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AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE*
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In a community, the possibility of influence from one individ-
ual to others is as great as the entire population. But between
the individual and the possibility of inlfuencing comes Bis range
of emotional expansiveness and the capacity of the individuals
who make up the population to receive and respond to the par-
ticular feelings projected by the individual sender. The move-
ment of feeling between individuals is called ‘‘tele.” OQOut of
an initial population of 493 persons we have traced the phe-
nomena of leader structures as they emerge and develop in the
course of 2 years 7 months. Such structures atre vastly important
in the psychological geography of a community as they are po-
tentially powerful in the influence they may exert. These struc-
tures may be visualized as centers where spontaneously large
currents of tele focus about a person. Such a person is thus in a
position of “leadership’. The extent of possible influence will
be determined by both temporal and spacial aspects of the struc-
ture. The duration in time and the spread in space are to be
seen also as functions of the leadership structure growing out
of inter-personal relationships and registered in the psychologi.
cal organization of the community.

Sometimes the leadership structure arises almost at once upon
the entrance into the community of the individual who is to hold
it; again, it may emerge slowly and with difficulty. Throughout
whatever course it follows, study of its structure in space and
time becomes perceptible when we closely watch from step to
step, over a long period the reflection in psychological position
of a person, in his power to win and retain the emotional loyalty
and devotion of others who look to him for support of what-
ever nature. The sociometric technique makes traceable the
emergence, development, and decline of psychological structures,
and its use appears to be basic to the study of functions such as
leadership since it reaches below exterior relationships to the

¥To Dr. Panunie French Morse I express my gratitude for her continued
assistance to soclomeirie study and In particular for her wise and generous
guidance as Superintendent, :

Feadership is used here in a sociometric sense as expressing the position
an individual has In the specific group studied.
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networks of tele in which resides the vehicle for inter-personal
influences.

Tuae Prosrem

In seeking to study leader structures within the psychological
organization of groups through sociometric testing, we have
followed three conditions we considered essential to the secur-
ing of authentic data over a long period. First, the criterion of
the test shall be “strong,” that 1s, shall require the choosing on
the basis of person-to-person contact. Second, the criterion of
the test shall be such that the choices can be immediately utilized
from the subjects’ viewpoint, that is, shall be universally put in.
to operation with equal benefit to all in order that the choosing
“have sense.” Third, the testing upon the criterion selected shall
be repeatable at intervals without a lessening for the subjects
of the value of choosing,.

An examination of the different criteria used in sociometric
testing of our community, the New York State Training School
for Girls®, Hudson, N. Y., showed that a significant criterion for
face-to-face contact was the choosing of table associates, “eating
at the same table.” The motivations for choosing table associ-
ates showed the choices to be based on the very %actors impor-
tant in intensive relationships: (1) physical proximity,~—com-
fort and ease of being physically near to the chosen person, near
to her appearance, stature and physique, and somehow feeling
thereby better satisfied; (2) psychological proximity,—psycho-
logical closeness in the exchange of thoughts, ideas and moods,
the comfort and sympathy of such understanding, (3) the
intangible motivation of “makes me feel good while I eat”
which expresses something of the situation itself-—unsupervised
sitting around a table, without adults, in the relaxed occupation
of eating a meal together. In this situation, with its relative
absence of distraction and restraint, the degree of spontaneity
reached in warming up to one another for easy communicating
can be estimated as high.

Three choices expressing degrees of preference were allowed
to each girl.

The technique worked out for putting the choices into opera-
tion consisted of assuring each subject an “optimum of satisfac-
tion” within the possibilities of the psychological organization.

*This communify consists almost exclusively of girls and women. The eco-

nomic oriterion in the ususl sense 1s absent. 'The population is supported by
the State.
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In practice, this resulted in every subject’s receiving at her
table the highest choice she made which met with reciprocation
and if she had no reciprocated choices, then her highest unrecip-
rocated (hence, her first) choice?, The tables seated four or
rarely more persons and very seldom was a subject given less
than optimum either because of a limitation within the structure
or because of seating capacity. In other words, every subject,
regardless of whether she was shown as isolated® (unchosen)
through the test or perhaps as much chosen but choosing first
someone other than those who chose her, received optimum
from her point of view. It was thus possible to fulfill one or
more choices of practically every subject immediately after every
testing, and no one subject ever had to have no satisfaction in
two successive periods. :

An 8-week interval elapsed after each test, during which
time a few newcomers might enter or a few girls might go out
through reassignment to a different cottage or through leaving
the school. The 8-week interval was selected after try-outs with
4, 5, and 6-week periods, since these recorded less change in the
psychological organization. The 8-week interim also provided
a further interest since the population might be altered by one
or more incoming, or outgoing persons. The choices stayed in
efiect in the ¢able set-ups throughout the 8 weeks, providing 56
days with 3 meals a day, or 168 times together across the table
with the persons chosen. If, after 168 such reunions, the indi-
vidual still wants the same person again as a partner, the rela-
tionship apparently is based on a_real affinity.

An examination of the structures produced showed that the
receiving of any number of choices greater than 3 was better
than average; that the receiving of 4 choices did not “‘stand out”
sufficiently in point of frequency to be taken cven tentatively as
a “leader structure;” but the receiving of § or more choices,
which occurs in about 20 per cent of the structures would pro-
vide a good basal distinction for the leader position since it
would eliminate from our analysis no one who stood out under
this broad stipulation and also for two further reasons. The dis-
turbance made in the psychological organization by an incoming
or outgoing person often produces a temporary shifting of tele,
Also the social atom of any individual is subject to more or less
. I;I;OTZ sa. giscussion of this soclometric technigque of placement, see reference

In this paper, an individual is called “isolated” who is unchosen by any
member of the group In respeet to the particular eriterlon of the test.
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shrinkage and expansion for which a basal of 5 choices received
provides an allowance. One could, of course, examine leader
structures with a basal of 6, 7, 8, 10, 15, or any number of
choices, but for our purpose we study structures receiving 5 or
more and even though they occur only once or twice in the de-
velopmental process over the course of a year or more and notice
individuals to whom we would give no attention if the criterion
taken for a leader structure were different and the structure
less frequent. In any case, the choices expressed are voluntarily,
spontaneously given, and we have thus some reason to acknowl-
edge that these are the individuals who draw others to-them
by influences of one sort or another.

In August 1934, 75 leadership structures appear, under these
conditions, on the psychological geography of this community
whose population was then 493, of whom 375 were living in
cottage groups. These leader positions, although so simply de-
fined above for the purpose of our analysis, are however highly
variable in composition—quantitatively, structurally, and quali-
tatively—one from another and show dynamic changes as we
follow them in time and space. Sometimes they spread to in-
clude a fourth or more of the entire population and again they
may be limited to the bare confines of the immediate tele rela-
tions, since the persons attracted are themselves in side currents
of the psychological organization. The quantitative aspect, the
number of individuals directly linked to the person in a leader
position, may expand or shrink from time to time, but the struc-
ture of the position may remain potentially powerful because of
its indirect linkage to other structures whose magnitude extends
broadly throughout the community. Again, the qualitative
aspect of the tele bond between individuals may reveal an im-
pertance totally out of proportion to the quantitative or struc-
tural aspect.

In the present study all the leadership structures which
evolved out of a particular cottage group are presented, whether
or not they endure throughout the entire period of the survey,
August 1934 to IFebruary 1937 inclusive, and whether or not
their potential influence is great or small, as the structures ema-
nating from this cottage offer us considerable insight into the
dynamics of leader development.

This cottage was selected for presentation for a number of
reasons: (1) its members, in greater number than any other
group’s, belong to the main networks of the community; (2)
the heterogeneous character of the leader structures evolving
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from this group represent ‘“types” of leader development found
elsewhere more scattered in the community, and include such a
wide variety of types that it would be necessary otherwise to
present several groups to cover the same number, this group
having a concentration of differentiated types; (3) the varia-
tion in population number from one 8-weeks’ test to the next,
throughout the seventeen tests, is never greater than two mem-
bers more or two members less than in the previous period test-
ed; 6 times there is no variation, 7 times the variation is only
one member, and 3 times the difference is two; hence the group
offers a comparatively stable quantitative population background
out of which the leader structures emerge; (4) at the same
time, the influx and exit of members is such that the population
consists of 70 different persons for one or another period during
the 2 years 7 months covered, making it possible to study the
impress made by short-stayers and the reverberation upon the
structure of exiting long-stayers, on into the “second genera-
tion” of members.

