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L]'-:AD]Z‘RS]IIP 't SMALL GROUPS:
A REWARDS-COSTS ANALYSIS |
| Rud.y' V. Nydczgger.
Rice University-
Abstract
By ufilizing reinforcing and punishing light-cues the verbal
oufpuﬁ and leadership.statué of Target Ss in a four;ﬁerson grbup
was manipulated. There were fthree‘ conditions: _ Control (no ]_.:i.ght

cues used); Agrec, where Non-Target Ss were reinforced for agreeing

with the Target, and punished Lor all olther verbalizations; and

Disagfee, where Non-Target §_s were reinforced for di"s‘agre.ei'ng with
the Target and puni'shcd' Lfor a‘].J... other \ferbaiiza't:i.ons. .-171?6%1'1 social
exchange theory it was predicted that both experimental gro.ups would
show signiflicant :incz"neases en the dependent mcaaéizres over trials .and R

in comparison with a control group, but the Disagree group would not

show the same effect on the leadurshiij rank:j.ngs,' In general, the

results supported the notion that one leadership function is the
maximization of the rewards/costs ratio, and the group will rank

order members in the order of their ability to fulfill this function.



- _ o LEADERSHIP IN SMALL GROUPS:
A REWARDS-1 )STS ANALYSIS
Rudy V. Nydegger .

.Rice University 3
The purpose ofrthis.stwdy was to evaluate the efficacy oi the
differential application of féinforcing'and puﬁisﬁing light cues
in the Munipnlation of verbal bhehavior anﬂ 1eader;hip status in
small groupsg As Bachnqoh,‘gf al. (1961) point out, the samc
variables that apply to Véfbal'epndi%ioﬁing in the ihdi&iduai case
aiéo apply in thé,g%oup;sitﬁafion. In fact, mény_studies havé‘

used this approach gquite fruitfully. By using rcinforcement
.

@
'

contingenéies»Shapiro and his co-workers have ﬁqen able to manip-
ulate social résponses, ‘the ofdér ol speakers ;n a cohversation,'
and deeision waking activity (Shapiro & Morﬁingstar, 1963; Shapiro,
1863; Levin &-Shapiro, 1962; and Leiderman & Shapiro,.1963).
Walker andHeyns (1962) found that groups could Ee made to appear
as ﬁindividualists” or "cgnformists" through subtle differential
reiﬁfbrcement of tThesc fypes of behaviors. -McNair (1957)-shoﬁed
that the rate Sf verbalization in a group setkting was influenced
by reinforcers, and varied as a fimetion of the schedule of rein-
fopcemént. Finally, Cicutat (1959) fouhd:that the amount of time
a S spoke in a scminar was related to the attention given:him by the
E. |

An intéresting development in the study of group rcinforcement:
came froﬁ Oakes, ct al. (1960) who foﬁnd that thg content of group |

discussion and amount of participation could manipulated by the

administration of reinforcing and/or punishing light cues. Oukes
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(i962) also Tound that the meanings given the vanious iight cucs had
Significunt effeets on the subscguent performance of the §s.
;’Groub-rcinforcement.work élso has»in@ortant inplieations for the
study of leadersh&p. A‘number'of investignfors (Bass, 1949; orgatla
& Baier,:lgﬁﬁ; Kirséht, Lt_al., 1960} have reported close relationships
between ratillgs of leadership and the amount of purticipation by the
individual. On a common sense basig Tthe assumption might be made
that a person partieipﬁtes more becausc he "has" leadership. It is
just as lpgical; howéver;'to assume tth he is cdnsidered morce of a
1caééf becaﬁsc he participates inore.
In order to further examine the relationship between leadership,
and verbal output, Hastorf (1906) modificd Qakes' procedure.
In his study th@'gs dischssed'a case hisfory without reinforcemént,
and then ranked the Ffour group members (including themselves) on a
sociometric questionnaire designed to revéal perceived ieadership.
status. The E fhen summed the group’'s rankings, and the peréoh
. raTked third oﬁefall was designated "Target Persen.” This was,
of cburse, done without the knowledge of any of the Ss. The groﬁp_
then’discussed a second case, with the Target Persdn peceiving positive
lighﬂ]cues (green) for verbalization énd negative cues (red) for.nonlf
participation. The.thrég Non—Target Ss réceiVed"gfeen lights” when
they agreed with the Target § and recd lights for any other verbaliza-
tion. Following'thq discussion the Ss again ranked the gpéup'mgmbers
on leadership; This was foliowed by a third diséussion (an extinction

