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Char,ter 1 

I~'IiWDUC'.IlON 

Statement of the Protlem 

The conce~t cohesio~ is a ter~ not unfaoiliar to the student 

of groups. Although the nature ot coh~sion has teen of 

theoretical interest to scholars ever since th~ forwal study 

of society began, an intense inter~st in cchesion dS a vari-

able subjected to empirical investigation develo~ed in the 

1940s·and continued into the late 1950s when research on 

this tofiC was at its peak. As a vaiidtle which has tetn 

manipulated experimentall1 in laboratory settinss, contempo-

rary researchErs have studied cohesion as Loth an indefen-

dent variable which affects tehavior and as a dependent var-

iable in which attemfts have beeB ~ade ta determine what 

produces it. 

The significance of cohtisicn as a critical ar~a of 

investigation in the analysis ot ~coups can be stated guite 

simply. First, cohesion is a necessary condition rec 9 r oup 

formation since at least a minimum amount oi cooesion i~ 

re~uired in order for members to remain attrdcted to one 

another long enough for the ~coup to develop its socidl 

organization. secondly, to the extent this 1t1.ni.u u II c€] ui ce-

ment is exceeded, the greater the likelihood tnat ccnesiun 

will develop other asfects of ~roup dynamics ~nich teed back 

1 
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into it (Shaw, 1971: 193-194). 'Ihus, research wnicn adds to 

our knowledge of cohesion adds ta our knowladge of yruUfS in 

':Jene.caL. 

The investigation of cohesion as a defendent Vdcianle 

is certainly nothing new tc the di~Ciflint. However, 

research on the nature of cohesion was in its ue1day du£ing 

the 1940s dud 1950s, an era which did not lldve l:enef1.t 0£ 

sophisticated computer facilities and robust stdtistical 

techniques. As such, research on cohesion was r~stcicted to 

either laboratory expeximents on a small numter of ~COUfS or 

to hi Vdriate s u.rvey .research conducted in natural s€ t t in9s 

where several groups of one tyfe (work gcoufs) were investi-

gated. Due to the nature of those research designs, only a 

few variables and a restricted numcer of types ct yroups 

were examined. !he present research involved the invtistiga-

tion of the effects of several independent Vdciables on 

cohesion and utilized a samflE which ccLsisted of thirty 

sroups of vacyiny types. 

1his research project was designed with two related 

purposes in ~ind. One purpose wds to investigate the 

effects of a number of indef~ndent vdriaLl€s aerived ££om 

the work of Rosabeth Moss Kanter (1972) on cohesion. 1ne 

research interest was to examine the contribution ot these 
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independent vaciahles in explaining varianc~ in grouf ccne-

sion. This coustituted the first ~odel tested in the study. 

on the basis of the results oi the a~alysis ct the 

first model, a second model was tested in which the varia-

bles from Model I in conjunction with au additional inoefen-

dent variable, type of organization, was tested. BesarJin~ 

the significance of the analysis of the second model, Hi~-

lery (1972) has criticized the field OL community theocy by 

stating that there has Deen a confusion tetween co~~uuity as 

a sentiment and community as a human 9rou~. Usin9 cchesiou 

as a m~asure of sentiment, and definin~ communit1 as comruu-

nal orga.nizations, th~ second fUrpose of this research was 

to exa~ine the nature of the relationshii tetween tyfe of 

organization and cohesion. 

To briefly outline the plan of this fCOject, Caafter 

Two addresses three major themes. First ot dll, an intro-

duction to the froblem anJ the definitio~ ct cowmunity as it 

is used in this research are fresented. Secondlj, thEce is 

an examinatioD oi the literature to illustcat~ the rcots of 

the assumption that sentiment is a ~ualitt oL com~unity. 

Finally, empirical findings from trie literature on socidi 

participation aLe presented which su~gest the need to sub-

ject the assumption to empirical investigaticfi, couc~udioJ 
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with the iresentation of an alternative schcm~ tor distiu-

Juishin~ community from sentiment. 

Chapter Thiee contains three major themes. First of 

all, the definition of cohesion and its theoretical under-

pinnings are presented. Fxc~ this, the discussion turns to 

Homans• ( 1950) concept ot sentiment aua the use ot cob~siou 

as an measure of sentiment. In tue interest or clacit1, foe 

the present suffice it to sai that both sentimeut and coue-

sion involve attraction to the group 

whicn result tram the interaction 

and a desire to rEmain 

of 111eml:ers• isotiVtS d.D.l 

group proferties. In addition, the consequ€nces or toth 

senti~ent and cohesion are the same: interfersonal likin~, 

consensus, and social control. Io the tioal section of 

Chapter Three, Kanter•s Commit~ent Mechdnisws acJel tro~ 

which the variables for Models 1 anJ II -~re derived is fre-

sented. The cooseyuences of these commitment mEchanis~s dCe 

aspects of cohesion. 

Chapter Four deals with the ~ethodolc~ical frccedure5 

employed in this research and includes a description ct the 

sample, data collection techni~ues, survey instrument, dnJ 

the statistical techniques foe analyzin~ the ddta. 

Chapters Five and six present tne stuJy findings ana 

interpretation of these within the context ct tnEory, res-
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pectively, while Chapter Seven discusses th~ study findings 

within the framework of troddeL issues within th~ disci~-

line. Specificdlly, Chapter Seven presents a Jiscussion or 

some of the problems encountered in the research. 



Chapter II 

Introduction 

Every area of scienc~ must contend with the problem cf jar-

gon and technical langua~e utilized tor tn~ ddvance~ent of 

clarity, classification, and coLceptualization of various 

phenomenon. Lack of distinction can result in confusion, 

misunderstanding, and the ten<l€ncy for scientists total~ 

past one another. The consequences of vague, multi-pne-

nomena concepts can and do ~tagnate the progress c~ science. 

As Hillery {1955: 111) pointed cut: 

To the extent tbdt the degree ot consendus is in 
doubt, to that extent must one remdin uncertain 
whether different things are being d€scribed er 
whether the same thing is being viewed fxoa di1-
ferent vantage points. 

The confusion in the field cf community theory is the 

consequence of one such ptoblc~: tne term community means 

many things to many people. 1 Stcictl1 Efea~ing, thece is not 

total agreement as to what constitutes community. In hi~ 

analysis of ninety-four definitions of co~wunity d~lin€dted 

from the litexature# Hillery (1955) ab~tcacted sixteen con-

cepts with only one, community involves feople, common to 

'For exampie, Effrat (1914) delineateJ fouc major research 
traditions within the field of community which have inves-
tigated such phenomena as small towns, villayes, cities, 
neighborhoods, urban sutaceas, ~inority gcaufs, intecest 
~coups, communal institutions, volunta£y associdtions, 
social areas, and sociai n€twc£ks. 

6 
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all but three definitions. Obviousi1, it Cdli c~ drgu~a that 

?eople, in and of themselves, are not d distinguishing char-

acteristic of community since this element apflies to al~ 

human groups. Yet, if the ~ost co~mun elemBnt ill uefini-

tions of co~munity is not a cha£acteristic which ditfeienti-

ates community from other types at organization, the ~ues-

tion arises, what is? 

Of the ninety-tour detinitions Hillery (195~) e~amined, 

fifty-eight (nearly 62 percent) included ideas whicn ceu-

tered around at least one of the following elements: ccmmou 

life, consciousness of kind, and p0ssession or common ends, 

nor~s, and means. Inherent in these def1nitiolis is the 

notion that homogeneity produces consensus, social control, 

and, by extension, relationshifs which are chdLdcterized ty 

a high de~ree of sentiment: feElin~s of closeness, sense of 

belonying, dnd dttrdction. 1c fUt it another way, tecause 

there is an affective quality in tnis tyfe cf relation~bip, 

it is more cohesive. In addition, not 0oly does the litera-

ture imply that community is associated wit~ ewotional 

attachments, but, treguently, when these a£~ vieweJ as lac~-

ing, there hds been a strony tendency to conclude that it is 

in an aberrant state. 1hus, we hear such fhrases Js loss of 

community, eclipse of community, or fSeudo-co&munitt, and 

view the memuers of such systems as alienated, segment~d, 

anJ isolated. 
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Community as Communal Ocganizations 

ln order to avoid the critici~m that it is incocrect to 

assume the meaning of community is unaerstood, it is i~pexa-

tive at the outset to state how the texm is defined in this 

research. Hillery (1968: 151) has criticizeo the use cf the 

term by stating: 

•community• has been used in so many contradictory 
ways as to render it almost useless for descriting 
a s~ecific system. 

Due to the confusion which has been generated ty the 

use of the term, Hillery (1968) develofed the concept ccmmu-

nal organizations which are defined dS "heavily institution-

alized systems which lack detining ~oals" (1968: 189). For 

Hillery, communal organizations are a tJfE of social system 

with~n a general typoloyJ of human groups which can te dis-

tinguished from other types of social or~anization based on 

whether or not th~re is primaci given to Sfecific ~oals, 

degree of institutionalizatioo, and de~cee of inclusiveness 

(1968: 142-152). 

Following Parsons• definition oL Sfecific yoal, Hille~y 

distinguished tormal from communal ocganizatio~s on tne 

basis of whether or not the o£~anization ~ives ~ri~acJ to 

specific goals. Hillery (1968: 146-147) stated: 

we may describe a specific ~oal as havin~ at l~ast 
three chdractei:istics: ( 1) the p:oauct cf the 
goal is identifiable, such as automoLile~, dCa-
demic degrees, etc; (2) the f:Coduct can .t:e used ty 
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another system -- that is, the outfut of ooE 
system is an input tor anctbc:r sy5tem; and (3) tht:: 
output is amenable tc contrdct, it cant~ taught 
and sold. An organization has specific goals it 
its me~bers recognize the possession cf SfECific 
goals and its norms are so ocyanized that thE1 
contribute to the attainient of those yoals. 

Degrees of institutionali2ation dnd inclusiveness were 

also used in Hillery•s tyfolcgy of human groups. 1h@ degree 

of institutionalization was employed to make the distinction 

between an organization and a yLoup and was "intended ~erely 

to emphasize the greater complexity in oryanizations" (1908: 

1 51) • The third elem€nt, degree of inclusiveness, was useu 

to iilustcate that one tyfe of s1stem can te found in ether 

ty~~s of systems within the same general categoLy. 

'Ih us, nd tio ns include v ills which i.nc.ludE .neigh-
borhoods, but not vice versa (at least normally). 
Similarly ethnic gcoufS aay includt cligues, tut 
not vice versa, and social movements mat includE 
crowds, but not vice versa (19bd: 1i.i9). 

These three frinciples, primacy yiven to Sfecific 

goals, degree of institutiona~ization, and degree of inclu-

siveness, resulted in Hillery•s (1968: 

human groups presented in 1atle 1. 

151) t1 po log_y of 

Community as it will be used in tnis research consists 

of those orgdnizations which ace classified un<le£ the cate-

gory of communal organizations. 1bese ace highly institu-

tionaliz~d organizations which may have specific goals, but 

t.hese organizations do not give fCiwdcy tc them; that is, 



Institu-
tionalization 

Highly 

Relatively 

TABLE 1 

1YPOLOGY OF 
HUMAN GROUPS 

Primacy to Specific Goal 

yes no 

Fonnal Connnunal 

Connnonwealth Organiza- Nations 
tions Vills 

Service Organizations Neighborhoods 
Business Concerns Families 
MJtual-benefit 

Associations 

Expressive Infonnal 

Social MJvements Ethnic Groups 

Cliques 

Inclusive-
ness 

MaximlDll 

Minimurn 

Maximum 

Minimurn 
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specific godls are not their Cedson icr existence, dS is the 

case with formal orgdnizations. 

The concept com~unal orga~izations is at the Sd~E time 

both general and speci£ic in that Wilile it enco~~asses sev-

eral entities which have been called ccwmu~ity, it also 

makes a distinction among them by specifyiny degree of 

inclusiveness and institutiondliza~ion. 1nus, dS indicated 

in Table 1, ccwmunal organi2ations in~lude fdmilies, neigh-

borhoods, vills (deiined as "families cooferating in s~ace, 11 

such as folk villages and cities), and nations. Not 

included in the table but also considered to be tytES of 

communal organizations are such grouFs as wonasteries, co~-

~unes, and Greek social organizations. 

It is important to e~fhasize the inclusiv~ natucE of 

communal organizations sincE it ~ill b~come clear in tbe 

foilowing section that different writers have addressed dif-

ferent lev~ls of commundl organization. So~e dUthcrs rtter-

red to co~munity from the standpoint of vills and ueighbor-

hoods, while otheis wrote about commuil1ty in tec~s of 

pcimdry relations anJ, in many ca~es, in teems of the traL-

sition of society from primeval to modernitj, cc the rural-

urbdn continaum. ihis is problematic in the sense tnat a 

Jceat Jeal of confusion is ~enerated, which was f~€cisely 

rlillery•s point when he wrote: 



If there is to be any mcrdtor~um ~n tht field. it 
should be on tbe dilettante approach c1 wciting an 
entire book about community without €Ver defining 
the concept (1972: 536). 

However, the pur~ose of this chapter is not to aadlyze or to 

critique. but simply to give the reader a ~tnse of the lit-

erature which reflects, scmetimes only imflicitly. the 

notion that sentiment is a yualitJ of communitJ and tnat 

when it is lacking it is consider~d tote in an aberra.ut 

state. 

In addition, before addressing the literature, it is 

also important to point out that wbile the orientation of 

this research is tc compare ccmmunal and formal crgaLiza-

tions, the literature does net maxe the distinction tetwcen 

groups which are highly institutionalized (forma.l and ccmmu-

nal) and those which are net (expressive and info~mal). 

Neither the classical literature nor ccntemfo.cai:y J:€seacch 

made the explicit distinction, rather, each ap~rcac~ed 

the subject under the general tcpic of pri~drJ aud seconda£y 

modes of interaction. 

Community as Sentiment: 1be Literatur~ 

The idea that community connotes sentiment is C€fiected 1.n 

liteiatur~ which spans the historical develoFmeut at sociol-

ogy as a d.iscipline froJD earlJ classical writings tc urLdn 
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studies betw~en World wars I and II in the Cnica~o School 

tradition to conte-forary wass society theor 1• .Since it is 

obvious that d fresentation of all relevant literatur€ ~ould 

be a monumental task, only selected repre~entative litera-

ture from each period will be fresented. 

One ot the most straight-

forward illust£ations of a romanticized conceptualizaticn of 

community as a sentiment is found iu the wcLk of Eerdinan<l 

'roennies ( 1957). lhe detinitions and explicit value jud~-

ments associated with the canC€ftS Gemeinschaft and Gesells-

chaft dre best illustrated bJ loennies ~hen he wccte: 

All intimate, private, and exclusive living 
together ••• is understood as life in Gemeins-
cha.tt (community). Gesel.i.schaft (society) is 
public life -- it is the world itself. In Gem-
einschaft with one•s family one lives from biLth 
on, bound to it ln weal and woe. Cne ~oes intc 
Gesellschaft as one goes into a stca£ge countrJ. 
A young man is warned against bad Gesellschaft~ 
but the expression bad Geaeinschatt violates the 
meaning of the word •• • all praise of rural lite 
has fainted out thdt Gemeinschaft among fEople is 
stronger there and more alive; it is the lastin~ 
and geniune foLm of liv~ng together. In contrast, 
Gesellschaft is transitcry and suferficial. 

Toennies• theory of the develofmeat at Gem~iDschaft 

demonstrates his view that sentiwent, and the ro~antic 

notions associated with that term, aLe liijked with cc~mu-

nity. According to Toennies, tne bases cf unity dDd the 

possibility of Gemeinschaft were xinsnip, ~ccpinguit1, and 
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intellectual proximity which we.ce the sou.1:ce.s of understaud-

ing. The reciprocal relationships of tinshif (llocd), 

neighborhood (land) , and town (&:r .1endshi F) promoted the 

development of consensus which became a binding sentiment. 

"It represents the special social forces and sJmFathy ~bich 

kee~s human beings togetheI as ~embers of a totality" {1957: 

11). Ihese allo~ed for the development of intimate know-

ledge of others, through recifrocal relations, which, in 

turn, facilitated understanding as a tind.1ng co~sensus and 

sentiment. 

For 'Ioe.nnies, the Gemeinschaft of l:lcod was the iJasic, 

primary unit of community since it denoted "unity ot teiuy." 

Gemeinschdft of blood develofed and diLLerentiated into Gem-

einschaft of locality based on ccmwoo hdtitdt, and frcm tnat 

emerged the Gemeinschaft of mind which resuitea iu cccfe£a-

tion and coordinated action fer common goals. Gewtioschaft 

of mind, which was indicative ox mental life, ~a5 the fUre, 

truly human form of community when it was found in cc~tina-

tion with the others. 

Clearly, Toen~ies• descriftion of Gemeinscbaft de}icteJ 

his judgment that it was better than Gesellschaft. loe 

terms "understandinj, 11 "consensus," "tiociing sentia:E::nt, 11 

"s1mpathy," to name a few, illustcata the point. 
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Although Simmel stated, "it is not our task either to 

accuse or pardon, onl1 to understdnd" (1950a: 424), ne hdd 

an ambivalent view of modern lite. on t~e on~ nand, he saw 

the individual in the metrofolis as free from domination of 

his total personality. on the other band, there are exam-

ples in his writings which sug~est that the price of 

increased freedom was a decredse ic emotional attachments, 

sentiment, and mcanin~ in lite. 

wrote: 

,In this connectio~, Simmel 

Ihe m€tropolis exacts from ~an 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 slo~lJ, more habi-
tually, and mere evenlJ. Precisely in this con-
nection the sophisticated chaLacter ot the 
metropolitan psychic life becomes understandatle 
-- as ovec against small town life which cests 
more upou deeFlY felt and emotional relationshiFS• 
• • • lhe metropolitan tjp~ of man -- ~hich of 
course exists in a thousand individual varidnts --
develops an ocgan protectin~ hiK against the 
threatening currents ana discrepancies at his 
ext~rnal environment which uproot him. He 
reacts with his head i£stead of his teart (1950d: 
410). 

Simmel maintained that the <levelof~ent of d tldse m~n-

tality in the metropolis wa~ the result ct an increased num-

erical and s~atial grcwth and iQcreased division oi lator in 

which the producer was seveced from the product. Tnexetcre, 

while the urbanite had a greater degr~e of inaiviaual free-

dom, he was surrounded by cultural objects which, while not 

completely weanin~less, neither were they meauinyful. Iba 
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U£Dan milieu bred individuality by the VECi naturE of 

heterogeneity. However, sentiments in tne trdtlitional sense 

were replaced by rationalit1; tne OLJective SfiLit took 

precedence over the subjectivE spirit. 

He lecomes a single co~ as ever against the over-
whelmin~ oryanization of things and forces which 
gradually take out of his bands evEr 1thing con-
nected witn progress, spirituality, and value. 
!he operation of these fcrces results in the 
transfor~ation of. • • a subJective term into a 
purely objective existence (1971: 237). 

