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ABSTRACT

This research note investigates the e f f ec t  of the quan t i ty  ¶

and content of communications on the nominations of emergent S

leaders in ad hoc groups. Peer ratings on overall leadership

were obtained from interacting group members involved in a manage-

ment simulation . In, addition , each subject was asked to verba-

lize his thoughts (think aloud) as he or she ranked each group

member on the socioinetric “Who shows the best overall leadership

qualities?” These thought processes (protocols) were content

analyzed and an information processing (IP) model for the socio-

metric was formulated. Mutual Influence (MI ) and Social—Directive

• (S-D) behaviors composed the IP model. Group interactions were

scored and members were ran)~ed according to the number of MI and

S-D behaviors in~which they engaged . Subjects were also ranked

according to tac quantity of words spoken . These two sets of

rankings were then statistically compared to the actual peer rank-

ings on overall leadership qualities. Results indicate that the

content of communications (verbal and non-verbal) is more important

in making leadership nominations than the quantity of verba l COmrt.Uni—

cations.
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Introduction. A number of studies have supported the hy-

pothesis . that the group member who emerges as the leader is that

person who talks the most, independent of the content of his!

her verbalizations . The quantity of communication is typically

measured two ways, the time span of talking is monitored (pro-

sumably related to the number of words spoken), and statemen t s

are scored and summed following Bales Interaction Analysis (1950).

Bass (1949) obtained a high correlation between the time

an individual spends talking in a leaderless group discussion

and his subsequent status as a leader. The rankings obtained

from subjects in the Bass study , however , were based on various

behaviors associated with leadership, e.g., influence , interest ,

orqanization , and not on a direct assessment of “leadership ” .

Norfiect (1948) and Riecken (1958) found that productivity ratings

and in f luence, respectively, were posi t ively  correlated w i t h  h igh

interaction rates; however , ratings on leadership were not ob-

tained. Similarly , Regula and Julian (1973) fould that talka-

tiveness, or the relative f requency of cont r ibu t inq  to task in-

teraction, was associated with perceptions of ability , creativity

and influence, but its relationship to leadership behavior ~‘~is

not investigated . Borgatta and Bales (195~ ) examined the rehi-

t ionship between group members ’ high leadershi p r a t i n q s  and h i g h

interaction — i nt it i a tio n  rates .  They “ t e n t a t i ve ly ” conc l uded

that  the two were posi t ively  associated.

More recently,  Sorrent ino  and B o ut i l l ier  ( 1975)  studied the

relationship between quantity and q u a l i t y  of verba l i n t e r a c t i o n

on perceived leadershi. p a b i l i t y . Quanti ly was scored accordi nq

to the number of s tatements  expressed , w h i l e  q u a l i t y  was h e ld  t o  
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be synonoinous, by the researchers , with the correct number of

solutions .to a problem. The four—man groups in the Sorrentino

and Boutillier (1975) study did not interact face-to-face. The

two variables were systematically varied in each group situation

(e.g. High Quantity — Low Quality, etc.). Their results indi-

cate that while quality of verbal interaction was found to pre-

dict perceived differences on such variables as competence , in-

fluence , and contribution to the group ’s goal , only quantity of

verbal communication predicted perceived differences in leader-

ship ability ratings.

Though such research is supportive of the importance of

verba l interaction in small groups , it appears that quantity of

communication alone may not be an adequate predictor of leader-

ship. For example , only 11 of Slater ’s ( 1 9 5 5 )  20 discussion

groups resulted in a positive correlation between high parti-

cipative (Bales ,(l9SO) ] interaction scores and leadership nomi-

nations by group members.

Kirscht , Lodahl and Haire (1959) had their group members

select one person to act as a “representative ” of the group.

They found that variables such as, gives suggestions , asks for

opinions , summarizes and integrates , were more important in this

selection process than quantity of participation as measured by

the t ime spent t a l k i n g .  S i m i lar l y ,  Car ter , Haythor n , Shr iver

and Lanzctta ( 1951) found high leadershi p ra t ings  to be assoc i-

ated wi th  a person ’s ab i l i t y  to ana lyze  the s i t uat i o n  and i n i t i a t e

the required action .

