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IT has long beer, recognized that individuals do not exisT in
groups as totally separate and unaffected entities. Individual op~
inions, attitudes and behavior are in large measureﬂmolded by the
groups of which the individual comprises a part. if is also import~
ant to recognize, however, that there is a reciprocal relationship
‘between the individual and society ~ just as he is molded by his society,
so does he in turn mold that society. The role of the individual in
wielding influence and contributing to change has only quite recently

come under close scrutiny.

The process of change and the dynamics whereby change is in-
stituted has been an area of enquiry that has long been of interest
to many social scientists. In the modern era attention has been focused
on the media of mass communication as one of the more important means
whereby changé Is brought about. In the world of marketing today the
omnipotence of the mass media is generally acknowledged. Indeed, it is
presently the subject of a serious controversy between the consumer and
the marketer with the former maintaining that he is being manipulated by

the bombardment of advertising directed his way.

In recent years, however, soclal research has provided some in-
dication that the mass media of communication are perhaps not as all
powerful as the marketing man believes them to be. The role of personal

influence has emerged as a significant intervening variable. Similarly,
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the concept of the 'opinion leader' as one who disproportionatelly

affects the behavior of others has captured the imagination of many.

That opinjon leaders exist and by definition wield great influence
in society is generally acknowledged. To the extent that our efforts are
directed toward understanding and predicting sccial behavior we cannot
afford to ignore the process of opinion Ieaaership. I+ will also be
acknowledged that recognition of the opinion leader concept and accept-
ance of the functions usually attributed to it have significant impli=
cations for the conduct of survey research. Similarly, in the marketing
world it is probable that acknowledgment and understanding of the dynamics
of these phenomena will result in new strategies for the conduct of con-

sumer research and the formulation of marketing programmes.

In 1955 Elihu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld carried out an extensive
project which was essentially concerned with evaluating the roles of
various forms of influence and with examining the correlates of opinion
leader‘ship-.lI A technique was developed for isolating opinion leaders in
the group. While an attempt was made to validate the technique, the pro-
cess was not completed. The only conclusion possible on the basis of this
preliminary work was that the technique (referred to as 'the self-
designating' method) appeared to be a reasonably accurate Indicator of

opinion leadership in the group.

The purpose of the present work Is to provide some further indication.

of the validity of the Katz and Lazarsfeld method = a method which has been

! Ellhu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Personal Influence (Glencos, | llinois:

The Free Press, 1955).




adopted by others in subsequent research without its validity being

at all questioned.

It should be recognized that the research carried out in this
work cannot be regarded as an absolute test of the validity of the
method. The sample size and composition preclude the possibility
of generalizing to the population at large. |In this regard two points
should be noted: (1) The work Is based on formed groups. Accordingly,
the results cannot necessarily be generalized to any aggregate.

(2) The work is concerned with internal rather than external validitfy.
That is, it is concerned with determining whether two methods of iso~
lating opinion leaders yield similar or different results. |t does
not establish whether elther method 1s closely related to actual be=
havior. Despite these limitations It Is hoped that the research may
provide some insight Into the problems to be faced and guidance for

further work which may follow,

The work is organized Info three majJor sections. The first section
Is concerned with providing a definition of the opinion leader concept
and In highlighting the particular problem with which the research deals.,
The second section outlines the specific objectlves of the research and
describes the methods employed. The flnal section presents the findings

of the research.



SECTION 1

THE_OPINION LEADER CONCEPT

AND
OPINION LEADER RESEARCH




[HE. OPINION LEADER CONCEPT -~ WHAT 1S AN OPINION LEADER?

The term 'opinion leader' has been subject to various inter~
pretations and, In general,has been loosely used. In this first
chapter we shall review the historical findings which led to the
development of the concept. We shall also examine some of the de-
finitions of the concept that have been and are being used. Finally,
we shall submit the definition which we feel is functionally signi=
ficant and which will provide the reader with the frame of reference

from which opinion leadership Is viewed In this work.

S

For some time now, an Increasing number of soclal studies have
served to focus atfention on the individual and primary groups and
to highlight the significance of persongl influence in the processes
of opinion formation and soclal behavior., Triggered by the Roethlisberger
vénd Dickson study, ! the primary group was 'rediscovered' -and has since

. become a major subject of investigation.

These studies have served to highlight the fact that the individual's
behavior is Importantly affected by the persons with whom he is in close
and frequent contact. |In other words, Indlvidual attitudes, opinions and

behavior are molded by others through the process of personal Influence.

F.J. Roethllsberger and W.J Dlckson, Manage

. (Cambrid¢
Massachusetts: Harvard Unlversl+ty Press, I939)



Hartley | states that:

"Individual opinion is a group matter. As a psychologist, con-

cerned with the functioning of the individual, | must maintain
that social afttitudes and opinions are in largest measure reflect-
ions in the individual of his group affiliations and can only be
fully understood if we explore the relation of the individual to

the group represented by the opinion which he maintains."

Bogardus 2 takes a similar position in regard fo occupational at-
titudes.

"Each occupation tends 1o develop its own culture heritages, slogans,

bel iefs or even superstitions. These are sooner or f(ater caught up

by the individual and with modifications become a part of his thought

life, creating for him an occupational attitude."

Katz and Lazarsfeld maintain that conformance to group opinions

and attitudes functions in two Important ways for the individual.> Flrst,

to the extent +hat the Individual desires acceptance as a member of the

group, he will be motivated - whether he fS'aware of it or not - to accept

that group's outlook, They refer to Tﬁfévés the Instrumental function,

The second is providing a social reality for the individual, that is "the

group as a provider of meanings for situations which do not explain Themselves.,"
There are a host of examples of the instrumental function, only é few

of which ws shall attempt fo cite here. The whole concept of reference group

! Eugene L. Hartley "The Social Psychology of Opinion Formation," Public Oplnion

Quarterly (Winter, 1950-51), Vo!, 14, p. 670.

2 Emory S. Bogardus, "The Occupational Attitude," Journal of Applied Sociology,
Vol. 8 (January-February, 1924), p. |75.

3 Elthu Katz and Paul Lazarsfeld, op, _cit., pp. 50-53.



theory hinges on the fact that individual opinions are held with
particular groups in mind. In a study of an election campaign2
it was found that family members normally share attitudes on politics,
religion and other similar topics. Stouffer et al > reported that
"green' soldiers (those with no combat experience), soon after being
sent as replacements to join veteran groups, differed greatly in at-
titudes to combat from comparable "green" solders in groups composed
entirely of their own kind. Newcombe expresses it as:

"I'n a membership group in which certain attitudes are

approved (i.e., held by majorities, and conspicuously

so by leaders), individuals acquire the approved attitudes

to the extent that the membership group (particularly as

symbollzed by leaders and dominant sub=groups) serves as a

positive point of reference.” 4

The function of providing a social reality for the individual can

be exemplified by the following experiment carried out by Sherlf.5

-

| Robert K. Merton and Alice Kitt, "Contributions to the Theory of Reference

Group Behavior," Mérton and Lazarfeld, eds., ggnILng¢ilg§_Ln_§ggijd_j§guxuxj
(Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, [950),

2 paul F, Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson and Hazel! Gaudet, Ihg_Eggng_aJlnngg
(New York; Columbla Unlversity Press, 1948).
3 samue! A. Stouffer et al, Ihe

; | Soldier; Studi in Social Psychol
1o World War 11 (Princeton, New Jersey: Prnncefon Unlversity Press, I949),
Vol. Il, p. 244.

Theodore M. Newcomb, "A++l+pde Development as a Function of Reference Groups

The Benington Sfudy," Swanson, Newcomb, Hartley et al, eds., Readings in
Soclal Psychology (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1952), p. 420.

2 Muzafer Sher!f, "Group Influences Upon the Formation of Norms and Attitudes,
Swanson, Newcomb Hartley et al, eds., op, cit., pp. 249-62.
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This consisted of an autokinetic effect experiment relating to the illusion
of movement created by an actually stationary pinpoint of light when it was
flashed in a totally darkened room. The study demonstrated that the judg-

ments of others greatly affected private judgments. Significant variations
in initial judgments converged to a shared norm as a result of this process.
A similar experiment was carried out by Asch.J In this instance the sub--

jects were required fo match the length of a given line with one of three

unequal lines. Each member of the group was required to announce his judg-
ments publicly. Because of complicity be+weeﬁ certain members of the group
and the experimenter, individuals would find themselves contradicted by the
entire group. |t was found thal there was a tendency for the individual to

yleld to group pressure.

This latter function has been well described by the Lewinian school,
"What exists as 'reality' for the individual Is to a high degree determined
by what is socially accepted as reality." 2

Katz and Lazarsfeld summarize the process as follows:

"When individuals Interact with each other relative fo a problem they

have in common, they begin to 'see' things in the same way and con-~

sequently create a social norm."3

The concept of opinion leadership became somewhat crystallized as a

result of a study by Lazarsfeld et al.4 In this study it was suggested

[
S.E. Asch, "Effects of Group Pressure Upon the Modification and Distortion
of Judgments,'" Swanson, Newcomb, Hartley et al, eds., gop. cit., pp. 2-11.

2 Kurt Lewin and Paul Grabbe, "Conduct, Knowledge and Acceptance of New Valuesﬁﬂ

Journal of Social [ssues, Vol. |, No. 3, pp. 53~64, reported in Katz and
Lazarsfeld, op. cit., p. 57.

3 Elihu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, gp..cit., p. 57.
4 Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson and Hgzel Gaudet, op, cif.

L — vt e A s



that there is a "two-step flow of communication" which emanates
from the mass media, sifts through the 'opinion leaders' in the com-
munity, and is disseminated from these leaders to the public at large.
This was further documented by Berelson et al.] 0f central importance
in these works is the concept of the individual as a purveyor of op-
inions, and the dichotomization of the population into 'opinion leaders!
and 'followers'. Katz 2 refers to:
"The networks of inter-connected individuals through which mass
communications are channeled as opposed to the traditional view
of the audience as a mass of disconnected individuals, hooked up
to the media but not to each other."
MerTon,3 pursuing similar lines, refers to 'local influentials' who
function as opinion leaders in the primary groups and 'cosmopolitan

influentials' who are the link between the community and the outside world.

This frame of reference is similar to the one adopted in an article
4
by Shils. He cites a variety of studies, all of which conclude that the
group's formal leaders must mediate between thelr associates and communi-

cations from above | f these communications are to be at all effecfive.

I Bernard Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld and William M. McPhee, Yoting (Chicago,

Illinois: University of Chicago Press, 1954).

Ellhu Katz, "The Two Step Flow of Communication,' Public Opinion Quarterly,
VOL,xxl, 1957, No, |, p. 61,

3 Robert K. Merton, "Patterns of Influence," in Lazarsfeld and Stanton, eds.,

2

Covmunications Research, 1948-49 (New York: Harper and Bros. 1949}, pp. 180~
219 .

4 Edward A. Shils, "Primary Groups in the American Army," Lerner and Lasswell,
eds., The Policy Sciences (Stanford, California: Stanford University

Press, 1951).
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Also to be noted is Lewin's concept of the '"gatekeeper," which is

|
simi lar to that of the opinion leader.

Perhaps an important distinction between the work of Katz and .

Lazarsfeld and that of the investigators of the more conventional type’

¥: hof 'leader' is the fact that the latter group, by and large, tend to

1 focus Thelr a++enT|on on leadership traits. The former concentrate

on Ieadershlp'roles.

B Cenvenfional leadershlh research tends to suggest Thaf leadership
Traifs will vary from one slfuaflon To The next. Sanford states:
"We. can conc lude’ WI+h reasonable cerfalnfy that: (a) there are either
no general leadership fraifs, or 1f They do ex|s+ they are not to be
descrlbed in any. of our fam|lla. psychologlcal or common sense terms;
(b) in a speciflc sufuaflon leaders do have Tralfs which set fhem
apart from followers, bu+ whaf Tralfs sef whaf leaders apart from

what followers,wlll»vary,from,sifuafpon To si+ua+ton."2

Apparently identifying leaders by titles does not serve us well,
Titles designate leadership roles; they do not tell us how individuals
behave In those roles. Is it the role of clergyman that makes Mr. Brown
a community leader?‘ Or Is It the nature and activities and personal mag-
netlsm of Mr. Brown who happens to be a clergyman, but who would lead what=-
ever his calling? Particular research has demonstrated that "authority"

flgures may have less Influence over opinions than congenial groups have.

! Kurt Lewin "Group Decision and Soclal Change," $wanéon, Newcomb, Hartley
et al, eds., op. cit., pp. 459-73.