DEVELOPMENT OF LEADERSHIP STRUCTURES
First Test (dugust 1934)

The psychological organization revealed in Park Cottage in
August 1934 shows seven individuals in positions of apparent
leadership: Ada, Edna, Martha, Janette, Nora, Mildred, and
Betty. Ada receives 9 first choices {besides 2 others), 3 of these
coming from Martha, Nora, and Janette, who are themselves
in leader positions. Ada’s first choice goes to Janette and her
second to Nora. Edna’s position is singularly independent of
the rest of the psychological structure, and appears to function
among girls who pay little attention to those who choose Ada.
Only one of the 8 girls who choose her also chooses Ada. Edna's
own first choice goes to Mildred. Mildred receives only 6
choices, all of which, with the exception of Edna’s are from in-
dividuals who are either isolated or else wvery little chosen.
Martha receives 8, but only her third, to Nora, is reciprocated,
while her first, to Ada, and her second, to Edna, are not. Jan-
ette is the center of 6 and has first mutual choices with Ada.
She chooses Nora third. Nora, the center of 6, receives Ada's
second choice in response to her own first choice, and like Ada
has all of her own three choices reciprocated. Betty receives 5,
all from individuals inconspicuously located in the organization,
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except for the reciprocation of Kdna to her first choice. (See
Sociogram 1.}

BOCIOGRAM 1
Leader Nucleus ILifted from Structure of Park Cottage
1at Test: August 1954
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As we glance over the interrelations direct and indirect, Mil-
dred and Betty, although well chosen, appear to be unimportant
in the structure of the group as a whole—this because they
could be lifted out completely and the remaining structure of
the group would still retain direct repositories for the other
choices of the individuals who select them. That is, either Ada,
Edna, Martha, Janette, or Nora receive choices from all but
one of those who choose Mildred and Betty.

Three girls, Ruth, Anna, and Ella, seek practically exclusive-
ly to be chosen by the girls in most powerful leader positions.
Although they have recently entered the group, without excep-
tion they ignore other newcomers and others who are similarly
little chosen. Incidentally all three have IQ's ranging well above
107, as have also Ada, Edna, Janette, Martha, and Nora.
Nora, who comes from the same city as Ruth, reciprocates her
choice as does Janette whom Nora could have reciprocated only
if she had been allowed a fourth choice. It is to be noted that
Ruth chooses Edna first, who does not respond. Ella also
chooses Edna and Janette as well as Mildred, none of whom
respond. Anna seeks out Janette, Mildred, and Ella, only Mil-
dred reciprocating. These three girls as newcomers aim high,
spontaneously choosing key individuals although they themselves
are largely disregarded by those whom they choose, who are al-
ready well-steeped in the psychological networks, fortified by
the regard of many and not anxiously looking about for recipro-
c:aticnn1 as are the isolated or less auspiciously situated indi-
viduals.

Second Test (September 1934)

In September, Ada is paroled. There appears the strength-
ening of the positions of Edna, Martha, Janette, and Nora, and
a weakening of Mildred’s and Betty's, but otherwise no shift
in leader structures, Nora and Edna exchange mutual first
choices and Martha and Edna mutually choose each other, while
Martha chooses Nora who does not respond. Of the four girls,
Janette appears to be the most independent of relationships to
other leaders but gives Edna her third choice. Betty has dropped
to a position of receiving but two choices. Anna and Ella are
still unable to break into the structure and mutually choose each
other. Ruth continues a mutual relationship to Nora but still
gets no response from Martha or Janette, her other choices.
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Third Test (Noveniber 1934)

In November 1934, the situation is very little altered except
that Janette through choosing Ella appears to have precipitated
Ella’s climb to a leader position. The only other leader struc-
ture is that of Dora whom Martha chooses. Both Betty and
Mildred continue to decline.

Fourth Test (February 1935)

By February 1935, Edna has gone out of the institution. The
psychological organization maintains the same leaders, suppress-
ing for the time being, it appears, the rise of others except Olga.
Olga gathers in Mary who chooses her mutually and who for-
merly had chosen Edna first. Together they hold several who
choose both of them. Mary had chosen Edna consistently as
her first choice since September 1934.

Fifth Test (April 1935)

By the time of the April test, Martha had been paroled, as
well as Mildred and Mary, the latter being older girls re-
assigned to the cottage. With the exit of Martha, Dora falls
out of the leader position she had had in November, has only
2 choices, then becomes isclated in April and leaves the group.
A new girl, Myra, and a re-assigned girl, Jane, enter. Myra
makes little impression, but Jane 1s mutually chosen by leaders
Janette and Ella who also choose each other. Leadership posi-
tions still remain in the same hands except that Jane has also
achieved one.

Sinth Test (June 1935)

By June, Dora and Olga are paroled. Pauline, Catherine,
Lucille, and Carol enter. Of these four girls, only Pauline
chooses first a leader, Nora. Leader positions are undisturbed
except that Jane has fallen from her quickly gained one. Conse-
cutive tests given up until she leaves the group in January 1936
never again reveal her in leadership. The suddenly emerging
type of leader structure has to be evaluated with care, for it is
not necessarily lasting simply because it appears supported on
all sides. It apparently can decline as rapidly as it arises.

Seventh Test (July 1935)

By July the psychological organization is still closely inte-
grated, although Nora has left it. Nora had been Pauline’s first
choice and also a choice of Janette’'s. Now Pauline, Janette,
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and Ella mutually choose one another and all three remain in
leadership. Catherine comes into a leader position cut off from
this structure, winning several “rebels” against the content of
the social currents within the main networks. Ruth rejects her
and loses choices by displacement to Catherine. Ruth remains
in a key position, however, chosen mutually first by Anna and
choosing Janette and Ella, but has dropped out of a leader
position.

Eighth Test (September 1935)

By Septemnber, Ruth has worked her way again into leader-
ship and chooses Catherine third, although other leaders ignore
her and her split-off structure, as if disciplined by the stronger
and older structures, is shown to have broken up. One new girl,
Evelyn, enters and builds a leader position through gaining the
choices of isolated or nearly isolated individuals. Another new
girl, Gertrude, also enters, chooses Evelyn, Betty who has just
come into a leader position before leaving, and Janette who has
the strongest position among the girls, but Gertrude meets with
no reciprocation.

Gertrude is destined to have to build from the ground up
the structure in which she can function. At first she is all but
isolated, then she wins the choices of several “nobodies,” but
all the time she aims at key individuals or at individuals in
leader positions and although they only slowly come to choose
her she gradually herself gains a position of leadership and
finally has been chosen also at one or another period by almost
every individual who holds a leader position and even by those
who rise to it only temporarily, later falling from it. She, is
longest ignored by Janette. In view of the later developments
within the structure, the fact that Janette had had a choice
from Anna more or less continuously since August 1934 will be
seen as potentially accounting in part for her indifference to
Gertrude.

Ninth Test (November 1935)

In November 1935, a leadership position is still held by Jan-
ette who has had it since August 1934, by Ruth who has held
one for close to a year, and for the first time by Pauline, Myra,
Irene and Carol®. We note that although Pauline had had the
choice of Janette since July, a first choice which she receives

‘Regarding Csrol, see page 112,
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from Gertrude in November and reciprocates coincides with her
rise to a leadership position. The event of Myra’s coming into
a leadership structure for the first time coincides with her re-
ceiving (and reciprocating) for the first time a choice from the
leader Ruth although in June she had choices from the leaders
Janette and Ella, Irene, who entered in September, immedi-
ately forms a mutual first-second relation with the leader Ruth,
is chosen also by 3 others, and in November has a leader posi-
tion.

The relation of crucially located tele structures to the rise in
the psychological position of an individual is an uncharted terri-
tory in sociometric research, but that it plays a considerable role
seems indicated.

To sum up (see Sociogram 5-T'), there are in November 1935
six leader positions, whereas a year ago there were seven. Only
two (Janette and Ruth) of the seven persons in the leader
structures of November 1934 are still in the group, Ella being
temporarily absent on vacation, and the four others having been
paroled. But the traditional form of the structure—highly inte-
grated and with a spreading, ramified outline centers in prac-
tically the same-number of persons, although the carriers have
changed. There is no “loss” from a structural point of view.
If the names of the former leaders were transposed in strategic
positions in the places of the present leaders within the struc-
ture, an amazing similarity becomes apparent. There is, how-
ever, a development in the capacity of the organization to ab-
sorb widely different personalities. An example of this will be
discussed when we consider, for instance, Anna.

Tenth Test (January 1936)
In January 1936, Ruth, Janette, Anna, and Pauline are still

wgw = present but 1sclated.

Blank space -mnot yei In the group or has left the group.

t == 8 weeks.

176 me total duration: 8 weeksx 17, 136 weeks.

s=unit of spaclal proximity.

28s —total spacial extension of leadership states.

@ —point of coordinsiion.

The time units on the abscissa express equal temporal distgnces, in this
case, 8 weeks,

The space units on the ordinste express equal spacial distanees, in this
case proximity of Hving in the same house.

The axls of the gbacizaa presents time relation of leader structures. The
axis of the ordinete presents space relation of leader structures®.

*This form of soclogram was devised by J. L. Moreno. See Das Stegrelf-
theater, pp. §3-95.
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well entrenched. Catherine is again “‘acting up” by erecting a
structure propelled by herself and linked to the main structure
only by distant tele relations. The following test (March) finds
her isolated; the next (April), isolated but for one choice; in
June she is again producing a leadership structure which is, ex-
cept for one member, composed entirely of different individuals
from those than her two previous successes (July 1935 and
January 1936) had held. She was then re-assigned.