Accordin~ to Simmel, one major cause oi the tran~forma-

tion from a subjective to ctjEctive Sfirit wds thE shift 

from a barter system to a monetar1 system. Monty affected 

interaction since it was imfersonai, li~ited relations to 

specific purposes, and reduced people an<l things tc a cc~mon 

denominator. 

Money is concerned only with what is common to 
all: it asks for the exchan~e vdlue, it reduces 
all quality and individuality to the suestioo: 
How much? ••• Only money economy has filled the 
days of so many people witb weighing, calculating, 
with numerical determindticos, with a ceduction cf 
qualitative values to guantitative ones (1950a: 
411-412). 

School 1radition. --------= --·--' 'Ihe notion t.uat size, 

density, and heterogeneity created a social structure whicn 

resulted in the replacement cf primary contacts with secun-

dary associations was a majoc theme in sociclojical ~ritings 

between ~orld idCS 1 and II. It WdS durinJ this fEricd that 

social disorganization thEory develo~ed. 
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Social disorganization theciy viewed sccid~ fatncic~ies 

as the consequences of a ldc~ (or weakening) ct p.ci~aLy ties 

whica were viewed a.s the sou.cces 01: custom, rules, aut.hoc-

ity, and social control. As ~i.cth (1940) tlointed cut, the 

term "disorganization" su~yested the.ce WdS some crite.cion 

for identifying a ccmmun~ty whicn was organi2ed. 

terion was public Ofinion, or, in otaer ~ords, 

about values and norms. 

'Ihe c.ci-

a consensus 

Social disorganization theorists maintdined that as 

society increased in size, density, and heterogeneity there 

was a corresponding breakdown cf primary .celatious and t.ca<l-

itional sources ot values and social cont.eel. lhis produced 

crime, delinquency, mental illness, a~cohclis~, and cthEr 

torms of deviant behdvior which wece v1€wed as symptoms of 

social disorganizdtion. In ether words, .hen fri~d£J ties, 

homogeneity, and consensus .~re lack~ny, the systEm was 

viewed as lacking orgdnization; it was in a Jev1ant fcrw. 

One of the clearest examples or the notion tnat the 

lack cf primacy ties, homog€neity, and traaitional sourcts 

of authority produce disor~anization is found ia the of 

Robert Redfield (1941). Bedti~lJ cxa~ined the societal pro-

~cessive movement fcom folk tc urban ~ociety bj ccmpariny 

four settlements in the Yucatan Penisu1a dt the samE pc1nt 
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.1.n time. His major conclusion was that the evolutionary 

process o~ society was deficted in toe four ccmman1ties ~ith 

the most primitive societal term found at the periphery mov-

ing tovard modernity the closer one approacDed th~ citJ. 

The gradient f rem 'I usik {folk v1.llage) to Merida (city) was 

seen in a variety of interdependent factors which resulted 

in gradient degrees of cultural organization among the four 

communities: population composition, de~ree of division of 

labor, religion (sacred to secular), ana fanilial ta indivi-

dual orientations. According to Redfield, homogeneity, a 

low degree of division of lator (tased on ayriculture), 

religion, an<l an emihasis on familial relations produced a 

very hi~h degree of cultural oryanization in the folk vil-

lages, whereas the opposite of these (found 1.n the city) 

produced a high degree of cultucal disorganization. 

Although both Catholicism and paganism were fracticed 

in the folk villages, this dudlity did not froduce a con-

tcadiction. 

field wrote: 

In a reference to the desi~n tor living, a~d-

Ihe relative scarcity of population, tnE 9reat 
size of the trees of the forest, and the total 
absence of outside <jOV€rnmental I:€':JUlat.1.011 of lacd 
use and of commerce in lands • • are circum-
stances tending to emphasize for thE native the 
nearness and i~portance cf the bush and to tavcr d 
11ystical attitude toward it" (1941: 52). 
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Both Catholic and fagan rituals €~bodied a whole syste~ of 

beliefs and customs and a distinction tEtw€en thew was 

almost nonexistent. In 1usik (folk village), thti tijo todies 

of rituals seemed to constitute a single cult, a slug.le cer-

emony. As one moved awaj from the tolk villages, fagan 

practicies were known but "it is something uncann~, a little 

diabolic, carried on some~here outside the city" (1941: 

105). 

In the folk villages, the high degree of cultural 

organization into which the complementary elements ot 

Catholicis~ and paganisw fit were descrit~d ty Redfield as d 

"network" or "wet." Although the members of the i.sclattid 

communities recognized two nierarcnies, Christian and fagan, 

these meshed and became conyruent with nature. In 'IU.Sik, 

nature was seen as equivalent to the divine and, as such, 

the relationship between humans and n<1ture (as 9ods) 

a contract of sorts: 

t:ecame 

the milpero (farmer) resfects the bush, makin~ use 
of only so much as he needs and wasting none; 1n 
return the gods of the tush will refrain trcm 
deflecting the swung axe against tbe milferc•s 
foot (191'1: 115). 

In this same vein, nature, as goJs, was vita~ly important tu 

chese agriculturalists, accocdin~ to Bedfield, and assumeu 

ulti~ate torm in worshif. 
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!he transition of reli~icn from tne sacred to aagical 

to secular from the folk village to thE city resulted fartlJ 

as a consequence of decreasing agricultural activitJ. 

Because of their defendence on agriculture cor ~uLviva~, the 

relationships found in the talk villages supforted the i~ea 

that the individual "was less free to act indepEndently of 

his family and settlement" (1941: 263), whereas in the city 

there was a high degree or indefendence from these. 

In his conclusion, Redfield viewed the city as cultu£-

ally disorgdnized as the result of conditions which severed 

the individual from sources of meaning and understanding. 

In his appraisal of Merida (the city) Bedfisld wrote: 

people cease to telieve because they cease tc 
understand, and they cease to understand becau~e 
they cedse to do things that exfress tue undeL-
standing (1941: 363). 

Contemeoran Literatur~. In writinys after ~oxlJ ~ar 

II, social scienti~ts be~an to yuestion the dssumption that 

primary attachments were lackiny in modern societJ. As 

Kornhauser (1968) pointed out, 

this portrait of modern life was sutjEct to con-
siderable criticism on the ~rounds that pr1mary 
relations are much in evidence in the factory, the 
army, and in other alledgedly impersonal or~ani2a-
tions (1968: 62). 

However, Kornhauser has argued that "the ~rotle~ of 

community is much more than the mexe pr~sence or ats6nce of 
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and commundl tonds 14 ( 196d: 

functions of prillid.I:f 

b2). He 

groups have 

decreased, not that they are absent. !hat is, fLimar1 rEla-

tions exist, but they play a decreasing rcle Lu organizin~ 

society because they no longeL serve a~ "scurces at meaning 

and support for the individual" (19bB:62) .. Fer thB.sE red-

sons, Kornhauser and other ;ass sociEty tbeoridts maintain 

that the links among primary ties ace weax. 

Kornhauser stated that the isolation and ~eak links in 

primary relations have resulted in the need for "moLe inclu-

sive bonds of solidarity" and "a seaLch fer neij terms or 

co111 muni ty" ( 1968: 6 2) • However, according to him, the 

organization of mass society atstructs its development anu, 

therefore, there is a "heigbtened receftivity to the 

appeals of pse11do-communi ty" ( 1S68: 62). ExamiJles of f-Seu-

do-commuuity dCE the Germdn Youth Mavtment at the turn of 

the centuc1, the Nazi MovemEnt, mass pErsuasion €Xfloit 

themes, dnd human relations frcgrams in industry. 

According to Kornhauser, the ideclogi€s and pLc~rams 

which develop in mass society tc me€t D€~ds which are untul-

filled by weak, isolated primary relations are "fstudo-com-

wunity" or "distorted forms and EXfCessions of the search 

foe community" (19b8: b 2) • Ey intertnce, it seems that 
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Kornhauser views community as a type of relationsni~ •L~ch 

provides m€aning, support, and is the oasis ot solidarity. 

In other words, he e~uates community with sentiment, and 

oecause solidarity in modern society is not tased on traJi-

tional primary relations, it is net community. 

tiscussicn 

The discussion UF to this point has attemfted to fresent 

examples from the literature to illustrate, either Elfli-

citly or implicitly, that lllcdern life is vieweJ diffe.centlJ 

from life in a folk society; that th€ diiter~nct is the 

cesult of a lack, or: at least a weakenin9 of, frimary ties. 

The folk-urban continuum, particularly in the writings friar 

to World War Ii, contained oversimplifi~d ideas that inhabi-

tants of folk societies were characterized t~ solidarity of 

beliefs, attitudes, and mea~s and, t~ecefcLE, had a hign 

degree of cultural oLganizdtion, while modeLn peo~les, alt-

hough treec, were viewed as sophisticated, iudividualistic, 

impersonal, and lacked primar1 attachments. wbethEL imfli-

cit or explicit, modern life has te€n sterotyfed as SUfELfi-

cial and disorganized. 

Whatever qualities have been assigned to mod€rn 

society, whether it be large, impersonal organization, 

rationality, hetercgeneity, er lack ci emotion, it was 
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assumed that these fertained to cities as a wholE (Sennett, 

1969: 12) • 1he works of scholars oi the ~drly Chicdyo 

School, no doubt, viewed crime, delinguency, vice, and the 

emer~ence of ghettos as the OFposite of that glorified rural 

domain. 

As Palen (1975) bas noted, it nas been unfortunate tbat 

ideal types (Toennies• concefts ot Geme~nscbaft and Geselis-

chaft) are sometimes treated as ii they really exist rdther 

than what they truly are, theoretical tcrmulations. But 

real life is far more comflicated that idedl tjfES su~gest: 

"Beal people rarely fall into neat all-or-notnin~ catego-

ries" (Palen, 1975: 116). However, even in case.s whei:e cu.c-

al-urban ideal types were not utilized (iedfield's studJ of 

Yucatan), there was a con~picuous lack ot attention given to 

hunger, poverty, and disorganization at fol~ viLlage life 

and to the or~dnization ot the city. 

It has often teen assumed that the s~ewingli detdched 

attitude of the urban dweller is a conse~uence of bis stan-

dard noninvolvement in tbe lives of ethers. 

Palen stated, 

HOWt!VEr, as 

city dwellers do net have cclaer fersonalities •• 
• • In fact, the coolness aua even overt no~til-
ity of smalltowners to "outsiders" vhc act, dress, 
or think differently has lon~ Leen a theme cf 
Am€rican drailla •••• (1975: 117-113). 



Both in the city and in rural areas, pEople respond tooth-

ers who are familiar. Even though the fCtEntial cf uroan 

contacts and interaction ~aJ fregueutlJ be u~fulfill~d, 

nonetheless, urbanites, like rural people, cnose nei~ntors 

who are like themselves. In this Sdme vein, ~illiam ~hyte 

(1943) in his study ot an italian ghetto in Boston em}ha-

sized the cultural hcmogeneity cf that ethnic vi~lage and 

the maintendnce of traditional lifestyles while located in 

an urban setting. Gans (1968) noted that within the city, 

whether in its core oc at the outskirts, there ace 

relatively homogenecus gcoufs, wit~ social and 
cultural moorings that shield. a .[them] tairl1 
effectively from the su9gesteJ conse~uences cf 
number, density, and heterogeneity (15b8: 36). 

Studies in the area of social pact1cifation in wcderu 

life support the conclusion that primary grou1:- attachments 

are not as infrequent as it was once telieve~. Fee examfle, 

in his study of Detciot, Axelrod {1950) tounJ that nearly 

two thirds of the population in that study yot together with 

intocmal groups more than once a week. io~eh (1967), in nee 

study of Detioit, fcund that not only do contacts with rela-

tives, friends, co-workers, and nei~htors cccur fcegutntl1, 

but that "the complete atsence of in.rocma1 contacts of one 

sort o.c anathe.c is extremely .rare" ( 1 So 7: 100). EE11 and 

Boat (1957), in their stud} of San Francisco, report fiDd-

ings which conclude that informal cEldtioushifs a.re fre-
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guent. Kasarda (1974) fou.na that t1opulac.1on sizE a.nJ. 

density did not significantly affect kinshi~ er triendship 

bonds and that persons who resided in urban areas "nave more 

extensive social ties than these r€siding in rural cc.111muni-

ties11 (1974: 333). Also of interest was Kasa.1da•s tinding 

that, "rather than reflacing fri~ary ccntact, forial secou-

dacy ties foster greater numbers of local fLimacy contacts" 

and that "increased poFulation size and density does not 

significantly weaken local com.111unit1 sentiments" ( 1974: 

336-338). 

Yet, while research has torne out that pri~ary contacts 

and communal bonds do exist in modern society, the ~ea<ler 

vili recali that Kcrnhauser asserted that "the frctle~ of 

community is much more than the fresence or atseoce ct tC.l-

mary ties" (1968: 62). He maintdined that tnes1;; tie.s exist, 

but they are weak, isolated, and do not satisfy needs for 

~olida4ity and meaning. He defined cowmunity in terms of 

needs for solidarity, meaning, and support, and, dffar:ently, 

becd use programs and ideologies in mass society "only s i mu-

late, but do not create community," they bav€ .failed; they 

are pseudo-community. Sc.lidar:it}', .mean1.n~, 

they have been used in connection with toe 

connote strony emotional attachm~nts. But 

inhereut quality of community? 

and SUJ?fCrt as 

t€CU.: COll:111Ulll.ty 

are these an 



Schmalenuach (1961) made a uistinction 1Etween 

community and commu~ion (attach~ents based on emoticn). 

According to him, there has been an inciination to co~sidcr 

consciousness of kind at the root of reeling. 1he reason 

for confusing feeling with ccmmunity i~ that it is ELcone-

ously oelieved that feelin~s are "'deeper• er •nearer• the 

unconscious than rational thought" (1961: 335). For Sch~al-

enbach, community dces not consist 0£ feelings, whereas com-

munion does. !he following gacte illustrates the distinc-

tion he makes bet~een communit1 and what he calls comaunion: 

Ioennies (and everyone else) knows that rural 
neighbors ~ay become mortal enemies when. • a 
boundary is disputed, just as brothers may teccme 
enemies when an inheritance is challenged. Des-
pite this, D€ighbocs and brothers always remain 
neighbors and trothers. Neighborliness an~ tcoth-
erhood persist psychically. lhere is no tetter 
example anywhere to demonstLate how winer a rcle 
"feelings" play as a basis of community (1961: 
335). 

Following ijeber•s distinction between cbucch and sect, 

Schmalenbach noted that "a church is a community, and raay 

become a society ••• Sect is fUCe communion" (1961: 332). 

~eber•s distinction of traditional and affective tonds 

within a community is the key to Schmalentaco•s dichotomy 

betwe€n community and co~munion. Communions dCE tern of 

emotions and feelings with cc~lective enthusias~, whil~ the 

basic condition of community is unconscious sine~: 

community 
taken for 

implies the c€ccgnition ct 
granted and the a~s~rtion or 

so~ethicg 
the self 
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evident. Generally Sfeakin~, one will net 
expressly sancticn or condeIDn those communities to 
which one belongs. One is not liKelJ tote tully 
aware of them (1961: 334). 

Schmalenbach used religicus experienct to illustrate 

the development of communion. According tc him, the indivi-

dual in a religious experience is alone with his dittJ. !he 

encounter leaves the individual ~ith "a strange and DEW fer-

spective." At this point, the inJividual enters intc a set 

of social relations with others who have Lad a si~ilar 

experience which results in a Leaifirmation "in a spi£it of 

closeness and compassioo" (1961: 336) 

established. 

and the com~union is 

An interesting application of Schmalenbach's distinc-

tion between community and communion is Zatlocki's (1973) 

study of the Bruderhof Brctherhcod. 1n the Erudechof, the 

culmination of the experience cf communion is the phenomenon 

of joy. According to Zablocki, joy is a twofcld reward: 

"lt provides direct emotioLal gratification tu the indivi-

dual, and it is his frimary evidence that he and the ccmmu-

nity are in a state cf grace" (1973:158-159)~ Jcy is the 

product of the collective spiLit or what Schmalenbach calleJ 

communion. 

According to Zablocki, 

nessin~ the collective experience. First, the experieoce 
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~ust occur reguldrly with d high d~gree of 1.utens1.ty and, 

secondly, the experience "must b€ transformed into a us~tul 

form of energy" (1974: 1b4-165). In the %irst case, ccllec-

tive behavioral experiences, in general, arti rare~1 intense 

due to disunity of values, goals, norms, and teliets. Sec-

ondly, there is cften an ina.tiility for I!lembei:s tc partic1.-

pate fully due to the lack of full surrender to the group 

experience and the members• fdilure to understand the exfer-

ience in positive terms. However, in tLE case of the Eru-

derhof, the collective e~perience of jcy is harnessed into 

positive energy for the grouf t1 mean~ of an interfretive 

fra~evork which provides an exflanatiou fer the exferience. 

This interpretive framework or ideolog1 is vitdlly important 

since "it ensures that roughly the same External sti~uli 

will touch of collective tehavior exFeriences in all the 

community members a.t the sdme time" (1973: 184). 1he fht::no-

menon of joy as a collective reli~ious e1ferience amon~ tne 

Bruderhof is the result of a conscious effort on the fart ot 

the membership to create com~union. 1ae point tc it Emfha-

sized is that the basis of ccmmunion is emotions, dnd these 

are fleeting. Com~llllion comes anJ ~oes, t~t th€ group 

remains a community. 

If Schmalenbach is correct, tnat i~. ir communion is 

distinct rrom community, then the £ollo~in~ possibilities 
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arise: { 1) community can €xist without communion (hi9h 

degree of sentiment) and, b1 infe.1:ence:, {..2) .tc.c11al crgani-

Concecn iug the zat~ons do not necessarily lack co~wunion. 

latter, Si~mel•s (1964) 

the case in point.2 

d~scription ot secret societies is 

In addition, there is soae empirical evidence ~hich 

suggest that pa.ctici~ation in formal organizations can have 

a significant effect on sentimental attachments. Fc.c exam-

ple, Albert Hunter (1975) found in one local co~munity that 

after twenty-five years the use oi local facilities 

declined, but infcrmal neightoriny remained constant aLct 

sense of community increased. 

bers• motives for moving there, 

In an anal1sis of the ~em-

Hunter identified three 

prominent attitudes: "(1) a conscious rejection ct sutu.ctia 

and a positive commitment to urban livin~; (2) a co n.scio us 

move to a racially integrated area: and (J) a conscious 

search for a residential area which .as S€En to te ccmmu-

nity" ( 1975: 549). 

