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CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND CHAPTER

Authors of textbooks on group communication commonly
ﬁake statements concerning the necessity of guality contributions
to small group discussion without citing adequate evidence to
support them. Often, these statements concern the importance
of making contributions characterized as relevant, related,
well-timed, and involving a single point. For example, in
describing the characteristics of a good contribution, R. Victor

Harnack and Thorrel B. Fest in Group Discussion: Theory and

Technigque, list the previously mentioned gqualities in their
examination of the criteria for good contributions.

A contribution should be relevant to the group's
task and personal needs . . . . If the contribution
is to be used, someone must sooner or later relate
it to other contributions. If the maker of the con-
tribution cannot relate it himself, he should at least
ask someone else for help . . . . This criterion

well-timed is especially difficult to meet because
the idea may not occur to the discussant at the appro-
priate time, or because he may not be able to get

the floor when it is timely, or both . . . .

The important thing is to keep all pfrts of the
contributions related to one main point.

Another example of such statements is incorporated in suggestions
for improving participation in discussion by David Potter and

Martin P. Anderscen in Discussion: A Guide to Effective Practice.

- lg. victor Harnack and Thorrel B. Fest, Group Discussion:
Theory and Technigque, (New York: Appleton-Century-Crcfts, 1964),
Pp. 401-5, 431-4,
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They suggest that effective participation involves making
relevant and well-timed contributions. Their suggestions are:
Strike while the iron is hot; Don't wait to speak until you
are called on. You may forget your point or miss the best time
to present it . . . . Remember, if you wait too long, the
point may be lost . . . . Stay on the beam. Since digressions
usually hinder progress, keep your remarks relevant. Show how
your points are related to the discussion. Don't repeat what

2

has already been covered . . . .

Ernest G. Bormann in Discussion and Group Methods:

Theory and Practice makes further assumptions concerning the

necessity of quality contributions. 1In summarizing the char-
acteristics of a good participant, Bormann stresses the impor-
tance of a relevant contribution developing a single point.

"A good participant contributes to the program with his full
ability., His comments are short and to the point. He gears
his contributions exactly to the topic and develops only one

point at a time."> A final example of such statements is

provided by Halbert E. Gulley, who suggests in Discussion,

Conference, and Group Process that participants can contribute

to productivity in several ways:

The individual participant must try to make his
own contributions to the group effort and at the same
time follow closely what others are saying and what
the designated leader is doing . . . . Each partici-

- pant is responsible for understanding the gqguestion,

WZDavid Potter .and Martin P. Andersen, Discussion: A

Guide to Effective Practice, (California: Wadsworth Publishing
Company, Inc., 1963), p. 61.

3Ernest G. Bormann, Discussion and Group Methods: Theory

and Practice, (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1969). p.

53.



asking for clarification or definitions if necessary,

supplying whatever relevant responses he can, and help-

ing the group stay with it until it is answered fully

and directly . . . facts must be supplied at the moment

the group needs them . . . . Facts are maximally help-

ful only when they are relevant to the group's discussion

at a particular moment . . . the progress will be smoother

and productivity higher if informatien is made available

at the appropriate time.

Gulley supports his assumptions concerning contributions

with data from experimental and field studies reviewed by

5 The evidence from these studies suggests

Collins and Guetzkow.
that members derive satisfaction from successful completion of
the assigned task in decision-making discussion. Therefore,
Gulley contends, "If participants can contribute to efficient
achievement of the grqup's task they will increase member satis-
faction and thus be viewed as helpful to the group."6 Maintaining
that members of a group will be satisfied if they complete the
task, Gulley suggests the previously mentioned ways in which
members could assist group productivity.

Although there are no studies which specifically support
these asserfions concerning the effect of contributions on
group productivity, many experimental studies have.focused on
other specific factors related to productivity. For example,

Keltner found in his investigation that when group members

explore the nature of the problem situation, attempt to identify

4Halbert E. Gulley, Discussion, Conference and Group
Process, 2nd ed., (Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968),
Pp. 157-8.

5Barry E. Collins and Harol Guetzkow, A Social Psychology
of Group Processes for Decision-Making, (New York: John Wiley
& Sons, 1954), pp. 196-9.

6Halbert E. Gulley, Discussion, Conference and Group
Process, 2nd ed., (Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968),
p. 157.




JSpecific goals for the group, and identify particular status in
relationship to these obstacles and goals, then the group's
deliberations are more effective.7 Several other studies have
examined the relationship between communication patterns and
discussion outcomes-.B Although these studies yield much valuable
information concerning facto?s related to productivity, there
etill remains a lack of investigation éoncerning productivity's
relationship to contribution quality; However, some studies
have examined contribution guality in relation to other variables.
One study concerning the effect of the guality of commun-
ication within the small group was conducted by Dale G. Leathers.9
In his experiment; he observed the'disruptive effects of five
types of contributions; high-level abstraction, low-level
abstraction, unequivocal personal commitment; implicit inference
and facetious interpolation. He hypothesized that each type of ’
contribution.would produce measurably different effects on the
communication that followed its igtroduction into a problem-
sBolving di;cussion; Thé diffefent feedback responses confirmed

his hypothesis. This study is one of the few dealing with the

quality of contributions,

7John W. Keltner, "Goals, Obstacles, and Problem Formu-
lation in Group Discussion," Quarterly Journal of Speech, 33
(1947), pp. 468-473.