Myra maintains the leadership position won in November and
seldom thereafter fluctuates far below it. Myra had been chosen
by Gertrude in January and by April she begins reciprocating
until she comes into a first-first relationship with her in October,
a first-second in December and a first-first again in February
1937.

The January 1936 test also shows Irene again in a leader
structure. She is the center of 3 second choices from leaders
Ruth, Gertrude, and Myra, and has 5 other choices. Although
she has 9 choices in March, she thereafter withdraws persistent-
ly from those who still seek her until at one period she is shown
unchosen (August 1936). She says, ““All these girls are nothing
to me since I'm studying nursing; it's my life work and it’s my
pleasure so I've no time for them any more.”” She appears as
an individual capable of leadership and much wanted even by
other leaders, who forsakes this role deliberately to devote her-
self to a personal pursuit in which the group would serve but
to dissipate or divert her forces. She is an example of emotional
energy directed towards a value, in this case, a definite profes-
sion, instead of distributed in the channels in which it ordinarily
coursed hitherto”.

Eleventh Test (March 1936)

In March 1936, leadership is held by Ruth, Janette, Pauline,
Ella, and Myra. Another in such a position is Evelyn who has
a mutual relation to Gertrude. Thereafter Gertrude is directed
away from her for several months, during which time Evelyn
loses in position, becomes nearly unchosen, and then begins
persistently to gain choices from others who are isolated or

TWith the enfrance in April 1937 of a re-assigned girl, Rita, who g studying
nursing-child care, to whem Irene gives her first choice, the withdrawal hreaks
down, and in the April 1037 test (not included In this reporty, we see her
again in a leader structure, the focus of 8,—=as if her response had been al-
ways avallable only she had not cared to e¢xpend it. She remarks, “Rita is

the only girl I've met who understands since Anna went out.” This one link
seems Lo bridge the gap and to catapult her energies back info the structure.
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nearly so. In this she succeeds so well that in October and De-
cember 1936 she is again in a leader structure.

Sally, who had entered as a new girl in November 1935, re-
mains isolated until June and receives 1 or 2 choices from then
on until December of 1936 when the leader Pauline whom she
had sought out since October chooses her. The next test (Feb-
ruary 1937) then reveals her in a leader position, the focus of
8 choices, including the second and third choices of Janette and
Gertrude. In the meanwhile, Pauline through a vocational as-
signment is absent from the group during their times together.
A second factor may have aided this development. Sally’s baby,
to whom she was devoted, had been happily placed to her satis-
faction outside the institution and she threw herself into com-
pleting her training quickly to be with him.

Mabel, who had entered the group in August 1936, chooses
and is chosen by girls on the periphery of the psychological or-
ganization, so to speak, who are themselves not yet a part of
any main network, and there is an almost total lack of clicking
in this choosing. After a temporarily isolated position in Octo-
ber, one reciprocation is found in December, this from an indi-
vidual whose positions have similar characteristics, and together
with a third girl, a “sub-group” is formed which chooses among
themselves and otherwise has no reciprocations. The isolated
who choose them are other than those whom they choose,
Mabel eventually through this development has in February
1937 a leader position.

Similar evolutions into fairly well balanced positions are pro-
duced by Beatrice and Gladys, two girls who entered in March
1936. All three of these individuals aim consistently within the
strata which eventually reciprocates. Such developments are
important also because they provide ecasier structures for the
isolated to weave their way into in time. They apparently are
not so formidably crystallized and they have not so much tem-
poral age. For as a rule, the isolated do not choose into the
highly organized and established structures.

Yet the person who is not readily “satisfied,” who seeks be-
yond what can be immediately obtained from the structure, is
also not to be “‘scorned,” however aggravating to any person
of “adjustment.” The future destiny in psychological position
seems often to depend upon such initiation of tele that must
wait for belated eventual reciprocation. Although demonstrated
in our miniature community, it may be none the less “authentic”
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for interrelations in the community at large.

Carol, who entered the group in June 1935, at first isolated,
develops a leadership position twice, November 1935 and Au-
gust 1936. She varies greatly both in the choices she receives
and gives, and especially in her fluctuations from one test to an-
other during which she erratically changes her choices from iso-
lated individuals to choices for key persons or for leaders, and
her position is accordingly highly unstable. Characteristic is her
choosing of Janette when Janette does not respond and Anna’s
choosing of her to which she does not respond. Anna says of
her, “She’s really intellectual®, you can discuss with her.” Jan-
ette says, “Carol seems like a person with 2 lot on her mind
and yet there isn’t anything there, only discontent, and she fig-
ures she has to get a lot over on you and then she’s safe. It's
always a mean trick that’s her idea of play.” Carol chooses
Ella in April and June 1936 unreciprocally. In August and Oc-
tober they choose each other but not again thereafter.

A few individuals in practically all the groups studied® are
found, like Carol and Catherine, to fluctuate rather wildly for a
time until they reach positions which form some sort of balance
between the membership’s saturation point for them and their
saturation point for participation in the cultural and social net-
works of the group. While all individuals go through some pro-
cess of finding satisfactory and durable interrelations, there are
apparently large individual differences in the facility with which
this is accomplished. Some individuals’ structures show sach
continued flux in their composition, both qualitative and guanti-
tative, that their social atoms are distinctly unstable as compared
with those most frequently found.

Twelfth Test (April 1936)

In April 1936, there appear the same leaders, Ruth, Janette,
and Pauline, mutually choosing each other and supported by
Ella, also a leader, and by Anna. - And for the first time we find
Gertrude in a leader position, the focus of 8 choices, all from
moderately well chosen (2-4) persons. There is one newcomer,
Dorothy, shown in a leader position, and chosen by Gertrude,
Janette, Pauline, and Ruth. Dorothy reciprocates only Ruth

¢Carcl has good academic standing; was the “accountant” and “Bank Pres-
ident” in the instftutlon’s store, a project run by the students studying sales-
ma%sii;i&n cottages besldes a farm group, o hospital group, and a receiving
cottage group.
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and persists in choosing her first also in June but neither Ruth
nor any other person in a leadership position ever chooses her
again. Dorothy does not again appear as a leader.

Thirteenth Test (Tune 1930)

In June 1936 the test shows one new, suddenly emerging,
leader structure around an individual Lucille, who had been in
the group for one year. In tracing its development, we find
Lucille had chosen Gertrude in March and April 1936, and
Gertrude reciprocating in June 1936. (Previously she had not
chosen key persons.) %‘hereaftcr there is no relationship appar-
ent between them and Lucille’s position immediately shows a
return to its former status, only 1 to 3 girls choosing her. In
the process she is shown at one time (December 1936) in an
isolated position.

After June 1936, when Ruth has been paroled, no further
dynamic changes, not previously indicated, significantly divert or
disarrange the main tele of the psychological organization,

Sixteenth Test (December 1936)

To sum up (see Sociogram II), there are in December 1936
seven leader positions. A year ago (end of November 1935)
there were six. T'wo of the previous leaders {Janette and Paul-
ine) are still leaders, but although only one (Ruth) has been
lost by parole, the other three remain in the group but out of
leadership positions. In their stead are four different individuals
(Gertrude, Evelyn, Beatrice and Gladys), besides Ella who had
been temporarily absent the November of a year ago. (See
Sociogram S-T.} And in the midst of the leader structures is
Anna, mutually related to three of them, and otherwise neglect«
ed much like a year ago. There is still an interrelated leader
nucleus, this time consisting of seven. In general the psychological
organization shows about the same degree of complexity, al-
though there are some replacements in the carriers of ‘“‘top”
structures. These replacements, however, are seen to be of
persons who had not held leader positions for long—one of
them appearing like a deliberate ‘“‘forsaking” (Irene), one like
an “‘organic”’ incapacity to retain it {Carol), and the third like
an inability to retain it against the forces of the rising struc-
tures (Myra). Of the new leader individuals, one appears per-
haps only of passing moment (Gladys), two appear with the
former in a sub-group (Evelyn and Beatrice), and only one
{Gertrude) is well-integrated into the main network,
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Throughout the period of 2 years 7 months a leader nucleus
is always in evidence, varying from four to seven persons—only
once having so few as four, this being in July 1935, after the
loss of Nora, the last of the “‘older set” and before the growth
of the new generation, with Pauline and Gertrude, can come to
“maturity” within the psychological structure.

Seventeenth Test (February 1937)

In February 1937, as we look back through all the 447 psy-
chological structures recorded for the 70 different persons since
August 1934, we sec that Janette has held leadership for a pe-
riod of 2 years 7 months consistently, that Ruth has held it
practically for 1 year and 7 months until her parole, that Ella
has held it almost continuously for nearly 2 years, retaining it
despite an intervening vacation, that Pauline after achieving it
holds it steadily for the year and 4 months since she has had it,
and that there are disparate appearances of leader positions here
and there throughout this period, some apparently easily won
and as easily lost, some apparently depending upon various
exigencies of circumstance or perhaps related to the bolstering
produced by powerfully influential tele.