2 Simmel (1950b) described secret societies as "politically 
reject~d" interest groups. Characteristic ox secret ~ccie-
ties were their high deg.cee c1 inte.cnal cohesion dnd thtir 
use of mechanisms .bich, according to Kanttr, were the same 
mechanisms used ty successful ninete~nth centuLy utc~ian 
communities to promote commitment. 
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Hunter warned explicitly thdt these peo~le were not 

living in a utopian com~unity, tut rdthtr, they were trying 

to create a "partial ideoloyy." Im~ortdnt for lhe distinc-

tion between community and sEntiment is the tact that the 

residents decided to move into the a.rea because of its pee-

existing "community character,'' a characteristic which was 

congruent with their values. In accordance ~itb Schmaleu-

bach•s dichotomy, the community always eiisted as a human 

group, but it was not until the conscious recoynition by 

individuals of their similar values, and, as a result, tbei~ 

move into the area, did the community become a community 

with sentiment. In other words, the residents weLe attemft-

ing to consciously create communioij (sentiment). 

Hunter also pointed out that the memters of the cc~mu-

nity also credted 11a more icrmal structural Emtcai11Ent of 

community a local community or:-:Janization" (1975: 547). 

This formal organization was formed tc sclve fOlluticn anJ 

block-bustiny problems. Hunter tound that ~ar:ticifation in 

this formal organization had a significant effect upot sense 

of community. In ether ~ords, sentiment res~lted from the 

conscious efforts of th~ m~mbers, bdsed on a fartial id€ol-

ogy, and was furtber enhanced ty particifation in a formal 

organization. 
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summary 

The idea that community is d relatioas~if tased on emcticndl 

ties, and therefore, characterized by a high degr~e cf seu-

timent is a theme which is reflected in the lit~rature trom 

early classical writing to contemporary theory. .for 1cen-

nies, when relationships shift from traditional ties to sec-

ondary ties, they are no iooser co~munity, tut rather 

society. Simmel wrote that life in rural areas, as Ofpased 

to the metropolis, "rests more upon deeply felt and e~o-

tional relationships." Redfield viewed the city as disor-

ganized because the organization of t.he city prcmcted 

detachment of individuals tram familial ties, teliefs, and 

rituals which are the sources of understauding. KorLhauser 

called formal organizations which attempt tc provide mean-

ing, solidarity, and support tor indiviJuals, fseudo-ccmmu-

nity. 

Althouyh modern research has SUfpcrted the id~d that 

primary ties exist both in the form of trien<lshi~ and family 

networks, and that there are sentimental ties to ether tcLms 

of community (neighborhoods and vills) in modern sccie ty, 

the question remains whethec or not sentiment is the exciu-

sive property of community. 1he froblem is not sc ~uch that 

primary ties exist, becdu.se research has shown that thEy do. 

aather, it seems there has aeea a tendenc1 to view sectimen-
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tal attachments as finite. lhat is, since modern fEcple 

have a biyher rate cf farticifatioa in for~al organizations, 

not only has the strength of commuilal ties ~eakened, cJt 

also the ties which develop in formal organi2atioos ace ~eak 

as well. 

lhe question of whether er not communal ties are wea~er 

in ~odern societ} is beyond the scope at this Iesearch. 

However, the Jegree of strEngth of senti~ental dttachmeots 

(as measured by cohesion) in communal and fo~mal ocsaciza-

tions will be compared to determine whether there is a dif-

ference between them. Schmalenbacn•s conceftual distinction 

between community and communio~ in conjunction with emfiri-

cal findings which suggest that particiFation in tcrmal 

organizations can enhance senti~ent indicate that ~erhafs 

sentiment is not limited to communal organizations. 

Scbmalenbach argued that commuaiou arises Lrom cc~s-

ciousness of shared emotional experiences. Zablocki noted 

that the collective exper.ience ct co111munio11 {jo.t) amcug the 

Bruderhof was transtormed intc positive eneryy Lor tne gro~p 

and the experience made uodecstanddble by means of an iuter-

pretive framework. (ideology). Hunter stated that tht ces.1-

dents of the local community he exa~ined were att£acted ta 

the areas because its "community cbaracter" was congruent 
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with their values; that is, th~ residents shared a iactial 

ideology and consciously attewft€d to put it iutc fCdCtice. 

In addition, !)a.cticipa tion in a f ocmal or 9an iza tion tc.s te c~d 

"sense of community." 'Ihese ideas suggest that .Lf an acgdil-

ization has mechanisms which encauraye conscious recognition 

0£ shared values, regardl€ss cf whether or net its cr~aniza-

tion gives primacy to specific ~oais, 

have a high de~ree cf sentiment. 

it is more lik€l1 to 

Using Hillery's distinction between organizations whicu 

give frimacy to s~ecific goals and those which de not, anJ 

using cohesion as a measure of sentiment, the relationship 

between type of organization (communal dDd formal) and cohe-

sion will be investigated. 

celationship to be tested is: 

~tated in h1potnetical fcLm the 

H1: Communal oc~anizations have higheL deyrees 
of cohesion than formal o£ganizations. 
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CCHESICN 

Definition and Theoretical Underfinnings 

In the field of gicup dynamics, the most widely accepted 

de£inition of cohesion is that develofed ty Festingec et al. 

(1950) who stated that cohesion is "tne resJltant cf all 

forces acting on members to remain in the grcuf." Schachtec 

et al. {1951) have noted tnat the.re are coughi1 twc catego-

ries of definitions assigned to the teem. lo one class or 

definitions cchesion refers to the attractiveness ct the 

group for its members. Studies in this Cdtegocy are con-

cerned eiclusively with attraction and its causes and 

effects. The second categcry of definitions rocuses on 

cohesion as group morale, or its at~os~he.re, and how these 

affect group efficiency and fCOductivitJ in pertcrminy 

tasks. In the lattex case, 

is of secondary importance. 

of cohesion is preferred, 

attraction is only iiplied and 

e~t no matter what definition 

"virtually all definitions nave 

the clear implication that cohesion varies with th~ attrac-

tion of the group fer its memters" {Schdcbte.r, 1968: 542). 

ihe notion that attraction is th~ underlying theme in 

the definition of cohesion can be seen in the ways it has 

beeu meas uced. Cohesion has been meas uce d i.n tt1:: m.s of: ( 1) 

intec~ersonal attraction such as tiiendshif and socicmetric 

34 
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indexes of interpersonal liking (Dimoc.K, 1941; Fe.stinger: et 

al., 1950); {2) evaluations cf the g.rou_E.: a.s d whole (Jack-

so.n, 1959i i.'1ann and .Baumgartel, 1952); (3) irLae11t.1.fication 

vith the group ~onverse and Campbell, 1968); and (ij) desire 

to remain in the group (Schachter, 1951). In addition, 

there are composite indexes cf cohesion. Fee examfle, Sea-

shore's (1954) cohesion index taps the fcllowin~ dimensions 

of cohesion: (1) identification with tbe grcuf, (2) desire 

to remain, and (3) general satistaction or morale which was 

measured by asking respondents to ccm~are the grcuf with 

similar groups in terms of the way the memters gEt alcng, 

help each other, and stick together. 

Scientific interest in the concept 

from laboratory experiments ~bich were 

cohesion aevelof€d 

designed to under-

stand the nature of attraction and afiiliative needs. Fes-

tinger, Pefitone, and Newccat (1952) stated thdt twc t}fES 

of needs are satisfied bJ grouf membershif: the need tor 

recognition 1 approval, and 

degree of social visibility, 

esteem which involve a hi9b 

and the need tote "sutmtrgeJ 

in the group" which involves a hi~h degree ct scciai invisi-

bility. 1hey called the latter contl1tion deindividuation 

and described it as a ~coup phenomenon in which "inctividual~ 

are not seen or fa.id attention to as individuals" (1S52: 

382) .. 



36 

Accocding to those authors, individtia~s hdV€ inner 

restraints which sUfFress certain kinds of behavioc. 

deindividuation occurs, these inner restraints are weaiened 

and result in the expression ot needs whicn wi'::tht not ether:-

wise be satisfied. 

Festinger et al. 

By means at a laborator1 exferiment, 

found evidence to support the conclusion 

that deindividuation does occur and that it positi~ely 

affects the members• attraction to the grou~- Accccdio9 to 

them, groups which alternately satisfy needs for individua-

tion and deindividuation wili te more attractive to their 

members. 

A different class of ueeds satisfied t1 grcu~ mewter-

ship was addressed by Festingec (1954) in a theoretical 

paper in which he wrote that i~dividuals have a need to 

access the validity of theic opinions and atiliti€s when 

these lack confirmation in fhysicai reality. 1hese needs 

are the result of a drive for self evaluation and reyuire 

membership in groufs for validation ty means of socidl com-

parison. In connection with this, Festinger wrote: 

lo the extent that self evaluation can only te 
accomplished by means ct comparison with other 
persons, the drive for self evaluation is a fcrct 
actin~ upon persons to belong to groufs, to asso-
ciate with others. And the subjec~ivE feelings cf 
correctness in one's opinions and the sutJective 
evaluation of ade~uacy cf one's pEriormance on 
important abilities are some or the satisfactioos 
that persons attain in tbe course of these associ-
ations with other peofle. How stron~ tbt drives 
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and satisfactions ••• are ••• is impcssitle to 
say, but it seems clear that tne drivE for sElf 
evaluation is an important factor contributing to 
making the human being "~cegdrious" (19~4: 
135-136). 

lhe theoretical underfinning of the drive fer self 

evaluation by means of ~ocial comparison is Festinger•s 

{ 19 57} theory cf cognitive dissonance. Accordin~ tc this 

theory, an individual "strives towara consistenc1 ~ithin 

himself" (1957: 1) - When inconsistencies a~ong aa iudivi-

dual•s coynitions e~ist, the person is in a state at cogni-

tive dissonance which motives him to reduce it an<l tc rees-

tablish consonance. Co~nitive dissonance "can te seen as an 

antecedent condition which leads to activit1 ocient~d toward 

Jissonance reduction just as hun~er leads tc activitJ tc~acd 

h unyer reduction" ( 19 5 7: 3) • 1he drive tor self evalua~ion 

when an objective reality is not avaiiatle causes the indi-

vidual to seek out a social arena within ~hich to evaluat~ 

his opinions and abilities. 

However, the social setting itself can tea souLCE of 

dissonance as in the case when discrepanci~s tetween an 

individual's opinions and those of others in a gccuf emErge. 

Here, agdin, there is dissonance and a corresponding drive 

to reduce it. Accocdiny to Festinger, the reduction ct dis-

sonance can occur in three tasic ways: ( 1) the actcr can 

change his Ofinion so that it is more consist~ut with the 
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the actor can dtte~ft to cha~ge toe 

that thei£s mo~E closely r~stmtl€~ 

his; or (3) if the descrefancy cf relevctnt Cfinions is guite 

large, the actor can cease ccmfarison ty rejecting otbErs as 

deviants, or, in other words, by "attributing noncc~paratil-

ity to others" (1957: 18~-183). 

An interesting examf.le of the reductioll of disscoance 

which arose as a result of ~hysical evidence which di~froved 

beliefs was studied by Festinger, Riecken, aud SchdchtEr 

(1956) in their case stud} of a millenial yrouf. 1hi.s ~coup 

of twenty-five upper middle class people was centered accund 

a woman who received messayes from Guardians frcm cuter 

space. One of the ~essages received revealed that on acer-

tain day a flood would destroy the world. 

Proselytizing for 

the predicted date of 

the LelJ.eL system was low }ricr to 

the catalysm sine~ it was telievetl 

that those who had been chosen to survive would JCin the 

~roup of their own accord or would oe Sfared at the time of 

the disaster. Ihcse net chosen tote saved would mEI~ly 

lose their physical bodies in tte flooa, but thEiI spiLitual 

beings would be transported to another flanet. lt was 

believed that those who ~ere to be saved woula be ficked up 

by flying saucers. 
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The most committed m€roters uf the ~rOUf quit their 

jobs, discaLded pcssessiofis, and were caLElEss ~ith tneir 

money in preparation for the event. Some memteLs (colleye 

students) were instructed to go home and wait for flyiny 

saucers to pick them up while ethers gathered at thE heme of 

the woman who received the message~. 

Of course, the flood never came, tut the Jisscnance 

created by physical evidence contrary to their telieis ~as 

reduced by the imfact of soc~al influence. lD spite er fhy-

sical disproof, those who waited with ether memtecs of tne 

group, as opposed to those whc waited in their hcwes iso-

lated from the others, were atle to maintain tbeir teliefs 

by providing an ex~lanatioil fer the failure at the event to 

materialize. A message from God had teen received ~hicn 

stated that the world had Leen Sfared becausE of the posi-

tive influence the group had exeLted on the ~crld, Sfceading 

light and strength. At this point, proselytiziny incceaseu 

dramatically in an attempt to validdte th€ic teliets ty 

means of recruiting additional telievecs, anJ therefore, 

greater support. Dissonance was r~duced ty the develo~ment 

of an expldnation for the faiiure of thEic prediction and ty 

proselytizing others in an attempt to validate it. 
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lhe preceding example illustrates that ne~ds tor self 

evaluation and dissonance reduction not cnly at'fear to be 

significant motivators for grcup affiliation and, as a 

result, affect the attractiveness that the 9rouf has tor toe 

individual, but also that group affiliation can ~aintain 

beliefs in spite of compelling evidence to the contrar 1 • In 

addition, laboratory exferinents have concluded not only 

that the amount of anxiet1 exferienced is associated with 

one's desire to affiliate witn ethers (Schachter, 1959), tut 

also that these two needs (self evdluation and dissonance 

reduction) are independent of one a~other and a grcu~ which 

satisfies both is more attractive to its memoers (G~rard and 

Rabtie, 1961). 

Another theoretical orientation wnich addresse~ the 

individual's attraction to a group was that fresEnteJ ty 

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) in their theor1 of socidl interac-

tion. According to them, individudls evaluate ~CCUfS iu 

teems of the expected outco~es er conse~uences of fartici-

pating in a group by ~eans of calculating the costs aud 

rewards of interaction. Expected outcomes ct groUf memtec-

ship are evaluated ty the individual in teems of his cc~fac-

ison level based on past e~fELiences. 

individual's level of exfected outcomes 

For example, if an 

fcow farticifation 

in a 9cOUf is higher than his ccm~arison level cased on fast 
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experiences, then the person will f~nd the grouf dttractive. 

Conversely, if the expecteJ outco&es are low€I tnan tht com-

parison level, then one ~ould EXfect tne individual will not 

find the group attractive. 

Ibe conceFtS expected outcomes and ccmpariso~ level 

deal specifically with the attractiveness of a ~iven group 

for an individual. However, in evaluating attractiveness, 

Thibaut and Kelley maintain that there is an additional fac-

tor involved in the process. 1hey called this element th€ 

comparison level of alternatives. This aeteLminatt of 

attraction deals with the attractiveness at alternative mem-

berships. According to lhibaut and Kelley, if the cc~faii-

son level of alteEnatives is lower than the exfected out-

comes, the individual wil1 be highly attracted to the grouf. 

Conversely, if the comfarison level of alternatives is 

higher than expected outcomes, the individual wiil net be 

attracted. 

In his general scheme foe ana~yziny the nature of cohe-

sion, Cartwright (1968) utilized Festinger's deiinitioo at 

cohesion and, fallowing the lead of 1hibaut and Kelley, 

maintained that the forces which result in cohesion at£ at 

two major types: 

members and (2) 

(1) the attractiveness at the ~rou~ tc it5 

the attractiveness oi dlternative we~tEr-
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ships. lhese forces, then, are processes whicn involve the 

attachment (dttraction) cf mEmters to the gLoup anJ dEtach-

ment from alternatives. 

Cartwright's scheme propos€s that memLers• attLdCtion 

to a group is determined by fcur factoLs: ( 1) the inc en ti ve 

properties oi the groups; (2) the motive base ct the mem-

bers; (3) the expectancy at outccmes; arid (4) t.he cc111:acison 

level. Ihese elements interact to produce cohesion which, 

in turn, produces certain consequences. Sjnthesizin~ the 

literature oea the topic of co.besion, ca1:twright (1968: 92} 

develo~ed the model presented in Figure 1. 

Groups are 

needs that groups 

attractive to people on tn€ uasis 

have the potential to fulfill and, 

at the 

dS a 

result, the degree of attractiveness will vary by t.be moti-

vation base of the members a~d group incentive frOfErties. 

In addition, although he neither depicted it graphically nor 

described the process, Cartwright noted that "there is goou 

reason to believe that some of the consequences serve also 

as determinants" (1S68: 10b)~ lhis is a circular CdUSal 

process whereby the degree at cohesion results LD cErtain 

consequences which, in turn, affect cohesion. This ~recess 

was addressed by Hemans { 1950) in hi.s discu.:ssio.u ct the 

intecacLion of group elements and elataratioo. 



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. l 

Determinants of Group Cohesiveness: 
Incentive Properties of 

the group; 
Motive base of the 

individual; 
Expectancy concerning 

outcomes 
Comparison level 

FIGURE 1 

Consequences of Group Cohesiveness 
Maintenance of membership 
Power of group over members; 
Participation and loyalty; 
Personal security; 
Self evaluation 

CARTWRIGHf'S SCHEME FOR ANALYZING COHESIVENESS 



44 

Cohesion as a Measure of Senti,ent 

Although Homans (1~50) called it s~ntiment ia th~ iLternal 

and external subs1stems of the ~roup, he was inteLested in 

the interaction tetween ~rcup elements aDu i.odividual 

motives, as well as the process wherety the conseguences ot 

cohesion feedback into cohesion. 

elaboration. 

He ca~led this ~recess 

Homans defined the grouf in terms of its external anJ 

internal subsystems. Critical aspects OL toth sutsJ5tems 

are the inte..crelati.o.osllifS among he called the e.ie.J.ents 

of the group: (1) activity, (2) interaction, and (J) senti-

ment. Although these concepts are distinct for analJtica~ 

purposes, they are mutually defendent and, therefore, one 

cannot be discussed without reference ta the ethers. How-

ever, while these elements are interrelated, tne elenent of 

sentiment is particularly impcrtant to thi5 discussion. 

For Homans, the extecnal system ot d gcoup is dEtined 

by the interrelationships among the three elements as the 

group attempts to solve the protlem of survival in its envi-

r-on ment. Homans defined sentiment as "interDal statEs of 

the human body" (1950: 37) • Exampl~s of these inttrnal 

states are such feelings as affection, pride, scorn, emo-

tions, attitudes, and even such ph 1sicdl states as hunger 
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a.nd thirst. In the external system sentiment assumes the 

form of the members• motives for joinin~ the gLOUf. 10 

illustrate, Hoillans described the eJ.e.lllent of sentilliE.;Ut in the 

external system of a factocy work grouF as tallows: 

The Bank iire~en came tc the Hawthorn€ Elant in 
the first instance witn certain motives (senti-
ments in the external systew). 1he motives were 
generated by the circumstances of theiL lives out-
side of the plant, but they were also part er 
their behavior (1950: 94). 

The members' motives for joining the ~rou~ were the result 

of what Cartwright called the interaction of the memters• 

motive base and the incentive ftOferties ot the grouf. 

