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CHAPTER I 

HISTORY AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

A. Introduction 

This dissertation has as its objective a clearer under­

standing of some aspects of interaction in three-person groups 

as a function of manifest personality needs of the three 

individuals constituting the group. The relationship of needs 

and group fUnction has received attention in the study of dyads, 

but not in triads, perhaps because of some special features of 

the triadic interaction which make it more complex in function 

than other small groups. 

History.-- Three principal bodies of theory and research 

contribute to the history of the area of study in which this 

dissertation lies. One of these is the work concerned with 

process and structure in three-person groups; the second is 

that which deals with personality needs; the third is the 

material which treats of the particular need patternings 

considered in this study. 

B. Review of Literature 
. 1 

Georg Simmel , a sociological theorist, appears to have 

1wolff, K., The Sociology of Georg Simmel, Glencoe, Illinois, 
Free Press, 19$0. 

-1-



been the first person to comment upon the three-person group 

as being different in nature from other small groups. S~el 

felt the human triad to be an essentially unstable structure 

that will break into two entities$ one composed of two mem-

bers$ the other of the third member. 

S~el stated two cases of tbis occurrence. In one 

2 

instance$ two members ally themselves and fail to include the 

tbird. In the other, which S:immel called tertius gaudens $ 

one member creates dissension between the other two and then 

allies him.sel:f with one of them.. 

S~el was not experimentally oriented and carried out 

no research to confirm or refute his empirical observation. 
2 

No systematic study was 1!llndertaken on it until Mills pub-

lished a study which con:firmed S~elts idea. 

Mills assembled forty-eight three-person single-sex 

groups whose members had previously not known one another. 

These groups met for two sessions, each lasting thirty 

minutes. During the sessions the subjects were required to 

construct stories to st~ulus pictures. 

Mills' findings indicated that Simmels' contention was 

correct -- the groups did indeed break into a pair and a 

third person. Further, Mills speci:fied some of the charac­

teristics of this phenomenon$ noting that: 

2Mills, T., Power Relations in Three-Person Groups, Amer. 
Soc. Rev., 1953, 18, 351-357. 



1. The two more (verbally) active members tended to 

form the pair• 

2. The pair, once definitely for.med, gained strength 

and the third person continued· to los·e it. 

3. Opposition was apparent between the pair members 

and the third person once the pair had been formed. 
3 

Mills undertook a second study of three-person groups 

in which he explored the 'fate' of the new structure of a 

pair and a third person. His a~ were (1) to test the per­

sistence of the structure and (2) to attempt specification 

of the conditions under which persistence would or would not 

endure. 

I~ was Mills• feeling that the coalition, one~ for.med, 

is a power structure, and his objective was to determine the 

fate of the structure if shifting occurred in it during the 

group sessions. For this reason he composed each of his 

3 

groups of a naive subject and two role players. It was the 

task of the role players to create a shift in the established 

structure once that structure had emerged. This was done under 

two conditions. In the 'deprivation sequence' one role player 

allied himself at first with the naive subject and then 

shifted his alliance to his fellow role player later in the 

session. In the tgain sequencet the reverse occurred, i.e., 

~ills, T., The Coalition Pattern in Three Person Groupst 
Amer. Soc. Rev., 1954, 19, 657-667. 



the naive subject was originally the third person (not in the 

pair) and one o:r the role players allowed himself to be •won 

overt to tbe naive subjects position, attempting to pair with 

him against the other role player. 

In addition to specif1ing these occurrences during the 

sessions, Mills separated these subjects on the basis of 

social status and a 'self-enhancement• measure. 

On the basis of results frcm this study Mills arrived at 

three conclusions: 

1. That the structure is most likely to dissolve in 

instances where the third person is of relatively 

high social status and has relatively low need for 

self-enhancement. 

2. That the structure is most likely to persist and 

become increasingly rigid when the third person 

is of relatively high social status and has a 

relatively strong need for self-enhancement. 

3. That the strongest elements in the constitution 

of the power structure are tbe emotional attach-

ments fonmed by the members, as these proved most 

resistant to change. 
4 

In a final study, Mills constituted three-person groups 

again, but was concerned with studying the tendencies in. 

4Mills, T., Group Structure and the Newcomer, Oslo, Oslo 
University Press, 1957. 



5 

structured development pursuant upon the addition of a fourth 

member, hence this study is not central to the concern o:r 

this discussion. 

Following the pioneer work o:r Mills, other investigators 

became interested in power phenomena of' the three-person 
5 

group. Strodtbeck , one o:r these investigators, has presented 

a study o:r decision-making in the :family of' :rather, mother, 

and one son as a special case of' the three-person group. In 

this situation the power structure is one o:r two peers (the 

parents) and a subordmate (the son). Strodtbeck noted, 

however, that the break in the· structure o:r pair and third 

person did not always occur along this power line. · Some in­

stances occurred in which the son and a parent were the pair 

and the othe;r> parent was the third person. 

The explanation which Strodtbeck proposed to account for 

this was that a parent might initiate a coalescence with the 

son contingent upon his (the son) having con:rormed to some 

expectation on the part of that parent. Here, in effect, 

the parentts concurrence might be construed as re~ard for 

some behavior within or outside the setting o:r the study. 
6 

Torrance , another of the investigators interested in 

Sstrodtbeck, F., The Family as a Three-Person Group, Amer. 
Soc. Rev., 1954, 19, 23-29. 

6Torrance, P., Some Consequences o:r Power Dif':ferences on 
Decision-Making in Permanent and Temporary Three-Man Groups 
in Hare, Borgatta Bales (ed), Small Groups, New York, Alfred 
Knopf, 1955, PP• 482-492. . 
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thr,ee-person groups, has studied temporary and permanent 

three-man air crews. He presented the groups with problems 

to be solved and with situations for Which they were expected 

to formulate decisions. He found that in the per.manent crews 

the member with the highest ascribed status could, in most 

instances, influence at least one of the other two crew 

m~bers to accept his solution or decision. This did not 

prove to be true in the temporarY crews, where position in 
' 

tbe ascribed hierarchy did not significantly affect who 

agreed with or dissented from whom. 

Recent research of the three-person group re.flects an 

interest in the relevance of theory of games to situations 

in triadic groups whose members are competing w:ii;th one 

another. 
7 

Oaplow , in a theoretical paper, posited six possible 

patterns o:r power in three-person groups, hypothesizing :Cor 

each pattern which members would coalesce. The patterns, 

and their hYPothesized outcomes, are_ given below. (Greater 

than, less than, and equal to, in Oaplowts formulations, 

re.fers to the initial ~ount o.f power held by A, B, or G.) 

Type 1 Where A-::. B ::. 0 
AB, BO, OA all equally probable 

Type 2 Where A/ B, B=O, A< (B+ C) 
BO most p~obable 

7 Oaplow, T., A Theory of Coalitions in the Triad, Amer. $oc. 
~, 1956, 21, 489-493· 



Type 3 Where A < B, B = C 
AB or 'AC probable . 

Type 4 Where A > (B + 0), B:: C 
No coalition more probable than any other 

Type 5 Where A"> B > G, A< (B+ C) 
No coalition more probable than any other 

Type 6 Where A ) B > C, A > (B + C ) 
No coalition more probable than any other 

8 
Vinacke and Arkof'f' undertook a study to test Gaplowt s 

hypotheses. The experimental task was a modified parcheesi 

game. The power structures suggested by Caplow were created 

by varying the counters used by the players, e.g., if' A had 

a l counter and tossed 5 on a die, he could move 5 spaces. 

If' he had a 2 counter and tossed 5 on a die, he could move 

10 spaces, etc. 

At any point in the game a player was permitted to 

elect an alliance with any other player. Upon so doing, 

he and the player with whom he allied pooled their strength 

f'or the remainder of' that game. 

The findings of' the study essentially conf'ir.med 

Caplowts hypotheses concerning the structures he formulated. 
9 

I~ a subsequent paper Gaplow suggested two more pat-

terns of' power and predicted their m.o st probable outcomes .• 

8 . 
Vinacke, W. · and A. Arkof'.f, An Experimental Study o.f Coali-
tions in the Triad, Amer. Soc. Rev., 1957, 22, 4o6-414• 

9aaplow, T., Further Development of' a Theory of' Coalitions 
in the Triad, Amer. J. Sociol., 1959, LXIV, 488-493. 

7 



These were: 

Type 7 Where A>- B > C, A = (B + C) 
AB or AC most probable 

Type 8 Where A ;:: (B + C) , B :: C 
AB or AC mos~ likely 

These two patterns have not yet been tested. 

8 

In tbis same paper Caplow also suggested that there mig~ 

be differences in the structuring of the members relative to 

each other dependent upon whether the groups were continuous, 

episodic, or ter.minal. However he did not specify exactly 

what factors composing these differences would be critical to 

such possible variations. The.se situations, like the two new 

proposed patterns, have not yet been studied experimentally. 
10 

Finally, Vinacke has presented a study in which he 

questions whether members of three-person groups involved in 

a competitive game will always follow a 'rationalt model, 

that is, form their alliance with another member in such a 

way as to assure possibility of maximum gain and minimum 

risk of loss. He found that in single game scoring situations, 
I 

the two weakest members tend to ally with each other and 

against the strongest member. With a cumulative scoring 

system, the two members of the group who are behind tend 

to ally, regardless of their initial level of strength. 

Neither of these sets of behaviors is necessarily a 
10vinacke, w., The Effect of Cumulative Score on Coalition 

For.mation in Triads with Various Patterns of Internal 
Power. Paper presented 5 September 1959, at the Conven­
tion of the American Psychological Association. 



trationalt strategy in Vinacke's opinion. 