2 Fillimore H. Sanford, "The Psychology of Milltary Leadership," Wayne Denis
ed., Psychology in the World Emergency (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: Unlversity
of p t+sbirgh Press, 1952), clted In Katz and Lazarsfeld, op. cit., pv 100.



A study by Berenda'l indicated that classmates are more influential

among their peers than are their teachers.

As a corollary to fthis, Llpsky2 suggests. that:

"The leaders that are followed are not always men who have

first hand information on the subﬁecfs on which they issue opihions,
but those who are credited with speclal ability in choosing the real
thinkers and experts . . . men who have won distincticn as inventors,
chemists or automobile manufacturers pronounce verdicts on problems

of education, biolegy, economics and religion. They are listened to
respectful ly because they are supposed to know better than the average
man on which side the truth Is llkely to be found. They are the

trusted secondary authorities.”

Foster 3 expressed This as follows:
"Gifted or unusual people who may or may not occupy formal positions
of leadership in a community often play decisive roles in bringing
about changes. If they are looked to by thelir associates for any
reason, and |f their actlions are apt to be imitated by others, they
may be thought of as leaders, regardless of fthelr status in thelr

soclal group.”

! Ruth W. Berenda, The Influence of the Group on the Judgments of Chlldren
(New York: Columbla University Press, 1950), clited in Katz and Lazarsfeld,
op. cit., pp. 69~70.

2 Abram Llpsky, Man the Puppet (New York: Frank Maurice Inc., 1925), pp. 48-49
3 George M. Foster, 3 3] (e
Change (New York: Harpar ) Bro+hers, 1962), p. 2.
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in certain quarters, particularly in the world of marketing, there
has been a tendency to equate the terms 'opinion leader' and 'innovator .'
To many in this field it is felt that to identify opinion™readers one
merely has to trace the pattern of adoption of a new concept or product.
Those who can be classified as 'early adopters' are conslidered to be the

opinion or thought leaders.

Willingness to adopt a new idea or product, in and of itself, is not
the salient criterion whereby the opinion leaders can be separated from
the followers. One can be an Innovator .whose innovative patterns are not
followed by others. Some innovators may merely be seeking to set the
fashion for others without ever: actually doing so. Others may use in-
novation as an expression of non-conformity which may or may not affect
the behavior of others. However, we must admit that by definition, the
opinlon . leaders =~ those individuals who consciously or unconsciously set
the mode! for others =~ finally adopt or reject a new idea or product prior
to the time that the followers do, and that the leaders'! attitudes and
opinions regarding the new Idea or product will influence the attitudes
of the followers. As such, Innovation should be included in the opinion

leader concept, but cannot be equated with It.

i
Rogers  points out one of the pitfalls to be-avolded in dealing

-,

with Innovation as an element of opinion leadership. He suggests that the

opinfon leader group Includes rejectors as well as adopters.

|
Everett M. Rogers, Q]ffgglgn of lnnovations (Glencve, I|!llinois:
The Free Press, 1962), p. 209.
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"Active rejectors may also be opinion leaders. They oppose

adoption of the innovation and seek to influence others not
to adopt . . . practically no research attention has been paid
to the possible influence of opinion leaders In discouraging

change . "

Opinion leadership, as tThe term is used by Katz and Lazarsfeld
(and the sense in which it ig used in this papery, is concerned with
leadership in informal rather than formal groups, and in face-to-face
rather than more extensive groups. it is concerned with the sometimes
subtle and unbeknown guiding of opinion that occurs in the informal group
in confrast to the.overt efforts that take place in more formal sur-
roﬁndings.

"What we shall ca|l oplnion leadership, if we may call It

leadership at all, is leadership at its simplest: it is casually

exercised, sometimes unwitting and Unbeknown, wlThin the smallest

grouping of friends, family memberé and neighbors. It Is not

leadership on the high level of a Churchili, nor of a local politico,

nor even of a locél social elite. It Is quite at the opposite

extreme: it Is the alincst invisible, certainly inconspicuous,

form of leadership at the person=to-person level of ordinary,

intimate, informal, everyday contact,”

]
Ellhu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, op. cit., p. 138.
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We may now turn our attention to research that has been carried
out specifically in the area of opinion leadership. Our purpose Is to
examine and evaluate the various criteria that have been utillzed and
to detect opinion leadership, and to isolate problems that aﬁpearifo exlst,
We note that although particular methods of detection appear to hold much
promise, there have been no real attempts to validate the appropriateness
of these methods. In the process we provide the background to the research

problem to be dealt with in this work.

The problem of isolating opinion leaders has been approached in
a varlety of ways. Kurt W. Back reports on research that indicates that
group pressures on opinions and attitudes should be most strongly felt by
those who are most attached to the group.! Carrying thils one step further,
Francis S. Bourne2 suggests that individuals with lesser status in fhelr
group and less feeling of sacurlty are more likely to observe the norms of

the group than others, even 1f they privately disagree with its specific

Kurt B. Back, "irifluence Through Social Communication," Swansen, Newcomb,
Hartley et al, eds., op..cit., pp. 445~459,

Francis S. Bourne, "Group Influence in Marketing and Public Relationg," Rensi
Likert and Samuel P, Hayes, Jr., eds.,
Research (Paris, France: UNESCO, 1957), p. 215,
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position, since they require acceptance from the group for their own
security. Generalizing from this one might conclude that those with

the greatest need to conform are likely to consist of followers while
those with the least such need are likely to be the leaders. But it

is not all that simple. Dittes and Kelley have provldedrsome validation
for the foregoing hypothesis. However, they élso show that individuals
with high status and security feel the greatest freedom to express non-
conformi+y.l Furthermore:, even if this were not so, the problem of

isolating relevant reference groups presents a rather serious obstacle.

An attempt to deal with innovation as a central concept of opinion
leadership is represented by a study carried out by the Opinion Research
Corporation. Their thesis was:

"The mosT'reliable predictors of change in a mobile society are the

peop le who are themselves mobile. Using the concept of a Mobile

Society, we suggest that America's leaders are those individuals

who, more than their fellow Americans, display this cenfrai charact-

2
eristic of mobility."

J.E. Dittes and H.H. Kelley, "Effects of Different Conditions of Acceptance

Upon Conformity to Group Norms," .Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology
Vol. 53, 1956, pp. 100-107.

2 Opinion Research Corporation, ica' —— trate
Predicting Change in Consumer Behavior (Princeton, New Jersey: Opinion Re-

search Corporation, The Public Opinion Index for Industry, Prcject 463-B,
April, 1959},
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They defined mobility in rather broad terms taking into account
seven major criterla; intellectual mobilify, occupational mobility,
kinship mobility, economic mobi!lity, social mobility, educational
mobi lity, and geographic mobilify.L The tamilies studied were classi-
fied as high, medium or low mobiles and relationships were established
between degree of mobi lity and early adoption of particular products
and brands. They also devised an "Early Adoption !ndex" which took
into account the year of adoption of 75 different items ruling out the

2
influence of income by controlling it In their analysis.

They conclude that there is a significant positive relationship
between mobility and early adoption. They found, for example, that
among households that scored high on mobllity, 53% scored high on the
Early Adoption Index, while among those that scored low on mobility,

only 24% scored high on the Early Adoption |ndex.

However, there are two basic weaknesses in the Theory and its
application to the conduct of large scale studies among 'opinion leaders,'

"influentials,' or 'tastemakers.'

Both the mobility and early adoption scales involve an ex facto
classification of respondents arbitrarily into high, medium atd low
mobl les and early iand late adopterss Both concepts are not absolute

measures: They imply relativity and at best, for example, can be used

" 1bid, p. 49,
2 Lbid, p. 63
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only to classify some individuals as more or less mobile than others.

Furthermore, any enquiry using the method must initially start out
with a time consuming and costiy step of determining who the high
mobi les are and subsequent to a post hoc classification, deal with

the speclfic problem at hand.

A more serious criticism pertains to the method of validation
employed. The theory is that the mobiles are the tastemakers. The
method of validation was to establish the relationship between mobi lity
and innovation or early adoption. What, in effect, they show is that
Individuals who generally have a pioneering or innovating orientation
are llkely to be pioneers or Innovators. Reduced to this taufology,

the theory appears to have |Ittle substance.

Menzel and Kafzyl applied a similar, but more fruitful approach.
Working among a sample of medical practitioners, they attempted to isolate
influentials in the group by means of soclometrics. The soclometric
"stars" (those who interacted frequently with others and whose ideas
about drug therapy were valued) were selected as were the "isolates™
(noT:aT all chosen in respect to the items noted above) and the "neutrals"

{(those who were relatlively infrequently chosen.)

! Menzel and Katz, The Epldemiology of a New Drug (New York: Columbia
Unlversity Press, Publication AlI90 of the Bureau of Applied Social Research,
1956), cited in the Marketing Bulletin (Toronto, Canada: Modern Medicine of
Canada, July-August, 1963),also cited in Likert and Hayes, op. clt.



- |8 -

The sociometric data were then related to the chronological history

of the adoption of a new drug. The doctors were placed infour dif-

ferent categories based on the point in TimeiaT which They adopted the
new drug. The first adopters are referred to as "innovators." Their
action in adopting the new drug did not result in any rush by the others
to follow suit. These individuals tended to be amocng the "isolates.”
Those who followed next are referred to as the "influentials" who

tended to be the "stars" and whose behavior resulted shortly afterward

in simi lar behavior on the part of the large group of "followers." The
"fol lowers! Tended‘fo be in contact with the "stars," but in contrast to
the latter, tended to be the recipients rather than the dorors of advice,
The fourth group consisted of the "diehards" who adopted the new drug only
after a considerable time lapse. These "diehards" tended to be older

doctors and "isolates."

These data tend to support the hypothesis that innovation, in and
of Itself, is not an indication of Influence. The sociometric approach,

however, appeared to bear some fruit.

Katz and Lazarsfeld in their study of personal influence attempted
to deal with the problem In two ways.] The first approach was one which
assumed ‘that Influentials could be located through the testimony of those
they had influenced. WIth this method respondents were required to name
the Individuals who had Influenced them in a glven situation (or whom they

had Influenced in that same situation), and an attempt was made to obtain

' Ellhu Katz end Paul F. Lazarsfeld, op. clt.
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substantiation from the individuals so named. The second method
involved the use of a self-designating technique. That is, res-
pondents were required to indicate whether or not they had recently
been influenced by others and also, whether they considered that
they would be more or less likely than others to influence those

with whom they interact.

The first method proved to be impractical. Only a small pro~
portion of the individuals named as influentials or influences. ‘could be
contacted and interviewed. However, the data that were obtained in the
"follow-up' interviews that were carried out, when compared with the
'self-designating' results, suggested that the latter method appeared
to function as a valid method for Isolating opinion leaders in the
grOUp.l

The Katz and Lazarsfeld research involved an interview and re-
interview two months later. In their use of the self-designating method
they asked the following question in the initial interview: "Have you
ever been asked your advice about ., ., .?"2 The question..was asked in
regard to four different spheres: household marketing, fashions, public
affairs and movies. The question was repeated when the respondents were
asked in the second Interview (in relation to each of the four areas noted)
"Compared with other women belonging in your circle of friends, are you

more or less likely than any of them to be asked your advice on . .2"

|
1bid, P. 160,
2 ibid, p. 147,
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Based on responses to these questions, an index was constructed
designed to separate out the opinion leaders in each of the spheres
investigated. A respondent was considered to be an opinion leader,I
if: a) she reported in both Interviews that she had recently been
asked for advice In regard to a specific area, or b) she reported

in one interview that she had recently been asked for advice in re-

gard to a specific area and also stated that she was more llkely than

her friends to be asked for advice in regard to that area.

In examining the correlates of opinion leadership the authors
came up with two observations which are of considerable signiflcance
in the fleld of sociological investigation. Supporting the findings
they encountered in their study of the 1940 American presidential cam-
paign,2 they set to rest the conventional view of the flow of influence
In society. It was formerly bellieved that opinions formed by the elite
of the community slfted down from one social stratum to the next so
that the pattern was establlished by those at the apex of the structure.

The recent studles indicate that opinion leaders exist at each level

and that there is a significant horizontal flow of influence.

| :
lbid, PP 374-77 . S

2 Bernard Berelson, Paul Lazarsfeld and William M. McPhee, ap.cit.
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They also provided evidence that indicated there is litfle llkeli~
hood of the existence of a "generalized opinion leader." The data
suggest that opinion leaders may be influential in particular fields,
but not In others. Thus, reference is made to the opinion leaders in

public affairs, household marketing, fashions, and so on.