In Homans• discu.ssio n of sentiment in th€ internal sy_s-

tem, its ~eaning dffears restricted to aftective attitudes 

concerning the gcouf itself (interndl system). In the 

internal system, sentiments ace diffecEnt from the motives 

for joinin~ in the first place. Homans even defiots the 

internal system in terms of sentiment: 

The inteinal system [is] the elatoraticn cf grouf 
behavior that si~uitaneously arises out ot the 
external system and reacts UfOD it. ~e call the 
system "internal" because it is not diLEctlJ con-
ditioned by the enviionment, and we SfEak cf it as 
"elaboration" because it include~ fcras of tehav-
ior not included under the heading of the e~ttrDal 
system. • • The interndl system [is] grouf 
behavior that is an exfression of the sentiments 
toward~ one another develcfed ny the me~bers ct 
the group in the course cf their liie together 
(1950: 109-110). 
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According to Hemans, it is tnro~gh t1e precess ct ela-

boration and of continued mutudliy sup~ortive inteLaction 

and activity that the motives of tne ~emters tor joining the 

group develop into sentiments fer the grouf itself. 1he 

motives for joining, ~bich are external to the yrouf, Lecome 

transformed into different mctives for desiring to remain. 

By interacting with one anotner, the members come to like 

one another; they develop attachments which emerge as a 

result of interaction and activitJ. lo iliustratE the fCO-

cess of elaboration of sentimEnt in th€ internal system, 

Homans prEsented the following hypothesis: 

If the frequency of interaction tetw€En t~c er 
more persons increases, their d~9re~ of likin~ fer 
one another will increase and vice versa (1950: 
112) • 

Persons who feel sentiments of liking for one 
another wili exfress those senti~ents in activi-
ties over and abov~ the activities of the exteLoal 
system, and these activities maJ turther 
strengthen the sentiments of liking ( 1950: 118). 

In addit.ion, Homans went on ta state that self-int€rests 

(sentiment in the external system) beccme subrodinate to 

group interests in the internal system. 

Homans noted another process, callEd mode of staLdardi-

zation, which also involves the interaction of grouf ele-

ments. !he mode of standardi2ation involves 11 f0Lces makin9 

for uniformity" { 1950: 121) • Homans dLscussed standardiza-
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tion in terms of the estatlishment OL gcouf norms and social 

control. 

According to Homdns, as a grouf eiatoratEs it develops 

expectations or ideas about what ought to be. He emphasized 

that these norms are not actual behavior, tut Lather "an 

idea in the minds cf the memters 01 groufs" (1950: 123). 

Yet, while norms emerye as a product of the ~utual defen-

dence of interaction, activit1, and seLtiment, and C€frEsent 

notions about what ought to be, nonetheless, conformity to 

nor~s tends to be rewarded dnd nonconformity fUnisbed. 

The grou~•s ability to affly effective social control 

is dependent UfOD the degree cf interaction and activity 

which, in turn, affect sentiment. Innis discu~sion cf the 

decline of social control in Hilltown, Homans wrote that 

because the frequency of interaction and activity deCLEaseJ, 

the stren~th of interpersondl sentiments decreased. The 

effect of decreased interpersonal senti~ents was to ijeaken 

the social unit's ability to ce~ard and punish. "Cantrel is 

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 ~ositive sentiment and the 

more effective social control is in producing contcrmit1. 
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It is the position in this study that Hcmdus• analJsis 

of the process of interacting elements and the ~recesses of 

elaboration, develofment cf group norm~, and social control 

in the internal system address the circular process Cart-

wri':lht noted concerning the feedback o1 conse~uences of 

cohesion. With regard to the hypothesized Lelationships 

betveen sentiment and interaction, Homans stated, "the rela-

tionship expressed. • is a fart of the fheno~enon that 

sociologists call 'in--:1roup sclidarity"' (1950: 114). 

Kantec•s Co•~itmeDt Mechanisms Model 

Another scholarly work which addressed the i~teraction of 

group incentive properties, individual actives, and the 

conseguences of cohesion was Kanter•s {1S72) study ct uto-

pian communities. While she called tbe ocganizaticnal 

incentive E[Oferties commit&ent mecha~is1s, 

interest was in how gcouf mechanisms Ofeiated to inc£EdS~ 

tne likelihood that members will evaluate memtershif fosi-

tively. In additio~, the use ci these mechanisms increases 

the likelihood of positive consequences for the grouf: (1) 

r-etention of members, (2) inteq;ersonai attr:action (er: what 

Kanter called cohesion), and (3) .social conti:ol or ccnfo1:m-

ity. 
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To reiterate briefly, the reader wili recall that in 

Cartwright's scheme fer analyzin9 cohesion, tbe deterBinants 

of cohesion involved the interaction between individual 

motives and group proferties, and torces which detach mem-

bers from alternative membecships and attract them tc mem-

bership in a given group. lhe resuit of these is cchesiou 

which, in turn, produces certain conse~uences. Although she 

cal.led it co11111itme.Dt, Kanter addressed what. researchers 1.n 

the field of group dynamics call cohesion. As it •ill be 

shown, Kanter•s work focus~d on the interaction oi ind1.v1.-

dual motives (what she called individual orientations) and 

group mechanisms (commituent mechanisms) and tbe1.r ccLse-

guences for the social systems (which are aSfECts of cohe-

sion) • 

According to Kanter, memters have orieDtations which 

they use to evaluate their memLership in a grcu~. She iden-

tified three individual orientations: ( 1) an instruwenta..i 

or cognitive orientation which involvEs the calculation OL 

the costs and rewards of belongin~ to thE srou~; 12) an 

affective or cathectic orientation which involves the indi-

vidual's emotional attachlilent tc the j.I.OUf; and (3) a o:cral 

or evaluative orientation which concerns standards or judg-

raents of rig.ht and wrong (197.2: 62-68). According tc Kao-

ter, individuals evaluate their membershif in t~rms of these 



50 

orientations and contends thdt the Jroutl can iucrea.se the 

likelihood of a positive €valuation if tbe grouf emflots 

certain mechanisms • 

• Kanter identified the following six m€chanisms: {1) 

sacrifice, {2) investment, (3) renunciation, (4) com.1tunion, 

( 5) moctif ica tion, and (6) transcendence. Sacr if icE an..i 

investment are iechanisms which ftomote instrumental commit-

ment and secure the retention of mewters; cenunciatioL and 

communion promote a positive affective orientation and will 

enhance interpersonal attraction; mort.ification ,and t.can-

scendence promote a positive moral orientation and increase 

the members• willin9ness to confor.m to group norllis er, to 

put it another way, increase the grouf's power. 

of Kanter•s work is presented in 1able 2. 

A 5UID11iary 

The reader will note that the three fairs ct mechanisms 

each involve d detaching process (detacb~ent iio~ alterna-

tive memberships) and an attachin,J process (at tach11ent to 

the gLoup). Saccifice, reLunciatLon, and ~oitification 

detach members from alternatives, whil~ investmEnt, comaun-

ion, and transcendence are mechanisms which attach memter~ 

to tbe.gcoup. Given the definition ot cohesion as the 

resultant of all forces acting on memLers to r~main in the 

group, and that these forces involve detachin~ aud attachiu~ 



TABLE 2 

stJM.1ARY OF KANTER' S COM4ITMENI' 
MErnANISMS MlDEL 

~chanisms Individual's Consequences for 
Orientation the Social System 

detaching attaching 

sacrifice investment instrumental retention of members 

remmciation conmunion affective interpersonal attraction 

mortification transcendence moral confonnity 

V1 
1--' 



processes, it is the position in this study that these 

mechanisms increase the likelihood of attraction tc the 

group and are, therefore, determinants at cohEsio~. In 

addition, the consequences of thes€ mechauisms fcL the 

~roup, retention of members, ~utual attraction, and ccnfcrm-

ity (group power), are the ccnseyuences al cohesion. In 

other words, by means of positively dffectiny members• 

orientations, these mechanis~s increase the likelihood of 

high group cohesion. 

mechanisms, Kanter (1972: 76) 

price of mewbershif. 

stated that sacrifice is the 

Sacrifice operates on the basis at a simfle prin-
ciple from cognitive consistency theories: the 
more it "costs" a person tc do something, the more 
valuable he will consider it, in ordEL to justif} 
the psychic "expense" and remain iuternallJ con-
sistent. 

In her discussion of successful nineteentn C€ntury com-

munes, Kanter described the process of sac£ifice ty demons-

trating its concrete application in these com~unities. 

Abstineuce, as the cost of me~bership, teak mafiJ tcrws, 

whether it ~as retraining fr:o& th€ use of tctacco, alcohol, 

meat, coffee, or sex. While the r:orms of aLstin,:nce 

rooted in ideological proscrifticos, cl~arly communes wtre 

aware of the role of sacrifict in enhancing fCSitive instru-

mental evaluations from their memters. 
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An additional mEchanism utilizBd by successful nine-

teenth century communes was tne signing over ct all personal 

property to the community UfOD becoming a W€wber. 

the mechanism Kanter called investment. 

'!his is 

Through investment, individuals are inteyrated 
with the systEm, since their time and resources 
have becc~e a fart of its econo~y {1972: 81). 

The investment of Fersonal fro~ecty, time, and ener~y 

in the co~munity Oferated tc enhance comruitmeot since 

investment tended to be irreversible. SimflJ put, cnce 

these had been invested, the only wa1 in which to ~et a 

return was through continued participation. 

both material goods and ti~e and energy, 

By investiny 

their profits to the group "sc that leaving it would be 

costly" ( 1972: 80). 

Empirical findings fror latorator1 experiment~ lend 

support to the notion that pECfle ~ho must sacrizice er yo 

through an unpleasaDt experience to attain something tend to 

value it more highly than those who attain the yoal or 

object with minimal effort. Ar:cnson and !!ills (1959) con-

ducteJ one such latoratory experiment in~olviny the degcee 

of severity of initiation for joinin~ d ciut and the degree 

of attractiveness the group has for the members. 

Aronson and Mills hypothesized: 

a person who has ~one throu~h a painiul initiation 
to become a member cf a ~rouf should tend to 

lhus, 
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r~duce aissonance bJ 
attractiveness of the gICUf 

Their hypothesis was confirmed. 

over e5tiiatin~ 
(1959: 176}. 

tb1: 

not undergone an UDfleasant initiation ~x}e£ience had so 

little invested in the group that tnere was little, if any, 

dissonance created by the fact that me~tership in the group 

was very boring. 1hose who had undergonE a seveI€ and 

embarrassing initiation and, therefore, had invest~d in wem-

bership, reduced dissonance ~hich was aroused by uninterest-

ing group discussions by over esti~ating the dttractiveness 

of the group. 

In another experiment, Aronson (1961) fouud that wheil a 

person puts forth considerable efLoct to dccomplish a task 

but receives little reward, dissonance arises as a result of 

the discrepancy bet~een the effort expended and the reward 

obtdined. Aronson•s findings lend support to the pcsition 

that dissonance was reduced tJ finding somethin~ attractive 

about the situation which justified the efrort t~fended. 

Along these same lines, FestingEL and Carl~mith (1~59) 

found that when a ferson makes a public statement contrary 

to his or her private Ofinion, the Jeyree of dissonance 

created is tl€pendent on the size ot the reward. lf the 

reward is small, greater dissonance emerges and the indivi-

dual will, therefore, reduce it by chan~in~ his ~rivate 
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opinion to correspond more clcsely to the fU1lic statement. 

The unpleasantness cf making a fUblic statement contLary to 

a private opinion coupled with a small rejacd results in an 

attempt to reduce dissonance ty convincing oneself that the 

situation was not as unpleasdnt as it first seemed. 

The interface cf these latoratory eiferiments aLd Kan-

ter•s work su~gests that if a group re~uirts its memters to 

sacrifice and invest, requiring that profits can only be 

reali2ed by continued particifation, even if tne reward is 

small, the dissonance created by the situation will result 

in gredter attraction for the group. ln other jcrds, it a 

group employs sacrifice and investment mechanis~s, tbt mem-

bers• attraction to the grouf, or its cohesion, increases. 

Renunciation Communio~. Beuunciation and co~munion 

are mechanisms which, according to Kdnter, also promote com-

mitment by means of detachment and attachment. Kanter 

states that by seeking renunciation, "a commuoity discour-

ages relationships both outside the grouf and with internal 

subunits, in crder to provide maximum strength to the 

entire syste~" (197~: 82). Ey cutting ott outside rela-

tions, members concentrate on loyalty and emotional attach-

ments to the group. In experimental communities. the sev€r-

ing of contact with those outside the group resuired that 
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members cultivate relationsnifs with~u the grouf. MEmtErs• 

"potential for satisfaction within the yrcuF increases as 

options for relationships elsewhere are decreased" 

83) • 

{1972: 

To illustrate the mechanisms oi. renunciation and com-

munion, Kanter stated that utopian communities refreseut "a 

refuge from the troubles cf the world as ~ell as bOfE fer a 

better one" (1972: 1). !he troubles of the world are 

viewed as either religious, pclitico-econcmic, OL fsychoso-

cial contamination. The utofiau visions cf fUre community 

led to the idea that the experimeutal ccmmuility was the 

arena where these objectives can be achieved. Renunciation 

and communion were utilized by successful niDeteenth century 

communes in terms of "insulating boundaries - rules and 

structural arrangements that minimized contact with the out-

side" and em~hasized intexaction within the ~rcuf (1972: 

83) • 

In addition, Kanter stressed the i~portance ct a 

psychic boundary in insulating the grouf from the outside. 

In this connection, language flayed a key role in oifferen-

tiating "ve" txom "they." It is interesting to note that. 

fifty-seven percent of the successful communes, as cppo~ed 

to none of the unsuccessful ccmiunes, had special ter~s for 
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outsiders. Likewise, a distinctive languaye and style of 

dress also created insulatin~ toundaries. 

More successful than unsuccessful com~unities 
tended to employ these mechanisms, whether sfeak-
ing a language other than English, using slang, 
jargon, or e~oteric terminolog1 not in cowman use 
on the outside, or adcfting an unusual unifcrm 
(1972: 84-85). 

Controlling the movemeDt access toundaries, whether it 

was members leaving the group or nonmemLers enteriny it, was 

characteristic cf successful ccmmuues. Bules £or cegulatiug 

the freyuency of cross-boundary move~ents were strict for 

all successful communities. Fer those groufs, the average 

member rarely (less often than yearly) left th~ ccmmunitJ a5 

opposed to none of the successful communities haviDg this 

strict reyulation. 

By cutting off or regulating contact with the outside, 

communities simultaneously enccurc1ged r:elationshifS within 

the group and, subsequently, enhanced thE development of 

we-feelin-Js. In Kanter•s examination ot comwunes, regular-

ized group contact in the fcrm cf rituals, the aJ1ount of 

time spent a day in the grouf, aod the fractice or Leyular 

group meetings weie wore characteristic at successfu~ 

groups. Sixty-three percent of the successtul communities 

~s compared with only twenty-three percent of the unsucc~ss-

ful ones had memters who Sfent ~ore thdn two-thirds ct tne 
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day with the group. In addition, all successful gxoufs had 

regu.lar group meetings. Begularized group contdct t1 means 

of the amount of time spent in the group, ccufled with rout-

ine meetings, afparently contributed to success. 

The reader will recall that Homans (1950) hjpctht:sizeJ 

that as the frequency of interaction increasEd, the de~ree 

of liking increased. However, 

by noting that the hyfothesis 

he ~ualified this statement 

should held if the activities 

engaged in are not irritating to an1 at tne parties invclv~d 

and if the relationship is not based on authority. Eegard-

ing the first qualifying state~ent, successful ccm~uues 

tended to rotate jobs requiring ever1one to share in hotn 

pleasant and unfleasant tasks. Com~una~ ~ator, based on job 

rotation, should, therefore~ xeduce the chances that ir~i-

tating activities will interfere with the relatiooshif tet-

ween frequency of interaction dnd degcee cf likin~. Sec-

ondly, regularized group ~eetings in successful liineteenth 

century communes dfparently encouraged members• attLactiou 

to the group by keeping me~bers atceast or evtnts anJ 

informed, and oy encourajin~ 1articipator1 democrac1. Con-

ceruing the later, experimental studies have frcvided evi-

dence that this style of leadershif and decision-making is 

more attractive to members than are autocratic or laissez-

faire types (ihite ana Lippit, 

1949; Bovard, 1951). 

1968; Freston and He~ntz, 
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In sumwary, renunciation and com~union were ~ecbanis~s 

used by communes to increase in-grou~ sclidacity ty Jetacb-

ing members from outside relations while encouraging Lela-

tionshifs within the group. lherefore, based on these find-

ings, it would te expected that ~roups which €~Floy 

renu.aciation and coa~union mechanisms will be characterizEd 

by a higher degree of cohesion than those groups which do 

not employ them. 

Mortification and 

transcendence a£e mechanisms which fost€r moral commitment. 

Respectively, these are dlsc detachi"g and attachin~ fro-

cesses which focus on the trdnsformation of an individualis-

tic ego into a grouf e~c. 

Detachment from the wcrl<l tnr:ougn mortification 

requires that the individual redefine his ~riorities dlld 

values. It is the idea that d re-evaluation of the "old 

self" is essential. Mortificatio.n is a st.cif fing process. 

Transcendence, on the other band, is an attachiny frccess 

whereby the individual finds new direction and a ctifxe.cent 

kind of ego in the collective. A specific id€ology or value 

system plays an important role in transc~ndence in enhancinj 

illocal cou:mi tmen t. As Kanter ( 19 7 2: 115) pcin ted cut: 

The ideology in succ€sstul 9.cou~s. legiti-
mated demands ~ade on memters t1 reference to a 
higher principle which gav~ meaning to the 
demands. 
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While mortification rejuires thdt the individual rsevaluate 

his or heL values, transcendeuce irovid€s ntw standards. 

Mortification strips the ego while transcendence cuilds the 

collective ego. 

According to Kanter, confession, selt-criticism, and 

mutual criticism were mechanisms which pro~oted moral co~-

mit~ent through mortification. Beseaccb findings fros laoo-

ratory ex~eriments have concluded tbat the degiee of cohe-

siveness is postiv€ly associated with attemfts to reduc~ 

discrepancies of opinions and teliefs a~ong group memters so 

that these become more similar. !hat ~s, research findings 

have conclud€d that there are positive relationshifs tetween 

cohesion and in-group attempts to reduce discreFancy oi 

opinions (Back, 1951); tetween cohesion and th€ extent of 

change in opinion among deviants (Festinge~, Gerala, Hywo-

vitch, Kelley, and Baven, 1952); and tetweeu cchesion and 

the likelihood of rejecting deviants (Schachte~, 1551). 