These studies suggest the need ror further investiga­

tion. As both Strodtbeck and Torrance have demonstrated~ 

people do not necessarily attempt to ally themselves with 

the individual at the top of a hierarchy. In the situations 

studied by Vinacke, subjects did not for.m their alliances in 

a •rational' manner. These facts suggest that some relevant 

variables in the triadic human situation have not received 

consideration. 

Thus far no att·ention has been given to personality 

variables as they may relate to three-person interaction. 

The studies of such groups, carried out either with pre­

constituted ~oups or experimenter-constituted groups, have 

not included an assessment or any personality ractors. Thus 

it seams'reasonable that studies should be carried out in-

vestigating the relationship of personality ractors to the 

fate of the three-person structure. Further~ the rindings 

of' Strodtbeck ani Torrance, and their discussions of the 

possible reasons ror their findings concerning power re-

lationships~ suggest strongly that personality needs may 

be salient factors wortbr of study. 
11 

Freud indicated that much remained unknown about the 

nature of' people in aggregates. In his discussion of' the 

11 ' ' 
Freud, S., Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego, 
London, Hogarth Press, 1940. 

9 



10 

nature or human groups he suggested that.basic needs mgy well 

be the deter.minants which operate in object choice. Object 

choice, be asserted, tends to be made for the satisraction, 

or hoped-ror satisfaction, of needs. The question of how 

this selection occurs, and how needs operate in such selec-

tion, remains still partially unanswered. 

The person who has most notably dealt with tneedt as his 
12 

basic construct is Murray • His primary concern has been 

with the individual and the organization of his needs. This 

emphasis is reflected in the primary proposition or his per­

sonality theory: nThe objects o:f study are individual organ­

isms, not aggregates of organisms.n This emphasis on the 

per~on, however, has not led Murray to think of the person 

as an object existing ~vacuo. He has pointed out that an 

~div:i.dualts needs influence the way in which he relates to 

other individuals in his environment. Individuals develop 

modes of behavior which they :find most racilitative in deal­

ing with others, and Murray suggests that these modes o:f 

action, initially developed ror coping with otbers, may 

become needs in themselves. Thus a substantial number o:f 

the needs which MUrray has presented hrore inter- as well as 

intrapersonal significance. 

Some investigators have selected these ttactict needs 

!? __ 
-Murray, H., et al., Explorations in Personality, New York, 
Ox:ford.University Press, 1938. 



as their object o i' study. Tn>ical of' this interest is the 
13 

work done by Henry and Guetzkow · • These investigators 

desigp.ed stimulus pictures similar in kind to those of' 

Murray's Thematic Apperception Test but whose content was 

applicable in work with groups rather than individuals. 

These were then used to study the manner in which individ­

uals related to each other in group settings. 
14 

Winch has also been interested in the way in which 

the needs of' the individual influence his selection of' a 

mate or prospective mate. He f'irst postulated that people 

would be attracted to, and select, those who appear to have 

the potential to fulfill their .needs. He agreed with the 
15 

findings of' Ktsanes that ~ndica~ed this would be most 

l3Henry, w. and H. Guetzkow, Group Projection Sketches for 
the Study of' Small Groups, J. Soc. Psychol., 1951, 33, 
77-102. 

14winch, R., Personality Characteristics of' Engaged and. 
Married Couples, Amer. J. Sociol., 1941, 46, 686-693. 
This material is expanded in the following publications: 

and Ktsanes, T. and v., The Theory of Comple­
m-.-e-n~t-a_ry __ N=-eeds in Mate Selection, Amer. Soc. Rev., 19~, 
19, 241-249. . 

, Empirical Elaboration o:f the Theory of' Com.­
~p~l-am~e~n~t-ary~ Needs·in Mate Selection, Jl. Abn. Soc. Psych., 
1955, 51, 508-514. . 

~--~~--' The Theory of' Complementary Needs in Mate 
Selection, Amer. Soc. Rev., 1955, 20, 52-56, 552-555. 

11 

~~=-~---' Mate Selection: A Study o:f Complement~ Needs, 
New York, Harper, 1958. 

15Ktsanes, T. and v. Ktsanes, Mate Selection on the Basis of 
Personality Type, Amer. Soc. Rev., 1955, 20, 547-551. 
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likely in those instances where the persons concerned had 

patterns of needs which were different rather than similar. 

He introduced the term ttneed com.plementa:ri ty11 to identify 

the need patternings discerned by Ktsrurres. He also sug­

gested the presence of two types of complamentarity; one 

in which the differences between the needs are of intensity, 

another in which the difference is in kind rather than inten-

sity of need. The not~on of need complementarity, though not 

clearly defined by Winch, seems to be simply a more sophisti­

cated statement of the •opposites attract• idea common in· the 

lore of the folk. 

The findings·of Winch seem to lend credence to his posi­

tion con:Cir.ming that, in the majority of instances, comple­

mentarity rather than similarity or likeness of needs tends 

to result in selection of a mate. In those instances where 

similarity seemed to be the deter.minant of selection Winch 

suggested no explanatory comment. 
16 

Huntington however did deal at length with need simi-

larity. While engaged in a study of the relationslrl.p of 

needs to object choice in mate selection situations, he re­

computed Winch's data. As a result o:f' this, he :reels that 

Winch may be in error in dismissing selection on the basis 

of need similarity as being important. There appears to be 

16iuntington, R., Needs and Interaction: A Study o:f the Marital 
Relationship, Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Harvard 
University, Cambridge, Mass., 1955. 
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evidence that both patterns, s~ilarity and complamentar~ty, 

do occur, each as clearly as tbe other. Huntington further 

feels that Winch did not do a completely adequate analysis 

of his data, misconstruing evidence of the presence of com­

plementarity in some instances to mean the absence o:f similar­

ity in others. As Huntington has pointed out, :further study 

o:f these patterns o:f selection may add information which will 

clarify this area o:f uncertainty. 

The preceding sections present the background material 

relevant to the current problem, ani it is to the discussion 

o:f the present problem that we turn now. 

0. Statement of Problem 

Tbe discussion of similarity and complementarity of 

needs given by Winch was not entirely satisfactory for adop­

tion in this study. Winch did not employ the hypothetico­

deductive method in his work. Much of what he presents is 

post ~ evidence, offered in explanation o:f what had come 

to li~t in his data. In none of his discussions were there 

either hypotheses or definitions set out in a rigorous man­

ner. The translation o:r words into exper~ental operations 

is absent. 

Because of these :facts, the material seems to lack 

clarity and specification. For this reason, definitions 

rather than descriptions must be specified. In this study, 

these definitions were employed: 



·similarity - by similarity of need· shall be meant a 

situation in which two people manifest, 

to the same degree, the same need. 

complementarity - by complementarity of need shall be 

meant a situation in which two persons 

manifest, to the Sallle degree, a non-

s~ilar pair of needs which represent 

ends of a continuum. 

It was the intent of this study to detennine whether the 

relationship of some specific needs of the members of a three­

person group might influence their selection of, and inter­

action with, one another. Specifically, concern was focused 

upon these questions: 

1. Where two members of a three-person group manifest 

a s~ilar need to an extreme degree and a third 

member does not, will the first two form a pair 

and exclude the third? 

2. Where two members of a three-person group manifest 
• 

complementary needs to an extreme degree and the 

third member complements neither of the other two, 

will the first two for.m a pair and exclude the 

third? 

An additional question was also asked: 

3. Will the statements about preference of members for 

each other accord with their behavior in inter-



acting with each other? 

D. Hypotheses 

With these questions derived :from the work o:f Mills, 

Winch, and Huntington as the central considerations, the 

:following hypotheses were :formulated: 

1. In human triads where the degree of acquaintance 

and perceived power are held equal, members selected 

on the basis o:r extreme scores on some specific 

similar manifest needs will fonn a pair with each 

other in a significantly greater number of in­

stances tban either will with a third person who 

does not possess this extreme similar manifest 

need pattern. 

2. In human triads where the degree of acquaintance 

and perceived power are held equal, members selected 

on the basis of extreme scores on same specific com-
-

plementary manifest heeds will for.m a pa~r with each 

other in a significantly greater number of instances 

than either will with a third person who does not 

possess this extreme complementary manifest need 

pattern. 

3. Members of human triads in which separation of the 

members into a pair and a third person has occurred 

will indicate preferences for each other which will 



accord with their actual behavior in ror.ming the 

pair and third person separation. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD AND PROCEDURE 

A~ Method 

Selection o~ Needs.-- The selection o~ the personality 

needs to be studied was made on two bases: 

1. The needs to be studied should be chosen ~rom among 

those which, in Murray• s framework, might be con­

sidered inter- as well as intra-personal, i.e., 

from among the •tactic• needs. 

2. One set o~ needs should fil·l the description of 

similarity, and the other the description o~ com­

plementarity of Winch's second kind, i.e., comple­

mentarity in which the difference is in kind, 

rather than intensity, of need. 

With these criteria in mind tb,.e f'ollow:ing needs were 

selected: 

nDominance and nDeference. These nee~s defined the 

complementarity groups. 

nAffiliation ani nAutonomy. These needs defined the 

similarity groups. 

(The definitions of these needs as employed in this study 

will be found in the next section o:f the paper.) 