The question confronts us, why does Anna, who comes to be
the choice of leaders, who has a key position among them, the
recipient again and again of their first or second choice, Anna,
who is so completely recognized and sought after by the lead-
ers, herself not attain to a leader position but four times and
then not decisively during almost the whole period of 2 years 7
months? Also, why does Gertrude, who had to struggle to lead-
ership but who finally wins both leadership and tele relations
with leaders, never choose Anna or Anna her?

The essentially independent and even antagonistic roles of
Anna and Gertrude are to be understood through the socio-
metric position characteristic for each of them in their. function-
ing in the group, as well as through the motivations given by the
girls in respect to them and theirs in respect to cach other. The
leader individuals seek and continue to seek Anna almost at once
after her entrance into the group. But Gertrude they avoid even
though she seeks them. Gertrude is forced to “‘win” girls in
different psychological positions unimportant to the mdin struc-
ture and only after she has succeeded in this and becomes a per-
son to reckon with do the leader individuals respond to her
choice of them. Until she has become important in her own
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right, so to speak, she is not “‘recognized” by them. Anna, on
the other hand, is “included” by them immediately. Almost ex-
clusively she begins to function only among the leader individuals
who need her and Gertrude apparently is not in need of Anna.
The leaders who choose Anna are evidently receptive to her
special capacity to function constructively with and for them, but
Gertrude can function equally well without selective tele-rela-
tions with Anna,

In language and manners Anna has more in common with the
adults in the community than with girls of her own age. Had
the psychological structure not been highly evolved, it is quite
possible that Anna would have had the position of isolation, so
incapable does she appear of direct leadership in this group.
She is able apparently to serve those who serve, that is, the lead-
ers, but the leaders must come to her for otherwise she exists
in a psychological vacuum, unnoticed and unwanted, with the
surrounding group scarcely aware of her potential worth, un-
a}\:vare because it is invisible to them and unexpressed towards
them.

To them, she is ‘‘not an outstanding personality, not the sort
of person you like to tell things to.” *'She has an air about her
that she doesn’t belong here, here in body but not in mind.”

On the other hand, Janette says of her, “She knows the whys
and wherefores of things and makes us understand things, also
the older people (staft) around here. She assumes authority
and kids like Pauline and me take it from her, but Jots don’t.
She thinks on the right side of life and comes through like noth-
ing had ever happened to her. When the girls ask me what to
do about their troubles I get awfully sensible solutions out of
Anna, you'd be surprised. But the girls mostly won't even con-
sider to iention things to her, funny, isn't it? They feel she’s
more apart from them, not selfish exactly but not warm-hearted
either, pretty blunt besides. And Gertrude is so heady herself
that she thinks Anna's ideas are no good just because they're
not hers. I get along great with them because I know them
very very well and I like them both so much. Gertrude is always
pursuing an idea down to the last breath, she can be very aggra-
vating that way. They're not really jealous, though. Anna
wouldn’t be jealous of the King of England himself and Ger-
trude doesn’t have to bother with her, she's so influential.”
Gertrude says of Anna, “Got no nonchalance, too much ‘just so’
to suit me. She'd freeze up anybody.”
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Anna herself says, “I tell Gertrude something and I don’t
feel maybe she’s heard a word, but I tell Pauline and I feel
that each little word has sunk down right into her heart. Ger-
trude hasn’t suffered so much as most of us; her mother shielded
her from things and that might be why she is this way too. May-
be also, she’s like me: when someone tells me what doesn’t con-
cern me I might put up a front. She has some good brain—got
100 in arithmetic regents—a lot of common sense behind the
big show she puts on, but as a girl she doesn’t impress me what-
soever. Too high acting. Even one eyebrow of hers keeps going
up. But take Janette—there’s something about ker makes a per-
son look twice and we have mutual interests at heart. She tries
to be on everybody’s level and to understand things. She can
be just like a mother the way she gets the girls to do things.
But when she’s with me she’s just like a baby herself. She gets
discouraged with so much to do and then I get her out of it.”

The tele produced between Anna and particular leaders is in
sociometric terminology called arisro-tele to be effective
it can operate only in a selective sphere of influence and to do
so is almost exclusively dependent upon the existing siructures
of traditional leaders. In contrast, an aristo-leader, like Ger-
trude, creates a leader structure of her own if necessary in order
to distribute her energy. It is possible that Ada who appeared
in the August 1934 organization as having the strongest leader-
ship of any girl found throughout the total series was also an
aristo-leader, but as we did not have occasion to make a serial
study of her structures over a period of time it is not possible
to determine whether or not this is true. She appears as the
first choice of three leaders (Janette, Nora, and Martha), two
of whom she reciprocates, and also by other girls who are in a
wide variety of psychological structures, including three isola-
tions, giving her the possibility of directly influencing the “gen-
eral population” and its “aristocracy,” the structures at various
levels in the stratas of the psychological organization, from the
“bottom” to the “top.” Consequently her psychological position
pictures in miniature the structure typical for an aristo-leader.

LeapErRsHIP POSITIONS

Of the 447 psychological positions recorded in Park Cottage
during the period of 2 years 7 months, 101 may be classified
as leadership positions. The number of different individuals who
were in the group during some portion of this time was 70 and
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the number of different individuals ever found in leadership posi-
tions was 28. When we survey the series of structures, however,
we see that 12 individuals reach such a position only once doring
their time in the group; that 2 individuals held it only twice
during the period studied; and that there is a scattering of in-
dividuals who intermittently produce such a structure and inter-
mittently fall from it. (See Tables I, II, ITI, and Sociogram
S-T.) We therefore cannot consider such individuals as neces-
sarily leaders in the community. On the other hand, the fact that
a person even once has a leader position for however brief a
time, may give to her a significance within the leader structure
of the group because she may thus gain an influence and standing
with other leaders; and if this period of 8 weeks or less in which
she has this standing was an eventful one for the community,
full of constructive or destructive happenings (in our commu-
nity such events as building new projects or epidemics of run-
aways), she may be crucially important as belonging to the elite

TABLE [

Frequency of Structures of Leadership, Isolation, or other
Positions in Group during 2 years 7 months,

=)

g it

B g 53

B4 4

5 3 gﬁ g
g KE aE aeg
g 5 5 s g
o =} 38 6
i 21 25 227

August 1934 97 7 7 13
Beptember . a7 5 5 17
November ... 26 7 -4 16
February 1935 . 26 6 1 15
ADIHl e 27 5 3 19
- 28 5 5 18

26 4 5 17

25 5 1 19

25 6 5 14

27 7 8 14

a7 7 8 12

28 8 § 16

28 § B 17

26 5 4 17

25 G 6 13

25 7 3 15

PFebruary 1937 .. 24 T 3 i4
TOLALS o msrassmeiiors 447 101 81 265
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within the psychological organization at that moment. So it is
nevertheless only strictly accurate from the point of view of
study of spheres of influence to mention these kaleidoscopic
rising and falling structures. There may be periods in the life
of any community which, on the other hand, are so uniformly
uneventful that leadership of any sort, although present, is dor-
mant so to speak at least from the point of view of the com-
munity as a whole.

IsoLATED PosiTions
Of the 447 psychological positions, 81 are positions of isola-
tion. An analysis of this figure shows that although it equals
18 per cent of the total positions recorded for the group, the

¥IG, I
l_"‘
265
s 7 %
81 % 7 /
% 7, 7
Isolation Structurez of neither Leadership
Btructures Leadership nor Isolation Btructures

A proportionate representation of the structures of the en-
tire group of 70 individuals with the shaded sections indicating
the structures produced by the 28 individuals who ever had a
leadership structure. See also Tables IT and IIL
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number of individuals involved in them is 38 or 54 per cent of
the total population (70 persons). In point of the number of
persons affected, it appears that the structure of isolation is
more widespread than the structure of leadership.

Of the 28 different individuals who at one or another time
during the 2 years 7 months produced leader positions, 11 at

one or another time are found in isolation.

