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of group agreement, since the amount of opportunity to interact per member
is greater in a three=person group than in a foureperson group. Jenness also
found a greater change of opinion in his discussion groups than in a condition
vhere there was no opportunity for discussion. This convergence of opinion
after discussion was also observed in two person groups by Kirkpatrick (1936),
One of the more recent experimenters concerned with the cffects of
group discussion on opinion change was Lewin. Lewin (1958), compared the cffcects
of group discussion followed by group decision with the effects of hearing a
lecture followed by an individual decision in 2 group situation. ile found
that the group discussion condition was superior to the lecture condition us
a necans of changing attitudes towards foods in adultse. This exploratory study
by Lewin does not raveal the snecific factors responsible for the suseriority
of group discussion -~ group deciszion method over the lecture - individuzl decision
method. A study by Pelz (1958) Qas the first to atteupt to disentangle the
relative contribution of such factors as lecture versus discussion, decision
versus no decision, degree of public commitwment and degree of consensus ina
the group. Pelz concluded that neither discussion nor public commitient woso
important but that the act of making a decision and the degree of perceived
consensus in the group, in combination were sufficient to zccount for the results
in Lewin's study. Pemnington, Haravey and Bass (1958) questicncd Pelzt's
interpretation. ‘fhey found that opinion change was groeater whan there wvas
discussion than when no discussion took place. This is in agrecmeat with
Jennessts (1932) results. Lecision making was also found to be effective in
czusing opinion chanze, but thic fezctor did not have oz large an effect as

discussion. In interpreting the conflicting findings of the studies of Pelz






effect and having subjects voice their judgements found convergence of
Judgements by individuals placed in a two-person group.

These last three experiments demonstrated convergence toward an internal
group norm in dyadic groups where no discussion had taken place. Other
experimenters have observed tae ccnvergence of a subject toward the viewpoint
expressed by more thon one other individual in a non~discussion situation.

Asch (1951) had subjects judge the length of a line after hearing
the Judgements of 6 to 8 confederates who gave an obviously wrong answer on
cortain critical trials. Asch found that a subject shifted his opinion to
agree with that opinion unanimously expressed by coafederates on 37% of the
critical trials, though large individual differences vere found. Hardy (1957)
found similar results on views of divorce using the same procedure as isch.

The Asch technique is highly uneconomical as there is only one subject
in each group. Crutchfield (1955) has devised a more practical procedure
vhere it is possible to collect data from a number of subjeets simultaneously.
Unlike the Asch seteup, the subjects are not face-to=face, but in individu:zl
cubicles in which a switchboard informs then howv the others within the group
supposedly judged a stimulus., On critical trials, all subjects are made to
think that their judgement is to be mzde last, thus enabling the expsrimzater
to expose all subjects to the same conformity pressure. Using this mathod,
Crutchfield (1955) vas able to create a substantial amount of yielding to a
unanimous majority over various kinds of stimuli, The moroc ambiguous the
stimulus, the more the shift was toward the false norm of the group. Ta=
results also showed large individual differences. Thase findings were confirmed
by Coleman, Dlake and Houton (1958) who used a simulated group procedurc in

vhich each member thought he heard the ulanimous opinions of four others, befora
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voicing his own opinion on curreant event topics. The Crutchfield aond Coleman
et al. findings arc consistent with the idea that the more ombiguous the
situation or stimulus, the more a subject must rely on others! opinions for
a judgement of correctness.

It is evident from ths preceding review that within any group, whether
there is discussion or not, an internal norm or group standard is created toward
which members of that group move. This movement has been labelled group
locomotion by Festinger (1950). The foregoing survey shows that group locomotion
has been observed in such extreme cases as when there was no instruction to
reach a consensus, when there was no opportunity to argue, and even when the
members were making judgements on a very unambiguous task.

Hone of the studies above hzve had any particular concera with why this
novement occurs. lowever, there is some information available on thece points.
A number of studies (mainly done under Festinger) have shown that a person does
not like to have others disagree with hin, Furthermore, he will try to persuade
others that his positicn is correct.