~17-



It is obvious that, even w~thin the l~its set, these 

were not the only needs which could have been employed in 

18 

this study. They represent the extremes of their respective 

sets (s~ilarity or complementarity) fran within the previous­

ly discussed group of needs which Murray saw as having 

originally developed as means of coping with otber individ­

uals in the environment. 

It seems logical, then, that such needs be studied for 

several reasons: 

1. As previously noted, there is evidence to indicate 

that personality attributes are at least one salient 

determinant of the tfater of group structure and 

process. 

2. It seems more economical, in attempting a study of 

the way in which personality attributes relate to 

occurrences in groups, to study fairly enduring, 

rather than ephemeral, aspects of personality. 

3· When group phenomena are the object of study, it 

seems a sound approach to deal with attributes of 

personality which bear directly upon behavior in 

relating to other individuals, as Murrayts ttactict 

needs do. By his description these are needs whose 

presence would affect, and be evident in, group 

behavior. 

4. In a relatively new area of study where theory is 
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not yet well established, it appeared wise to build 

first steps on some previously available structure. 

The concepts of need similarity and complementarity 

were available in the literature; in the triadic 

situation both were possible patterns of relation-

ship based on ttactic' needs. 

5. Finally, the selection within tbe similarity-

complementarity framework of the particular needs, 

which represented the extremes of their respective 

sets (similarity and complementarity) seemed a 

sound approach in an area where methodology is 

scant and largely untried. It seemed likely that 

extremes of a phenomenon might be demonstrated 

with crude instruments where less marked instances 

of the phenomenon might not be elicited by the 

instruments available. 

Selection of Need Measure. -- The Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule was selected for the measurement of the 

needs studied. This is a psychological index designed by 
1 

Allen Edwards to measure fifteen psychological needs at the 

manifest level. 

An instrument oriented toward manifest level was chosen 

because it is this level which represents overt behavioral 

!Edwards, A., Personal Preference Schedule, New York, The 
Psychological Corporation, 1954· 
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needs d~rectly expressed ~n behav~or. 

The ~nstrument includes measures of the needs selected 

for study, ~s so constructed as to mi~ize distortion on 

the basis of social desirability, and prov~des the adminis­

trator with an internal measure of consistency. 

The definitions given by Edwards of the needs focal in 

this study are as follows: 

nnom~nance - To argue for_ one's point of view, to be a 

leader in groups to which one belongs, to 

be regarded by others as a leader, to be 

elected or appointed chairman of a com­

mittee, to make group decisions, to settle 

arguments and disputes between others, to 

persua~e and influence others to do what 

one wants, to superv~se and direct the 

actions of others, to tell others how to 

do their job~. 

nDeference - To get suggestions from others, to find 

out what others think, to follow instruc­

tions and do what is expected, to praise 

others, to tell others they have done a 

good job, to accept the leadership of 

others, to read about great men, to eon­

form to custom and avoid the uneonventiona~ 

to let others make decisions. 



nAffiliation - To be loyal to friends, to participate in 

friendly groups, to do things for friends, 

to for.m new friendships, to make as many 

friends as possible, to share things with 

friends, to do things with friends rather 

thgn alone, to for.m strong attachments, to 

write letters to friends. 

nAutonomy - To be able to come and go as desired, to 

say what ~ne thinks about things, to be 

independent of others in making decisions, 

to feel free to do what one wants, to do 

things that are unconventional, to avoid 

situations where one is expected to con­

form, to do things without regard to what 

others may think, to criticize tbose in 

positions of authority, to avoid responsi­

bilities and obligations. 

The choice of terminal points for acceptance of the 

relevant needs was a difficult one. The first decision was 

to set these at one standard deviation from the mean in the 

appropriate direction. Exploratory work, however, demonstra­

ted that the incidence of people in the population of possible 

subjects who scored at this level was so rare as to make this 

decision an unrealistic one. Therefore the decision was made 

to accept those persons whose scores were in the upper or 
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lower third as appropriate. The norms establishing the upper 

and lower third were those obtained by Edwards on a college 

population. 

Selection of Task. -- An interaction situation was 

~ployed so that the subjects in each group would have an 

opportunity to become acquainted with one another as a basis 

for forming preferences or aversions for one another. The 

selection of the interaction task for the subjects was 

based upon the following considerations; 

1. It was necessary that the task be one which could 

be performed verbally so that a record of inter­

action could be obtained for analysis. 

2. It was necessary that the task be one which would 

permit free rather than consecutive participa­

tion. (ltConsecutive 11 here is wed in tbe sense 

of, for example, a game in which players must 

•take turns• one after the other in a Specified 

order.) 

3. Since the focus o~ the study was upon personal­

ity needs, the situation ~or interaction had to 

be one Which allowed for their chance o~ expres­

sion to as great a degree as possible. The 

initial situation can be characterized as 
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ndemocratic 11 in the sense that Lippitt used the 
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term. Since the democratic structure most fully 

permits free interplay.and expression of individual 

ideas, needs, and wishes, it seemed the most suit-

able here. 

After consideration of several tasks, the task used by 

Mills in his original three-person group study was selected. 

In this task the subjects create, together and aloud, 

stories to stimulus pictures presented by the investigator. 

The content of the stories is not critical to the study. 

It is the interaction occurring during their creation that 

is the essential part of the data. As it had been found by 

Mills that the time taken to complete tbree stori~s was 

adequate to allow the separation of the pair and the third 

person, three pictures were employed. 

Selection of Subjects. -- Since the study focused upon 

certain personality needs as the possible determinant of 

selection and resultant interaction of individuals in three-

person groups, it became clear that the following :factors 

should be controlled in the selection of .subjects: 

1. Status differences. Since the study by Torrance 

2Lippitt, R., An Experimental Study of Authoritarian and 
Demoo.ratio Group Atmospheres, in Studies in Topolofioal 
and Vector Psycbolo~, University of Iowa Studies n 
Child Welfare, 1, 1 , 1940. 



indicated that status differential may, in some 

instances, affect patterns of alliance, it was 

decided to exclude from the study individuals 

whose presence in a group migbt create a subordinat&­

superordinate situation among members. 

2. Friendship. If two friends and a non-friend of 

either or both of the two were put in the group, 

there could exist the possibility that this pre­

established relationship might influence the 

interaction in the experimental situation. Friends 

were, therefore, excluded from membership in the 

same group. 

3. ~· Marked age difference in individuals could 

result in response to each other mediated by 

cultural pre-and proscriptions concerning the 

acceptable range of behaviors toward members of 

age groupings different from that of the behaverts 

own. For this reason it was decided to set an 

upper limit of thirty years of age. The fact 

that the subjects were college students precluded 

the presence of very young individuals and the 

necessity for setting a lower limit. 

4· Sex. While it may be said that sex needs play a 

part in the response of members of one sex to 

those of another, such needs were not central to 
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the study. Thus it was decided that each group 

should be composed of all males or all females. 

5. Race. It was. decided to exclude .from membership 

in tbe same group members o.f di.f.ferent races. This 

was done in order to control .for the pos.sibili ty 

that perceptions o.f racial difference might in­

fluence the nature o.f the group interactions. 

Race~ rather than religion, was controlled because 

racial attributes have higher social visibility · 

than most religious ones. There was an additional 

control, in that subjects were not introduced to 

each other by name. 

6. Verbal productivity. Since the interaction task 

employed was a verbal one, it seemed appropriate 

to compose groups whose members were of approxi­

mately equal level in verbal productivity in 

order to avoid later difficulty with the analysis 

o.f the data. If, .for example, a group were com­

posed 6~ an articulate member and two inarticulate 

ones, it might be .found that the 'inter-action• 

data consisted primarily o.f a monolo.gu e by the 

articulate mem.ber, an occurrence which would make 

the task o.f determining the pattern in that group 

difficult. 

Other Considerations. -- It was felt necessary to divorce 



the pa:yment o:f the subjects :frcm their performance. Had the 

sub jects felt that their group performance would in s c:me way 

influence payment, or that reward might di:ffer from subject 

to subject in relation to performance, their performances 

might have had more to do with their concern over the 

texpectationsr of' the investigator than with their :feelings 

about their f'ellow members. Because of these considerations, 

rate of' pa:yment was announced prior to the beginning o:f the 

group sessions, making clear that subjects were to receive 

equal pay and that payment was in no way contingent upon 

characteristics of performance. 

It was also f'elt desirable that the subjects be influ­

enced as little as possible by the presence of the investi­

gator, so that they might :focus their attention on the other 

two people in the group and the performance o:f the task. 

For this reason the investigator specified that the subjects 

could interact only among themselves once the :first of the 

st~ulus pictures had been presented. The investigator did 

not interact with the subjects :frc:m the time the instruction 

period ended until the time when the subjects had completed 

the task. 

Oomplet ion of' the data needed to answer the :final 

question of the study required a sociometric instrument, to 

be administered when tbe group task had been completed. The 

ten items composing this instrument were designed to assess 



preference on the part or any subject concerning the other 

two people in the group for a variety of situations. The 

items were adapted from a Tburstone-scaled sociometric 
3 

designed by Back • 

B. Procedure 
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As will be noted in the statement of procedure below, 

an assistant was employed to score the Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule and to constitute the groups as speci· 

tied below. This was done in order to eliminate the possi­

bility o:f experimenter bias in conducting the sessions and 

analyzing the data. The investigator conducted the sessions 

and did the interaction process analysis without knowledge 

o:f the need configuration in any given group. 

The procedure was as follows: 

1. The Edwards Personal Preference Schedute was admin-

istered to male and :female. undergraduate students 

attending classes at Boston University. At this 

time the students were told that they might be 

oo ntacted again to participate in a study which 

would require about two hours of their time :for 

which they would be paid." They were infor.med that 

the study did not involve any pain or shock, and 

that their anonymity would b;e guaranteed. 

