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Chapter 1

INIRCDUCTIION

Statement of the Prokiexn
The concept cohesion is a ters not unfamiliar to the student
of groups. Although the nature ot cohesion has Leen of
theoreticai interest to scholars ever since the forwai study
of society began, an intense interest 1in cchesion 4s a vari-—-
able subjected to empirical investigation deveioped 1n the
1940s ‘and continued into the late 1950s when research oan
this topic was at its peak. As a variaktie which has Leecn
manipulated experimentally 1n laboratory settings, contempo-
rary researchers have studied cohesion as Loth an 1ipndepen-
dent variable which affects Lkehavior and as a dependent var-
iable 1n which attempts have been made to dJdetermine wnat

produces it.

The significance of cohesicn as a critical area of
investigation in the analysis otf Jroups can be stated quite
simply. First, cohesion 1s a necessary condition tcr group
formation since a4t least a minimum amoubt OfL CORNES1ON 1S
rejquired in order for memters to remain attrdcted to one
another 1long enough for the group to develop its social
orgamization. Secondly, to the extent this miniaum rejuire-
ment is exceeded, the greater the likelihocod that cchesion

will develop other aspects of group dymamics wanich teed kback
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into it (Shaw, 1971: 193-194). Thus, research wnica adds to
our knowledge of cohesion adds to ocur xmowledge of ygrougs 1in

general.

The investigation of cohesion as a dependent variadle
is certainly nothing new tc the discigiinec. icwever,
research on the nature of cohesion was 1n its ueyday durinyg
the 1940s aud 1950s, an era which did not have Lenefit of
sophnisticated computer facilities and «robust stdtastical
techniyues. As such, research cn cohesion was restricted to
either laboratory experimeats on a small numkter of grougs or
to bivariate survey research conducted im natural settings
where several groups of one type (work grougs) were investi-
gated. Due to the nature of those research designs, only a
few variables and a restricted number of types c¢f groups
were examined. The present research involved the 1nvestiga-
tion of the effects of several 1ndependent variables on
cohesion and wutilized a sample which ccusisted of thirty

groups of varyiny types.

This research project was desiyned with two related
purposes 1in aind. One purpose was to 1nvestigate the
effects of a number of indejpcndent variakles derived froa
the work of Rosabeth Moss Kanter (197Z) on colesione. Tne

research 1interest was to exarline the contribution of these
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independent variables in explaining variance 1n gIOUf cche-

sion. This constituted the first uwodel tested in the study.

On the basis of the results of the awmalysis ct the
first model, a second model was testeda in which the varia-
bles from Model I in coanjunction with an additional 1ndejpen-
dent variable, type of organization, was tested. Regardiny
the significance of the analysis of the seccnd maodel, Hii-
lery (1972) has criticized the field ot community theory by
stating that there has been a confusion tetween commuuity as
a sentiment and community as a human Jroup. Using cchesion
as a measure of sentiment, and defining ccaaunity as commu-
nal organizations, the second gurpose of this research was
to examine the nature of the reiationsnlp Lketween type of

organization and cohesion.

To briefly outline the plan of this groject, Caagpter
Two addresses three major themes. First of all, an intro-
duction to the problem and the definition cf coumunity as it
is used in this research are presented. Secondly, there is
an examnination of the literature to 1llustrate the rcots ot
the assumption that sentiment 1s a gquality or community.
Finaily, empirical findings from tne literature «c¢ao scclail
participation are presented which suygest the need to sub-

ject the assumption tc empirical investigaticn, concludiuny
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with the jpresentation of an alternative scheme ftor distiu-

juishing community from sentiment.

Chapter Three <contains three major themes. First of
all, the definition of cohesion and its theoretical under-
pinnings are presented. Frce this, the discussion turps to
Homans' (1950) concept of sentiment ana the use of ccnesion
as an measure of sentiment. In tne 1interest or cilarity, foc
the present suffice it toc say that both sentimeat and coue-
sion imvolve attraction to the group and a desire to remain
whicao result from the interacticn of membkers' gotives and
Jjroup progperties. In addition, the consequences 0L toth
sentiment and cohesion are the same: 1ntergpersomal likiny,
coasensus, and social control. In the ftinal section of
Chapter Three, Kanter's Commitment Mechanisus ¥cdel from
which the variables for Models I and II were derived is gre-
sented. The consequences of these commitment mechanisas are

aspects of cohesion.

Chapter Four deals with the wmethodolcgyical fprccedures
employed 1ia this research and 1includes a description cf the
sample, data collection technigues, survey instrument, and

the statistical techniques for analyzing the data.

Chapters Five and Six present tae study findings ana

interpretation of these within the context of tneory, res-
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pectively, while Chapter Seven discusses the study findings
within the framework of trcader 1ssues within the discip-
line. Specifically, Chapter Seven presents a Jdiscussion or

some of the probleas encountered in the researche.



Chapter II

CO4MUNITY SENTIIMENTI

Introduction

Every area of science must contend with the problem cf jar-
gon and techmical languagye utilized for the advancement of
clarity, «ciassification, and conceptualization of various
phenomenon. Lack of distinction can resulit 1in confusion,
misunderstanding, and the tendency for scientists to talk
past one another. The conseguences cf vayue, multi-pane-
nomena coacepts can and do stagnate the progress cf science.
As Hillery (1955: 111) pointed cut:

To the extent that the degree of cousensus 1is 1in

doubt, to that extent must one remain uncertain

whether different things are being described cr
whether the same thing is beiny viewed froa dif-
ferent vantage points.

The confusion in the field cf community theory 1s the
conseguence of one such proclem: tn€e terk community means
many things to many people.! Strictly speaxing, there is not
total agreement as to what constitutes commbunity. In his
analysis of ninety-four definitions of coamwunity delineated
from the literature, Hillery (1955) akbstracted sixteen con-
cepts with only one, community 1involves people, ccmmon to

l1For example, Effrat (1974) delineated ftour major research

traditions witihln the field of couwmunity which have 1lnves-
tigated such phenomena as small towns, villagyes, <cities,
neighborhoods, urban suktareas, wlnority grcuys, 1interest
gyroups, communal institutions, voluntary associations,
social areas, and sociai netwcrks.

6
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all but three definitions. GCktviousiy, 1t cau Lbe drguea that
people, in and of themselves, are not a distinyguisning char-
acteristic of community since this element applies tc ali
human groups. Yet, 1if the @ost coammon element in defini-
tions of community is not a characteristic which ditferenti-
ates community from other types orf organization, the Jues-

tion arises, what is?

Of the ninety-rour definitions Hillery (1955) examined,
fifty-eight (nearly 62 percent) 1included 1deas whkicnh ceﬂ-
tered around at least one of the following €lements: ccmmon
life, consciousness of kind, and pussession or commort ends,
noras, and m@means. Inherent in these definitions 1s the
notion that homogeneity produces consensus, Soclal control,
and, by extension, relationshlgs which are characterized Ly
a high deygyree of sentiment: feelinys of clcseness, sense of
belonying, and attraction. Tc put it anctner way, Lecause
there is an affective quality 1in tais type cf relationshig,
it 1s more cohesive. In addition, not ouly does the iitera-
ture 1imply that community 1s associated witu e€moctional
attachments, but, frequently, when these are viewed as lack-
ing, there has been a stronyg tendency to conclude that it 1is
in an daberrant state. Thus, we hear such ghrases as loss of
community, eclipse of commuaity, or gpseudo-ccamunity, and
view the memsers of such systems as alienated, segpented,

and isolated.
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Coumunity as Communali Ocganizations
In order to avoid the criticism that it 1s 1lncorrect to
assume the meaning of community is unaerstood, it is iGpeta-
tive at the outset to state hcow tne terwm is defined in this
research. Hillery (19068: 151) has criticizeu tke use cf tnhe
tern by stating:

'"Community' has been used in so many contradictocry

ways aghyo render it almost useless for descriting

a specific systen.

Due to the confusion which has Leen generated Lty the
use of the term, Hillery (19€8) developed the concept ccmau-
nal orgyanizations which are defined das "heavily 1institution-
alized systems which lack defining ygoals"®™ (1968: 18Y). For
Hillery, <communal organizations are a type of social systen
within a general typoloyy of human groups shich can Le dis-
tinguished from other types of social oryanization based on
whether or not there 1is primacy given to specific ycals,
degree of institutionalization, and degree of ilnclusiveness

(19682 142-152).

Foliowing Parsons' definition or specific yoal, Hillery
distinguished formal from communal organizatious on tae
basis ot whether or not the orjanization gyives primacy to
specific goals. Hillery (1968: 146-147) stated:

de may describe a specific gyoal as haviny at 1least

three characteristics: {1) the product cf the

goal 1s identifiable, such as automoliles, ac4-
demic degrees, etc; (2) the groduct cap ke used Ly



S

another system -- that 1is, the output of one

system is an ianput fcr abcther system; and (3) the

output is awmenakbie tc contract, 1t can ke kought

and sold. An organizationm has specific yoals it

its members recognize the possession cf sgpecific

goals and 1its norms are€e sc organized that they

contribute toc the attainment of those goals.

Degrees of imnstitutionalization d4nd inclusiveness were
also used 1n Hillery's typolcgy of human grougs. The degree
of institutionalization was employed to make the distinction
between an orgamization and a grcup and was "intended merediy
to emphasize the gyreater complexity 1n orgyanizations" (1S903:
151). The third element, degree of 1ncliusiveness, wds usSed
to illustrate that one type of system can ke fcund 1w cther
types of systems within the same general categorye.

Thus, nations include vills which include neigh-

borhoods, but not vice versa (at least normally).

Similarly ethnic groups =zay 1include cligues, tLut

not vice versa, and social movements majy include

crowds, but not vice versa (1968: 149).

These three r[principles, primacy given to srecific
goals, degree of institutionalization, and degree of imnclu-

siveness, resulted 1in Hillery's (1968: 151) typology of

human groups presented in Takle 1.

Community as it will be wused in tanis research consists
of those organizations which dre <classified under the cate-
jory of communal organizations. These are highly 1nstitu-
tionalized organizations which may have specific goals, Lut

these orgaaizations do not give gprimacy tc them; that is,



Institu-
tionalization

Highly

Relatively

TABLE 1
TYPOLOGY OF

HUMAN GROUPS

Primacy to Specific Goal

yes no

Formal Communal
Commonwealth Organiza- Nations

tions Vills
Service Organizations Neighborhoods
Business Concerns Families
Mutual-benefit

Associations
Expressive Informal

Social Movements

Ethnic Groups

Cliques

Inclusive-
ness

Maximum

Minimum

Maximum

Minimum

01
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specific goals are not their reason rcr existeance, as 1is the

case with rformal organizations.

The concept communal orgamizations is at the sare time
both general and specific 1L that walle it encoupasses sev-
eral entities which have been called comwmunity, 1t also
makes a distinction among thew Ly specifying degree of
inclusiveness and institutioaalization. 1hus, as indicated
in Table 1, cocumunal orgamizations 1aciude families, neigh-
borhoods, vills (defined as "tfamilies cocperating in sipace,"
such as folk wvillages and cities), and Dnations. Not
included in the table but also considered to be types of
comimunal organizations are such §JLOUES A4S Wonasteries, Cou-

aunes, and Greek social orgamizations.

It is 1important to emphasize the inclusive nature ¢t
comaunal organizations since it will become <clear in tuae
rollowing section that different writers have addressed dif-
ferent levels of communal organization. Scmze authcrs refer-
red to coanunity frcm the standpoiat of vills and neightbor-
hoods, while cothers wrcte akout commualty in teras of
primary relations and, in many cases, 1n terms of the trac-
sition of society from primeval to modernity, c¢r the rural-
urban coatinuume. This 1s proktlematic 1n the sSense tanat a
Jreat deal of confusion is gJenerated, which was fpreciseliy

dillery's point waen he wrote:
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If there is to be any mcratoriua 1ia the fieid, 1t

should be on the dilettante approach cif writing an

entire book about coamuaity without ever defining

the concept (1972: 536).
However, the purpcse of this chagpter is not to analyze or to
critigue, but simply to give the reader a sense of tone lit-
erature which reflects, scmetimes oniy implicitly, the
notion that sentiment 1s a4 guality of community and tnat

when it 1is lacking it 1s coansidered to te in an aberrant

state.

In addition, before addressing the literature, 1t is
also important to point out that while the orientation or
this research 1s tc coampare ccmmnunal and formal crganiza-
tions, the literature does nct make the distinction ketween
groups which are highly institutionalized (formal and ccamu-
nal) and those which are nct (expressive and 1informal).
Meither the «classical literature nor ccntemporary reseacch
made the explicit distinction, «wuJdt rather, eacn apprcacaed
the subject under the gemeral tcpic of prisary aud seccndacy

modes of interactione.

Coamunity as Sentiment: The Literature
The idea that community connctes sentiment 1s «cefiected in
literature which spans the bhlistorical development of sociol-

ogy as a discipline from early classicai writings tc uruvan
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studies between World Wars I and II in the <Canicagyo School
tradition to contesporary wmass sccliety theory. Since it 1s
obvious that a presentationm of all relevant literature would
be a monumental task, only selected representatctive litera-

ture from each pericd will Lte presented.

Early Classical Literature. One ot the most straigut-

forward i1llustrations of a rcmanticized conce€ptuallizaticn oL
community as a sentiment is found iu thue wcrk of Ferdinanu
Toennies (1957). The definitions and explicit value judg-
ments associated with the concepts Gemeinschaft and Gesells-
chatft are best illustrated by Toennies when he wrcte:

All intimate, private, and exclusive living
together. . . 1s understood as life 1n Gemeins-
chatt (coamunity)e. Gesellschaft (scciety) is
puklic life -- it 1s the world itseif. In Gen-
einschaft with one's family one lives from tirth
on, bound to it in weal and woe. Cne gyoes intc
Gesellschaft as one goes into a strarge country.
A youny man is warned against Lad Gesellschaft,
but the expression pad Gemeinschatt vioclates the
meaning of the wecrde . <« all praise of rurai 4ilte
has pointed out that Gemeinschaft amony people 1is
stronger there and more alive; it 1s the iastiny
and geniune form of living toyether. In contrast,
Geselischaft 1is tramsitcry and superficial.

Toennies' thecry of the development cf Gemeimnschaft
demonstrates his view that sentiaent, and the rcmantic
notions associated with that term, aLe linked with ccmmu-
nity. According toc Toennies, tne bases cf unity dand the

possibility of Gemeipschaft were kinsnip, jrcpinguity, anad
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inteliectual prcximity which were the sources of understaud-
ing. The reciprocal relaticonships of Kkinship (kioccd),
neighborhood (lamnd), and town (iriendship) promoted the
development of consensus which became a rLiunding sentiment.
"It represents the special social forces and sympathy wiaich
keeps human beings together as memkers ctf a totality" (1S57:
11) . These allowed for the developrment of 1intimate knouw-
ledge ot others, through recigrocal relatioms, which, 1in
turn, facilitated upderstanding as a bindimyg comsensus and

sentiment.

For Toennies, the Gemeinschaft of Licod was the vasic,
primary unit of community since it denoted "“unity of Lteingy."
Gemeinschaft of klocd develcped and dirrerentiated intc Genm-
einschaft of locality based on ccmuwou hatatat, and frcm taat
emerged the Gemeinschatt of mind Wwaich resulted in cccpera-
tion and coordinated actiosn fcr common Jodals. Gezeinschaft
of mind, which was indicative or mental life, was the pure,
truly human fcrm of community when 1t was fouad 1n ccatina-

tiou with the others.

Clearly, Toennies' description of Gemelnschaft depicted
nls judyment that it was better than Gesellschaft. Ine
terms "“understaanding," ‘"comnsensus," "kigding sentiment,"

"sympathy," to name a few, 1llustrate the point.
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Althougk Simmel stated, "it 1s not our task either to
accuse or pardon, only to ucderstand® (1950a: 424), ne had
an ambivalent view of modern life. On tue one nand, he saw
the individual in the metropolis as free from dominatiocn of
his total personality. Cn the other hand, there are exam-
ples 1in his writings which suggest that the gprice ot
increased freedom was a decrease in emotional attachmesnts,
sentiment, and meaning in lirfe. .In this conmection, Simmei
wrote:

The metropclis exacts from mamn as a discriminating
creature a different amount of conscicusness than
does rural life. Here the rhythm of life and sen-
sory mental imagery flows more slcwly, more haci-
tually, and mcre evenly. Precisely 1in this cocn-
nection the sophisticated character ot the
metrcpolitan psychic 1life becomes understandatie
-— as over against small town 1life which rests
more upon deeply felt and emctional relatioaships.
« o The metropolitan type of mar -- which ctf
course exists in a thousand iandividual variants --
develops an organ protectiny hiz aygyainst the
threatening currents amna discrepancies of his

external environment which would wuproot him. He
reacts with his head irnstead of his Leart (1950a:
410).

Simmel maintained that the development of a tiase men-
tality in the metropolls was the result ct an increased num-
ericai and spatial grcwth and increased division of lacor in
which the producer was severed from the prcduct. Tneretcre,
while the urbanite had a greater degre¢e of individual free-
dom, he was surrounded by cultural objects «hich, wbile not

completely meaninyless, neituer were they meauningful. The
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urpan milieu bred individuality by the ver; nature of
heterogeneity. Hcwever, sentiments 1n tne traaitional sense
were replaced by rationality; tne objective sgiiit took
precedence over the subjective spirit.

He Lecomes a single cog as cver against the over-

whelmingy orgyanization of thinys and forces which

gradually take out of his hands everything con-
nected with progress, <spirituality, and value.

The operation of these fcrces results 1in the

transformation cf . . . a subjective fcrm into a

purely objective existence (1$71: 237).

According to Simmel, one major cause of the tramsforma-
tion from a subjective to ckjective spirit was the shbift
from a barter system to a Bonetary systen. Money affected
interaction since it was impersonai, limitcd relations to
specific purposes, and reduced people and thkings tc a ccazmon
denominator.

