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ABSTRACT 

This investigation examines the nature of cohesiveness 

and its operationalization as well as a set of proposed 

relationships between aspects of cohesion and aspects of 

organizational structure. 

conti num 

Two ideal typical endpoints on a 

of organizational structure are utilized to 

develop scales of the amount of individual aspects of the 

variable. A scale of cohesiveness is developed that takes 

into account individuals reasons for being attracted to 

their organizations. Hypotheses are advanced regarding the 

relationships expected between the individual 

characteristics of organizations and the individual aspects 

of cohesiveness. 

The analysis of the observed data supports the contention 

that cohesiveness should not be operationalized by 

averaging individual's reasons for being attracted to their 

groups. Further, some indication is given that at Least 

some aspects of organizational structure are related to 

amount of cohesiveness found in organizations. 
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LB6 2IER 1 

This thesis begins with an exploration of the concept of 

cohesiveness as initially tested by Festinger, Schachter 

and Back ( 1950). The ensuing protracted debate regarding 

the adequacy of the definition and the objective means used 

to measure it is then summari zed. The three bases of 

cohesiveness as initially proposed aie adopted here and a 

fourth is included. Tnese are then used individually and 

combined as a global variable in the data analysis section 

of this paper. 

Much of the debate over the concept regarded whether it 

should be seen as a unitary concept, one whose utiLity 

could not be improved by dividing it into its constituent 

parts or, as several quite independent phenomena or 

dimensions loosely aggregated. That is, the 

operationatization of cohesiveness has been seen by a large 

number of researchers as involving individual's reasons for 

liking or being attracted to their groups. These 

individual reasons were averaged to determine a group 

score. A large part of the confusion that has resulted 

over the years may be due to the large number of individual 

reasons people have for belonging to groups. These have 

been operationalized in many ways by numerous researchers 

over the years. These researchers have often lui',ped 
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individuaL scores on the different bases of cohesiveness 

together to form a global cohesiveness scale, Such 

treatment of cohesiveness as a global variable was 

initially proposed by Schachter, Stanley and Back ( 1950), 

This treatment wilL be questioned in this thesis. 

Individuals have many different reasons for being attracted 

to the groups to which they belong. We might naturally 

expect these reasons to differ from person to person within 

a particular group and from group to group. Any attempt to 

combine these diverse motives into a global variable would 

seem inevitably to cause some confusion in interpretation 

and anatysis. Libo (1952) has argued that 

attraction— to—group is to the individual what cohesiveness 

is to the group as a whole. Collectively, it is all of the 

individual's reasons for being attracted to a group which 

comprises group cohesiveness ( Libo, 1952: 3). Evidence is 

provided in this thesis which suggests that cohesiveness 

should not beoperationalized in this manner. Further, an 

argument is provided that individuals are differentially 

attracted to the groups to which they belong and that 

individuals in the different groups, based on differences 

in amounts of organizational structure, tend to develop 

different kinds and amounts of cohesiveness. This is a 

different application of the concept of cohesiveness than 

those typicalLy used in the past. Most research has 
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focused on the effects of cohesiveness. Here the focus is 

on aspects of the socia& context that increase or decrease 

cohesiveness. 

This thesis discusses a continuum of organizational 

structure that ranges from " alternative" organizations with 

verylittle exercise of executive authority, decentraLized 

decision making, lack of formalized rules and lack of 

differentiated jobs, to organizations that rely heavity on 

all of these aspects of organizational structure. 

Rothschild— Whitt ( 1982, 1979, 1977, 1976) has developed a 

typology of the collectivist— democratic organization that 

parallels Max W e b e r ' s ( 1946) conceptualization of the 

rational— bureaucratic organizdtion. Using this typology as 

a starting point, scales of each of the aspects of 

organizational structure that were not closely tied to 

cohesiveness were developed for use as independent 

var jab le s. 

Organizations are one of the most pervasive forms of 

social structure existent in theworldtoday. Max Weber's 

bureaucracy has long been the major form of organization 

studied ( Lindenfield & Rothschild— Whitt, 1982: 23). The 

seventies, however, gave rise to a Large number of 

alternative organizations that rejected the norms of 

rational— bureaucracy. A 1976 directory of alternative 

organizations listed some 5,000 of these organizations in 
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the United States alone ( Gardner, 1976). Rothschild- Whitt 

developed a model of the cotlectivist-democratic 

organization that is premised on substantive rationality as 

opposed to weber's formal rationality. One of the major 

differences between these ideal typical organizational 

structures appears to be the difference in the ways that 

people are conceptualized or treated. 

Max Weber made this explicit in his classic description 

of bureaucracy. 

nature...develops 

bu reaucra cy, 

"[Bureaucracy'sJ specific 

the more perfectly. the more the 

is ' dehumanized,' the more completely it 

succeeds in elimination from official business love, 

hatred, and all purely personal, irrational, and emotional 

elements which escape calculation. This is the specific 

nature of bureaucracy and it is appraised as its special 

virtue" ( Gerth & MilLs, 1946:215-216). Meanwhile, in 

cot lecti vi st-democratic organizations, members are to 

strive for a sense of community. " Relationships are to be 

hot is tic, affective, and of value in themselves" 

(Rothschi ld-4hitt, 1932:3O). 

The " built in" nature of " dehumanization" can be seen in 

many aspect.s of the ideal- typical rational- bureaucracy. It 

can be seen in the " objective" discharge of busi-*ess 

"according to calculable rules without regard for persons" 

(Gerth & MiLls, 1946:215). It can be seen in the use of 
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the specialist expert whose loyalty to an office of 

authority " is devoted to impersonal and functional 

purposes" ( Gerth & Mills, 1946:199). Indeed, it cars be 

seen in its very reliance on formal rationality,. 

Alternatively, the ideal— typical cotlectivist—democratic 

organization has " built in" structural characteristics 

which are conducive to allowing the expression of 

individuality and taking into account individual cases. 

Through their " egalitarian nature, the lack of rules and a 

consensus process of decision making and doing away with 

the speciaList—expert, alternative organizations attempt to 

ensure that their organizations are 'personalized" 

(Rothschild— Whitt, 1982:23-47). 