Fcom these findings it would be exp€cted thdt wntn values 

are relevant to the grouF'S ftrposes, there wil~ te greatec 

attempts to change those who are deviant. Accordiny tc Kan-

ter, the use of confession and mutual criticism net cnly 

brought the deviant to fUblic atttintion and hu1t~ed the 

erring member, but it also served as an example to the rest 

of the comwunitya 
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Other mortification mechanisms addressed ty Kant~r were 

spiritual differentiation and deindividudtion. S UCC€SS f Ul 

nineteenth century communities wee~ more ljkely than unsuc-

cessful ones to have a stratification system tased solely on 

spiritual differentiation. A member gained status ty living 

up to the model of the communitJ, and no otber distinctions 

were recognized which would allow memters 11tc take fride in 

anythinJ but their fulfillment of the conditions for ideal 

membership" (Kanter, 1972: 109-110) .. 

7he stripfing away cf the "old self" was acnieved ty 

means of formal instruction in community dcctcine, seyreya-

tion of new members from ald membecs, and the institutional-

ization of a formal probationary period for a novicE ftioc 

to becoming a full member. In ad di tio n, while Sfiritual 

differentiation was the means ty which to achieve status, by 

de-emphasizing other tyfes of differentidtion, deindividua-

tion encouraged a group identity. 

De-individuating mechanisms are 
removing the individual's sense or 
vacy, and uniqueness. They change 
as to anchor it in things tnat ace 
than personal (Kanter, 197.2: 110). 

strategies fer 
isclat:ion, fri-
hi.s identit.Y so 
cor;munal .c:athe.L 

However, mortification oi the olJ self is incomflete 

unless new standards of evaluating the seli are frcvided. 

This involves the attaching precess of transcendence. 1.c:an-

scendence mechanisms in the fcrm of an ideclogy prcvided a 
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sense of order, rightness, and institutionalized awe whicil 

"gives meaning to the organizaticn" (Kdnter, 1972: 113). 

Ideology not only provided legitimation for the demands 

pldced on members, but also fLovided eiplanations fer sev-

eral aspects of life, including the nature of humanity, and 

economic, social, familial, and socidl organization. 

It is interesting to point out tnat while succe~stul 

communes were more likely tha~ unsuccessful ones to have a 

comprehensive ideology with differentiation based on Sfiri-

tual matters, the leadershif in those gLoups was distinct 

from ordinary membership. 1he reader will recall that sue-

cessful commuuities were moL€ likely to have regularized 

group contact and participatory democracy. HoweveL, mEmoer 

participation in decision making was generaily restrict~d to 

routine, everyday decisions while the ultimate decision mak-

ing process was carried out ty the leadership. LeadeLs ~ere 

frequently purportedly imbued with Sfecial pc~ers "who 

served as the link between memters and those oi higher 

sources of wisdom and meaning" (1972: 116). 

In addition, charismatic leaders were usua~ly sur-

rounded by a select grouf of subordinates who handled more 

routine matters thus protecting the inviolatility ct tne 

leader. LeadershiF in successful nineteenth century cam-
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munes tended to be imbued with charisma and protectea ty 

subordinates. These factcrs combined with fdrticifatory 

democracy for routine decisions and ultimate centralized 

contcol concerning matters related to values encouraged 

moral commitment. 

Ideological conversion was ano t.be..c tr:anscEndE.nce 

mechanism which contributed tc the success oi ninetEenth 

century communes. As Kanter pointed out, the particular 

content of the ideology was net the i~portant factor which 

promoted success, but rather that the memte..cs telieved and 

shared a.n ideology. Conversion, then, as a rEq uirellien t of 

membership, ~as an important element aiding transcendence. 

Practices such as requiring a vow, the inst1tutio11 cf a 

screening procedure for recruits, including a prctationary 

period, and the rejection ot potential memters occurred more 

fre~uently in successful communes thaD in unsuccessful ones. 

Kanter•s work suggests that ~roufs which utilize morti-

fication and transcendence mechanis~s will te more li~ely to 

enhance positive moral evaluations of its members. from 

this, it would be expected that groups which empioy mortifi-

cation and transcendence mechdni~m5 will have a higner 

degrees of cohesion than those which do not. 
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Summary 

Although Kanter•s study focused soleiy on nineteenth century 

utopian communities, her wcrk su~gests that communities 

which employed the six ~echanisms tended tote more success-

ful thdn those which did not. Utopian cc~munities are an 

extreme type of or~anization in that there is a conscious 

attempt based on an ideologJ to restructure er to create a 

specific type of social or~anization. In varying degrees, 

utopias employed these mechanisms to transform self-interest 

into 9roup interest or, in other wocds, 

dual ego with a collective egc. 

ta reflace indivi-

Foe Kanter, commitment is the link between th€ organi-

zational reyuirements of the social unit and the individual 

orientations of its mem~ecs. According to her, "Commitment 

refers to the willingness of iEO~le to do what will help 

maintain th~ group because it provides what tb€y need" 

{1972: 66). By institutin~ mechanisms which promoted three 

types of commitment (instxumental, a~tective, and moral), 

successful communities were able to increase the likelihood 

of positive conse~uences for the grouf: retention ot mem-

bers, interpersonal attraction, and social control. 

Although utopias are an €~treme tyfe of social crgani-

Zdtion, findings from ldtoratory experiments dnd in natura~ 



65 

settin~s suggest that these mechanisms also operdte in both 

artificially created groups as ~ell as in "everyday" yroUfS. 

Both theory and research suggest that the structure and 

orientation of a social unit affect members• orientation to 

the organ~zation. 

In Chapter Two it was azgued that there has teen a ten-

dency to assume there is a diffecence tetween com~unal and 

formal organizations in terllis c.f the deljree to which me&ters 

are attracted to to them. 

to test that relationshif. 

Cne purpose of this research is 

Secondly, the relationsbif bet-

ween type of organization and cohesio.n was exaill1ned in light 

of the presence and absence cf group mechanisms. 

As a means of concluding this chafter si~ additional 

fo.rmal hypotheses are prese.Dted: 

H2: As the degree of sacrifice increases, cob~sion 
increases .. 

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

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

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

H6: As the degcee of mo£tification increases, cohesion 
increases .. 

H7: As the degree of transcendence incxeases, cchesion 
increases. 



Chapter IV 

~E1HCDOLGGICAl PBCCEDURES 

I0troduction 

This chapter includes a descriftion of the sample and the 

methodological procedures employed. lhe first section des-

cribes the sa~ple while the second section addressqs the 

sources of ddta. ihe third section includes a discussion of 

the scaling and •easurement cf the study Vdriahies, while 

the final section describes the data analytic techniguEs. 

Given this study involved tbe use of data which were 

derived from different sources, the descriftion of the meth-

odological procedures which fallows may at times tecome con-

fusing. Although this wxiter has attemfted to frEsEnt the 

material in a clearcut manner, the reader is advised to con-

sult the summary tatles where they dee indicated. 

1he Sample 

The unit of anlysis in this study is the grcuf. ibe ~toups 

which wade up the sample consisted of thirty grcuEs with a 

total of 972 respondents drawn from Hiller1's Or9ani2ation 

File9 This large data set was collected ty GeoryE A9 Hil-

lery, Jr. and his students over a period of years ty 1eans 

of either: (1) an initial contact made ty lEtter or in fer-

son followed bJ a mailed guestionnaire, or t2) dixect admin-

istration of the questionnairE to the groufs. 

66 
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1he thirty grOUfS which •ade up the sasfle ccnsisted of 

the following: seven Irappist monast~ries, t~o communes, 

six Greek social organizations (three fraternities and three 

sororities), three samples~ CadEt Corps me~ters, one drug 

rehabilitation center, five university dormitories, twc fCi-

son staffs, one cooperdtive boardiny house and three mili-

tary groups. 

1able J presents the classification ct these grcups 

into formal and communal organizations, indicates the fUC-

pose or specific goal of each, and reports th~ size ct each 

subsample and the size of the pofulation fLom which each was 

drawn. As indicdted in the tatle, the sample consists of 

sixteen com~unal and fourteen fcrmal or~ani2ations. 

sources of Data 

Data for the dependent variatle, cohesion, and two of the 

independent variables, sacrifice and tyfe cf organization, 

were derived from Hiller1 1 s Organization File. Ddtd foL the 

remaining independent variatles were collected tram fdDels 

of judges who were asked to tell the reseacch€r atcut the 

generai characteristics of 

to a yuestionndire. None 

nature of the research and, 

the type of grou~ ty res~onaiuJ 

was informed of the SfECific 

in ali cases but one, judges 

were either current or former members oi the t1fe at group 

they were asked to judge. 
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1AilLE 3 

GROUPS IN THE RESEARCH SAMPLE 

Name and Type 
.Eo1-ulation 

Total Sample 

Communal Organizations 

Monastery l (1972) 68 

Monastery 2 (1972) 1& 

MonastEJ.:j' 3 (1975) 34 

Monaster1 4 ( 1976) 24 

Monaster_y 5 (1976) 63 

MonasterJ 6 (1976) 14 

Monastery 7 ( 1976) 50 

Capllas Commune ( 1973) 25 

Walden Commune ( 19 71) 3o 

Martin House {1971) 34 
(cooperative 

boarding house) 

Sorority 1 (1971) 31 

Sorority 2 ( 1975) 60 

so r or i t y 3 ( 1 9 7 5) 9 

Fraternity 1 ( 1970) 39 

Fraternity 2 { 1974) 21 

Fraternity 3 (1970) 41 

50 

15 

16 

9 

21 

10 

28 

20 

33 

29 

29 

42 

9 

33 

21 

34 

Goal oi: Purpose 

Prater 

Prayer 

P.cayer 

J?i:ayer 

Pu.cpose 

Christian witness 

'lo app.co.ximate 
Skinner's ijalden 1wc 

cooperative livin~; to 
expe.cience Hcommun1.ty," 
Christian ~itness 

.So.i:cr.1ty lite 

sorority life 

Socority life 

F .ca te.c nal lire 

Fraternal. li.ie 

.Frdternal life 

Dates data were ccllected are indicated in farentheses. 
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TABLE 3 (continued) 

GRCUPS IN THE BESEABCd SAMPLE 

Po f u.la ti en 
Ndme and Type Tota.l Sample Goal or PU~fose 

Formal Organizations 

Men's Frison 
staff 1 

Men's Frison 
staff 2 

( 1970) ? 

( 1970) ? 

Military Medical (1976) 
Corps 

10 

Women's Army 
Corps 

( 1976) 16 

Military Police (1976) 500 

Cadet Corps 1 

Cadet Co.rps 2 

Cddet Corps 3 

Dormitory 1 

Dormitory 2 

Dormitor1 3 

Dormitory 4 

Dormitory 5 

Drug Rehdb. 
Center 

(1974) 28 

(1975) 42 

( 1974) 396 

( 1973) 75 

(1973) 75 

(1971) 147 

(1970) 42 

(1972) 420 

(1976) 27 

49 

33 

10 

10 

17 

29 

l15 

33 

21 

4 1 

37 

17 

15 

Goal 

Prisoners maintained 

PrisonErs maintained 

Patients tr~at~o 

Clerical duties 

Deviants apprehended 

Cadets ~Laduated 

Cad€tS grddUated 

Students l.lOUSed 

students housed 

Students housed 

Students ncused 

Students housed 

Addicts trEate<l 

Dates data were collected are indicated in Farenth~ses. 
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For each panel of judges, questionnaires were either 

mailed or given directly to a contact person for distribu-

tion. With the exception of the Walden commune panel which 

returned four of the five questionnaires distributed, all 

other panels had a 100 percent rate of return. Out ot fifty 

questionnaires which were distributed, forty-eight were 

returned for a total rate of return of 96 percent. 

1he selection of judges was based on avdilatil~ty 

and/or knowledge o~ a contact 

resulted not only in the varJing 

person. !his constraint 

number of judges fer fanel 

(ranging from three to seven), but also in reguicing some of 

the panels to evaluate a cluster of grouFs as a sing~e cate-

gory. For example, instead of the more desirable afproacb 

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 reseaxcher about the general characteristics 

of monasteries as a whole. likewise, ptison staff memters 

served as judges for the frison staff groups; military f€£-

sonnel were judges for the military groups; memters ot 

sororities and fraternities were judges for the Greek organ-

izations; members of the Cadet corps were judges foe the 

cadet groups; and dormitory residents W€LE judges fer the 

dormitory groups. Separate panels of judyes who were mem-

bers of the following groufs evdluated: Caphas Co~mune, 
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Walden Commune, ~artin House (a cooperative hoardiny house), 

and the Drug Rehabilitation Center. In total, there were 

ten panels of judges utilized in collecting data for thirty 

groups. Refer to iable 4 for a description of each of the 

ten panels. 

The use of a single panel of judges to evaluate a clus-

ter of similar groufs is a shortcomin~. Howev~r, since the 

questionnaire items posed to judges addressed general char-

acteristics of organizations, it was felt that the assign-

ment of the same score to a cluster of similar grouis was 

justified. Furthermore, the composite re.liability coeffi-

cient for interjudge agreement, reported in Table 4, indi-

cated high agreement among judges which f~ovided some emfir-

ical support for the procedure. 

Judge Beliability 

As ao estimate of the reliatility of data gathered from 

judges, a composite reliability coefficient tor interju<l,Je 

agreement (Holsti, 196 9: 137) was calculated for each .f anel. 

The formula is one commonly used in the analysis of the 

reliability of coders in content analysis. (Befec to For-

mula 1 in Appendix A.) 
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'IA.BLE 4 

SUMMARY OF JU£GE PANELS 

Type of Panel N Alpha r:e,.)cription 

Mondsteries 5 .95 all c ui:i: en t memters 

Greek Organizations 5 .91 3 current lil€ID.b€[S; 
,t. alumni merotecs 

Prison Statfs 4 .91 all c uri:ent Jlltlllters 

Caphas Commune 5 .93 all current memters 

Walden Collimune 4 .93 all current memte.rs 

Cadet Corps 5 .92 all current memters 

Drug Rehabilitation 
Center 7 • 96 all current memters 

Dorlllitories 5 .. 83 all currt:;:nt lll€JliL€J:S 

Martin House 3 .84 termer liembers; 
a partiCifant 
observer 

Military 5 .97 2 retired crficers; 
a veteran; active 
officer dlld 
enlisted man 
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1he reliability ot panels at judges was generally ~uite 

high with the military, monastery, and dcug center judges 

indicating almost perfect agreEment. In dll but two cases 

the reliability coefficients were greater than .90. Martin 

House and the dormitory panels had reliatility coerficients 

equal to .84 and .83, respectively. 

Measurement and Scale Development 

Of the eight variables used in this study, the oefendent 

variable, cohesion, and one of the indefendent varia~les, 

sacrifice, were part of the origi.nal data set collected from 

members of the groups in the sawple. A third variable, type 

of organization, was based on rlillery•s dichotomous cldssi-

fication of organizdtions into communal and formal organiza-

tious. 

!he five remaining variables, investment, renunciation, 

communion, mortification, and transcendence, were measured 

with items taken directly fcom Ranter's wock with datd col-

lected from panels of judges. Although Kanter•s study 

included over 250 questionnaire items tor measuring six con-

cepts, items selected to measuce these in the fresent study 

were determined on the basis of three criteria. 
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First of all, because the current research included 

different types of groups, as opposed to Kanter•s study 

which dealt only with utopian CO]Jlmunities, it was necessary 

to select items on the basis of their applicatility to the 

groups in the sample. As such, any item whast content 

applied only to one type of organization (communal or for-

mal) was automatically excluded. 

The second criterion ror incl~sion of an item in a pac-

ticulac scale was Kanter•s tabular p.cesentation of the 

mechanisms. Here it should be noted thdt it was difficult 

to determine from Kanter•s measuring instrument which items 

were included under a given mechanism. lo resolve this dif-

ficulty, this researcher examined tables it Kanter•s work 

which outlined submechanisms cf each concept and locatetl 

items in her questionnaire which corresponded to the sutme-

chanisms in the tables. 

Finally, after data wece ccllected from judges, each of 

the scales was analyzed for variable reliability using Cron-

bach•s Alpha reliability coeffi~ient yenerdted by SPSS Sub-

progcdm Reliability which, as part of the output, includes 

the alpha if an item is deleted. CroDbach's a~fha is a com-

monly used estimator of internal consistency. Based on the 

reliability coefficients, iteEs were deleted from the scales 
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until no further improvement in reliability could be made. 

(Refer to Formula 2 in Apfendix A). 

At this point it should be noted that Kanter did not 

develop scales as such to measure her concepts. Instead, 

she provided a list of characteristics (submechanisms) which 

were indicative of each concept. From these lists items 

were extracted and subjected to reliability tests in crd~r 

to develop scales for measuring the concepts. 

1able 5 sumaarizes the derivation of eacl1 scale, the 

source of data, and measurement ot the vaciables. As noted 

in !able 5, variables derived frcm data gathered frow judyes 

were measured by the sum of the means tor items included in 

the scale while variables derived from Hillery's Crganiza-

tion File were measured in terms of the average percentage 

agreement. (The rationale fer measurement is discussed in 

Chapter Seven.) 

The Dependent Vaciatle 

The dependent variable in this study was cohesion. The 

scale used to measure cohesion was that Jevelop~d by Stanley 

Seashore (1954) in his work in the area of group cohesive-

ness in industrial groups. Cferationally, Seashore's scale 

taps three dimensions of the concept: (1} memters• percep-
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tion of being a pa.rt of the group, ( 2) their desire to 

remain in the group, and (3) their perception of the group 

as better than others in terms of the wa1 the members get 

along, help each other, and stick together. 

Seashore, 

According to 

'Ihe first two criteria afpear to be relatively 
pure translations from the tormal defiLition of 
cohesiveness •••• The third criterion is in two 
respects less satisfactory. 1he definiticn 
requires an "objective" (i.e., not self-evalua-
tional) measure of the degree of attractiveness. 
The available measure, however, appears to include 
kinds of relationships a~ong group members other 
than those implied by mutual attractiveness. In 
addition, since the available measures are in 
terms of self-evaluation of the gLoup, they con-
tain an element of general satisfaction with the 
group -- perhaps properly call~d "morale." These 
measurement problems could not be avoided vithout 
impaired reliability and without omission cf an 
aspect of the definition of the variable to te 
measured. lt is not possible to determin€ tbE 
extent to which the cohesiveness measure is thus 
contaminated; however, the possible presence of 
these extraneous elements suggests a deyree of 
caution in interpreting any relationship between 
the cohesiveness measure and measures of affect 
(Seashore, 1954: 36). 