trial) during which no light cues were used, and finally, another

_presentation of the questiommairce.
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As would bhe éxpuctod on fhe hi'sis of previous studics, Hastorf
found that the proportion of verbalization attributable to the
Target Person,incroased significantly during the rcinflorcement
session and declincd bnly slightly during the oxtinction tgial: in
addition, the lgadership status of* the Target Person, as perceived
by the Non-Target ﬁss'nlSO incrcased significantly ufter'thé reing
forcempnt scssion with only a slight deeline following the extinetion
session. |

Qakes (1908) has eriticized Hqs%orf'sa(lOGG) use of ‘the- socio-
metric questionhairc. Firgt, Oakes disagree d somewhat with the
content of Hastori'ls ques Llonnarnc;,and discussed how this might-

have accounted for some of the reinlorcement effect. In order to

.clarify this issuce Zdep and Oakes {1967) designed a replication of

Hastorf's stﬂ@y in which the questiommaire was Giiminatcd For huif
of the groups. The pesults indicoted that the reinforeing-punishing
light cues exerted a significant elffect on the Target Person's pro-
porilon of talking time and his lo¢dcrehlp status aé perceived |
by other group members whether or not an initial queétipnnaire was
gsed. Nydegger and Grice {1967) have obtéined much the same findings.
ihe effe¢t ¢f weinforcement on participatiﬁn,and\lGAdership
status, then, has been shown to be reliable and not dependent on
sensitization by a qucétionnaire. In fact, Nydegger (1970) obtained
51m11ar results in shorfer sessions when relnlorCing lights were
applied only to hv Target Person and other group members were not

aware of the light cues. This technique seems to produce quite

i
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stable eflcets over time. David (1967).f0und.that not only
did the effcets of the light.cues sersist over tiﬁé;-but;ull Ss and
not jnét The Target Ss seemedtto participate more just by Qirtue_of
'haVing bheen in the groupiﬁ@form. |

On the basis of the daté from thesc éfudies it can be Tairly
reliably stated that there is a posiltive relationship be%wcen verbal
oultput and Jleadership status; but the functional nature of this
relationship is still a bit in gx:stion. Not many people would
agree that simply talﬁing a lot, without regardvfor'the content,
makes é leaderf .Asguming this notion.to be true, the pfesent stﬁdy
addresses itself To tHe issue of how vérbéi output may be functionally
relqted to emergent leadership in small groups.’

This approach‘iﬁ much\in Iine with changing oricntations to the
study of leaders and leadership. In an excellent review, Hollander
(lQéU) notes.fhis phange, and points out how'tﬁe field is now gone
'bgyond sfudying leaders EéE.EEi and is approaching lcadership in
terms 6f the relationships'between the leader, other members, and the
situationé in which the .group is found. TFiedler (1958, 1867}
typifies this new approach by focusing on how leaders and folloWers
interact given thé‘eonstfaints of certain situntibnal variables.
Bavelas (1965) really updates the "man vs. situation™ question byf
stressing that functions to be fulfilled by’leédefs are essential |
elements of the situation in which the leader finds himself., Thus,
the imporinat iosue is nct who the leader is, but rather, how the
leadership functions are distributed. |

" Thére are apparcntly maﬁ&lleadership functions that depend

upon task and other situational demands as well as psychological
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needs of thé.mcmbers“ The prescn . writer feels that thg person who
inereasces positlive oulcomes or stutes of the world, and decrcases
the negative ones is fulfilling one important funection for the group.
This is of coursc neeessarily relovant to the salicnt needs of the
group alt any given time; This not&on is much like Thibaut and

, ! - - '

Kelleyts (1959) reivards-costs anulysis of social behavior, and bor-.
rows much from their-thinking. In Ffact they mention (Thibuﬁt &
Kelley, 1959) that a person ranked high sociometrically is onc
who increhses rawards and docruuses.costs for the persons who rank him,

By looking at the group leadgr;in this fashion we nole some
possible confounding in lastorf’s (19G66) study that was mentioned
tabove. Since Non-Targel §s were only rcinforced when they agrecd
with the Target Person, and were punishgd for other vérbalizations
we must ask th the Target Ss increascd in leadérship status follow-
ing the light cucs. 'Was it becausc he talkgd more, or was it pér—.
haps because he was able o provide rewards for the other group
members. The present study was devised.éo answer this question
directlf,- ‘ ' ' : ' W‘ '

To do this the Qakes-ltype situation was used, and the experi-
ment was @onduc%od“much the same as was Hastorf's (19GG6) ﬁnd_
Nydegger and-Gricee's (l§67). The main difference was the inclusion
of an additiona! cxperimental group in which the Non-Target Ss
were rewarded fur disagréeing with the Target § énd punished for
agreeing.