In a recent aftempt t¢ validate some of the hypotheses developed
by Katz and Lazarsfeld, Carter and C!ark,l In a study of educational
television viewers, not only accepted the validity of the self-designating
method for opinion leader detection, but went one step further by adapting
the method to a single interview situation, lndivfduals were asked,
"Has anyone you know asked you for your advice or opinion recent!y about
some public issue in the news?" and, "Compared with most people you know,
would you guess you are more likely to be asked to give opinlons about

2

public Issues in the news?" Respondents who answered "Yes" to both

questions were classiflied as opinion leaders.

Among the sample of 259 respondents, 40§ were classified as opinion

leaders in this way. This proportion is considerably higher than the

‘ Roy E. Carter, Jr., and Peter Clark, "Public Affairs Leadership Among

Educational Televislon Viewers," American Sociological Review, Vol, XXVii,
No. 6, (December, 1962), pp. 792-99.

2
Ibid, pp. 793-9.
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approximately 12% public affairs opinion leaders encountered by

Katz and Lazarsfeld with their sample of 800 responden‘rs.1

Admittedly, the universe of educational television viewers may contain
a higher proportion of public affalrs opinfion leaders than dld the
cross section of housewives Interviewed In the Decatur study. However,

2
the discrepancy may also result from the different methods employed.

The self~designating method appears to have considerable merit
and the Carter and Clark édapfafion using iT in a single interview
situation could make the “task of carrying out studies among opinion
leaders relatively simple. The concept of opinion leadership would
seem To be meaningful and has significant implications for social studies
attempting to understand and predict social behavior. However, it would
appear to be premature at this time to attempt to validate hypotheses

t+hat have been developed regarding the correlates of opinion leadership.

Before we can proceed on these lines there is a need to establish
a valld Technlque for isolating opinion leaders -~ preferably one which
can be easlly administered as a prelude to the investigation which follows,

and which by virtue of its brevity, permits Tthe treatment of further topics

In a single interview.

|
2 :

It 1s quite likely that a contributing factor was the actual framing of the

second question. Katz and Lazarsfeld asked, "Are you more or less  likely

to be asked your advice," while Carter and Clark begged an affirmaTlve
response by merely asking, "Are you more likely . ... 2"

Ellhu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, op. cit., p. 376 .
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The pilot research that has been carried out and which is the
subject of this paper is centrally concerned with exploring more fully

the value of the self~designating method.
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CHAPTER 111

THE _PURPOSE AND METHOD. OF THE RESEARCH

A 0 C
The central purpose of this ptlot research was to obtain some
indication of the validity of the self-designating technique as a

means of isolating opinion leaders in the group.

More specifically, the research has sought: 1) to determine
opinion leadership structure in épecific groupé as measured by a
sociometric approach; 2) to determine leadership structure in the
same groups by means of the self-designating method; 3) to correlate

the results obtained from the two approaches just noted.

B. _RESEARCH METHOD
1) The sample

The sample consisted of two women's auxiliary groups associated
with Protestant Churches In the city. The first consisted of 46 women
(for the most part middle~aged housewives) associated with St. Matthew
Anglican Church in St. Laurent. The second group comprised 40 women (largel
middle~aged working women, about half of whom were marrlied and the remainder

single or wlidowed) associated with the Wesley United Church of Nofre Dame

de Grace.

A third group was also interviewed (a gymnastic class associated

with Neighbourhood House In St. Laurent). However, the interviews were
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discarded when it was revealed that the women had no contact with
sach other outside of the weekly sessions, and that the group had
been in e#lsTence,for only a few months. The group obviously was
not suited for our purposes since most of the women were incapable
of making any sociometric choices within the group due to their un-

fami llarity with each other.

The St. Matthew group in total comprises approximately seven+y
women. Within the group there is a hard core of about 50 women who
regularly attend all meetings which are held twice a week. This hard
core comprises for the most part women who have been active in the
Aux| llary for at least fifteen years. The forTy-six.women interviewed
(consisting of those who were in attendance on the evening on which the
interviewling was carried out) were, in large measure, part of this hard
corg. All members of the group reside in the same genefal area and

contacts outside the Church are fairly frequent.

The primary endeavor of the group for tThe past few years has been
the preparation of supplles for the Red Cross. At a typical meeting
the women gather In the Church hall seated at large tables, each of
which accommodates some ten women. They busy themselves with cutting,
folding and rolling bandages while at the same time engaging each other
In conversation. Late in the evening coffee and biscui+*s are distributed

and, following thelr consumption, the women return home.

The Wesley group Is a larger one conslsting of about one hundred

1
women. However, attendance on the part of many of these tends to be sporadic.
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Regular attenders at. the week!y meeting number about thirty-five.

The remaining number (usually an additional forty) comprise less

frequent attenders.

As was true for the flrst group, the respondents .interviewed
(40 in all) consisted largely of the hard core of falthful attenders.
The major portion of the remainder who were not in attendance on the
evening of the interview, although officially llisted as members..of the

group, essentially were 'fringe members.'

The second group is primarily concerned with raising funds for
the Mission. The weekly meetings are usually devoted to dealing with
specl fic business at hand and is followed by an address by an invited

speaker. The evening closes with the serving of tea, coffee, sandwiches

and cakes.

2) lInterviewing Method

In both instances the Interview was adminisTered at coffee time,
Arrangements for interviewing the groups were made with Tﬁe church minister.
He was told of the purpose of the research in very general fterms. It
was also explalned that the survey results were being used for the pre-
paration of & gradane thesls in Soclology at McGI ! Unlversity. In each
instance too, a nominal cash dohation was made to the group as a token of

I

appreciation for [ts cooperatlion.

The interview was carried out by self-administered questionnaires

In a group situation (see Appendix for a copy of the Instrument used).
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Prior to the complefion‘of the questionnaires, the women were
addresSed|by the writer. The main purposes of this brief‘falk were
to provide the women with a general idea of why the research was being
done; to explain exactly what they were required to do, and to set their
minds at ease about reveallng how they felt about other women in Their group

by assuring Them of anonymity.

The research concerned itself with two general areas -~ - household

marketing and fashions. |In regard to household marketing, three specific
product categories were dealt with - = instant coffee, cake mixes, and

frozen dinners. These particular aroduc+ categories were selected .be-
cause in the first two instances it is generally recognized that a‘con-
slderable amount of brand switching has occurred in the recent past and
still is gqlng on today. Frozen dinners represent a Ee1a?ively new product
“category which is only really beginning to meet with mass acceptance. |t
was felt that by dealing with these particular categories in referring to
possible brand switching, the situation would be more realistic than.if
we were to'include categories such as flour, for which brand loyalty is

very high.

In the area of fashlions, the research concerned Itself with length
of skirt and style of shoes worn (shape of the toe and helght of the heel),
Styles in regard to these Items had recently undergone drastic changes

(a trend toward shorter skirts, squarer toed shoes, and lower heels);

Three soclometric questions were included relating to household

marketing, in general, and fashions. These sociometric questions attempted
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to ‘deal.witth.three different forms of influence whith may have been
operative within tThe group. |In the first instance we attempted to

<,
isolatethase. individuals who are perceived as 'experts' in the parti-
cular area. In the second we attempted to isolate those individuals
to whom the others might consult for advice In regard to the particular
area (the 'consultants'). Finally, we sought to single out those women
who were seen as the 'trend setters,' whether by virtue of their know-
ledgabi lity in the area, the kinds of relationships they had buil+ up
with others, their status in the group, or any other factors which

might have contributed to this particular type of Image having been

bui It up around them.

The household marketing questlions used follow below (the framework
was ldentical for the fashion questions).,
I.) Thinking about products consumed in the home such as instant coffee,
cake mixes, frozen dinners and so on, which woman or women in your group
do you consider to be particularly knowledgeable in this regard? |In other
words, which woman or women do you think would be particularly good at
Jjudging whether such products or brands are good or poor? (List the
names and provide flrst names or initials as well as surnames. List

as many or as few women as you feel are approprlate).

2.) Let's suppose for a moment that you had just decided to change
brands of some product consumed in the home, such as the ones we've
been talking about. Let's also suppose that you weren't sure of what

('8
new brand to use. To which woman or women in your group would you be
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most llkely to go for advice about what brand to buy? (List the
names and provide first names or initials as well as surnames. List

as many or as few names as you feel are appropriate).

3. When women get together In a group such as this one, QhaT some
women do is more likely to be copied than what others do. Thinking of
the women in this group, which one or which ones do you think would be
most likely to be cépied in regard to their use of the products that
are consumed in the home? (List the names of women you think would be
most llkely to be copied. Please print the names and provide first
names or initials as well as surnames. LisT as many or as few names

as you feel are appropriate).

These were the sociometric soundings which were deslgned to
determine which women In the group actually wield Influence, consciously

or unconsclously.

The women were also required to answer two questions In regard
to each of household marketing and fashions which would serve to classlfy.
them as self=deslgnated opinion leaders or self-deslgnated followers."l
The flrst question asked whether or not they had recently been asked for

advice by &ny of the women in the group In regard to the particular area

I The framework of the questlions ls that used by Katz and Lazarsfeld (og;’cji

It will be noted that the second question duplicates the Katz and Lazarsfeld
approach rather than that of Carter and Clarke (Loc. ¢it.). Thus, respondents
are asked if they are "more or less likely" rather than merely asked if

they are '"more likely" and thereby blasing the response toward an affir-
mative answer.
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under discussion. The second required the respondent to indicate
whether she felt she would be more or less likely than others in her
group to be asked for advice in regard to the particular area. The
household marketing questions are agaln cited, however, as before,

they duplicate the structure used in the area of fashions.

.) Have you recently been asked for advice by any members of this

group concerning the use of products for the home such as instant coffee,
cake mixes, or frozen dinners?

2,) Compared with the other women in this group, are you more or less
likely to be asked for advice about the use of products fbr the home

such as instant coffee, cake mixes and frozen dinners?

In line with the previous works, respondents who answered affir-
matively to the first question and also said ihey were more likely fo

be asked for advice were classified as self-designated opinion leaders.

1
\

Various other questions were included in a 'general section.'
Anticipating the incidence of deviant cases (individuals who appeared
to wield influence, but who did not designate themselves as leaders,
or individuals who did not seem to be influentia!, but who did designate
themselves as leaders), other questions were included dealing with

variables which it was thought might provide some insight into why such

deviance was noted,

3) _Timing
The .interviewing was carried out during the month of March, 1966,

and was personally superyised by the author and three assistants.
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CHAPTER _ 1V

SELF-DES|GNATED LEADERSHIP AND SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES

In this chapter we furn our attention first to the results
obtained to the questions designed to isolate those individudls
who designated themselves as opinioﬁ leaders. We then go on to

examine the data pertaining to the sociometric choices made.

A. THE SELF-DESIGNATED LEADERS
For the sake of convenience and also to preserve the
anonymity of respondents, the women in the sample will be

referred to by number. The St.Matthew group, comprising 46

women, will be referred fo as group one. The Wesley group,
comprising 40 women, will be referred to as group two.
It will be recalled that self~designated leaders were to be

isolated on the basis of responses to two questions asked in regard
to each of household marketing and fashions. Self-designated
leaders are those who stated that they had recently been asked for
advice in one of the particular areas and also stated that they
felt that they were more llkely Thaﬁ the other women in their group

+o be asked for advice in that same area.

As will be noted in the table which follows, only a very small
minority in each group could be classified as leaders. A somewhat

larger proportion stated they would be more likely than others to be
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asked for advice, but did not report actual ly being asked for advice.

The great majority responded negatively ft¢ both questions.

TABLE 4-1

PROPORT ION OF SELF-DESIGNATED_LEADERS

IN EACH OF THE T

WO TEST GROUPS

Groups | and 2

Group | Group 2 comb ined
Number of respondents 46 40 86

Household Marketing: 3 3 3
Leaders (responded affirmatively

to both questions) 7 5 6
'Semi-leaders' (responded affirmatively

to only one of the questions) 15 15 15
Followers (responded negatively to

beth questions) 78 80 79
Fashions:
Leaders 4 3 i 4
'Semi-| eaders' 9 15 |2
Fol lowers 87 83 85

L

With only one exception, respondents who fit our leader critsria on

one count only, maintained that fthey would be more |ikely than

others to be asked for advice. Included in the 'semi-leader' group
is one respondent in group one who stated that she had been asked for
advice regarding household marketing, but considered herself less
likely than others to be asked for advice in that area,




...35...

These findings are consistent with earlier research, that is, that

only a very small proportion of individuals in a group can be classified

as self~designated leaders.