8John K. Brilhart, and Lurene M. Jochem, "Effects of
Different Patterns on QOutcomes of Problem-Solving Discussion,"
Journal of Applied Psychology, 48 (1964), pp. 175-179; Ovid L.
Bayless, "An Alternate Pattern for Problem-Solving Discussion,"
Journal of Communication, 17 (1967), pp. 188-197; and, Carl
Larson, "Forms of Analysis and Small Group Probklem-Solving,"
" 8peech Monographs, 36 (1969), pp. 452-455,

~ “pale G. Leathers, "Process Disruption and Measurement
in Small Group Communication," Quarterly Journal of Speech,
55 (1969), pp. 287-300.




Thus, statements made iﬁ group communication textbooks
and findings in previous research suggest the importance of
contribution gquality to small group discussion. If contribution
quality is important, it seems reasonable to sugéest that there
should be a relationship between the quality of contributions
and group productivity. Furthermore, it seems logical that the
quality of an individu;l's contributions should affect his ethos.
To investigate the validity of these suggestions, the following
hypotheses were formulatedr '

(1) The guality of.contributions to a small group dis-
cussion affects qualitative and gquantitative group
productivity.

(2) The perceived ethos of an individual by other members
in the group will be affected by the quality of his
contribﬁtions.

The quality of contributions was operationally defined

in terms the following characteristics: relevant, related,
well-timed, and avoiding multiple points. A contribution was
considered relevant if it was directed to some significant
group task. Relevancy was determined on the basis of whether
or not the contribution was specifically concerned with the
topic the group was considering when the contribution was made.
A contribution was considered related if it was relative to
what preceded and what was likely to follow, A well-timed
contribution was one that provided information needed by the
group at the moment the contribution was made. To avoid

multiple points, the discussant was supposed to make only one



point at a time. For the purposes of this study, variations in
the quality of the contributions included irrelevant contributions,
anelated contributions, poorly-timed contributions, and contri-
butions involving multiple points. These were manipulated by a
confederate introduced into a discussion.

Quantitative group productivity was determined on the
basis of the number of sclutions generated by the group in the
specified time period. Qualitative group productivity included
the dimensions of quality and acceptability. The quality of
the group product was determined by a panel of three experts in
group discussion using a modification of the Q-sort technigue.
Acceptability was determined on the basis of the degree to which
the discussants were satisfied with and agreed with the solutions
generated by the group.

The independent variable in the study was the quality of
contributions. Quality was manipulat=d in such a way that each
of the following characteristics was represented: irrelevance,
unrelatedness, poor-timing, and multiple points. The dependent
variables included gquantitative and gualitative group productivity

and ethos as measured on a semantic differential-type scale.
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CHAPTER 2
PROCEDURE CHAPTER

In setting up the experimental conditions to test the
two hypotheses, it was necessary to train eight confederates
to manipulate the four characteristiés of poor guality contri-
butions, and five observers to categorize the contributions
made in the discussion groups. After the training session, it
was necessary to train two additional substitute observers and
three confederates.

Each of the fdur variations in the qguality of the con-
tributions, including irrelevant contributions, unrelated
contributions, poorly timed contributions and contributions
involving multiple points, was initially represented by two
trained confederates. The confederates were undergraduate
students selected on the basis of Ewo criteria: their knowledge
and background in speech and their appearance which enabled
them to be accepted as Oral Communication students by the other
subjects., The confederates were instructed to conceal their
identity as a confederate from the subjects and the observers.
The experimenter gave each confederate written instructions
containing operational definitions appropriate for his respective
experimental condition. The confederates were allowed to ask
questions and discuss their part in the study until they had a
good understanding of the condition they were to represent.

This constituted the initial training period.



The five observers were graduate and undergraduate stu-
dents with extensive training in General Speech. The role of
the observer was to keep a running record of all contributions
made in the discussion, thereby providing a check on whether the
confederate adequately manipulated his vériation cf a poor
guality contribution. The observer was not aware of the experi-
mental condition represented by the group he was observing, nor
was he informed of the identity of the confederate. The ob-
servers were given instructions containing operational definitions
of the characteristics to be represented by the confederates.
The definitions were discussed and any questions that the
observers had were answered.

To complete the training each confederate was then
assigned to a group and was involved in a problem-solving dis-
cussion with four subjects. Everything in the training session
was identical to the plannéd testiné situation. The diséussion
was tape recorded, and an cbserver kept a running record of
contributions made by each particiéant. Following the session,
the observer's sheet was checked to determine whether or not the
confederate effectively manipulated the assigned characteristic.
If the confederate appeared to have failed to make the appro~
priate contributions, the experimenter carefully listened to
the tape tc determine where the problem was. If the fault was
with the confederate, the experimenter attempted to correct
the situation by discussion and examples of the characteristic
contributions. If the difficulty was found to be with the ob-
server's ability to correctly categorize the contributions, the

categories were clarified for the observer.



The subjects for the study were students enrolled in
Oral Communication I and IA sections at Kansas State University.
Teachers of these classes were asked whether they would be will-
ing to provide the needed volunteers by giving extra credit for
participation. They then requested volunteers from their
respective classes. The one-hundred volunteers were assigned
to a specific session and were instructed to read preliminary
material before coming to the testing session. It was assumed
that the subjects would have varying degrees of knowledge and
experience in the area of group discussion. Therefore, to
provide a basic knowledge common to all, the subjects were
requested to read the chapter on group discussion in the text-
book used in Oral Communication classes.l The subjects were
not informed about the specific purpose of the study, but were
merely told that they would be participating in an experimental
study of groﬁp communication.