3Back, K. W., Influence Through Social Communication, in 
Maccoby, Newcomb, Hartley (Eds), Readings in Social Psy­
chology, Third Edition, New York, Holt and Co., 1958. 



2. The students turned ~ their answer sheets which 

were given to the assistant who scored then, el~­

inating individuals over thirty years o~ age and 

separating males ~ram females. 

3. When the scoring was completed the assistgnt 

selected those subjects who had de.monstrated 

the following characteristics: 

A. Subjects whose scores on nDominance we~e in 

the upper third and wbQse scores on nDeference 

were in the lower third 

B. Subjects whose scores on nDeference were in 

tbe upper third and whose scores on nDominance 

were in the lower third 

a. Subjects whose scores on nAffiliation were in 

the upper third and whose scores on nAutonomy 

were in the lower third 

D. Subjects whose scores on nAutonomy were in the 

upper third and whose· scores on nAffiliation 

were in the lower third 

E. Subjects whose scores were in the middle 

third on both n.Dominance and nDe~erence 

4· Having selected such subjects, the assistant then 

constituted lists o~ proposed groups as follows: 

28 

A. Ten all-male and ten all-female need similarity 

groups, (which will be re~erred to as a-groups) 



composed of: 

Two subjects whose scores were in the upper 

third on nAffiliation and in the lower third 

on n.Autonomy 

One subject whose scores were in the upper 

third on nAutonomy and in the lower third on 

n.Af'filiation 

B. Ten all-male and ten all,..f'emale need complemen­

tariU,r groups, {which will be referred to as 

c-groups) composed of: 

One subject whose scores were in the upper 

tbiro on nne.f'erence and the lower third on 

DDominance 

One subject whose scores were in the upper 

third on nDominance and the lower third on 

nDeference 

One subject whose scores were in the middle 

third on both nnominance and nDeference 

29 

5. Upon obta:lning from the assistant a list of proposed 

groups, the investigator contacted the possible 

subjects to ascertain whether any of them were 

friends of either of' the other two people with 

whom they migbt be grouped, whether they were of 

differing races, and whether a~ of them had some 

unique position on campus. Except in instances 
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where one or more of these conditions held, the 

subjects were schedu.led .for individual pre-session 

appointments. 

6. At the time of the pre-session appointment a measure 

o.f the level o.f verbal productivity was obtained. 

T.he subject toid a story by himself to a stimulus 

picture similar to those which would be used in 

the regular session with the other members o.f the 

group. 

7. The level o.f verbal productivity .for the three 

people proposed as members o.f a common group was 

canpared. Except in instances o.f significant di.f­

.ference, the proposed members were .finally accepted 

and scheduled. 

8. At the beginning o.f the scheduled session the state­

ment concerning pEcyment o.f subjects was made. The 

subjects were then asked to select a number badge 

.fram a box containing several numbered badges. 

This was done in order to reassure the subjects 

concerning the investigator's promise o.f anonymity. 

The subjects were informed that the number they 

drew would be used· to identify them in the record 

o:f the study. 

9. At this point the magnetic· tape recorder was turned 

on. The investigator explained that in a situation 
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where several peopJ.e were talking, it proves diffi­

cu.J.t. to record accurateJ.y by hand., and that because 

of this most. investigators doing studies of this 

sort use a tape recorder. The subjects were toJ.d 

that the investigator alone would have access to 

the tapes, and that when the analysis of them was 

completed they would be erased. Each subject was 

then asked to read a short set of sentences on a 

card to •make sure the machine picks up OK.' This 

was done to enable the investigator to set the 

machine to proper volume, and also to obtain a 

definite identifying passage of the voice of each 

subject for the anaJ.ysis of the_ taped material on 

the same tape with the session itself. 

10. Following this the instructions were given. {See 

Appendix A for complete instructi~ns.) The sub­

jects were instructed to make up a story together 

about each of the pictures the investigator would 

show them. 

11. After the subjects had been instructed, they were 

given t~e to ask ~estions about anything that 

seamed unclear to them. 

12. Following any ~estions on the part of the subjects, 

the investigator presented the stimulus pictures. 

13. After the subjects as a group had completed the 



stories for the stimulus pictures, they were 

separately given the sociometric instrument to 

complete. 

J.4. As the subjects returned their completed socio­

metric instruments they were asked, individually 

and privately, a final question concerning which 

otber member of the group they would prefer to 

work with in the •next• section of the study in 

which only two members from each of the groups 

would be utilized. (In the discus.sion of results, 

this will be referred to as the tlivet question.) 

15. Following the completion of the session the sub­

jects were paid. They were asked not to talk 

about tbe nature of the study with other B. u. 
students. It was explained that in studies of 

this sort it was •better' if subjects came to the 

session with no previous information about what 

to expect. Following this the subjects were free 

to leave. 
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OHAPTER III 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

A. Interaction Data 

The major data of this study were the verbal inter­

actions between subjects which took place during the group 

sessions. These had been magnetic tape recorded, and from 

th~ the interaction process analysis was made. In addi­

tion to ~he analysis done by the investigator on all groups, 

the assistant also performed the analysis on every fourth 

tape, in order that a measure of inter-rater reliability 

could be obtained. 

The analysis required three classes of information 

concerning each act. These were: 

1. Which member initiated the act. 

2. Toward which member or members the act was 

addressed. 

3. Whether the act was (a) supportive, (b) non­

supportive, or (c) instrumental. 

These three classes of information were coded from 

the interaction record. Acts which could not be heard 

clearly enough to be identifiable were discarded. 

The definition of supportive, non-supportive, and 

-33-



1 
:instrumental acts was that used b'Y Mills • The three sets of 

acts each encompass several of the act categories developed 
2 

by R. F. Bales for the process analysis of interaction data. 

The groupings given are these: 

1. Supportive acts (Bales categories 1, 2, 3) 

A. Shows solidarity' 

B. Agrees 

a. Shows tension release 

2. Non-supportive acts (Bales categories 10, 11, 12) 

A. Disagrees 

B. Shows tension 

a. Shows antagonism 

3. Instrumental acts (Bales categories 4, 5, 6, 7, 

a, 9) 

A. Gives suggestions 

B. Gives opinion 

a. Gives orientation 

D. Asks for orientation 

E. Asks for opinion 

F. Asks f'or suggestions 

Wben all available acts from a group session were coded 

!Mills, T., Group Structure and the Newcome~, Oslo, Oslo 
University Press, 1957. 

2 
Bales, R. F., Interaction Process Analysis, Cambridge, 
Mass., Addison-Wesle'Y, 1950. 



according to the system described above, the investigator 

derived the rate of support for each member by the other 
3 

members employing Mills r method as 1'ollows: 

The rate at which member one supports member two is 

determined by: 

Rl2 ~ -------------

where ~2 is the frequency of' supportive acts given 

by member one to member two 

where n
12 

is the frequency of' non-supportive acts 

given by member one to member two 

o2 is the frequency of' instrumental acts 

initiated by member two to both ·other members. 

For a three-person group, the fUll array of support 

rate 1'or.mulae are as 1'ollows: 

Rate 12 = (1 supports 2) 

Rate 13 = (1 supports 3) 

3 . 
Mills, T., Op. cit., p. 11. 
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Rate 21 = 
A21 - D21 (2 supports 1) 

Bl + 01 

Rate 23 :: ~23 - D . 23 
(2 supports 3) 

B3 + 03 

Rate 31 :::: A31 - D31 
(3 supports 1) 

~ + 01 

Rate 32 ::::: 
A32 - D32 

(3 supports 2) 

B2 + 02 

The results from this array give the rate of support 

by each member to each other member in the group. These 

results were then summarized in a table representative o£ 

the group. For example: 

TABLE: 1. SAMPLE: SUMMARY TABLE 

Sl 

Sl ••• 

82 +.36 

S3 

S2 

+ .38 

••• 

-.39 

S3 

-.16 

••• 



4 
Mills had established the criteria by which it is 

determined whether a group has developed a pair apart from 

the third person in this manner: 

1. Two members whose support rates to each other are 

positive and both of whose support rates to the 

other member are negative. 

2. One member whose support rate to the other two is 

negative and whose received support rate from the 

other two members are negative. 

An illustration of this may be seen in Table 1 above. 

Members one and two may be seen to have formed a pai:r-, and 

member three is the non-included member on the basis of the 

interaction process analysis. 

Tables embodying this ioror.mation ware prepared from 

the interac.tion summary of eac.h of the groups. When this 

had been done for the ten groups which composed each of the 

four types Of groups studied (male s-groups, male c.-groups, 
5, 6 

female s-groups, female e-groups) a Sign Test was done 

to.deter.mine whether any given type of group de.monstrated 

4Ibid., p. 11. 

5siegel, s., Non-Parametric Statistics for the Behavioral 
Scienc.es, New York, McGraw-Hill, 1956. 
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6 . 
Mosteller, F., and R. Bush, Selected Quantitative Techniques, 
in Lindsey (ed), Handbook of Social Psychology, Cambridge, 
Addison-Wesley, 1954. 



significantly the presence of pair formation as predicted •. 

B. Sociometric Data 

The second :rna jor source of data in this study was the 

sociometric instrument. After the group session was 

completed, each member of the group filled out this instru­

ment. Each of the ten items required tbe' subject to choose 

one of the other two members of the group as the preferred 

person with which to engage in some activity. (For the 

complete sociometric instrument, see Appendix B.) 