Schacter's (1951) experiment was the first to show this and was one
of the first to record the pressures related to this movement within the group
situation. In contrast to previous studies, the reactions of uembers to each
other vere the wain dependent variables. This study took into account btoth the
amount and direction of the commurication in the group, variables which give
us insight into how pressures leading to conformity are exerted. Schacter
used groups of five to seven individuals gathered together to form a n2w club.
All clubs, no matter what their original purpose, were asked to discuss the
case of Johnny Rocco, a juvenile delinqguent. Vithin each group Schacter

employed three confederates; a deviate vho took an extreme opinion opgosed to the
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like to have others disagree with him, Fe will try to persuade others that
his position is correct. One reason why this happens is offered by Festinger
(1950)s Vhen an individual enters z group =nd discusces a topic on which
there is no empirical referent, he is dependent upon agreement within the total
group for feeling his opinion is correct. Turthermore, the fact that no ome
likes to be exposed to an opposing opinion manifests itcelf in the finding that

persistent deviates arc rejected from the group.

The cifects of knowledge of an externzl norm on an individual 's opinion.

Just zs the preceding section has provided us with the observation that
knowledge of an internsl norm, hov others within a group behave, is a sufficient
force to create conformity, the following experinents ore intended to show
first, that the mere knowledge of an external norm is a sufficient force to
create conformity and cecond, that the sizme of a reference group can effect
the degree of conformity.

Generslly, in these experinents, an individual is merely informed how
others feel about a topic. Ilioore (1921) performed one of the first experiments
of this type., HNe was mainly concerned with vhich type of reference group,
peer group uajority or expert opinion, exerted greater influence ir creating
opinion change on verious topics. le had subjects make individual judgements
on expressions related to speech, morals and music. Iater he re-administered
the same questionnaire, but this time including a statencnt of the prefercnees
of a majority of peers, After a two-day interval, the some questionnaires
were given again but with the preferred choices of an exgrart in cach field.
vhile both cases showed shifts of opinion in the dircction of the reference

group, more change was observed under the peer group condition, than under the
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expert condition. These results were later confirmed by Marple (1933) in a
design which employed a control group that received nc reference group
information. t(/heeler and Jordon (1929), concerned only with the effect of peer
group support on opinion change, obtained results in linc with the above studies.
They also reported that whilc most peoplz tended to change in the direction
of the majority, some people moved zway from the majority. Keither ijcors nor
Harple had reported this finding,.

In a mora recent e¥periment, Wiener, Carpenter and Carpenter (1956)
obtained the prefercnce of college students for two nomes associated with
each of ten ambiguous designs presented in a mineographed booklet. Later,
the experimenters returned the original booklet upon which they had written
arbitrary percentages said to represent those in the clzss choozing each
alternative, On five ceritical designs, the percentages informed the subject
that the wajority of the class disagreed with his choicej on the other five
designs, that he was in agreement with the majority. The cubjects were then
asked to indicate their choices again. The experimenters found significant
conformity, as measured by change in the direction of the external norm.
Similar results with high school students have been reported by ing (1959)
who used a check mark procedure to indicate vhere each of three reference
groups stood (parents, teachers or peers) on 45 questions of a heterogeneous
nature ranked on a seven-point scale., Of these 45 itema, 38 were designcted
critical and were checkeriarked at the extreme ends of the sczle. Using the
sum of a subject's changes on the 38 criticsl issues, King found that the
subjects were very susceptible to majority influence over different content
areas, irrespective of the nature of the reference grecup.

Some effects of the composition of the majority have bcen reported
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The effects of knouledge of an exterrsl ncrm on the formation of an internzl noru.

Considered as & whole, the previous experiments have chown thst
knovledge of how others behave (a) within a group (internal norm) and (b) ae
e reference group (en externol morm) can effect opinion chaznge. The next
series of experiments is internded to bring out what little is lmown zbout the
interaction of these twvo factors,