The discussion groups consisted of five members. The
five-man é?oup was used in the study because it has heen found
to be the optimum size in previous research.2 The experimental
groups contained four subjects and one confederate, and the
control group contained five subjects. To control the influence
of friends as an interacting variable, four subjects (five

subjects in the control group) were randomly assigned to a

lRudolph F., Verderber, "Group Discussion," The Challenge
of Effective Speaking, (California: Wadsworth Publishing Com~
pany, 1970), pp. 205-224,

2Paul A. Hare, ed., Handbook of Small Group Research,
(New York: The Free Press, 1962), p. 243,
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~group, each student being from a different Oral Communication
section. Sex, as an interacting variable, was controlled when
possible by assigning two male subjects and two female subjects
to each group, in addition to the confederate who was randomly
assigned to the group. No leadership roles were assigned in
the groups, leaving the leadership functions to an emerging
leader.

One control group and four experimental groups were
scheduled on each of four consecutive evenings. Failure on the
part of subjects, confederates, and observers to arrive on time
made it necessary to run two experimental groups {in which
irrelevancy and multiple points were manipulated) and one con-
trol group two weeks after the initial four-day testing period.
Each group was assigned to a separate room. Each room was
arranged and all participants assigned to that room were present
before anyone was allowed to enter. The observers were randomly
assigned to the rooms, and the conditions they observed wvaried
nightly. The observer read the following instructions to the
subjects and began the tape recorder when the group was ready
for the discussion:

You are participating in an experimental study
of group communication. To insure reliability in
the study, do not disclose any information concern-
ing what takes place in this session.

You will be participating in a 25-minute group
discussion. You are all to read the task sheet and
through discussion arrive at as many good solutions
to the problem as possible. The group will be rated
on the quantity as well as the quality of the solutions.
Please have a member of the group record your solutions

on the paper provided. Also, on the basis of quality,
please order the solutions numerically. Any questions?
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When you have finished reading the task you will
have twenty-five minutes for discussion. Please speak
up so the microphone will pick up your voices. You
may begin.

After reading the task sheet, the group was given twenty-
five minutes to generate as many good solutions to the problem
as possible in the time allowed and to order the solutions
numerically on the basis of gquality. The numerical ordering
of the solutions served no other purpose than to stress the
importance of generating quality solutions. The group discussion
task folleows:

Tre University Library has been plagued with books
and mayazines being mutilated, articles cut out, pages
ripped away, and materials being stolen. What might
be dore to alleviate this problem?

The task used in the study had been used in two previous studies
in which creative problem solving was involved.3 The groups

were told that the group would be judged on the quantity as well
as the guality of the solutions generated. The group was respon-
sible for selecting a member to record the solutions.

on each night of testing, each of the four variations in
the quality of contributions was scheduled to be represented by
one discussion group. The confede:atas assigned to the groups
were instructed to make a total of thirteen contributions during

the discussion period since a preliminary investigation with

the task us~d in the study revealed that thirteen contributions

330hn K. Brilhart, "An Experimental Comparison of Three
Techniques For Communicating a Problem-Solving Pattecrn to Members
of a Discussion Group," Speech Monog:raphs, 3. (1966}, p. 168-177;
and D, W. Taylor, P. C. Berry, and C, H, Blec %, "Does Group
Participation When Using Brainstorming Facil:tate or Inhibit
Creative Thinking?" Administrative Science (uarterly, III
(1958}, 23-47.
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was the average made by each participant in a twenty-five minute
period. The individual confederate's contributions were all to
represent the particular characteristic to which he was assigned,
During the discussion, the observer kept a running record
of all contributions made; The observer's form for keeping a
running record of contribution quélity was a modification of the

form presented by Halbert E. Gulley in Discussion, Conference,

and Group Process.4 Simple contributions such as "Yes, I agree,"

and “No;" were not categorized. The categories were separated
into two parts: good contributions and poor quality contributions.
The good contribution categories included: asked a pertinent
question; provided informétion needed by the group, relevant con-
tribution, related contribution and an "other” category to include
all other good contributions; The poor contribution categories
included: provided informétion not needed by the group, irrele-
vant contribution; unrelated contribution, contributions involv-
ing multiple points; and an "other" category to include all
other poorhquality contributions.5 Following the discussion,
the observer wrote a brief description of what happened in the
group in terms of leadership.

When the discussion period was over, the observer dis-
tributed questionnaire packets to all participants.6 The

questionnaires included effectiveness rating scales on each

~4Ha1bert E. Gulley, Discussion, Conference and Group

Process, 2nd ed., (Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968},
p. 308.

Sa sample of the observers' form for keeping a running
record of contribution guality is included in Appendix D.

g i :
?A sample questionnaire is included in Appendix C.
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participant, ethos scales on each participant, and a scale to
determine the participants' attitudes toward the solutions
generated by the group. The effectiveness scales to be marked
by the subjects included the followiné six criteria: attitudes,
substantive contributions; language usage, speaking, helpfulness
to group and ethical conduct. The forms for the effectiveness
scale and the attitude toward solution scales are modifications

of similar forms presented by Halbert E. Gulley in Discussion,

Conference, and Group Process.7 The ethos scales were five

semantic differential scales (expert-inexpert, valuable~worthless,
gqualified-unqualified, reliable~unreliable, informed-uninformed)

interspersed among five other scales used as blinding.8

Finally,
the semantic differential scales used to determine attitudes
toward solutions included satisfied-dissatisfied and agree-

disagree.,.

7Halbert E. Gulley, Discussion, Conference and Group
Process, 2nd ed., (Helt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968),
pp. 302-311,.

8The ethos scales used in the study were taken from
those developed by James C. McCroskey, "Scales For the Measure-
ment of Ethos," Speech Meonographs, 33 (l1966), pp. 65-72.




CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

Before the data could be analyzed, it was necessaxry to
determine whether the independent vériable was successfully
manipulated, that is whether the confederates made the kinds of
poor quality contributions that they had been assigned to
represent. Successful manipulation was based on the number of
appropriate contributions the confederates made to the group.
If a condition was to be considered successfully manipulated,
seven of the confederéte's thirteen contributions had to be
recorded by the observer in the appropriate column on his
tally sheet. ©On the basis of this criterion, poorly-timed
contributions were eliminated because the condition was found
impossible to manipulate, At the end of the training period,
the following number of confederates met the criteria for the
remaining three conditions: manipulating the unrelated varia-
tion of a poor quality contribution, two males participated
in two groups each; manipulating irrelevant contributions were
two males and one female; and, manipulating multiple points,
one male and one female participated in two groups each. The
results which follow, then, are based upon twenty groups, six-
teen in which poor quality contributions were manipulated, and
four control groups. Incidentally, there was no indication

that the confederates were identified by the subjects as being

14
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" part of the experiment. In fact, informal questioning of
several subjects suggests that there was no suspicion concerning
the confederates.

To analyvze differences in the guality of solutions gen-
erated, a modification of the Q-sort technique was used. A
panel of experts composed of three faculty members who have
taught group discussion at Kansas State University was asked
to judge the gquality of the solutions arrived at by the groups.l

Each solution was typed on a 3" x 5" card, and each expert was
instructed to sort the seventy-three (73) solution cards into
seven different piles with very poor solutions at one end and

the very good solutions at the other. Ten cards were to be

placed in each pile, except the center pile into which thirteen
cards were to be placed. The experts were instructed to sort
the solution cards on the basis of quality considering the
following five criteria:

Effectiveness =-- degree to which the ideas which are

parﬁ of the solution help the group achieve the objective
of developing a realistic solution.

Feasibility -- degree to which solution reflects a picture

of social reality which is consistent with relevant

public attitudes.

lThe panel of experts included Dr. William Burke,
Mr. Vernon Barnes, and Miss Martha Atkins who devoted their
time to judge the quality of solutions.

2pale G. Leathers, "Quality of Group Communication as a
Determinant of Group Product," Speech Monographs, 39 (1972),
pp. 166-173,.
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Creativity -- degree to which the solution reflects

markedly original ideas not previously applied to the
problem under discussion.

" Bignificance -~ degree to which the solution is based

on relevant and significant information.

Comprehensiveness -- degree to which the group's solutioen

reflects a response to all the dimensions of the problem

under consideration.

Upon completion of the sorting; each solution was scored
on the basis of the pile into which it was placed. Scores
ranged from one in the very poor pile to seven in the very good
pile. The three expert's scores were totaled to give a score
for each solution. The ten solutions with the highest scores
and the ten solutions with the lowest scores were intended to
Le used in the final analysis of qualitative differences, but
ties made it‘necessary to use the highest twelve and the lowest
eleven scores,

The“number of good solutions generated b& the groups
and the number of poor solutions generéted by the groups were
then recorded for each experimental condition. These totals
are reported in Table 1. A chi-sgquare test was used to deter-
mine whether goocd and poor solutions were equally distributed
among the conditions, The chi-square of 1.818 was not signifi-
cant, and it can be concluded that there were no significant
differences in the number of poor gquality and éood quality
solutions among the conditions when this method of scoring was

used.
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TABLE 1. Total Number of Poor Quality and Good Quallty Solutions
“For each Experlmental Condltlon L - ‘

Exper1menta1 Condltlons

Solution : e .~ . Multiple :
Quality Unrelated Irrelevant' " Points " Control
Poor 3 3 1 5

Good - A P T, 7

X2 o 1,818

However, lack of reliability between the expert's scores
could account for lack of significant differences between the
conditions in terms of the quality of solutions generated. Thé
Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to test the reliabil-
ity between the threelexpert's ratings for the soclutions. The
results are reported in Table 2. The correlation between raters
1 and 3 was the only one which was significantly different from
zero (p<.05), and even that correlation was extremely low as a
measure of reliability. 1In view of these results, a more reliable

method of determining solution quality should be developed.

TABLE 2. Correlation Coefficients Matrix Between Experts' Scores

Experts ' o ' Correlation
1l 1,00000
2 0.17e28 1,00000
3 0.30549 0.11824 1.00000
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The next dimension of gqualitative productivity to be
tested was acceptabilitvy of the solutions to members of the
groups. To determine acceptability; two semantic differential-
type scales, satisfied-dissatisfied and agree-disagree, were
included in the subjects' questionnaire packets. Using the
subjects' scores only, (i.e. excluding confederates' scores)

a mean score was calculated for each condition on each scale.
Differences in acceptability among the conditions were tested
using an analysis of variance., The results are reported for

each scale in Tables 3 and 4.

TABLE.- 3. Analysis of Variance, Satisfied-Dissatisfied Scale

Source of - .. ... ...8Sum of . - Degrees of

Variation Squares ~°  Freedom Mean Sq. F
Between-groups 3.32 3 1.11 .79
Within-groups 89.00 63 1.41

Total R vy weeBBwIB e w. . ... 66

TABLE 4. Analysis of Variance, Agree-Disagree Scale

Source of Sum of o Degrees of .
Variation Squares © - Freedom © Mean Sq. F
Between-groups 823 3 1,74 1.57
Within-groups 70.00 63 1.11

Total . .. .75.23 .. . ..86.

The tables indicate that differences on both scales among
conditions were not significant. The first hypothesis that
contribution quality affects qualitative productivity is not

significant on either dimension, quality or acceptability.
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To determine quantitative differences in group productivity,
the total number of solutions generated was calculated for each
experimental condition and the control condition. Table 5 shows

the total number of solutions for each condition.