Seashore's warning that the scale may be contaminated is not 

problematic. In fact, since Homans• definition of sentiment 

reflected affect, as does the assumption in the com~unity 

theory literature, Seashore's scale probably more accurately 

measures the phenomenon of interest in this research than 

other measures of cohesion. 
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'IAELE 5 

SUM~ARY OF VARIABLE DATA souacE~ ctEASUBirlEN1, 
AND RElIABILI'l Y 

Data f!easure- Be..lia- level of 
Variable Source ment a.bili ty MF.asurement 

-------------------------------------------------------·---
Cohesion HOF* Mea.n 

Pe.cc en t 
Agree 
me.nt 

Type of HOF* P.r.:€sence/ 
Ocganiza- A.bsence 
tion Specific 

Goal** 

Sacrifice HOF* Mean 
Pe.cce.n t 
A9.C€E 
ment 

In vestment Jud9es Mean•• 

Renuncia- Judges Sum cf 
tion Means 

Communion Judges Sum cf 
Means 

Moctifi- Judges Sum cf 
tion ~eans 

Tran.seen- Judges Sum of 
dence Means 

* Hillery Organization File 
** Single item aeasure 

of 

.92 .Interval 

Nominal 
(Dummy) 

.93 Interval 

Inte.cval 

.74 lnterval 

.89 Iuterval 

.. 92 Interval 

.81 lute.cval 

-----------------------------------
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Seashore's Cohesion scale has enjoyed wiuespcedd use 

since it is easily adaptable to a variety of gLoups. As 

such, a modified version of the scale 'iidS used r.y Hillery 

and is presented as follows: 

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

I am really a part of this groui: 
-- I am included in most .1ays 

I am included in some ways but not in othErS 
I don't feel I really belong 
I don• t feel that I am a member of any co11u11unity 
Don•t know or uncertain 

If you had a chance to do the same kind of worK in another 
group or community, how would you feel about moving? 

l would want very much tc move 
I would rather move than stay where I am 
It would make no difference to me 
I would rather stay vhece I am than move 
I would want very much to stay where 1 am 
Don't know or uncertain 

How does your community or g£oup coapare with other groups 
that you are acquainted with on each of the following? 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 

The way the people get along together 
The vay the people stick together 
The way people help each othec 

Better than most 
About th€ same as most 
Not as good as most 
Don't know or uncertain 

In order to derive a group measure of cohesion from 

individual responses, the wean percenta9e of each group who 

responded to high cohesion items was used. Concernin~ th~ 

first question in the scale, the peccentd~e of the group w~o 
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answered either "I am really a fart of this gcoup" or "I am 

in included most wa1s" was recorded. The percentage of the 

group who responded they "would want very much to stay" or 

"would rather stay" was recorded for the second question. A 

percentage of the group who evaluated the group as "tetter 

than most" for the way members get along, stick together, 

and help each other" was calculated foe each of those items. 

The mean of these five percentages was used as the cohesion 

measure tor each group. 

Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient foe this scala 

was .92, which indicated the appropriateness of usi~g these 

items as an index of cohesion. lhe mean of the fErcentages 

served as the group cohesion score. 

The Independent Variables 

of Organization. lhe classification of groups 

into formal and communal organizations was based on Hil-

lery's dichotomy between groups which give primacy to 

specfic goals (formal) and those which do not (communal). 

it is important to mention that the cldssification cf the 

groups in the sampl€ into formal aDd communal categories was 

the only Vdciable in the study not subjected to indefendent 

verification by an outside source. Since it was not possi-
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ble to locate judges who had both sufficient knowledge of 

Hillery •s classification scheme and knordedge o.t the spe-

cific groups in the sample, this researcher exdmined the 

classification for its face validity. 

Sacrifice. According tc Kanter, sacrifice is "the 

price of membershif." For the purposes of this study, 

sacrifice was operationalized according to Hillery's scale 

for measuring disciplined freedom. 

Jisciplined freedom was one of the thr~e major types of 

freedom delineated by Hillery, Dudley, aDd ~arrow (1977) 

using factor analysis. Although the fceedcm scale produceJ 

three factor loadings, egoistic, conditiondl, and discip-

lined freedom, only the latter was used in the current 

research. Using Likert-type response categories of strongly 

agree, agree, don•t know, disagree, and strongly disagree, 

the disciplined freedom scale used to mtasur~ sacrifice 

included the following: 

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

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

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

The decision to use Hillery's discipliDed freedom scale 

as a measure of sacrifice was based on three criteria. 
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First of all, although the scale is ge.ne.cal and does not ask 

about specific sacrifices, disciplined freedom was conceptu-

alized as "sacrificing in order to 

do" (Hillery, et al., 1977: 687). 

do something you want to 

Secondly, tbe items in 

the scale are consistent with t~e other independent varia-

bles i.n this study in that they ask about the nature of the 

concept in the group. 7hirdly, the data on this measure 

were collected from the ycoups in the analysis (not fcom 

judges). concerning the latter, it was felt that whenever 

possible it was desirable to use Jata collected from the 

original groups. 

Like the cohesion measure, in order to derive a group 

measure of sacrifice, the ferceutage ot the group who 

answered high sacrifice items (strongly agree and agree) was 

calculated for each item. ~he alpna reliability coefficient 

for this scale was .93 indicating sufficient reliatility for: 

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

~stment. According to Kanter, investment differs 

from sacrifice in that the latter detaches members from 

alternative memberships wh.ile the former attaches lllemters to 

the group. Investment attaches members in the sense that in 

order to reap benefits of membership members must remain in 

the group. Investment is "a simfle economic frccess involv-
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ing tangible resources, or •• 

energy" {Kanter, 1972: 80). 

intangibles like time and 

Accordin~ to her, investment 

includes three aspects: phJsical partici~ation, financiai 

investment, and irreversibility of investment. 'Io opera-

tionalize these the followiDg items were used and ceded as 

indicated:3 

*Are nonmembers or members who are not activ~ allcwed 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 contribution (include paJment of fees or 
dues) ? 

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

In actual 
withdraw, 
services, 

practice, if a ~ember of this group wishes to 
does the group reimburse him or hec for la~oc, 

property, or money the member has contributed? 

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

Data for these questions were collected fro~ fanels oi 

j uJyes. Poi:- each item, the mean score of tne panel of 

judges WdS used as the measure. 

3 For investment, renunciation, ccmmunion, mcrtitication, and 
transcendence, items which were deleted as a result of 
reliability analysis dee indicated with an astecick. 
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The alpha coefficient for these items was guite low, 

.26. Examination of the alpha if the item was delet€d 

shoved only marginal imp.rovement could be made. 'Ibe low 

alpha coefficient indicated that these items were net ~ea-

suring the same phenomenon and, therefore, could not te used 

as a.n index for investment. 

However, rather than exclude investment tram the analy-

sis, an examination of zero-crder correlations of each item 

with the dependent variable showed a siyoificant relation-

ship between cohesion and the item dealing with reimburse-

ment of property, labor, and services (r=.74) .':ii9nificant 

beyond the .001 level~ This item was selected as the singie 

measure of investment measured ty the mean score of each 

panel. 

Renunciation. According to Kanter, renunciation is a 

mechanism which corresponds tc grcup intaraction. Benuncia-

tion is a detaching mechdnism since it primarily involves 

suhmechanisms which emphasize distinctions tetwean ''we" and 

"they." 

Again, Using Kanter•s table of su1mechanisms as a guide 

for selecting items to measu~e renunciation, the follo~ing 

items were extracted and coded as indicated: 
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Does this group encourage (or require) its members to WEar d 
unifor~ style of dress or symbcl (for examfle, a unifccm or 
emblem) which distinguishes them from persons who a.ce uot 
members? 

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

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

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

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

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

Does this group allow non~emhers to attend meetings or dis-
cussions? 

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

Does this group have certain areas (locations) 
off-limits to nonmembers? 

yes ( 3) 
no { 1) 
uncectain (2) 

lllhicn are 

Does this group have rules about how memtecs should act 
around nonmembers er visitors? 

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

The alpha coefficient for these itews was .71. How~ver, 

with the deletion of the item concerniDg visiting hours, the 
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alpha was • 7 4 .. An examination of the adjusted scale using 

the alpha if the item was deleted as a guide indicated no 

further improvement in reliatility could te made. T~e weans 

foe each of the five remaining items was summed and used as 

the group measure of renunciation. 

Com~union. Communion is a mechanism which, like renun-

ciation, is related to interaction. Com~union is an attach-

ing mechanism which 1 accorJing to Kanter, fro~otes affective 

bonds (interpersonal liking): 

Does this group rotate jots among its members or do thE same 
people do the same jobs 311 (er most) of the time? 

this group rotates jots (J) 
the same people do the same jobs (1) 
uncertai.n (2) 

Does this group (or most of its members) ever get together 
in a group effort tc perform group tasks such as harvesting, 
cleaning 1 building, etc.? 

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

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

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

Does this group ever celebcate special dates in the group•s 
history? 

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

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

The alpha coefficient foe these five communion sutme-

chanisms was .79. However, with th~ deletion of the item 

which addressed membership particifation in decision makinj 

reliability increased to .as. 1he sumo~ the means foe the 

four remainLng items served as the index for communion. 

l!Qilification. Kanter conceptualized mortification as 

a detaching mechanism which affects wemLErs' evaluativ~ 

orientation and results in members' moral commitme~t. To 

operationalize mortification the following items were 

extracted from Kanter•s questionnaire: 

*Has this group evec expelled a member tecause he or she 
violated a rule? 

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

*Has this group ever punished a memb~r who violated a rule 
by removing a privilege oi memtership? 

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

Are prospective members or new members given instruction in 
group doctrine or rules? 

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



Does this group have 
a prospective member 
ited extent without 
recruit training)? 

yes (3) 
no ( 1) 
uncertain (2) 
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a formal F£Obdtion period during which 
can participate in the yroup to a lim-
the rights of full memtership {inciude 

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

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

Are new members in this group segxegated in any way frcm old 
members? (For example, does this grouf make an1 distinction 
between old and new members in terms of different titles, 
ranks, or residences, or in the assign~ent cf grouf 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. HovevE.c, the dele-

tion of the items concerning exfulsion and the removal of 

privileges foe .rule violations pr:oduced. an alfha egual to 

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

of five items served as the measure foL aio.ctification. 

Transcendence. According to Kanter, transcendence is a 

group mechanism which attaches members to the grouf and, 
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like mortification pcomotes a positive mocal commitment from 

group members. To scale transcendence the following it~ms 

were taken from Kanter•s guEstionnaire: 

When making group decisions some groups stress values whiie 
other groups emphasize practical concerns. In this ~roup, 
how important are group values (as opposed to practical mat-
ters) in making group decisions? 

very i~portant (5) 
important (4) 
not very important (2) 
not important at all (1) 
uncertain (3) 

*If the top leaders of this yLoup made a deci5ion .hich was 
unpopular among the membership, would the leaders be 
requixed to justify or explain the reasons for their deci-
sion before the memtership would obey? 

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

Are recruits or new members expected to take any vows, agree 
to any changes in behavior, er exhibit any behavior modifi-
catio.n? 

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

Does this group evec reject a frospective memb~r as unac-
ceptable? 

yes (3) 
no ( 1) 
uncertdin 

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

yes (3) 
no ( 1} 
uncertain (2) 
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Are the leaders of this grouf addressed differently fcom the 
membership or is their name usually pretaced with a s1:ecial 
title (for example, elder, general, president, father)? 

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

The alpha coefficient for these items was .80. with 

the deletion of the item related to leaders having to just-

ify unpopular decisions to the aemtership the al~ba was .d1, 

a very small improvement. Examination of the adjusted scale 

revealed no further improvement in reliability was indi-

cated. The sum of the means of the ~djusted scale served as 

the index for transcendence. 

Table 6 presents the mean, standard deviation, range, 

and the minimum and maximum score for each of the seven var-

iables e~amined in this study. 

Data Analytic Techniques 

£.QllelatioB. A number cf data analytic tech.niguEs were 

employed in this study. One was Pearson's Product Moment 

Correlation. Pearson's r is a 1easure of dssccidtion affro-

priate for evaluating r€lationships between interval level 

variables; it "measures the aacunt of spread atout the 

lineac least squares eguation" (Elalock, 1972: 376). 
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'Iatle 6 

SOMMARY OF VARIABLE STATISllCS 

Standard 
Variable ~ean Deviation Range t1ini111um Maiimuill 

Cohesion 54.013 22.250 84.66 1 a. oo a 9i+.660 

Sacrifice 64.738 21.579 68 .. '.10 2 7. 40 C 96.JJO 

Investment 2.301 .491 1.40 l .. 600 3.000 

Renu.ncia tion 10 .. 950 2.116 8 .. 00 5. 40 0 13 .. 400 

Communion 9.957 2.302 s.au 6. 000 11.8JO 

Mortification 13.203 2.21'8 8,. 4 0 6 .. i.00 14 .. 600 

Transcendence 14.253 2.135 1.20 9,.600 lo.800 --
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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 model. 

Multiple ~,!llession. 'Ihe major purpose of this 

research was to analyze the contributions of the indefendent 

variables in eiplaining variance in grouf cohesion. In 

addition to the appropriateness 0£ multiple regression for 

data analysis involving both categorical and continuous var-

iables, unlike N-way analysis of variance, 

not require equal or proportionate cell 

linger and Pedhazur, 1973: 113-114). 

regr€ssion does 

frequencie~ (Kee-

In evaluating the contcibuticns of the independent var-

iables in explaining variance in the dependent Vdriable, the 

multiple regression hierarchical method for testing signifi-

cance of regression coefficients was employed. (R€ter to 

Formula 4 in Appendix A.) 'lhe hiecarchical test is a metnod 

of decomposing variance based on the semi-r,art (also called 

part) correlation where the effect of one vaciatle is 

rewoved from another and the resulting residual is corre-

lated with the dependent variable. 

The syuare of the part correlation is interfrEt~d as 

the absolute incremental increase in explained varianct due 

to the addition of a variable into au eguation already con-
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taining another independent variable.. (Refer: to Formula 3 in 

Appendix A.) The squared part correlation coefficient is 

used in the numexator of the formula for calculating the F 

statistic in tests for hierarchical decomposition of vaci-

aoce .. 

Multiple regression's hierarchical ~as utilized foe 

testing the significance cf predictor variables, for testiny 

the significance of nonaddivitJ, 

from linearity. 

and foe testing deviation 

As a final note to conclude this chapter:, the statis-

tics used to analyze the data were gen€rated ty SPSS Sutfro-

yrams Reliability, Condescriftive, frequencies, Eear:son 

Corr, and New Regression. lo test hypotheses, the .05 level 

of significance was used as the standard for rejection. 



Chapter V 

PRESENTATION CF FINCINGS 

Introduction 

It should be clear from the preceding chapter that this 

research was atypical of conventional sociclogical research 

in a number of aspects: the unit of analysis was the group, 

the sample size (N=JO), as well as the fact thdt five of the 

eight variables in the study were collected from panels of 

judges with varied and extremely small Ns. In aJdition, in 

the process of analyzing the data, protlems arose ~hose 

routine solutions wece inaFproFriate given some asFect of 

the data. Most frequently, the sample size restricted the 

options in handling problems. 

The sections which follow present the study findings in 

terms of two analytical stages. !he first section dddresses 

some of the problems which were encountered in building the 

models and the decision ~aking process involved in their 

solutions. 1he second section presents the major findings 

of the study in teems of the analyses of the two &odels exa-

mined: ~odel I ~hich examined the power at Kanter•s Ydria-

bles in predicting cohesion and Model 11 which introduced 

tJpe of organization into the regression e~uation. 

93 
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Building the Model 

The first model tested in this study involved the contribu-

tion of the independent variables derived from Kanter•s work 

~n explaining cohesion. Prior to the actual testing cf the 

model, zero-order correlations were inspected in an attempt 

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 correlations revealed high 

correlations a~ong the independent variables, Sfecifically 

between sacrifice and investment (r=.75), investment and 

communion (r=.72), renunciation aud mortification (r=.80), 

renunciation and transcendence (r=76), communion and morti-

fication (r=.83), and mortification and transcena€ncc 

(r=.71). 

In addition to the problem of multicclinearitJ, there 

was evidence that a model including all six of the indefen-

dent variables ~ould have been contdminated with the inclu-

sion of variabies not significaDtly related to the defendent 

variable. In this instance neither renunciation nor tLan-

scendence was significantly related to cohesion. 

In determining how to handle these prcblems, Blalock 

(1972: 502-503) suggested systematic stefS which should 
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'IA.BLE 7 

ZERO-ORDER CORRE1A'IIONS AND SIGNIFICANCE LtVELS 

Bivariate 
Reldtionships 

Cobe.sion with: 
Sacrifice 
Investment 
Renunciation 
Communion 
MortificatioD 
Transcendence 

Sacrifice with: 
Investment 
Renunciation 
Communion 
Mortification 
Transcende.nce 

Investment with: 
Renunciation 
Communion 
Mortification 
Transcendence 

Renunciation with: 
Communion 
Mortification 
Transcendence 

COilllllUnion with: 
Mortification 
Transcendence 

Mo~tification vith: 
Transcendence 

Zero Crder 
correlat.ions 

• 859 
.738 
.122 
.499 
.. 495 
.114 

.751 

.292 

.bJ7 
• 582 
.39 8 

.141 
.721 
.585 
.229 

.s 45 

.799 

.757 

.831 

.555 

• 7 11 

*Siynificant be1ond the .001 level 

Level of 
Si';Jnificance 

.000* 

.ooc• 

.260 

.. OOJ 

.. 00 3 
• 275 

.JOO* 
.060 
.ooo• 
• OOC* 
.015 

.230 

.000* 

.. 000* 
• 112 

.001 

.ooo• 

.COO* 

.000* 

.uo1 

,.coo• 
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taken in order to avoid the kinds of unnecessary con:plica-

tions mentioned atove. 

tegy of analysis. 

According to him, "the basic stra-

is to begin by seeing how many 

(variables] can be eliminated eight awayH (1972: 503). Spe-

cifically, this means deleting variables which have marginal 

explanatory power as indicated ty negligitle zero-order car-

relations with the dependent variable. In addition, given 

the small size of the samfle and the large uumter of varia-

bles, some criterion for eliminating variables was essen-

tial. 

An examination of the zero-order correlations tetween 

the dependent variatle, cohesion, and the indefendent varia-

bles and their corresponding significant levels resulted in 

the exclusion cf i:enuncia tion (r=. 12) and transcendence 

(r-=.11) from the n:odel. 

The consequence of multicclineaLity is that it is dif-

ficult, if not impo~sible, to separate the component effects 

of the independent variables in order to determine their 

respective contritutions to exflained variance (DarlingtoD, 

1968). there are three 

( 1) use only one of the 

set (Nie, et al, 1975: 

standard solutions to colinearity: 

variatles in the highly correlated 

3 41) ; (2) combine the variatles to 

create a new composite variatle {Nie, et al., 1975: 3 41; 
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Blalock, 1972: 503), or (3) treat the correlated variables 

as a block and exa~ine the effects ot the entire tlock 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 mortification into a 

single variable. Not onl1 was the correlation tetween these 

variables extremely high (r=.€3), the correlations tetween 

each of these with cohesion were virtually identical (r=.49~ 

and .495). The ne~ composite variable was created tJ ~eans 

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 apfears to be a commou underlyLnJ 

dimension: submechanisms vhich enhance conformity. 

in terms of the high correlation between sacrifice and 

investment (r=.75), there were two reasons for not combining 

these into a single scale. Fiest of all, although th€re is 

no hard and fast rule concerning the point at ~hich coli-

nearity is not problematic, there is agreement that it is 

problematic if the correlations are in the range of .80 to 

1.0, a range in which the correlation betw~en sacrifice and 

investment did not fall. secondly, the zero order correla-

tions of each of these variables with cohesion (c=.d6 and 
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r=.74) indicated a difference between the~ in their impact 

on cohesion. Although highly correlated, the research 

interest vas in examining whether investment contrituted 

significantly to explained variance over a~d above that 

explain~d by sacrifice. 