The hypothesas to be tested were:

1. Jéhen compared with the Control group both experimental

o | |
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groups would show a Hignifiv'ntidiffcrcnoo in the sccecond and
third triﬁls (after the light cues) on all dependent measures.
2. On verbal oubkpul both of thcvuxpcrimentnl groups would
evidence an incercase in doration and frequency from the fipst Lo
sceond trial, and this difference would persist to the third
trial. The control gImnu)\aouid show no such change. .

3. Oﬁ Jeadoership rnnking the Agree gronp woul.d show a con-

ditioning cifceet from first to second Triuls, and Lfrom first To

third trials. No sueh difference would ﬁe found in Control or

Disagree groups. |

4. In the socbnd and third trials the Targelt $s in the Agree

condition would be ranked significantly higher sociometrically -

than those in the'Disugrée tnd Conmtrol conditions,

Method - |

Subjects. The §s in this study were 96 male volunteers reoruited
from an introductory psychology course of aboult 500 students. Lach
S wﬁs assigned randomly of one of eight four-person groups in each
of Three conditions. The only differcnce in this assignment pfocedure
was that a westriction prohibiting personai fricends from serving in
‘the same group.

Appnratus. The group menmbers were randomiy assigned to one of
Tour seats arouwsd a square table. in fromt of each chair on the
Ttable was a light box consisting of one-half incb red, green, and:
amber lights, wnd a black flaired'hood to keep Ss from seeing one
anothert!s cues. There was also a microphone’which was connected

to headsets worn by two,Es in an-adjaecnt control room where the
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discussions were monitored. In'tL:‘control room were the control
panels for %hc light boxes, elapscd tiﬁcré and frequency counters
“for recording verbual outpﬁt. A full description of all cquipment
may be found in Nydegeoer (1.970).

ALl instrucizions and discussipn tonics ware présentod to the
Ss din manilla folders that WQfe'nﬁmbored for each discdssion. The
Topics discussed wére:
1. ."low can we iﬁsupe individual rights and safety in
large cities without having to résort to 'police state'
tactiecs dnd controls?" |
2.  "How would yoﬁ design a more meﬁningfnl educafional
experience for the college undergraduate? .
- 3. "lHow wopld you.develop a self-policing, self-maintaining
peni‘l’:'e.lrt:i.a 1‘y?"'.
The order of presentatibn of these questions was counterbalanced
for all groups. | |
Procedure. In the pﬁesent study the three experimental con-
ditions'repreSentea the light cue contingencies fhatlwere used. In
the control group no lights were used in any trial and the Ss-
participated in fhred ten-minute discussions. The Agree condilion
was essentially'a réplication of Haétorfis (1966) and'Nydegger and
Griée's (1967) studies in that light cues were used in oniy the
seconﬂ of ‘the discussibns. Instructions for this session stlated that
the Es were studying the effects of feedback on group discussion;
*  therefore during the discussion the Is would provide feedback.
The Ss wefe told'thnf particularly insightful comments-and responscs
. that furthered the group’'s progress would result” in a green light;
Q . : :
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goetting off the i.:ruck, or hamperiy ; the group‘ s progreoss would
occasion a red light., In all sessiomns thc amber Light was used
to start and stop the discussion.