TABLE 5. Number of Solutions for Each Group in Each Condition

Number of Total Number
Experimental 5 s ® Solutions for . . Solutions for
Condition  Each Group = - ' " Condition

Unrelated 6 37
6
14
11

Irrelevant 12 38
16

Multiple Points 24

Control 12 49

X2 = g.a87

2 chi-square test wa. use:. to test the null hypothesis
that each condition generated the same number of solutions. The
test revealed a chi-square of B.487, which indicated a signifi-
cant difference (p<«< .05) among the conditions. Further chi-square
tests were run between all possible pairs of conditions. The

only significant difference was between the number of solutions
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generated by the control condition and the number generated by
the multiple point condition. The results may be summarized

as follows:

. 2
Differences between: j(
Multiple Points-Control 8.560 significant (p< .005)
Unrelated-Irrelevant .012 not significant
Irrelevant-Control 1.390 not significant
Unrelated-Control 1.674 not significant
Irrelevant~Multiple

Points 3.160 not significant
Unrelated-Multiple

Points 2,770 not significant

The data for the multiple points condition, then, par-
tially confirms the first hypothesis that the quality of con-
tributions affects guantitative productivity, in that the
groups representing multiple points generated significantly
fewer solutions than the control group.

To test the second hypothesis, that the perceived ethos
of an individual by other members in the group will be affected
by the guality of his contribution, the ratings given con-
federates on the effectiveness rating scale and the ethos scales
were compared to the ratings given other subjects. Using only
the subjects' guestionnaires, a mean score was calculated for
the confederate and for each subject in each group on each
scale. The scores for the four groups representing each con-

dition were then combined and the differences between confederate
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e

and subject scores were tested using the Mann-Whitney U-test.3
Tables 6 and 7 indicate on which scales éach condition.showed
significantly lower confederate scores in relation to the
subjects' scores.

TABLE 6. Significance Levels for the Different Experimental
Conditions on the Effectiveness Rating Scale

Experimental Conditions

Rating Scale e N : Multiple
' Unrelated ©  Irrelevant '+  Points

Attitudes .01 .05 n.s.
Substantive Con-

tributions B .01 n.s, n.s.
Language Usage " n.s. n.s. n.s.
Speaking n.s. n,.,s. n.s.
Helpfulness

to Group .01 n.s. n.s.

Ethical Conduct SRR ¢ I - e e MaB - ‘ S RLS,

37ables 8 and 9 in Appendix F show the rank of confederate
scores in relation to subject scores on the effectiveness rating
scale and the ethos scales, as used in the Mann-Whitney U-Test
for calculating differences,
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TABLE 7. Significance Levels for the Different Experimental
_Conditions on the Ethos Scales

Experimental Conditions

Ethos Scales Multiple
Unrelated Irrelevant Points
Expert-Inexpert .05 n.s. n,.s.
Valuable-Worthless .01 .05 n.s.
Qualified-Unqualified n.s. n.s. n,s.
Reliable-Unreliable .05 n.s. , n.s.
Informed-Uninformed .01 . n.s. n.s.

The tables show significant differences on both the
effectiveness scales and ethos scales for the confederates
representing unrelated contributions. The criteria on the
effectiveness scale showing significant differences include
attitudes, substantive contributions, and helpfulness to group.
Significant differences did not appear on the other criteria. |
On the ethos scales, the "unrelated" confederates were perceived
as being more inexpert,.worthless, unreliable, and uninformed
than other group members. "Irrelevant" confederates were rated
significantly lower than other subjects only on the attitude
criteria of the effectiveness scale. Significant differences
in ethos appeared only on the valuable-worthless scale.
"Multiple point" confederates were not rated significantly
lower than other subjects on any criteria on either scale.

Thus, these results partially confirm the second hypothesis.



CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSIONS

These experimental results suggest that the assumptions
made by many authors of group communication textbooks concerning
the importance of contribution quality may not be wholly
accurate, In examining the data on the effect of the guality
of contributions on gqualitative and quantitative group product-
ivity, the following conclusions may be drawn.

Experimental findings partially support the first
hypothesis that contribution gquality affects qualitative and
gquantitative group productivity. There appeared to be no
significant differences in terms of guality between the experi-
mental conditions and the control condition on either thé
quality or acceptability dimension. Lack of significant dif-
ferences in the quality of solutions generated by the groups
could be attributed to the method used in determining the
quality. Some of the problems encountered in using this Q-sort
method were extreme differences between the experts' ratings
(in some instances a solution was ranked in the highest category
by one expert and in the lowest category by another), con-
flicting c¢criteria for judging the guality of the solutions
{while a solution may have been very creative, it may not have
been feasible), and use of only a small proportion of the

solutions in the final analysis (perhaps a better method could
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" have incorporated all the solutions generated by each experi-
mental condition into a total score for guality). There was
also a lack of significant differences between the groups on
the second dimension of quality, acceptability of the group's
solutions to the members of the group. Generally, it can be
concluded that the guality of solutions generated is not
affected by poor gquality contributions in small group discussion.

Quantitative productivity was found to be affected by
the quality of contributions. The number of solutions gener-
ated by the multiple point groups was significantly less than
the number generatecd by the control groups. From the design
of the study it cannot be determined why this is so, but it
can be speculated that multiple point contributions affect
gquantitative productiwvity because a group can handle only one
point at a time and is forqed to ignore other points. Bg the
time a group is able to adequately cover a point, additional
points are introduced into the discussion., The amount of time
taken by the confederate to contribute several points alseo
deprives the group of sufficient time to handle the task. The
other experimental conditions revealed no significant results
in terms of gquantitative productivity. There was, however, a
tendency for the irrelevant and unrelated groups to generate
substantially fewer solutions than the control group. Therefore,
it can be concluded that the guality of contributions has an
effect on gquantitative productivity.