Any member could choose any single other member a 

maximum of ten times, or he could divide his choices be­

tween the other two members in a variety of ways. 

It was necessary to determine whether the choice 

patterns exhibited by the members did or did not confor.m 

to their behavior during the group session. A Sign Test 

was performed on the data from each group to ascertain 

the presence or absence of a statistically significant 

choice pattern. 

The final step in this analysis was to do an overall 

Sign Test on the ten groups composing each of the four 

types of groups studied, to determine whether that type 

of group did or did not demonstrate preference patterns 

on the sociometric instrument which accorded at a statis­

tically. significant level with actual behavior in the 

group sessions. 
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G. 'Livet ~estion Data 

The final set of data in the study was the responses 

made by group members to a tlive• ~estion which was asked 

each member privately after the group session and after the 

filling out of the sociometric instrument. The question 

concerned the structure of a subsequent session in which 

two members of previous three-member groups woUld be 

utilized. The subject was asked to indicate which of the 

other two people in his group he would prefer to work with 

in.this session. 

Since this was a one-item instrument, there was no 

way of dealing with it statistically for single groups .• 

For this reason, it was dealt with in the ten instances 

eompris ing each of the four types of groups • Again a 

Sign Test was utilized, this time to determine whether 

a significant number of responses to this question eon­

formed to, or departed from, the pair formation pattern. 
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OHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

A. Results Relevant to Hypothesis One 

The similarity-based groups, both male and female, 

·formed pairs in the Ir edicted manner and at a level 

significantly above chance. In the instance of the 

female groups, nine formed the predicted structure and 

one did not. This occurrence is significant at the .01 

level with a one-tailed Sign Test. 

In tbe instance of the male s-groups, again nine 

out of the ten formed the Ir edic~ed structure. Here 

again the result is significantly in the predicted direc­

tion at the .01 level with a one-tailed Sign Test. 

The results from these groups are summarized in 

Tables 2 and 3. Each table is composed of the rate of 

support summary :ror ten like groups. The groups are 

entered in the tables with the members wbo :formed pairs 

occupying the first and second row and column, ani the 

t~rd person occupying the third row and column. 

These results appear to support the first hypothesis. 



TABLE 2. Rate of Support Summary 

Similarity Groups 
Female 

Pair Pair Third Pair Pair Third 
Member Member Person Member Member Member 

••• +2.481 -.260 • •• + 1. 9.50 -• .578 

+ 1.967 • • • - .• 304 +2.10 ••• -.210 

- .225 - • .5.55 • • • -.100 -.175 ••• 

• • • ~.3.57 -.,500 ••• T 1 • .534 ~.115 

-.372 • • • + .076 +2.428 • • • -.192 

-.395 . -.714 • • • - • .500 -.069 • •• 

• • • +2.302 -.375 • • • + 4.333 -.500 
.... 2.617 ••• -.250 +1.486 • •• -444 ·• 

-.205 -.093 ••• -.297 -.722 • • • 

••• + 1.571 -.125 • •• + 2.869 -:-.517 

+ 2.913 ••• •291 + 1.666 • •• -.275 

- .217 -.142 ••• -.166 ~.304 • •• 

••• +-1.80 -.294 • •• + 1.964 -.190 

+ 3.227 ••• -.411 + 2.90 • •• -.238 

-.l8l -.133 ••• -.200 -.428 • •• 



.!CABLE 3. Rate of Support Summary 

S~i1arity Groups 
Male· 

Pair Pair Third Pair Pair Third 
Member Member Person Member Member Member 

••• +2.041 -.137 ••• + 1.00 +.5oo 

-+ 5.o58 • • • -.o68 -+ .093 ••• -1.00 

-.176 -.291 • • • -.437 -.700 .... 
••• +1.461 -.188 • • • + 1.111 -.100 

+ 1.400 ••• -.118 + 1.111 . .. . -.200 

-.120 -.230 ••• -.176 -.333 • •• 

••• + 2.235 -.235 ••• + 2.071 -.173 

+ 2.368 • • • -.1.17 +1.238 ..... --347 

-.262 -:-.176 ••• -.285 -.285 • •• 

••• + 1.074 ~.160 . • •• + 2.086 -.388 

+ .875 .... -.280 + 2.578 • •• -.277 
-.208 -.111 ••• -.210 -.304 • •• 

••• +2.750 -.294 • •• + 1.137 -·473 

+L.176 • • • -.235 +1.304 • •• -.263 

~.205 -.187 ••• -.130 ~137 ••• 



B. Results Relevant to Hypothesis Two 

The complementarity-based groups, both male and female, 

formed pairs in the predicted manner and at a level signifi­

cantly above chance. 

In the instance o~ the ten ~emale groups, all groups 

for.med the predicted structure. This occurrence was sig­

nificant at the .001 level with a one-tailed Sign Test. 

In the instance o~ the ten male groups, again all 

groups ~or.med the predicted structure. This occurrence, 

too, was signi~icant, being at the .• 001 level with a one­

tailed Sign Test. 

Tables 4 and 5 summarize the data ~rom the co.mple~ 

mentarity-based groups. These tables ar~ constructed in 

the same manner as are Tables 2 and. 3, with the members 

who for.med pairs occupying the ~irst and second row and 

column, and the third person occupying the third row and 

column. 

These results appear to support the second hypothesis. 

a. Results Relevant to Hypothesis Three 

Sociometric Instrument. -- In none o~ the ~our types 

of groups did a number o~ groups signi~icantly above chance 

indicate pre~erence patterns on the sociometric instrument 

which accorded with their actual behavior in the group 

sessi.on. 

In the s~ilarity-based groups, ~our o~ the ten female 
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TABLE 4• Rate of Support Summ~ 

Complementarity Groups 
Female 

Pair Pair Third Pair Pair Third 
Member Member Fer son Member Member Member 

... . +1.846 -.70 ••• + 3.156 -.315 

+ 4.647 ••• -1.10 +2.842 ••• -.375 

-.294 -.153 ••• -.263 -.437 • •• 

••• +3.40 -;20 • •• +2.291 -1.00 

+3.526 ••• -.30 +1.00 • •• -.250 

-.210 -.30 ••• -.153 -.375 ••• 

••• +2.60 -.230 • •• + 2.333 -.684 

+3.190 ••• -.538 + 1.939 • •• -.473 

-.380 ~450 ••• -.181 -.133 • •• 

••• +2.?44 -;1?6 • •• + 3.1?6 - ·375 

+ 3.088 ••• -.235 +-1.565 • •• -.375 

-.294 -;302 ••• -2.60 -.294 • •• 

... , + 3.388 -.714 . • • • + 3. 795 -.4J_6 

+ 2.961 ••• -.714 + 2.00 • •• -.333 

-.230 -2.277 • • • -.241 -.352 • • • 
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TABLE 5. Rate or Support Summary 

Oomp1~entarity Groups 
Male 

Pair Pair Third Pair Pair Third 
Member Member Person Member Member Member 

••• + 2.260 -.130 ••• +1.958 -.200 

t 1.666 • • • -.173 +1·794 .. •· -.200 

-.111 -.260 • • • -.147 -.083 ••• 

••• +1.457 -.111 . . ·- + 2.611 -.350 

+ 1·937 ••• -.148 + 4·176 • •• -.200 

-.125 -.J42 ••• -.117 -.222 ••• 

••• + 2.321 -.461 • •• + 3 .12.5 -.078 

-t- 1. 708 ••• -.307 + 3.666 . ... -.184 

-.2,50 -.178 • • • -.333 -.12.5 • •• 

••• + 1.285 -.222 • •• + 1.2,56 -.133 

+ 1.920 ••• -.333 +1.,50 • •• -.100 

-.280 -.107 ••• -.107 -.102 • •• 

••• + 3-434 -;130 • •• + 1.240 -.178 

+ 2.344 ••• ~347 + 1.157 • • • -~142 

-.172 -.173 ••• -.131 -.200 ••• 
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groups and none of the ten male groups went in the predicted 

direction. 

In the complementarity-based groups, two of the ten 

female groups and none of the male groups went in the pre­

dicted direct ion. Of the ten male groups, nine yielded 

non-significant results and one group went significantly 

( .o5) in the twrongt direction, i. e., in the direction 

wlrl.ch was the reverse of the prediction and the behavior 

in the session. 

Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9 summarize the data from the 

sociometric instrument. 

TABLE 6. Summary of Sociometric Results 

Group 

1 
2 
3 

~ 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

Similarity Groups 
Number of 
Predicted 

Ohoices 

8 
9 

15 
16 
13 
15 
11 
12 

~ 

- Female 
Level of 

Significance 
of Results 

N.s. 
N.s. 
<.05 
<.01 
N.S. 
<.05 
N.s. 
N.s. 
N.s. 
<.001 

·I 
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TABLE 7. Sumnla.ry' of Sociometric Results 

Similarity Groups - Male 
Number of Level of 

Group Predicted Significance 
Choices of Results 

1 12 N.S. 
2 8 N.S. 

~ 
14 N.S. 

9 N.S. 
8 N.S. 

6 13 N.S. 
7 11 N.s. 
8 11 N.S. 
9 8 N.s. 

10 10 N.S. 

TABLE 8. Summary of Sociometric Results 

Complementarity Groups - ~~e 
Number of Level of 

Group Predicted Significance 
Choices of Results 

1 8 N.S. 
2 10 N.S-. 

i 14 N.s. 
9 N.S. 