Money is concerned only with what 1is common to

all: it asks for the exchangye value, 1it reduces

all gquality and 1individuality to the Guestion:

How much? . . . Cnly money economy has filled the

days of so many people witbh welghing, calculating,

with numerical deterwinaticans, with a reduction cf
qualitative values to gquantitative ones (1950a:

411-412).
The Chicagjo School Iradition. The notion tanat size,

density, and hetercgeneity created a social structure whicn
resulted in the replacement cf [fprimary contacts with secon-
dary associations wds a major theme 1n sociclogical writings
between World wars I and II. It was during this fpericd that

social disorganization theory developed.
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Social disorganization thecry viewed sccidai patncicgyles
as the conseguences of a lacx (or weakening) ct prisary ties
which were viewed as the sources or custom, rules, authocC-
ity, and social ccntrol. As Wirth (1940) pointed cut, the
tern "disorganization" suggyested there was some <criterion
for identifying a ccamunity whicn was organized. The cri-
terion was public opinion, or, 1in otaer wocrds, a comnSensus

about values and norms.

Social disorganizatioan thecrists maintaibed that as
society 1increased in size, density, and heterocgeneity there
was a4 corresponding breakdowsn cf primary reldations dud trad-
itional sources of values and social contrci. This prcduced
crize, delinquency, mental iilness, aicochciiss, and cther
torms of deviant behavior which were viewed as syaptoms of
social disorganization. In cther words, whenm grimary ties,
nomogeneity, and consensus were lackiny, the system was

viewed as lacking organization; 1t was 1n a deviant fcru.

One of the clearest examples of the motion thnat the
lack of primary ties, homoygeneity, abpnd traditional sources
of authority produce disorganization 1is found in the work of
Robert Redfield (1941). BHedfield examined the societal fro-
Jressive wmovement from folk tc wurban society Ly ccaparing

four settlements i1n the Yucatan Fenisula at the same pclat
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in tinme. His major conclusion wds that the evolutionary
process of society was depicted in the four ccmmpunities with
the most primitive societal tcrm found at the geriphery mov-
ing toward modernity the <closer one approacaed the city.
The gradient frca Tusik {folk village) tc Merida (city) was
seen in a variety of interdependent factors which resulted
in gradient degrees of cultural organmization amony the four
communities: population composition, degyree of division of
labor, religion (sacred to secular), and familial tc indivi-
dual orientations. According to Redtield, homogeneity, a
low deygree of division or lakor (ktased om ayriculture),
religion, and an emjphasis on familial relatioans produced a
very high degree of cultural oryanization in the folk vil-
lages, whereas the opposite of these {(found 1n the city)

produced a high degree of cultural discrganization.

Although both <Catholicism and paganism were practiced
in the folk wvillages, this duality did not [fproduce a coan-
tradiction. In a reference to the desigyn for 1living, GHed-
field wrote:

The relative scarcity of gpopulation, the great
size of the trees of the forest, and the total
absence of outside governmental regulaticn of lard
use and of commerce in lands . . . are cCircugs-
stances tending to emphasize for the native the
nearness and igportance cf the bush and to faver 4
mystical attitude toward it" (1941: £Z).
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Both Catholic and fpagap rituals embodied a whole systen of
beliefs and customs and a distinction ktetween them was
almost nonexistent. In Tusik (folk village), the two todies
of rituals seemed to constitute a single éult, 4 siugle cer-
emony. As one moved away from the tfolk wviilages, Ffayan
practicies were knocwn but "it is something uncanny, a little
diabolic, carried on somewhere outside the city" (1941:

105) .

In the folk villages, the high degree of culturai
organization into which the complementary elerents ct
Catholicisa and paganism fit were descrited ty kedfield as a
"network"™ or "web." Although the members of the i1isclated
communities recognized two alierarchlies, Christian ana pagaa,
these meshed and Lecame conyruent with pature. In Tusik,
nature was seen as equivalent tc the divine apd, as suca,
the relationship between humans and nature (as gods) Lecane
a contract of sorts:

the milperc (farmer) respects tne bush, makiny use

of only so much as he needs and wasting none; 1n

return the gods of the <rush will refrain frcm

deflecting the swung axe 4dgainst the milperc's

foot (1941: 11%5).

In this same vein, nature, as gods, was vitally impcrtant to

these agriculturalists, according to Redfield, and assumed

ultimate torm in worshig.
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The tramsition of relijicn from tne sacred to pagicadi
to secular from the fclk village to the city resulted gartly
as a consequence of decreasing agricuitural activity.
Because of their derpendence on agriculture ror survivai, the
relationships found in the folk villages supgported the 1dea
that the individual "was less free to act iandependently of
his family and settlement® (1341: 263), whereas in the city

there was a high degree or indeprendence from these.

In his conclusion, FRedfield viewed the city as cultur-
ally disorganized as the result o¢f conditions which severed
the individual fros sources of meaning abnd uuderstandiny.
In his appraisal of Merida (the city) Redfield wrcte:

people <cease to Lrelieve because they cease tc

understand, and they cease to understand vecause

they cease to do things that express tae under-

standing (1341: 363).

Contemporary lLiterature. In writinys after World war
II, social scientists began to guestion the assumption that
primary attachments were lackiny in wmodern society. As
Kornhauser (1968) pointed out,

this portrait of modern life was sukject to con-

siderabie criticism orn the gyrounds that prisary

relations are much in evidence in the factcry, the
army, and in other alledgedly impersondal oryaniza-

tions (1968: 62).

However, Kornhauser has arqgued that "the jgrotilex of

community is much more than the nmere presence or aktsence of
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personal attachments and communal tonds*" (1963: b2). He
maintained that the functions of primary grougs have
decreased, not that they are absent. That 1s, fprimary rela-
tions exist, but they play a decreasing rcle in crgamizinyg
society because they no longer serve as "scurces Of meaning
and support for the individual" (1968:62). Fcr these rea-
sons, Kornhauser and other mass soclety thecrists maintain

that the links among primary ties are weak.

Kornhauser stated that the isolation and weak links in
primary relations have resulted in the need for "more inclu-
sive bonds of solidarity" and "a search fcr new fcris ot
cosmunity" (1963: 62) . However, according to 4aim, the
orgyanization of mass society otstructs its development ana,
therefore, there is a "heigbtened receptivity to the
appeals of pseudo—ccmmunity" (1568: 62). Examples of pseu-
do-community are thke German Ycuth Movement at the turn of
the century, the Nazi Movement, mass fpersuasion €xploit

themes, and human relations prcgrams in industry.

According to Kornhauser, the ideclogies and prcygrams
which develop in mass society tc meet needs which are usntui-
filled by weak, 1sclated primary relations are "pseudo-coa-
munity" or "distorted forms and expressions of the search

for community" (1968: 62). By inference, 1t seems that
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Kornhauser views community as a type of ~relationsnifp wkich
provides mearning, support, and is the basis ot solidarity.
In other wvords, he equates cownmuuity Wwith sentimeant, and
because solidarity in modern society 1s not tased on tradi-

tional primary relatioms, it is not comwsunity.

Ciscussicn
The discussion ufp to this pocipnt has attemjpted to freseat
examples from the literature to illustrate, €lther expli-
citly or implicitly, that modern life i1s viewed differently
from life in a folk scciety; that the dirterence 1s tae
result of a lack, or at least a weakening of, fprimary ties.
The folk-urban continuum, particularly in the writings grior
to World kar II, contained ovetéimplified ideas that inhabi-
tants of folk societies were characterized ty solidarity of
beliefs, attitudes, and means and, therefcre, had a higa
degree of cultural orgyanization, while modern peoples, alt-
hough freer, were viewed as scphisticated, individualistic,
impersonal, and lacked primary attachments. Whether 1impli-
cit or explicit, modern life has Leen sterotyped as superfi-

cial and disorgyanized.

Whatever qualities have been assigned tc mcdern
society, whether 1t be 1large, 1impersonal organization,

rationality, hetercgeneity, cr lack cif emotion, i1t was
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assumed that these fpertained tc «cities as a whole (Sennett,
1969: 12). The works of scholars oi the <early Chicaygc
School, no doubt, viewed crime, delinquency, vice, and the
emeryence of ghettos as the opposite of that gylorified rural

domaine.

As Palen (1975) has noted, it has been unfurtunate*tnat
ideal types (Toennies' concepts of Gemeinschatft and Geselis-
chaft) are sometimes treated as 1f they really exist rather
than what they truly are, theoretical fcrmulations. But
real life is far more complicated that 1dedl types sugygest:
"Real people rarely fall into neat ail-or-nothing catego-
ries" (Palemn, 1975: 116). However, even in cases where rur-
al-urban ideal types were not utilized (sedfield's study of
Yucatan), there was a conspicuous lack ot attention given to
hunger, poverty, and disoryanization of folk village life

and to the orydanization of the city.

It has often Leen assumed that the seemingly detached
attitude of the urban dweller is a consequence of uis stan—
dard noninvolvement in the lives of cthers. However, as
Palen stated,

city dwellers do nct have cclder personalities . .

- o In fact, the coclness and even overt ncstil-

ity of swalltowners to "cutsiders" whc act, dress,

or think differently has lony Leem a theme ct
American draid. - « - {1575: 117-118).
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Both in the city and ia rural areas, ©[people respond to oth-
ers who are familiar. Even though the [pctentidal cf uroan
contacts and 1interaction may frequeantly Le wunfulfilled,
nonetheless, urbanites, like rural pecople, chos€ neigankors
who are like theaselves. In this same vein, Wiliiam Whyte
(1943) 1in his study of an Italian ghetto in Boston emgha-
sized the «cultural hcmogeneity cf that ethmic wviilage and
the maintenance of traditional lifestyles while lccated in
an urban setting. Gans (1968) noted that within the city,
whether in its core or at the ocutskirts, there are

relatively homogenecus grougs, wita sociald and

caltural moorings that shield . . <[them] tairly

effectively from the sugygested conseguences cf

number, density, and heterogeneity (1S08: 36).

Studies in the area of social participation 1n LCGE€rn
life support the conclusion that primary groujp attachments
are not as infrequent as it was cnce telievea. Fcr €xangie,
in his study of Detriot, Axelrod (1956) found tnat nearly
two thirds of the population in that study got together with
informal groups more than once a week. Tomeh (1967), 1in aer
study of Detroit, fcund that nct only do contacts with rela-
tives, friends, co-wcrkers, and neightors cccur frequently,
but that "the complete aksence of i1inrormal contacts of one
sort or another is extremely =rare" (1S07: 100). Eell and
Boat (1957), 1in their study of San Francisco, report find-

ings which conclude that informal reidtionships are fre-
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Juent. Kasarda (1974) founa that population size and
density did not significantly affect kinshiy «c¢r triendshigp
bonds and that persons who resided in urban areas "“nave gore
extensive social ties than thcse residinyg in rural ccamuni-
ties"™ (1974: 333). Also of 1nterest was Kasarda's tindinyg
that, "rather than replacinyg friamary ccntact, formal secou-
dary ties foster greater numkbers of local primary contacts®
and that M"increased population size abd density does not
significantly weaken local <ccommunity sentiments" (1574:

336-338) <

Yet, while research has korne out that primary coantacts
and communal bonds do exist in modern society, the reader
will recall that Kcrnhauser asserted that "“the [prcktlem of
community is much more than the [presence or abtsence ct ri-
mary ties" (1968: 6Z). He maintained that thesec ties exist,
but they are weak, 1isolated, and do not satisfy needs for
solidarity and meaning. He defined cowmunity in terms of
needs for solidarity, wmeaning, and sugport, and, apparently,
because programs and ideologies in mass society "“only simu-
late, but do not create community," they have failed; they
are pseudo—-comiunity. Sclidarity, meaniny, and suppcrt as
they have been used in connecticn with the term cozusubnlty
connote stronyg emotional attachments. But are these an

inherent quality of coamunity?



26

Schmalenuvach (1961) made a distinction Letween
community and communion (attachaents based on emoticn).
According to him, there has Lkeen an incilnation toc cousider
consciousness of kind at the rcot of teelinge. The reason
for confusing feeling with ccmmunity 1is that 1t 1s errcone-
ously pelieved that feelinys are "'deeper! cr ‘'rearer' tae
unconscious tham rational thcught®™ (1961: 33f%). For Schmai-
enbach, community dces not compsist of feelings, whereas coa-
munion does. The following gqucte 1llustrates the distinc-
tion he makes between comgunity and what he calls comaunion:

TJoennies (and everyone else) knows that rural

neighbors may become mortal €nemsies when . . . a

boundary is disputed, just as brothers may keccue

enemies when an inheritapnce 1is chalienged. Des-

pite this, neighbors and brothers always remain

neighbors and trcthers. Neighborliness ana trcth-

erhood persist psychically. There is nc ketter
example anywhere to demonstrate how Giacr a rcle

"feelings" play as 4 basis of coammunity (1961:

335) .

Following Weber's distincticn between church and sect,
Schmalenbach noted that "a church is a coszmunity, and aay
become a society. . . . Sect is fpure communicn® (1361: 332).
weber's distinction of traditional and affective tonds
within a community is the key to Schaaienkacun's dichctomy
between community and coamunion. Communions are tcrn of
emotions and feelings with ccllective €anthusiasu, while the

basic condition of compunity 1S UDCORNSC1l0OUS since:

community 1mplies the reccgnition ot sowe€thinug
taken for granted and the assertion of the self
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evident. Generaily speakinyg, one will nct

expressly sancticn or condelmn taose comdunities tc

which one belongs. One 1s not likely toc Le frully

aware of them (1961: 334).

Schmalenbach used religicus experience to illustrate
the development of communion. According tc aim, the indivi-
dual in a religious experience is alone with his diety. The
encounter leaves the individual with "a strange and pew fer-
spective." At this point, the 1ndividual enters intc a set
of social relations with others whc have bad a siuwilar
experience which results in a reaffirmatiorn "in a spirit ot

closeness and compassion" (1961: 336) and the comguricn 1s

established.

An interesting application of Schmalenbach's distinc-
tion tetween community and coBmunion 1s Zaklocki's (1973)
study of tihe Bruderhof Brctherhcod. In the Erudericf, the
culmination of the experieance cf communion is the fphencmenocn
of joy. According to Zablocki, Jjoy is a tworcld reward:
"It provides direct emotional gratificatiom to the 1indivi-
dual, and it is his primary evidence that he and the ccmmu-
nity are in a state cf grace" (1973:158-159). Jcy 1s the
product of the collective spirit or what Schmalentach called

COMMUOiON.

According to Zablocki, there are two protlems in har-

nessiny the collective experience. First, the experience
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aust occur regulariy with a baigh degree ctf 1utensity and,
secondly, the experience "must be transformed 1nto a useful
form of energy"™ (1974: 1lo4-16E). In tne tirst case, ccllec-
tive behavioral experiences, 1n deneral, are rareiy 1liantense
due to disunity of values, goals, noras, and Lkelieis. Sec—-
ondly, there is cften an 1nawility for members tc partici-
pate fully due to the lack of full surrender to the group
experience and the meambers' failure to understand the exper-
ience in positive terms. However, in the case c¢cf the Eru-
derhof, the ccllective experience of Jcy 1s harnessed 1ato
positive eneryy for the groupr Ly means of an intergretive
framework which provides amn e€xplanation fcr tiae experieunce.
This interpretive framework or 1ideoloygy is vitally important
since "it ensures that roughly the same external stimulil
will touch of collective Lehavior experiences 1n all the
community members at the same time™ (1973: 184). 1The gheno-
menon of joy as a «collective reliyious experience amony the
Bruderhof is the result of a ccnscious eficrt on the part ot
the membership to create commzunion. Tn€e pcint tc te empha-
sized 1s that the basis of ccmmunion 1is e€moticas, and these
are fleeting. Comaunion comes and yoes, tit the groug

remains a coamunity.

If Schmalenbach is correct, taat 1s, 1t communicin 15

distinct from <community, then the fcolloswinyg possibilities



29
arise: {1 community can e€xist without communion (high
degree of sentiment) and, by infereace, (<) itcrmal crgani-
zations do not necessarily lack coumunion. Concerniug the
latter, Siamel?'s (1964) description Of secret saocieties 1s

the case in point.2

In addition, there is some eampirical evidence uwhich
suggest that participation im fcrmal orgamizations canﬂhave
a significant effect on sentimental attachments. Fcr exaa-
ple, Albert Hunter (1575) found im one local coumumity that
after twenty-five years the use of local facilities
declined, but infcrmal neighkcriny remained constant aud
sense of community dincreased. In an analysis of the mem-
bers' motives for @moving there, Hunter identified three
prominent attitudes: " (1) a conscious rejection cf sukurktia
and a positive commitment to urbanm living; (Z) a comnscious
move to a racially integrated area; aad (3) a counscious
search for a residential are€a which was sS€en to Le ccomu-

nity" (1975: 549).

——— - —— —_— —— - — - -

25immel (1950b) described secret societies as "politicadliy
rejected" interest groups. Characteristic o1 secret sccie-
ties were their hiyh degree «c¢it internal cchesion and their
use of mechanisms w@which, according to Kanter, were the sanme
mechanisms used Ly successful bplpetecnth century wutciian
coamunities to promote coammitmeant.
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Hunter warned explicitly that these G[pecple were not
living in a utopian comaunity, kut rather, they were tryingy
to create a "partial ideoloyy." Important to: iLhe distinc-
tion between community and sentiment 1is the fact that the
residents decided tc move intc the area because of its pre-
existing "community character," a characteristic which was
congruent with their values. In acccrdance WJith Schralea-
bach's dichotomy, the couwmunity always e€xisted as a humakn
group, but it was not until the conscious recogniticn by
individuals of their similar values, and, as a result, their
move into the area, did the ccmmunity Lkecome a communi&y
with sentiament. In other words, the residents were attempt-

ing to comsciously create communicn (sentiment).