After the first trial (OPI; or Operant I) the Ss were given a
short questionnujre'with'the Tollowing iteoms:

L. VWho would you say talked the most?-

2. Who did the most to.guidu group discussibn?

3. Who had the bést idea?

I, Who waé the group leader?
They were told To‘rank all Lfour purticipanté including thomgelves
on cach i&em. Then the Es.determincd the § ranked third on verbal
outpul and leadership ranking and he was designated ae che Tafget
Person. During the sccond trial (ACQ; or Acquisition)'thc Target
was given green lights for verbalizing?'and.red-lights Tor remain-
ing silent. The other Ss were given green lights for agrecing with
the Target, and red lights for all other verbalizations. The
thifd trial (OPIL; or Operant II) was essgntially the same as the
first since no light cues were used. The leadership questionnaire
was given following ACQ and QOPIL trials, énd the only proecedural
departure from thic earlier studies was that Hastorf (1966) and Nydegger
and Qrice (1967) used l0-minute trials for OPI and OPII, and 20
minutes for ACG. The present study employed tThree ten-minute trials
because Nydegger (1970) found ?hat 10 minutes was a sufficient amount
of time to elicii stable changes in performance using this paradigm.

The third condition (Disagrec) was essentiully identical to
the second except that the Non-Target Ss were nreinforced (green

\
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light) for diéﬂgrc:iné with the T:fgqtﬁ and punished (rcﬁ lighﬁs)'
for ali other verbalizations.. The control. group -did not receive any
;igﬁt cues, and were simply told that thé'lights were used to start
and stbp thé discussions.” | |

n sﬁmmaryﬁ‘the procedure was: -

1. 8s esgorted in, seated argunﬂ tha table, given general

instrucfioﬁsg and were presented the discussion topic;

2..‘§S talkqd for.ten.mindtes during‘which fime Ls recorded
“ .frequency and duration of t;lking for all Ss.

3.. The discuésion was stopped and fhe leadefship gquestionnaire

" was administered. » Y
i, The light cue instrugtioﬁs were given Lo all:Ss in the

- experimental conﬂitions, fhe discuésiqn foPic was presented,
and the:ﬂiscussioh.énsued. . o .
5. The‘discussionlwas stoppoed, and.the leadership.guestionnaire
wasteuhuinistéred.‘ v
:6.  The third topic was-introduéed and the discussibn‘cbmmenced, <
following which the‘leédgfship questiommaire was readministered.
7; The Ss were thankea, debriefed, and diémisséd.
8. Frequencyiénd duration of talking'wewé recorded for all
‘ : : 17
Ss in all trials.
Tor furtﬁer information'régarding equipment, specific instruction,
diécussion topibn, or othep fine pointé of methodology;:please see
Nydegger (1970).
Re e’mlt‘é
THé results were analyzed in terms of bhoth betwéen—group and
| within-group cqmparisons. For thd hetween-group con@arisons The
Q ’ ’ '
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Monn-Vhitmey U with correcetion for ties was cumployed with ¢ = .05.

Yor chianges over trials the sign test was used also with g = .05,

I. Between Group Comparisons

A. Acrce vs, Contrel.  As predicted there were no differences

between theste two groups on any dependent measure during the 0PI

Ttriul. Tolloving the ACQ trial, however,

sigmificantly higher than the Control on
of talking (U = 8.5; p < .006); duvation
and leadership rank (U = 11; p < .011).

up, and were till in evidence following
v
(U

9.5; p < .0U8); duration (U = 12; p

I

7; p < .003},

B. Disagrec vs, Cenlrol. Acain as

the Agroce group was rankoed
all monﬁﬁros: reguency

of talking (U= 06; p < .002);
These dilfferences held

the OPII trial: frequency

< .012); leadership

predisted there were no

differences bhetween these two groups during the 0PI trial.

However, following the ACQ trial diffcrences were foumd., There

was no significant difference in terms of frequency of talking,

even on this tricl, but the Disagree group was ranked significantly

higher than the Control group on duration of talking (U = 6;

p < .002), and on leadecrship (U = 9.5; p

< .008). This finding

was duplicated fcllowing OPII. ‘There was no differcence in fre-

quency of talking, but there werc significant dififerences in duration

(U= 8; p<.005, and leadership (U = 11.5; p < .017).

C. Agrce vs. Disagree. There were

no differences between tThose

two groups in either the OPI of ACQ trials although it was cxpected

they would differ in the ACQ trial. lowever, as predicted, on the

OPII trial the Agrec Target Ss were ranked higher on leadership

(U = 16.5; p < .0u), “There -were no-ther Biffferdichs in the OPII
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II. Within-group Changes Over Tri.ls

A. OPI to ACQ changes. The control group did not show changes

on any dependent measurc over these ‘tals.  The Agree group did

not show statistically significant changes although the trends were

certainly in the predicted dircetion on frequency (p < .06) and

duration (p < .11). The Disagree group showed no changed in leader-
ship, but therc was a difference in dvration (p < .03). TFurthen,
there was a marked trend in frequeicy (p < .006).