10 N.S. 
14 N.s. 

7 12 N.S. 
8 15 <.05 
9 11 w·,s. 

10 16 <·01 



TABLE 9· Summary of Sociometric Results 

Complementarity Groups -Male 
Number of Level of 

Group Predicted Significance 
Choices of Results 

1 7 N.s. 
2 10 N.S. 
3 6 N.S. 

~ ~ N.S. 
<.05* 

0 11 N.s. 
7 12 N.S. 
8 12 N.S. 
9 14 N.S. 

10 9 N.S. 

* Wrong c!i.rection. 

'Live' ~estion. - On the tlivet question which 

followed the sociometric instrument in the group sessions, 

only the similarity-based female groups went in tbe pre­

dicted direction to a degree signif'i~ant above chance. 

These groups did so at the .01 l~vel. 

Table 10 summarizes the 'live' question data for the 

four types of groups. 

TABLE 10. summary of 'Live• QUestion Data 

Number o:f Level of 
Type o:f Groups Predicted Significance 

Choices of Results 

Female s-groups 16 .01 

Male s-groups 13 N.s. 

Female c-groups 10 N.S. 

Male c-groups ll N.S. 
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~om the sociometric instrument and the 'live 1 question 

data it appears that hypothesis tbree was not confir.med. 

D. Other Findings 

Residual Needs on the Edwards Personal Preference 

Schedule. -- It was felt necessary to score the Edwards 

Personal Preference Schedule results for all needs, in order · 

to deter.mine whether there were patternings of needs occur­

ring besides those selected Which might be just as central 

a consideration as the selected need patternings. 

When the entire Edwards was scored, all instances were 

recorded in which a score on any need other than the focal 

needs of the study was in the upper or lower third. A . 

tabulation of such occurrences was done, in order to see 

whether such occurrences were random, or whether they 

occurred in some ordered fashion, either by subject group, 

individual or in occurrence with one or another of the 
.. 

selected need patterns. 

It was found that one significant pattern other than 

those selected was demonstrable. All ten of the female 

subjects who were selected on the basis of a score in the 

upper third on nDominan6e and the lower third on nDeference 

had scored i~ the lower third on nOrder. 

Inter-Judge Reliability For the Interaction Process 

Analysis. -- In order to provide some concept ~f inter-
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judge reliability on the interaction data, a judge who knew 

nothing of the nature of the study and its hypotheses was 

utilized. She was originally given a tape from an early 

pilot study and a list of Bales categories divided as ~lls 

had done. Following this learning procedure, she then did 

the interaction process analysis of one of every tour tapes 

from the main study. Her interaction process analyses were 

then compared act by act with those done by the investiga­

tor, and each act which did not agree on any one or more 

of the three major information units {addressor, addressee, 

or nature of act) was counted as a •wrong•. 

T.he average inter-judge agreement was 84%. The worst 

agreement on a single recording was 77%, and the best was 

88%. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

A. General Discussion 

The findings of the study indicate that people who 

have some specific similar or complementary needs to a 

like degree will, wben put in a group of tl':xree which in-

eludes a person who does not possess such needs to a like 

degree, pair behaviorally. 

This phenomenon occurred to a statistically signifi­

cant degree in both s-groups and c-groups. It may be 

said that the fact that two oi' the similarity groups 

failed to exhibit this effect is of interest in view of 

the fact that the existence oi' the similarity phenomenon 
1 2 

was questioned by Winch , although asserted by Huntington • 

It may be noted that in all instances, the phenomenon was 

sharper in the o-groups in this study. The score magni­

tude oi' reciprocal support oi' the pairs, of the non­

support oi' the third person by the pair members, and oi' 

the non-support of the pair members by the third person 

!Winch, R., Mate Selection: A Study oi' Campl~entary Needs, 
New York, Harper, 1958. 
~untington, R., Needs and Interaction: A Study oi' the 
Marital Relationship, Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass., 1955. 

-51-



was somewhat greater in the instance of the c-groups than 

the s-groups •. This means that the phenomenon was, although 

statistically significantly present, less clearly defined 

in the s-groups than in the c-groups. 

It seems reasonable to conclude that one of two things 

may be true of' s-groups as compared to c-groups. Either the 

phenomenon is not as strong in a-groups, or it is more 

difficult to measure. 

Mention should be made of' the a-groups which did not 

support the prediction. In the instance of the female 

group, no pair was formed. One member who (had she 

aligned according to prediction) woUld have been a member 

of the pair supported the third person, but the third 

person did not support her. In tbe instance of' the male 

group, the predicted pair emerged, but one member of the 

pair also supported the third person, although he was not 

in turn supported by him. The male group might be thought 

of' as having come nearer to the predicted pattern since it 

did f'or.m the expected structure, but f'or.med an additional, 

and contrary alliance. The female group both failed to 

f'or.m the predicted pair and f'or.med one non-reciprocal 

contrary ~liance. 

From the sociometric data and the 'live' question 

data it must be concluded that the third hypothesis was 

not conf'ir.med. The responses concerning preferences f'or 



the other members in the group do not accord significantly 

with their actual behavior. It ma:y be noted that the in-

stances of agreement which did occur were in the a-groups. 

None of them were in the c-groups, which produced the 

single' instance of a group which went significantly in the 

twrongt direction, i.e., exactly opposite from the actual 

behavior in the group. 
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In the specific case of the 'live' question only one 

type of group produced a statistically significant result. 

This was the female s-group, in which the agreement between 

the behavior and the •live' choice occurred, with the 'live• 

choice going in the predicted direction at the .01 level. 

Thus on both the sociometric and the tlivet question data 

there is slightly more congruence between actual behavior 

and statement of preference than there is in the c-groups. 

The female a-groups, as previously noted, were the 

only groups in which a significant patterning of any non­

focal need measured by the Edwards Personal Preference 

Schedule occurred. In all instances the members of these 

groups selected on the basis of a score in the upper third 

on nDominance and the lower third on nDeference also scored 

in the lower third on nOrder. nOrder is not related by 
3 

Murray to the focal needs considered in this study. 

3Murray, H., et al., Explorations in Personality, New York, 
Oxford University Press, 1938. 



Inasmuch as the sociometric instrument did not demon­

strate the expected concurrence with the behavior during 

the group session, some explanation should be sought for 

the failure. 

Three possibilities suggest th~selves. One of these 

is that the sociometric was altogether too broad in the 

scope of its items. The group session behavior could be 

characterized as task-oriented. The members of the group 

were doing a specific task in accordance with the inves­

tigators instructions. The sociometric items, however, 

questioned preferences concerning not only task-oriented 

activities, but also recreation, leisure time, living 

arrangements, and other non-task activities. In these 

items social desirability, controlled in other portions 

of the study, is not controlled, and may have had some 

bearing on the responses given. (For example, the item 

involving taking one of the other members home brings up 

social desirability in the content of expectations and 

attitudes of other members of the family.) There may be 

differences in preference stemming from the nature of the 

activity as well as from the person ~ith whom it would be, 

hypothetically, shared. 

Another factor which may be mentioned is the fact that 

reality situations s :Imply are not tbe same as non-reality, 

and perhaps response tendencies operant in reality are 

54 
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d~fferent from those when reality is set aside and the indi­

vidual is asked, in effect, to ~agine conjectural s~tuations 

rather than to behave in a real one. 
4 

Finally, as Howwitz has pointed out in his discussion 

of lik~ng and disliking: 

We try to reduce external pressure 
on the subject to give socially 
approved answers - but defenses 
may still keep subjects from aware­
ness of their •real' feelings, 
even in private situations with 
presumed absence of conformity 
pressures. 

Perhaps, in a culture in which there is a positive sanction 

on not tsnubbingt people, on lik~ng everyone and befng 

friendly with everyone, it is difficult to fill out a set 

of items in a way which rejects o~ excludes one person ~n 

favor of another. 

The second and third of these ideas may also serve as 

a suggestion of reason for the failure of the tlivet ques-

tion to accord with the behavior in the group sessions. 

Here again the subject is asked to respond selectively, 

and here also he is dealing with a non-actual event, i.e., 

wi.th ·something proposed rather than s cmething which has 

already happened. 

Attention should be givenin the assessment of a 

4Horwitz, M., The Veridicality of Liking and Disliking in 
Tagiuri, R. and L. Petrullo, (ed) Person Perception and 
Interpersonal Behavior, Stanford, Calif., Stanford 

·university Press, 1958, pp. 191-209. 



study to its relationship with other studies which bear on 

the same issues or areas of' knowledge. The f'o11owing :facts 

concerning the three-person group were available in the 

literature at the onset of' this study. 

1. Tb.ree-p·erson groups are unstable, breaking into 

a pair, or coalition, and a third person not of' 

the pair. 

2. Power attributes appear to detenn.ine the structure 

o:r the break in some situations in three-person 

groups, but not in a11. 

3. Some instances o:r the break in the three-person 

group seem to be the result of' trationalt be­

havior, and some do not. 

4• Some instances of' the break in the three-person 

group seem to be the result of' a:f:fect or emotion­

determined, rather than •rational' behavior. 

This study may enable us to specify another attribute 

o:r the break in the three-person group in some kinds of' 

situations; to specify that the break may occur on the 

basis of' particular personality attributes and their 

patterning and distribution among the group members. 

The :findings of' the study relate also to the litera­

ture on complementarity and similarity o:r needs where the 

f'orm.er seemed to be an established phenomenon, while the 

latter appeared still to be in question. on the basis of' 
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this study it appears that similarity is a discernible 

phenomenon, that it can be experimentally elicited, meas­

ured, and differentiated from complementarity. 