As a result of these basic strategies to eliminata COQ-

plications in the regression eguation, the first model 

tested included the dependent variable, cohesion, and three 

independent variables, sacrifice, investment, and the new 

composite variatle, conformity. 

Testing Model I 

Although Kanter•s work does not suggest a causdl relation-

ship among her concepts, the reader will recall that the 

scale used in the current study to measure sacrifice did not 

address specific sacrifices, tut rather invclved the idea of 

sacrifice with meaning, or disciplined freedom. Given the 

nature of the conceft as it was used in this study, utiliza-

tion of the hierarchical method for testing the significance 

of additional contritutions tc explained variance was justi-

fied. In other words, ~iven the scalin~ of sacrifice as 

disciplined freedom, it is likely that sacrifice has causal 

prioritJ to invest~ent and conformity. 
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Using SPSS New Regression's forward inclusion frcceduce 

which enters variatles into the e~uation one at d time on 

the basis of their contributions to vai: ianc€ explained, 

sacrifice was the only significant variable. In ether 

words, with sacrifice in the eguation, the additional con-

tributions of investment and conformity were not statisti-

cally significant. With 1 dnd 26 degrees of freedom the F 

values for investment and conformity were 2.236 and .139, 

respectively, not significant at the .05 level. 

!he regression of cohesion on sacrifice produced a cor-

relation .86, an r sguare equal to .74, dDd an F value ot 

78.79 which, vith 1 and 28 degrees of tceedom, WdS signifi-

cant beyond the .001 level. ln other words, sacrifice 

expldined 74 percent of the variance in cohesion. 

Regression models assume linearity and additivity. As 

a test for deviation from linearity a new vaLiatle was 

created from the sacrifice variable and coded into seven 

categories which, in turn were created into six dummy varia-

bles. The test fer curvilinearity produceo an F val~e of 

1.542397 which with 5 and 23 degcees at freedom was net sta-

tistically significant. The mcdei was linEar. (Befer to 

formula 5 in Appendix A.) 
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Testing Medel II 

The second purpose cf this research was to exdmine the rela-

tionship .between ty .i::e of orga.oization and cohesion controll-

ing for the effects of Kanter•s ~echanisms oL which only 

one. sacrifice. was significant. 

Model II contained three vacidbles: the dum~y varia-

ble, type of organization, and the continuous variatles. 

sacri£ice and cohesion. !he theoretical model tEsted was 

the relationship between tyfe cf organization and cohesion 

holding constant the intervening effects of sacrifice. 

!he zero-order correlations and significance levels for 

these variables are reported in lable 8. !he zero-ccrreld-

tion between type cf organization and cohesion (r= .4650) 

was statistically significant at the .005 level. thus indi-

cating that there is a statistically significant difference 

between communal and formal organizations in terms of cohe-

sion with communal organizations having hi~ber degrees of 

cohesion. 

However. before subjecting the model to a fdtb dDalysi3 

to determine the direct and iodicect effects of t1pe of 

organization on cohesion. it was necessary tc test the ~odel 

for additivity, an assumption of both regression and path 

analysis. 
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'IAEIE 8 

ZEBO-O&DEB CCBBELA110NS AfiD SIGNIFICANCE FCB 
TYPE OF OBGANIZAT~ON, SACBIFICE, AND COHESION 

Relationship 

Type of organization 
and Cohesion 

Sacrifice and 
and Cohesion 

Type of organization 
and Sacrifice 

Ze.co Order 
Correldtion 

• 4625 

.d590 

• 6244 

Level o.t 
Sig1.iificancE 

• 005 

.000* 

• G\) O * 

*Significan~ beyond the ~001 level 

----------------------------------------------------------. . 
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The regcession equation used to test iuteiaction 

included type of organization, sacrifice, and the interac-

tion term. The test for interaction involved testing the 

statistical significdnce of additional variance explained ty 

the interaction term using the hierarchical method. 

The test for interaction ftoduced an F value of 10.855 

which, with 1 and 26 degrees 

the .0028 level. Interaction 

of freedom was siJniticant at 

between tyfE cf organization 

and sacrifice was statistically signific3nt. 

The interpretation of significant interaction is: 

there is a significant difference between formal and ccmmu-

nal organizations in terms of the effect sacrifice has on 

cohesion.. That is, the relationship betwee.D sacrifice and 

cohesion is not the same in the two ty~es of organization. 

As a consequence of significaDt interdction and, therefore, 

a violation of the assumption of additivity, the model was 

inappropriate fer fath analysis; the plan cf anal1sis had to 

be abandoned. 

According to Keclinger and PeJhazuc (1973: 259) wben 

interaction is sign if ican t it is neces.sa r y to: ( 1) calcu-

late separate regression lines from the overall equation, 

( 2) deter mine the point at which the lines in te.cs ec t, ( 3) 

plot the separate regression lines, and (4) Jetermine the 
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region of nonsignificance. (liefer to formula~ 6 and 7 in 

Appendix A for the formulas for calculating the point of 

intersection and region of nonsignificance.) 

Separate regression eyuations for formal and communal 

organizations were calculated from the ovErall equation. 

The overall eguation was: 

y 1 = -20.2 + .512 + 43.93 - .74. 

Using the overall equation sefarate e1uations •ere calcu-

lated for formal and communal organizations, respectively. 

y• (Formal)-= -20.2 + 1.25X 

y• (Communal)= 23. 73 + .512X. 

Figure 2 is a graphic presentation of three major find-

ings of this study. In addition to the finding that there 

is a strong positive linear dependence of cohesion on 

sacrifice, the sloFes of each of the two regression lines 

sho~ there is a difference tetwe€n types cf organization and 

the et£ect of sacrifice on cohesion: the efrect on cohesion 

is stronger in formal organizations thaD in com~uual crgani-

zations. Specifically, in formal or~anizations tor Evecy 

unit change in sacrifice cohesion inccedsed 1.25 units while 

for communal organizations cchesion changed only a half 

unit, ,.51. 
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Overall equation= y' = -20.2 + l.25X1 + 43.93Xz - .74X3 
where x1 equals sacrifice score 

where x2 equals type of organization 

where x3 equals the interaction tenn 

y' (fonnal) = -20.2 + l.25X1 

y' (conmunal) = 23.73 + .51Xi 
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The point of interaction, 59.5, indicates the point at 

which there is a difference between tyFes cf or~anizatioa 

and cohesion. In other words, among ~roups with sacrifice 

scores below 59.5, communal organizations dre more cchesive 

than formal organizations while among groUfij with sacrifice 

scores dbove 59.5, formal organizdtion are ~ore cohesive. 

lwo other findings involve an examination of the region 

of nonsignificance. SimflJ fUt, the region of nonsignifi-

cance is the range of sacrifice scores within which there is 

no statistically significant difference tetween tyfes of 

organization and cohesion. Fer these data the range cf non-

significance, which Wds calculated using the Johnson-Neyman 

(1936) techniyue, was 36.6 to 72.8. that is, among g~oups 

whose sacrifice scores are in the range of 36.6 to 72.a 

there is no statistically significant difference tetweeu 

communal and formal organizations and cohesion. However, 

among groups with sacrifice scores below 36.6 and above 

72.8, there is a significant difference betw~en tJfes of 

organization and cohesion: fer groups with sacrifice scores 

below 36.6 communal organizations are mo~e cohesive than 

formai organizations, while among groups with sacrifice 

scores above 72.8 tormal or9aoizations ace more cchesive 

than communal organizations. However, it is important to 

note that for these data there were no ccmmu1,dl organiza-
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tions with sacrifice scores below 36.6. Howevec, had there 

been, the regression line predicts communal organizations 

would have been more cohesive than formal organizations and 

the dizference would have been significant. 

su1111ary 

In briefly summarizing this chapter, there are three major 

categories of findings. First of all, although the size of 

the sample prohibited the use of factor analysis as a means 

of investigating the specific nature of the relationships 

among the variables, the ze.cc crder correlations among the 

concepts and the findings of multiple regression analysis 

suggested that Kanter•s concefts were not distinct. A~so in 

this connection, even though Kanter conceptualized the 

mechanisms as three sets of fairs (saciifice and investment, 

renunciation and communion, mortification and transcendenc~) 

the findings did .not suppcrt the correlation of paired rela-

tionships. 

The second .major finding of the analysis was that 

sacri:tice is a powerful px:edictor of cohesion. seventy-tour 

percent of the variance in cohesion wds explained ty saccif-

ice. 
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Finally, the introduction of tJFE of organization into 

the regression model produced toth unexpected and interest-

ing results. Briefly, the findin9s showed: (1) the eftect 

of sacrifice on cohesion is stronger in formal orgaoi2ations 

than in communal organizations, (2) among groups with 

sacrifice scores between 36.6 a~d 72.8 there is nc statisti-

cally significant difference between type of organization 

and cohesion, and (3) among groups with sacrifice scores 

above 72.8 tormal organizations are statistica~ly more cohe-

sive than communal organizations, while among groups with 

sacrifice scores below 36.6, it can be fredicted that ccmwu-

nal organizations vould be more cohesive than formal organi-

zations. 
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INlEBPRETA1ION OF FINDINGS 

Introduction 

In this chapter the empirical findings £rem this research 

dre summarized and interpreted within the framework of their 

theoretical implications. lhe first section addI~sses find-

ings related to Kanter•s conceptual scheme. In the second 

section the findings concerning the relaticnshif tetween 

sacrifice and cohesion will be presented in light of the 

literature on cohesion. And finally, findings on the rela-

tionship between type of organization and cohesion will be 

discussed in terms of their imflications for community 

theory. 

Kanter's Ccnceftual Model 

To reiterate the basic postulates of her Ccmmitment ~echan-

isms Model, Kanter hypothesized that the fresEnce of three 

sets of paired conceftS increase the likelihood cf positive 

group consequences. Althou~h her primary interest ~as in 

providing an explanation for the process by which the thcee 

pairs of group proferties affected individual ccmmit~ent, 

these also produced positive consequences for the group. 

According to Kanter, sacrifice and investment dre 

mechanisms whicu detach memte~s trom alternative memterships 

108 
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dntl attdch them to tne group by means of affecting 

individual instrumental orientations, or individual evalua-

tions of the costs and rewards of membership. If memters 

are required to give up something (sacrifice) and profits 

can be gained only through continued pacticiation (invest-

ment)• the likelihood of members making an instrumental com-

mitment increases. and therefcre. the li.kelihood of a posi-

tive consequence for the group. retention of memters. also 

increases. 

lhe second pair of mechanisms Kanter addressed ~as ren-

unciation and communion which are mechanisms related to 

interaction. !his pair promotes affective commitment by 

detaching members from alternative membershii::s (renuncia-

tion) and attaching them to the group (communion). these 

mechanisms increase the likelihood of catbetic com~itment 

and. as a result. increase the likelihocd ct interFersonal 

liking within the group. 

the third pair of mechanisms is related to values. As 

a result of mortification which detaches members from alter-

natives and transcendence which attaches members tc the 

group. this pair promotes moral commitment and. ther€fore. 

the likelihood of greater group conformity. 
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Although the current research did not modify Kanter•s 

model, the emphasis was diff€rent. Kanter stressed the 

relationship between the mechanisms and individual commit-

ment, while the current research was interested in the rela-

tionshiF between group mechanisms and their conseguence, 

cohesion. Instead of exawining the specific conseguence or 
each pair, the current research viewed these as aspects of a 

sinyle group property, cohesiveness. 

Subjection of Kantec•s concepts to ~mpirical analysis 

revealed three observations. First of all, the zerc-crd~r 

correlations of each of the six independent mechanisms with 

cohesion showed that neither 

was significantly correlated 

renunciation nor transcendence 

with cohesion. !he null 

hypotheses of no relationshiF tetween the fCesence of renun-

ciation and transcendence could not te rejected. However, 

the null hypotheses of no association betwEen cohesion dDd 

the presence of sacrifice, investment, communion, and morti-

fication were rejected. 

In addition, the hi~h zero-order correlations among 

Kanter•s variables revealed that among some not only were 

distinctions among them vague, but also that the highest 

zero-order correlations were net betw~en faired concepts. 

Thus, renunciation, a detaching mechanism related to inter-
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action was more highly correlated with mortification, a 

detaching mechanism related to values (r=.76) than it was ta 

its paired complement communion (r=.56). Likewise, cammun-

ion was more highly correlated to investment (r= .72) and to 

mortification (r= .83). However, while the correlation bet-

ween sacrifice and investment SUffOrted the paired relation-

ship Kanter conceptualized (r= .76), the corre~ation tetween 

investment and communion vas almost as high (.72). 

lhe point to be stressed here is net only d1a the 

intercorrelations among Kanter's concefts indicate that tne 

distinctions among them are vague, but also that the highest 

zero-order correlations for each variable in two out of the 

three paired relations were with variables cutside cf the 

pair. Unfortunately, the small research sample prevented 

the investigaticn cf these intercorrelaticns usin~ factor 

analysis for deciphering the components. Clearly, this is 

an interesting i;:rotlem for future .ceseach. 

The Mechanisms and Cohesion 

The severe limitations of the sample siz~ regarding tte high 

intercorrelations among Kante.c•s variables restricted the 

options available for analyzing the data. As a result of 

the sample size and the number of variables, it was neces-

sary to find some means of eliminating the numte.c of varia-
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bles in the analysis. Following Elalock's suggestion, 

renunciation and transcendence were excluded from the analy-

sis on the basis of their insignificant zexo-order correla-

tions with cohesion. Neit communion and mortification were 

combined into a single indei based on their high correlation 

(r= .83), the si•ilarity of car.relations with cohesion, and 

on the logic that the items which made Uf the two scales 

measured a common underlying ccmponent, mechanisms which a.re 

likely to produce conformity. In addition, although sacrif-

ice and investment were also highly ccrrelated, the decision 

not to combine these into a sin~le inJex was based on the 

.measurement of sacrifice i.n the current study. As disciF-

lined freedom sacrifice was viewed as a vaLiable with hier-

archica.l priority to investment and conformity: sacrifice 

affects the likelihood of investment and conformity. like-

wise, given the need to reduce the numbec cf variables, a 

hierarchical regression model for selecting the best fredic-

tors was desiratle. 

lhe results of the hierarchical method showed that once 

the contribution of sacrifice to explained varianc€ in cohe-

sion had been removed, the additional contributions at 

investment and conformity we£e not significant. In addi-

tion, the amount of variance explained by sacritice was 

quite high (r sguare=.74). 
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This finding on the relationship between sacrifice and 

cohesion is consistent with a whole body of literature in 

the field of group dynaaics toth in terms of theory and 

research. As has already been discussed in the literature 

review on cohesion in Cha~tex Two, the theoretical underpin-

ning which conceptualized cchesion as attraction to th~ 

group is Festinger•s theory cf cognitive dissonance: when 

membersh~p has a price, dissonance is created and a corEes-

ponding drive to eliminate it e~erges. Acccrding tc the 

theory, one way to eliminate di~sonance is to view the situ-

ation or object which created dissonance diffecently; that 

is, people reduce dissonance by finding scmething attractive 

about the situation or object. 

In terms of empirical research a number of studies have 

fo~nd that when group memtecsbif has a price, whether it te 

the cost of going throu~h a severe initiation (Aronson and 

Mills, 1959) or the receipt of a small reward relative to 

the effort expended (Aronson, 1961; Pestinger and Carlsmitb, 

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 is a powerful predictor of 

cohesion is consistent with both theor1 and empirical 

research. 
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Although investment did not contribute significantly to 

explained variance once sacrifice was alreddy in the model, 

it is interesting to point out that investment (measured as 

the pcactice of not reimbursing memters who withdra\ii for: 

labor, services, p.ccperty, or financial cootributioi,s) had a 

strong zero-order correlation with cohesion (r=. 74, r 

syuare=.55). !his finding is mentioned sine€ it sufports 

Becker's (1960) sidebet hypothe3is regarding investment in 

an organization and the indiviJual's ~illness to ce~ain. 

However, to repeat, once sacrifice was €nteced into the 

equation, investment did not si~niticantly contcicute to 

explained variance. 

Type of Crganization, Sacrifice, and Cohesion 

To briefly summarize the study findings on the relationship 

between type of organization, sacrifice, and cohesion, it 

was found that there was significant interaction in the 

model, meaning there was a significant difference tEtween 

the types of organi2ation in the etfect of sacrifice on 

cohesion: the regression lines for each of the oLganizations 

were different. 

lhe plot of the separate regression lines revealed not 

only a positive linear ~elationsnip between sacrifice and 

cohesion for each organizational type, tut also that the 
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effect of sacrifice on cohesion was much ~reater in formal 

organizations. For every unit change in sacrifice cohesion 

increased 1.25 units for formal organizdtions dlld .51 unit 

for communal organizations. 

The calculation of the point of intersection and the 

plot of the regression lines showed that g[cufs with sacrif-

ice scores below 59.5 communal organizations we£e more cohe-

sive than formal organizations whilE among groufs with 

sacrifice scores above 59.5 formal organizations were more 

cohesive. 

Calculation of the Johnson-Neyman technique for deter-

~ining the region of nonsignificance showed that fer groups 

whose sacrifice scores were between 36.6 aod 72.8 there •as 

no statistically significant difference tetween tyfes of 

organization and cohesion. In ether words, the original 

relationship between type of organization and cohesion is 

interpreted through the mechdnism of sacrifice. 

The region of nonsignificance bas two corcesfondinJ 

regions ot significance: groups with sacrifice scores telow 

3b.6 and those with scores above 72.8. Discussion cf the 

lower range of statistical significance must cy necessity be 

hypothetical since there were no communal organizations in 

the sample with sacrifice scores belo~ 36.6. However, based 
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on the plot 

organizations, 

of the regression line 

it can be fredicted that if 

fer ccmmunal 

ther:e had been 

communal organizations with sacrifice scores telow 36.6 

these groups would have been more cohesive thail fcrmal 

organizations with sacrifice scores below 36.6. lt is 

interesting to note that tvc communal organizations with 

sacrifice scores beiow 36.6 were excluded from the anal1sis 

because judges for indefendent verification could net te 

located. Had the'se two communal organizations teen i.ncluded 

they would have fallen alaost directly an the regression 

line as predicted. 

At the upper region of significance (sacrifice scores 

above 7 2. 8) there was also statistically si';JDifican t di.tf e.r-

ence tetween types cf organization and cohesion. However, 

in this region formal organizations were mo.re cohesive than 

communal organizations. 