B. 0PI to OPIX Changes. Again the Control group showed no

changes on any dependent measure ivom the . first o the third trial.
However, in the Agrec condition there was a significant increasc in

duration of talking (p < .02) and in leadership ranking (» < .05).

" There was no difference in frequency. In the Disagrec group there

was no change in frcqueﬁey or leadership, but there.was an increase
in duwration (p < .02).

’ﬂ ' Discussion

In general, the hypotheses tésted in this stﬁdy were partly
suhétantiated.' However, it was noted that in several tests the fre-

: v - . . .
quency measure was not as sensitive in detecting changes and differerces

as was the duration measure. This is nol the least bit surprising,

.as 'frequency of verbalization is at least somewhat difficult to in-

terpret (e.g. is'a one minute verbalization the same as a five second
one? dr better, vhat ig a verbal f:sponse?). In terms of measuring
verbal:output in this type of sitvation, the duration measure is probably
the most meaningful,

In the OPI - ACQ changes the experimental groups did not show



The ﬁagnitudo Qf change thal: was « pected. In fact, the Agree
condition only sh@wed trends on 1wo measures:  requeney and

duration:; and the Disugrece group only showed signiricant change in
duration with a trend in freguency. . However, in the 0PI - OPIL com-
parisons the Agfec group changoed significantly on duration Qnd leader-
ship and the Disagree group changed on duraltion. It may well be that
the ten minuwte ACQ trial is not -cnough time to effeet the changes.

t

In an earlicr study Rydegeger (1970) found ten mihnteé to be satis-
Tactory, but that situation was a hbit different since the light cue
contingenceies did not depend upon snch subtle differentiation.

This Tinding probably indicates thal ths 20 minﬁfe ACQ trial as uscd
by Hastorf (19C€6) is the best length of fime for this type of study.

FWhy then would the 0PI - OPTY changes he significant when the
or1i - ACQ ehaﬁées wore not? It may well be that given the subtle
nature off the manipulation it simply takes a bilt longer for §§.to
ineorporate and process the light cue information in such a way as
to affcet performance and resultant leadership ranking. The fact
that the difference did emerge malies a strong case for this idea,
and also suggests that the 20 minute ACQ trial is desirable in
situations where such subtle manipulations are used.

Perhaps the most significant aspect of the pfesent'stﬁd& was
the evidence of diffcrence between thé Agree and Disagreeléroups
with fespect to lcadership. The hgree group showed a significant
increase in leadership ranking from OPI - OPII (although not from
OPI - ACQ); the Disagrce group‘showed no such chﬁnge. Also, in
comparing tﬁe Agrce and Disagree groups on all measures on all
trials, the only signiFicant difference hetween Thé two was on

Q
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1eadcrship rénking Tollowing thc LI trial. That is, tho §s
ranked the Agrec Targets higher than the Disagree Targets, This loends
at lcést tentative support to the notion that one funetion off a
group leader is to provide fof the maximizatimn‘of rewanrds and
the minimization of costs for group members. Thus, il scoms
reasonable that in the wnalysis of at least some leadership functiéns,
a sooiﬁl exchange tTheory paradigm provides a good theoretical base.

This manipnlatioh of lcadership points out nicely that in many
instances it is not who the leader is, but rafhcr what he doqs:to
meet certain needs of the group that is signilicant. As Ravelas, et al.
(1965) assert, the old "trait" approach to leadership has had dif-
ficulties, and & situational one seems far more viuble. It also
supports the notion that situations can be manipulated in such
a way as to ﬁaiimize the leadership capabilitics of many people
who might not fit the sterveotypic image of leader. Thus, from a
social exchange standpoint, the person in the role of leader is the
one who fulfills expectations, achieves goals, and provides rewards
for other members. In exchange, he receives influence, status,
and estcem (Hollander & Julian, 1969). While many other studies have
demonstrated the effectiveness of Light cues in changing verhal
output énd léadurship status (Oakes, et al., 1960: Oakes, 19G2a;
Oakes, 1962b; Oukes et al., 1961; Wong, 1962; Hastorf, 19G6; Zdep
& Oakes, 1967; bavid, 1967; Bavelus, et al., 1965; Nydegger & Grice,
1967: Nydegger, 1970) the present study lends even more support for
the notion that social exchange theory provides a viable model for

the study of lecudership.
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At this point the question o. how the Light cues worked must

be paisced. Did the light cuces reinforce or punish verbal behavior,

or did they effeet changes in hchavior because they provided, as
Orne.(lOGE} suggests, demand charvacteristics in the sitaation?