The experimental data partially confirm the second
hypothesis that the gquality of contributions affects the per-

ceived ethos of an individual by other members of the group.
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The confederates representing the irrelevant and unrelated
variations of a poor guality contribution were ranked signi-
ficantly lower than the subjects on several scales of both
the effectiveness rating scale and the ethos scale. Of the
two conditions, the unrelated condition resulted in a greater
number of scales with significantly lower scores. This supports
the hypothesized relationship between the gquality of contri-
butions and perception of ethos. In the data reported, the
irrelevant confederates were ranked lower on one rating scale
and one ethos scale. Lack of significance on other scales for
this condition could be due to confederate personality factors
which were not accounted for in the design of the study. Two
confederates were ranked extremely low, but the scores for the
cther confederate were too high to make overall differences
for the irrelevant condition statistically significant. a
stronger design would have rotated each confederate through
each of the experimental conditions. Personality as an inter-
acting variable would have been accounted for if each condition
had been r:presented by each confederate. The confederates
representing multiple points were not ranked significantly
lower than other subjects, perhaps because they contributed
much to the groups and were described by the observers as
taking over the leadership.

In summary, it can be concluded that while the quality
of contributions does not affect qualitative productivity,
quantitative productivity is affected. 1In addition, an indi-

vidual's ethos is affected by the gquality of his contributions,
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’/And, it appears that unrelated contributions have a markedly
greater effect on ethos than multiple point contributions.
Furthermore, the study indicates that different poor guality
contributions may have differing effects on discussion, whereas
group communication textboocks make a broad generaliéation and
group all contributions together. 1In light of these conclusions,
the accuracy of the assumptions made in textbooks on group
discussion concerning the effect of contribution guality are
questionable when using group productivity as a measurement
of this effect. However, before these assumptions are completely
disregarded, other factors should be studied in relation to
contribution quality.

Future research in this area could focus on the effect
in relation to communication flow. What happens when a parti-
cipant makes an irrelevant or unrelated contribution? 1Is the
communication flow interrupted? Do other participants begin
to make irrelevant or unrelated comments, or do they ignore
the contriﬁution? It would be valuable to determine what
specifically happens within a group when a poor quality contri-
bution is made, Focusing on measurement of leadership in
relation to the gquality of contributions might yield information
on why certain groups are more productive than others. Is the
leader capable of providing direction in spite of poor gquality
contributions? Is a group with a greater amount of leadership
more productive? Also in the area of leadership, further
research in determining differences in productivity between
groups with an assigned leader and groups with an emerging

leader might be of wvalue.
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Expanding on the present study, more research should be
done to investigate why quantitative productivity is affected
while gqualitative productivity is not. Is it time wasted
because of interruptions caused by poor quality contributions
that causes groups to generate fewer solutions? Would an
assigned leader help to eliminate the differences in quanti-
tative and gualitative productivity? Further study should
also be done on the multiple point variation of a poor gquality
contribution. That condition generated significantly fewer
solutions, and yet the confederate offered a great number of
solutions in the multiple point contributions. Could the
result be that the group can handle only one point at a time
and some of the points are ignored? Does the time taken up
by the confederate deprive the group of time to adequately
handle the problem? Such questions should be the focus of
future research in the area of the effect of contribution
guality in the small group discussion. The results of the
study indiéate that it is possible to manipulate the guality
of contributions using a confederate. Refining operational
definitions and providing more extensive confederate training
in the design of this study would provide an efficient way to

study the effect of contribution quality in future research.
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APPENDIX A

Instructions Read to Subjects

I STRUSTIC.S

(To be read to the subjects)

You are partiecipating in an experimental study af group
communication. To insure reliability in the study, ﬂé not disclose
any information concerning what takes place in this session.

You will be participating in a ?5-minate Zroup discussion.

You are all to read the tss< sheet and through discussion arrive

at as many.iggj soluticns to the problem as possidble. The group

will be rated on the uanrity as well as the guolizy of zhe solutions.
Please have a member of the [roup recsrd your sSolutions on the

paper provided. also, on *the bpasis of muality, plezse orier the

L]

solutions nimerically. -nY ~uestiez?

wWhen you have Tiaishel vy B3 B w SEIE LOBEE (RT3 will hnve twenty-
Pive 73) minutes for 1izr.niiiv _ie 3¢ ipiec .p &0 the microphone
will pick wn your veicezl. T e, 8 e o B

(Start the tane reo Tl o wh;1 tve - .tn.p is veady. The 1isec.issicn

should be timed for 23 nmi=ites. Jhe- taere ore Tive ninutes

remaining, sinal with the wppropriate tine éavﬁ. Zo the same when

two minites are remaining, one mi w.te, and whea the time is WD, }
Plexse ston. In the paccets belng Aigrributed ou will find

geveral ruestionnalires. Dlesnse Till them oat as indicnted.’ Each

of you shoiuld 7ill in the n-mes of every other nember of the .roup

in the spaces proviied, be;inniag with the participsat o your left,

Please 'list the names on 2o*h scales i= the same orier. #When you

complete the “orms, Tet.r tnemn to me ani vou may [o. a W cuestions?
Than<'you. <gmenmper, to lasure reliability, 1o 10T iisclose

any informition conceriing whit too: place L this session.
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APPENDIX B

Task Sheet

TASX SHEET
.Please read the following carefully:

The University Library has been plagued with booxs and
magzzines beings mitilated, articles cut out, p2ses ripped
away, nnl materials teingz stolen. What might be done to
alleviate. this problem? 5

Through discissicn, you are to arrive at as many Jood soluticns

to the problem =s nassible.. The proup will be rited on the
gquantity as well as the guzlity of the solutions. FPlease have

a member of the Froup record your sSclutions en the paper provided,
Also, please orier the solutions on the basis of quality.