When we examine the relationship between self-designated leadership

in one area with that of the other, we obtain the following:

4-2
SELF-DES|GNATED LEADERSHIP IN HOUSEHOLD MARKETING
LATION TO SELF~ L b
IN FASHIONS
HOUSEHOLD MARKETING CLASSIFICATION
o : Groups ). ! and 2
Group | Group 2 combined
Leader Follower | Leader Follower|leader Fol lower
Number of respondents 10 36 8 32 18 68
4 4 % 4 4 4
Fashion Classification:
Leader 40 6 75 3 56 4
! Follower 60 94 25 97 44 96
i

We may note that alThough some relaflonshlp appears to exist, the bond

b

s noT very sTrong.

Thls tends to support fhe flndlngs of Katz and Lazarsfeld

who, as we noted earlier, discounted the concept of a "generallzed leader."

If one Is a leader in a particular area, it does not necessarily follow that -

one ls also a leader in another area.

Worthy of mention Is the observation that if an indlvidual designates

himself as a follower in one area, there is a falrly strong likelihood that

he will so designate himself in another area.

Lo,
A

I

However, if an Individual

N T
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designates himself as a l|eader in oﬁe area, he is equally likely to
designate himself as either a leader or a follower in another area.
This pattern of response will be encountered in regard to a number

of other situations which we shall come upon later. The implications
of this, as we shall note in a later chapter, have an important

bearing on the central problem with which the research is concerned.

B. THE SOCIOMETRIC STARS

I+ will be recalled that the sociometric cholces were made on
the basis of three questions asked in regard to each of household
marketing and fashions: 1) women chosen as 'experts,' a) women
selected as individuals who would be consulted for advice and, 3)

women regarded as 'trend setters! in the group.

When we examine these data (shown in Appendix Tables A and B),
we note that, as in the case of self-designated leadership, the stars
were relatively few in number, |n each of the two areas among both
groups we find there is one star who obtains a far greater number of
chotices than does anyone else. There are several 'minor stars' who
obtain a greater number of choices Than the average, but fewer than
the star, and a stil!l greater number of lesser lights (neutrals) who

receive one or two cholices. The majority, however, are isolates.
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A summary of the data presenting sociometric cholces in one area

related to those in other follows in Table 4-3 below. . .

HOUSEHOLD MARKETING SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES IN RELATION

TO_FASHION SOC|OMETRIC._CHOJCES

FASHION SOC|IOMETRIC CHO|CES
: Groups | and 2
Group | Group_ 2 combined..
Not Not “Not
Chosen Chosen | Chosen Chosen Choser Chosep
Number of respondents 25 21 17 23 42 44
g 3 4 4 4 4
|Household Marketing
Sociometric Choices:
Chosen 56 14 65 17 60 16
Not Chosen 44 86 35 83 40 84

I+ will be noted that the findings present a pattern similar to that

obtained when we examined the relatlonship between the two areas in regard

to self-designated leadership. |t appears that while some relationship

exists between choices in the two areas, !t is not by any means a strong

one.

is very likely not to be chosen in the second.

However,

Simllarly, we note that an Individual who Is not chosen in one area

being chosen in

one area does not provide any real indication of whether or not one will

also be chosen In the second area.
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Another indication of the relatively weak bond that existTs between
choices in the ftwo areas is obtained when the choices for each are rank

ordered (see Appendix Tables C and D) and Spearman's Coefficient of

Rank Correlation obtained.

TABLE 4-4
SPEARMAN'S COEFFICIENT OF RANK CORRELATION BETWEEN

SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES IN THE
HOUSEHOLD MARKETING AND_FASHION AREAS

Group | Group 2

Coefflcient of Rank correla-
tion between selections in

the Household Marketing and .
Fashion areas. 591 .690

Although the correlation coefficient was somewhat higher for group

two than for group one, it was not particularly impressive in either case.

Thus far we have been examining the total number of sociometric choices
an individual received without regard for whether she was chosen as an
'expert ;' 'consultant, ' or 'trend setter,' I+ might be In order at this

polnt to examine the relationship that exlsts between these three measures.

As a flrst step toward this end the sociometric choices in regard to
each role were rank ordered (see Appendix Tables C and D). On this basis

Spearman's Coefficlent of Rank Correlation was calculated and the following

resul+ts obfalhedi
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" TABLE 4-5
PE s C FICIENT OF RANK CORRELATION BETWEEN THE
0US_SOCI10 0 CH ARF
GROUP | GROUP 2
C H.Mark ‘ H.Markd
& Fash. & Fash|
House| Comb~ jHHouse Comb-

Mark. i Fash.l ined sMark. Fash.y ined 1|
.... Ceofficient of Rank Correlation .

Relationship between selected as:

'"Expert and 'Consultant’ .789 .786 .730 736§ .780 753
'Consultant' and 'Trend Setter' {.688 |.945 | .753" 817} .837 .813
'Expert and ‘'Trend Setter' .682 1.837 | .825 .7301 .780 749

We may note that, In general, the relationship definitely exists
between all the various areas. The 'consultant' and 'trend setter'
relationship is very striking in regard fo fashions. No definite trends

in this regard were noted in reference to household marketing.

We may conclude that If an Individual is selected in a particular
area as an 'expert,' for example, there is a very strong likelihood that
‘whe will also be selected as a 'consultant' and/or 'trend setter.' In
other words, once selected or not selected in any one of these respects,

one is very likely to be simllarly treated in regard to the two other roles.

I+ may also be observed that the coefflcients of correlation between
component areas within sociometric choices are higher than those obtalned
in Table 4=4 where we sought to establlsh the relationship between the two

di fferent areas. We agaln can provide support for the Katz and Lazarsfeld
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conclusion that there is decidedly not a one-to-one relationship

befween! |eadership in one. area and'lsadership in another.

To summarize briefly the major points made in fthis chapter,
we noted that whether measured by self-designation or by socio-
metric choices, the proportion of |eaders in the group tends to
be small. We also found that regardless of which measure was
used, the data suggested that leadership in one area is only
loosely related to leadership in another and pointed out that this
finding was consistent with fthose of earlier research which was

~skeptical of the concept of a "generalized opinion leader."

In examining the manner in which the relationship between
self~designated and sociometric leadership seemed fto break down,
we fouﬁ& that dmong the 'actual' followers, the relationship
was sftrong. ' However, 'actual' |eaders were equally likely to
designate themselves as followers or leaders. |t was suggested
that this pattern had an important bearing on our problem and

that we would discuss it further at a later point,

Finally, we noted that a falrly strong relationship existed
in a given role area within sociometric choices with other roles

dealt with in these choices.

In the chapter which follows we shall turn our attention to
the relationship between self-designated leadership and socio-

metric choices,
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CHAPTER V

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELF-DESIGNATED OPINION LEADERSHIP AND 'ACTUAL'

LEADERSHIP AS [ND|CATED BY SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES

The major purpose of the research was to obtain some basis
for evaluating the validity of the self-designating technique as
a method for isolating opinion |eaders, Our method was to obtain
an independent measure of opinion leadership - sociometric choices
in the groups. In this chapter we shall seek to determine what

relationship, if any, exists between the two measures,

In Table 5~| below (based on the tabulatTions fto be found in
Appendix Tables A and B), we show the proportions of respondents
who recelved one or more sociometric choices In the particular area
in terms of whether or not they responded affirmatively to elther
one of the self-designating questions in regard to that same area.
We class those who provided at least one affirmative response as
self-designated leaders, and those who. respondedinegatively to

both questions as followers,
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TABLE 5-1

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES AND

SELF~-DES|GNATED LEADERSHIP

Groups | and 2
Group | Group 2 comb ined
Not Not Not
Chosen Chosen Chosen _Chosen Chosen_Chosen
MARKETING: N= 25 21 |7 23 42 44
4 4 % 4 4 4
Sel f~designated:
Leaders 32 10 4] 4 36 7
Fol lowers 68 90 59 96 64 93
x2=2 ,197% x2=6, | 44% x2=9,122%
p=>.10 p=<.02 p=<.0l
FASHIONS: N= 17 29 15 25 32 54
z 4 % 7 b3 2
Sel f~designated:
Leaders 24 7 40 4 31 6
Fol lowers 71 93 60 96 69 94
x2=2 ,655% x2=6, |07* x2=8,33| *
p=>.10 p=<.02 p=<.0l

* Yates' Correction Applied.

The note fthat for group two and for the two groups combined

we obtain highly significant differences between the chosen and noft

chosen groups.

The results for group one approach significance,
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We also note that among the two deviant groups in each
instance - the sociometrically chosen who did not designate
themselves as leaders, and the unchosen who did so designate
themselves - it is the former who contribute to a much gi*eater
extent than the latter to the amount of deviance encountered.
It would appear that an 'actual' |eader l is more {ikely to
designate himself as a follower rather than as a leader. An
'actual ' follower, on the other hand, is very likely to des-
ignate himself as a follower. Thus, wé again note the pattern
we commented on earlier - the followers fitting in much as we
would expect them fo, but the leaders showing inconsistency
in regard to self-designation. We merely wish to highlight
the finding at this time - we shall return to I+ when we

examine the deviant cases more clossely.

The data contalned in Appendix Tables A and B were tabllated
so that respondents were rank ordered in terms of the number of
times they were selected sociometrically and also on THe basis of
their responses to the self-designating questions (presented in
Appendix Tables E and F)., On the basis of these tabulations Spear-
man's coefflicient of rank correlation was calculated with fhe

following results:

Piactual ' as operationally defined in this research., That Is, one
whose leadership is manifest by the sociometric choices she receives.
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! TABLE 52 .

Spearman 's Coefficient of Rank Correlation Between

Rankings on Sociometric Choices and Self Designation

In_Regard 1o Household Marketing and Fashions for the Two Groups

Househol d
Marketing

Fashions

Househol d Marketing
& Fashions Combined.

Coefficients of correlation betweén

vesesssSOciometric and self-designation ranks...a...

Group |

.505

.612

.519

Group 2

« 703

. 739

.637

For both groups (particularly group two) there is further

confirmation fthat there is indeed a relationship between the two

measures,

Among both groups too, the relationship was somewhat more

marked in regard to fgshions than in reference to household marketing.

Let us now examine these data from another perspective, We

shall separate our respondents in accordance with how they designated

themselves as leaders and look at the average rank obtained by each
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group on the basis of sociomefric choices. That is, we shall separate
the leader group intfo two categories - the 'leaders' (those who
responded affirmatively to both of the self-designating questions),
and fhe 'semi-leaders! (those who responded affirmafﬂvely to only

one of the two self-designating questions).

If the relationship befween the two independent measures
holds frue, then we would expect that the leaders would obtain the
highest average ranking baced on sociometric choices; the ‘'semi-
leaders' to obtain the next highest ranking, and the followers to

obtain the lowest ranking.
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TABLE 5-3

AVERAGE _RANK BASED ON NUMBER OF SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES OBTAINED

BY SELF-DESIGNATED LEADERS, SELF-DESIGNATED 'SEMI~-LEADERS',

AND SELF-DESIGNATED FOLLOWERS

{(Household Marketing and Fashion Data Combined)

A.

Self-designated leaders
in household marketing
and fashions (self=-

designating score of 4)

Group |

Group 2

Groups | and 2
combined

N

Av.
Soc 'met,
Rank

Av.
N Soc 'met.,
Rank

Av,
N Soc 'met.
Rank

(h

3.0

(n 1.0

) 2.0

Bl

Self-designated leaders
in one area and self-
designated 'semi-leader'
in the second area

(self designating score
of 3)

(2)

5.5

(0) -

(2) 5.5

C.

Sel f-designated leader
in one of the areas

and self-designated

fol lower in The second,
or self-designated
'semi-leader' in both
areas (sel f-designating
score of 2)

(n

19.5

(6)

(7N 12.6

Sel f~designated 'semi-
leader! 1n one area and
self-designated follower
In the second (self=-
designating score of |)

(8)

20.4

(2) 6.3

(10) 17.6

E.

Sel f~-designated follower
in both areas (self=-
designating score of 0)

(34)

38.5

(31) 23.8

(65) 33.0
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With only one exception (in group two), there is the clear
indication that as one's self-designated score increases, so does

the likelihood that one will be the object of sociometric choice.

~

On the basis of the data we have seen thus far, it may be
suggested that if an individual designates himself as an opinion
|eader by means of the Katz and Lazarsfeld technique, there is a
very strong likelihood that he indeed significantly influences
others. However, if an individual so designates himself as a
follower, it does not necessarily follow that he in fact is a non-

| eader.