Hunter also pointed out that the mesmkers of the ccamu-
nity also created "a more rfcrmal structural emktcdisent of
community -- a local community organization" (1975: 547).
This formal organization was formed tc sclve pollutican and
block-bustiny problems. Hunter tound that participation in
this formal organization had a significant eftect upor sense
of community. In cther words, sentiment resulted from the
conscious efforts of the members, based on a partial 1ideol-
ogy, and vas further emhanced <y participation in a fcrmal

organization.
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summary
The idea that community is a relatioasalp kased oo emcticanal
ties, and therefore, <characterized by a high degree cf seu-
timent is a theme which is reflected 1n the literature from
early classical writing tc coantemporary theorye. For Icen-
nies, when relationships shift ircm traditional ties to sec-
ondary ties, they are no longer «coamunity, Lut crather
society. Simmel wrote that life 1ia rural areas, as oppcsed
to the metropolis, "rests more upon deeply felt ampd ewo-
tional relationships." Fedfield viewed the city as disor-
ganized because the organization of the «<city prcocted
detachment of individuals trom familial ties, teliefs, and
rituals which are the sources of understanding. Korthauser
called formal organizations which attempt tc grcvide mean-
ing, solidarity, and support for 1individuals, [pseudo-ccmiu-

nity.

Althcuyh modern research has supported the idea taat
primary ties exist Ltoth in the forw of frieadship and tamily
networks, and that there are sentimental ties to cther fcras
of community (neighbcrhocds amd vills) 1imn modern sccilety,
the question remains whether or not sentiment 1s the exciu-
sive property of community. The protlem is nct sc¢ much thnat
primary ties exist, becduse research has shown that they do.

Rather, it seems there has peen a tendency to view sentimen-
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tal attachments as finite. That 1s, since uwodern pecple
have a higher rate cf participatica in forgal organizaticas,
not only has the strength of communal ties weakened, crcuat
also the ties which develop in formal organizations are weak

as well.

The guestion of whether cr nct commundl ties are weaker
in aodern society 1is beyond the scope oif thils 1res€arch.
However, the degree of strength of sentimental attachments
(as measured by cohesion) 1ip communal and fcrmal crgaciza-
tions will be compared to determine whether there is a dif-
ference between them. Schmalenbaca's conceptual distinction
between community and commubnion in comjunction «ith empiri-
cal findings which sugygest that participatioa in fcrmal
organizations can enhance sentizent 1ndicate that perhags

sentiment is not limited to communal oryganizations.

Schmalenbach argqued that ccommuanlicou arises IromB ccuas-
ciousness of shared emoticnal e€xperiences. Zapblocki noted
that the collective experience cf coaduhiou (Jjocy) amcug the
Bruderhof was transtormed intc positive €neryy IOL the€e gLOup
and the experience made understandable Ly means of an iuter-
pretive framework (ideology) . Hunter stated that the resi-
dents of the local commsunity he examined were attracted to

the areas because its "coammunlty chardcter" was congruent
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with their values; that 1is, the residents shared a jartiai
i1deology and consciocusly attempted to put 1t istc practice.
In addition, participation in a formal orygyanization fcsterced
"sense of community." These ideas suggest that 1f an crgaa-
ization has mechanisms which enccocuraye comscicus recognition
of shared values, reqardless cf whether or nct its crganiza-
tion gives primacy to specific goals, it 1is wore likely to

have a high degyree cf sentiment.

Using Hillery's distinction between organizations whica
give primacy to specific goals and those which do not, and
using cohesion as a measure of sentiment, the relationshig
between type of organization (communal and formal) and cche-
sion will be investigated. Stated in hypotaetical fcrm tne
relationship to be tested is:

H1: Communal oryanizatioas have higher deyrees
of cohesion than formal organizations.
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CCHESICN

Definition and Theocretical Underginnings
In the field of grcup dynamics, the most widely accepted
definition of cohesion is that develofped Ly Festinger et al.
{1950) who stated that cohesion 1s "tne resultant cf all
forces actiny on meambers to remain in the grcug." Schachter
et al. (1951) have noted tnat there are roughly twc catego-
ries of definitions assigned to the tern. In one class of
definitions cchesion refers to the attractiveness ¢t the
yroup for its memberse. Studies in this category are coa-
cerned exclusively with attraction aad 1ts causes and
effects. Tae second categcry of definitions iccuses oOn
cohesion as group mcrale, or its atmosphere, and how these
affect group efficiency and rfproductivity 1in pertcrming
tasks. In the latter case, attraction is only 1anpiied and
is of secondary impocrtance. Eut 1o matter what definition
of cohesion 1is preferred, "virtualiy 4ll definitions nave
the clear implication that cobesion varies with the attrac-

tion of the group for its memters" (Schachter, 1968: 5u42).

The notion that attraction 1s the underlying theme in
the defipition of cohesion can pe seen in the ways 1t has
beeu measured. Cochesion has been measured 1n tecans of: (1

interpersonal attraction such as ftriendship and sccicmetric

34
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indexes of interpersonal liking (Cimock, 1941; Festinger et
al., 1950); {(2) evaluations of the grouyp as a whcle (Jack-
son, 1959; Hann and Baumgartel, 1952); {3) 1mdeutificatioan
with the group (Converse and Campkbell, 1968); and (4) desire
to remain 1in the group (Schachter, 1951). In addition,
there are composite indexes cf cohesion. For exaumple, Sea-
shore?!s (1954) <cohesion index taps the fcllowing dimensions
of cohesion: {1) identification with the gygrcug, (2) desire
to remain, and (3) gygeneral satisfaction or amcraie which was
measured by asking respondents to ccmpar€e the grcup with
similar groups 1in terms of the way the memters get alcng,

heip each other, aprd stick together.

Scientific interest in the concept «cohesion developed
from laboratory experiments which were designed to under-
stand the nature of attractionm and affiliative needs. Fes-
tinger, Perpitone, and Newccmk (1952) stated that twc tyges
of needs are satisfied by yrcup membershigp: the need for
recognition, apprcval, and esteem which imvolve a bigh
degree of social visibility, and the need to te "surmerged
ia the group" which involves a high degree cf sccial invisi-
bilitye. They «called the latter condition deindividuation
and described it as a group phencmenon in which "individuals
are not seen or paid attention to as individuals" (1952:

382).
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According to those authors, individuass have 1inner
restraints which suppress certain kinds of Ltehavior. when
deindividuation occurs, these inner restraints are weakKened
and result in the expression of needs whico might not cther-
wise be satisfied. By means of a lakboratcry expericent,
Festinger et al. found evidence to suppcrt the coaclusiocn
that deindividuation does occur and that 1t positively
affects the members' attraction to the groui. Acccrdinyg to
them, groups which alternately satisty needs for imdividua-
tion and deindividuation will te more attractive to their

members.

A different class of needs satisfied ty grcup memker-
ship was addressed by Festinger (1354) in a theoretical
paper in which he wrote that individuals have a need to
access the validity of their opinions and akilities when
these lack confirmation in physicai reaiity. These needs
are the result of a drive for self evaluation and require
membership in grougs for validation Lty meauns of soccial coan-
parison. In connection with this, Festinger wrote:

7o tihe extent that self evaluation «can oniy te
accomplished Ly means <¢f comparison «ith other
persons, the drive for self evaluation 1s a fcrce
actiny upon persoms to belcng to grougs, to assoc-
ciate with others. And the subjective feelings cf
correctness in one's opinions and the subjective
evaluation of adeguacy c¢f one's pericrmaace on
important abilities are some Or the satlistactions
that persons attain in the course of these asscci-
ations with other peoglee. How strong the arives
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ana satisfactions . . . are . . . 1s imBpcssilkle to

say, but it seeas clear that tne drive for self

evaluation is an important factor comtributing to

making the human teing "yregarious" {1954;

135-136)

The theoretical underpinning of the drive fcr sel:
evaluation by means of social ccmparison is Festinger's
(1957) theory cf cognitive dissonance. Accordiny tc this
theory, an 1individual "strives toward consistency within
himself" (1957: 1) When ipccnsistencies among an ludivi-
dual's cognitions exist, +the person is in a state of cogni-
tive dissonance which motives him to reduce it and tc rees-
tablish consonance. <Coynitive dissonance "can ke seen as an
antecedent condition which leads to activity oriernted tcward
dissonance reduction just as hunger leads tc activity tcward
hunygyer reduction®" (19S7: 3). 1he drive ror self evaluation
when an objective reality is mnot availakle causes the 1ndi-

vidual to seek out a social arena within shich to evaluate

his opinions and akilities.

However, the social setting 1itself can te a source of
dissonance as in the case whken discrepancies tetween an
individual's opinions and thcse of others 1m a4 grLcup €merge.
Here, again, there is dissonance and a cocrresponding drive
to reduce it. According tc Festinger, tne reduction cf dis-
sonance can occur in three tasic ways: (1) the actcr can

change his opinion so that 1t 1s more consisteut with the
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opinions of others; (2) tae actor can attexpt to chatge the
opinions of others so that theirs wmore ciosely resenkles
his; or (3) 1f the descrepancy c¢f relevant cplinions 15 guite
large, the actor can cease ccpparison ty rejecting others as
deviants, or, in other words, by "“attributing nonccmparatii-

ity to others™ (1957: 182-183).

An interesting example of the reduction of disscpance
which arose as a result of physical evidence which disproved
beliefs was studied Ly Festinger, Riecken, and Schachter
(1956) in their case study of a millenial group. This group
of twenty-five upper middle class people was ceatered arcund
a woman who received messayes from Guardians frcm cuter
space. One of the wessages received revealed that on a cer-

tain day a flood would destroy the world.

Proselytizing for the belier systez was low jpricr to
the predicted date of the catalysm =since it was Lkelieved
that those who had bLeen chosen to survive would Jcin the
group of their own accord or would ope spared at the time of
the disaster. Thcse nct chcsen to ke saved would wmerely
lose their physical bodies in thke flood, but their spiritual
beings would be transported tc ancther planet. It was
believed that those who were tc be saved would be picked up

by flying saucers.
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The wmost committed mensters of the yroup guit their
jobs, discarded pcssessious, and were careless wWith tneir
money 1in preparation for the event. Some memkiers (calleye
students) were instructed to go home 4and wait for flyiny
saucers to pick them up while cthers gathered at the hcme of

the woman who received the messages.

O0f course, the flood never came, Lut the ulsschance
created by physical evidence contrary to their Leliers was
reduced by the impact of social influemce. 1In spite cr phy-
sical disproof, those who waited with cther memkers of tune
group, as opposed to those whc waited in their hcues isc-
lated from the cothers, were aktle to maintain their Lkelietfs
by providing an explanation fcr the failure of the event to
materialize. A message frox God hnad keen received whica
stated that the world had been spared because of the pcsi-
tive influence the group had exerted on the wcrld, spreading
light and strength. At this point, proselytiziag increasea
dramatically in an attempt to validate their Leliefs &Ly
means of recruiting additional Lelievers, amnd therefore,
greater support. Dissonance was reduced ty the deveiopment
of an explanaticn for the failure of thelir prediction and Ly

proselytizing others in an attespt to validate it.
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The preceding exampie illustrates that needs for seit
evaluation and dissonance reduction not cnly appear to be
significant @motivators for grcup affiliation and, as a
result, affect the attractiveness that the group has for tane
individual, but alsc that grcocup affiliation «can maintain
beliefs in spite of compelling evidence to the contrary. In
addition, laboratory experiments nave concluded nct only
that the amount of anxiety exfperienced 1s associated witn
one's desire to affiliate witn cthers (Schachter, 1959), tut
also that these twc needs (self evaluationm and disscnance
reduction) are independent of one amnotaner and a grcug which
satisfies both is more attractive to 1ts members (Gerard and

Rabtie, 1961).

Anotaner theoretical <crientation waich addresses the
individual®'s attraction to a Jroup was that jpresented Ly
Thibaut and Kelley (1959) 1in their theory cf social interac-
tion. According to them, individudls evaluate Jrcugs in
terns of the expected outcomes cr consegquences o©f partici-
pating ima a group by ameans of calculating the costs aund
rewards of interaction. Expected outcomes cif group memker-
ship are evaluated by the ipndividual in terms of his c<cagar-
ison level based on past exfperiences. For example, 1f an
individual®'s level of expected cutcomes from particigation

in a ygroup is higher than his ccmparison level cased ca fast
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experiences, then the person will find the grocug attractive.
Conversely, if the expected outcomes are lower tnan the com-
parison level, then one would expect tne individual will not

find the group attractive.

The concegpts expected outccames and ccmparison level
deal specifically with the attractiveaness of a given group
for an individual. However, in evaluatipng attractiveness,
Thibaut and Kelley maintain that there i1s an additional fac-
tor involved in the process. They called this element the
comparison level of alternatives. This determinact of
attraction deals with the attractiveness ot alternative mea-
berships. According to Thibaut and Keiley, if the ccmpari-
son level of alternatives 1s lower than the expected cut-
comes, the individual will be highly attracted to the groug.
Conversely, if the compariscn level of alternatives 1is
higher than expected outcomes, the individual will nct be

attracted.

In his general scheme fcr amaliyzing the nature of cohe-
sion, Cartwright (1963) utilized Festinger's definition ot
cohesion and, foliowing the 1lead of 7Thibaut and Kelley,
maintained that the forces which result in cohesion are ot
two major types: (1) the attractiveness ot the yroup tc its

members and (2) the attractiveness of d4lternative uweusker-
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shipse. These forces, then, are processes which involve the
attachment (dattraction) cf memters to the group and detach-

ment from aiternatives.

Cartwright's scheme proposes that memcers' attractios
to a group is determined by fcur factors: (1) the incentive
properties or the groups; (2) the motive ktase ¢t the mean-
bers; (3) the expectancy of cutccmes; and {4) the ccmfacrison
level. These elements interact to produce cohesion which,
in turn, produces certain conseguences. Synthesiziny tane
literature ou the tcpic of cobesiocn, Cartwrcight (1968: 92)

developed the model presented in Figure 1.

Groups are attractive to people on the wasis ot the
needs that groups have the potential to fulfiil and, a4as a
result, the degree of attractiveness will vary by the zotai-
vation base of the members amd group 1incentive prcperties.
In addition, although he neither depicted it graphically nor
describéd the process, Cartwright noted that "there 1s good
reason to believe that some cf the consequences serve also
as determinants™ (1568: 106) 1lhis 1s a circcular causal
process whereby the degree of conesion results 148 certain
conseguences which, in turn, aftect cchesioun. This prccess
was addressed by Hcmans (1950) 1in his discussion ci the

interaction of group elements and elaktoratioan.



Group Cohesiveness:
Resultant of all forces acting on members
to remain in the group: component forces arise
from (a) attractiveness of group and (b) attrac-
tiveness of alternative memberships.

Determinants of Group Cohesiveness:

Incentive Properties of
the group;

Motive base of the
individual;

Expectancy concerning
outcomes

Comparison level

Consequences of Group Cohesiveness

Maintenance of membership
Power of group over members;
Participation and loyalty;
Personal security;

Self evaluation

FIGURE 1

CARTWRIGHT'S SCHEME FOR ANALYZING COHESIVENESS

gy
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Coheslion as a Measure of Sentizent
Although Homaas (1950) called it sentigent ia the 1nternal
and external subsystems of the group, bne was interested in
the 1iateraction Letween yrcug elements ana 1individuai
motives, as well as the process whereby the consegquences of
cohesion feedback 1into cchesioan. He cailed this prccess

elaboration.

Homans defined the group in terms of 1its extermal and
internal subsystenms. Critical aspects or toth sulksystems
are the interrelationshifs among what he called the eiezents
of the group: (1) activity, (2) interaction, and (3) senti-
ment. Although these concepts are distinct for anaiyticai
purposes, they are mutually dependent and, therefore, one
cannot be discussed without reference to the cthers. How-
ever, while these elements are interrelated, the e€lement of

sentiment is particularly impcrtant to this discussion.

For Homans, the external system ot a yrcup is detined
by the 1interrelationshlps among the three e€lements as the
group attempts to solve the protlem of survival in its envi-
ronment. Homans defined sentiment as "interual states of
the human body™ (1950: 37). Examples of these intefual
states are such feelings as affection, pride, scorm, e€mno-

tions, attitudes, and even such phnysical states as hunger
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and thirst. In the external system sentiment assumes the
fora of the members' motives for joining the groug. 1o
illustrate, Homans described the eiement of sentimeut in the
external system of a factory werk group as focllows:

The Banmk Kirezen came tc the Hawthocrme FEFiaant 1in
the first instance with certain aotives (senti-
ments in the external systenm). The motives were
generated by the circumstances of their lives cut-
side of the plaat, Eut they were also part ct
their behavior (1950: 94).

The memkters' wmotives for joining the gyrcup were the result
of what Cartwright called the 1interaction of the memters!

motive base and the incentive properties cf the groug.

In Homans' discussion of sentiment in the 1nternal sys-
tem, 1its ameaning appears restricted to affective attitudes
concerning the groug itself (internai systen). In the
internal system, sentiments are different from the actives
for joining im the first ©[lace. Homans even defipes the
internal system in terms of sentiment:

The internal system [is] the eiatoraticn cf groug
behavior that simultaneously arises out of the
external system and reacts ugon it. ke call the
System "internal" because it 1s not directly cor-
ditioned by the environzent, and we speak ctf it as
"elaboration" because 1t 1includes ifcrmgs of kehav-
ior not included under thke heading of the exteramal
system. . . . The 1internal system [1s] groug
behavior that 1is an expression of the sentiments
towards one another develcped by the mexzkbers ct
the group 1in the <course cf their lire together
(1950: 109-110) .
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According to Hcmans, 1t 1s tanrough tlie prccess ci ela-
boration and of continued &@mutualiy supportive intezaction
and activity that the motives of the uenmters for joiring the
group develop 1into sentiments fcr the group itself. The
motives for joining, which are external to tbe gyroug, Leconme
transformed into different mctives for desiring to rLe€Eain.
By interacting witn one anotner, the members come tc like
one another; they develop attachments which emerge as a
result of interaction aud activity. To illustrate the pro-
cess of elaboration of sentiment in the internal systean,
Homans presented the following bypothesis:

If the frequency of interaction fetween twc cr

mOrLe€ persons increases, their degyree cf liking fcr

one another will increase and vice versa (195C:

112) -

Persons who feel sentiments of liking for one

another will express those sentiments in activi-

ties over and akove the activities of the exteramal

system,  and these activities may turther

strengthen the sentiments of liking (1950: 118).
In addition, Homans went on to state that self-interests

(sentiment in the external system) Leccme subrodibate to

group interests 1n the i1nternal systen.

Homans noted another process, called mode of stamndardi-
zation, which also 1invclves the interaction of group e€le-
ments. The mode of standardization involves "forces making

for uniformity" (1950: 121). Homans discussed standardiza-
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tion in terms of the estatlishment or groupr norass and sccial

contrci.