Cerard (1954) established a group norm zand observed the effecte of
this norm on en internzl grovp norm. To ectablicsh the first norm he hzd
sut jects discuss z topic ond reach scre ccnsensus. This tended to anchor the
opinion withir the group. The degree of anchoring was controlled by varying
the attractivcness eriong members znd the amount of opinion apreement (distance)
vithin the group. Attractiveness was controlled by telling the members of
a group thst they would find each other congenizl (high ottraction) or not
congenial (low attraction), One veek leoter, each subject returned individvally
to the lcboratory at which time his opinion was challenged by a paid participant
in a discussion. The firzt norm, established as an intermzl pgroup norm, now
cerved as an extermal norm, a reference pcint in the later dyadic discussion.
Gerard found that thocze subjects who wers in agreement with the first proup
made more influence attempts on the paid partieipant than those who were in
1aild or strong disagreerent with the first norm, IHe also found that regrrdless
of the degree of agrecnent, subjects from the high attraction conditions chznged
less than those from the low attraction conditions. This experiment saeens to
inlicate that vhen a subject has supsort from an external norm (here a subject
in the agreement condition) he will try to influence c deviate wore than if

he had weak or no support from the external norm (mild or strong disaprecment

conditions).
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of subjects that each of them hud e certain mmount of peer group supgport
Tor their opinion previously obtuined on an issue {the oxternai norm),
Iiorrison had thiem discuss this issue, The discussion was wmonitored and in
addition a post discussion measure of opinion was taken. This procecure ullowed
the experimceunter to see the dynamics of the pressures wrising from the inter-
accion of the external norm on the creaticn of the interncl norm as well as the
resuitant opinion change. 1In 11 discussion groups, toth meubers had initially
expressed very strong oppusing opinions on a 7-point scale. liorrison used
three coubinations oi peer group support. In one, both menbers were infomed
that they had substantial, but equal support (P-P groups); in another, thct
they had livtie, but equal support (p-p groups); and in the third, that one
had a lurge awount und the other a very amall amount of peer grcup support
(P~p groups)e. Using a procedure developed in the previous work of Carment
(1961) and Carment, Schwartz and ililes (1963, 1964), the discussion was monitored
in terms of the total anount spoken per subject, the total emount spoken per
group, and the proportion of time each subject spont speaking positively {for
nis original point of view), negatively (aguwinst his originai point of view),
and neutrally (off topic). A temporal measure of opinion chenge was reflected
in an increcse in poasitive statements or a decrease in negative statenients.
Using these measures, Norrison found that subjects in groups waerv there wes
uneqyual support (P-p) spoke more, wade more positive, and fewer meutral state-
ments than subjects in groups with equal support (P-P and p-p)e. In addition,
the most ncutral and the fewest positive statements were ewittad in groupa
where subjects each had a substantial amount of support (P-P). lowever, the
post discussion measures showed no Gifferential opinion change nor rejection

of partner among the peer group support conditions. This mokes it rather
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Pritzker (1957) used topics thst were of no srest importence to ths subjects,
nor were they ones in which the cubjects were deeply jnvolved, (“z2shington was
a greatef president than Iincoln); wheress, Yovliand, Harvey znd Snerif (1957)
had used an issue of deep involvement, (»nrohibition in a dry states). Iz order
to obtain deen involvement to test his theory, vhittaker (1963, 1555) incrzased
Hovlend and Pritzker's 7-noint scale to a S-pcint seale by adding Yagree
absolutely" and "disagree absolutzly", ‘/hareas Hovland and Pritzker uazd a
h.step distance 23 their maximum discrepansy, Whittaker used an 8-step maximum,

1ith this greater discrevancy on more relavant topics, ''hittalier was
able to chow that there was an optimum distonce for change (4 to 5 stans)
above which and below which thers was less chaige. Furthormore, if a sabject
vas involved in an issue, smaller diserepancies yielded the moat change, but
if a subject was not involved, largsr discrepancies yielded the most changze.
Whittaker (1964) also investigated conformity as 2 function of dstance between
the ovinions of subjects in a group condition. Using the autokinetic phonomenon
as Sherif had done, Whittaker again found o curvilinear relestionsnip. Very
small discrepancies produced negligible changes, while mederate distance produced
significantly greater chonge. Trtremely large distances vere showm to produce
large negative changes (boomerang effects).