Stein, Geis, and Damarin (1973) stud i ed the accuracy in per-

ceiving emergent task and socioemotiona] leadershi p in sma l l
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groups. Their results imply that participation (time spent talk-

ing) was an extremely important cue in the perception of leader

behavior. When perception of participation was statistically

con trolled , however , the accuracy means for coordination , influence

and harmony proved to be significant at the .001 level. This lead

Stein , et.al. (1973) to conclude... .“the lac t that these means re-

mained significant implies that cues other than the gross amount

of participation were used in perceiving ...[leadcrshipl ...functions.”

(p.84).

Statement ~~~~~~~jroblem. The reviewed research clearly high-

lights the contradictory nature of the f i nd i n g s  r e q ar d i n g  the im-

portance of participation , or the quantity of verbal communication ,

on perceived leadership ability. This research note presents data

from a study of peer nominations (Lewin & Layman , in press) which

readily lends itself to invostiq~iting the relationshi p betw~~cn

leadership nominations and the content and quantity of co m m u n i cat i on s .

Procedure. The subjects were paid volunteer undergraduate

students attending summer school at Duke U n i v e r s i t y .  They were r a n —

domly designated into ten seven—person teams partici pi ti ii s ’ in a

management simulation . Each simulation consisted of six phases:

(1) Subjects received an orientation — they were to assume the role

of a management consulting team , meeting in  the ab:~ence of t he i r

project team leader , to prepare preliminary recommendations to a

hypothetical company as described in a case; (2) ca::t’ material

about the company was distributed to each sul ject and read indivi-

dually; (3) the case was jointly discussed and anal yzed by the

group to arrive at the recommendations (this phase was videotaped);

(4) subjects viewed themselves on videotape 5) a peer evaluati on 
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questionnaire was completed. (Subjects were to exclude them-

selves and rank the members in the i r  group on various sociome—

tr ies , inc lud ing  “Wh o has the best overal l  leadership q u a l i t i e s ? ” ) ;

( 6 )  dur ing  a private conference each subject was asked to pro-

vi de a protocol , that  is , to “ t h i n k  a loud”  ( to  ver b a l ize  his,/her

t hough t s)  as he ranked his  group members on a sociometric w h i c h

was omi tted from his  or her ques t ionna i re.

Ana~~~~is of_ Res u l t s .  The da ta  for  this  study consists of

the followinq: ( 1) actua l peer r a t i ngs  from each group member;

( 2 )  the q u a n t i t y  of each sub jec t ’ s verbal  communica t ions  (th e

number of words spoke determined from a t r ansc r ip t  of the v ideo-

t aped group discussions and ( 3 )  the parame ters of the infori~ution

processing ( I P )  model for  the sociometr ic  ques t ion  “Who shows the

best overall leade:ship qualities?” as indicat ed from the protocol

analyses.  (The empi r ica l  de r ivat i on  of th is  mo~iel and models of

other leadership sociometrics are f u r t h e r  discussed in Lewin and

Layman, in press).

The model for the above sociometric was composed of two pri-

mary factors: Mutual Influence (MI) and Social — Directive (S-D)

behaviors . Mutual  In f l u e n c e  as i d e n t i f i e d  by Lewin and Layman

(in press) in terms of the fo l l cwinq  b e h av i o r s :  a ~ii ve and

take exchange and having the a b i l i t y  to listen . The loll ow i nq

descriptors from the protocols (t r a n s c r i pt s  of the su bj e c t s ’