B. Implications of this Study 

57 

There is need for fUrther research in the area to which 

this study has been addressed. There still remains the 

question o:f whether similarity is a less salient phenom­

enon than complementarity, or whether the measures employed 

were, :for some reason, less acute in measuring similarity 

than they were in measuring complementarity. Also still at 

issue is the question of the accord of statements of pre­

ference with actual behavior, as well as the question o:f 

specifically why there seems to be somewhat greater accord 

in the instance of similarity than that o:f complementarity. 

Perhaps again the question is one of the nature o:f the 

measur :ing instrument, rather than the nature o:f the 

phenomenon. 

Further study would also be useful to determine how 

many of the numerous needs individuals have will influence 

the selection of others in specific ways in triadic groups. 

This study has been concerned with but two sets of them, 

and a myriad o:f others ~amain unspecified. 

In addition to these considerations, a number o:f fur­

ther studies suggest themselves on the basis of this study 

and the relevant antecedent studies. 



It might be in.:rormative to study triadic groups in 

which power and personality variables are, so to speak, 

'pitted _againstt each other. For exrunple: constitute a 

group in which power considerations militate .:ror A and B 

to pair, but in which the salient personality attributes 

suggest that either B and C or A and C should pair. The 

results should cast some light on the relative strength 

of' these determinants in specifying the •.:rate' o:r the 

structure. 

It might also be useful to replicate the current study 

with the exception of' the sociometric instrument, and to 

administer in its stead an instrument dealing with attri­

butes or the group situation which has just taken place. 

Any new bit of' in:ro:r.rnation can be viewed two ways. 

It may be viewed in its relationship to other bits o:r 

in.:rormation which constitute a body o:r related knowledge, 

and it may be looked at in the light o:r immediate, prac­

tical value. 

From this latter viewpoint, the information gained 

:rrom the study might be of interest to individuals con­

cerned with three-person groups in a number of' ways. 

The Strategic Air Command has several currently oper­

ational units o:r B-47•s, aircra.:rt which are manned by 

three-person crews. Dormitories o:rten include •triples t, 

i.e., suites of rooms designed :Cor three persons to share. 
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Small committees in a variety of settings often have three 

members. 

To the responsible people in such settings, especially 

thos.e who are responsible for the selection of who shall be 

included in any given three-person group 1 any infor.mation 

concerning such groups might be of interest and have some 

applied value. 

59 



OHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY 

The study or triadic human groups is not yet exten­

sive. The experimental literature on this type o:f group 

has dealt primarily with the variable of power, and has 

had two major foci. One of these has been the relation­

ship o:f established patterns o:f power to group process. 

The other has been the relationship o:f power attributes 

of a group structure to 'rational' behavior in game-like 

experimental tasks. Very little attention bas been ac­

corded personality variables and their possible relation­

ship to group structure and process. 

In this study questions were asked concerning the 

relationship of so.me personality variables to occurrences 

in triadic human groups. Specifically the study inquired 

whether, when power, acquaintanceship, and socially visible 

differences were held equal, individuals would align in 

tbe group on the basis o:f certain manifest needs relevant 

to interpersonal behavior. 

Two basic types o:f groups were studied, one in which 

two members held similar manifest needs at a level whicib 

was in an extreme score range while a third did not, and 



one in which two people held complementary manifest needs 

at a level which was in an extreme score range while the 

third member did not. 

The needs under study were nDamfnance and tiDeference 

6J. 

in the complementarity groups, and nAffiliation and nAutonamy 

in the similarity groups. These needs were selected as rep­

resentative of the ttactict needs postulated by Murray -­

needs whose presence should have some demonstrable effect 

on interpersonal behavior. 

Within each of these two major divisions of groups there 

was an additional division. Ten of the groups in each were 

constituted of males,- and ten of females. The study, thus, 

was of forty groups - ten male and ten female similarity 

groups, and ten male and ten female complementarity groups. 

The experimental task presenl:ied the subjects was the 

construction of stories to stimulus pictures. The condi­

tions set for the performance of the task were that all 

the members af the group would be expected to contribute 

elements to the stories, that participation should be tfree' 

as opposed to sone structured form of participation, e.g., 

tturn-takingt, and that the :final version of any story 

must be satisfactory to all three members when completed. 

It was predicted that pairs would be :formed in the 

groups by the individuals who held similar or complemen­

tary positions relative to each other on the needs studied, 



and that the third group member would be. the non-included 

member, i.e., would not be a member of a pair. It was fur­

ther predicted that the group members, after·the group 

session was completed, woUld indicate preferences for one 

of the other two members in tbe group f~ a range of activ­

ities that would accord with the behavior that had taken 

place in the group task session. 

An interaction process analysis was done on the inter~ 

action data recorded during the performance of the task to 

deter.mine the presence or absence of the pair-spare break 

in the group and its concordance, or lack thereof, with 

the prediction. 

The sociometric instrument used to elicit statements 

of preference by a member for either of the other two mem­

bers was treated by application of the Sign Test to deter­

mine whether statements of preference did or did not accord 

with behavior in the group. 

The first two predictions concerning the for.mation of 

particularly constituted pairs were proved correct. The 

third, concerning the accord of stated preference with 

actual behavior was not. 
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INSTRUCTIONS 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

First, I'm going to ask that each of you read from this 
card aloud. The card says 'I am. number and -you put in 
wba t your n'Ul:lb er is • This what my voice ""SSunds like when 
the tape recorder is turned on to nor.mal range and volume 
and set for nor.mal bass-treble operation.' The reason for 
having you do this is that it lets me check the recorder out, 
and also lets me set the volume so Itm·sure to pick up what 
-you say in the session. 

(After the subjects have each read from the card and this 
has been played back, the following is said)-

There are three pictures here. (Placing the pictures 
face down on the stand near the subjects.) Don t t look at 
them yet.. What I want you to do is make up a story to each 
of the pictures. All of you have to contribute to the 
story - it cantt b~t one of you does all the work and 
the rest just say O.K. All of -you must contribute. You 
cannot co.mplete the story until you all agree that this 
is what you want the final version of the story to be. 
Also this is not a matter of taking turns, like that game 
where one person starts a story and then stops and the next 
person takes it up. You all participate all the way, and 
it•s O.K. to break in anywhere any time. When you decide 
that you have the story you want for one picture, go ahead 
to the next until you tve done than. all. Are there any 
questions? 

(After pause for questions)-

O.K. Go ahead with the pictures. 



APPENDIX. B 

SOCIOMETRIC INSTRUMENT 
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SOOIOMETRIG INSTRUMENT 

INSTRUCTIONS 

on the next page you will ~ind a series o£ ten items, 
each of which asks you to choose one o~ the other two 
people in this group as tbe one you would pre~er £or some 
activity in which you would participate together. On the 
blank line at the end o~ each item, enter the number o£ 
the person you would pre~er. 

GROuP NO. 
SUBJEOT N"""O-. ----

DATE~-----------

1. If I were going to share an apartment or dormitory room 
with one o~ the other two people in this group, I would 
pre~er to share it with • 

2. I~ I were going to spend Obristmas vacation with one o£ 
the other two people in this group, I would rather 
spend it with • 

3. If I were going to travel .for a summer with one o~ the 
other two people in this groups, I would ratber spend 
it with • 

4. U I ~ound mysel~ in a tight spot, and were in it with 
one o~ the other two people in this group, I would 
want it to be • 

5. If I were going to have a job where I would be working 
with one of the other two people in this group, I would 
want it to be • 

6. I~ I were going to invite one o~ the other two people 
in this group to my home for a weekend, I would invite 

------· 
7. If I were going to sit and shoot the breeze with one 

o~ the other two people in this group, I would rather 
·do so with • 



8. If I were going to talk over a personal probl~ with 
one of the other two people in this group, I would 
prefer to talk with ·• 

9. If I were going to be a fraternity brother (sorority 
sister) of one of the other two people in this group, 
I would like it to be • 

10. :r:r I were going to a baseball or hockey game with one 
of the other two people in this group, I would rather 
go with •. · 
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Al'PENDIX 0 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY, SIMILARITY GROUl'S, FEMALE 



l to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Similarity Groups, Female 

Group 1 

Support Non-Support 

81 14 
8 14 

63 2 

5 12 

10 17 

4 19 

Group 2 

Support Non-Support 

20 37 

1 11 

24 37 

19 24 

3 l 

1 17 

70 

Instrumental 

22 

9 

13 

14 

15 

8 

Instrumental 

25 
1 

36 

7 

6 

8 



1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

S~i1arity Groups, Female 

Group 3 

Support Non-Support 

6 9 

103 4 
5 12 

2 6 

92 3 

2 4 

Group 4 

Support Non-Support 

80 13 

9 16 

62 7 

5 8 

9 14 

4 9 

71 

Instrumental 

8 

26 

6 

2 

37 

6 

Instrumental 

22 

13 

14 

9 

13 

11 



1 to 2 

l to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Similarity Groups~ Female 

Group 5 

support Non-Support 

11 16 

58 4 
3 7 

6 10 

82 11 

8 15 

Group 6 

Instrumental 

9 

13 

5 
12 

18 

12 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

12 19 13 

8 12 6 

2 6 2 

92 8 38 

11 22 13 

84 6 27 

72 



1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

l. to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Simllari ty Groups, Female 