30



APPENDIX C

Questionnaire

INSTRUCTIONS

Please rate each participant i1 each of the six areas
om the rating sheet., Place the appropriate number in the
correct hox beneath the participaat's name, ©Please rate the

participants acecsrding to the following scale:
= Superior

- above aAverage

Averare

- Below Avera.e

- Poor

[ ORI e
|
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PERTICIPANTS S

" ATTiTuDES:
nmt.hﬂ.c,jm.v
ContRipunon TO
GFOLPHNESS

SURSTANTINE, CONTRIBUTIONS:

RER<or N ABIH MY
CONr8uTiidG wWHEN

HELPEOL, THOROUGHNESS |

LANOURGRE GepnE?

Cririmy ACCURRACY,
APEROFRIATENESS

INTE LG B T |
RETRALN ESE) ECCICENGY
INTLRESTAMGNESS

HELPFULnESS T GEQUFPS
FEPIMG DTHERS STAY
On; TRACKS
ConpPrl2ATTVEANESS
ETcdr ConlfAxTr

Rerrain MG RO
EXAGGERRTION,

DISTORTION, DECELTION

i s S
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INSTRUCTIC &S

On each of the next two pages vou will find parsicipints
to be rated andl benenth ezach aane a set of scales, Please rate
the participants on the basis of your impnression. Use the
various spaces na the scale as Tollows., 11 (X) at oae end of
the scale means "extremely." For example, if vou believe that
tﬁe participaat being rated is extremely lar:.e, mark the scale

in this manner:

large:  X_ : : 3 : : g :snall

An (X} in the seconi position Trom the end means "guite." An
() in the thi»1 position fraom either e+i mewns "sli htlv.' 4an
(%) in the middle position means "underided," "newutral, ' or that

the secale does not npply to the participant beiag rated.,

flease place all (X)'s in the mid4le of the spaces, not on
the dividers. O0Only o-e {X) should be marced for each scale.
Please answer every scale., 4dor< at a Tairly high speed. Do
not worry or puzzle over iniividual items. It is your first
impressions that we want. On the other hand, plezse 1o not be

careless, because wb want your true impression.
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Participant

expert:
unpleasant:
valuable:
dishonest:
unqualified:
unselfish:
unreliable:
unintelligent:
inforrmed:

unfriendly:

Fa-tinipait

expert:
unpleasant:
valiuahle?
diéhoqesti
ungualifisdg:
.unsgelTish?
unrelinble:
unintellizent:
informed:

unfrieadly:

. . . . .
: H : : H
. . s - . .
H H . H v H
. . . . N
H H : : :
. . . . .
: H H H :
. . . . .
H H H H H :
s - .
: H H
+ . . . .
H H H H b
. . . . .
H H : H :
. . + .
H : : :
. . . .
H . H H
. - v . .
H : 4 H H
. . . .
H H : H
. . . . .
H H H H :
. . . . . .
: 3 H v : H
. . . . . [
H . + b] H :
. . . . A .
H H : H H H
. - . - .
H H H H H
. - . )
H b : :
. . . * s
s : H H :
. . . . . .
H H H H H H

* 34

tinexpert
:pleasant
iworthless
thonest
tqualiried
iselfish
:reliable
rintellient
tuninfaormed

:friendly

tinexpert
:nleas . 1%
:worthless
thonest
squalified
:selfish
:reliable
tintellient
iuninformed

tfriendly



INSTRUCITIONS

Using the same rating method as used on the previous

scales, indicate your attitade toward the

by the group.

ATTITJOE TOWAXD SCLUTIONS

dissatisfied: ¥ )

solutions reached

us
.

agree; H H

.

35
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APPENDIX D

Observers' Instructions and Form for Recording

Contribution Quality
Observer: 6:45 p.m.

Monday, kiarch 5
Tuesday, .larch 6
Wednesday, Jarch 7
Thirsday, Jarch 8

INSTRUCTICHS

You will meet the subjects outside the assigmed roon. There
should be “ive students.. w2lt “or 2ll participants to arrive
befare enteriay the rooen,

The voom will be asompletely arranged. The students should
seat themselves at the des<s with their correspoiiin:s name plates,
The»e will be a se~t neanr the tape recarders where You TAY S5eay
yoarself, 4ead the instructicns to the studients. #hen thnev are
ready, merely tura on the recorder. Iuring the iiscussion, «eed
2 ramnia. recori o7 the cosatributions., <Classify each contribution
in gne of the cate,ories on the form srovided. There are two
narts to the form: CFart I is for good coatributions and Part TI
is far poor zuality contributions, If a contribution canno® te
classi-ied into one of the cate.ories, record it = the nppropriate
“othe~" column. oetermi=ne the category on the basis of the followiag
definitions,.

qelevancy is determined on the basis of whether or nct-the

GontritLtion wis specifically coacerned with the topic the
group was censideria, when the contribution was mate,

if it is related to
to follow.

what has preceded and what is licely

A contribution is considered related
i

{(irrelevant an? unrelated contributions are to be determined
on the basis of the 2bove definitions.)