The latter position would assert that Ss in rescarch are in o prob-
lem solving situation in which they arce supposcd to "ligure out™
what to do, and the experimenter provides cues Thal are designod

to clicit predicted behuvior. The Ygood" § solves The riddlie and
confirms the E's expectutions. “fhis weiter feels that to wnderstand
verbal. conditioning in gencral, and the group rcinforcement Lech-

nigque in particular reinforcement must be decomposced into what

- I . - - .
. Estes (L9067) calls Yinformalbional®™ and "motivational™ components.

O
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In this situstion the information:l aspect is probably far more im-
portant than the motivational. In this sense the light cues can

S with information about his performance Lthat

oy

serve to pfovide the

may change his perception of himself din such a way as to clicit changés

in Eehdvior that bring his bchavior in line with his new perception of

the state of tha world. This effcet can be highly situational with

few enduring qualities. In fact, the generalization probably depends

heavily upon replication of this information in other varicd situations.
In the presont stu@y the Target Ss in the experimental groups

were elevated in relation to other group members on leadership

and verbal output by virtue of reinforcing and puﬁishing light cues.

Since the groups fhat were reinforced for agreeing with the Yarget

elevated him more in terms of leadership than the group reinforced

for disagreeing with the Target, some interesting conclusions can

be suggested. " Tirst, a Targét § din this type of situation probably
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talks mwore after the use of reinfo wing light cues because the new
information regurding his behavior prompts him Lo re-evaluate himself,
form a new opinion, and Then change his behavior to conform with
his new picture of himsclf. The other oroup menbors prgbubly
talk less for the same reasons.. The ehanges in leadership status
appecar to come Irom Two sources, Iirst, one comnon assumplion
about @ group leuder is that hé talks more than others. Thus; ¢
when a member chonges his behaviow, the perception the other group
members have of Jiim will change so that there is congruity between
his behavior and their percepltion of him, .Inturostingly, Nvdegoer
(1970) found that by analyzing Tawzget and Non—?arget rankings scpa-
rately, they were parallel inallconditions. 7The othcr group members
appear duite sensiltive Tto ohanges in the behavior of a mémber, and
will revalue him to meet this perceived change.

.The present sltudy providés the second link in the understanding
of change in leadurship status in the group reinforcemént sotting.
The leader appears to function in some way to maintain a favorable
balance hetweeﬁ rewards aﬁd costs. When you are rewarded for ag-
reeing with the leader you rank him higher than if you ﬁre reWarded
Tor disagrecing with him, and punishéd for'agrceing. This is in
the absence of any difference in verbal output.

, In sunmary, this study provides additional support for the

social exchange upproach to the sfudy of leadership. It is not
sugeested or prciendéd that other variables are not involved,
Tor as we study group processés fdrther, we Find that something
as superficially obvious as leadership is enormously complex.
Howcvdf, in the present situation the mode}: offered and tested

o

ERIC appears to satisfactorily explain the results.



17.
]QCLfén‘cnlcE"s
Bachrach, A. J., Candland, D. K,, & Gibson, J. T. Group rcinforce-
ment of dindividual response expurihents in verbal bhehavior.

In T. A. Berg & B. M. Bass (Eds.), Condormity and Doeviation.

New York: Harper & Row, 1961,

Bass, B. An analvsis of the leaderless group disceussion,  Journal

of Applicd Psychology, 1940, 33, 527-530.

*

Bavelas, AL Dngineer to job to £it the manager.  Harvard Business

Revicw, 1065, 43, 115-122.

Bavelas, A., Hastorf, A. M., Gross, A. L., & Kite, W. R. Experiments

onn the alteration of group structure, Joumal of Dxperimental

. . . e o
Social Psychologyv, 1965, 1, 55-70.