TABLE II

Along with 27

Comparison of the Number of Individuals found in Leadership
Structures and in Structures of Isolation

. Period: 2 years 7 months
Population: 70 different individuals in the group at
various times

[+

H =1 g
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?'%% 8 a5
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g2 g A E5 8 a

28 | s B R g G B
3 25 o “ =
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23 £ B Z 8 & B
12 1 12 23 1 23
2 2 4 3 2 6
3 3 9 4 3 12
5 4 20 5 4 20
2 6 12 1 5 5
1 8 8 1 7 7
1 9 9 1 8 8
1 10 10
1 17 17

Totals 28 i01 38 g1

Eleven Individuals in Leadership Structures contributed as

follows to the total number of Structures of Isolation:
‘Total

No. of Times
8
2 2
1 4

e

11

4
4

16
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TABLE 11

The Per Cent of Time spent in a Leadership Structure and the Per
Cent of Time spent in a Structure of Isolation for each of the 70 Indi-
viduals present in the group for varying lengths of time during the period
2 years 7 months.

s 8§ . G g L 8
v 22 Bui o A% Hd { ug Hu g
by Q- — e . Qe “ .
[ /3 Q) 42 w o+ w0
bE o o o8 o a e L g
g ga EE Bd & g B8
Fd 8% H8 of 8% 88 I3 E§ i
g °f WY wa °k 9% B3 E °8% Y 9%
k=] (=]
2 £8 wg vl £S5 el w8 B 58 wf of
100 -~ . 40 -- -- DIdwina ... 48 -~ 50
100 -- w 2% ~- -~ Genevs ... 120 -~ 41
e -- . 80 -~ -~ Virginia _. 80 -- 40
w0 -- 64 ~-- -~ Minnie..... 40 -- 20
M o~ 16 =-- -- QCrace .. P2 == 33
100 -- 48 .- .- 9 -- 67
B/ -- 24 .- . 24 -- 100
60 -~ 24 -- -- 96 .- 8
50 -- 16 -- ~=- 8 -- 100
19 20 Margaret ... 1§ -~ -~ 8 -- 100
13 «~+ Geraldine ... 16 -- «~ Violet ... 5 -~ 14
2 «- BEunlee .. 8 --  ~w  Busan ...... 2 == 11
20 20 Xate .. . 8 -- .- Julia e 2 .- 11
33 -~ Helen .uewe. 16 «= -~ Louigse ... 16 -- 50
17 -~ DBarbarg .. 4 -« -~ Adeline ... 25 - 25
31 8 — Cora " -- 33
— - 432 Lauras e... 64 =~ 50
Catherine . 64 33 13 Clara . 8 ~- 100
Lucille ... a8 8 17 Edith ... § -- 100
Carol o 96 i 8 Ethel ... 24 - 33
Gertrude .. 80 60 -, idi%ir;e N 20 - 43
Evelyn ... 80 4 -- )+ S g - 1
Irene 80 a0 10 ﬂtle — 48 - gg
Bally .. 72 11 44 udrey ... 24 -
Beatrice .., 56 57 14 Janet ... 8§ -- 100
Gladys ... 48 g 1T gval; [N 2% - 75
Dorothy ... 48 - egsie ... -- 100
Mabel ... 32 25 25 e
— 1272
1872

‘The difference between 100% and the sum of the two per cents, it is
understood, denotes the per cent of time spent in a structure neither of
isolation nor of leadership. The symbol - - indicates no per cent of time
in the respective structure.

Note:

No. never having a leadership or an isolation structure

No. having once or more a leadership structure but never isolated..
No. having once or more an isolation structure but no leadership

structure

No. of “leaders” who were once or more in a structure of isolation

Total Population

*Pauline was present 96 weeks but left just before the 1Tth test,

17

27
11
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other individuals who never attained a leadership structure at
any time during this period are these 11 who are involved in
both types of structure.

Sociopynamic EFrecrt

The per cents of leadership structures and of isolation struc-
tures in the community as a whole are listed in Table IV. There
is apparent only slight variability in the per cents of these
structures produced over a period of time (2 years 7 months).
In fact, they are fairly stable from 8 weeks to 8 weeks through-
out the period studied. The consistency of these two indices
suggests that these types of structures, under the condition of
this experiment, are fairly constant factors in psychological or-
ganization. It seems to indicate that the sociodynamic efféct
operates in groups to a considerable extent even when the popu-
lation is a fluctuating one; i. e., the community appears unable
to sustain more than and seldom less than a certain percentage
of leadership structures, regardless of the personal character-
istics of the individuals constituting the population. The same
factors seem to play a role in regard to the number of individuals
who are not chosen, and herein classified as isolated.

The sociodynamic effect is produced by a peculiar phenom-
enon: a number of individuals receive more choices than they
can make use of and a number of individuals less choices than

TABLE IV

Per Cent of Leadership Structures and Per Cent of Isolation Structures in
the Community as & ‘Whole During the Period 2 Years 7 Months.

Per Cent of Per Cent of
Leadexship Isolation
Date of Test Structures Structures
August, 1934 20 18
September 21 16
November 22 15
February, 1936 21 19
April 22 19
June , 22 18
July 24 17
September 23 15
November 26 16
Jannary, 1936 25 18
March 23 k¥
April 24 17
June 22 15
Aupgust 25 16
Ccetober 23 16
Becember 23 14

February, 1987 . 22 12
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they need’®. The cumulative eftect is a trend towards a con-
stant number of social structures, as the number of isolated, the
number of leadership structures, etc. This trend towards con-
stancy is probably due to the hangover in the evolution of tele
structures and can be held responsible for the resistance of
groups aghinst abrupt changes.

Tue Rario oF STABILITY

An analysis of the number of persons by whom the leader
individuals are chosen and the sum of choices received during
the total number of times in a leadership structure reveals wide
variations. See Table V. We can secure a ranking of the in-
dividuals by finding the difference between these two tabulations
and dividing the difference by the total number of choices re-
ceived. The result might be called the “Ratio of Stability” of
the social atom of the individual since it represents the per cent
of persons who repeat their choices for the individual consid-
ered, or, in other words, the per cent of retention of the same
persons in the nucleus around the subject. See Table VI. A
true ratio would take into account the exact fluctuations of popu-
lation and the size of the population by which it was possible
to.be chosen during the period the individual was in the group.
Table VI is given simply as 2 method of reaching an appraisal
of “stability” but the variables mentioned which may, ot course,
affect the results have not been eliminated.

Under these conditions, the coefficient of correlation between
frequency of leadership structure and the Ratio of Stability is
.88 with a PEr of .16 (Rank Difference Method). Study of
Tables III and V indicates that if other variables were ruled
out the relationship would still be high and positive. The ex-
planation may be that those who are able to maintain leadership
structures repeatedly are also able to a considerable extent to
retain the aﬁli)nity of persons choosing them as expressed by the
latter's repetition of choices to them,

Table V on the following page shows choices from persons
to the 28 “leader” individuals during the periods they had a
leadership structure, compiled from the 17 primary sociograms
covering 2 years 7 months.

*This unequal distribution does not become appreciably less unegual when
& greater number of cholces is sllowed. Then, the tendency is to glve more

to those who already have many cholees and few to those who already have
few Or none.
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A simple spacial representation of the amount one leader in
the psychological organization may be important compared with
the other leaders is shown through the extent of overlapping
among the persons choosing the respective leaders. See Fig. IL.

Of the 28 individuals who are ever found in leader positions,
9 individuals'* once they attain this structure continue to retain
it. And those of whom this is true, appear to achieve this “per-
manent status’ within the psychological organization within ap-
proximately 3 to 8 months after entering the group.

uNot counting Ada who left almost immediately.

TABLE VI
Tentatlve Ratios of Stabllity for the 16 individusals who twice or more had a
leadership structure and the respectlve Frequency of Leadership
Structure durlng the period 2 years 7 months*

1) 2) {3} {4) [ R
B'..a -

292 a
g 8 EES T
bn 2 s 0w BE

a oY g ‘84 & 5

w o Py @ ot 8 w3 A

8§ ©g o .8 e

g & s § g gd8  goE

20 z [a} fap Z8m
Edna — 14 23 g 38.1 3
METthe i 20 a4 14 412 4
22 48 14 522 [
28 63 35 55.6 10
45 141 96 68.1 17
12 23 11 4718 4
30 67 37 55.2 ]
7 il 4 364 2
15 22 T 318 4
19 42 23 54.8 8
13 15 2 133 3
Carol 10 11 1 a1 2
Gertrude . 18 39 21 83.8 ]
Bvelyn e, 17 25 8 32,0 4
IFPBNE e rmimssssis 14 22 8 364 3
Beatrice e 15 74 9 37.5 4

*Omitted from this tabulation are the 12 individusls who had a leadership
structure only once gince the number of cholces received and the number of
persons chosen by are, of course, equal in these Insfances.

**Bee p. 123 for discussion of “Ratlio of Stability.” Column 2 is directly re-
lated to Columnn 5 by virtue of the definition of leadership. Since Column 2
enters into Column 4 ss the denominator, there may be & slight boosting of
the correlation of Column 4 with Column 5.
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FIG. IO
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From the (17) primary sociograms, are picked the spheres
of influence (as measured by the number of persons from whom
choices are received) of the seven individuals in leadership struc-
tures in February 1937 and shown as they overlap with that
of Janette. The sphere of influence of Janette encloses 45 per-
sons. Of these 45 persons, 24 overlap with Ella, 12 overlap
with Gertrude, 10 with Beatrice, 12 with Myra, and § with
Sally. Only Mabel's sphere is totally unincluded by Janette's.
See Table V.
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CATEGORIES OF LEADERSHIP STRUCTURES

As we examine their structures, we see that, aside from their
projection into time, they can be differentiated quantitatively
into 3 categories:

(1) Those whose structure could be said to be stable, con-
taining a relatively constant number of other persons, never
fluctuating far in the capacity of retaining the same persons in
the nucleus, and characterized by only gradual expansion or
shrinkage. Examples, Janette and Pauline.