Morrison (1965) wac unsble to produvce differenticl opinion charnre using
o 6-step discrepency. Vhitteker's data (1963, 1664, 1965) sugprests thut this
distance may have been too great to produce conformity. In frct, lorriscn's
6-step discrepancy should heve produced negative chenges. Unfortunctely,
Norrison's scale did not permit the registrztion of these negative chenges,

From these studies, vwe can conclude that if we want to create maximum

opinion change, a discrepancy of b to 5 steps should be used, Ve can use the
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24 rondomly chosen subjeets (12 vairs) were formed in which only ctrength
of opinion was varied (S and &). This condition was run in order to see the
effects of the S-V variable withcut contamination ol the PG3 varizble. This
dyad will also be used to compare the effects of kaowledge vs no knouwledge of

PGS.

Procedure

The experiment was conducted in tha group dynamics laborztory at
lictiaster University. This laboratory consisis of two adjacent sound-proof
rooils separated by a partition coataining a one-way observztion window,
The observers were situated in ome room and the subjeets werz seatzd opposite
cach other at a table in the other room.

When a subject arrived for the experiuent, he was csked to weit in
e nearby room until both participants were preseat. i'hen both werzs preczeant,
they were introduced to each other, (Pairs uho were acquainted previously
uere terminated at this point.) They werc then taken to an office vhere the
folloving instructions vere given by an authority figure, usually a profcccor.
The instructions to the control (C-C) group verci-

We usually tell people a little bit about the erweriments

before they begin so they arc not too surpriscd at vhat they

arc asked to do. Do you remember these forms you filled out

in class? You'll renmember there were a coasiderzble number

of issues included about which we agked your opinion., liell wa're

interested in wvhat students think about sore o0f these issues

s0 we're going to ask the two of you to discuss ome of thea for

us. I'm not sure which one it is but you'll find that out waer

you go into the other roon. Do you have any questions? 0.X,

Would you like to just go into that room across the hall.

Svmeone will look after you vhen you get therz,

To the subjects in the support conditions, the following was added

before ssking the subjects "if they had any questions®,.
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an opinion is changing, one would expect a decrease in the proportion cf
positive time and/or an increasse in the proportion of negative time spent
speaking. In this way, an attempt was made to oxawine the dynamics of opinion
chaonge.

Two other measures of opinion change were gatkered immediately following
the discussion: (1) Public - each of the subjects, while still together, wrote
out and recorded his opinion on a seven~point ascale identical to the one used
in rating his original opinion and (2) Private - each of the subjects went to
a separate table and recorded his opinion on the smeven-point scale when alone.s

In addition to the above measures, the effect of the exmeriment on
the individualt!s evaluation of his partner was measured in the private condition
by weans of a social distance scale modified frowm the scale developed by Back
(1951). The scale consisted of 6 atatements arranged in order according to
the degree of social intimscy they suggested.

At this time, the subjects also indicated fwo measures of pressure to
change their opinions during the discussion; pressure exerted ead precsure felt.
These measures vwere indicated on two, seven-point scalec which had end points
of none (assigned a value of 1), znd a grezt deal (assigned a value of 7).

TFive months after the subjects had filled out the original cucstionraires,
a further measure of opinion change was obtained. An opinion questiocnnaire
containing the thirty original topics was mziled to ecach subject. The seven=-

point scale was again used in registering their opinions. All cuestionnaires

vere returned the following week,

5See Appendix for the Cuectionnaires and scoles used in the Public
and Private conditions.



























trunsformation was used in order to achisve more normal distributions.

The cuntent discusuion meusure most sensitive to the effects of ths
independent variables, and tis one that will receive our main atteation, is the
proportion of time a subject spent speaking against his own opinion. ‘he other
content neasures, lhe proportions of time spont speaking positively and uneutrally
which were not as sensitive, can be taken up more briefly and will be discussed
first. Sumaries oi the analyses of variance on all thres of these reasures
are presented in table 3.

Positive proportions. The mean praportion of time & subject spent speaidng in

favour of his original point of view vas unrelated to any of the experimental
conditions. However, there was a significant PGS x time interacticn (F = 2.50,
d = 12,160 p < ,005)., Unfortunately, the interaction docs not appear to follow
any consistent pattern and defies interpretation.