A contribution involwiag multiple points is a contribution.
whirh contains, for example, a poiat cotcerning the prohlem,

a point cencernin, a soluticn nresented by anpother partiecipant,
and a point in whieh the contributor orfers ancther solution.
Multiple reasons behini a single point is net included in this
caAtELOTY

Time the discussicn. It is to be ?5 minutes in length. When
there are 5 minutes remainin,, hold up the appropriate time card.
Do the same when there are 7 minutes remaining, one minute, and
whe1 the discussicn is over.

{ontinue to read the instructions after the discussion. ZPass
out the -.estionn:ilres to the approprinte participhazs. .11 materials
Bhould be rewdily nmilable nnd clearly mrsgei, Colleor all the
miterials whea the sublecta are fiaished and lesve them next to
the recorder. Contiet me when the group is fisished.

36



Supplemerntuary iastructinnss to observers:

The questiovnnires will rot have the names of purtlcipints
provided ~n the asprsprizte cpaces. 2lense isstract the
participints t2 fill in the aanes of exzch ather oersoa in the
group, oegsinniqg with the persaa on their lefrn. hey aure <o
list the names o1 both sec:les in the same arder.

There will be an =dditional sheet for the abservers to complete
concerrn ng leadership in the group. Just note this briefly.



RUNNING RECGORD OF CONTRIBUTION _ QuAk T

L
ASKED FPERTINENT QUESTION

PRoIDED INFORMATION
teeLep BY GRoOUP

KELS030mT CONTRIBUTION

ILETES CONTRIBUTION

T PROVIDED MMFORMATION
MOT MEEDED mw& CROVP

TIRRELEUANT ConTRIBLTION

UNRELATED CONTRIBLTION

CONTRIZOTION [NUCLUING
P URTIPLE. POINTS

e e
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AFPPENDIX E

Experts' Instructions

The cards you are to sort contain solutions derived by
group discussion. The task given to the groups is as follows:
The University Library has been plagued with
books and magazines being mutilated, articles
cut out, pages ripped away, and materials being
stolen. What might be done to alleviate this
problem?
You are to sort the cards into seven piles with the
following number of cards in each pile.
10 10 10 13 10 10 10
very good very poor
The sorting should be done on the basis of the quality
of the solutions. The following criteria should be considered

in determining the guality of the solutions:

Effectiveness -~ degree to which the ideas which are

part of the solution help the group achieve the objective
of developing a realistic solution.

Feasibility -- degree to which solution reflects a

picture of social reality which is consistent with
relevant public attitudes.

Creativity -- degree to which the solution reflects

markedly original ideas not previously applied to the

problem under discussion.

39
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Significance =-- degree to which the solution is based

on relevant and significant information.

Comprehensiveness -- degree to which the group's solution

reflects a response to all the dimensions of the problem

under consideration.

If the criteria seem to contradict, use your judgment

in determining which is of greater importance.



APPENDIX F

Tables g and 9, Rank gi Confederate Scores

The following tables show the rank of confederate scores
in relation to subject scores on the effectiveness rating scale
and the ethos scales, as used in the Mann-Whitney U-Test for
calculating differences. There were a total of twenty scores
to be ranked, making twenty (20) the lowest rank,

TABLE 8. Rank of Confederate Scores on the Effectiveness
Rating Scale

Rating Scale?

Experimental

Condition I It ITI IV v VI
Unrelated 15 16.5 9 11 14 64b

17 16.5 13.5 11 18.5 11

18.5 19 13.5 15 18.5 15

20 20 19 18 20 19

Irrelevant 9 3 2 2.5 6 2
- 11 12 5 2.5 9.5 15.5
17 18.5 l8 ig 18.5 15.5

20 20 20 20 20 20

Multiple Points 1l 4 7.5 3 3 1

4.5 8.5 10.5 8.5 9.5 16

4.5 8.5 10.5 8.5 13 18

11.5 13 19 14 16 20

The Criteria for the Rating Scale are as follows:

I - Attitudes
ITI - Substantive Contributions
IITI ~ Language Usage
IV - Speaking
V -~ Helpfulness to Group
VI ~ Ethical Conduct

41
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TABLE 9. Rank of Confederate Scores on the Ethos Scales

Ethos Scales

Experimental Expert- Valuable- Qualified- Reliable- Informed-
Conditions Inexpert Worthless Unqualified Unreliable Uninformed
Unrelated ] 12.5 10 5 15.5
15..5 15 12.5 15 15.5
15.5 19 16.5 19.5 17.5
20 20 16.5 19.5 17.5
Irrelevant 5 7 3.5 2 2.5
10 13 3.5 16 11
15 1s 17 17 19
20 20 20 20 20
Multiple 2 4.5 1 2 2
Points 5 4.5 10 6.5 9.5
12 7.5 15.5 16 9.5
15 18 15.5 19 i9
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Group communication textbooks commonly make assumptions
about the importance of good quality contributions to small
group discussion. The purpose of this study was to test the
validity of these assumptions in determining whether the quality
of contributions affects qualitativé and quantitative group
productivity. 1In addition, the effect of contribution gquality
en an individual's ethos was examined,

Confederates were introduced into a small group dis-
cussion setting to manipulate the quality of contributions
in terms of irrelevant contributicns, unrelated contributioeons,
Poorly-timed contributions, and contributions involving multiple
points. The effect of these different types of poor gquality
contributions on qualitative and gquantitative productivity
was analyzed., The confederates' ethos was also measured to
determine if contribution quality affected it in any way.

The data revealed that there were no statistically
significant differences in the quality of the solutions gen-
erated by the different experimental conditions. In terms of
quantitative productivity, the multiple points groups generated
significantly fewer solutions than the control groups. The
hypothesized relationship between ethos and contribution
guality was confirmed. Cor ederates manipulating irrelevant
and unrelated contributions were rated significantly lower than

other subjects,.