Weber also notes that officials in oureaupracies strive 

for " and usually enjoy a distinct social esteem as compared 

with the governed" ( Gerth & Mills, 1946:199), white in 

collectivist—democratic organizations egalitarianism is a 

central feature. " Large differences in social prestige or 

privilege...would violate this sense of equality 

(Rothschild— Whitt, 1982:34). 

The purpose of the " dehumanization" of bureaucratic 

organizations was to increase task efficiency. " The 

decisive reason for the advance of bureaucratic 

organization has always been its purely technical 

superiority over any other form of organization. The fully 
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developed bureaucratic mechanism compares with other 

organizations exactly as does the machine with the 

non—mechanical modes of production" ( Gerth & MiLls, 

1946:214). The collectivist— democratic organization, 

however, may have given up the speed and efficiency of 

bureaucracy in favor of more human relations. Mansbridge 

(1973) pointed out that participatory groups face three 

problems that may keep them from accomplishing their tasks. 

These were the time that was required to come to a 

collective decision, the often intense emotions involved in 

reaching decisions and inequality of influence within the 

group. Rothschild— Whitt saw this as one of the most 

significant ' problems facing cotlectivist—democratic - 

organizations. "The perplexing issue that they 'nust 

confront daily is how to accomplish their organizational 

tasks while still retaining their egalitarian, 

part I cipator y—démocrati c form....In brief, the social 

significance of alternative institutions will reside in 

their ability ( or inability) to demonstrate, in their very 

form, that collectively— controlled, oemocratic 

organ izatiøns can ' work,' that they can accomplish the 

tasks heretofore done. by hierarchical, bureaucratic 

organization" ( Rothschild— Whitt, 1977:30-31). 

From the above theoretical background it should be 

apparent that these two types of structure should have 
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different effects on their member's feelings about the 

organ i z at ion. Specifically, the reasons that members 

express about why or how they are attracted to the 

different organizations would be expected to differ. 

The central problem to be explored in this thesis is 

twofold. Firstly, is structure related to cohesiveness and 

secondly, in what way is it related? An attempt is made to 

determine whether individuaLs conception of the lack of 

organizational structure would be related to individuals 

within a group being more cohesive for the group to 

function effectively. If there is Little formal structure 

then members might need to be more cohesive to ho.d the 

organization together. Also addressed is whether different 

amounts of structure, as defined by members, are related, 

on average, to different amounts of cohesiveness or 

attraction— to—group. Since the structure inherent in 

rational— bureaucratic organizations is deliberately done 

away with by members of coL lectivi st—democratic 

organizations could we expect to find that they might 

become mOre cohesive in some ways. 

As welt, evidence is sought that will test the use of 

cohesiveness as a multipLy based concept, one whose utility 

for theory development and practicaL applications can be 

improved by Looking at its separate parts. That is, 

measures of each aspect of attraction— to— group are 
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developed and then an overall cohesiveness score for each 

individual is calculated. These are analized in relation 

to the data collected to try to determine more about the 

nature of cohesiveness. 

Based on individuals' definitions of the nature of the 

o'rgan izat ions studied, i.e., the amount of structure 

utilized, various hypotheses are developed which suggest, 

in keeping with the desire to test the use of cohesiveness 

as a concept whose components might best be studied 

separateLy, that individuals' concepts of the amount of 

specific aspects of , structure witt affect specific 

components of attraction— to— group differently. That i's, a 

person who sees the executive exercise of authority as high 

may be attracted to the task oriented aspects of the 

organization and have little use for interpersonal 

attraction or friendship within the organization except in 

so far as , it leads to the accomplishment of the 

organization's goals. 

It is hoped that some light may be shed on the 

measurement of cohesiveness in this thesis. As well, it is 

expected that evidence will be produced which may be of 

v a I u e to imemoers of differently structured social action 

organizations. This evidence may help members of such 

organizations to increase organizational cohesion and 

effectiveness in the future. 
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£1 lEE 

1 iDQUUQQ 

The concept of cohesiveness has received a fairly large 

amount of attention in the literature over the past three 

decades. There was a long Lasting debate over 

approximately the first twenty years of the concet's 

history regarding the validity of the nominal definition 

and an appropriate means of operationalizing the concept. 

What follows is a brief history of the high points of the 

debate and an outline of those indicators of the concept 

that will be used in this study. 

The initial definition of cohesiveness proposed by 

Festinger, Sch achter and back ( 1950) was simply " the total 

field of forces which act on members to remain in the' 

group." This definition has been criticised for being too 

general. Gross and Martin ( 1952) for instance note that 

"it is highly improbable that an investigatbrcould ever 

defineadequately the multitudinous and heterogeneous field 

of forces as perceived consciously and unconsciously by all 

group members" ( 548). 

Frank ( 1957: 53-54) said that cohesiveness " is defined 

experimentally as the degree of the members' sense of 

belonging to a group or, more simply, as the attractiveness 

of a group for its members." Li bo ( 1953) defined 
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cohesiveness this way: " The term cohesivenss denotes the 

group's attractiveness for its members, the resuttant 

forces acting on all th,e members to remain members of the 

group. At the individual level, the resultant of forces 

acting on each member to remain in the group is termed 

attratcion—to—group" ( Libo,1953:2). Libo goes on to say 

that: " Since cohesiveness is defined in terms of forces 

acting on individuals, its status as a group concept 

depends on the operation, as yet not precisely determined, 

of converting individual attraction values to a total group 

cohesiveness value" ( Li boo 1952:3). In this paper 

cohesiveness as defined as by Festinger, Schachter and Back 

will be calLed into question. Although the Festinger 

et.al. definition has been generally accepted by 

researchers in the area of group behavior ( Eismari, 

1959:183) it is felt that the generality initially 

suggested by them has caused much of the confusion in 

measurement techniques that followed in the literature 

Eisrnan ( 1959) complained that it is " h-ardly legitimate for 

us to attempt to generalize functional relationships 

between cohesiveness and other variables, such as group 

productivity, uniformity of opinion, etc. when 

cohesiveness, in the various empirical studies from which 

indicators of these functional relationships come, is 

measured differently from one study to another" ( 186). 
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Albert ( 1953) has also noted the lack of specificity in 

Festinger, et.al's. definition. He points out that " the 

operational definition foltows from the conceptual 

definition,, and the more general and vague that is, the 

more probable are the questions of procedure and adequacy 

of operational definitions" ( 231-4). 