Neutral pronortions. ks with positive proportions, neither opinion strength

nor PGS alone appecred to affect the proportion of time a subject spent spealiing
neutrally or off %opic. Iovever, there was a significant interaction betueen
PGS and OS on this meacure (F = 2,90, df = 3,40 p < .05). Thic interaction
appears entirely accountable for by the condition in which a gubject had a
substantial amount of PGS while his partner had a very snall amcunt [2(p)].

In this condition, a strongly opinionated subject speaks most nautrally and a
vweakly opinionated subject speaks least neutrally then any other subject., This

interaction is presented gruphically in figure 5.

Figure 5 here




NN\

_oooooooo_u//O/V//O/VV =0

TXEEETINCNNRNN =

IR O S
NIRRT =

BTN ==
TEARAANARARRARRRRN =

AUUURURURNN
EXEEXNRNNURRUNRRRN ==

S W

no knowledge

— — _ - _ - _ _ _ _
n n 0 (o) n (@] n O n (o] n
¢ 8 8 8 ¥ ¥ 8 »m &8 & 7 2 o o

buypadg jadg swi] jo uolysodosd X

T o o o PO IS s &
O 00 00 OO0 O OO ogzé/u,/o/v//o/oz/é//o OXMv43P






36
L significant time X PGS interaction (T = 2,15, df = 12,160 p < .C25)
was also observed iu this zralysise It app2ars thut this is due to the fact
thct all PS5 conditions sturtaed at an ayual loevel and then diverged with the
subjects in the unequal PG5 cunditions alivost continually waking & higher
proporticen of negative statemerts over time than those subjects in the equal

PGS conditions.

Oninion chancze and other post discussion measures,

In this section, the measures of nain interest are the post discussion
niensures of privats opinion chenge and pressure felt. The neasures of opinion
change oktained from the mailed qusstiomnaire, social desirability, ond »reszure
exerted will be discussed only briefly as they failed to show differences
attributable to the variables employed in this experiment.

Opinion change.

The post discussion neasures included opinion change as measured under
a public condition, private condition znd by means of a nmailed questiomnaire,
Of these, only one, the private opinion change measure, was anelyzed., The
public¢ opinion measure Was not analyzed because of the high correlation wetween
public and private opinion change (Tau = +.938), Tie uniled questionaaire data,
originally intended to assess stability of opinion change, could not be analyzed
because while all subject: rcturned the questiommaire, few showed opinion change.
It should be noted, however, that these data, which can be seen in fppendix B,
suggest that strongly opinionated subjects who had a2 vory small amount of PGS
vhile their partner had z substential zmount [Sp(P)] changed wore oftenm and to
a graater degres than all other subjects. Ve will now turn to the nrivate opinion

e
change uneasuie .
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Privatc ovpinion change towara partmer. This aeasure, tiue zuount of private

opinion chliange toward partner,s showed the effect of both the G353 and PGS. <Since
the diestribution oi the opinion chenge deta ves Jeshaped, with Lzlf the subjects
indicating no change toward partner, all znalyses performed on these datz are
non~-paranetric,

Irrespective of opinion strength, there wvas e tendency for subjects to
be dirfferentially aifected by the PGS condition they were in, This is substantiated
by a Xruskal-Yallis one-vay znzlysis of variance, corrected for tizs (II = 10,70,

af = 3, p € .02), Inspection shous (see Lfigure {) thut the most opinicn chunp

Figure 6 about here

occurred in tkhe p(P) conditien, the least in the P(P) condition. A nedian test
gave similar results (Xa = 9,05, df = 3, »p < .05). Since the median was z2ro
or no moves tovward partner the mediosn test can be interpreted as dichotimizing
the data in tcrms of change towvard partner and no change tovard partner. Using
this measure in making the orthogonal compariseons referred to before (i.e. equal
vs unequal, p vs P, and (p) vs (P)), it appears that more subjects changed in
the uneocual condition than in the equsl PGS condition (Fisher's Zxzct, » = .079)
and that mecre subjects who had a very sm21l amount of PG5 chsnmed thoan subjecis
wvho had a substantial amount of PGS (Fisher's Exact, p = ,079). The comparison

betwveen the conditions where a subject's partaer had 2 zu2ll anount of PGS and

6

<Tour \ subjects (3 random) indicated a chaonge aowey fron the position
advoczted by their S partners. All negative changes uvere only one-gstep removed
from the initial V opinion and were treated as zero or no uoves touard partner.
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cenditions wherc « subjectle partncr hud o cubstantisl amcunt of [GS wus rcn
cignificant (X2 = .338, &f = 1y P = NuS.J, though wore cubjects chznged in the
(P) conditions than in the (pJ conciticne,