verbalized thought process) i l l u s t rat e  tlii: ; p ar am et er :  “can

expound o~ my ideas” , “we both contribute equally ” , “we agreed as

well, as disagreed with each other ’ s views ” , “was wi 11 i ug to listen

and wouldn ’t dominate or restrict me from adding my side ” , “doesn ’ t 

~~~~~ 
_
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -_ _~~~~~~~ s~~~—--
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interru pt” , is willin g to change hi s opinions ” , etc. This para-

meter was scored based on a content analysis of the videotaped

group interactions. The Mutual Influence score is composed of

a count of the verbal agreements , disagreements , and statements

wh ich bui ld on previous communications .

The Social—Directive factor characterizes the individual who

organizes and gives direction to the group, and accomplishes this

in a socially acceptable manner . A person r ank ing  h i g h  on this

dimension organized the group and s t ruc tu res  i ts  problem solving

process , and at the same time is sens i t ive  to the other group

members . This is illustrated in the fo l lowing  descriptors  cx—

tracted from the protocols: “ i n i t i a t e s  the d iscuss ion” , “tries to

get responses from other people ” , “b r i n g s  g roup back on t r ack” ,

“gives the group s t ruc ture  and a s s ig ns  various tasks ” , “ pushes

over ideas in a pleasant way ” , “able to look at both sides an d

reach a conclusion ” , etc. This parameter was scored based on a

count of the verba l directive communications (e.g. keeps the group

on track , categorizes and summarizes information , takes a compre-

hensive view of the situation etc.), and a score for nonverbal

listening (e.g. eye contact , head nodding, etc) . Thus the structure

of the IP model assumes tha t  subjects  combine information from

both verbal and nonverbal communications .

The data also lends i t se l f  for a d i rec t  tc~ tinq of the im-

portance of the quantity of particip ation on emergent leadership

rankings. The complete record of the verbal  t ransac t ions  -—
the number of words spoken , t ime length of the ver b a l i z a t i o n s ,

the content and order of communications -— allowed the relat ion-

ship between the quantity of verbal communications and the r a n k i n g s
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q u a n t i t y  of verba l communicat ions and the rankings  on all socio-

metrics to be tested . Spec i f ica l ly , the q u a n t i t y  of verbal  in-

teraction (QVC) was measured by the number of words spoken.

Subjects in each group were ranked f rom f i r s t  to l a s t  accord-

ing to their QVC . A comparative fre~ uency analysis was then cal-

cu la ted  of the deviations of these rankings from the actual peer

rankings for the sociometric “Who shows the best overall leader-

ship qualities?” That is , t he f r e q u e n c y  w as calculated for which

there was a pe r fec t  match between the rankings based on the nu:~1e r

of works spoken and the ac tua l  peer ranks , over a l l  9 1’OUj~S, where

the QVC ranks were off by one adjacent rank , by two ranks , etc.

The lower the overall deviations , the greater is the predictive

ab i l i ty . Table 1 presents the r ank  deviations for the QVC rank—

ings .  In a d d i t i o n , the same c a l c u l a t i o n s  were mn de fo r  th e IP

model for th i s  s~ cionietr ic question .

Inse r t  Table I Abou t Here

Another  means  for  comparing the pred ic t ive  abi l i t y  of con-

t en t  versus the q u a n t i t y  of communicat ion  is to cal cul a t e  the

Spearman rank correlations between the actual. peer rankings and

the Jr model predictions and the r ank ing s  based on the QVC scores .

Table 2 presen t s these  scores. I~oth forms of stat istical

a n a l y s i s  i ndi cat e  t h a t  the i n f o r m a t i o n  process ing  model cor re l a -

t ions are super ior  to those obtained from the QVC score a lone .

Inser t  Table 2 About Ecre

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~  — - - - _-.—— —- U
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Discuss ion .  The finding that the quan t i ty  of par t ic ipat ion ,

as measured by the number of works  ~;oken , was not a good predic-