A quick review of some of the means used to measure 

cohesiveness will demonstrate the reasons for the above 

criticisms. Using Festinyer, et.al's,. initial definition, 

Back elaborated that cohesiveness is " the resultant forces 

which are acting on the members to stay in a group; in 

other 'words, cohesiveness is the attraction of membership 

in a group for its members" ( Back, 1951:9). He posited 

three different bases of cohesiveness: 1). attraction to 

members, 2) task performance, and 3). group prestige 

which he then manipulated in an attempt to determine how 

members of cohesive groups influence one another in an 

experimental condition. Hagstrom and Selvin also acceted 

the nominal definition of cohesiveness offered by Festiiger 

and his colleagues. They point out that "... the total 

field of forces 3cting on members to remain in the group 

cannot be directly measured. However, one of the 

advantages of the definition is that many easily measured 

group characteristics can be t a I e n as indicators of 

cohesiveness" ( Hastrorn & Selvin, 1965:31). They mentioned 
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a few of these indicators which include " the oegree to 

which members choose friends within the group, verbal 

expressions of satisfaction with the group, participation 

in group activities, willingness to remain in the group 

when alternatives exist, and consensus on values relevant 

to the group's activities" ( Haystrom & Selvin, 1965:31-32). 

Using factor analysis of nineteen possible indicators of 

cohesiveness they found two dimensions. In their study 

basea on questionnaires completed by members of twenty 

sororities, dormitories, boarding houses, and housing 

co—ops, tey found two socially oriented factors, social 

satisfaction, ie. the opportunity to eet and make friends 

and sociornetric cohesion, the degree to which memoers are 

attracted hy values internal to the group. Eisman ( 1959), 

in an effort to resolve the conflict 6ver measures of the 

concept of cohesiveness, used a sociometric index, direct 

rating of group attractiveness, reasons for belonging given 

by individual members, reasons for belonging given by a 

majority of members, and similarity of values ( 183). When 

Eisman correlated the various measures he had employed he 

found that none of the correlations were significant at the 

.05 level. He concludes that "... CcohesivenessJ may well 

be best measured not by one instrument but by a composite 

instrument that attempts to sample all the forcesi or at 

least the major ones" ( 187). Gross and Martin ( 1952) 
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suggest that we " EpJosit a continuum of attractiveness for 

members of a group with one end of the continuum ' very 

great attractiveness' and the other end slight or no 

attractiveness'; then it is the task of the investigator to 

pLace each member of the group at some point on the 

continuum—,,.. This provides an operational definition which 

is logica.tly compatiDle with the nominal definition; 

further, it allows the respondent to utilize his own frame 

of reference in determining how attractive the group is to 

him rather than imposing a highLy questionable single index 

developed a priori by the investigator" ( Gross and Martin, 

1952: 549). 

The Gross and Martin ( 1952) critique of Festinger, 

et.al.'s nominal definition brings out many important 

points related to the attempt to treat cohesiveness as a 

summation of the total field of forces acting on members to 

remain in the group. They point out that: " A unitary 

concept of cohesiveness is unacceptable because of the 

incorrect assumption that different aspects of cohesiveness 

are highly correlated" ( Gross & Martin, 1952: 546).. As 

well, they question the summative nature of the 

operationa&ization procedure. " If for some members of the 

group the forces are strong and for others weak, then the 

cohesiveness of the group is regarded asan average of the 

attractiveness of the group for its individual members" 
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(Gross & Martin, 1952: 552). 

This critique forms the basis for a test of the nature of 

cohesiveness in the data analysis and conclusions section 

of this thesis. For the present, however, the attractive 

forces which act on individuals will be explored and 

utilized in an attempt to explore the Gross and Martin 

criticisms . 

These examples may be sufficient to point out the nature 

of the probLem which will be addressed more fully as this 

section of the paper develops. It shouLd also be noted 

that the sizes of alt of the above groups varied, their 

purposes for existence ranged from experimental groups to 

existing social groups to members of a housing project. As 

well the experimental means of " inducing" cohesiveness 

varied in experimental qroups. As a result any attempts to 

generalize these findings must be viewed with some 

suspi cion. 

As has been noted it would be impossible to determine all 

of the specific conscious and unconscious motives of 

members to be attracted to a group, much less all of the 

different kinds of groups with their different purposes, 

goals, structures and cuLtures. • How any particular member 

of any particular group defined his or her reasons for 

being attracted to that group will almost certainly vary 

from person to person even within the same group. For 
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instance, as Gross and Martin point out: " It is clear that 

the same group may be highly attractive to its several 

members for, highLy diverse reasons. The group may have a 

positive valence for member A because he has friends in it; 

for member B because he receives in the group approbation 

from other members. for member C because he believes in the 

program of the group; for member D because he has no ptace 

to go on Wednesday evening ... " etc, ( 1952:547). However, 

there do seem to be three recurring general undertying 

oases for cohesiveness cited in the literature. These were 

first pointed out by Back ( 1951:9) who tells us that 

individuals may want to belong to  group because "they 

like the other members, because being a member of a group 

may be attractive in itself ( for example, it may be an 

honor to be Long to it), or because the group may mediate 

goals which are important for the members." These three 

oases of cohesiveness will be referred to here as 

interpersonal attraction, group prestige and task 

performance. 

Schachter ( 1952:554) in his comment on Gross and Martin's 

"On Group Cohesiveness" points out that the adequacy of 

such a definition of cohesiveness shou'd be judged in terms 

of the following question: " How convincing a case can be 

made that the major components of the force field 

[cohesiveness] have actually been identified and measured 
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and that the effects of all other components are either 

negligible or constant for all cases or effectively 

randomized among all cases?" Going through the literature 

in detail it is possible to. tie different studies to the 

three bases of cohesiveness outlined above and define them 

more fully in the process, as well as attempting to answer 

Schachter's, questions. 

At this point it should be recalled, that an attempt is 

being made to specify the aspects of cohesiveness that have 

been utilized in the past so that they may be used in 

further explorations of the nature of cohesiveness in the 

data analysis and conclusions sections of this thesis. 

