR APPROVAL

66

TRIAL SPEECH 540 SPEECH 240 CONTROLS X
1 11.03 14.54 12.02 11.79
2 10.78 15.44 12.07 11.79
X 10.90 14.99 12.04

N = 117



SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF NEED

TABLE 13

FOR APPROVAL IN SPEECH 540,

SPEECH 240, AND CONTROLS

67

Source SS af MS F
Total Between 5390.39 116
Instructional
Condition 68.12 2 34.06 0.73
Error 5322.27 114 46.69
Total Within 748.76 117
Trial 32.47 1 32.47 5.17%*
Trial by
Instructional
Condition 1.06 2 1.06 0.08
Error 715.23 114 6.27
p < .025 = 117
TABLE 14
MEAN NEED APPROVAL SCORES IN SPEECH
540, SPEECH 240, AND CONTROLS
TRIAL SPEECH 540 SPEECH 240 CONTROLS X
1 12.8¢6 14 .25 14.00 13.28
2 12.12 13.15 13.11 12.45
X 12.49 13.70 13.55

N = 117
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bility, an analysis of covariance was conducted, with
pre-test Need for Approval scores as the covariate of
pre-test and post-test Self-Monitoring scores.

The effect of Need for Approval on Self-Monitoring
scores was found to be very highly significant (F = 13.73;
df = 1/110; p £.000) (Table 11) and when Need for Approval
was factored out, differences in Instructional Conditions
remained highly significant (F = 8.07; df = 2/110;

p <.001) (Takle 11). Differences in self-monitoring

scores adjusted to account for the covariance of Need

for Approval were even more dramatic than prior to ad-

justment: x = 14.99, 12.04, and 10.90 for Speech 240,

for Controls, and for Speech 540, respectively (Table 12).
In order to check the applicability of using pre-

test Need for Approval scores as the covariate for both

pre- and post-test Self-Monitoring scores, several cor-

relations were conducted. As would be expected, pre-

test and post-test Need for Approval scores were rather

highly and positively correlated (r = .77). On the

other hand, Need for Approval pre-tests were slightly

negatively correlated with Self-Monitoring pre-tests

(r = -.26) and with Self-Monitoring post-tests (r = -.25).
When Need for Approval was considered separately as

a dependent variable, unrelated to Self-Monitoring, a main

Trial (pre- and post-tests) effect appeared (F = 5.17;
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df = 1/114; p< .025) (Table 13). Subjects in each of

the three Instructional Conditions decreased in Need for
Approval from pre-test to post-test. The overall means
were 13.28 and 12.45 for the pre-test and post-test,
respectively (Table 14). The groups did not differ sig-
nificantly in Need for Approval.
5. Effects of Year in School
on Self~Monitoring

Significant differences between subjects' year in
school were not apparent when compared across four years
(i.e., Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, and Senior) perhaps
because of the limited numbers of freshmen and sophomore
subjects (4 and 15 subjects, respectively). When Fresh-
men and Sophomores were grouped together, and Juniors and
Seniors were grouped together, however, some differences
did begin to appear. There was no main effect due to
Year in School, but the three-way interaction between
Class Level (i.e., Upper or Lower), Instructional Condi-
tion, and Trial (pre- and post-tests) approached signifi-
cance (F = 2.86; df = 2/111; p ¢ .06) (Table 15). The
three-way relationship is complex, however, and impossible

to interpret (cf. Table 16).
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SELF-MONITORING
SCORES FOR TWO LEVELS IN SCHOOL FOR SPEECH

540,

SPEECH 240, AND CONTROLS
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Source SS df MS F
Total Between 3530.78 116
Instructional
Condition 335.43 2 167.71 5.91%*
Level in School
(Upper~Lower) 8.44 1 8.44 0.30
Instructional
Condition
by Year 35.19 2 17.60 0.62
Error 3151.72 111 28.39
Total Within 544 .13 116
Trial 1.02 1 1.02 0.23
Trial by
Instructional
Condition 26.59 2 13.30 3.01
Trial by Level
in School 0.03 1 0.03 0.01
Trial by
Instructional
Condition
by Year 25.34 2 12.67 2.86+
Error 491.15 111 4.42
*p ¢ .005 N = 117

+p ¢ .06
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MEAN SELF-MONITORING SCORES FOR TWO
LEVELS IN SCHOOL FOR SPEECH 5440,
SPEECH 240, AND CONTROLS

71

INSTR.