IT Is recognized that the present research, by virtue of the
limited sample size, the unrepresentativeness of the sample and the
nature of the methods employed, cannot serve as a final basis upon
which to judge the validity of the self-designating method. A
more definlfive test would involve a larger and more representative
sample and perhaps tod, would include a measure of actual behavior,

'in addition to, oripbrhaps Instead of the sociometric approach,to
sort out the 'actual' Influentials. However, the findings do provide
further support for the technique and further verify the results

obtained by Katz and Lazarsfeld when they attempted to valldate the
" method.,

'Ellhu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, op, cit.,, pp. 149-161. In 77% of
the confirmed cases (a total of 442 of a potential 1,549), Individuais
named as influentials or influencees acknowledged the role reported
played by them. Although a small proportion of designatees were
conflirmed, the proportion of those who acknowledged their role is high.
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in the following chapter we shall devote our atfention to
the deviant cases in an attempt to determine what factors may have
contributed tq the incidence of deviance, and perhaps to provide
some insight into how the self-designating technique may be
appropriately modified so as to function as a more accurate

indicator of opinion leadership in the group.
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CHAPTER V1

THE DEVIANT CASES

As we noted earlier, our aim in this chapter is to take a
closer look at the deviant cases in an attempt to gain some insight
intfo the factors which contributed to deviance. Various aspects of

deviance will be examined in sub-sections of the chapter.

A. DEVIANCE IN RELATION TO THE SOCIOMETRIC ROIES EXPLORED

We earl|ier noted that the sociometric choices involving the
roles of 'expert,' 'consultant,' and 'trend setter! were quite closely
related to each other. However, it is possible that one of the three
may bear a closer relationship fo seldeesignaTed leadership than do
the others. If this is indeed so, we would expect That the incidence
of deviance would be lower for the particular role involved. With
this in mind, we present in Appendix Table G the proportions of
respondents selected and not selected in each of the three areas,
separating those who designated themselves as |eaders and those who
classified themselves as followers., Table 7 - | below summarizes the .
findings encountered by showing the proportion of deviant (self-
designated |eaders who were not chosen, and self-designated followers
who were chosen) and non-deviant cases in each of the three socio-
metric choice areas. The data shown represent the results from

groups one and ftwo combined,
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TABLE 6-1

PROPORT1ONS OF DEVIANT_AND NON-DEVIANT CASES

ENCOUNTERED [N EACH OF THE THREE SOCIOMETRIC

CHOICE_AREAS

Trend Average of Expert,
Expert | Consultant | Setter | Consult.& Trend Setter

N= e e e 86 =mmmemr e ——
[HOUSEHOLD MARKET |NG: 3 4 4 4
Deviant cases 3| 27 33 30
Non-deviant cases 69 73 67 70
FASHIONS:
Deviant cases 26 14 16 29
Non-deviant cases 74 86 84 71

Average proportion of
deviant cases (mean of
the marketing and

fashions deviant 29% 20% 25% 29%
cases)

We find that the 'consultant' cholces bear a closer relationship
to self-designated |eadership than either of the other two sociometric
measures. That thls finding is encountered Is not altogether without
reason. |f we recognize that the self-designating questions are
oriented toward the consulting function (has anyone recently asked
you for advice, and are you more or less |lkely to be asked for

advice.,....?), then iT Is not surprising that the 'consultant' choices
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come closer fo isolating the self-designated |eaders than do the

'expert' and 'frend setter!' choices.

Two questions arise from these data. |) Are the ‘expert,'’
'consultant,' and '"trend setter' functions an integral part of the
situation in which personal influence Is operative? 2) Would the
incidence of deviant cases drop significantly if the self-designating
leadership questions were modified to include the ‘expert! and

"frend setter' functions as well as that of ‘consultant?!

The answer to both questions would seem to be in the
affirmative. In the first instance, it seems reasonable to assume
that individuals who function in one or more of the roles noted would
be likely fto influence the behavior patterns of others. In the
second instance The evidence would seem to provide some support for
the hypothesis that a closer relationship between the measurements
of self-designated leadership and ‘actual' leadership (as measured
in the present research) could be achieved through broadening the
scope of the self-designating questions. Clearly, however, further

research would be required to provide a definitive answer.

e,

Eor the moment, based on the evidence at hand, it would appear
that one of the factors which inhibits the efficacy of the self-
designating technique in Isolating all the opinion leaders in the
group is the fact that it Is oriented toward selecting oniy one of
various types of l|eaders which may exlst =~ the individual who is
actively sought out for advice =- and not others who may iead, perhaps

unknowingly, by virtue of the examples they set.
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Bs DEVIANCE .IN RELATION TO OFF|CIAL STATUS IN THE GROUP

One of the factors which may have contributed to the incidence
of deviant cases may relate to the individual's official position
in the group, It can be hypothesized that individuals who presently
or formerly occupied an executive position would be more likely to
be included in the sociometric choices than the rank and file because

of a 'halo!' effect tracing back to their elevated status in the group.

To test this hypothesis the information concerning present
and former executive positions held in the group was tabulated in
reference to whether or not the individual was the object of socio-
metric choice (see Appendix Table H). The results obtained for

groups one and two combined follow in Table 6 -~ 2 below.

TABLE 6-2
PROPORT IONS OF PRESENT AND FORMER EXECUTJVES VERSUS
RANK AND FILE WHO RECEIVED SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES
Present and Former Rank and
Executives File
N = | 41 45
4 g
HOUSEHOLD MARKET ING:
Chosen 68 3
Not chosen 32 69
FASHIONS: ,
Chosen 54. 22
Not chosen 46. 78
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The data provide support for the hypothesis put forward. They‘
clearly Indicate that the odds favor a present or former executive
being made the object of a sociometric choice, while the odds are

against a member of the rank and fille being so selected.

While the foregoing suggests +ﬁa+ official status may have had
some bearing on the incidence of deviant cases, It does not pinpoint
this situation, nor does it provide any insight into the dynamics
which might underlie such a situation. Accordingly, let us re-examine
the data contained in Appendix Table H. In this Instance we shall
sfudy the extent to which self-designated leaders and followers
within each of the executive and rank and file groups were the

bbjeéfs of sociometric choice.
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TABLE 6-3
PROPORTIONS O ES ORME Ccu S _VERSUS N L
WHO WERE THE OBJECTS OF SOCIOMETRIC CHOICE - SHOWN FOR
SELE-DESIGNATED LEADERS AND FOLLOWERS
(Groups one and two combined)
Present and former} Rank and
Executives Flle
N= 41 45
4
HOUSEHOLD MARKETING:
NON-DEVIANT CASES:
Self-Designated Leaders~Chosen 27 9
Self-Designated Followers=Not Chosen 24 69
DEVIANT CASES
Self-Designated Leaders=Not Chosen 7 -
"Seif-Des | gnated followers-Chosen 42 22
FASHIONS:
NON~DEVIANT CASES:
Self~Designated Leaders~Chosen 22 2
Self-Designated Followers=Not Chosen 42 76
DEVIANT CASES:
Self-Designated Leaders-Not Chosen 5 2
Self-Designated Followers~Chosen 32 20
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We note that, on the average, we encounter almost twice as’many
deviant cases in the executive group {43%) as we do among the rank

and file (22%9).

The data contained in Table 6~3 permit us to generate some
hypothesas In regarleo how official status may affect self-designated
roles and sociomefric choices. These data indicate that a higher
proportion of self-designated leaders among the executive group
were not Thé ob jects of sociometric choice than was true of the
rank and flle (an aQerage‘of 6% amoﬁg the former as compared with
an average of 1% among the latter). On this basis It might be
assumed that the individual who designated herself as a leader,
but did not emerge as such on the basis of sociometric choices,
is one who has an inflated opinion of herself In regard to her
role as Influencer, perhaps because of her elevated status in

the organization.
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Turning our attention to the other deviant group == the individuals

who designated themselves as followers; but who were the objects of
sociometric choice -- we find we encounter :an average of 37% of such :
deviance among the executive group and an average of 21% among the rank
and file. That an Individaul who designates himself as a follower, but
who emerges as an 'actual' leader on the basis of sociometric choice is
more likely to be among the present or former executive group than among
the rank and file suggests two further conclusions. 1) An Individual who
is not actively or consciously an opinion leader, may be thought of as one
by her peers by virtue of the image of leadership that has been bullf up
around her as a result of her tenure in.an official position with the
organization. 2) The individual who has recelved official recognition of
elevated status In the group by having been appolnted to officé, will have
a lesser need to Indicate to others that she is an influentlal than an
individual who has not received such recognition. In such clrcumstances
the former may, falsely or In modesty, Indicate that she Is less

Influential than she Indeed [s.

Some support for the latter position was obtalned when an attempt
was made to obtaln some understanding of what happened in one glaringly
devlant case. In group one, case number 24 is a striking example of a
very obvious soclometric star who classi fled herself as a follower.
When this fact became obvious in the tabulation of the data, number 24

was contacted by telephone and an unstructured interview was carried out.
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Number 24 is presently Vice-President of the group, was President
last year, was formerly second Vice-President, and also formerly was
In charge of several committess. To a greater extent than The others,
she appears to have had a place in the official structure of the
organization. While this might well account for the very high regard
in which many of the other women obviously hold her, It does not

explain why she should regard herself as a fol lower.

In the telephone interview it was pointed out fo her that many
women reported seeking her advice and many also regarded her as
par+Tculérly knowledgeable in the flelds of household marketing and
fashions. When asked why she did not report belng asked for advice
or expressing the opinion thar her.advice would be more sought after
than others she replied, "I didn't think 1t was too Important. | thought
that 1f other women valued my advice they would tell you about It
themselves." |+ seems reasonaply clear that subJecT 24, had she
answered the self~designating questions honestly, would have classifled
herself as an opinion leader. I+‘wou|d appear that a sense of modesty

inhibited her from doing so.

On the basis of the foregoing It would appear that the self-designatlion
method, in and of ifself, Is not é sensitive enough Indicator of opinion
leadership in the group. We have seen that Individuals with a sense of
modesty (perhaps related too to strong feelings of security in the group)

may tend to deflate their status with the self-deslgnating procedure.
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We have also seen that there are other Individuals who have an inflated
view of the amount of influence they wield. Thls would suggest that the
self-designating method might be improved if used in conjunction with
measures of modesty and securlty. In other words, it would appear that

a further avenue of fruitful endeavor would be to develop appropriate
scalés of modesty and security and to determine whether or not appropriate
modi fication of self-designated ratings In accordance with how the
indlvidual can be classified In terms of such scales leads o greater
accuracy In pinpointing opinion leaders. For example, we would speculate
that an individual who designates himself as a leader and alsoc scores ‘low
on a scale of modesty is perhaps nct an actual leader. Similarly, an
individual who designates himself as a fol lower and who rates high on a

scale of modesty may in fact be a leader.

C. DEVIANCE IN RELATION TO GREGARIOUSNESS

I+ was Thoughf’fhaT gregariousness might represent yet another factor
which could provide some insight into the incidence of deviance. It was
hypotheslzed that fhe deviant self-deslgnated follower (an Individual who
deslgnated herself as a follower, but was the object of sociometric chol ce
was an indlvidual who was more of+en In contact with people than the non-
deviants. Our reasoning was that frequent social contacts may function
to enhance an Individual's percelved status in the eyes of- others, and
because of this she mlghf,_unknown to herself, be one whose behavior was
often imitated. Similarly, it was thought that frequent Interaction with

others might, In and of [tself, make her more influential than she thought

herself to be.
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Each respondent was classified in terms of gregariousness using the
method adopted by Katz and Lazarsfeld.! Table 6-4 below presents the
distribution of those who were classed as high and low in terms of

gregariousness among the particular deviant and non-deviant segments

of the sample.

TABLE 6-4
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GREGARIOQUSNESS
‘ . ,
(Presented for Groups | and 2 Combined)
- Gregariousngss Rating
_Low High
N= 57 29
4 z
HOUSEHOLD MARKETING:
NON-DEV | ANT CASES:
Self-designated leaders ~ chosen 12 24
Self~designated followers = not chosen 54 38
DEVIANT CASES:
Self-deslgnated leaders ~ not chosen 4 3
Self-designated followers - chosen 30 34
EASHIONS:
NON-DEV I ANT._CASES:
Self-designated leaders ~ chosen 12 10
Self~designated followers = not chosen 61 55
DEVIANT CASES:
Self~designated leaders ~ not chosen 2 7
Self~deslignated followers =~ chosen 25 28

" Katz and Lazarsfeld, Op.cit. pp.226-228. The average number of people
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The data do not lend any support for the hypothesis put forward.
Although there are somewhat higher proportions of deviant followers
to be found in the high gregariousness group than in the low group,

the differences are too slight to be of significance.