CQLJQ C.XJ1 

The prestige that belonging to a group brings to an 

individual vis—a—vis the ' group's environment has not 

received much attention. Group prestige as an attractive 

force, again it should be noted, depends on the 

individuaV's attribution to it of oeing more prestigious 

than other kinds, of groups the individual may encounter in 

his or her environment. This attraction has been mentioned 

by Frank (.1957:60'): "A group in reLation to its social 

environment may exert attractive forces on its members, or 

the environment may exert restraining forces impeding 

members from jeaving it. The most common source of 
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attraction is the prestige and status that accrues from 

belonging to it." Frank notes prestige in relation to the 

expression of hostility to those Outside the group. 

"Attacks on those outside the group may als-o serve to 

increase the attractiveness of the group to its members as 

a source of prestige, as when an attack is based on the 

failure of the outsider to understand the value of this 

type of experience or to appreciate his own need for it" 

(1957:55). Back has justified group prestige as a basis of 

cohesion in this way. " If an individual enters a group 

because membership as such is attractive, we can expect 

that he wi I I be concerned about his behavior in order to 

stay in the favored position. His behavior toward the 

other group members will oe determined by his perception of 

them as parts of the environment in which he has to 

succeed. He shouLd adjust quickly to their attitude toward 

him; we should expects therefore, rapid aevelopment of 

complementary personal roles and a conscious effort to show 

good behavior" ( 1951:19-20). Back ( 1951) has attributed 

all status oriented activity within the group to the 

prestige group condition, which does not seem to follow 

from his method of inducing prestige oased cohesiveness in 

his study. The prestige group was told that it was an 

honor to be made a member of that group vis—a—vis the other 

groups formed for the experiment (1951:13). It would seem 

17 



that this would not be sufficient reason for dominance 

relations to develop. Yet 3ack tells us that: "... under 

the stress. of the group prestige situation, a conscious 

effort was made to let the partner have his say, 

particularLy by the memoer who felt in control of the 

situation" ( 21). 

Gross and Martin ( 1952), however, have noted that simply 

because members of a group value the prestige associated 

with belonging to it does not necessarily mean that it will 

be highly cohesive. " Thus, the members of the executive 

committee of the American Sociological Society may find 

membership in that committee4,..attractive because of the 

prestige CinvoLved3 but it does not follow that such a 

committee will cling together as a group" ( 552). As 

mentioned earlier, it is individual attributions or 

definitions of the situation that will determine which 

particular aspects of attraction to the group are valued by 

individual members and induce them to wish to remain a part 

of it. As Yalom says, "... we must keep in mind that group 

members are differentially attracted to their group" 

(1975:47). Schachter ( 1952: 553) makes the point that it 

is extremeLy difficult to define all of themultitudinous 

forces that attract one to a group, but that the important 

thing is to be reasonably sure that t.he major cornponen,ts 

are included in measures. 
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The question here seems to be one of; which measures are 

appropriat.e as measures of the group level concept 

cohesivenes,s; measures of individual's reasons for beingS 

attracted or, aspects of the group itself and interactions 

among its members? At this point, however, we are simply 

exploring the indicators that have been used in the past so 

that they may be used Later to attempt to answer this 

question and use them as dependent variables. 

Every researcher who has grappled with the concept of 

cohesiveness nas utilized interpersonal attraction in one 

guise or another as an indicator of it. This is no doubt 

because one would naturally assume that friends within the 

group would be a major attractive force. Back saw one of 

the important bases of cohesiveness as " individuals liking 

the other members" ( 1 951 : 9). Frank ( 1957) saw a major 

source of cohesiveness in therapeutic groups in " the fact 

that man is gregarious and can gain complete 

self-fulfillment onLy through harmonious interactions with 

his feLlows" ( 54). Yalom ( 1975), who has had the most to 

say about the value of interpersonal relations as a source 

of cohesiveness, says that: " Cohesiveness is both a 

determinant and effect of intermember acceptance: the 

members of a highly cohesive therapy group will respond to 
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one another; in this manner more frequently than will the 

members of a non— cohesive yroup. groups with members who 

show high mutual understanding and acceptance are by 

definition, cohesive" ( 47). He also notes that: " The 

intimacy developed in a group may be seen as a counter 

force in a " culture" which appears to be bent upon 

dehumanizing our human relationships" ( 55). 

P.&.cf.Qrwaoai 

The third factor or basis of cohesiveness proposed by 

t3ack is the task. sack here saw members who defined the 

situation as one in which the accompLishment of the task 

was the most important aspect found that: " there .should be 

less effort to establish a relationship with the other 

group members except insofar as it is necessary to perform 

the work successfully" ( 1951:19). We can see in this 

description of member characteristics an indication of what 

Gross and Martin ( 1952) had in mind when they noted that 

the indicators of cohesiveness used were not significantly 

correlated. Back notes that a major source of attraction 

is liking the other members but when the task is the major 

drawing card, members would not be interested in forming 

relationships except insofar as it is necessary to do the 

work. 

Most of the later literature related to cohesiveness 
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p  c  s the formation of status hierarchies and 

dominant— submissive relations in relation to the need for 

task efficiency. 

Shelly ( 1960) in his discussion of focused leadership and 

cohesiveness makes this point. " It. is clear from the 

literature that group members tend to identify the high 

participator ( sic) as the leader...as the person 

contributing the most to the solving of the group's 

problem..,anci as the person providing the most guidance or 

ideas.1,.it follows that the presence of a highly visible 

person, ie. a high participator, wilt be positively 

associated with the degree of agreement on the first 

task— status rank and with high cohesiveness" ( 210). 

Heinicke and Bales ( 1953) have suggested that the 

achievement of high stat-us consensus leads to a quicker and 

more efficient resolution of disputes and, consequently, 

permits more task— oriented behavior. The point is taken 

then that if the members attribute their attraction to the 

group as being largely motivated by a desire to achieve the 

group task as efficiently as possiole then a status 

hierarchy would most probaDly emerge. 

Yalom, citing R. Heslin and D. Dunply ( 1964) notes that 

"research with a wide variety of groups has demonstrated 

that satisfactory participation in the group task, 

regardless of its nature, is an important source of 
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satisfaction for the group membership" ( Yatom, 

1975:242)..and hence of attraction to the group. 

i,Lii QQ.9.it.iQU A- Lt Qi. iQUgIU 

IQ Ibg Qraa.aizali go 

One factor not dealt with in the literature shoutd be 

included as an integral aspect of cohesiveness. Individual 

status, prestige or recognition gained' as a resuLt of 

belonging to the group is another aspect of cohesion not 

dealt with under the heading,of group prestige.'However,, 

high status persons within a particu1ar group woutd no 

doubt see their status as attractive and, for them, a 

source of -cohesion. 