COND. Speech 540 Speech 240 Controls

LEVEL Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower X

TRIAL
1 10.99 12.10 14.13 14.80 12.60 9.00 11.79
2 1i.01 10.00 15.07 15.60 12.13 11.00 11.79
X 11.00 11.05 14.60 15.20 12.37 10.00

N =

117
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6. Additional Analyses

a. Effects of selection of grading alternatives.

As a part of the course design, initially unrelated to

the research design per se, but fortuituously available,
students in two of the Speech 540 groups (Groups 1 and

3) had the option of selecting the method by which they
wished to be evaluated for one-half of their course

grade. Because of the nature of the grading alternatives,
it seemed likely that they would reflect some of the

same issues involved with Self-Monitoring, i.e., relative
independence or dependence of behavior.

The options were a Point System and a Self-Evalua-
tion procedure. Students who selected the Point System
contracted to complete a certain number and variety of
assignments, known beforehand, for which they would
receive a contracted grade as one-half of their course
grade. The specific grade (A, B, or C) they received
depended upon the number and difficulty of the assign-
ments. The second half of their grade was dependent
upon the quality of their participation in class, and was
judged by the instructor.

Students who opted for the Self-Evaluation procedure
were not required to produce written work (though some
students desired to do so and did) or to complete any

specific assignments. Instead, they were expected to
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outline their own course of study, to devise their own
"assignments," and to meet their learning goals for the
course in a manner suitable to them. The instructor was
available for consultation. At the conclusion of the
course, they conferred individually with the instructor
about new content they had learned, evidence of their
comprehension of major concepts related to the course,
evidence of innovation and risk-taking on their part, and
applications of their learnings to their daily life. At
the conclusion of that conference, they assigned themselves
a grade which weighed as one-half of their course grade.
The instructor reserved the right to give feedback to
the student on the self-assigned grade, but could not
unilaterally change it. As with the Point System, the
remainder of their grade was based on class participation,
and was assigned by the instructor.

All information about the grading options was pro-
vided to students in the two classes in both written and
oral form on the first day of class. Students then had
one week in which to select an option. They could not
change from one Grading Alternative to another at any
later time.

The Self-Evaluation Option represented a choice for
autonomy and self-direction to a degree the more struc-

tured Point System did not. Self-Evaluation required
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that students work more independently and on their own,
that they exercise greater creativity, and that they work
under greater ambiguity of expectations from the instruc-
tor or their peers. We may suppose that people who
selected the Self-Evaluation option at the beginning of
the human relations class were more autonomous and there-
fore less concerned about the appropriateness of their
behavior in relation to others than were people who
selected the Point System.

If this is true, people who selected Self-Evaluation,
being more autonomous, would be least self-monitoring and
so would have their Self-Monitoring scores affected
least by the human relations experience precisely because
they already would be relatively less self-monitoring at
the beginning. Hence, we would expect that the Self-
Monitoring scores of those subjects who selected Self-
Evaluation as their Grading Alternative would decrease
less than the scores of those subjects who selected the
Point System.

Conceived in this manner, the Grading Alternatives,
available in the given class structure and early made a
part of the research design, was used as a fortuitous
check on possible explanations for decreases in subjects'
Self-Monitoring scores.

In fact, the Grading Alternative did not operate in
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such a manner. There was no main effect (Table 17). The
interaction of Group and Grading Alternative, however,
did have a significant effect (F = 4.56; d4f = 1/28;

p <.05) (Table 17). 1In Group 1 of Speech 540, the Self-
Monitoring scores of people who selected Self-Evaluation
were considerably lower than the scores of people who
selected the Point System. Means for the Self-Evaluation
and Point Systems were 8.80 and 12.21, respectively
(Table 18).

For Group 3 of Speech 540, however, the relative
position of the respective scores was reversed. X =
11.44 and 9.00 for Self-Evaluation and the Point System,
respectively, in this group (Table 18).