CE LATION TO SU
Various other hypotheses concerning deviance were developed which
led To‘furTher cross analyses of the data. For example, it was thought
Thavarequency of attendance at meetings of the club might be related fo
deviénce. Such, however, was not the case. We noted earllier that the
respondents constituting both groups comprised the hard core of regular
attenders. The range in regard to frequency of attendance was very

small and virtually precluded the possibility of discovering the

relationship that was sought.

Interaction with club members apart from group activity was also

examined. I'n this Instance too our efforts went unrewarded.

b

Simi lar negative results were obtained in regard to level of education
attained and socio=economic status. In both instances each group was
relatively homogeneous and there was virtually no opportunity for

‘significant differences to emerge.

with whom the respondents are in contact (outside of family and neighbors)
and the’ average number of organizations to which they belong serve as the
basis for classification in terms of gregariousness, Those falling above
the average in bcth respects score high; those who fall below the average
in both respects score low, while the remainder are "medium." To provide
for greater stability of the bases used, we have combined the "medium' with
"high" to yield two groups, low gregariousness and high gregariousness.
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CHAPTER V11
SUMMARY,

In this final chapter we shall present the major findings thch
emerged in the study and examine their implications. In this regard
it should again be pointed out that for a variety of reasons the
research cannot be regarded as an absolute test of the validity of
the self-designating method. 1) The research was carried out with
formed groups. Accordingly, the results cannot necessarily be
generalized to any aggregate. 2) The research was essentially
concerned wiTh internal rather than external validity. |In other
words, it sought to determine whether two methods of isolating
opinion leaders yielded similar 6r.dlfferenT results. It could not
definitely establish whether elther method was successful in isolating
those who in actual practice function as opinion leaders. However,
the research does give rise to somevlegi+imafe doubt concerning the
efficacy of the self-designating méfhod and should provide guidance

for further exploration of the problem.

A considerable amount of evidence was amassed to Indicate that a
relationship exists between the self-designating and sociometric
methods for Isolating opinion leaders. The data showed that the
self-designating method was successful in sorting out (perhaps
somewhat crudely) the soclometric stars from the neutrals and isolates.

Approximately 304 of the cases, however, fell into a deviant category.
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The great majority of individuals who designated themselves as

leaders appeared, in fact, To be leaders. The incidence of deviance
among the self-designated leaders was quite low. The major problem
stemmed from the fairly high proportion of Individuals who designated

themselves as followers who actually appeared to be leaders.

Based on these findings we concluded that if an indivi&ual is
classed as a leader through the use of the self-designating technique,
there is a very strong llkelihood that he indeed significantly influences
others. However, if by the same method an individual is classed as a

non-leader, it does not necessarily follow that he In fact is a non-'leader .

In examining the deviant cases we reported on two major factors which
seemed to contribute to deviance and which appeared to offer some guldance

for reformulating the self=designating method so as to make it a more

accurate tool.

The first of these raised some doubts about the approPrIafeness of
the frame of reference used for Thg self-designating questions. When
we scrutinized the relationship between self-designation and each of
the three component roles thch were Included In our sociometric
soundings ('expert,' 'consultant,' and 'trend setter'), we noted that
self-designated leadership was more closely related to 'consultant'

stars than to the remalning two.
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This led us to examiné more closely the frame of reference of
the self~designating duésfions and In so doing, concluded that they
weré decided!y oriented toward the consulting function of opinion
leadership. We suggested Thaf oplnion leadership (as It was defined
at the end of Chapter |) was a broader concept than consulting. The
'experts' and 'trend setters' need not be consulted or sought after
for advice In order for them to influence the behavior of others -=
it Is very likely that because they are so regarded, thelr behavior
is Imltated without the behavior pattern ever having been a topic

of conversation between the Imitator and the imlitated.

We accordingly suggested that the self-designating questions
devised by Katz and Lazarsfeld were too Ilmiting and that perhaps
Pf was necessary to expand the scope of the questions to Include
the 'expert! and 'trend setter' functions, and any others which

might be properly thought to be operational [n personal Influence.

The second facfor related to the individual's offlcial status
In Tﬁe group. .We hypothesized that Individuals who presently or
in the past occupled an execu+lve'posl+lon In the group would be
more likely to be Included In soclometr|c cholces than the rank
and flle because of a 'halo' effect +raclpg back to thelr elevated
status In the group. And this, of course, hlghllgh}ed one of the
problems to be dealt with In a sltuation In whlch Internal rather
than external valldity was being tested. DId the soclometrlic cholces

Indeed Indicate who the actual opinion leaders were ?
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Evidencewas proferred to support the hypothesis presented.

That such was the case makes it clear that further research
into the problem, if it is to be meaningful, must concern itself with

external validity by making use of some measure of actual opinion

leadership.

Finally, examination of the deviant cases encountered among
the executive and rank and file groups led to some conclusions in
regard to how official status might affect self-designated roles

and sociometric choices.

We noted that a higher proportion of self-designated leaders
among the exscutive group were not the objects of sociometric choice
than was true of the rank and file. |1 was suggested that some
individuals may have an inflated opinion of themselves as influencers

because of their elevated official status.

We also found that individuals who designated themselves
as followers, but who were the objects of sociometric cholce, were
also more often to be found in the executive group than in the rank
and file. This suggested fworklnds of situations. 1) An individual
who is not actively or consciously an opinion leader may be thought
of as one by her peers by virtue of the image of leadership that has
been built up around her as a result of her tenure of an official
leadership position. Again, this argues for the use of an actual

measure of leadership as opposed to sociometric choices.
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2) The individual who has received official recognition of elevated

status by having been appointed to office may have a lesser need
to indicate overtly to others that she Is an Influential fthan is
an individual who has not recelved such recognition, Just such a

situation was encountered in a personal follow-up interview carrled

out with one of the deviant cases.

This latter situation suggested that the self-designating
technique, whether used in the restricted 'consulting' framework
adopted by Katz and Lazarsfeld, or iﬁ The~broader sense that was
earller-suggested, is not likely fto be a sensitive enough tool,

In and of itself., Some measure of'+£e esteem in which the individual
holds himself and perhaps also an Indication of the extent to which
he feels secure, might serve as correcting factors to increase the

efficacy of the method.
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TABLES OF FINDINGS
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++ Self=designated leader in household marketing

+ Self-designated "semi=leader" in household marketing
¥+ Self-designated leader in fashions *# Self-designated "semi=~leader" in fashions

$ Respondents who have been omitfted consist of those individuals who were
both sociometric isolates and self-designated followers in both areas.
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IABLE B

SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES OF GROUP 2

Number of
t1imes
selected as:

Household Marketing

Fashions

Household Marketing and
Fashions Combined

Total -
Con=~ Trend Times

Expert sultant Seiter Selected

Con~= Trend

Total
Times

Expert

] Total
Con- Trend Times
sultant Setter Selected

Responden+
No.: 9

>
4++
5

8
gtz
14
17
18
19
21
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25F%
26+%
27
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29
32
35+
CYARE =2
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39+%
40 *

Expert sulitant Setter Selecied
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++ Sejf-deslgnafed leader in household marketing
#+ Self~designated leader in fashions

+ Seif—-designated "semi~leader" in household marketing
* Self~designated “semi~leader" in fashions-

% Respondents who have been omitted consist of those individuals who were
“both soclometric isolates and self-designated followers in both areas.



IABLE C

RANK _ORDERING OF SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES OF GROUP |

Number of
times

Respondenfl
No.:

I
3
4+
6+
7
gt
9
i
14
15
17
19
20%
21
22
23+
24
25
27F
29
30+
3+t
35 *
36
37
38
40
a1t
46t

Household Marketing and

iselectad as: . |

Householid Marketing Fashions Fachi : .
ashions Combined
. Total Total Total
Con= Trend Times Con= Trend Times Con= Trend Times
Expert sultant Setfer Selected e + etter Selected |Expert sulfant Setter Selected
34.5 31 31 36 12 27 27 12.5 21.5 32 31.5 25.5
15 3t 31 22 12. 27 27 12.5 13 32 31.5 19.5
34.5 31 31 36 31,5 6.5 27 12.5 37 12.5 31.5 24 .5
34.5 31 31 36 31.5 27 27 32 37 32 31,5 37.5
2 2.5 0.5 2 31.5 27 27 32 5 7 13 8
15 0 31 15.5 31.5 27 27 32 21.5 12,5 31{.5 19.5 1
15 10 31 15.5 31.5 27 27 32 21.5 . 12,5 315 19.5
15 3] 31 22 31.5 27 27 32 21.5 32 31.5 25.5
15 io 10.5 10.5 31, 27 27 32 21.5 12,5 13 14
15 31 10.5 15.5 12 27 27 12.5 13 32 13 14
6 31 3.5 7 12 27 27 12.5 8 32 8 10
15 2.5 31 [10.5 6.5 6.5 5.5 6 13 5 8 6.5
3.5 10 31 7 3.5 27 27 32 8 T2.5 315 I
) 10 3.5 7 6.5 27 5.5 7 8 12.5 4,5 6.5
34.5 10 10.5 15.5 3 5 2.5 3 4 5 2.5 4
IS 10 31 15.5 31.5 27 27 32 21,5 12.5 31.5 19,5
| 2.5 [ ] | | l l | 1 | !
34.5 31 10.5 22 2 27 27 12.5 21 .5 32 i3 18.5
15 10 10.5 10.5 31.5 27 27 32 21.5 12.5 I3 14
15 10 10,5 10.5 3i.5 27 27 32 21.5 1245 13 14
15 31 31 22 31.5 Z7 27 32 21 .5 32 31,5 25.5
3.5 10 . 3.5 3 4 3 5.5 4 3 3 4.5 3
34,5 31 10.5 22 5 3 5.5 5 8 5 € 5
15 31 10,5 15.5 12 27 27 12.5 13 32 13 14
34,5 31 31 36 12 27 27 12.5 21.5 32 31a5 25.5
15 31 31 22 i2 27 27 12.5 I3 32 31.5 19.5
15 3 31 22 31,5 27 27 32 21.5 32 31.5 25.5
6 10 3.5 4.5 12 27 27 12.5 8 [2.5 8 9
6 2.5 1045 4.5 2 3 2.5 2 2 z 2.5 2

— 69-.
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Each of:

2,5,10,11,13,16
18,26,28,31,32
33,39,42,43,44, :
45, 34.5 31 31 36

31.5 27 27

32

37

32

3145

37.5

++ Self=designated leader In houééhold marketing

# Self~designated leader in fashions

+ Seldeeslgnafed "'semi~leader" in household marketing

+ Self-designated "semi=leader" in fashions

~ Y69 -
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IABLE D

. , ) J

Household Marketing

Househoid Marketing and

Fashions Ffashiops Combiped
Number of Total Totai ‘ " Total
times Con= Trend Times Con= Trend Times Con™~ Trend Times
selected as: Expert sultapt Setter Selected 1Expert sultant Seiter Selected lExpert sultant Seiter Selected
Respondent ’
No,: )
) 2 3 7.5 2 26 8 7. 10 6 5.5 6.5 5.5
VAR i2.0 28 25 16 26 25.5 25.5 28 15,5 28 27 20.5
5 28 8.5 25 |6 26 25.5 . 25,5 28 29.5 12 27 20.5
8+ 12 . 28 25 16 26 25.5 75 14 15.5 28 10.5 15.5°
9'% 3.5 8¢5 25 7 26 8 25.5 14 9.5 7.5 27 9
14 6.5 8¢5 25 9 5 25,5 75 6 3.5 12 10.5 8
17 6.5 28 25 12 26 25,5 25,5 28 12 28 27 15.5
18 28 28 25 29 9.5 8 25,5 10 15.5 12 27 15.5
e 28 28 25 29 26 8 7.5 10 29.5 12 10.5 15,5
21 28 28 25 29 5 25,5 25.5 7 8.5 28 27 12
24 12 3 765 7 26 25,5 25.5 28 15.5 7.5 10.5 10.5
25%% 12 3 4 5 5 4,5 - 3 4.5 6 3 3 3.5
26%% 28 28 25 29 26 25.5 25.5 28 29,5 28 27 31
27 12 28 745 12 26 25,5 25,5 28 15.5 28 10.5 15.5
28 6.5 28 25 12 9.5 8 25,5 10 9.5 12 27 10.5
29 28 28 25 29 9.5 25.5  25.5 14 15,5 28 - 27 20.5
32 28 8.5 7.5 12 26 25.5 25.5 28 29.5 12 10.5 15.5
3Bt 6,5 8.5 2 3.5 9.5 25.5 7.5 10 9.5 12 3 7
37t | | | | ! 1 l l [ i ! !
38t 12 8.5 4 7 2 2.5 7.5 2,5 3.5 3 5 3.5
39%% 3.5 8.5 4 3.5 5 2.5 3 2.5 2 3 3 2
40 * 12 8,5 25 12 5 4.5 3 4.5 6 5.5 6.5 5.5
Each of:
1,2,6,7,10,11,
12,13,15, 16,
20,22,23,30,.
51,33,34,36 28 28 25 29 26 25.5 25,5 28 29,5 28 27 3]