The only off— handed recognition that individual prestige 

or recognition gained within the group may be considered a 

basis of cohesiveness came in Gross and Martin's ( 1952) 

critique cited above. " The group may have a positive 

valence ... for member B because he receives in the group 

approbation from other members..." ( 547). 

Further, rank and fi'e members may see themselves as 

gaining recognition for their work both from other members 

and from persons outside of the group. For the present -we 

will assume that individual's rcoynit-ion or prestige 

received as a result of belonging to the group should be 

considered to be a major component of cohesiveness. This 
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assumption can be checked in a later data analysis chapter. 

The most probable reason that such a measure has not been 

included in previous, measures of group cohesiveness might 

be that individual recognition gained is not a group 

variable. That is, in research involving cohesiveness, it 

is typicatLy conceptualized as an aggregate variable for 

all of the members of the group. If, though, the nominal 

definition states that the " total field of forces" be 

included then forces acting on individual members that have 

nothing to do with the group level of analysis must aLso be 

included. As Libo ( 1953:3) has noted, the majority of 

research on cohesiveness has in reality dealt only with 

attraction— to— group in individuals. An individual's amount 

of recognition would not relate to a group characteristic 

but rather it would seem to he a variable that applies 

specifically to the individual. Given the nature of the 

problem and the method of data analysis, we may include it 

as a measure since is the individual's amount of 

cohesiveness or attraction— to— group that is at issue and 

not an aggregate group measure of the concept. 

2.6 •.UmWdLx 

Having distinguished the three broad bases of 

cohesiveness for group members most often cited in the 

literature, we can briefly sum up.. According to the 
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Literature review, individuals appear to be attracted to 

groups in three general ways: attraction to the other 

members, the prestige of the organization in relation to 

others in the environment and the satisfaction obtained 

from engaging in the group task. Again it should be 

stressed that individuals are attracted to groups for 

different reasons and it is obvious that these three broad 

categories will not cover all of the individuals' reasons 

for being attracted to the groups to which they belong. 

This may help to answer the first part of Schachter's 

question relating to the major components of cohesiveness. 

The rest of his questions will be better dealt with in the 

reliability and validity sections of this paper. It is, 

however, still to be shown that recognition gained as a 

result of he longing to the group should be considered to be 

a component of group cohesiveness. The general point being 

made here is that there are different kinds of 

attraction— to—group oased on individual's needs, motives, 

desires and on how they define the situations in which they 

find themselves. These three general categories, however, 

seem to cover the gamut of reasons most often cited in the 

literature related to cohesiveness. 

These three categories, or aspects of cohesiveness, have 

most often been used by researchers when they attempted to 

operationalize the concept in the past. Along with 
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individual recognition gained as a result of belonging to 

the organization they will be used in this study as 

indicators of attraction— to— group which, can be combined to 

form an overall cohesiveness score for each individual. 

Although many researchers have accepted these aspects of 

attraction--to—group as components of cohesiveness we are 

still left with doubts about the nature of the nominal 

definition, The important point is to realize the 

constantly shifting and heterogeneous inoivi dual reasons 

for seeing groups as attractive,. These may not be the same 

from group to group or from individual to individual within 

a partic'uar group. This fact leads us to question the 

generalizab.ility of the concept. When cohesiveness can 

mean one thing in one group and another in a different 

group how can the results of one study be applied to 

others? 

For the purpose of exploring the nature of cohesiveness 

our use of it in this paper will not treat it as a unitary 

concept but as a global variable whose constituent parts 

may be seen to vary depending on social context for each 

individual,. This view is consistent with Gross and 

Martin's ( 1952) critique and use of a continuum on which 

individuals, are placed; Libo's ( 1953) attraction— to— group; 

Schachter's requirement that the major components be 

included and with the requirements of content validity; and 
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with Hagstrom and Selvin's ( 1965) notation that many easily 

measured group characteristics can be taken as indicators 

of cohesiveness. The actual continuum used wilt be 

discussed more full'>' in Chapters Four and Five. 

In ctosin, however, some concern needs to be expressed 

about treating a group variable as the sum of its 

individual parts. As Gross and Martin put it: " In short, 

the conception of " attractiveness" or total field of forces 

results in an emphasis on individual perceptions and 

minimizes the importance of the relational bonds between 

and among group members" ( Gross & Martin, 1952:552). This 

treatment of the subject implies tha.t cohesiveness is more 

than the sum of its individual parts and that the correct 

operationalization of the concept should be at a different 

level of measurement. That is, rather than taking 

individual attraction scores ana averaging them, perhaps a 

measure that focuses on the group as a whole would be more 

appropriate. These are questions that will be dealt with 

based on the results of the data analysis. We turn now to 

an examination of the independent variable. 
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&i .Q1QthLUQ 

"One of the most omnioresent entities of modern society 

is now the organization. In stark terms we live in a world 

of organizations. They are pervasive in both our personat 

and professional lives. They are instruments for goal 

accomplishment; they are theaters for acting out roles; 

they are cultural systems witfl often idiosyncratic values 

and world views they are political arenas where people 

exert influence and are targets of influence; and they are 

setf-susta ining organisms that can be treated as Living 

systems. ... F or these reasons, among many others, 

organizations require study" ( Sims, Gioia & Associates.-

198 6: 7) 

Scott ( 1975:1) pointed out that the " emergence of 

organizations as a distinctive field of sociological 

investigation may be dated from the translations into 

English of Weber's ( 1946, 1947) .... statements on 

bureaucracy..." He also discusses the major trends of 

organizational sociologists from the period 1950 to the 

present. The first trend viewed structure as an 

independent variable where " researchers took the structural 

features of orjanizations as given and proceeded to explore 
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their impLications for the behavior of participants" 

(Scott, 1975:2). The second trend was the shift from 

closed to open system models of organizations. When the 

structure itself is viewed as something to be exp Lai ned at 

least in part by the operation of external forces and as 

not completely under the control of system participants 

then the underlying image is that of the open system" 

(Scott, 1975:2). The second trend which relied on 

individual case studies has given way to a third. This is 

a survey approach in which data are colLected on a number 

of organizations ( Scott.- 1975). This paper utilizes a blend 

of the first and third trends. That is, a questionnaire 

format is utiLized to cover a large number of organizations 

whose structural characteristics are seen as partial 

"determinants" of individual's attraction— to-- group or 

cohesiveness scores. 