People in Group 1 who selected Self-Evaluation did,
as we predicted, have initially lower Self-Monitoring
scores (indicating greater autonomy initially), but in
Group 3, our prediction was turned on its head and people
who selected to be graded on the Point System obtained
initially lower Self-Monitoring scores. The Grading
Alternative had an effect on Self-Monitoring scores only
as it interacted with a particular group.

b, Stability of changes over time. Under the

assumption that decreases in Self-Monitoring scores may
occur as the result of the sensitivity experience in

Speech 540, we wished to know if such decreases would be
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TABLE 17

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SELF-
MONITORING SCORES BY GRADING ALTERNATIVE,
IN TWO SPEECH 540 GROUPS

Source SS daf MS F

Total Between 889.10 31

Group 1.18 1 1.18 0.04
Grading
Alternative 3.42 1 3.42 0.13
Group by Grading
Alternative 124.00 1 124.00 4 .57*
Error 760.50 28 27.16
Total Within 91.03 32
Trial 0.94 1 0.94 0.32
Trial by Group 0.18 1 0.18 Q.06
Trial by Grading
Alternative 7.45 1 7.45 2.55
Trial by Group
Grading Alter-
native 0.74 1 0.74 0.25
Error 81.72 28 2.92
*p .05 N = 32



TABLE 18
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MEAN SELF-MONITORING SCORES BY GRADING
ALTERNATIVE IN TWO SPEECH 540 GROUPS

GROUP 1
GRADING Self Point Self Point _
ALTERNATIVE Eval. System Eval. System X
TRIAL
Pre 8.40 12.75 11.38 9.43 11.00
Post 9.20 11.67 11.50 8.57 10.56
X 8.80 12.21 11.44 9.00
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retained over time, or if rather, they would be simply
the product of the immediate group context. Would the
changes, if any, diminish rapidly following the end of
the group? A follow-up administration of the tests was
conducted by mail approximately seven weeks after the end
of the class sessions, following, it should be noted,
the debriefing of subjects.

No significant changes in Self-Monitoring scores were
found between Trials 2 and 3 in Speech 540.

c. The nature of interest in '"self." Early indica-

tions from data in the study implied that some changes
which seemed to be occurring in Speech 540 Self-Monitoring
scores may have been simply regression toward the mean.

It appeared, early on, that students in Speech 540 tended
to enter the class with higher than usual Self-Monitoring
scores. As it turned out, this was not the case. Never-
theless, on the basis of these early scores, we inferred
that students entering Speech 540, if they had relatively
high Self-Monitoring scores, might have a special interest
in themselves--an awareness of themselves, of their beha-
vior, of their appearance to other people, etc. Speech
540 students appeared to have some kind of concern about
"Self" that set them apart from other populations, parti-
cularly the college population represented by students in

Speech 240.
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We set out to investigate the nature of this special
concern with self. Were they, for instance, more self-
oriented than people who enroll in Speech 240? Or did

their concern with self have, rather, to do with a self-

reflectiveness? Given that they entered Speech 540 with

relatively high initial Self-Monitoring scores, either
interpretation--selfishness or self-reflectiveness--
would be possible. But which interpretation would be
correct?

To answer that question, we administered a simple
questionnaire (Appendices I and J) in the Summer, 1975,
to two groups, a Speech 540 section and a Speech 240
section, neither of which were included in the original
study. Using the ruse of gathering feedback for re-
evaluating the future direction of Speech courses, we
asked whether people would prefer "More emphasis on things
that would be of practical use to me in getting what I
want out of my relationships" (the "self-oriented" alter-
native) or whether they would prefer "More emphasis on
things that would help me to understand myself and reflect
about my life, whether or not they directly affect my
relationships with other people" (the "self-reflective"
alternative).

To counteract any possible influence of priority,

the order of the two alternative preferences was alter-
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nated on successive questionnaires, so that successive
subjects received the alternatives in reversed order.
Responses were obtained from 15 Speech 540 students (9
males and 6 females) and from 12 Speech 240 students (8
males and 4 females).

No differences were apparent between Speech 540 and
Speech 240 on the issue. Neither was more Self-oriented
or Self-reflective than the other. Similarly, no dif-
ferences were found based on sex: neither males nor

females were more Self-oriented or Self-reflective.