Group 7 

Support Non--Support 

4 9 

74 6 

9 1~ 

3 17 

82 16 

8 11 

Group 8 

Support Non-Support 

95 17 

12 21 

63 8 

6 14 

1 12 

4 17 

73 

Instrumental 

16 

27 

14 

12 

21 

7 

Instrument a1 

23 

14 

11 

7 

5 

13 



1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

S~i1arity Groups~ Female 

Group 9 

Support Non-Support 

11 19 

66 6 

8 15 

6 12 

78 12 

4 19 

Group 10 

Support Non-Support 

2 6 

58 3 

10 14 

6 18 

72 14 

9 14 

74 

Instrumental 

9 

14 

19 

10 

23 

13 

Instrumental 

8 

12 

6 

15 

18 

10 
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APPENDIX D 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY, SIMILARITY GROuPS, MALE 



1 ~0 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Similar! ty Groups, Male 

Group 1 

Support Non-Support 

94 8 

6 8 

61 12 

10 14 

6 13 

2 5 

Group 2 

Support Non-Support 

39 4 

2 6 

56 18 

19 26 

3 9 

J.5 18 

76 

Instrumental 

17 

7 

11 

6 

15 
14 

Instrumental 

19 

7 

12 

13 

16 

2J. 



l to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3. 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to l 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Similarity Groups, Male 

Group 3 

Support Non-Support 

5 8 

11 16 

3 5 

51 6 

10 14 
42 4 

Group 4 

Support Non-Support 

9 ·14 
8 11 

12 16 

41 12 

10 17 

30 9 

77 

Instrumental 

9 

8 

3 

14 

10 

9 

Instrumental 

17 

8 

ll 

13 

18 

9 



l to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to l 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

l to 2 

l to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Similarity Groups~ Male 

Group 5 

Support Non-Support 

8 13 

52 8 

ll 18 

6 9 

52 12 

0 4 

Group 6 

Support Non-Support 

4o 29 

ll 8 

22 19 

10 J.6 

7 21 

2 9 

78 

Instrumental 

16 

18 

12 

5 

9 

7 

Ins truman tal 

21 

11 

9 

1 

4 
2 



1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Sim.i1ari ty Groups, Male 

Group 7 

Support Non-Support 

34 14 

6 8 

28 9 

18 22 

7 10 

13 19 

Group 8 

Support Non-support 

28 2 

4 12 

33 4 

3 7 

6 10 

5 11 

79 

Instrumental 

11 

6 

5 

13 

12 

8 

Instrumental 

7 

7 

13 

8 

10 

13 
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TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Simi1ari ty Groups, Male 

Group 9 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

1 to 2 19 26 4 

1 to 3 62 14 15 

2 to 1 14 18 12 

2 to 3 6 13 6 

3 to 1 55 6 13 

3 to 2 4 9 10 

Group 10 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

1 to 2 45 12 15 

1 to 3 5 14 8 

2 to 1 36 6 17 

2 to 3 14 19 12 

3 to 1 9 12 9 

3 to 2 7 11 10 
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TOTAL ACTS S'OMMARY, C CMPLEMENTARITY GROUPS, FEMALE 
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TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Complementarity Groups, Female 

Group 1 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

1 to 2 11 18 6 

1 to 3 54 6 11 

2 to 1 3 8 8 

2 to 3 7 11 2 

3 to J. 86 7 21 

3 to 2 3 14 5 

Group 2 

Support Non-Support Instrumental. 

1 to 2 8 llq. 7 

l to 3 71. 4 1.3 

2 to J. 7 13 6 

2 to 3 5 9 14 
3 to 1 84 16 7 

3 to 2 6 10 12 



l to 2 

l to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to l 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to l 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL AGTS SUMMARY 

Oomplementari ty Groups, Female 

Group 3 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

56 4 12 

10 13 9 

75 8 14 

4 11 6 

6 14 9 

7 16 4 

Group 4 

Suppo:I't Non-Support Instrumental 

11 14 12 

126 8 22 

4 14 5 

6 19 12 

108 3 37 

5 9 6 

83 



1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Oom.plementari ty Groups, Female 

Group 5 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

67 6 18 

3 8 8 

82 5 12 

6 11 6 

4 10 3 
.2 7 4 

Group 6 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

8 18 12 

8 22 12 

12 21 19 

127 26 19 

20 29 14 
112 4 18 
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TOTAL AOTS SUMMARY 

Oomp1ementa.rity Groups, Female 

Group 7 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

1 to 2 5 14 8 

1 to 3 0 6 12 

2 to 1 4 9 6 

2 to 3 43 4 18 

3 to 1 6 8 19 

3 to 2 67 12 20 

Group 8 

Support Non-Support Insti'tlmentaJ. 

1 to 2 6 19 11 

l to 3 74· 4 22 

2 to J. 2 8 5 

2 to 3 5 9 14 

3 to 1 69 5 22 

3 to 2 4 13 8 
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TOTAL AOTS SUMMARY 

Oomp1ementarity Groups, Female 

Group 9 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

:J_ to 2 42 6 10 

1 to 3 2 8 7 

2 to 1 59 5 12 

2 to 3 4 10 11 

3 to 1 1 6 9 

3 to 2 7 13 7 

Group 10 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

1 to 2 77 J.4 21 

1 to 3 8 13 8 

2 to 1 62 4 12 

2 to 3 8 12 5 
3 to 1 5 12 4 
3 to 2 2 8 8 
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APPENDIX F 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY, COMPLEMENTARITY GROUPS, MALE 

) 



l to 2 

J. to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

J. to 2 

J. to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Oomplemen.tari ty Groups, Male 

Group l 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

3 6 13 

58 6 14 

8 11 14 

12 18 9 

47 2 15 

6 10 8 

Group 2 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

67 5 19 

4 8 16 

53 2 26 

8 11 6 

4 9 13 

6 J.O 14 
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1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to l 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2. to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Comp1entarity Groups~ Male 

Group 3 

Support Non-Support 

5 9 

52 ll 

2 7 
8 14 

73 8 

6 12 

Group 4 

Support Non-Support 

7 11 

44 8 

12 19 

14 17 

53 5 

10 16 

Instrumental 

9 

19 

4 

9 

14 
10 

Instrumental 

6 

19 

7 

ll 

14 

14 
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TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Oom.plementa.r:ity Groups, Male 

Group 5 

Support Non-Support In strom. ental 

1 to 2 8 11 11 

1 to 3 96 17 18 

2 to 1 13 18 9 

2 to 3 19 23 14 

3 to 1 80 12 12 

3 to 2 24 32 11 

Group 6 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

1 to 2 68 7 19 

1 to 3 0 4 5 
2 to 1 61 14 23 

2 to 3 13 17 11 

3 to 1 2 4 12 

3 to 2 12 17 8 



1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to l 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to l 

2 to 3 

3 to l 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMMARY 

Comp1ementari ty Groups, Male 

Group 7 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

52 5 6 

12 19 11 

74 3 16 

4 8 2 

7 9 14 

3 7 6 

Group 8. 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

18 23 22 

11 14 16 

6 9 5 

87 12 10 

9 16 10 

61 6 14 
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1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

1 to 2 

1 to 3 

2 to 1 

2 to 3 

3 to 1 

3 to 2 

TOTAL ACTS SUMIVIAHY 

Oomp~ementari cy Groups, Male 

Group 9 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

48 6 ~7 

14 17 22 

67 ~8 22 

5 9 6 

12 16 28 

5 8 2 

Group 10 

Support Non-Support Instrumental 

47 16 20 

~9 24 18 

52 8 ~4 

6 10 11 

7 12 21 

2 7 7 

92 . 
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ABSTRACT 

Literature concerning the p~cess and structure of 

triadic human groups has concerned itself' ~arge~y with the 

variable of' power. There has been ~i ttle work in this area 

concerned with the relationship of' aspects of' personality 

of' the members of' the group and thei1" possible relationship 

to the behavior occurring in the group. 

This study was concerned with the re~ationship of' s am.e 

particular patterns of' manit' est personality needs and their 

relationship to triadic human interaction. 

Three predictions were made at the outset of' the study. 

1. It was predicted that in groups composed of' two 

people who possessed particular s :im.ilar needs to 

the same degree and a third person who did not, 

the two who did woUld pair. 

2. It was predicted that in groups composed of' two 

people who possessed particular complementary 

needs to the same degree and a third person who 

did not, the two who did would pair. 

3. It was predicted that statements of' preference f'or 

each other by the group members made af'ter the 

session would accord with the actual behavior 

demonstrated by the members during the session. 
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In order to test these :pr.edictions, gr'oups were consti­

tuted on the basis o :f similarity an:l complementarity o:f needs 

o:f two members and not o:f the third. Age, sex, status, 

verbal fluency, and degree o:f acquaintanceship were con­

trolled within each group. 

The subjects were given the task o:f constructing stories 

to pictures presented by the investigator. They were instruc­

ted that all three o:f thEm bad to contribute elements o:f the 

sto:cy-, and that the :final version o:f the story had to be 

agreed to by all three members. 

After the subjects had completed the task, they were 

given a sociometric instrument and a final tlivet question 

to answer. These were items concerned wi ih preference on 

the part o:f each mem.b er :for one o :f the other two members in 

a variety o:f possible situations. 

An interaction process analysis was :per:for.med on the 

record o:f the interaction in the group session. On the basis 

o:f this analysis it was asserted that the :first two predic­

tions were confirmed. 

The sociometric instrument and the tlivet question data 

were analyzed by the Sign Test to ascertain whether statements 

of preference by the members had accorded with their actual 

behavior in the group session. 

On the basis o:f this analysis it was ascertained. that 

the third prediction had not been con:finned. 
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