According to Homans, as a Jroup eiakorates it devclops
expectations or ideas about what ought to be. He e€mphasized
that these norms are not actual kehavicr, Lut rather "an
idea in the minds cf the wemters ot grougs® (1950: 123).
Yet, while norms <cmeryge as a prcduct of the autual degen-
dence of interaction, activity, and sentiment, and represent

notions about what ought to be, nonetheless, conformity to

noras tends to bLe rewarded and ncnconfcormity punished.

The group's ability to apply effective social control
is dependent upon the deyree cf 1nteraction and activity
which, in turn, affect sentiment. In ais discussion cf the
decline of social control in tGilltown, Homans wrcote that
because the frequency of interaction and activity decreased,
the strength of interpersonal sentiments decreased. The
effect of decreased interpersonal sentirents was to weaken
the social unit's ability to reward and punish. "Ccatrcl 1s
a matter of punishment and reward of individuals" (1950:
366) . In other words, the greater the degree cf interac-
tion, the greater the degree of positive sentiment and the

more effective social control is in producing contcrmitj.
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It is the position in this study that Hcmaus' apnalysis
of the process of interacting elements and the prccesses ot
elaboration, development cf group norms, and social control
in the 1internal system address tane circular Fprocess Cart-
wright noted comcerning the feedback of consequences of
cohesiona. With regard to the bhypothesized reliaticnships
between sentiment and interaction, Homans stated, "the rela-
tionship expressed . . . 1s a part of the phencmenocn that

sociologists call 'in-group sclidarity'" (1950: 114).

Kanter's Comaitment Mechanisms Mcdel
Another scholarly work which addressed the 1ateraction of
group incentive properties, individual @wmctives, amnd the
consequences of cohesion was Kanter's (197Z) study ct uto-
pian communities. While she «called the orgamizaticnal
incentive progerties coapitment mechanisss, her fprimarcy
interest was 1in how group @mechanisms operated to lncrease
tne likelihood that members will evaluate memiershifp posi-
tively. In addition, the use ci these mechanisms i1DCLE€ASEs
the likelihood of positive consequences for the groug: (1)
retention of members, (2) 1ntecrpersonai attraction (cr what
Kanter called cohesion), and (3) social ccntrol or ccnfcrn-

ity.
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To reiterate briefly, the reader wili recall that in
Cartwright's scheme fcr analyzing cohesion, the deterzinants
of cohesion involved the 1interaction ftetween individual
motives and group properties, and <forces which detach mea-
bers from alternative memberships and attract taem tc men-
bership in a givem group. The result of these 1s cchesioa
which, in turn, produces certain consequences. Although she
called it commitment, Kanter addressed whdt researchers 1in
the field of group dynamics call cohesion. As 1t will ke
shown, Kanter?’s work focused on the interaction of indivi-
dual motives (what she <called individual orientations) and
group mechanisms (commitment mechanisms) and their conse-
guences for the social systems (which are aspects cf cche-

sion) .

Accordiang to Kaanter, memkters have orientations which
they us€ to evaluate their mercership in a gLCUfe. She 1den-
tified three individual orientations: (1) an instruzentaid
or coygnitive orientation which involves the <calculation ot
the costs and rewards of belonginy toc the yroup; {2) an
affective or cathectic orientation which involves the indi-
vidual's emotional attachment tc the jgrour; and (3) a mcral
or evaluative orientation which concerns standards or judg-
ments of rigat and wromg (1972: 62-68). According tc Kan-

ter, individuals evaluate their wemkership in terms cf these
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orientations and contends that the Jroup can 1increase the
likelinood of a positive evaluation if tke yroup enmploys

certain mechanisas.

+Kanter identified the fcllowing six mechaanisas: (1)
sacrifice, (2) investment, (3) renunciation, (4) ccurunioaxn,
(5) mortification, and (b) transcendence. Sacrifice and
investunent are mechanisms which promote instrumental commit-
ment and secure the retention c¢f memcers; rehuncliation and
communion promote a positive affective orientation and will
enhance interpersomal attraction; mortificatioua .,and traan-
scendence promote a positive wmoral orientation and increase
the members! willingness to conform to groug norms cr, to
put 1t another way, 1iancrease the groug's power. A summary

of Kanter's work is presented in 1lable 2.

The reader will note that the three fpairs ct mechanisms
each involve a detaching process (detachment rrox alterna-
tive memberships) and an attachiny process (attachment to
the groug). Sacrifice, recnunciation, and mortification
detach members from alternatives, while 1nvestment, comaun-
ion, and transcendence are @mechanlisms which attach menkters
to the group. Given the definition ot cchesion as tuae
resultant of all forces acting on members to remaln in the

group, and that these forces involve detaching aud attachiuy



TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF KANTER'S COMMITMENT
MECHANISMS MODEL

Mechanisms
detaching attaching
sacrifice investment
renunciation communion
mortification transcendence

Individual's Consequences for
Orientation the Social System
instrumental retention of members
affective interpersonal attraction
moral conformity

1S
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processes, it 1is the positicn 1in thils study that these
mechanisms 1increase the likelihood of attraction tc the
group and are, therefore, determinants cf cohesiorn. In
additionr, the consequences of these¢ mechanisus fcr the
group, retention of members, mutual attraction, and ccnicrm-
ity (group pover), are the ccnseyuences of cohesion. in
other words, by means of positively affectingy menkers!
orientations, these mechanisms increase the likelihocd of

high group cohesion.

Sacrifice and Investzent. In defianing these commitzent

mechanisms, Kanter (1972: 76) stated that sacrifice 1is the

price cf membershirg.

-

Sacrifice operates on the basis of a simple prin-

ciple from cognitive consistency theories: the

more it "ccsts" a person tc do something, the more

valuable he will consider it, in order to justify

the psychic 1™expense™ and remain iuternally con-

sistent.

In her discussion of successful nineteentn century com—
munes, Kanter descriked the process of sacrifice Ly demcns-
trating 1its concrete application 1n these <ccazunities.
Abstinence, as the cost of @membership, tcck wmauy tcrus,
whether 1t was refraining frog the use of tctacco, alcchol,
meat, coffee, or sex. While the rorms of abstinence sere
rooted in ideological proscrigtiocns, clearly cCcoOnbubDes were

aware of the role of sacrifice in enhancing pcsitive instru-

@mental evaluations from thkelr memters.
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An additional @mechanism utilized by successful onine-
teenth century coamunes was tne signing over ot all perscnal
property to the coamunity ugon Ltecominy a uwe€uker. 1h1is 1is
the mechanism Kanter called investment.

Through investment, individuals are inteygrated

with the system, since their time and LE€ESCULCES

have beccme a part cf its ecoumoay (197z: 81).

The investment of persomnal property, time, and eneryy
in the coamunity ofperated tc enhance commitment since
investment tended to be irreversible. Simply Fput, cnce
these had been invested, the ocnly way 1in which to yet a
return was through ccntinued fparticigation. By investiny
both wmaterial goods and tise and emergy, mewiers invested

their profits to the group "sc that leaving 1t would bLe

costly" (1972: 80).

Empirical findings fror lakoratory experiasents lend
support to the notiocn that pecple who must sacrifice cr yo
through an unpleasant experience to attain scmetaning tend to
value it more highly tham those whc attaim the yocal or
object with minimal effort. Arcoson and Mills (1959) cou-
ducted one such laboratory experiment involving the degree
of severity of initiation for joining a ciuk and tue degree
of attractiveness the group has for the memkters. 1hus,
Aronson and Mills hypothesized:

a person who has gJone through a paingful initiation
to become a wmember <c¢f a gJroug should tend to
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reduce dissonance by over estigating tLe
attractiveness of the grcup (1959: 178).

Their hypothesis was confirmed. Those participants wbo nad
not undergone an uBbfplieasant inltiation experiemce had so
little invested in the group that tnere was little, it any,
dissonance created by the fact that meatership in the group
was very boring. Those who had undergone a severe aad
embarrassiag initiation and, therefore, had invested 1n mea-
bership, reduced dissonance which was aroused by uninterest-
ing group discussions by over €stimating the attractivemess

of the group.

In another experiment, Aronsonm (1961) found that whea a
person puts forth <consideraktle efrort to accomplish a task
but receives little reward, disscnance arises as a result of
the discrepancy betaseen the erffort expended and the reward
obtained. Aronson's findings lend =support to the pcsitioan
that dissonance was reduced Lty finding somethiny attractive

about the situation which justified the efrort expended.

Along these sare lines, Festinger and Carismith (1959)
found that when a person makes a public statesment ccntrary
to his or her vprivate ofinion, the deyree of disscnauace
created is dependent on the size of tke reward. If the
reward is small, greater dissonance emerges and the indivi-

dual will, therefore, reduce it by changing his private
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opinion to correspord more clcsely toc the pulblic stateument.
The unpleasantness cf making a public statement coptrary to
a private opinion coupled with a small reward results in an
attempt to reduce dissonance ty <convincing cneself that the

situation was not as unpleasant as it first seemed.

The interface cf these 1latoratory experiments acrd Kan-
ter's work suygests that i1f a gyroup regyuires its memkers to
sacrifice aad 1invest, requiring that prcfits can «cnly te
realized by continued participation, even if tae reward 1is
small, the dissonance created by the sitvation will resuilt
in greater attraction for the groug. In otner wcrds, if a
group employs sacrifice and iovestment mechanisas, the men-

bers' attraction to the group, or its cohesicn, increases.

Renunciation and Communion. Keaunciation aand comaunion
are mechanisms which, acccrding to Kanter, alsc prcmote com-
mitment by means of detachment and attachment. Kanter
states that by seeking renunciation, "a cowmunity disccur-
ages relationships toth outside the Jroup and with icternal
subunits, in crder to pprovide maximum strength to the
entire system"™ (197z: 82) . By cutting off cutside rela-
tions, members concentrate on loyalty and emotiondl attaca-
ments to the group. In experimental ccmmunities, the sever-

ing of <contact with those outside the group reguired that
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members cuitivate relationsnifs within the grouge. Memtcers®
"potential for satisfaction withia the grcup increases as
options for relationships elsewhere are decreased" (1972:

83).

To illustrate the mechanisms or renunciatiom aand coa-
munion, Kanter stated that utopian communities represeut "a
refuge from the trounles cf the world as well as hofpe fcr a
better one"™ (1972: 1)« The troubles of the world are
viewed as either religious, pclitico-econcmic, oOr psychoso-
cial contamination. The utcpian vislions Cf fpure community
led to the idea that the experimeantali ccmsuwity was the
arena where these okbjectives can be achieved. Renunciation
and coamunion were utilized Ly successful nineteenth century
communes in terms of M"insulating ctoundaries — rules and
structural arrangements that minimized contact with the cut-
side" and emphasized interaction within the group (1972:

83) .

In addition, Kanter =stressed the 1irportance cf a
psychic boundary in insulating the group from the outside.
In this connection, language played a key rocle ia daifferen-
tiating "we" from "they." It 1is interesting to ncte that
fifty-seven percent of the successful communes, as cpposed

" to none of the unsuccesstful ccmrunes, had special teras for
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outsiders. Likewise, a distinctive language and style of

dress also created insulating koundaries.

More successful than unsuccessful comgunities
tended to employ these mechanisms, whether speak-
ing a language cther tham English, using slang,

jargon, or escteric terminology not im commBOn USE

on the outside, or adcpting an unusual unifccm

(1972: 84-895).

Controlling the movemeut acrcss toundaries, whether it
was members leaving the grocup or nonmebbLers enteriny it, was
characteristic cf successful ccazmuunes. EKules for regulating
the frequency of cross-boundary movements were strict for
all successful comnunities. For those grougs, the average
member rarely (less often than yearly) left the ccmmunity as

opposed to none of the successful communities hLavimg this

strict reyulation.

By cutting off or regqulating contact with the outside,
communities simultanecusly enccuraged relaticnships within
the group and, suksequently, enhanced the develcpment of
ve-feelings. In Kanter's examination ot comaunes, regulac-
1zed groug contact in the fcrm o¢f rituals, the ascunt of
time sprent a day in the group, aud the practice or regular
group m@meetlags were moIrLe characteristic c¢f successfus
groupse. Sixty—-three percent of the successtul ccamaunities
as compared with only tweanty-three percent of the unsuccess-

ful ones had memkers who spent aore than two-thirds ct tne
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day with the group. In addition, all successiul grougps had
reqgular group meetings. Regularized group cgntact Lty means
of the amount of time spent in the group, ccugpled with rcut-

ine meetinys, apparently coantributed to success.

The reader will recall that Homans (1950) hypocthesized
that as the frequency of 1nteraction increased, the degree
of liking increased. However, he yjualified this statement
by noting that the hypothesis should hcld if the activities
engaged in are not irritating to any of tne parties invclved
and if the relationship is not based on authority. Fegard-
ing the first qualifying statement, successiul CCoEUubES
tended to —rotate jobs reguiring everjyone to share in ktota
pleasant and unpleasant tasks. Comwunai iakor, based on job
rotation, should, therefore, reduce the chances that irci-
tating activities will interfere with the relationshifp tet-
ween frequency of interaction and degree cf 1likinge. Sec-
ondly, reguiarized group me€etings 1imn successful uineteeuth
century communes agparently encouraged menkers' attractiou
to the group by keeping memkers aktreast or events aand
informed, and oy encouraging fparticipator; democracye. Con-
ceruing the later, experimental studies bave prcvided evi-
dence that this style of leadership and decision-making 1s
more attractive to wmembers than are autocratic or laissez-
faire types (White and Lipgit, 1968; Freston arnd Heintz,

1949; Bovard, 1951).
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In sumwmary, ZIenunciation and col@union were REChanisass
used by coamunes to increase 1in-group sclidarcity ky detach-
ing members from outside relations while e€ncouraging tela-
tionships within the group. 1Therefore, based on these find-
ings, it would te expected that yroups which emgloy
renuaciation and communion dechanisss will te characterized
by a higher degree cof cohesion than those groups which do

not employ then.

Mortification and Iranscendence. Mortiricaticn and

transcendence are mechanisms which foster moral commitmente.
Respectively, these are alsc detachiung and attaching pro-
cesses which focus on the tramnsformation of an individualis-

tic ego into a groug e€yce.

Detachment from the wcrld through mortification
requires that the 1individual redefine his priorities aud
values. It 1is the idea that a re-evaluation of the "old
self" 1s essential. Mortification 1S 4 Stripping pPILCCESS.
Transcendence, on the other hand, is an attaching prccess
whereby the individual finds new direction and a ditrerent
kind of ego in the collective. A specific ideology or value
system plays an important role 1in transcendence 1in enhanciny
moral commitment. As Kanter (1972: 115) pcinted cut:

The 1ideology 1in successful grougs . .« .« legiti-

mated demands made on memkers Lty reference to a

higher princigple which gave @meaning tc the
demands.
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Wwhile mortification rejuires that the individual rcevaluate
his or her values, transcendence provides new standardse.
Mortification strips the €go while transcendence cuilds the

collective ego.

According to Kanter, confession, selt-criticism, and
mutual criticism were mechanisms which prcsmoted morald coa-
mitaent through mortification. Research findings fros laobo-
ratory experiments have concluded taat the degree of cohe-
siveness 1s postively associated with attempts to reduce
discrepancies of opinions and keliefs among group memiers so
that these become nore similar. That 1s, research findings
have concluded that there are positive relatiocnships Letweeun
cohesion and in-group attempts to reduce discrepancy of
opinions ({Back, 1951); Letween cohesion and the extent of
change in opinion among deviants (Festinger, Gerala, Hyuwo-
vitch, Kelley, and Raven, 1952); and Letweeu cchesion and
the 1likelihood of rejecting deviants (Schachter, 1651 .
From these findings it would be expected that waen values
are relevant to the group's girposes, there wili ke greater
attempts to change those who are deviant. Accordiay tc Kan-
ter, the use of confession and mutual criticisa nct coly
brought the deviant to public attention aad huszkied the

erring member, but it also served as an e€xample to the rest

of the community.
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Other mortification mechanisms addressed Lty Kanter uwere
spiritual differentiation and deindividuatican. Successful
nineteenth century communities were mwmore likely than unsuc-
cessful ones to have a stratification systes tased solely on
spiritual differentiation. A member gyained status ty 1living
up to the model of the community, and no otaer distinctions
were recognized which would allow memiers "to take pride 1in
anythiny but their fulfillment of the conditioms for ideal

membership" (Kanter, 1972: 108-110).

The stripping away cf the "“old self" was acanieved Ly
means of formal instructionm in community dcctrine, seyreya-
tion of new members from c¢ld members, and the institutional-
ization of a formal probationary period for a ncvice grior
to becoming a full member. Io addition, while spirituadl
differentiation was the means Lty which to achieve status, by
de-emphasizing other types of differentiation, deindividua-
tion encouraged a group ideatity.

De-individuating mechanisgs are strategies fcr

removing the individual’s sense or isclation, prLi-

vacy, and uniqueness. They change his identity sc

as to anchor 1t in things that are communal rather

than personal (Kamter, 1S7z: 110).

However, wmortification of the old self 1is incomplete
unless new standards of evaluating the seli are prcvided.

This involves the attaching prccess of transcendence. TIran-

scendence mechanisms in the fcrm of an 1idecloyy prcvided a
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sense of order, rightness, and 1nstitutionalized awe whica
"gives meaning to the organizaticn" (Kanter, 1972: 113).
Ideology not only provided legitimation for the demands
placed on members, but alsc fprovided explanations fcr sev-
eral aspects of life, including the aature or humanity, and

economic, social, familial, and sccial organizatiom.

It is 1interesting tc point out that while successtul
communes were more likely than unsuccessful ones to have a
comprehensive ideology with differentiation ftased om sgiri-
tual matters, the leadership in those groups was distinct
from ordinary membership. The reader will recall that suc-
cessful comaunities were amore likely to have regularized
group contact and participatory democracye. However, member
participation in decision making was generaliy restricted to
routine, everyday decisions while the ultimate decision mak-
ing process was carried out ty the ieadership. Leaders were
frequently purportedly imbued with special pcsers "who
served as the 1link between memkers and those of higher

sources of wisdom and meaning" (1972: 11%).