We turn now to a typology of ideal typical endpoints on a 

continuum of organizational structure, the independent 

variable. RothschiLd — Whitt's typology was chosen as she 

has explored in her numerous works the 

cotlectiviat—democratic organization, organizations with 

very little formal structure. Her study was the first to 

explore this relatively new and expanding ( Gardner, 1976) 

form of organizationaL" structure from a sociological 

perspective. What follows is an exploration of those 
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structural characteristics of rational— bureaucratic and 

cotlectivist—democratic organizations that are appropriate 

to volunteer social action organizations and an analysis of 

how cohesiveness seems to be built into some of her 

structural characteristics, especially as they relate to 

col lectivi st—democratic organizations. 

During the 1970's there ws a Large increase in the 

number of what have commonly come to be referred to as 

alternative institutions or organizations. Gardner (1976) 

developed a directory of some 5,000 alternative 

organizations in the United States which does not claim to 

be exhaustive. Many of these alternative organizations 

exist as businesses which fulfill social needs for 

education, food, medical aid, legal aid, etc. There are 

also social action organizations, that tend toward an 

alternative organizational structure, whose main purpose is 

to bring ab.out social change through consciousness raising 

and public eaucation. Some of these organizations tend to 

operate without recourse to bureaucratic structure. Many 

of these organizations are based on substantive rationality 

rather than formal rationality. ( Lindenfeld & 

Rothschild— Whitt, 1982: 28). That is, while the Weberian 

model of bureaucracy places an overriding emphasis on 

instrumental activity and procedural regularity, 

alternative organizations place a higher value on 
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substantive goats and values, what Weber called substantive 

or value- rat ionality. 

Rothschitd-Whitt ( 1979) has developed an " ideal" model of 

"collectivist- democratic" organizations which she has 

compared to the 'Jeberian " ideal" rational- bureaucracy. She 

developed this typology. based on responses to survey 

research that she conducted in the process of obtaining her 

PhD ( Rothscnjld-Whjtt, 1977). What follows is a 

condensation of her analysis of the components that 

distinguish. rational-bureaucratic from 

collectivist- democratic organizations. It should be 

realized th,at what follows is her conception, based on the 

results of her research, of those components. She posits 

eight characteristics by which these two ideal types of 

organizations may be distinguished. 

To handle tne numerous hybrids that people in 

organizations adopt to deal with their particlar 

circumstances, Rothschild-Whitt posits a range of 

organizational forms, using the two " ideal" types as 

endpoints on a scale of organizational " structure." " Once 

the parameters of ttie organizational field have oeen 

defined, concrete cases can be put into broader 

perspective. Professional organizations, for example, 

while considerably more horizontal than the strictly 

hierarchical bureaucracy are stilt far more hierarchical 
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than the collectivist—democ.ratic organization. Thus we may 

conceive of the range of organizationat possibilities 

illustrated [ below]" ( Rothschild— Whitt, 1982:46). 

I   I I   I  I—-------

collectivist— complex horiontaI hierarchical 

democratic self—managed bureaucracy bureaucracy 

(direct) ( representative 

democracy) 

This is consistent with the approach to be taken in the 

measurement of amount of organizational structure in this 

thesis at least in the discussion phase. The term 

"organizational structure" is being used in a summative 

manner. That is, the term will be used as a shorthand to 

refer to a larger col'ection of variables. This larger 

collection will refer to such concepts as centralization, 

formalization, etc. While the actual research will require 

the treatment of these structural variables individually 

(Brief & Downey: 1986), the discussion here is not so 

constrained. Following the results of Rothschild—Whitt's 

study, those characteristics which are 

study will be dealt with in turn.. 
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Conceptual ly the major difference between the two 

organizational structures is found in the basis of 

authority. Rothschitd-Whitts use of " authority" 

corresponds closely to "centralization" used in the 

sociological study, of organizations. " Centralization is 

the degree to which power is concentrated in a social 

system" ( Price, 1972:43). Price goes on to say that the 

following topics contain 

centralization: 

information pertinent to 

power strati fi cat ion, 

authority, participative management, 

supervision, monocratic-democratic 

unilateral- bilateral decision-making. 

The collectivist-democratic 

hierarchy of 

close general 

authority , and 

organization rejects 

rational- bureaucratic justifications for authority. In the 

ideal coltectivist-democratic organization authority does 

not reside with the individual, whether on the basis of 

incumbency in office or expertise, bit in the coLlectivity 

as a whole.. - 

This idea stems from the anarch.ist ideal of " no 

authority". It is premised on the belief that social order 

can be achieved without recourse to authority relations 

(Guerin, 197C). However, if authority relations are to be 

abolished and with therd hierarchy, it could be argued, 
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organizations would no longer exist. An organization can 

not be comprised of a collection of autonomous wills each 

pursuing its own personal ends. Some decisions must be 

binding on the group as a whole. 

Those decisions that become binding or authoritative come 

about as a result of a consensus process in which all 

members, in the ideal case, have the right to fulL and 

equal, participation. This democratic ideal, however, 

differs significantly from conceptions of " democratic 

bureaucracy" ( Lipset, et al., 1962) and " representative 

democracy" (Gouldner, 1954). In its directly democratic 

form, it does not subscribe to the established rules of 

order and protocol. It does not take formal motions and 

amendments,, it does not usually take votes, majorities do 

not rule, and there is no two party system. Instead, 

members' collectively come to a consensus on major policy 

issues. Only decisions which appear to carry the 

consensual validation of the group as a whole carry the 

weight of moral authority. By organizations without 

authority, Rothschild- Whitt 

sübordinate- superordinate 

means the absense of 

relations ( Rothschild- Whitt, 

1977:17). These organizations are Qj1 J.i,x controlled 

by their members hence the name coLlectivist or 

cot 1ectivist-democratic organization. 