=X ACE
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JABLE E

SCORES™ AND RANKS BASED ON SELF-DESIGNATED I EADERSHIP AND SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES.GROUP |

Household Marketing Fashions Hou;::E:gnZargzg;:gdand

Sociometric Self~ Sociometfric Self- Sociometric Self-
Choices Designation Choices Designation Choices Designation
Respondent No,: Score Score Rapk | Score Rank 1§ Scorz Rank | Score Rapnk | Score Rank
24 13 (. 0 28.5 53 | 0 26.5 66 [ 0 29.5
7 7 2 0 28.5 0 32 0 26.5 7 8 0 29.5

34 6 3 2 1.5 i 4 2 1.5 17 3 4 l
4 5 4,5 2 1.5 ] 12.5 ! 4,5 6 9 3 2.5
46 5 4,5 | 6.5 17 2 2 1.5 22 2 3 2.5
21 4 7 0 28.5 4 7 0 26.5 8 6.5 0 29.5
20 4 7 | 6.5 0 32 0 26,5 4 [l I " 8.5
17 4 7 0] 28.5 I 12.5 0 26.5 5 10 0 29.5
29 3 10.5 0 28.5 0 32 0 26,5 3 14 0 29.5
27 3 i0.5 o) 28.5 0 32 i 4.5 3 14 ] 8.5
i9 3 10.5 0 28.5 5 6 0 26,5 8 6.5 0 29.5
14 3 10.5 0 28.5 0 32 0 26,5 3 14 0 29,5
36 2 15.5 0 28.5 | 12.5 0] 26.5 3 14 0 29.5
23 2 15.5 | 6.5 0 32 0 26.5 2 19.5 ! 18,5
22 2 15.5 ¢} 28.5 14 3 0 26.5 16 4 0 29,5
15 2 5.5 0 28.5 i 12.5 0 26,5 3 14 0 29.5

8 2 15.5 | 6.5 0 32 i 4.5 2 19,5 2 4
9 2 15.5 0 28.5 0 32 0 25.5 2 19.5 0 29.5
40 | 22 0 28.5 0 32 0 26.5 1 25,5 0 29,5
38 | 22 0 28.5 | 12.5 0 26,5 2 9.5 0 29.5
35 1 22 0 28.5 8 5 I 4,5 9 5 | 8.5
30 | 22 1 6.5 0 32 0 26.5 | 25,5 | 8.5
25 ] 22 0 28.5 i 12.5 0 26.5 2 19.5 0 29.5
12 1 22 ] 6,5 0 32 0 26.5 i 25.5 | 8.5
3 | 22 0 28.5 ! 12.5 0 26.5 2 (9.5 0 29.5
37 0 36 0 28,5 ! 12.5 0 26.5 | 25.5 0 29.5
6 0 36 | 6.5 0 32 0 -26.5 0 37.5 | 8.5
4 0 36 | 6.5 1 12,5 0] 26,5 | .25.5 | 8.5
! 0 3¢ 0 28.5 | 12.5 0 26.5 I 25.5 0 29.5




Each of:

2,5,10,11,13,16,18,
26,28,31,32,33,39,
42,43,44,45, 0 36 0 28.5 0 32 0 26,5 0 37.5 0 29.5

* Scores for sociometric cholces represent the ftotal number of times the individual was selected. Self-designation

scores were derived by assigning | -point To each Individual who claimed she had been recently consulted and another
point if she felt she was more Iikely than others in the group to be asked for advice.

- VIL -



Respondent No.:- "

37
3
35
39
25
9
24
38
14
17
27
28
32
40
5
8
4
18
19
21
26
29

Each of:

Household Marketing

Fashicns

Household Marketing and

1,2,6,7,10,11,12,13,15,
16,20,22,23,30,31,33,34,36.

Fashions Combined
Soclometric Seif=- Sociometric Self- Sociometric Self=-
Choices Designation Choices Designation Choices Designation
Score Rapk | Score Rank |} Score Rank | Score Rank | Score Rank | Score Rank
19 ] 2 15 17 I 2 | 36 ! 4
7 2 0 24.5 -2 10 0 24 9 5.5 0 25
6 3.5 | 5.5 2 10 0 24 8 7 | 8.5
6 3.5 ] 5.5 8 2.5 | 4.5 14 2 2 4.5
5 5 | 5.5 7 4,5 | 4.5 12 3.5 2 4.5
4 7 l 5.5 | 14 | 4.5 5 9 - 2 4.5
4 7 0 24.5 0 28 0] 24 4 10,5 0 25
4 7 | 5.5 8 2.5 I 4.5 12 3.5 2 4,5
3 9 0 24,5 4 6 0 24 7 8 0 25
2 12 0 24 .5 0 28 0 24 2 15.5 0 25
2 12 0 24,5 0 28 0 24 2 15.5 0 25
2 12 0 24.5 2 i0 0 24 4 1065 0 25
2 12 0 24,5 . c 28 0 24 2 15.5 0 25
2 12 0 24,5 7 4.5 | 4.5 9 5.5 ] 8.5
i 16 0 24,5 0 28 0 24 ] 20 - 0 25
o 16 0 24 .5 | 14 0 24 2 15.5 0 25
' | 16 2 5 0 28 0 24 | 20 2 4.5
0 29 0 24.5 2 10 0 24 2 15.5 0 5
0 29 0 24,5 2 10 0 24 2 15.5 0 25
0 29 0 24,5 3 7 0] 24 3 2 0 25
0 29 ] 5.5 0 28 i 4,5 0 3l 2 4.5
0 29. 0 24,5 ] 14 0] 24 | 20 0 25
0 29 2 24.5 0 28 0 24 0 3 0 25

* Scores for sociomsetric choices represent the total number of times the individual was selected.
scores were derived by assigning | point to each individual who claimed she had been recently consulted and another
point if she feif she was more llkely than others in the group to be asked for advice.

Self=designaticn

_ZL—
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JABLE G
PROPORTION _OF RESPONDENTS SELECTED AS 'EXPERTS',
TCONSUL TANTS. ,_ AND. 'TREND SETTERS' SHOWN FOR SELE-
DESIGNATED LEADERS AND FOLLOWERS
Household Marketing
Expert Consu lfant Trend Setter
Not Not Not
Chosen  Chosen_ { Chosen Chogen 1} Chosepn Chosen
QEQ.U,Q‘_IJ N= Ne00POERBROIGODOPOOENR G 4‘6 unaua»o?ouo-anoaanunaic
Self-deslgnated: _ 4 V4 7 4 7
Leader 17.4 4,3 13.0 8.7 6.5 15,2
- Follower ' 30.4 47.9 19.6 58,7 26,1 52.2
QE_QM_D__Z} N= ‘cooo&o..:oc-o;o-nfa-sa.- 40 ocuscvoelhvssecsscnessnen
Self=deslgnated: ' g % Z 4 1 4
Leadel" ISIO - 5:0 |2.5 7-5 I0.0 IOQO
Follower 22,5 5745 17.5 62,5 12.5 67.5
‘Groups | and 2 . 86 | .
bl . N= epveospodossnceefrn s1000T .Otbl.crlluo...'..odu )
Self-deslgnated: % ‘ 3 g ¥ %
Leader l6.3 . 4.7 |2'-8 8.' 8:‘ IZCB
Fol lower 26,7 52.3 " 1B46 60.5 19.8 59.3
Fashlons
Gmu.p__l_: N= nc-'oouonuoototo}oo»-‘ooo 46 cvevvapbacuevseseosssnae
Self=~deslgnated: [ 4 4 4 4 g - 8
Leader 8.7 4.3 645 6.5 65 645
-Fol lower 26,1 60.9 8.7 78.3 8.7 ‘ 78,3
ﬁmu_p__z,x N= ao-oéou;ovunuqoconcanu- 40 XX I AR IY I
Self~deslgnated: , |4 4 - g 4
Leader 12,5 5.0 15.0 2.5 1245 5.0
Follower 15.0 67.5 10.0 72.5 2.5 70.0
Groups l and 2 N— : .‘B.‘B"““..‘.P.ﬂ....‘.'86 toovsuejrovosovoouvEEEPOE
Self=deslgnated: 4 3 F4 3 b4 %
Leader |005 4.7 10.5 4‘.7 9.3 5.8
Follower 20.9 63,9 9.3 7595 105 74 4
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AND

ORMER

OMETRIC CHOICES
(shown for self~designated leaders and fol lowers)

Fashions

Household Marketing

Execut]ves Rank & File Execut{ves Rank & File.

" Not ~ Not Not -~ Not
Chosen_Chosen. Chosen Chosen. )l Chosen Chosen |Chosen Ghosen |
Q‘E,Qu_p‘_.l_: N= -.nn-2ln.-..no#.ouloZSaau-.c-a--nuo-zlunq-nno»lunutzsoqo.;n |

Se | f~des|gnated: 4 4 z 4 4 g 4 1
Leaders 24 e} 12 0 4 5 4 4
Followers 48 19 28 60 43 38 16 76

QLQ_\AJD__Z:. N= enovelDevescsn poo»nnzon'-.--'obp-.-o.ZOoaorunoLoo_oofzoodntc--
Self=des|gnated: 8 4 4 4 1 4 4 #
Leaders 30 5 5 0 30 5 0 0
Fol lowers 35 30 5 80 20 45 75

25

Groups | and 2
: i N=

Self-deslgnafed:

Leaders
Fol lowers

sescedlicsenen

&g %
27 7
42 24

|.GQ¢.450.D¢.:!

% %
9 0
22 69

b

2 %
22 5
32 42

l.lol04ll0.lncu

illtl.4‘5;".ﬂ.'

% %
2 2
20 76
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Present or Former . Rank and File
Executlves

Total ”f' Soclo= Total -~ Socjo=
times . metrlc Times metric

chosan rank chosen ‘rank

Respondent ' Respondent .

NOws ‘1 Noa:

24 66 ¥ 34+ g 17 3
7 7 8 21 8 6.5

417+ 7 9 29 3 14

46% 44 22 2 14 3 14
20+ 5 1 23 2 19.5
|7 5 10 8*+ 2 19.5
27 # 3 14 9 2 19.5
19 8 6.5 40 | 25,5
36 3 14 38 2 19,5
22 16 4 25 2 19.5
3 14 44 0 37.5
35 % 9 5 43 0 37.5
30+ | 1 25.5 42 0 37.5
124 | 25,5 39 0 37.5
3 2 19.5 33 0 37.5
45 0 37.5 32 0 37.5
37 | 25.5 , 28 0 37.5
31 0 37.5 18 0 37.5
I3 0 37.5 16 0 37.5
6+ 0 37.5 I 0 37.5
4+ l 25,5 10 0 37.5
; 5 0 37.5
2 0 37.5
I | 25.5
26 0 37.5

++ Self=deslgnated leader in household marketing

#+ Self~designated leader In fashlons

+ Self~deslgnated "semi~leader" in household marketing
4 Self~designated "semi=leader" in fashions
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Present or Former

Rank and File

Executives
Total Soclo= Total Socjo~
times metric times - metric
_ Chosen _rank |chosen __ rank __
Respondent Respondent
an: No.:
37 ey 36 l |7 2 15.5
3 5.5 28 4 10.5
35+ 7 8 2 5.5
- 39tk L4 2 4 [ 20
25+ 12 3.5 2 0 31
ot 5 9 6 0 31
24 4 10.5 7 0 3l
38t 12 3.5 I 0 ]
{4 7 8 12 0 31
27 2 1545 15 0 31
32 2 15.5 6 0 30
40 * 9 15.5 18 2 15.5
5 | 20 [9 2 15.5
! 0 31 22 0 3]
10 0 31 23 0 3|
13 0 31 29 i 20
20 0 31 31 0 31
21 3 12 33 0 31
2674 0 3| 24 0 31
30 0 31 36 0 31
++ . Self=deslgnated leader In household marketing
+*+ Self-designated leader In fashlons
+ Self-designated "semi~leader" In household marketing
++ Self-deslgnated "seml-leader" In fashlons
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QUEST |ONNAIRE USED FOR THE RESEARCH
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QUEST IONNAIRE

Instructlions

l. Use a ball point pen or pencll.
2. Please write caréfully and legibly.
3, Please do not discuss the questions or your answers with anyone.