In addition, charismatic 1leaders we€re usuaily sur-
rounded by a select group of subordinates «ho handled more
routine matters thus protecting the 1invioclatility cf tne

leader. Leadership 1in successful nineteenth century com-
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nunes tended to be 1imbued with <charisma and protected by
subordinates. These factcrs combined with fparticigatory
democracy for routine decisions aad ultimate <centralized
control <concerning matters related to values encouraged

moral commitment.

Ideological conversion ¥as another transcendence
mechanism which contributed tc the =success of nineteenth
century communes. As Kanter pointed out, the particuiar
content of tne ideclogy was nct the 1uportamt factor which
promoted success, but rather that the merters Lelieved and
shared amn ideoclogy. Conversion, then, as a requirement of
membership, was an important element diding‘transcendence.
Practices such as requiring a vcw, the institution <cf a
screening procedure for recruits, including a prckationary

period, and the rejection or potential memters occurred more

frequently in successful communes tham in unsuccessful ones.

Kanter®s work suggests that yroups which utilize mcrti-
fication and transcendence mechanisus will te more likely to
enhance positive mnoral evaluations of its @members. From
this, it would be expected that groups which employ mortifi-
cation and transcendence mechanisms will have a bhigner

degrees of cohesion than those which dc not.
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Summary
Although Kanter's study focused soclely on nineteenth certury
utopian comnmunities, her wcrk sugygests that communities
which employed the six amechaniszs tended to Le more success-—
ful than those which did not. Utopian ccamunitie€s are an
extreme type of orgyanization inm that there is a comnscious
attempt based on an ideciogy to restructure c¢r to create a
specific type of social organization. In varying degrees,
utopias employed these mechaniszs to transfcrm self-interest
into group interest or, 1in other words, toc regplace indivi-

dual ego with a collective egc.

For Kanter, commitment is the link between the crgani-
zational reyuirements of the sccial wunit ard the individual
orientations of its memters. According to her, “Ccamitment
refers to the willingness of people to do what wili help
maintain the group because it provides what they need"
(1972: 66). By institutiny mechanisms which promoted three
types of commitment (iastrumental, arrective, and moral),
successful communities were akble to increase the likeiihocd
of positive conseyuences for the groug: Letention or men-

bers, 1interpersonal attraction, and social control.

-Although utopias are an e€xtreme tygpe of social crgani-

zation, findings from laktoratory experiments and 1in naturai
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settings suygest that these mechanisms also operdate in tota
artificially created groups as well as in "everyday" §ILougs.
Both theory and research suggest that the structure and
orientation of a social unit affect members! orientationm to

the organization.

In Chapter Two it was argued that there has keenm a ten-
dency to assume there is a difference Letween cosrxunal and
formal organizations in teras cf the degree to which memters
are attracted to to thenm. Cne purpase of this research is
to test that relatioashig. Secorndly, the relationshij bet-
ween type of organization and cochesion was exaamined 1in light

of the presence and absence cf group mechanisas.

As a means of concluding this chapter six additionai
formal hypotheses are preseanted:
H2: As the degree of sacrifice increases, cohesion
increases.

H3: As the degree of investment increases, cohesion
increases.

H4: As the degree of renunciation increases, cokesion
increases.

H5: As the degree of communion increases, cohesion
increases.

H6: As the degree of mortification increases, cchesion
increases.

H7: As the degree of transcendence increases, cchesion
1NCreasesS.



Chapter 1V

METHCDOLCGICAL PECCEDURES

Intraduction
This chapter 1includes a description c¢f the sample and the
methodological procedures employe€d. The first section des-
cribes the sample while the seccnd section addresses the
sources of data. The third section includes a discussion of
the scaling and measurement cf the study variakles, while

the final section describes the data analytic technigues.

Given this study involved the use of data which were
derived from different sources, the description of the meth-
odological procedures which fcllows may at times Lecome con-
fusing. Although this writer has attempted tc present the
material in a clearcut manner, the reader is advised tc con-

sult the summary tatles where they are indicated.

The Sample
The unit of anlysis in this study is the grcug. The groups
which made up the sample consisted of thirty grcugs with a
total of 972 respondents drawn from Hillery's Crganization
File. This large data set was ccllected Ly Gecrge A. Hil-
lery, Jr. and his students over a pericd of years Lty means
of either: (1) an initial contact made ty letter or im ger-
son followed by a mailed guestionnaire, or (Z) direct adgin-

istration of the questionpaire tc the grougs.

66
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The thirty grougs which made up the sample cconsisted of
the following: seven Trappist @monasteries, twc coamunes,
six Greek social organizatiomns (three fraternities and three
sororities), three samples of Cadet Corgs meskbters, one druyg
rehabilitation center, five university dormitgries, twoc pri-
son staffs, one cooperative boardingy house and three mili-

tary groupse.

Table 3 presents the classification of these grcugs
into formal and commupal organizations, indicates the fpur-
pose or specific goal of each, and reports the size cf €ach
subsample and the size of the porulation from which each was
drawn. As indicated in the takle, the sample comnsists of

sixteen communal and fourteen fcrmal orgjamizations.

Sources of Data
Data for the dependent'variahle, conesion, and two of the
independent variables, sacrifice amd type cf orgamization,
were derived from Hillery's Crganization File. ©Lata for tae
repaining independent variakles were collected froam panels
of judges who were asked to tell the researcher atcut the
general characteristics of the type of group Ly resgondiny
to a questionndire. None was intormed of tue sgecific
nature of the research and, in ail cases bLut opne, Jjudges
were either current or former members or the type of group

they were asked to judge.
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TABLE 3

GEOUPS IN THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

Name and Type

Fopulation
Total Saamgle

- — —— v ——— —— — — —— — ——— —— - —— ———— — ——— —

Goai or Purpose

Communal Orgamizations

Monastery 1 (1972)
Monastery 2 {1972)
Monastery 3 (1975)
Monastery 4 (1976)
Monastery 5 {1976)
Monastery 6 (1976)
Monastery 7 (1976)
Capaas Commune (1973)
Walden Commuae (1971)
Martin House (1971)
(cooperative
boarding hoase)
Sorority 1 {1971)
Sorority 2 (1975)
Sorority 3 (1975)
Fraternity 1 (1970)
Fraternity 2 (1974)
Fraternity 3 (1970)

Dates data

——

68

34
24
63
14
50
25

36

34

31
60

9
39
21

41

-

50
15

16

21
10
28
20

33

29

29

42

Bucpose
Frayer
Prayer
Prajyer
Prajyer
Prayer
Prayer
Prayer
Christian uitpess

1o approxinmate
Skinner's Walden 1wc

Cooperative 1living; to
experience *“comamunity,"
Christian witness
Sorcrity 1liirfe

Sorority life

Sorority iliife

Fraternal lirxe

Fraternali 4iife

Fraternal life

were ccllected are indicated in parentneses.
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TABLE 3 (continued)

GRCUPS IN THE RESEARCH SAMPILE

Fopulaticn

Name and Type Total Sample Goal or Puifgose
Formal Crganizations Goal
Men's prison

starff 1 (1970) 2 43 Prisoners maintained
Men's prison

staff 2 (1970) 2 33 Prisoners maintained
Military Medical (1976) 10 10 Patients treated

corps
Women's Army {1976) 18 10 Clerical duties

Corps
Military Police (1976) 500 46 Deviants agprehended
Cadet Corps 1 (1574) 28 117 Cadets yraduated
Cadet Corps 2 (1975) 42 29 Cadets graduated
Cadet Corps 3 (1974) 3986 215 Cadets graduated
Dormitory 1 (1973) 75 33 Students noused
Dormitory 2 (1973) 75 21 Students hcused
Dormitory 3 (1971) 147 41 Students housed
Dormitory 4 (1970) 42 37 Students ncused
Ddormitory 5 (1972) 420 17 Students housed
Drug Rehab. (1976) 27 15 Addicts treated

Center

Dates data were collected are indicated in fparentheses.
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For each panel of judges, questionnaires were either
mailed or given directly tc a ccntact perscn for distribu-
tion. With the exception of the Walden Coamune panel which
returned four of the five guestionnaires distributed, all
other panels had a 100 percent rate of return. Cut of fifty
questionnaires which wvere distributed, focrty-eight were

returned for a total rate of return of 96 percent.

The selection of judges was Lased on availakbility
ands/or knowledge of a contact person. This constraint
resulted not only in the varying numker of judges per pamel
(ranging from three to seven), but also in requiring some of
the panels to evaluate a cluster of groups as a single cate-
gJorye For example, 1instead of the more desiraole approach
of having a separate panel of judges for each of the monast-
eries in the sample, a single panel of judges was utilized
to inform the researcher about the general characteristics
of monasteries as a whole. Likevise, prison statf memkters
served as judges for the prison staff groups; military pec-
sonnel were judges for the military groups; memkers of
sororities and fraternities were judges for the Greek organ-
izations; members of the Cadet Corps were judges for the
cadet groups; and dormitory residents were judges fcr the
dormitory groups. Separate panels of Jjudges who were mem-

bers of the following grougps evaluated: Caphas Coamune,
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walden Commune, Martin House {(a cooperative boarding house),
and the Drug Rehakilitation Center. In total, there were
ten pamuels of judges utilized 1in collecting data for thirty
Jroups. Refer to Table 4 for a description of e€ach of the

ten panels.

The use of a single panel of judges to evaluate a clus-
ter of similar grougs is a shortcominy. However, since the
questionnaire items posed to judges addressed ygemerai charc-
acteristics of organizations, 1t was felt that the assign-
ment of the same score to a cluster of similar grougs was
justified. Furthermore, the composite reliatility coeffi-
cient for interjudge agreement, reported in Table 4, indi-
cated high agreement among judges which provided some empir-

ical support for the procedure.

Judge Reliability
As an estimate of the reliakility of data gathered fronm
judges, a composite reliability coefficient tor interjudge
agreement (Holsti, 1969: 137) was calculated for each fpanel.
The formula is one <commonly used in the analysis of the
reliability of coders in content analysis. {Refer to For-

mula 1 in Appendix A.)
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TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF JULCLGE PANELS

——— - —— ———— ———— — - ——— - —— - —————— ——— A ————— -~

TIype of Panel N Alpha Lescription
Monasteries 5 95 all current memcers
Greek Organizations 5 .51 3 current wuenmkers;

< alumni menmktecs

Prison Statfs 4 <91 all current'memhe:s

Caphas Commune 5 .93 all current aemkters
Walden Cowmmune 4 «93 all current memkters
Cadet Corps 5 .92 all current memters
Druy Rehakbilitation
Center 7 -96 all current memkters
Dormitories S -83 all current memkers
Martin House 3 -84 < fcrmer members;
a participant
observer
Military 5 .97 2 retired crficers;

a veteran; active
officer aud
enlisted man

-—— —— - —— ——— ————— ———— —— . ———— ———— —— — ——— e - "  ————— -
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The reliability of panels of judges was generally yuite
high with the military, ©monastery, and drug center judges
indicating almost perfect agreenent. In all kut two cases
the reliability coefficients were greater tham .90. Martin
House and the dormitory panels had reliatility ccerficients

equal to .84 and .83, respectively.

Measurement and Scale Develcgment
Of the eight variables used in this study, the degendeat
variable, cohesion, and one of the independent variaules,
sacrifice, were part of the original data set ccilected fron
menbers of the grouprs in the sawple. A third variakle, type
of organization, was based on Hilliery?’s dichotomous classi-
fication of organizdtions into communal and formal organiza-

tious.

The five remaining variables, investment, renunciation,
communion, mortification, and transcendence, were measured
with items taken directly from Kanter's work with data col-
lected from panels of Jjudges. Although Kanter's study
included over 250 gyuestionnaire items for measuring sSix con-
cepts, items selected to measure these in the present study

were determined om the basis of three criteria.
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First of all, because the current research included
different types o¢f groups, as opposed to Kanter's study
which dealt only with utofpian communities, 1t was necessary
to select items on the basis of their applicatility to the
groups in the sample. As such, any item whaose content
applied only to one type of organization (communal or for-

mal) was automatically excluded.

The second criterion ror inclusion of ap item in a pac-
ticular scale was Kanter's tatular presentation of the
mechanismse. Here it should be noted that 1t was difficult
to determine from Kanter's measuring instrument which itenms
were included under a given mechanism. 10 resolve thais dif-
ficulty, this researcher examined takles in Kanter's work
which outlined submechanisms <c¢f each «concept and 1located
items in her questionnaire which corresponded to the sutme-

chanisms in the tables.

Finally, after data were ccllected from judges, each of
the scales was analyzed for variable reliability using Cron-
bach's Alpha reliability coefficient generated by SPSS Sub-
program Reliability which, as part of the output, includes
the alpha if an item is deleted. Cropnbach's aigha is a com-
monly used estimator of internal consistency. Based on the

reliability coefficients, 1tegs were deleted from the scales



7S
until no further improvement in reliakility could Le nade.

(Refer to Formula 2 in Aprendix A4).

At this point it should be noted that Kanter did not
develop scales as such to measure her concergts. Instead,
she provided a list of characteristics (submechanisms) which
were indicative of each concept. From these 1lists items
were extracted and subjected to reliakbility tests in crder

to develop scales for measuring the concepts.

Table 5 summarizes the derivation of e€ach scale, the
source of data, and measurement of the variatles. As noted
in Table 5, variables derived frcm data gathered frow judyges
vere measured by the sum of the means for items included in
the scale while variables derived from Hillery's Crganiza-
tion File were measured in terms of the average perceantage
agreement. {(IThe rationale fcr ©measurement is discussed 1iun

Chapter Seven.)

The Dependent Variarcle
The dependent variable in this study was cohesion. The
scale used to measure cohesion was that developed ty Stanley
Seashore (1954) in his work in the area of group cohesive-
ness in industrial groupse Cperationally, Seashore's scale

taps three dimensions of the concept: (1) memkers' percep-
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tion of being a part of the group, (2) their desire to
remain in the group, and (3) their pgercepticn of the group
as better than others in terms of the way the memkers get
along, help each other, asd stick together. According to

Seashore,

The first two <criteria appear to be relatively
pure tramslations from the formal definition of
cohesiveness. . . . The third criterion is in two
respects less satisfactory. The definiticn
requires an "objective" (i.e., not self-evalua-
tional) measure of the degree of attractiveness.
The available measure, however, appears to inciude
kinds of relationships awmong group @memkers other
than those implied by wmutual attractiveness. In
addition, since the available measures are in
terns of self-evaluation cf the group, they con-
tain an element of general satisfaction with the
group ~-- perhaps properly called "morale." These
measurement problems could not be avoided without
impaired reliatility and without omission cf an
aspect of the definition of the variable to tfte
measured. It 1is not possible to determine the
extent to which the cohesiveness measure 1is thus
contaminated; however, the possible rresence of
these extraneocus elements suggests a deyree of
caution in interpreting any relationship between
the cohesiveness @measure and measures cf affect
(Seashore, 1554: 36).

Seashore's wvarning that the scale may be contaminated 1i1s not
problematic. In fact, since Homans' definition of sentiment
reflected affect, as does the assumption in the coazunity
theory literature, Seashore's scale probably more accurately
measures the phenomenon of interest 1in this research than

other measures of cchesion.
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TAELE S

SUMMARY OF VARIABLE LCATA SOURCE, MEASUBEHENT,

AND RELIABILITY

Data Measure- Redia- Level of
Variable Source ment akility Measurement
Cohesion HCF* Mean «92 interval
Fercent
Agree
ment
Type of HOF * Presence/ —-——
Organiza- Absence of Ncminal
tion Specitic (Curmy)
Goal**
Sacrifice HOF * Mean .93 Interval
Percent
Agree
ment
Investment Judges Mean** -—- Interval
Renuncia- Judges Sum ct - 74 Interval
tion Means
Communion Judges Sum cf .89 Iuterval
Means
Mortifi- Judges Sum cf ~92 Interval
tion Means
Transcen- Judges Sum of .81 Iutervai
dence Means

* Hillery Orgamnization File
** Single item measure
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Seashore's Cohesion scale has enjoyed widespiead use
since it 1is easily adaptable to a variety of groups. As

such, a modified version of the scale was wused Ly Hillery

and is presented as follows:

Do you feel that ycu are really part of this group or ccmmu-
nity?

am really a part of this grourg
am included in most ways
am included in sore ways tut not in others

I

I

I

I don't feel I really belong
I

D

don't feel that I am a member c¢f any cowumunity
on't Xnow or uncertain

If you had a chance to do the same kind o©f work im another
or community, how would you feel abtout moving?

I would want very much tc move

I would rather move than stay where I am
It would make no difference to ke

I would rather stay where I am than move

I vould want very much to stay where I anm
Don't know or uncertain

Vo
a)
e}
=

el

How does your commubnity or group compare with other groups
that you are acquainted with on each of the following?

(a) The way the people get along tcgether
(b) The way the people stick together
(c) The way people help each other

Better than most

About the same as most
Not as good as most

_ Don't know or uncertain

In order to derive a group mnmeasure of cohesion fron
individual responses, the mean percentagye of each group who
responded to high cchesion 1items was used. Concerniny the

first question in the scale, the percentagye of the group wao
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ansvered either "I am really a part of this groug" or "I anm
in included most ways" was recorded. The percentage of the
group who responded they "would want very much to stay" or
"yould rather stay" was recorded for the seéond Juestion. A
percentage of the group who evaluated the group as "ketter
than most" for the way members get along, stick together,
and help each other" was calculated for each of those itenms.
The mean of these five percentages was used as the cchesion

measure tor each groug.

Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for this scale
was .92, which indicated the appropriateness of using these
items as an index of cohesion. The mean of the gercentages

served as the group cohesion score.

The Independent Variatles

Iype of Orgamization. The <classification of Jroups
into formal and communal organizations was based on Hil-
lery's dichotomy Letween groups which give primacy to
specfic goals (formal) and those which do not {communal).
It is 1important to mention that the classification cf the
groups in the sample into formal and communal categories was
the only variable in the study not subjected to indegendent

verification by an outside scurce. Since it was not pcssi-
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ble to 1locate judges who had pboth sufficient knowledge of
Hillery's classification scheme and knowledge of tihe spe-
cific groups in the sample, this researcher exdmined the

classification for its face validity.