(2) Those whose structure could be said to be unstable,
varying from 5 to almost any number of other persons, unevenly
constituted in size at different times, and characterized by rela-
tively sudden expansion and shrinkage. Example, Ella.

(3) Those whose structure could be said to be erratic,
sometimes composed of the same individuals and again consti-
tuted of an entirely different set, a structure of the sort that
leaves its past behind, apparently capable of great flexibility and
inconstancy, and characterized by relatively great shifts in the
qualitative composition even though the gquantitative composi-
tion may not change radically. IExamples, Carol and Catherine.

And then, among these sharply contrasting types of structures
there appear now and then varying degrees of overlapping.

Upon further scrutinizing the 28 individuals in leadership
positions, we can distinguish roughly 5 general categories:

(1) Persons who have a leadership position only once or
twice and otherwise have not a distinguished position within the
structure. Examples, Mildred and Betty.

(2) Persons whose leadership positions are very limited and"
local in their sphere of infiuence, bound up with a narrow part
of the population. The spacial expansion is limited because
those who choose them are isolated or without important chains
of relations. Example, Beatrice.

(3} Persons whose leadership positions have a sphere of in-
fluence spacially very broad, enveloping a large part of the
population, but in point of time are momentary. The impression
made is rapidly lost as temporal development of the group’s
structure progresses. Example, Dorothy.

(4) Persons whose leadership positions have a wide spacial
and a lonig temporal development. Example, Janette.

(5) The aristo-tele “leader” who has no direct sphere of in-
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fluence large enough to constitute leadership, but who has it by
indirection, that is, through direct contact with the leaders in
Category (4), through whom she can influence. Example,
Amna,

LEADERSHIP

Whom then should we really call leaders?

In this community, as in any other, there are individuals who
produce or suggest the fundamental patterns of conduct for the
community, as expressed in its various standards, its idiomatic
language, its customs and ideas. However simple our commu-
nity at Hudson may be counsidered compared to the “outside,”
there are certain standards and notions of “right” and “wrong,”
“good” and “bad,” “mean” and ‘‘nice,” which have been built
up by the population itself and to which the staff or adult mem-
bers of the community are practically outsiders.

We have observed several instances in which one or another
individual among the “leaders” in this survey has actually fur-
nished the decisive factor in the acceptance or rejection of mat-
ters crucial to situations and built or destroyed a pattern of
conduct. In three instances, through their direct influence upon
runaway girls the leader nucleus has forestalled the event. In
two instances, they absorbed into their midst and ‘‘re-made”
two girls whose behavior had been so obnoxious to the commu-
nity as a whole that no other group would receive them without
prejudice. In instances of the housemother’s illness, on the other
hand, they were haughty and authoritative in running affairs
without so much as consultation with the substitute housemother.
In these instances the influence was traced to the rebellious atti-
tude of the girl (Anna) who spread aristo-tele influence among
three individuals holding the strongest leader positions, An illus-
tration of a strongly negative influence was given by a leader in
another group who had been entrenched in a leader structure
for over three years, The girl succeeded in so inciting her sup-
porters that they joined with her in outright rebellion against
a staff member who hitherto had been a favorite, and went so
far as to cast her possessions out of the window. In this in-
stance, the leader was able to exert so potent an influence ap-
parently because her nucleus had been constant, selected, and
retained over a period of three years in a group in which no
other leader structure was allowed to develop and endure beside
the all absorbing power of this traditional leader who ‘‘sent”
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into rejection and isolation those who attempted to break
through.

From such instances we see that the influence different indi-
viduals in different leader structures were able to exert was re-
Iated to their being able to enter into and become convincing
carriers of the social-cultural currents in the community, some-
times determining and directing their development. Leadershio
not being a single process, the study of the whole group appears
necessary to see 1t arise and to trace its sphere of influence.

Coming back to our former question: Whom then should
we really call leaders? It would appear that a more accurate
stating of the problem is rather: Who then held leadership,
for how long, and how wide was their sphere of potential in-
fluence? '

Among the 28 girls ever holding a position of leadership, the
length of time varies from 8 weeks (12 individuals) to 136
weeks of consistent maintenance of a leadership structure. And
out of the total number of 101 leadership positions, 56 were
contributed by 6 of the 28 girls. The 6 individuals held them
for respective periods of 48 weeks (2), 64 weeks, 72 weeks, 80
weeks, and 136 weeks (Nora, Gertrude, Pauline, Ella, Ruth,
and Janette). On the psychological geography of the commu-
nity at large all six of these individuals have a conspicuous posi-
tion in the networks and their respective spheres of influence at
different periods have a range of 78 to 152 persons.

For the purpose of comparison, however, we have studied the
respective spheres of influence of the 7 individuals whom we find
in leadership positions in February 1937 and those also present
at this period who formerly had a leadership structure, as these
are the persons whose development in the psychological organ-
ization we have been able to follow during the whole period of
their time in the group surveyed. To secure these data it was
necessary to include the entire population in the study. There-
fore the sphere of each individual can be seen against that of
every other person in the community.

SPHERES OF INFLUENCE
In this community, the number of other persons with whom
one can be acquainted is practically as large as the population
because of the great mobility of the groups and the frequent
occasions for cveryone to mingle freely. Aside from the psycho-
logical currents and networks which 'the sociometric test makes
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perceptible, there can be considered as spheres of influence the
reservoirs from which these are drawn. These reservoirs may
be said to consist of all the individuals who are present, so to
speak, in one’s social memory at a given moment, that is, all
those whom one has met who have made sufficient impression
to be remembered when one is confronted with the question:
What people do you remember to have spoken to or who spoke
to you? Such a listing of “‘acquaintances’ has been called an in-
dividual’s “Acquaintance Index.”

In February 1937 we asked every girl in this community to
list all the other girls in the institution (exclusive of those in
her own living-together group) whom she could remember to
have spoken to or who had spoken to her. Persons were not to
be listed whom the subject knew only by name and with whom
she had had no communication and the names listed had to be
of individuals constituting the population (then 489) at the
date taken. (See footnote to Table VIL.) .If a certain name
could not be recalled but the subject was able to describe so as
to identify the person meant, it was credited.

The Acquaintance Index has been previously found to be re-
lated to a number of variables including mental age, chrono-
logical age, length of time in the community, etc., and also to
show compositional changes for the same individual at different
times, being to this extent a measurement of the “‘emotional
expansiveness’’ of the person at a given moment (1, pp. 137-
141).

Our purpose, however, was to study the spheres of influence
of the individual rather than her expansiveness.

We took the number of times an individual, under the condi-
tions stated, is listed by others as an acquaintance as consti-
tuting a measurement of the volume of impressions she has
made upon others with whom she has directly communicated
and hence as outlining her sphere of direct potential influence.
Whereas the condition of being long in the community is an ad-
vantage one girl may have over another who has recently ar-
rived, this may be discounted in this double study of the person’s
Acquaintance Index and the number of times she is counted by
others as an acquaintance, every person having equal oppor-
tunity on the basis of meeting others and being met by others,
or making acquaintances and becoming the acquaintance of
others,



LeEapERSHIP DEVELOPMENT 131

TABLE VII

Range of the Sphere of Influence and the Acquaintance Volume
of 467 individuals* in the community February 28, 1937.

Sphere of Acquaintance

Range Influence Volume
175-179

170-174 i

165-170

160-164 1

155-159 1

150-154 1
145-149 2

140-144 3 2
135-139 1

130-134 7
125-129 1 2
120-124 7 3
115-119 1 i
110-114 6 7
105-109 3 3
100-104 4 10
95.99 7 4
90-94 9 7
85-89 8 6
80-34 6 8
75-79 15 6
70-74 14 28
65-69 16 15
60-64 19 33
55-59 18 16
50-54 22 35
4549 38 14
40-44 35 37
35-39 28 22
30-34 26 27
25-29 32 33
20-24 39 43
15.19 41 33
10-14 25 29
5-9 22 23
0-4 16 12

Totals 467 467

*The total population of February 28th was 489, of whom 12 were infants,
and the data glven by 10 girls were excluded hecause of errors. The nemes of
these ghils when given by others were eliminated and not counted in the re-
spective Acguaintance Index.
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The spheres of influence thus obtained are seen to differ wide-
ly (see Table VII}, showing for the leader individuals a range
from 14 to 97 individuals (see Table VIII}. Those present in
February 1937 who had once produced a leadership structure,
Mabel, Gladys, Lucille, Sally, Dorothy, show a sphere respec-
tively of 14, 18, 18, 29, and 37 other individuals outside their
own group. Carol who had a leader structure twice shows a
sphere-of 34 and Irene who had three leader structures shows
a sphere of 44. Beatrice, Evelyn, and Myra, found four times
each in leader positions, show respectively spheres of 43, 60,
and 75. Gertrude who had had six leader structures has a
sphere of 64. Pauline who for 8 periods and Ella who for 9
periods had leader positions show each a sphere of 97 or po-
tentially an influence covering 22 per cent of the total popula-
tion, aside from the individuals in the cottage group. Janette
had left the institution a few days before this phase of the data