Purpose of The Study

A study of buying patterns regarding household goods, and of
public oplInion.

Sponsor of The Research

The: research is being carried out under the directlon of the
Depariment of Soclology and Anthropology of McGill University.

How The Informatlion collected is handled

After the questionnaires are completed they will be collected and
the materlal - will be transferred to |.B.M. punch cards for tabulation.
None of the members of your group will see your questionnaire. It will
be glven a number and from that polnt on.you will remain_anonymous and
and any_Information you provide will be ireated confidentlially.

Further General Instructions

1. Pleass give us your frank answers -== remember, nobody In your group
will ever see your questlionnalire. There Is no need for you to
provide distorted ansyers because you feel you might be Rurting
anyone's fealings.

2. There are no Y“right" or "wrong" answers. Answer each quaestion so
that your answer reflects your actual opinion.

3. IF THERE IS ANYTHING YOU DO NOT UNDERSTAND AS YOU COMPLETE THE
QUESTIONNAIRE, PLEASE HOLD UP YOUR HAND AND SAY THAT YOU WANT TO
HAVE SOMETHING CLARIFIED. THE RESEARCH SUPERVISOR WILL COME TO
YOU AND WILL ANSWER YOUR QUEZSTION. DO NOT ASK THE QUESTION SO
THAT IT WiLlL BE HEARD BY THE OTHERS IN THE ROOM WITH YOU.
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SECTION |

This section deals with certain Items which are purchased for
household consumption.

INSTANT COFFEE

I (a) Do you happen to use instant coffee in your home? (TICK OFF
APPROPR IATE ANSWER BELOW)

( ) No (SKIP TO Q.2) () Yos —

ANSWER THE FOLLOWING IF YOU USE INSTANT COFFEE IN YOUR HOME

(b) Approximately how long is it now that you've been using instant
coffee In your home?

years

months

(c) Approximately how many cups of Iinstant coffee would you serve in
your home du:'ing an average day?

cups

(d) What brands of instant coffee do you use at home?

ANSWER "e™ |F YOU MENTIONED MORE THAN ONE BRAND ABOVE

(e) Which brand of instant coffee is used most often in
your homs?

(f) ApproxlmaTeIQ‘how long Is iT now that you have been using the
brand of Instant coffee that Is used most often in your home?

weeks/months/years




(a)
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CAKE MIXES

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Do you happen to use cake mixes in your home?

( ) No (SKIP TO Qa3)

L

) Y

ANSWER THE FOLLOWING IF YOU USE CAKE MIXES IN YOUR HOME

(b)

(c)

(d)

()

Approximately how long is it now that youlve been using cake
mixes In your home?

years

months.

Approximately how many single cakes would you make In your
home during an average month using packaged cake mixes?
{COUNT LAYER CAKES AS 2 SINGLE'CAKES)

cakes made from cake mlx durlng an
average month

What brand or brands of cake mix do you use at home?

ANSWER "e" [F YOU MENTIONED MORE THAN ONE BRAND ABOVE

(e) What brand of cake mlx do you use most often In
your home?

b

Approximately how long Is it now That you have been using the
brand of cake mlx that is used most often in your home?

years

months




(a)
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FROZEN DINNERS

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Do you happen “fo use frozen dinners in your home?

ANSWER THE FOLLOWING IF YOU USE FROZEN DINNERS IN YOUR HOME

(b)

(c)

(d)

(f)

Approximately how long Is it now That you've heen using
frozen dinners in your home?

years’

months

Approximately how many packages of frozen dinner would you
use in your home during an average month?®

packages

What brand or brands of frozen dinners do you use at home?

ANSWER Me" |F YOU MENTIONED MORE THAN ONE BRAND ABOVE

(e) What brand of frozen dinner do you use most
often in your home?

Approximately how long ts It now that you have been using
the brand of frozen dinners that Is used most often in
your home? '

years

months




U
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GENERAL QUESTIONS ABOUT PRODUCTS CONSUMED IN THE HOME

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Thinking about products consumed in the home such as instant coffee,

cake mixes, frozen dinners and so on; Wwhich woman or women in your group
do you consider to be particularly knowledgeable in this regard? In other
words, which woman or women do you think would be particularly good at
judging whether such products or brands are good or poor? (LIST THE NAMES
AND PROVIDE FIRST NAMES OR INITIALS AS WELL AS SURNAMES. LIST AS MANY OR AS
FEW WOMEN AS YOU FEEL ARE APPROPRIATE)

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Let's suppose_for a moment that you had just declided to change brands of some
product consumed in the home, such as the ones we've been talking about. Let's
also suppose that you weren't sure of what new brand to use. Which woman or
women in your group would you be most |lkely to go for advice about what brand
to buy? (LIST THE NAMES OF WOMEN YOU WOULD BE LIKELY TO GO TO BELOW. PLEASE
PRINT THE NAMES AND PROVIDE FIRST NAMES OR INITIALS AS WELL AS SURNAMES.

LIST AS MANY OR AS FEW NAMES AS YOU FEEL ARE APPROPRIATE)

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

When women get together In a group, such as this one, what some women do is more
likely to be copied than what others do. Thinking of the women In this group,

which one or which ones do you think would be most likely fto be copied in regard
to their use of products that are consumed in the home? (LIST THE NAMES OF WOMEI
YOU THINK WOULD BE MOST LIKELY TO BE COPIED. PLEASE PRINT THE NAMES AND PROVIDE

FIRST NAMES " OR INITTALS AS WELL AS SURNAMES. LIST AS MANY OR AS FEW NAMES AS
YOU FEEL ARE APPROPRIATE)
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TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Have you recently been asked for advice by any members of this group
concerning the use of products for the home such as instant coffes,
cake mixes or frozen dinners? (TICK OFF APPROPRIATE ANSWER BELOW)

¢ ) YES ¢ ) NO

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Compared with the other women in this group, are you more or less likely
to be asked for advice about The use of products for the home such as

instant coffee, cake mixes or frozen dinners? (TICK OFF APPROPRIATE
ANSWER BELOW)

¢ ) | am more likely than the others to be asked for advice
about producfs for the home

¢ ) | am less likely than the others to be asked for advice
about products for the home



(a)

(b)

(a)

(b)

(a)

(b)
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SECTION 2

This section deals with questions about women's fashions .

FASHIONS

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Would you please check off below the answer that best describes the length
that you presently wear your skirfs or dresses?
(Do not consider cocktail dresses or evening gowns)

) above the knee
() Just covering the knee
) befow the knee

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Exactly how long is is now that you have been wearing your skirts or dresses
at that length?

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

As you probably know, there are several toe styles available in women's shoes
Today. Which of the styles below do 'you now wear for going out?

() pointed tfoes
() round: toes
() square toes

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

For howilong is it now That you have been wearing this toe style for going out?

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Which of the categories below best describes the size of the heel on the shoes
you use mosT often for going out?

() high (about 2% inches)

() medium (about |} inches)
() fow {about 3/4 inch to | inch)
() flat

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

For how long is It now that you have been wearing this size of hee! for going
out?




@
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TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Laét!'s talk about women's fashions in general now. Thinking only of the women
who belong to this group with you, which woman or women do you think are most
knowledgeable about current women's fashions? {PLEASE PRINT THE NAMES AND
PROVIDE FIRST NAMES OR INITIALS AS WELL AS SURNAMES. LIST AS MANY OR AS FEW
NAMES AS YOU FEEL ARE APPROPRIATE)

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE|

If you wanted some advice about women's fashions, to which woman or women in your
group would you be most likely to go? (PLEASE PRINT NAMES AND PROVIDE FIRST. NAMES
OR INITIALS AS WELL AS SURNAMES. LIST AS MANY OR AS FEW NAMES AS YOU FEEL ARE
APPROPR |ATE)

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

In a group such as this, some women are more likely fto set the trends in women's
fashions than are others. Which woman or women in this group do you think would
be more likely to set the fashion trends for the other women in the group?
(PLEASE PRINT THE NAMES AND PROVIDE FIRST NAMES OR INITIALS AS WELL AS SURNAMES.
LIST AS MANY OR AS FEW NAMES AS YOU FEEL ARE APPROPRIATE)

TO BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE

Have you recently been asked for advice by any members of this group regarding
women's fashions?

() YES () NO

s

[T BE ANSWERED BY EVERYONE |

Comﬁared with the other women in This group, are you more or less likely fo be
asked for advice regarding women's fashlions?

() | am more ITkely than others to be asked for advice about women's fashions

(_) | am less |lkely than others to be asked for advice about women's fashlons
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SECTION 3

GENERAL QUEST IONS

Name Christian name{s)
{PLEASE PRINT)
Address _ City Prov
(PLEASE PRINT)
How long have you‘been living at this address? years
Marital status: () Single
) Married}
() Widowed
) Divorced or separated
(IF MARRIED) For how long have you been married? years
If you are not single, would you {ist below the ages of each of your children,
if you have any?
Into which of the following age groups do you fit?
() Under 25
) 25 - 34
() 35 - 45
) 46 or over
What was the last grade of school you attended?
¢ ) Some elementary school
(¢ ) Comp leted elementary school
(G Some high school “
« ) Comp |eted high school
« ) Some university
¢ ) Completed university
(INDICATE DEGREE OBTAINED
Your occupation
Occupation of the major wage earner in your household -- if not yourself
Is your home rented or do you own It? ( ) Rented
% { ) Owned g | SKIP TO Q.42
IF RENTED

b)

( ) Furnished (

Do you rent it furnished or unfurnished?

N |

} Unfurnished
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12, If you own your own home, please tick off the category below which indicates
the current market value of your home.
(_)  Under $12,000
() $12,000 - $19,999
() $20,000 ~ $29,999
() $30,000 -or over
13. If your home is rented, please tick off the category below that corresponds
with the monthly rent you pay.
() $59.00 or less
() $60.00 - $74.99
{_) $75.00 = $89.99
.) $90.00 - $104.99
() $105.00 -~ $119.99
D) $120.00 - $134.99
) $135.00 -~ $149,99
() $150.00 or more
14, {a) Do you presently hold any official position in tThis club %
{ ) NO-
r
4§* +( ) YES
(b) (IF POSITION HELD) What official position do you now hold?
(c) (IF POSITION NOW HELD) For how long have you held this position?
From 5 19
5. (a) Did you ever in the past hold any officlial position in this club?

( ) No
( ) YES \\\\\\\‘ﬁb SKIP TO Q.16
;g;A (IF POSITION FORMERLY HELQD; LIST EACH BELOW AND SUPPLY THE
RELEVANT INFORMAT ION)
Positions formerly held From (date) To‘(dafe)
19 19
|19 19
. 19 19
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How long is it now since you became a member of this group?

What organizations, clubs or discussion groups do you belong to --
where current issues are discussed, books read, speakers heard, or
where people just get together to talk, play cards, etc.? (LIST NAMES BELOW)

Not counting relatives, in-laws, present neighbours, or former neighbours,
how many friends do you have with whom you talk fairly often?

(NUMBER OF FRIENDS WiTH WHOM TALK FAIRLY
OFTEN NOT INCLUDING RELATIVES, PRESENT
OR FORMER NE IGHBOURS)

How many meetings and social functions of this group would you guess
you've attended during the past year?
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(a) Do you ever see any of the women who belong to this group anywhere
outside the group itself, or do you every talk to any of them on the
telephone?

( ) YES ¢:) NO
(b) (IF YOU SEE OR SPEAK TO SOME OF THE MEMBERS OUTSIDE OF THE GROUP
GATHERINGS) Would you please |ist the names of members of the group whom .
you see outside or speak to on the telephone (PLEASE PRINT NAMES BELOW)
(c) For each member of the group that you see or speak to outside, would you
please guess the average number of hours you might spend with each
during an average week, apart from group activities?
(PLEASE INCLUDE TIME SPENT ON THE TELEPHONE AS WELL)
Members seen (spoken to) from the Average number of hours per week spent
group with each in person or on felephone
(PLEASE PRINT NAMES) (NOT [INCLUDING GROUP ACTIVITIES)
hrs.
hrs.
hrs.
hrs.
hrs.
hrs.
hrs.
hrs.
hrs.
Date ,1967.
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