C. Discussion

In this section, we shall discuss the results of
Study 2 reported above. We shall summarize the most
important findings, discuss their importance, and raise
questions and point directions toward further research.
The discussion is organized around seven topical issues:
1) The Viability of Comparison Groups; 2) Self-Selection
in Speech 540; 3) The relationship of Self-Monitoring
and Need for Approval; 4) Honesty and Self-Monitoring;
5) Need for Approval and Test-retest correlations; 6)
Self-Monitoring and Grading Alternatives; and 7) Variant

findings of Study 1 (the Pilot Study) and Study 2.
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1. The Viability of Comparison Groups

The research design aimed to develop comparison
groups (Speech 240 and Controls) which would function
adequately as controls for Speech 540 subjects. Controls
were selected in a manner designed to allow them to be
as much like Speech 540 subjects as possible, but so
that they would not receive the human relations experience
which Speech 540 subjects received. Another group of
subjects, the Speech 240 group, was selected with the aim
of receiving content similar to that received by Speech
540, but rather than dealing with the content through
a human relations laboratory methodology, Speech 240
would use a case study method. The expectation was that
together, these two types of comparison groups would
provide good controls for the Speech 540 experimental
group.

Indications are that the Controls--having been
recruited from a pool of people who, under slightly
different circumstances, themselves might have been among
the Speech 540 subjects—--had a Self-Monitoring orientation
very similar to that of the experimental group. Through-
out the analyses, no significant differences were dis-
covered between Speech 540 and Controls. At several points,
they were strikingly similar, e.g., in pre-test Honesty

Item scores and Need for Approval. In addition, the
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Speech 540 groups themselves were remarkably similar.

Speech 240 students, by contrast, differed in im-
portant ways from the other two groups. As indicated
above, Self-Monitoring scores in Speech 240 were markedly
different from those in Speech 540, even in initial
scores. In fact, the most apparent indication of dis-
similarity between Speech 540 and Speech 240 is the
average scores on the Self-Monitoring pre-test. They
differed considerably: x = 11.13 and 14.30 for Speech
540 and Speech 240, respectively. Speech 540 and Speech
240 also differed considerably in the proportion of males
and females, with Speech 540 having about 60% females,
and Speech 240 having about 20%. It should be noted,
however, that sex differences did not account for group

differences; there were no consistent sex differences.

2. Self-Selection into Speech 540

It was expected that the Self-Monitoring scores of
students in Speech 540 would decrease significantly more
than the scores of students in either Speech 240 or the
Controls. This did not happen. However, it was dis-
covered that significant self-selection into Speech 540
takes place on the basis of Self-Monitoring scores.
Those students who choose to enroll in Speech 540 report
significantly lower Self-Monitoring than do those students

who enroll in Speech 240 (p €.001). The Self-Monitoring
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of the Control group was, as one might expect because of
the method of their selection, essentially similar to
that of Speech 540 subjects.

Although this is not the finding we anticipated at
the outset of the study, it, in itself, is important.
Among people connected with the Speech 540 program at
the University of Kansas there has been an awareness for
some time that Speech 540 probably draws students who
are not typical of the college population as a whole.

Yet, we have been able to compile very little data to
indicate how they might be different.

It seems that Speech 540 subjects enter the class
with less concern for monitoring their expressive beha-
vior than do Speech 240 subjects. Perhaps, we might infer,
they tend initially to be more autonomous and self-
directing--or at least to report that they are. They seem
to pay less attention to cues from others as to appro-
priate behavior and attempt (or at least report that they
attempt) to adjust their behavior to a lesser degree to
fit the cues they pick up from others concerning appro-
priate behaviors.

This finding that Speech 540 students are, in fact,
self-selected so as to be different from, at least, Speech
240 students calls for further research in extended areas:

1l. Given that self-selection of students into Speech
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540 takes place in relation to Self-Monitoring scores,
how would the Self-Monitoring of Speech 540 students
compare to that of students in humanities other than
Speech Communication?

2. How would the Self-Monitoring scores of Speech
540 students compare to the scores of students in fields
other than the humanities?

3. In what ways other than Self-Monitoring do Speech
540 students self-select? 1In what other ways are they
different from the general college population?

4. What does the lower-than-average Self-Monitoring
of Speech 540 students imply about teaching methods?
What methods for teaching human relations are most ap-
propriate and effective with students of relatively
lower Self-Monitoring? Are the most effective teaching
methods currently being used?