TABLE VIII

Acquaintance Indices and Spheres of Potential Influence of
the 27 Individuals in Group February 28, 1937.

bt uat 2] g
ﬁ ° 4 g -g o g g -
@ ] 7] b= o
25 8 3 o AR
o ® E ag [ E
o E | 9T g .
g 7} é‘ = | -g 2 8 k-
328 g 8 8% 8 g
E& g & & E o = A
<R & o « g 2 8
Pauline .o 108 87 ViIrginia o, 36 20
Elf e 90 87 Elizabeth® .. a1 11
Bi% 7 - N, 101 5 Marion a8 41
Gerirude —— 110 [it:3 Juanita* . 20 i
BVEIyN o omirin 53 €0 BlEle e a0 23
0 x2 1 U T 85 44 Jogephine ecvene 3 45
Beatrice .. — 684 43 BHNY  sansssssmscnmes 24 18
Dorothy e 23 37 HNanCy® e - 5 13
Carol e 101 34 Erms 32 a8
[2:21 |- 38 29 Violeh i a8 40
Taellle e €0 18 Antoinefte ... .. 65 21
€715 )-SR — 28 13 3117 s E 49 85
Mabel cssrssmasn 17 14 Margaret e 28 8
630 367
Julia ... _— 130 141

*Three girls entered after the soclometric test for February was given two
days bhefore; and Janette left on parole before the date above were taken on
February 28th,
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was secured so we do not have her sphere of influence as of Feb-
ruary 1937. From previous data we would estimate it as higher
than any other person’s in this group.

There appear in general progressively larger spheres of influ.
ence in accordance with a progressively greater number of times
the individual is found in a structure of leadership.

The finding of most interest to us, however, is the individual
differences in spheres of influence from one person to another.
When we consider individuals who have been in the group stud-
ied for an equal length of time and have had consequently also
approximately equal opportunities to make “impressions’ upon
others as, for example, Pauline, Carol, and Lucille, we find
spheres registering from 22 per cent of the total population to
8 per cent and 4 per cent respectively. In the instances of Ger-
trude, Evelyn, and Irene, who were equally long in the group,
we find spheres of 14 per cent, 14 per cent, and 10 per cent re-
spectively., From another angle, when we consider three indi-
viduals who spent an equally long time in a structure of leader-
ship (32 weeks each), Myra, %ﬁvelyn, and Beatrice, we find
their spheres of influence are 17 per cent, 14 per cent, and 10
per cent respectively.

One individual (Julia) in the group who never produced a
leader structure although she was present in the group since
November 1935 (72 weeks) shows a sphere of 141 other per-
sons or 32 per cent of the population as a whole (outside her
own cottage). In the psychological organization of the group
she is chosen less than average and frequently chooses leaders
who do not reciprocate. She has however a key position in the
psychological geography of the community at large and could
potentially function as a powerful link between leader individ-
uals in the group and the general population?®,

¥I'o gain an estimate of the relation of “popularity” to position in the
psychological structure, we took a popularity vote in February 1937. The votes
were cast for “The one I consider is most popular.” No definition of “popu-
larity” was furnished to the subjects. Julia who had not yet a leader posi-
tion received 36% of the votes; regarding her, see aiso p. 132. On the last twe
tests (December and ¥February) she was chosen only once. 249 were cast for

Myra, who is recorded in a leader structure 4 times out of her 13 tests. Jan-~
ette and Pauline tied with 129% each, 'The remaining votes were seattered.
It may be that this wide discrepancy between voies received on the basis
of “popularily” and choices received on a criterion to be utilized in o life
situation is wider in the group presented here than would be revealed in
other groups where the history of the psychological organizetion was shorter
or had recelved less traditional impress from former members upon its pat-
tern. This “popularity vote” is but a meager tapplng of the problem which
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When we consider as a whole the group in which the leader
structures arose (see Table VIII), we see that the combined
spheres of influence of the 13 individuals who had held once or
many times a leader structure amounts to 630 individuals in
the community and the combined spheres of the 13 individuals
who have not as yet produced a leader structure number 367
individuals when we do not include Julia who alone has a sphere

of 141,

There appears to be considerable relationship between fre-
quency of leader structure and size of the sphere of influence.

For the 13 individuals of the group who were in a leadershi
structure in February 1937, the coeflicient of correlation (RanE
Difference Method) between the number of times in such a
structure and the Sphere of Influence is .94 with a PEr of .02.
It indicates that in our particular group there is an extremely
high relationship between the two phenomena. See Fig. 3.

The coefficient of correlation (Product-Moment Method)
between the Acquaintance Volume and the Sphere of Influence
for the population as a whole (467 persons) is .54 with a PEr
of .02. There ig evident a positive and reliable relation-
ship, See Table VII and Fig. 4. For the particular group of
27 individuals, the coefficient of correlation (Rank Difference
Method) between the Acquaintance Volume and the Sphere of
Influence is .85 with a PEr of .04, indicating in this instance a
very close correspondence. See Table VIII and Fig. 5.

Study of Table VIII suggests also that the leader individuals
apparently have greater capacity than the other members of the
group to warm up to and initiate acquaintanceship. In other
words, they not only in general make more impressions upon
others but they also in general ‘‘register” more impressions
from others, as indicated by the fact that the Acquaintance In-
dex of these individuals is by and large also greater than that
of the other members. The impression made by a leader indi-
vidual appears reflected in the impression others make upon him.

merits further investigation.

It may be that the “votes” and the “choices” tapped two relatively dif-
ferent things. “Popularify” may be based more on qualities which appeal at
distance and become flat within the relatively shorter psychological distance
of the In{imate group. Leadership shows itself to be in essence a reality test.
The leader comes face-to-face with persons and situations and may aid in
pbearing or inferpreting realities. He has fo “pass” a proximity test with a
number ¢f crucial individuals on the basis of zome criferion in life. In some
respects it seems that “popular leader” is hardly a precise term.
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FiG. I

Spheres of Influence of the 13 “Leader” individuals in the group in Feb-
ruary 1937 against the MNo. of times each held a leadership structure,
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It is to be noted that there is a fairly constant rise in the volume
of acquaintances progressively according to the number of times
they have had a leader structure; those who have had such a
position only once or twice have relatively smaller indices and
those who have it frequently have relatively greater indices.
Comparison of Table III with Table VIII shows that the indi-
viduals who are frequently isolated have relatively small ac-
quaintance indices.

There is to be noted, however, such disparity between Ac-

FIG. IV
Bhowing the Relationsiip between the Range of the Sphere of Influence
and the Range of the Acquaintance Index of 467 individuals in the commu-
nity February 28, 1937. See Table VII,
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quaintance Index and sphere of influence in so many instances
that the matter appears very complex. It seems to indicate that
a person may receive a lasting impression from and potentially
be influenced by another without himself making such an endur«
ing impression; and, on the other hand, that he may make more
impressions than he receives from others. Impressions may not
be so lasting from one individual to another although mutual
impressions were made at some common point in time in the
past. Examination of the composition of the same individual's
Acquaintance Index with her respective sphere of potential in-
fluence shows much overlapping, that is, many of the same per-

PIG. ¥V
Showing Relafionship between Sphere of Influence snd Acquaintance In-
dex for the 27 individuals in the group February 28, 1987. See Table VIIL
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sons, as we should expect, appear in each. But there is almost
invariably a number of persons who appear in only one of the
tabulations. A qualitative comparison shows that for the most
part the impressions made and received fall within the develop-
mental and social-psychological stratas in which both groups of
individuals are. In many instances the greatest exceptions to
this are the leader individuals who apparently seck out and suc-
ceed in getting into rapport with a wider range of personalities,
—a range which cuts across the roughly set-up barriers that
seem to exist for many in the population as a whole®.

To sum up, the findings show that in both qualitative and
guantitative range, the spheres of influence of the individuals
holding leadership positions continuously over a period of time
is broader than that of others who have a less conspicuous place
in the psychological organization of the group. If the popula-
tion studied were more homogeneous in a social-psychological
sense, it is possible that the Acquaintance Indices and the spheres
of influence would often not show such wide disparities as they
would have more exclusively to do with more purely sociometric
and spontaneity factors.

ConNcrLuUsIoONs

It appears that the status which an individual attains in the
group he enters depends upon the already existing organization
developed by the membership throughout the course of its exist-
ence, which cannot be easily shifted into a different pattern
of psychological currents, and depends also upon the sort of
psychological position the person seeks to attain within it, The
spheres of influence, temporal and spactal, aid him or deter him
in the carrying out of his aims and probably his aims in turn
are frequently determined, encouraged, or blunted by them. If
the structure is one that suppresses his inherent tendencies,
mental, social, psychological, he may require a transplanting—
a re-assignment to another structure—before he can reach his
optimum development or grow beyond the stage of inter-per-
sonal relations in which he is.