Borgatta, E., & Bales, R. ¥. Sociomelric status-pattern and charac-

43, 289-207,

Cicutat, V. J. Superstitions modilfications of verbal behavior

during class discussion. Psychological R;ﬁbrts, 1959, 5, 658.
David, K. H. Generalization of operant conditioniﬁg of'verbal_;
frequency in three-men discussion groups. Unpublished Ph..ﬁ.
dissertatihn, University of Hawaii, 1967.
Estes, W. K. Reinforcement in human leurﬁing. ‘Technical Report
Na 125, 1967, Stanford University. |
\

Fiedler, F. E. Leader Attitudes and Group Effcotiveness.  Urbana:

University of Illinois Pre:v, 1958.
Fiedler, F. E. A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness. New York:
McGraw-1[ill, 1967.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



18.
Hastorl, A. II. fThe veinforcemen of individoal aclions in a grou
o ]

situation. In Y. Krasner & L. P. Ullmann (Eds.), Rescarch in

Bchavior Modilication, New York:; lolt, Rinchart, & Winsion,
1966,

Hollandey, E. P. Leaders, Groops, and Influence.  New York:

oxford University Press, 1004,

Hollander, 5. P., & Julian, J. W. Contemporary trends in the

analysis ol leadership processes,  Paychological Pulletin,
1969, 70, 387-397. |

Kirscht, V. P., Lodahl, T. M., & Haire, M. Some factors in the
selection of lcaders Dby mumbers‘of small) groups. In D. Cartl-

wright & A. Zander (Bds.), Group Dynamics, (2nd cd.). New York:

Row, Peterson, & Co., 1900,
Lciderhan, P. H., & Shapiro, B. The operant conditioning of con-

versation. Journal of Expcrimental Analysis of Behavior,

1962, 5, 309-316.

Levin, G,, & Shapiro, D. A physiological and bchavioral approach

to the study of group interaction. Psychosomalic Medicine,

1962, 25, 140-157,
McRair, D. M. Reinforcement of verbal behavior., Journal of

Experimental Psychology, 1957, 53, 40-46,

Nydegger, R. V. Leadership status and verbal behavior in small
froups as a function of schiedule of reinfovcement and level of
informati.m processing complexity. Unpublished Ph, D, disser-
tation, Washington University (St. Louis), 1970.

Nydegger, R, V., & Grice, D. D. The eoffceets of diffvrential
reinforceupnt on lecadership in a small group, Unpublished - - -

Q paper, 1967.




19.
Oukes, W. I'.  Reinforcement of Be e's categoriecs in group discussion,

Psychological. Reports, i962, 11, u27-u35. (a)

Qukes, W, F. DLitectiveness of signal light reinforcers given various

meanings op partieipation in group discussions.

Psveholomicnl Reports, 18024, 11 H69-170. (b)
/ . W

Oukes, W. T'. Reinforcement eTfects in group discussion. In W, R,
¢
A
Vinacke (Ed.), Readings in Ceneral Psychology.,  New York:

5

American Book Co. ., lﬂbéi
Oakes, W. F., broge, A, B., & Augost, Barbara., Reinforcement effceets

on participation in group discussion. Psychological Reports,

1960, 7, 503-514,
Oakes, W. F., Ioge, A, BE., & August, Barhara, Reinforcement effects

on conclus on in group disc ssion.  Psychological Reports,

1961, 9, 27-3il,
Ormme, M. T. On the social psych logy of the psychological experiment .

with particular reference Lo demand characieristices and their

implicaticns, American Psychologist, 1962, 17, 776-782,
Shapiro, D. The reinforcement of disagreement in a small group.

Behavior Research and Therany, 1963, 1, 267-272.

Shapiro, D., & Jorningstur, M. Some Factors affecting disagreement

in a small group, ONR Technical Report 6, Contract NONR-18066

(43) Grour Psychology Branch, 1963,
Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, H. H. The Social Psychology of Groups.
New York: Wiley, 1959,

Walker, E. L., & Heyns, R. W. An Anatomy for Conformity., Cnglewood

1

Cliffs, N. J.: ﬂPrcntice Hall, 1962,



20.
\‘Johg, J. EBffect of reinforcement o albtitude toward the physically
disabled. Unpnbl_:i.s]vxod M. A. thesis, Univevsity of Hawu:i.i,
190606,
Zdep, S. M., & Ookes, W. F. Reinforcement of leadership behavior in

mroup discussion.  Joumnal of Ixporimental Social Psvehology
: r Py () 2

1967, 3, 310-320.