Rothschitd-Whitt has noted that since this is an " ideal" 
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model there are not lkeIy to be any examples that fit 

perfectly,. There are numerous practical constraints such 

as the time required to come to a consensus, important 

decisions that must be made quickly when other members can 

not be reached, etc., that tend to keep the ideal from 

being attained. The same is true of course for the " ideal" 

rational bureaucracy. 

For example, in all of the cotlectivist—democratic 

organizations observed over a period of two years, it 

became obvious that although there were no individuals who 

were given " authority" some members in each group tended to 

be high participants who would correspond closely to 

persons with authority 

organizations. This 

in rational— bureaucratic 

observation is consistent with 

Shelly's ( 1960) point about the formation of status 

hierarchies. These high participants, who tended to be 

more committed to the cause, had much more influence on the 

direction that the group took in relation to issues, the 

kinds of issues dealt with, etc. That is, they tend to 

have more prestige anci influence within the group than 

other members. Rothschild— Whitt has noted this tendency in 

collectivist—democratic organizations. 

influence persist in the most 

"Inequalities in 

egalitarian of 

,organ izations....precisely because authority resides in the 

collectivity as a unit, the exercise of influence depends 
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Less on positional opportunities and more on personal 

attributes of the individual" ( Rot h,schild—Whjtt, 1979: 

524). Mansbridge ( 1973) also notes probLems associated 

with "participatory democracies". These are the greater 

length of time involved in decision making, the greater 

emotional intensity of the interaction, and the persistence 

of ingrained inequalities of influence. 

According to Rothschild—Whitt's typology of the " ideal" 

coltectivist democratic organization, prestige gained as a 

result of belonging to the organization, ie. as a result 

of one's formal position or informal status conferred by 

the members of the organization would be considered an 

aspect of organizational structure ( social stratification, 

authority),, however, since it ,jill also be considered to be 

a major component of group cohesiveness, it was decided to 

Leave it as a component of the dependent variable and not 

include it in the measure of the independent variabte as 

this would create a tautology. 

It can be argued that Rothschild-4hitt has included in 

her typology variables that, in so tar as this research 

question is involved, are tautologous with the expected 

benefits that accrue from colt ectivist—dernocrat ic 

organizational structure. " Given the nature of 

organizations as socially constructed entities, and the 

nature of individuals as socially immersed and influenced, 
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the lines defining what is an individual phenomenon and 

what is an organizational phenomenon are very blurred 

indeed" ( Sims & Gioia, 1986:7). Although in any 

theoretical discussion of the differences between 

rational— bureaucratic and collectivist— democratic- 

organizations it would be difficult to separate out the 

hazy middle ground where organizational structure and the 

social psychological effects of structure intermingle, it 

oecomes necessary for the purposes of this paper. That is, 

the nature of the research question demands it. 

Equality of status, or the lack of prestige gained within 

the organization, it will be argued shortty, may be 

impossible to achieve. This point aside, however, the 

question is: To what extent is prestige gained within the 

organization a structural characteristic ( as defined in 

Rothschild—Whitt's typoloy), ie. of social stratification 

and to what extent a characterist ic of the dependent 

variabLe, cohesiveness? In " ideaV" rational— bureaucratic 

organizations prestige is typically partialed out in the 

form of bigger offices, deference based on position within 

the organizational structure, etc. While in the ideal 

cotlectivist—democratic organization, and most of the 

voluntary organizations studied, such material benefits are 

lacking, prestige associated with position or associated 

with " informaL" leadership may still be present. This kind 
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of prestige is not typically distributed by the 

organization in voluntary settings and is better left to 

the dependent variable. 

1.3 auiaq 

Roths chi ld—Whitt's use of " rules" corresponds closely to 

the concept of " formalization" used in the study of 

organizations. " Formalization is the degree to which the 

norms of a social system are explicit" ( Price, 1972:107). 

Rothschild— Whitt telLs us that colLectivist organizations 

also challenge the bureaucratic conception that 

organizations should be bound by a formally established, 

written system of rules and regulations.. Instead, they 

seek to minimize rule use. Here again, just as 

bureaucratic organizations cannot anticipate and 

circumscribe potential behavior in the organization, 

cotlectivist organizations cannot reach the theoretical 

limit of zero rules. 

1n place of the fixed and universai.istic rule use which 

is the trade mark of ideal typical bureaucracy, operations 

and decisions in colLectivit organizations tend to be 

conducted in an ad hoc manner. Decisions generally are 

settled as the case arises and are suited to the 

peculiarities of the individual case. No written manual of 

37 



rules and procedures exists in most collectives, though 

norms of participation clearly obtain. 

LL Ott  

"Collectivist organizations generally refuse to 

Legitimate the use of centralized authority or standardized 

rules to achieve social control.. - Iristead,'they re&,y on 

personalistic and moralistic appeals to provide the primary 

means of cntro1" ( Rothschild—Whitt, 1979:513). Compliance 

tends to be chiefly formative with one person asking 

another to dc something for them personally. 

The more homogeneous the group, the more such appeals can 

hold sway ( Emerson, 1954). Thus, where personal and moral 

appeals are the chief means of social control, it is 

important, perhaps necessary, that the group select members 

who share their basic values and world view. 

Perrow ( 1976) examined three types of social control 

mechanisms in bureaucracies: direct supervision, 

standardized rules, and selection for homogeneity. Ideal 

typical aLternative organizations reject the first and 

second of these but accept the third, the most subtle and 

indirect of all, selection for homogereity. " Where people 

are expected to participate in major decisions, and this 

means in a collective and high level managers in a 

bureaucracy, consensus is crucial and people who are likely 

38 



to chaltenye basic 

(Roth schild—whitt, 1979:514).. 

assumptions are avoided" 

There are numerous examples in decision making theory and 

literature that challenge this postulate of 

Rothschild—.4hitt's. There is a large body of literature 

related to decision making theory that is not at issue 

here. However, a few basics will be pointed out that 

relate to Rothschild—Whjtt's postulate. Probably the most 

relevant researcher in this respect is Janis who notes that 

when divergent opinions are not heard and when members are 

very sirnitar, the quality of the decisions produced are 

often not the best possible ones. In his Vj.GtjMia Qi 

rQuQjDk (1972) he points out that the group's capacity 

and willingness to deal with a particular problem may be 

constrained by cohesion and conformity tendencies. Zajonc 

(1966) found similar constraints in his study of group 

problem solving. bales ( 1953) has shown that in small 

problem solving groups, interpersonal tensions mount as the 

decision process moves from orientation to evaluation to 

control, meaning that some tension over decisions tends to 

develop in groups. 