Sacrifice. According tc Kanter, sacrifice is f“the
price of membership." For the purposes cof this study,
sacrifice was operationalized according to Hillery's scale

for measuring disciplined freedon.

Disciplined freedom was one of the threce major types of
freedoa delineated by Hillery, Dudley, and Morrow {1977)
using factor analysise. Although the freedcsm scale produced
three factor loadings, egoistic, conditional, aad discip-
lined freedom, only the latter was used 1in the <current
research. Using Likert-type respcnse categories of strongly
agree, agree, don't know, disagree, and strongly disagree,
the disciplined freedom scale used to measure sacrifice
included the following:

Freedom here 1is closely linked with the idea of sharing and
sacrificing.

Freedom here 1is disciplined and each makes concessions to
help the others.

There is freedom here, but to have it, each persom umust give
up something to help others.

The decision to use Hillery's discipliuned freedoz scale

as a measure of sacrifice was based on three «criteriae.
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First of all, although the scale is general and does not ask
about specific sacrifices, disciplined freedom was conceptu-
alized as "sacrificing in order to do something you want to
do" (Hillery, et al., 1977: €87). Secondly, the items in
the scale are consistent with tne other independent varia-
bles in this study in that théy ask about the nature cf tae
concept in the group. Thirdly, the data on this measure
were collected from the groups in the analysis (nct from
judges) . Concerning the latter, it was felt that whenever
possible it was desirakle to use data collected from the

original groupse.

Like the cohesion measure, 1in order to derive a group
measure of sacrifice, the fpercentage of the group who
ansvered bhigh sacrifice items (strongly agree and agree) was
calculated for each item. The alpna reliability coefficient
for this scale was .93 indicating sufficient reliability for

using the mean of the percentages as the index of sacrifice.

Investment. According to Kanter, 1investaent differs
from sacrifice in that the latter detaches members fronm
alternative memberships while the former attaches memkers to
the group. Investment attaches members 1n the semse that in
order to reap benefits of membership members must remain in

the group. Investment is ™a simple eccnomic fprccess involv-
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ing tangible resources, or . « . 1lntangiktles like time and
energy" (Kanter, 1972: 80). Accordiny to her, 1investment
includes three asgpects: physical particigpation, fipancial
investment, and irreversipbility of investment. To cfpera-
tionalize these the following items were used and ccded as
indicated:3

*Are nonmemkters or members whoc are not active ailcwed to
share in group benefits?

yes (1)
no (3)
uncertain (2)

*In this group is a member asked to sign over property or
make a financial contributiorn (include fpayment of fees or
dues) ?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

In actual practice, 1f a wmember of this group wishes to
withdraw, does the group reimburse him or her for lacor,
services, property, or money the member has ccntributed?

yes (1)
no (3)
uncertain (2)

Data for these questions were <collected from panels or
judyes. For each iten, the mean score of the [fpanel of

judges was used as the measure.

- ————— —— —— —— — — ————— —

3For investment, renunciation, ccmaunion, mcrtitication, and
transcendence, items which were deleted as a result of
reliability analysis are indicated with an asterick.
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The alpha coefficient for these 1items was quite low,
«26. Examination of the alpha if the 1item was deleted
showed only margipal improvement could bLe made. The low
alpha coefficient indicated that these items were nct mpea-
suriny the same phenomenon and, therefore, could not te used

as an index for investment.

However, rather than exclude investment from the analy-
sis, an examination cf zero-crder correlaticns of each itenm
with the dependent variakle showed a siynificant relation-
ship Letween cohesion and the item dealing with reimkturse-
ment of property, labor, and services (r=.74) significant
beyond the .001 level. This item was selected as the single
measure of investment measured Ly the mean score Oof €aca

panel.

Renunciation. According to Kanter, renunciation is a
mechanism which corresponds tc grcup interaction. FKenuncia-
tion is a detaching mechadanism since 1t fprimarily iovolves
submechaniswms which emphasize distinctions Letween "we" and

"they."

Again, using Kanter's table of submechanisms as a guide
for selecting items to measure renunciation, the following

1tems were extracted and coded as i1ndicated:
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Does this group encourage (or reyuire) 1its members to wear a
uniform style of dress or symkcl (for example, a unifcra or
emblem) which distinguishes them from persons who are unot
meanbers?

—_ Yes (3)
- ho (1)
uncertain (2)

Does this grotp use any slang, jargyon, special terminology,
or a foreign language not in ccmaon use outside this group?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

*Does this group have specific hours during which nonmemters
may visit the group?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

Does this group allow nonmembers to attend meetings or dis-
cussions?

_— Yes (1)
no (3)
uncertain (2)

Does this group have certain areas (locations) whicn are

off-limits to nonmeasbers?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

Does this group have rules akout how members should act
around nonmematers or visitors?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

The aipha coefficient for these items was .71. However,

with the deletion of the item concerning visiting hours, the



§5
alpha was .74. An examination of the adjusted scale using
the alpha 1if the item was deleted as a guide 1indicated no
further improvement in reliaktility could te made. Toe wmeans
for each of the five remaining items was summed and used as

the group measure of renunciation.

Compunion. Communion is a mechanism which, like renun-
ciation, is related to interaction. Comzupion 1is an attach-
ing mechanism which, according toc Kanter, gromotes affective
bonds (interpersonal 1liking):

Does this group rotate joks among its members cr do the sanme
people do the same joks all (cr most) of the time?

this groufp rotates joks (3)
the same people do the same jobs (1)
uncertain (2)

Does this group (or most of its members) ever get together
in a group effort tc perform group tasks such as harvesting,
cleaning, building, etc.?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

Does this group have songs atcut itself or engage imn group
singing?

_— Yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

Does this group ever celebrate special dates in the group's
history?

yes (3)
— no (1)
_ uncertain (2)
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*Are mexbers of this grcufp given the opportunity to partici-
pate in everyday routine decisions?

_— Yes (3)
nc (1)
uncertain (2)

——n s

The alpha coefficient for these five commpunion sukme-
chanisms was .7S. However, with the deletion of the itenm
which addressed membershir participation 1in decision makiny
reliability increased to .8S. 1he sum of the means for the

four remaining items served as the index for cocamunion.

Mortification. Kanter conceptualized mortification as
a detaching mechanism which affects wmembers' evaluative
orientation and results in memlkers' moral ccomitmernt. To
operationalize mortification the following items were
extracted from Kanter's questionnaire:

*Has this group ever expelled a member tLtecause he or she
violated a rule?

yes (1)
no (3)
uncertain (2)

*Has this group ever punished a member who viclated a rule
by removing a privilege of memtership?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

Are prospective members or new meakers givem instruction in
group doctrine or rules?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)
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Does this group have a formal probation period during which
a prospective member can participate in the gyroup to a lim-
ited extent without the rights of fulil memkership (inciude
recruit training)?

—— Yes (3)
— Do (1)
_ uncertain (2)

Are new members of this group given books or pamphlets to
read or study?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

Are new members in this gioup segregated 1n anmy way frcz old
members? (For example, does this group make any distinction
between old and new members in terms of different titles,
ranks, or residences, or in the assignument cf group tasks?)

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

Has this group ever used public denouncement as a means of
punishing a member who violated a rule? (In other words,
has a member’s misconduct ever been publicly brought to the
attention of the membership, such as at a group meeting?)
yes (3)
__ no (1)
uncertain (2)
The alpha for these items was .81. However, the dele-
tion of the items concerning exfpulsion and the removal oL
privileges for —rule violations produced. an alpha equal to

.92. The sum of the means for the adjusted scale consisting

of five items served as the measure for aortificatione.

Transcendence. According to Kanter, transcendence is a

group mechanism which attaches wmembers to the groug and,
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like mortification promotes a positive moral commitment from
group meabers. To scale transcendence the following iteas
were taken from Kanter's guestionnaire:

When making group decisions scEe groups stress values whiie
other groups emphasize practical concerns. Ic this group,
how important are group values (as opposed to gractical mat-
ters) in making group decisiors?

very important (5)
important (4)

not very important (2)
not important at all (1)
ancertain (3)

*If the top leaders of thls gyrcup made a decision which was
unpopular among the @membershig, would the 1leaders be
required to justifty or explain tne reasons for their deci-
sion before the memkership would obey?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain (2)

Are recruits or new members expected to take any vows, agree
to any changes in behavior, «c¢r exhibit any behavior modifi-
cation?

yes (3)
- ho (1)
uncertain (2)

Does this group ever reject a prospective memker as unac-
ceptakle?

yes (3)
no (1)
uncertain

Does this group have a formal procedure for «choosing new
members?

yes (3)
— mo (1)
uncertain (2)
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Are the leaders of this grouf addressed differently from the
membership or i1s their name usually pretaced with a special
title {(for exaample, elder, general, president, father)?

yes (3)
nc (1)
uncertain (2)

The alpha coefricieat for these items was .80. With
the deletion of the item related to leaders having to just-
ify unpopular decisions to the memtership the alpna was .31,
a very small improvement. Examination of the adjusted scale
revealed no further improvesment imn reliability was 1indi-
cated. The sum of the means of the adjusted scale served as

the index for tramscendence.

Table & presents the mean, standard deviation, range,
and the minimum and maximum score for €each of the seven var-

iables examined in this study.

Data Analytic Technigues

Correlation. A number cf data analytic technigyues were
employed in this study. One was Pearson's Product #Mcment
Correlaticn. Pearson's r is a gzeasure of asscciation aggro-
priate for evaluating relationships between 1interval level

variables; it "measures the amcunt of spread aktout the

linear least squares eguation®" (BElalock, 1972: 376).
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Takle 6

SUMMARY OF VARIABLE STIATISTICS

Standarcd

Variable Mean Deviaticn Rany€ Mipnimus Maximua
Cohesion 54.013 22.250 B4.b6 10.000 54.660
Sacrifice 6u4.738 21.578 68.950 27.400 96.300
Investment 2.307 -491 1.40 1.600 3.030
Renunciation 10.950 2.116 8.00 5.400 13.400
Communion 9.957 2302 5.8V 6.G00 11.840
Mortification 13.203 2248 8.40 6.400 14.800
Transcendence 14,253 2.135 7.20 9.6040 16.300
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Pearson'!s correlation coefficient was used as a tool in
analyzing reliability and scale development and as an aid in

eliminating complications in the regression madel.

Multiple Regressione. The major purpose of this

research was to analyze the contributions of the independent
variables in explaining varianceé in grOuf COohesion. In
addition to the appropriateness of multiple regression for
data analysis involving both categorical and continucus var-
iables, unlike N-way analysis of variance, regression does
not require equal or proportionate cell frequencies (Ker-

linger and Pedhazur, 1973: 113-114).

In evaluating the contrikbuticns of the independent var-
iables in explaining variance in the dependent variakle, the
multiple regression hierarchical method for testing signifi-
cance of regression coefficlients was employed. (Eerer to
Formula 4 in Appendix A.) 1The hierarchical test is a metnod
of decomposing variance based on the semi-part (also called
part) correlation where the effect of one variatle 1is
removed from another and the resulting residual 1is corre-

lated with the derendent variatle.

The syuare of the part correlation is 1intergreted as
the absolute incremental increase in explained variance due

to the addition of a variable 1nto au eguation already con-
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taining another independent variable. (Refer to Formula 3 in
Appendix A.) The squared part correlatioan coefficient is
used in the numerator of the fcrmula for calculating the F
statistic in tests for hierarchical decomposition of vari-

ance.

Multiple regression's hierarchical was utilized for
testing the significance cf predictor variaktles, for testing
the significance of nonaddivity, and for testing deviation

from linearity.

As a final note to conclude tnis chapter, the statis-
tics used to amalyze the data were generated ty SPSS Sukgro-
grams Reliability, Condescriptive, Fregquencies, Eearson
Corr, and New Regression. To test hypotheses, the .05 level

of significance was used as the standard for rejection.



Chapter V

PRESENTATION CF FINLCINGS

Introduction
It should be clear from the precedingy chapter that this
research was atypical of conventional sociclogical research
in a number of aspects: the unit of analysis was the groug,
the sample size (N=30), as well as the fact that five of the
eight variables in the study were collected rrom papels of
judges with varied and extremely small Ns. In addition, 1in
the process of analyzing the data, protlems arose +whose
routine solutions were inapprogriate given some aspect of
the data. Most frequently, the sample size restricted the

options in handling protlems.

The sections which follow present the study findings in
terms of two analytical stages. The first section addresses
some of the problems which were encountered in building the
models and the decision @making process 1invclved in their
solutions. The second section presents the wmajor findings
of the study in terms of the amalyses of the two models exa-
mined: Model I which examined the power otf Kanter's varia-
bles in predicting cohesion and Model II which 1introduced

type of organization into the regression eguation.

93
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Building the Model
The first model tested in this study involved the contribu-
tion of the independent variakbles derived frcm Kanter's work
in explaining cohesion. Frior to the actual testiny cf the
model, =zero—-order correlations were inspected in an atteapt
to detect potential complications in the model. Tacle 7
presents the zero-order correlaticns based on Pearson's fro-

duct moment correlation coefficient.

Inspection of the zero-crder correlaticns revealed high
correlations among the independent variables, specifically
between sacrifice and investment (r=.75), investment and
communion (r=.72Z), renunciation aud mortification (r=.890),
renunciation and transcendence (r=76), comrunion and morti-
fication (r=.83), and mortification and transcendence

(r=-71) .

In addition to the problem of multicclinearity, there
was evidence that a model including all six of the 1indepen-
dent variables would have been coutaminated with the inclu-
sion of variables not significantly related to the degendent
variable. In this instance neither renunciation nor tran-

scendence was significantly related to cochesion.

In determining how to handle these [prchblems, Elalock

(1972: 502-503) suggested systematic stegs which should
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TABLE 7

ZEROC-CRDER COBRRELATIGNS AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS

. — ———— — ——— — —— ————— —— —— ——— — —— — —— — - ——— - — —— ——— — ———
“

Bivariate Zero Crder Level of
Relationships Correlations Significance

——————— — - — - —_—— — - B - —— ——————— —_ ————— - ——— ———— -

Cohesion with:

Sacrifice .859 .000%*
Investnment .738 .00C*
Renunciation « 122 <260
Communion - 499 -.003
Mortification . 485 -003
Traanscendence «114 «275

Ssacrifice with:

Investment «751 «U0C*
Renunciation 292 -.060
Commpunion -~037 .000*
Mortification «582 «00C*
Transcendence «3938 «.015

Investment with:

Benunciation <141 «230
Communion .721 . 000%
Mortification -585 ~00C*
Transcendence «229 112

Renunciation with:

Commuaion 545 001
Mortification «799 -00C*
Transcendence « 157 -GOC*

Communion with:
Mortification «831 «000%
Transcendence .355 V01

Mortification with:
Transcendence <711 -G00*

*Significant beyond the .001 level
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taken in order to avoid the kinds of uaonecessary complica-
tions mentioned akove. According to him, "the basic stra-
tegy of analysis . . - 1s to begin by seeing how many
[variables] can be eliminated right away®" (1972: 503). Spe-
cifically, this means deleting variables which have marginal
explanatory power as indicated ty negligikle zero-order cor-
relations with the dependent variable. In addition, given
the small size of the sample and the large numter of varia-
bles, some <criterion for eliminating variakbles was essen-

tial.

An examination of the zero-corder «correlations Letween
the dependent variakle, cohesion, and the indegendent varia-
bles and their corresponding significant levels resulted in
the exclusion cf renunciation (r=.12) and transcendence

(r=.11) from the podel.

The consequence of multicclipearity 1is that it 1is dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to separate the component effects
of the 1independent variables 1in order to determine their
respective contriktutions to exgplained variance (Darlington,
1968) « There are th;ee standard solutions to colinearity:
(1) use only one of the variatles in the highly ccrrelated
set (Nie, et al,1975: 341); (2) combine the variaktles to

create a new composite variaktle (Nie, et al., 1975: 341;
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Blalock, 1972: 503), or {3) treat the correlated variatles
as a block and exaamine the effects or the entire klock using
the multiple partial correlation coefficient (Blalock, 1972:

503).

For the current research the decision was made tc com-
bine the components of communion and mortificationm into a
single variable. Not only was the correlation tetween these
variables extremely bhigh (r=.€3), the correlations Letween
each of these with cohesion were virtually identical (r=.49y
and .4995). The new composite variable was created Ly means
of simple summation of the scores for items in both scales.
The combination of these into a new variable was also justi-
fied on the basis of what afprears to Le a ccmamou underlyiny

dimension: submechanisms which enhance conformity.

Ia terms of the high correlation between sacrifice and
investment (r=.75), there were two reasons for not comzkining
these into a single scale. First of all, although there 1is
no hard and fast rule concerning the point at which coli-
nearity is not proktlematic, there is agreement that it is
problematic if the <correlations are in the rauge of .80 to
1.0, a ranye in which the correlation between sacrifice and
investment did not fall. Secondly, the zero order correla-

tions of each of these variables with cohesion (r=.46 and



98
r=.74) 1indicated a difference Letweeun thens in their impact
on cohesione Although highly correlated, the researcha
interest was in examining whether 1investment contriktuted
significantly to explained variance over and above that

explained by sacrifice.

As a result of these basic strategies to elimipats coa-
plications 1in the regression egquation, the first @wmodel
tested included the dependent variakle, cohesion, and three
independent variables, sacrifice, 1investment, and tke new

composite variakle, ccnformity.

Testing Model I
Although Kanter's work does not suggest a causal relation-
ship amonyg her concepts, the —reader will recall that the
scale used in the current study to measure sacrifice did not
address specific sacrifices, Lbut rather invclved the idea of
sacrifice with meaning, or disciplined freedon. Given the
nature of the concept as 1t was used in this study, utiliza-
tion of the hierarchical method for testing the significance
of additional contributions tc explained variauce was justi-
fied. In other words, yJiven the scaliny of sacrifice as
disciplined freedom, it is likely that sacrifice has causal

priority to investaent and conformity.
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Using SP5S New Regression's forward inclusion grccedure
which enters variatles into the eyuation one at a time on
the basis of their coatributions to variance explained,
sacrifice was the only sigpificant variatble. In cther
words, with sacrifice in the eguation, the additional con—-
tributions of investment and conformity were not statisti-
cally significant. With 1 and 26 degrees of freedom the F
values for investment and conformity were 2.236 and .139,

respectively, not significant at thne .05 level.