The fact that we find structures of isolation and structures
of leadership held at different times by the same individual in
the psychological organization over a period of time is an
example of the dynamic character of inter-personal relations.
The finding that during the 2 years 7 months of our study more

*The data on this matier are so voluminous to present and show so many
angles that we cannot freat the subject in this report.
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individuals were involved in structures of isolation than of
leadership may be an indication that considerable effort on the
part of the individual is necessary to weave his way into rela-
tionships of any sort. How important the attaining of mutual
relations is, we see in the persistent striving for their attainment.

The structure may be too highly evolved, too far “advanced”
for the person to enter it and participate. We saw in the in-
stance of Mabel one who had to learn from the “bottom,” for
whom the more rudimentary sections of the structure offered
more of a medium to learn the elementary processes of getting
into interrelationships. The highly organized, tcmpcraﬁy old
structures were seemingly unavailable to her, unapproachable
for relationships. For Anna, on the other hand, these same
rndimentary ‘“‘unformed” sections of the structure offered no
avenue for penetration. Such structures might be said to be
likewise unavailable and unapproachable to Anna in her stage
of sacial-psychological development. The tele is not released
except in the structures already built into hierarchial propor-
tions and complexity and these she enters from the “‘top.”

The highly developed structures apparently can be hardly
“yisible,” hardly be felt, from below by the members in the
rudimentary outskirts, and perhaps the “bottom” may be as
hardly understood by those at the pinnacle. By placing an indi-
vidual in a group whose structure will not permit of his entering
psychologically very little seems won. It is quite possible that
long isolation over a period of years produces a retarding ef-
fect. It appears as if we cannot force or teach such develop-
ment by artificial stimulation such as a highly organized “un-
available” structure, but that we can make the setting one which
makes it possible or at least not impossible.

While there appear to be individuals who more readily than
others work their way up to leadership, leadership itself appears
to be a process of choosing as well as being chosen. To choose
accurately, tellingly, precisely in the realm where there is want
for one, and to do so spomtancously is to have considerable
feeling or sense for clicking, upon whatever criterion the choos-
ing be based. Simply to be chosen, when this is by those whom
you do not choose, is hardly much compensation. On the other
hand, the fact that the psychological structure shows duration
and often changes but slowly on the whole may have significance
for the “training” of the tele relations, perhaps disciplining
them into some stability and intensity in the winning of mutual
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ity with the persons with whom one wishes to have them and
providing the necessity of exertion to retain them once they are
won.

There appears to be a great difference between the tele which
is available in any group and that actually expended. In any

roup there may be great reserves of tele which the structure
in which the members find themselves does not release. On the
other hand, there apparently are individuals who are very limited
in their capacity to participate in inter-personal tele relations
and for whom certain structures are inappropriate. This may
account for inability, all other things considered, to stay in a
leadership position once it is won. They may only occasionally
show themselves able to warm up to a wide variety or large
number of persons, and this only under particular circumstances
as, for instance, that which powerful aristo-tele exert upon them.
When the circumstance changes, the emotional-social tele may
likewise shrink back to its former bounds. An optimum environ-
ment for the production of tele is so important because the tele
apparently depend upon feeling and spontaneity factors very im-
portant for development.

How much elasticity there is in the tele-capacity of individ-
uals we are not yet on the way to know even within approxi-
mate limits. But the indications of the individnal differences are
immense, and that they cannot be estimated by a sociometric
study of the individual in only one community, even through a
long series of studies covering the temporal and spacial aspects
of its projection. There needs to be a study of the initial be-
ginnings carried on right through the years, just as Gesell has
done for patterns of postural and motor control. Social-psycho-
logical coordination with the human environment, integration
into the manifold structures of its psychological organization,
is a gradually developed function also measurable in some form
through painstaking research.

The leader individuals in our study show their caliber, if they
are destined to become leaders within the group, within 3 to 8
months of their residence. One indication that they may even-
tually rise to a position of leadership is the direction in which
they choose, Their spontaneous choosing of leader persons,
even though they meet with no reciprocation or encouragement,
is not found to be characteristic of the ordinary newcomer.

Occasionally the newcomers will seek 2 leader, but by and
large they choose close to their own social level, nearer to a



LreapErsHIP DEVELOPMENT 141

possible reciprocation in fact. They are not so “impudent” in
their choosing. They are ‘‘nobodies’” and they seek out other
nobodies or near-nobodies within the structure, but the poten-
tial leader, while he too is a nobody is hardly to be discouraged
although he may have to work months and months to divert
into his direction the already channeled tele among the impor-
tant persons of the group. He may persistently refuse to be
satisfied with less even under definite rebuffs, He also frequently
avoids those who have little to give in bolstering a climb into
a psychologically key position, just as the person who wants to
revolt against the prevailing social currents feels out those who
will receive with equanimity the proposal and aid in fulfilling
it. Neither one can afford to be wasteful in the exercise of
his choices. Neither one breaks through the already knitted
structure of ‘the group without gradually and steadily laying
the groundwork among possible allies in the respective plans,
The psychological structure appears like a crushing or support-
ing bulwark.

Sometimes an individual climbs to leadership through the
actual or impending exit of leaders and rapidly falls out of this
control, Those who apparently ascend through the exigencies
of the situation alone do not long remain in ascendence. The
void made by the outgoing leader is coveted by others eager to
fill it and for the time being there is often much struggle until
another ‘‘natural” leader crystallizes the affinities within the
shattered structure of psychological organization. But leader-
ship appears to be not easily transferred and sometimes there
is prolonged shifting before this last development is brought
about. The study of a series of charts is very disillusioning to
an adventurer for this reason.

The kaleidoscopic nature of psychological organization given
by a short-time view is not so kaleidoscopic when we follow it
over a period of time. While a person may rise from isolation
to a position of leadership (apparently) as if overnight, he may
as easily fall out of it. It may have been built by a momentary
happening in which he played a role sufficient to cause many for
that moment to seek him. As the event passes into history and
he is seen in perspective, he sinks again as quickly into the posi-
tion normal to him. Again, he may be forced into a temporary
isolation before winning back his characteristic position—it is as
if the persons considered that they had been misled.

Through the survey of a series of sociometric charts, we see
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that growth into a durable integrated position is far from a
sudden, chance phenomenon. It seems to require persistent
sincere output of effort, but once won is apparently equally
difficult to destroy. A structure of leadership can be gradually
overshadowed by the greater dynamic attraction of an uprising
leader, but it cannot be cut off easily. The transfer of relations
to another “leader” appears like an unheralded necessity.

To get into a leader position appears to require considerable
exertion as shown by the rapidity of decline when the burden
of leadership is placed on one unfitted to retain it. The “freak”
leader may even fall into isolation and rejection before return-
ing to a position more fitting to his capacity. The unexpansive
person can make the necessary effort, it appears, only under
particularly inspiring circamstances and then the period is short
in which this “mood” suffices to support him. Sometimes the
attention of a key individual seems to inspire the rise. Again,
the guality and capacity of a person may be evident to some key
individual almost at once upon his entrance into the group, and
the person is readily built into an integral position.

The question arises, all things considered, how long can lead-
ership be endured? Does it wear a person out? From all our
data the answer so far is that apparently it does not. If a person
is strongly enough equipped to become a leader, he is, it appears
indicated, also strong enough to retain his position over a long
period, in fact even for the full length of his stay in the given
group. After a person has reached a persisting pattern of lead-
ership, or for that matter any other position characteristic for
him which registers his fullest growth within that psychological
organization in which he has come to it, there seems to be com-
paratively little change in this position. If, after a year,
for instance, he comes from a position of isolation to one of
moderate security and acceptance, choosing and chosen by three
or four persons, he does not after this period, however long he
remains in this group, ever again become practically isolated
nor ever enter into a greatly different position. However, if it
is characteristic for him to require an aristo-tele relationship in
order to maintain his position, his position will suffer the effects
of its loss had he been largely dependent upon it. Ordinarily,
however, the psychological currents seem hard to divert and if
one .once “belongs”™ to a particular network, it takes unusual,
unforseeable events to dislodge one from his position within
them,
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Superiority of one sort or another does not appear to assure
the holding of leadership. There may be so few points of con-
tact that the person remains a stranger to the mass of the popu-
lation, attractive perhaps only to a number of leaders and to
other individuals who are also psychologically distant from the
general group. Nevertheless in the course of time, such a per-
son working from the top down, through the leader individuals,
may eventually affect the structure and ideology of the group.

Although ours is a relatively small section of population in-
cluding but a few.hundred persons, the study of the psychologi-
cal structures built up by them implies how enormous must be
the complexities of psychological structure in any large commu-
nity. Their possible variations are apparently so great that a
person living in the midst of them can scarcely foresee the des-
tiny that lives ahead for him.
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