Opinion strength ves 2lso a deterninunt -ci private opinicn chenge but
only when thne amcunt and?f%équency ol opinion chanpe wesi conaidered. hen
frequency of opinion is conzidered there vas a tendancy, vut not significint,
that more strong subjects changed their opinion ithan veak sukjects (Ficher's
Exzct, p = 079), This tendency uves unexpected, The negnitude cf chonge,
however, wes in the expected direction. If just those cutjects that <ic change

are considered, it can be seen in tuble 5 that tke wcek subjectc thet did chenge,

Teble 5 here

noved more than those strong subjects that changed (Fisher's Exzct, p = .01).

There is also a suggestion that the amount of PGS may have affectued
strong and weak subjects differentially. This is substentiated by a2 lood-Zrowvm
nedisn test for interaction (Tate end Clelland, 1957) (X2 = 8,35, df = 3 p € .05).
This interaction appesrs between the equal and unequal PGS conditions. Uherccs
a strong subject changed his opinion less in equal PGS conditions then in the
unequal, a wesk subject chunged about the samc in the equal and unequal PGS
conditions.

Similar results were obtained when the comparison was nzde between the
unequal and equal PGS dyads in terms of which subject, strong or weak, chanced
his opinicn more than his partner's; eleven of the thirtecen strong subjects

that changed more than his partner did so in the unequal PGS dyads, ceven of the

























































McMaster University

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

Questionnaire

Instructions

We would like to have your opinion on each of the items listed
below, Indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement by placing
the appropriate code number on the line following the statement.

The code numbers are on the accompanying sheet. Refef to this
sheet before you respond to each item,

If you have no opinion, or cannot decide, indicate this by using
the appropriate code number and, in addition, include one or more of the code
numbers of the reasons on the left or right side of the page. If you have
any questions ask the instructor before you begin.

Work quickly, but remember it is important that you give a true
pidure of your opinions.



I "Have Ne Opinion"
Because:

N1 I don't have
enough information
on which to base an
opinion.

02 I'm really not
interested one way
or the other.

-

SA

H

Strongly Agree

MOA

Moderately Agree

MIA
Mildly Agree
o} TCD |
Have No Opinion Can't Decide
MID

| I—

Mildly Disagree

MOD

Moderately Disagree

—

Strongly Hsagree

I "Can't Decide"
Because:

CDl T am familiar
with arguments on
both sides which

seem equally good.

CD2 I feel one way
but have nothing to
support that
feeling.

CD3 I tend to feel
one way but due to
the different
opinions of my
family, friends,
fraternities, etc.,
I can't aome to a
definite conclusion.

CD4 Any opinion
would depend
entirely on the
circumztances at
the time.







25.
26.
27.
28.

29.
30.

Speed limits on main highways should be increased.
Grade 13 is a waste of time.
A national lottery would be of benefit to Canada.

The "Buy Canadian'' emphasis is detrimental to our economic
well-being.

The Senate should be abolished.

Cigarette advertising should be prohibited by law.

:






FINAL SHEET

To Be Answered Together.

Date Name M F

Surname Given name

Name M F

Surname Given name

Our opinion on the topic # nov, after discussion, is

PR 4
tatecy £ 2]

e — = T > r v

. N
e T e o

P
AT

In other words our opinions with regard to the statement are represented

below. (Each participant should write the appropriate answer in the space.

provided.

Name

Name

Original Opinion

Original Opinion

Opinion after discussion Opinion after Discussion

(use code letters)






fccording to your first feeling reactioms place a check (\4
in front of all those relationships which you would be willing
to enter into with the other participants.

( ) I would like to see him around campus sometime.

( ) I would want to have him in the same class.

( ) I would enjoy talking to him,

( ) I would like to discuss serious general problems with him,
() I would want him to come to me with his problems.

( ) I would discuss important personal problems with him.













