The regression of cchesion omn sacrifice produced a cor-
relation .86, an r square equal to .74, d4nd an F value ot
78.79 which, with 1 and 28 degrees of treedom, Wwas signifi-
cant beyond the .0C1 level. In other words, sacrifice

explained 74 percent of the variance in cohesion.

Regression models assume linearity and additivity. As
a test for deviation from linearity a new variaktle was
created from the sacrifice variatle and coded 1nto seven
categories which, in turn were created into six dummy varia-
bles. The test fcr curvilinearity produced an F value or
1.542397 which with 5 and 23 degrees of freedom was act sta-
tistically significant. The mcdel was linear. {Refer to

formula 5 in Appendix A.)
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Testing Mcdel Il
The second purpcse cf this research was to examine the rela-
tionship ketween type of oryganization and cohesion controll-
ing for the effects of Kanter's aechanisms of which caoly

one, sacrifice, was significant.

Model II contained three variaktles: the duamwy varia-
ble, type of organization, and the continuous variatles,
sacrifice and cohesion. The theoretical model tested was
the relationship Letween type cf organization and cchesion

holding constant the intervening effects of sacrifice.

The zero-order correlations aand significance levels for
these variables are reported in Table 8. The zero-ccrreia-
tion between type cf organization and cohesion (r= .4650)
was statistically significant at the .005 level, thus iandi-
cating that there is a statistically significant difference
between communal and formal organizations 1in teras of cohe-
sion with communal organizations having higher degrees of

cohesion.

However, before subjecting the model to a path apalysis
to determine the direct and 1indicrect effects of type of
organization on cohesion, it was necessary tc test the modei
for additivity, an assumption of both regressiom and path

analysise.
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TABLE &

ZERO-OERDER CCBRELATIONS AND SIGNIFICANCE FCR
TYPE OF OEGANIZATiON, SACEIFICE, AND CGHESION

- ——— — —— ————— ——— ——— — —— - —— —— — — ———— — — - ———— ————— — - — ——— —

Zero QOrder Level ot
Relationship Ccrrelation Siguificance

Type of orgaasizatiocn

and Cohesion 24625 -G0S
Sacrifice and

and Cohesion «38590 -U00*
Type of orgamizatian

and Sacrifice <6244 -Gu0o*

*Significant beyond the .001 level
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The regression eguation used to test lianteraction
included type of organizatiom, <sacrifice, and the interac-
tion tecrn. The test for interaction involved testing the
statistical significance cf additional variance explained Ly

the interaction tern» using the hierarchical method.

The test for interaction groduced am F value of 10.855
which, with 1 and 26 degrees of freedom was sijnitficant at
the .0028 level. Interaction Lketvween type of organization

and sacrifice was statistically significant.

The interpretation of significant interaction 1is:
there is a significant difference Letween formal and ccanmu-
nal organizations in terms of the effect sacrifice has on
cohesion. That is, the relationshifp between sacrifice and
conesion 1s not the same in tke two types of organization.
As a consequence of significant interaction and, therefore,
a violation of the assumption of additivity, the model was
inappropriate fcr path anmalysis; the plan cf analysis had to

be abandoned.

Accordinyg to Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973: 25Y) when
interaction is significant it is necessary to: (1) calcu-
late separate regression lines from the overall equatioa,
(2) determine the point at which the lines intersect, (3)

plot the separate regression lines, and (4) determine the
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region of nonsignificance. (Eefer to formulas €6 and 7 1n
Appendix A for the formulas for calculating the point of

intersection and region of nonsignificance.)

Separate regression equations for formal and communal
organizations were calculated from the overall eqguation.
The overall equation wvas:

y'= -20.2 + .512 + 43.93 - .74,
Using the overall equation separate eyuations Were calcu-
lated for formal and communal organizationrs, respectively.
y' (Formal)= -20.2 + 1.25X

y! (Communal)= 23.73 + .512X.

Figure 2 is a graphic presentation cf three major find-
ings of this study. In addition to the finding that there
is a strong positive linear dependeunce of cchesion on
sacrifice, the slopes of each of the two regression lines
show there 1s a difference Ltetween types cf organization and
the effect of sacrifice on cohesion: the efrect on cchesion
is stronger in formal organizaticns than in cowmuwuwsal crgani-
zations. Specifically, in formal organizations tor every
unit change in sacrifice cohesion increased 1.25 units while
for communal organizations cchesion changed only a haif

anit, .S51.



Overall equation = y' = -20.2 + 1.25X; * 43.93%, - -74X3
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where X1 equals sacrifice score
where X2 equals type of organization

where X3 equals the interaction term

y' (formal) = -20.2 + 1.25X1

y' (commmnal)
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PLOT OF REGRESSION LINES AND
COHESION BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION
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The point of interactiom, 59.5, indicates the point at
which there 1is a difference between typres c¢f orgamizatioan
and cohesion. In other words, amonyg Jrougs with sacrifice
scores below 59.5, couanmunal corganizations are more cchesive
than formal organizations while among groups with sacrifice

scores above £9.5, formali organizdtion are sore cchesive.

Two other findings involve an exarination of the region
of nonsignificance. Simply fut, the region of nonsignifi-
cance is the range cf sacrifice scores within which there is
no statistically significant difference tLetween types of
organization and cchesion. Fcr these data the range cf non-
significance, which was calculated using the Johnson-Neyman
(1936) techniyue, was 36.6 to 72Z.8. That i1s, among ¢ILoOups
whose sacrifice scores are 1in tne range of 36.6 tc 72.3
there 1is no statistically significant difference Letween
communal and formal orgyanizations and cohesion. Hcwever,
among groups with sacrifice scores Lteicw 36.6 and atove
72.8, there 1is a significant difference between types of
organization and cohesion: fcr groups with sacrifice scores
below 36.6 communal organizaticns are more cohesive than
formal organizations, while among grougs with sacrifice
scores above 72.8 rormal oryanizations are€ more cchesive
than communal organizations. However, it is important to

note that for these data there were no ccmmunal organiza-
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tions with sacrifice scores below 36.6. However, had there
been, the regression line predicts communal organizations
would have been more cohesive than formal orgasizaticms aad

the difference would have been siynificant.

SumEary
In briefly summarizing this chagter, there are three major
categories of findings. First of all, although the size of

the sample prohikited the use cf ractor analysis as a se€ans
of investigating the specific nature of the relationshigs
among the variables, the zerc «crder correlations among the
concepts and the findings of multiple —regression analysis
suggested that Kanter's concepts were not distinct. Aiso in
this connection, even though Kanter «conceptualized the
mechanisas as three sets of pairs (sacrifice and investment,
renunciation and communion, mortification and transcendence)
the findings did not suppcrt the correlation of paired rela-

tionshifs.

The second major finding of the analysis was that
sacritice is a powerful predictor of cohesion. Seventy-iour
percent of the variance in cchesion was e€xplained ty sacrif-

ice.
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Finally, the intrcduction of type cf organization 1into
the regression model produced Loth unexpected and interest-
ing results. Briefly, the findings showed: (1) the eftect
of sacrifice on cohesion is stronger in fcrmal orgamnizatious
than 1in communal organizations, (2) among groups with
sacrifice scores between 36.6 and 72.8 there is nc statisti-
cally significant difference between type of organization
and cohesion, and (3) among grcups with sacrifice scores
above 72.8 tormal organizations are statisticaily more cohe-
sive than communal orgarizations, while amcng grougs with
sacrifice scores below 36.6, it can be gredicted that ccmuu-
nal organizations would be more cohesive than formal organi-

zations.



Chapter VI

INTERPRETATICN OF FINDINGS

Introduction
In this chapter the empirical findings frcm this research
dre summarized and interpreted within the framework of their
theoretical implicaticns. 1Tbe first section addresses find-
ings related to Kanter's conceptual schene. In the second
section the findings concerning the relaticoship Letween
sacrifice and cohesion will be presented 1in light of the
literature on cohesion. And finally, findings on the rela-
tionship Letween type of organization and cohesion will ke
discussed 1in terms of their implicatioans for community

theorye.

Kanter's Ccnceptual Model
To reiterate the basic postulates of her Ccomitment Mechan-
isms Model, Kanter hypothesized that the presence of three
sets of paired concepts increase the likelihood cf positive
group coaseJuences. Although her primary interest was 1an
providing an explanation for the process by which the three
pairs of group properties affected individual ccmmitaent,

these also produced positive consequences for the groug.

According to Kanter, sacrifice and 1investment dre

mechanisms whicn detach memkiers trom alternative memterships

108
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and attach them to the group by means of affecting
individual instrumental orientations, or individual evalua-
tions of the costs and rewards of membership. If memkers
are required to give up something (sacrifice) and prcfits
can be gained only through continued particiation (imvest-
ment), the likelihood of members making an instrumental con-
mitment increases, and therefcre, the likelihood of a posi-
tive conseguence for the group, retention of memiers, also

increasese.

The second pair of mechanisns Kanter addressed was rea-
unciation and communion which are mechanisms related to
interaction. This pair promotes affective commitment Ly
detaching members frcm alternative memkershigs (renuncia-
tion) and attaching them to the group (communion). These
mechanisms increase the likelihood of cathetic comritment
and, as a result, increase the 1likelihocd ci interpersonal

liking within the group.

The third pair of mechanisms is reiated to values. As
a result of mortification which detaches meaters from alter-
natives and transcendence which attaches members tc the
group, this pair promotes moral commitment and, therefore,

the likelihood c¢f greater group conformity.
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Although the current research did not wmodify Kanter's
model, the emphasis was different. Kanter stressed the
relationship between the mechanisms and individual commit-
ment, while the current research was interested in the rela-
tionship between group mechanisms and their conseguence,
cohesion. Instead of examining the specific consegquence ot
each pair, the current research viewed these as aspects of a

single group property, cohesiveness.

Subjection of Kanter's concepts to «empirical analysis
revealed three cbservations. First of all, the zerc-crder
correlations of each of the six independent mechanisms with
cohesion showed that neither renunciation por transcendence
was significantly correlated with <cohesion. The null
hypotheses of no relationship Letween the presence cf renua-
ciation and transcendence could not te rejected. However,
the null hypotheses of no asscciation between cohesion and
the presence of sacrifice, investment, coamunion, and morti-

fication were rejected.

In addition, the high zero-order correlations amony
Kanter's variables revealed that among scme not oply were
distinctions among them vague, but also that thke highest
zero-order correlations were nct between paired concepts.

Thus, renunciation, a detaching mechanism related to inter-
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action was more highly correlated with mortification, a
detachiny mechanism related tc values (r=.76) than it was to
its paired complement communion (r=.56). Likewise, commun-
ion was more highly correlated to investament (r= .72) and to
mortification (r= .83). However, wvhile the correlation bet-
ween sacrifice and investment sugported the paired relation-
ship Kanter conceptualized (r= .76), the correiation tetween

investment and communion was almost as nigh (.72).

The point to be stressed here 1is nct only dia the
intercorrelations among Kanter's concepts indicate that tae
distinctions among them are vague, but aiso that the highest
zero-order correlations for each variakle 1in two out of the
three paired relations were with variatles cutside <cf the
pair. Unfortunately, the small research sample prevented
the investigaticn cf these intercorrelaticns usingy factor
analysis for deciphering the components. Clearly, this is

an interesting proklem for future reseach.

The Mechanisms and Cohesion
The sévere limitations of the sample size regarding tke high
intercorrelations among Kanter's variables restricted the
options available for analyzing the data. As a result of
the sample size and the number of variakles, 1t was neces-

sary to find some means of eliminating the numter of varia-
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bles in the analysis. Following Elalock's suggestioan,
renunciation and transcendence were excluded from the amaly-
sSis on tae basis of their insignificant zero-order correla-
tions with cohesion. Next communion aud mortification were
combined into a single index based on their high correlation
(r= .83), the similarity of correlations with cohesion, and
on the logic that the items which made up the two scales
measured a common underlying cciponent, mechanisms which are
likely to produce conforaity. In addition, although sacrif-
ice and investment were also highly ccrrelated, the decision
not tc combine these into a single index was Lased on tke
measurement of sacrifice in the current study. As discigp-
lined freedom sacrifice was viewed as a variakle with hier-
archical priority to investment and conformity: sacrifice
affects the likelihcod of investment and conformity. like-
wise, given the need to reduce the numker cf variables, a
hierarchical regression model for selecting the best predic-

tors was desiratle.

The results of the hierarchical method showed that once
the contribution of sacrifice to explained variance in cche-
siorn had peen removed, the additional contriktutiomns of
investment and conformity were not significant. In addi-
tion, the amount of variance explained ¢ty sacritice was

quite high (r square=.74).
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This finding on the relationshifp Lbetween sacrifice and
cohesion is consistent with a whole Lody of literature in
the field of gtoup dynamics tcth 1in terms of theory and
research. As has already been discussed in the literature
review on cohesion in Chagter Two, the theoretical underpin-
ning which conceptualized <c¢chesion as attraction to the
group is Festinger's theory «cf cognitive dissonance: when
membership has a price, dissonance is created and a corres-
ponding drive to eliminate it emerges. Acccrding tc the
theory, one way to eliminate dissonance 1is tc view the situ-
ation or object which «created dissonance differently; that
is, people reduce dissonance by finding scmething attractive

about the situaticu or otbject.

In terms of empirical research a number of studies have
found that when grour memkershipy has a price, whether it Le
the cost of going throuyh a severe initiation (Aronson and
Mills, 1959) or the receipt of a small reward relative to
the effort expended (Aronson, 1S61; Festinger and Carlsmith,
1959) , people are more attracted to the grcup or more likely
to perceive the object or situation as more attractive than
those who receive large rewards or do not make sacrifices.
The study finding that sacrifice 1is a powerful predictcr of
cohesion 1is consistent with both theory and emgirical

research.
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Although investment did not contribute significantly to
explained variance once sacrifice was already in the model,
it is interesting tc point out that investment (measured as
the practice of not reimbursing memkters who withdraw for
labor, services, prcperty, cr financial copntributious) had a
strong zero-order «correlation with cohesion (r=.74, r
syuare=.55) . This finding is mentioned sitce 1t sugports
Becker's (1960) sidebet hypothesis regjarding investment in
an organization and the individual's willness to remain.
However, to repeat, once sacrifice #as entered 1intc the
equation, investment did not significantly contritute to

explained variance.

Type of Crganization, Sacrifice, and Cchesion
To briefly summarize the study findings on the relationshirp
between type of orgamization, =sacririce, and cohesion, it
was found that there was significant interaction in the
model, meaning there was a significant difference Letween
the types of organization in the effect of sacrifice on
cohesion: the regression lines for each of the organizations

were different.

The plot of the separate regression lines revealed not
only a positive linear relationsnip between sacrifice and

cohesion for each crganizatiomal type, tut also that the
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effect of sacrifice on cchesion was nuch gyreater in formal
organizations. For every unit change in sacrifice cohesion
increased 1.25 units for formal crgamizations and .51 unit

for communal organizations.

The calculation of the pocint of intersection and the
plot of the regression lines showed that grcups with sacrif-
ice scores below 59.5 comnmunal organizations wetfe DOL€ CChe-—
sive than formal c¢rganizatiops while among grougs with
sacrifice scores akove 59.5 formai organizations were more

cohesive.

Calculation of the Johnson-Neyman tecanique for deter-
aining the region of nomnsignificance =showed that fcr groups
whose sacrifice scores were between 36.6 and 72.8 there was
no statistically significant differemce Letween types of
organization and cohesion. In cther words, the original
relationship between type of organization and cochesion 1s

interpreted through the mechamnism of sacrifice.

The region of nomnsignificance bas two corresgonding
regions of significance: groups with sacrifice scores telow
36.6 and those with scores akove 72.8. Ciscussion cf the
lower range of statistical significance must Lty necessity be
hypothetical since there were no communal orgamnizaticns 1in

the sample with sacrifice scores felow 36.6. However, based
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on the plot cf the regression line fcr ccmmunal
organizations, it cam be predicted that if there had teen
comnunal organizations w@ith sacrifice scores Lelow 30.6
these groups would have bLeen @gmore cohesive than fcrmal
organizations with sacrifice scores Lelow 36.6. it is
interesting to note that twc communal organizatious with
sacrifice scores below 36.6 were excluded from the acalysis
because judges for independent verification could nct tLe
located. Had these two commrunal organizations teen imcluded
they would have fallen alsmost directly c¢n the regression

line as predicted.

At the  uprper region of significance (sacrifice scores
above 72.8) there was also statistically sigynificant dirfer-
ence Ltetween types cf organization and cobesion. However,
in this region formal organizations were more cohesive than

communal organizatioas.

In an attempt to explain the finding of thc differen-
tial affect of sacrifice on cchesion in the two tyres of
organizations, one possible explanation is the difference in
organizations 1in terms of the memkters' vr[perceptions of
sacrifice. Although this writer cam go pnco further tham to
suggest an explanation Lased on inferences from existing

theory and past empirical research, perhags the explanation
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is rooted in the context in which sacrifice as discifplined
freedom is and is not exfpected. By means of illustration,
it seems loygical that members of commzunal organizations
would not ©be as likely to perceive sacrifice as something
which creates dissonance simply bpecause sacrifice 1s more
likely to be an expected aspect of communal life. In terms
of examples from this study, monks, communitarians, and sen-
bers of Greek social organizaticbns enter those grougs with
the knowledge that =not only are sacrifices expected, they
are required. Likewise, family members may xake tremendous
sacrifices giving relatively little thought tc it fkecause it

is simply something one dces as a memker of a tamily.

On the other hand, sacrifice 1in a fcrmal organization
would more likely generate dissonance since it 1s within
this type of organizational context that sacririce atove a
certain degree is atyrical of the organizaticmal type. This
is sacrifice out of context and, therefore, members cf for—
mal organizations wculd be more 1likely to experience disso-
nance which requires reduction &Ly finding something attrac-

tive atout the situation, ckject, or groug.