In an attempt to expiain the findiny of the differen-

tial affect of sacrifice on cohesion in the two tyfES of 

organ~zations, one possible explanation is the diffecEnce in 

organizations in terms of the meml:e.cs• Ferceptions of 

sacrifice. Although this writer can go no further than to 

suggest an explanation based an 

theory and past empirical research, 

inferences tr:o~ existing 

pechaps the explanation 
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is rooted in the context in which sacrifice as disciflined 

freedom is and is not expected. By means of illustration, 

it seems logical that members of communal organizations 

would not be as likely to perceive sacrifice as something 

which creates dissonance simplJ because sacrifice is more 

likely to be an expected aspect of communal lif€. ln terms 

of examples from this study, monks, communitarians, and mem-

bers of Greek socidl or9ani2ations enter those groUfS with 

the knowledge that not only are sacrifices expected, they 

are required. Likewise, family members may make tremendous 

sacrifices giving relatively little thought to it tecause it 

is simply something one does as a mem.t:er o!: a tamily. 

On the other hand, sacrifice in a formal organization 

would more likely generate dissonance since it is within 

this type of organizational context that sacrifice above a 

certain degree is atyFical of the organizatio.oal type. 'Ihis 

is sacrifice out of context and, therefore, members of for-

mal organizations would be more likelJ to experience disso-

nance which requires reduction ty finding something attrac-

tive about the situation, object, or group. 

At this point it is important to mention once a~ain 

that sacrifice as it was conceptualiz~d in this study is 

more than merely giving Uf something as the price ot m~mber-
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ship. lhe concept includes the element of sacrifice with 

meaning; it is sacrifice as discifline within an ideologica! 

framework Hillery, et al. called disciplined freedom (i.e.1 

freedom as sacrifice, shariDg, mdking concessions, €tc.). 

With this ideological element in mind, it is interesting to 

note that groups in the sample which are tyfically f€tC€ived 

as highly disciplined scored low on both sacrifice as tree-

dom and cohesion. For example, military life is disciplined 

yet the medical corps, women's army group, aild the military 

police subsamples scored lov on sacrifice and cohesion. 

In addition, these study findings also 

tions for the field of community theor1. 

have iaplica-

the reader will 

recall from Chapter lwo that literature in the field of com-

~unity theory bas implied that there is an inherent difter-

ence between communal and formal organizations in terms of 

sentiment, or what bds been called cchesion in the current 

study. However, Schmalenbach presented an alteLnative view-

point by maintaining there is a distinction tetween com~u-

nity and communion, the latter defined as a consciously 

created collective emotional exferience. Utilizing Schmal-

enbach's distinction, Zablocki (1974) explained the Eruder-

hof•s collective religious exferience of joy ty stating 

there was a conscious eftort 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 framework ~ithin ~hich to interpret it. In 

addition, Hunter's (1975) study of a local neighborhood sug-

gested that the residents• "sense ot community" WdS enhanced 

by what he called "a partial ideology" dDO Farticifation in 

a formal organization. 

The interface of this literature and the current 

research suggests that sacrifice mEasured as disciplined 

freedcm provides the framework within which to interpret the 

costs of group membership and that the affect of sacrifice 

on cohesion is greater when it is found in an atypical con-

text. Not only is "sense 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 co~munal organizations. In 

the terminology of the elaboration paradigm, the study find-

ings indicate that the assumftion of community sEntiment 

must be specified at different levels ot sacrifice. Among 

groups with law degrees of sacrifice, it can be Fredicted 

that communal organi2ations are more cohesive than formal 

organizations. Among groufs with moderate degrees of 

sacrifice, there is no significant difference tetween ocgan-

izations and cohesion. However, among groufs with hiyh 
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degrees of sacLifice, the assumption that communal 

orgdnizations are mere cohesive does not held; formal or9an-

izations were found tc be mare cohesive than communal orgdn-

izatians. 
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ISSUES AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

This research endeavor was designed with two reiated pur-

poses in mind. First or all, one goal was to examine the 

effects of a number of independent ~rouf variatles on group 

cohesiveness. The importance of tbis research task lay iu 

the fact that, to this researcher•s knowledge, no prEvious 

research has examined the effects of a numter of indefendeLt 

variables using a variety ot different kinds cf groups. In 

addition, there are few studies which have eiaained cobe-

siveness at the group level 

of this study was to test 

cf analysis. A second purpose 

the assumption reflected in the 

literature that community implies sentiment, an assumftion 

which, until Hillery (1972) criticized it, was not acknow-

ledged. 

In this sense, this study was original in 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. frot-

lems arose whose typical sclutions were inafpropriate given 

some aspect of the data, most fre~uently the size ot the 

sample. Not onlJ were there no clearcut solutions, tut in 

some cases consultations with specialists revealed d lack ot 

1 2 1 
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consensus concerning the afproFriate course of action. 

Likewise, as a result of the conspicuous lacl of discussion 

of problems in other research, findinq 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 andlysis and interpretation. ether prob-

lems and issues 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 variatles d€rived from panels of 

judges, the decision of measurement was rather strdighttor-

vard. Specifically, the extcemelJ small and varied sizes of 

the panels was the basis oft.he decision tc use the sums of 

means as measures. In the content of a footnote, Kerlinger 

( 1973: 152) stated: 

Percenta~es should net be used with smdll numbers. 
The reason ••• is that reiatively laryec pecc€L-
tages give a sense of accuracy not really present 
in the data. 

In addition, there was concern that the use at fEccenta~e~ 

as measures for variables derived from datd gathered from 
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judges would have produced erratic variation. Foe example, 

if all but one judge on the Drug Rehabilitation fanel bad 

agreed to an item the pErcentage agreement woul<l te 85.7 

percent {N=7), while foe the ~artin House panel one disa-

greement would produce a percenta~e agreement of 66.6 fer-

cent (N=3). As a result of Kerlinger 1 s wacning and tne 

erratic variation cf scores frcm small and varied panel 

sizes, the decision was made t0 us€ the sums of means for 

data gathered from panels of judJes. However, suts~guent 

analysis showed that use of perc~ntage asreement prcduced 

the same results as the measurements ~ased on the sums of 

weans. 

The decision concerning the measurement of variables 

derived from groups in Hillery's Crganization File (cchesion 

and sacrifice) was more complex than foe variables derived 

from judges. Sfecifically, the response catego£ies for 

cohesion and sacrifice were designed ~ith Likert-type cate-

gories which included a category for "don't know" or "uncer-

tain" and assigned a middle range, neutcal value. However, 

from an examination of the frequency distritutions tw0 

observations were made. First, althou~n a cate~ory for 

"don't know" was included, some groups {formal organiza-

tions) had a substantial percentaye of missing ddta. When 

the don't know category was recoded anJ defined as ~issing, 
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the percentage of missing data increased dramatically with 

eleven groups having between 25 and 45 percent mi5sin~ data 

on cohesion and eighteen grcufs having tetween 2~ and 80 

percent missing data on sacrifice. Clearly, the neutral 

category of "don't know" could not be excluded given the 

extremely high percentage of missing data. 

Further inspection of the frequency distributions also 

indicated that the neutral category "don't know" was inflat-

ing the means of formal organizations and, therefore, caus-

ing the range of means to be narrow. Since exclusion of the 

dou•t know category produced extremely high percentages of 

missing data and since its inclusion inflated the means of 

formal organizationsr one way of handling these proble~s was 

to use the percentage a9reement to items defined as high 

cohesion and sacrifice. Not only did this solve the frctlem 

of missing datar it allowed for the exauination of scale 

reliability based on the same population. 

Scaling. Another problem encountered in this research 

dealt with scaling and the celiatility ot the variatles der-

ived from Kanter•s model. However, it should te stressed 

that Kanter explicitly stated that her pcimacy interEst was 

not analytical purity and cause, tut rather function. As 

such, she statedr 
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Certain strategies [sutmechanisms] that dfFear 
guite different ••• may te functionally alterna-
tive. • • while more than one stcateg1 may serve 
the same function, the same strategy might have 
more than one functional conse~uence (1975: 250). 

As a conse~uence of her interest in function rather than in 

cause, Kanter not only listed some submechanisms under more 

than one concept, her hypotheses were different than those 

in the current study. She hypothes~zed that as the number 

of submechanisms increased, the likelihood of pcsitiv~ 

consequences for the group increased. 

The original intent of this study was to examine Kan-

ter•s hypotheses regarding the number of submechanisms. 

However, probably as a result of the differences in research 

sampies (Kanter•s consisting of only utopian communities), 

this strategy bad to be abandoned. The use of the nuiter of 

submechanisms produced problems in the acalysis in that the 

submechanisms under a given co~cept were cancelling out each 

other. For example, if a concept had four submechauisms, 

Group A and Group B may have had two of the submechanisms, 

but not necessarily the same two. Hypotheses based on num-

ber of submechanisms had to be abandoned in favor of 

hypotheses based on clusters cf submechanisms which, based 

on reiiability tests, were related. 
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Issues 

Interpretation of the study findings must be accompani~d 1y 

a word of caution. As with the findngs fLom an1 research, 

care must be taken concerning what th€ findings ~ean. 1he 

significance of the study findings for community theory 

necessitates the acknowledgement of two points. first of 

all, the inferences from the literature which generated the 

hypothesis concerning tyfe cf organization dnd cohesion as 

concepts which reflect "community as sentiment" were imFli-

cit. Furthermore, like community, sentiment is a load€d 

term; it is little more than a label given tc an imfression 

from the literature about the guality of communal relations. 

Sentiment is not a concept explicitly used in community lit-

erature, much less conceftually and operationaily defined. 

As a result of the confusion and vagueness generdted ty the 

terms community and sentiment, it was necessary to use con-

cepts which were more precisely defined as indicators cf the 

phenomenon of community as sentiment. The interpretation of 

the study findings within the context of co~munity senti-

ment, therefore, depends on the validity ot the inierence 

that cohesion is a measure of sentiment~ 

Secondly. it is important to mention that the data on 

type of organization was not subject~d to indefendent veri-

fication from an outside source. Thererore, the findings on 
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type of organization and cohesion are only as good as the 

validity of the classification cf specific groups intc for-

mal and communal categories. Althouyh the data were exa-

~ined for face validity, insufficient knowledge concerning 

specific groups 

tion that the 

in the sample hindered confident conficma-

classification was correct. ibis is net to 

say that the classification is suspect, but rather to ack-

nowledge that, as with any secondary data scurce, confirma-

tion of its validity was superficial. 

In this same vein, another froblem encountered iu this 

research dealt with the difficulty ot usiny the characteris-

tic of specific goal as the criterion for classifying 

groups. As Gottschalk (1975) has stated, the criterion of 

primacy given to specific goal was "difficult to reconcile 

with empirical realitJ." Although lack of sufficient know-

ledge about the groups was the major handicap in examininy 

validity, in a few cases the sole criterion of pLimacy to a 

specific goal was not clearcut. 

Consideration was given tc the possible use ot ether 

classification schemes such as Gordon and Babchuk•s (1959) 

scheme for classifying voluntary associations on the basis 

of expressive and instrumental goalsr and to Etzioni•s 

(1961) classification of complex organizations based on the 
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predominance of the type cf power. However, each attemft at 

classification resulted in bcrderline or deviant case5 which 

could not be neatly pigeonhcled. 

Ihe decision tc proceed with the analysis usinq Hil-

lery's classification was based on an elaboration of Hil-

lery•s typology ty Gottschalk (1975). Specifically, 

Gottschalk suggested that the tocus of the analysis snould 

be shifted away from specific goal as measuratle output 

toward the orientation of the organization to a specific 

goal and the view that the organizations• orientation is 

relative and not absolute. lhese refinements riid not alter 

the significance of the specific goal criteria~, but rdtber 

placed emphasis on the function and structure of the crgani-

zation (Gottschalk, 1975: 95). !his change in orientation 

alleviated much of the difficulty in applying Hillery's typ-

ology to actual research. 

!he mention of the problem of classifyiny tordecline 

and deviant cases in the application of any ty~olog1 is not 

a criticism, but rather an EXEression of dfFreciation ct the 

difficulty involved in both developing and usiny them. 

The wost disturbing frcblew encountEred in this 

research involved the question of ho~ to measure a group 

variable derived frcm individual responses. ijhich is let-
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ter, the mean or the percentage dgreement? Is either of 

these a satis£actory measure cf "groufness"? If we aie to 

believe that Durkheim was correct when be stated that the 

whole is more than the sum oi the parts, then clearly ~ea-

sures which are little more than mdthematical ~anifulations 

of the parts leaves a yreat deal to be desiied. 

Selvin and Hagstro~ (1963) ~ade the distinctiou tetween 

group variables which are derived from individual responses 

and those which are characteristic of grouEs, such as number 

of formal rules, type of role structure, and so forth. 1hey 

called the latter integral variables. 1he variables io this 

study technically should have been inte9ral variatles, yet 

because of the number of grcu~s involved and the res~arch 

situation, it was imfosssible to conduct farticifant obser-

vation or to use a more objective source cf yatheriny data 

in ocder to determine the Fr€sence or atsence of group 

mechanisms. The best alternative was to solicit information 

from informants or judges. Yet, since no ~roup 0£ Fanel of 

of judges had 100 percent agreement on every item, questions 

were raised about the measures. Does lack of perfect a~ree-

ment reflect the unreliability cf d particulax judge? Does 

it reflect the unreliability of an item in a specific group 

context? Or does it reflect the extent to which either mew-

bees are knowledgable about the group (thus indicating the 
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extent to which participation and involvement are important 

to the group) or the degree to which the characteristic is 

an important property? 

Another issue related to the measurement of grouf vari-

ables is the theoretical explanations of 

among group variables~ SfEcifically, 

the relationships 

io terms of this 

study, theory tor explaining group cohesion is psychological 

reductionism, i.e., Festinger•s theory of co~nitive disso-

nance, Thibaut and Kell1•s concepts of ccmparison levels, 

alternatives, and expected outccmes, Cartwright's syncfsis 

of the literature which views cohesion as the inteLaction 

between group properties and individual motives. Likewise, 

although Kanter•s model describes the relationship tetween 

group mechanisms and their grcuf cousequences, the exflana-

tory link between them is individual commitment. In fact, 

it is interesting to note that except foe the clai~ that 

cohasion is a ~coup prope£ty, there is little, if dDJ, dif-

ference between cohesion and co~mitment either in terms of 

conceptualization, operationalization, and their apflica-

tions in research. 

!he mention of these issues and questions has teen not 

only to stress the need for yEeater concepual clarification, 

sociological theory, and &easurement, but also to place the 
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complexity of the current research problem anJ its findings 

within the context cf broader issues within the discifline. 

By acknowledging the problems encountered and by flacing 

them within the context cf broader issues it is ho~ed thdt 

open discussion of these will not be viewed meLely as an 

admission of ignorance, but that it will encourage dialogue. 
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Fonm.Jla 1: Composite Reliability 

composite _ N (avera e inter·ud ea reement) 
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 stm1111ed and divided by 
the number of judges in the panel. 

Fornrula 2: Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Coefficient 

where Vi equals variance of an item 
Vt equals variance of scores 
N equals number of parts (items) 

Fonnula 3: Part Correlation 

part 
correlation 
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Fonrula 4: F Statistic for Hierarchical Decomposition ~thod 

To test variable one: 

4a) F = r2 1/1 _____ ...._ _____ _ 
(1-R2 ) / (N-K-1) y .12 .... k 

To test variable two: 

4b) 

2 
F = r y(Z.1)/l 

(l-R2y.lZ .... k) / (N-K-1) 

To test variable three: 

4c) 
2 

F = r y(3.12)/l 
(1-R2 ) / (N-K-1) y .12 .... k 

Subsequent variables are tested in the same manner. 
(The numerator for fonrulas 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 
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Formula 5: Test for Deviation from Linearity 

F = (R2 with original and chmmy variables - R2 with original variablq/k 

(1-R2 with original and dunmy.variables) / (N-K-1) 

where K = number of chmmy variables 
N = number of cases 

degrees of freedom= (K-1) and (N-K-1) 

FonID.Jla 6: Point of Intersection 

point of intersection= al - a2 -------
bz - bl 

where a is the intercept tenn for each group and bis the slope of 
the line for each group. 
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Fonnula 7: Region of Nonsignificance 

region of nonsignificance = -B ± B2 - AC 
A 

where A= -Fa: 
(SSres) (f- T) 2 

~-4 + + (bl - bz) 
xl Xz 

where B = Fa: 
(SSres) C/ + Xi ) + (al - az) (bl - bz) N-4 T 

xl Xz 

where C = -Fa: 
(5.5res) 

-2 -2 ) 
N-4 + Xl + Xz + (al - az)2 

1 2 
Xz Xz 

Fa: equals the tabled F ratio with 1 and N - 4 degrees of freedom 

N equals the total m:unber of cases 

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

SS equals the residual sums of squares for the overall equation res 
L2 and r2 equal the suns of squares of the continuous variable from 
xl Xz 

separate regression analysis 

Xi and Xz equal the means of the continuous variable for each group 

b1 and b2 equal the regression coefficients for each group 

a1 and a2 equal the intercept tenns of the regression equation for 

each group 
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GROUP MECHANISMS AND GBOUP COHESION: AN EXAMINATION CF 1HE 

EFFECTS OF GROUP PBOPEB1IES ON COHESIVENE~S 

(AEStEAC!) 

ty 

Susan Smith !waddle 

Cohesion is a critical area of investigation in the 

analysis of groups in that at least~ ~ini~um amount of 

cohesion is necessary for group formation and group elatoca-

tion. This research pcoject was designed with two related 

purposes in mind. One EUEfOSe was to investigate the 

effects of a number of independent variatles derived from 

the work of Kanter {1972} on group cohesion. Ihe first 

model examined the effects of sacrifice, investment, renun-

ciation, mortification, and transcendence on cohesion. 

On the basis of the results of the first model, a sec-

ond model was tested in ~hich the variables from the first 

model in conjunction with an additional indefendeut varia-

ble, type of organization, was tested. Regarding the signi-

ficance of the second model, Hillery (1972) has criticized 

the field of community theory by stating that there has teen 

a confusion between community as senti~ent and community as 

a human group. Using cohesion as a measure of sentiment, 

anJ defining community as communal organizations, the second 



purpose of this study was to examine the celationshiF tet-

ween type of organization and cobesio~. 

The first major findiny of this study was that sacxif-

ice is a powerful predictor of grcuf cohesion: it EXflained 

74 percent of the variance in group cohesion. With tne 

introduction of tyfe of organization into the model, the 

findings of data analysis showed: (1) the t:ffect of sacrif-

ice on cohesion is stronger 

communal organizations, (2) 

scores between 36.6 and 72.8 

in formdl organizations than in 

among groups with sacrifice 

thece is no statistically siy-

nificant difference between types of organization and cohe-

sion, and (3) among groups with sacrifice scores telow 36.2, 

communal organizations are more cobesiv~ than fcrsal cryani-

zations, while among groups with sacrifice scores atove 

72.8, formal organizations are more coh€sive than cc~munal 

organizations. 
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