tor of who wou ld ra n k hi ghest on overa l l  leadersh ip  ab i l i t y  is

not su r p r i s in g  a c t u a l l y  since q u a n t i t y  of communication was not

expressed in  the sub jec t s ’ pr o t o c ols  as a p r i m a r y  fa c t o r  u sed

in judging overall leadership abilities. However , the al sence

of verbal communication (low participation in the ~jroup discussion)

was often cited in the protocols  as the reason for ranking indi-

viduals lo~’est on overall leadership . And qu ant i ty  of ve~~b al i  za—

tions , did appear to be significant in rankings on other soclo—

metrics (see Lewin & Layman , in p ress)  . For example , QVC scores

combined w i t h  S—D scores proved to be the best predictors  of peer

rankings for the sociometric “Who is pulling most for the g r o u p ? ”

and QVC scores alone provided the hi ghest rank correlations for

the sociometric “Who shows the most ability to t h ink  critically

and analytically?”

Our findings do not necessarily conflict wi th other  research-

ers who suppor t the impor tance  of q u a n t i t y  of v e r ba li za t i o n s  in

leadership nomi n a t ions , d i f f e r i n g  r e s u l t s  may be due to methodolog-

ical factors. Sorrentino and l 3o u t i ll ier  ( 1 9 7 5)  fo r  example , pre-

vented  t h e i r  sub jec t s  f rom f a c e — t o — f a c e  i n te rac t i o n  which clearly

restricted the subjects from processing all nonverbal information .

Fur ther , their measure of quality of verbalization (the number

of con ~ct so lu t ions)  most likely limited the information w h i ch

their subjects may have actually used when making leadership

judge m ents .  Thus the Sorrent ino and B o u t i ll ier  ( i 9 7 5 )  f in d i n g s  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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may be bound by the i r  methodology.

Stein (1975) found empirical evidence to support the

importance of nonverbal communication in the identification

of emergent leaders. Subject/rbsc’rvcrs \•:CYC provided a

reeL d of t ar~ e t q rou:~ F ~~ t i~~ s c~~n t ~~ f l i ! u  O Il  ly \‘C F1~~ I ] COIL-

runi eations , on lv  n un v ~~r La  1 ce:: .ar. 1 c a t i on s  , and but types  of

behaviors. Subjects ~~;~~ ‘ re ac’cu r a t e  in  i d e n t .  i f y i n g  e I . er c u nt

le ad e r s hi p ~~ c :~~ch i e s  on four l c a a er s h ip  J - - ; .un s iens  (harnony,

lit:ino , coor a at i c ’ n an d p a r t i c i l  at ion) . “The data sucuests

that the two  ~ed e~ i n f o r ~~a t i  on are cu :.plcn- -ntary anci oss .i h ] y

that one is needed to c l a r i fy  t h 0  ;aca :i inc ~ of the  other .” (Stien

1975: 131) . rurtliernore , Stein ( U7 5 )  fou nd th at  b o t h  ty o cs

of co~~runicati on provlcied cues of cr o u p  F e L l e r s ’ leadershi 1

status w h i c h  were indeicndcnt cf luergUers relative partici pation

ra tes  (secen~~s su on t  t a 1 k i n c~)

Rieckrn (1958) reports e v i de nc e  that unless a group m emb er

has a h iqh  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  rate in  the  e a rly  s ta g es  of the gr o up

discussion , o th er  members will net  a t t e n d  to him even if he

comes up w i t h  an “elegant soluti on ” to the  group ’s task. It

is interestinc to riot:e t h a t  two of the g roups  in  the Lowin and

L ay m a n  ( i n  press) s t ud  did not support this notion. In both

cases a member with a cons iderab] y low overall rate of nartici—

pation was ranked high on l e a der s h in  abi Id ty because of h is

opinions or suggestions late in the discussion c o n cer n i ng  the

group ’s task.

In general , we may conclude that the findings from this

study lend further empirical support to the impor t ance  of the

content of ccm!r,unicati.on in making emergent leadershi p nominat . i  ens ,  

- - - -  -
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Table  1

Cu m u l a t i v e  Frequency of Rank Dcvi at ions  of the QVC and Mod el
Predic t ion s Irom the Actua l  Peer R a n k i ng s .

Who shows the best Rank Deviations
overal  1 leadershi p
q u a l i t i e s ?  Q : _ ~~~~~~~

_
~~:~~~ 

3 5

QVC 21 23 9 4 3 156.0

Model 29 26 2 2 1 77.5

-. — —.--  ~~ -. 
- 
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