3. The Relationship of Self-Monitoring
and Need for Approval

As we have seen, Self-Monitoring and Need for Ap-
proval were slightly negatively correlated (r = -.24).
This inverse relationship means that about 6% of the
variance in Self-Monitoring scores was accounted for by
Need for Approval. Those subjects with high Need for
Approval tended to have low Self-Monitoring scores and

vice-versa.
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Snyder, in earlier studies on Self-Monitoring,
reported somewhat similar results. With a sample of
192 subjects, he found a similar inverse relationship
(r = -.19), between Self-Monitoring and Need for Approval
and concludes that people who report that they observe,
monitor, and manage their self-presentation are unlikely
to report that they engage in rare but socially desir-
able behaviors (p. 530).

This study has confirmed Snyder's earlier finding
that Need for Approval and Self-Monitoring covary

inversely.

4. Honesty and Self-Monitoring

Is the concern of subjects for honestly presenting
themselves a key factor in Self-Monitoring scores in the
context of special norms for honesty in Speech 540? It
was expected that much of the anticipated decrease in
Self-Monitoring in Speech 540 might be attributable to
those items on the Self-Monitoring Scale which related
directly to honesty with oneself or others, since one
of the norms of Speech 540--a powerful one--is toward
self-revelation, i.e., honesty with oneself and others.
People in Speech 540 might appear to be less Self-Moni-
toring because they come to perceive that one of the
behaviors that is considered appropriate by others in

the group (due to group norms) is honesty and openness.
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Self-Monitoring is no more related to Honesty Items
than to other items on the Self-Monitoring Scale. Further-
more, the expected finding could not have occurred since
there was no decrease in Self-Monitoring per se in Speech
540, as was anticipated. The results on the Honesty
Items closely paralleled the results on the Self-Moni-
toring Scale as a whole.

5. Need for Approval and
Test-Retest Correlations

It was discovered that Need for Approval decreased
significantly (p<‘.025) between pre-tests and post-tests,
and that the decrease was unrelated to the Instructional
Condition in which subjects participated. This finding
would seem to call into question the stability of the
personality characteristic measured by the Marlowe-

Crowne scale.

Test-retest correlations on Need for Approval were
relatively high (r = .77). As a comparison, Crowne and
Marlowe (1964) conducted two separate test-retest measures
of reliability of the Social Desirability Scale. In the
first, completed at a one-month interval with no inter-
vening treatment, r = .88. A separate test-retest measure
was conducted for patients in psychotherapy at a five-
month interval, r = .68. There were no systematic shifts

in scores in this latter study. As many scores shifted



87

up as shifted down, and in about the same degree.

The test-retest correlations of the present study
seem in line with those of the earlier Crowne-Marlowe
studies. Still, the question remains, Why did Need for
Approval decrease significantly from pre- to post-test
without reference to Instructional Condition? Data in
this study do not supply answers, but we may speculate
on the reasons.

One possibility is simply that there may be a
testing effect inherent in the Crowne-Marlowe Instrument.
It may be that scores tend to change downward in a
second administration of the test. The findings of
Crowne and Marlowe weigh against this interpretation,
however, because they found no consistent changes, at
least among patients in psychotherapy. Still, it is
conceivable that such a testing effect may appear among
college students, but not among people in psychotherapy.
Crowne and Marlowe provide no data about the direction or
consistency of changes in their earlier test-retest
measurements which involved no intervening treatment.

Another possible reason for the downward shift in
' Need for Approval in the present study may be that as
students in classes become more familiar with other stu-
dents they begin to lose their need for so much approval

from others. This explanation does not account, however,
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for the fact that Controls, who did not meet together in
classes, also decreased in Need for Approval in the se-

cond Trial.

6. Self-Monitoring and Grading Alternatives

As we reported earlier, the interaction of Group and
Grading Alternative was significant (p <.05). In one
Speech 540 group, people who chose to be graded by a
Self-Evaluation method were considerably lower in Self-
Monitoring than were people who chose to be graded on a
Point System. 1In the other Speech 540 group where the
option was available, the reverse was true, and people
who chose to be graded by the Self-Evaluation method were
higher in Self-Monitoring than were people who chose the
Point System.

Though a relatively minor finding in the context of
the entire study, this is a surprising and interesting
discovery, which also is uninterpretable. Apparently
there were variables idiosyncratic to the groups which
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