At this point it 1is important to mention once again
that sacrifice as it was conceptualized 1in this study is

more than merely giving ufp something as the price ot member-
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ship. The concegt includes the element of sacriifice with
meaning; it is sacrifice as discipline within an ideological
framework Hillery, et al. <called disciplined freedom (i.e.,
freedom as sacrifice, sharing, making copncessions, €tC.).
With this ideological element in mind, it is interesting to
note that groups in the sample which are tygicaily fperceived
as highly disciplined scored lcw on bota sacrifice as free-
dom and cohesion. For example, military life 1is disciplined
yet the medical corps, women's army grcup, aud the military

police subsamples scored low on sacrifice and cohesion.

In addition, these study findings alsc have isplica-
tions for the field of community theorj. The reader will
recall from Chapter Two that literature in the field of com-
munity theory has iumplied that there is an inherent differ-
ence between communal and formal organizations in terms of
sentiment, or what has been <called cchesioun in the curreat
study. However, Schmalenbach presented an alternative view-
point by maintaining there is a distinction Letween comau-
nity and communion, the latter defined as a consciously
created collective emotiomal exfperience. Utilizing Schmal-
enbach's distinction, Zablocki (1974) explained the Eruder-
hof's collective religious experience of Jjcy Lty statinyg
there was a conscious effort on the part of the Bruderhof

not only to produce the collective experience, tut also that
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they were able to harness the experience by providing an
ideological framewcrk within which to interpret it. In
addition, Hunter's (1975) study of a local neighborhood sug-
gested that the residents' "“sense of comrmunity" was enhanced
by what he called "a partial ideology" ana particigation in

a formal organmization.

The 1interface of this literature and the curreant
research suggests that sacrifice measured as disciplined
freedcm provides the framework within which to interpret the
costs of group memkership and that the affect of sacrifice
on cohesion is greater when it 1is found in an atypical con-
text. Not only is fsense of community and the phenomencn of
communal organizations not necessarily related," as Hillery
(1972: 538) stated, but the findings of this study indicate
that at high levels of sacrifice formal organizations are
significantly more cohesive than coamunal organizations. In
the terminology of the elaboration paradigw, the study find-
ings 1indicate that the assumption of community sentiment
must be specified at different levels ot sacrifice. Among
groups with low degrees of sacrifice, 1t can be predicted
that communal organizations are more cohesive than formal
organizations. Among grougs with @cderate degrees of
sacrifice, there is no signiticant difference Letween organ-

izations and cohesion. However, apong grougs with high
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degrees of sacrifice, the assumption that communai
organizations are mcre coaesive does not hcld; formal organ-
izations were found tc be more cohesive than ccmmunal organ-

izationse.



Chapter VII

ISSUES AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction
This research endeavor was designed with two related pur-
poses in aind. First of all, cne goal was to examine the
effects of a number of independent group variakles on group
cohesiveness. The importance of this research task lay 1in
the fact that, to this researcher's knowledge, no previous
research has examined the effects of a numker of independernt
variables using a variety of different kinds cf grougs. In
addition, there are few studies which have exanmined cche-
siveness at the group level «c¢f analysis. A second purpose
of this study was to test the assuamption reflected in the
literature that community implies sentiment, an assumption
which, until Hillery (1972) «criticized it, was not acknow-

ledged.

In this sense, this study was origimal io that it
undertook the task of investigating two critical and basic
areas within the discipline. However, the complexity ct the
research problem was not initially fully recognized. Erokb-
lems arose whose typical sclutions were inagpprogriate given
some aspect of the data, wmost freyuently the size of the
sample. Not only were there no clearcut sclutions, tLtut iz

some cases consultations with specialists revealed a lack ot

121
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consensus concerning the afpprorriate course of action.
Likewise, as a result of the ccnspicuous lack of discussion
of problems in other research, finding guidelines was often

akin to the perennial search for the needle in the haystack.

The choice of solutions tc some of the research prob-
lems have already teen discussed within the context cf the
chapters on data analysis and intergretation. Cther prokb-
lems and 1issues which were raised, some without answers,

will be briefly presented in this chapter.

Problems Encountered in Data Analysis

Measurement. Decisions concerning how to measure the varia-

bles were based on consideration of the nature of the data.
Regarding measurement of variakles derived from panels of
judges, the decision of measurement was rather straightfor-
ward. Specifically, the extremely small and varied sizes of
the panels was the basis of the decision tc use the sums of
means as Measures. In the content of a footnote, Kerlinger
(1973: 152) stated:

Percentaygyes should nct be used with small numlbers.

The reason . . . is that relatively larger percen-

tages yive a sense of accuracy not really present

in the data.

In addition, there was concerrn that the use ot percentayges

as measures for variables derived from data gatherea froa
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judges would have produced erratic variation. For examgle,
if all but ome judge on the Druy Rehabilitation panel had
agreed to an item the percentage agreement would te 85.7
percent (N=7), while for the Martin House ©panel one disa-
greement would produce a percentage agreement of 66.6 per-
cent (N=3). As a result of Kerlinger's warning and tae
erratic variation cf scores frcm szall and varied panel
sizes, the decision was made to use the sums of means for
data gathered from panels of judygyes. Hoswever, sukseqguent
analysis showed that use of fpercemntage agreement prcduced
the same results as the measurements wpased on the sums of

weanse.

The decision concerning the measurement of variakbles
derived from groups in Hillery's Crganization File (cchesion
and sacrifice) was more complex than for variables derived
from judges. Specifically, the response categories for
cohesion and sacrifice were designed with Likert-type cate-
gories which included a category for *"don't know" or "uncer-
tain" and assigned a middle range, neutral value. However,

from an examination of the frequency dJdistriktutioans two

observations were pade. First, althouya a category for
“don't know" was included, sgne groups (formal crganiza-
tions) had a substantial percentaygye of missing data. When

the don't know category was recoded and defimed as aissing,
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the percentage of missing data increased dramatically with
eleven groups naving between 25 and 45 percent missing data
on cohesion and eighteen grcugs having Letween 25 and 80
percent missing data on sacrifice. Clearly, the neutral
category of "don't know" <cculd not ke excluded given the

extremely high percentage of missing data.

Further inspection of the fregjuency distributiosos also
indicated that the neutral category "don't know" was inflat-
ing the means of formal organizations and, therefcre, caus-
ing the range of means to te narrow. Since exclusion of the
dou't know <category produced extremely high fpercentages of
missing data and since its inclusion ianflated the means of
formal organizations, one way of handling these problezs was
to use the percentage aygreement to items defined as high
cohesion and sacrifice. Not only did this sclve the jprcilenm
of missing data, it allowed <for the exasination of scale

reliability based on the same pcpulation.

Scalinge. Another proklem encountered in this research

dealt with scaling and the reliakility of the variatles der-
ived frcm Kanter's model. However, it should Le stressed
that Kanter explicitly stated that her primary interest was
not analytical purity and cause, kut rather function. As

such, she stated,
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Certain strategies [sutmechanisas] that affpear

gquite different. . . may ke functionally alterna-

tive. . . while more than one strategyy may serve

the same function, the same strategy wmight have

more than one tunctiomal consequence (1975: 250).
As a conseyuence of her interest 1in function rather thanm in
cause, Kanter not only listed some subtmechanisas under more
than one coancept, her hypotheses were different thanp those
in the current study. She hypothesized that as the number

of subwmechanisms increased, the likelihccd of pcsitive

consequences for the group increased.

The original intent of this study was to exawine Kan-
ter's hypotheses regarding the number of submechanisnms.
However, probably as a result of the differences in research
samples (Kanter's consisting of only wutopian communities),
this strategy had tc bte abandoned. The use of the nuuaker of
submechanisas produced prcblexs ipn the apaliysis in that the
submechanisms under a given concept were cancelling out each
other. For example, if a concept had four submechauisus,
Group A and Group B may have had two of the submechanisas,
but not necessarily the same two. Hypotheses vased cun nunm-
ber of submechanisms had to ke abandoned 1in favcr of
hypotheses based on clusters c¢f submechaniszs which, based

on reliability tests, were related.
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Issues
Interpretation of the study findings @must Le accompanied by
a word of caution. As with the findngs from any research,
care must be taken concerning what the findings gean. The
significance of the study findings fcr community theory
necessitates the ackaowledgement of two poinis. First of
all, the inferences from the literature which generated the
hypothesis concerning type cf organizationm and <cconesion as
concepts which reflect "community as sentiment" were impli-
Ccit. Furthermcre, 1like comamunity, sentiment is a loaded
term; it 1s little more tham a laktel given tc an imfpression
from the literature about the quality of communal relaticus.
Sentiment is not a concept explicitly used in community lit-
erature, wmuch less conceptually and operaticnally defined.
As a result of the confusion apnd vagueness generated Ly the
terms community and sentiment, it was necessary to use comn-
cepts which were more precisely defined as indicators cf the
phenomenon of comapunity as sentiment. ?he interpretation of
the study findings within the <ccntext of coamunity senti-
ment, therefore, depends on the wvalidity of the inrerence

that cohesion 1s a measure of sentiment.

Secondly, it is important to mention that the data oa
type of organization was nct subjected to independent veri-

fication from an outside source. Thererore, the findings on
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type of organization and cohesion are only as gcod as the
validity of the classification cf specific groups intc for-
mal and communal categoriese. Althouyh the data were exa-
mined for face validity, insufficient kmowledge concerning
specific groups in the sample hindered contident confirma-
tion that the classification was correct. This 1is nct to
say that the classification is suspect, Lut rather tc ack-
nowledge that, as with any secondary data scurce, coufirma-

tion of its validity was superficial.

In this same vein, ancther fproblea encountered ia this
research dealt with the difficulty ot usiny the characteris-
tic of specific goal as the «criterion for <classifying
Jroupse. As Gottschalk (1975) has stated, the criterion of
primacy given to specific goal was "difficult tc reconcile
with empirical reality." Aithough lack of sufficient know-
ledge about the groups was the major handicap in examininy
validity, in a few cases the sole criterion of primacy to a

specific goal was not clearcut.

Consideration was given tc the ©possikle use ot cther
classification schemes such as Gordon and Eabchuk's (1359)
scheme for classifying vcluntary associations on the basis
of expressive and instrumental 'goals, and to Etzioni's

(1961) classification of complex orgyanizaticns based on the
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predominance of the type cf pcwer. However, e€ach attemgt at
classification resulted in becrderline or deviant cases which

could not be neatly pigeonhcled.

The decision tc proceed with the analysis wusing Hil-
lery's classification was based on an elatoration ¢f Hil-
lery*s typology Ey Gottschalk (1875) . Specifically,
Gottschalk suggested that the tocus of the analysis shnould
be shifted away from specific qgoal as measurakle cutput
toward the orientation of the orgamization toc a specific
goal and the view that the ocrganizations® orieuatation is
relative and not absolute. These refinements did not alter
the significance of the specific goal critericm, Lut rather
placed emphasis on the function and structure oif the crgari-
zation (Gottschalk, 1975: 9595). This change in orientation
alleviated much of the difficulty in applying Hillery's typ-

ology to actual research.

The mention of the problem of <classifyiny torderline
and deviant cases 1in the application of any typology is not
a criticism, but rather an exfression of appreciaticn ct the

difficulty involived in both developing and usinyg them.

The wmost disturbing prcklem encountered in this
research involved the question of how tc measure a group

variable derived frcm individual responses. Which is tLet-
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ter, the mean or the percentage ayreement? Is ei1ther of
these a satisfactory measure ¢t "grougness"? If we are to
believe that Durkheim was correct when he stated that the
whole 1is more than the sum of the parts, then clearly nea-
sures which are little more than mathematical zanifpulatioans

of the parts leaves a yreat deal to Le desired.

Selvin and Hagstroa (19€3) made the distinction Letween
group variables which are derived froa individual respoanses
and those which are characteristic of grougs, such as number
of formal rules, type of role structure, and so forth. They
called the latter integral variables. 1The variables in this
study technically should have been inteyral variaktles, yet
because of the numkter of grcugs involved and the research
situation, 1t was imrosssible tc conduct participant cktser-
vation or to use a more cbjective source «cf gathering data
in order to determine the presence or atsence of group
aechanisms. The best altermative was to solicit information
from informants or judges. Yet, since nc yroup or fpanel of
of judges had 100 percent agreement on every itea, questions
were raised about the measures. Does lack cf perfect agree-
ment reflect the unreliabkility cf a particular judge? Coes
it reflect the unreliability of anm item in a specific group
context? Or does it reflect the extent tc which e€either meu-

bers are knowledgable about the group (thus indicating the
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extent to which participatiom and involvepent are important
to the group) or the degree tc which the characteristic is

an important property?

Another issue related to the measurement of grcup vari-
ables is the theoretical explanations of the relationshirgps
among 4group variables., Specifically, 1o teras of this
study, theory ror explaining group cohesion is psycholaogical
reductionism, i.e., Festinger's theory of coyanitive disso-
nance, Thibaut and Kelly's concepts of ccmparison levels,
alternatives, and expected cutccmes, Cartwright's syncgsis
of the literature which views cohesion as the interaction
between group properties and individual motives. Likewise,
although Kanter's model descrites the relationskip tetween
group mechanisms and their grcup consequences, the exgplana-
tory link between them 1s 1individual cocmitment. In fact,
it is 1interesting to note that except for the «claim that
cohesion is a yroup property, there is little, if any, dif-
ference between cohesion and cozmitment either im terms of
conceptualization, operationalization, and their applica-

tions in research.

The mention of these issues and questions has Lbteen not
only to stress the need for yreater concepual clarification,

sociological theory, and zeasurerent, ©but also tc place the
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complexity of the current research problem and its findings
within the context cf broader issues within the discigpline.
By acknowledying the problems encountered and Ly rflacing
them within the context c¢f brcader issues it 1s hoped that
open discussion of these will nct be viewed merely as an

admission of igrorance, but that it will erncourage dialogue.
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Formula 1: Composite Reliability

composite _ N (average interjudge agreement)
reliability N + [(N-1)] (average interjudge agreement)

where N equals the number of judges.

To derive the average interjudge agreement, the percentage of
agreement for each pair of judges in a panel was calculated
(number of agreements per pair divided by the number of
decisions (items). These were then summed and divided by

the number of judges in the panel.

Formula 2: Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Coefficient

N v,
alpha = N-T 1 - V£

where Vi equals variance of an item

Vy equals variance of scores
N equals number of parts (items)

Formula 3: Part Correlation

part - T, - (r,,) (r,q5)
correlation 1 Y2 y12

1-r1r 12
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Fornula 4: F Statistic for Hierarchical Decomposition Method

To test variable one:

2
4a) = T yl/1

(1-R% 1., 00 / QKD

To test variable two:
4b)

2
F = ./t

(1-Ry gp...00 / KD

To test variable three:

4c) )
F = Tya2/

(1‘R2y.1z....k) / (N-K-1)

Subsequent variables are tested in the same manner.

(The numerator for formulas 4a, 4b, 4c is the r square change
on SPSS computer program output.)

degrees of freedom = 1 and (N-K-1)
where N = number of cases
K = number of independent variables

nu
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Formula 5: Test for Deviation from Linearity

F = (Rz with original and dummy variables - R with original variable)/k

(1-R2 with original and dummy'variables) / (N-K-1)

where K = number of dummy variables
N = number of cases
degrees of freedom = (K-1) and (N-K-1)

Formula 6: Point of Intersection

point of intersection = %1 7 %

by - by

where a is the intercept term for each group and b is the slope of
the line for each group.
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Formula 7: Region of Nonsignificance

region of nonsignificance = -B + B” - AC
A
where A = -Fa« 1 1 2
N7 (S5res) ) * ) + (by - D))
Xy Xy
where B = Fe« X X
-N—.T (Ssres) ( _71___ + _7_1__) + (al - az) (bl - bz)
z z
X X
where C = -Fe« N X2 X2 2
7z S Il * 1L o+ 22 + (a; - a,)
N-4 res NlNZ ;rjr— —5 1 2

Fx equals the tabled F ratio with 1 and N - 4 degrees of freedom
N equals the total number of cases

N1 and N2 equal the number of cases for each type of organization

SSres equals the residual sums of squares for the overall equation

Z% and Zi equal the sums of squares of the continuous variable from
1 2
separate regression analysis

fi and Yé equal the means of the continuous variable for each group
b1 and b2 equal the regression coefficients for each group
ay and a, equal the intercept terms of the regression equation for

each group
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GROUP MECHANISHMS AND GEOUP CCHESION: AN EXAMINATION CF THE
EFFECTS OF GROUP PRCPERTIES ON COBESIVENESS
(AESTEHACT)

Ly

Susan Smith Twaddle

Cohesion is a critical area of 1investigation in the
analysis of groups in that at least a w@iniaum amount of
cohesion 1s necessary for group formation amd Jroup elatora-
tion. This research project was designed with two related
purposes 1in mind. One fpurpcse was tc investigate the
effects of a number of independent variakles derived fron
the work of Kanter (1972) on group cohesion. The first
model examined the effects of sacrifice, investment, renun-

ciation, mortification, and transcendence on cohesion.

On the basis of the results of the ftirst model, a sec-
ond model was tested in shich the variables from the first
model in conjunction with an additional independeut varia-
ble, type of organization, was tested. Regarding thke signi-
ficance of the second model, Hillery (1972) has criticized
the field of community theory by stating that there has Leen
a confusion between community as sentiaent and comzmunity as
a human groupe. Using cchesion as a measure of sentiment,

and defining community as communal orgamizations, the second



purpose of this study was to examine the relationshifp Let-

ween type of organization and cchesiona.

The first major findiny of this study was that sacrif-
ice is a powerful predictcr cf grcup cohesion: 1t explained
74 percent of the variance inm group cohesion. With tae
introduction of type of orgamization 1into the model, the
findings of data analysis showed: (1) the effect of sacrif-
ice on cohesion is stronger 1in formal organizations than in
comnunal orgamnizations, (2) among groups with sacrifice
scores between 36.6 and 72.8 there is no statistically sig-
nificant difference between tyres of organization and cohe-
sion, and (3) among grougs with sacrifice scores Ltelow 36.2,
communal organizations are more cohesive thanm fcrmal crgani-
zations, while among gJgroups with sacrifice scores atove
72.8, formal organizations are more cohesive than ccmmunal

organizations.
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