Here again Rothschild-4hitt's description of structural 

characteristics tends 

variable 

to overlap with the dependent 

in this study. In her discussion of social 

control, selection for homogeneity was felt to be the liost 
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common means used in collectivist— democratic organizations. 

Here, similarity of basic vdlues and world views was deemed 

to be important and pernaps necessary ( RothschlLd—Whitt, 

19S2:29). This as was noted above is one of the 

characteristics usually associated with cohesiveness, ie. 

a characteristic found regularly in cohesive groups. 

.. .CGJroups with members who show high mutual 

understanding and acceptance are, by definition, cohesive" 

(Yalom, 1975:47). This characteristic of structure, it is 

felt, must oe left out of the measures of organizational 

structure as it is involved in the measurement of 

cohesiveness. 

As has oeen noted' many aspects of organizational 

structure are closely related to others in this typology. 

Rule use as a means of social control corresponds closely 

to rule use discussed in the previous section. We are left 

then with some aspects of social control in the measure of 

organizational structure. These aspects, however, are not 

tied to trie dependent variable and may be left in the 

scale, although they will not be referred to as a specific 

variable. 

Although Rothschild— Whitt has noted selection for 

homogeneity as another mechanism that would tend to ensure 

that members like one another and share similar views, and 

the major mechanism of achieving social control, in the 
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social action organizations studied the organizati3ns's 

members do not have as complete control over who joins. 

The object is rather to incorporate as many people as 

possible to help with the tasks of public " education". 

Often, the. people attracted to the group have different 

concepts of the nature of the problem and ways of dealing 

with it. It should be noted, however, that there wilt be 

initial similarities of viewpoint as relates to the issue 

around which the organization is developed. 

It has been my experience that when new organizations are 

starting up, an effort is made to bring together people 

with similar opinions on an issue. For example, in one of 

the organizations studied, I attended the initial formative 

meetings and was privy to some of the background work 

involved. The initiator, as part of her social work 

practicum was to set up a group that would act to educate 

the public about a particular social issue. She contacted 

a number of " activists" with similar views and different 

skills that would be of benefit to the organization. In 

this sense there was selection for homogeneity. There 

were, however, varied viewpoints initiaL Lyo some so varied 

as to threaten the viability of the group and especially 

the ability, to come to a consensus.. It might be postuiated 

then that commitment to a cause may draw people with 

different viewpoints and approaches to a problem together. 
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Then it wiU be attraction to the group and other members 

that wilt, eventually increase similarity of member 

opinions, however, it is beyond the scope of the present 

study to investigate this possibility. 

;.i aQlidi 1iQQ 

"Impersonal social relations are key features of the 

[ideal typicalJ bureaucratic model. Personal emotions are 

to be prevented from distorting rational judgements. 

Relationships between people are to be role— based., 

segmental, and instrumental. Collectivist organizations, 

on the other hand, strive toward the ideal of community. 

Relationships are to be holistic, affective, and of value 

in themselves" ( Rothschild— Whitt, 1982:30). 

Once again Rothschild—Whitt's typology includes a 

structural characteristic of the organization that is also 

a very obvious indicator of the dependent variable. Soo-, 

again, the benefit of higher cohesiveness that is 

a tt ri buted to a collectivist— democratic organizational 

structure may be seen as tautologous. When indicators of 

the indepenoent variable are also indicators of the 

dependent variable we are looking at two sides of the same 

coin. At any rate, as far as this study is concerned, to 

include such a measure in the independent variable would 

certainly provide invalid results. 
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"In the ideal— typical bureaucracyp the dimensions of 

Soc i a I st ratification are consistent with one another. 

Specifically, social prestige and material privilege are 

commensurate with one's rank and the latter is the basis of 

authority in the organization. Thus, a hierarchical 

arrangement of offices implies an isomorphic distribution 

of priviLege and prestige" ( Rotheschil—Whitt, 1982:33-34). 

"In contrast, egalitarianism is a central feature of the 

cotlectivist—democratic organization. Large differences in 

social prestige or privilege, even where they are 

commensurate with level of skill or authority in 

bureaucracyp would violate this sense of equaUty" 

(Rothschild— Whitt, 1982:34). This study is limited to 

volunteer organizations so the issue of pay is not 

involved, however, prestige is still an issue. 

Collectivist organizations try in a variety of ways to 

indicate that they are a band of peers. "Through dress, 

informal relations, task sharing, job rotation and the 

colLective decision making process, collectives convey an 

equality of status if not influence" ( Rothschild— Whitt, 

1982:34). 

Another of the practical constraints that appear to keep 

the cotlectivist oryanizaton from reaching the " ideal" in 
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terms of equality has been pointed out by Festinger ( 1954). 

He has shown that people differentiate themselves from 

others in their environment oy comparing their abilities to 

those others and thereby form informai status hierarchies. 

"There exists in the human organism, a drive to evaluate 

his opinions and abilities".,.[andJ .. . to the extent that 

objective, non—social means are not available, people 

evaluate their opinions and abilities by comparison 

respectively with the opinions and abilities of others" 

(Festinger, 1954: 117-118). As well, Mansbridge ( 1977) 

points out that: " Because all societies have norms--rules 

regarding what is and is not valued-- some inequalities of 

status always remain" ( see Ralph Dahrendorf, " On the Origin 

of Social Inequality" in Peter Laslett and W.G. Runcirnan, 

eds., jQQJ 2nd series ( Oxford: 

Blackwell 1969). These informal status hierarchies, which 

appear to be an inherent part of human nature may be 

beneficial. The work by Shelly ( 1960) and Heinicke and 

Bales ( 1953) that relate high status consensus to high 

cohesiveness show that status hierarchies are beneficial to 

groups. 

As was noted above under the authority section, prestige 

is another aspect of the dependent variable and hence 

social stratification is also so closely tied to the 
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dependent variable that it can not be included as an 

indicator of the independent variable. 

3.Z 1±111Q 

A complex network of differentiated, segmental rDles 

marks any bureaucracy. Differentiation corresponds closely 

to " complexity" in many sociological studies of 

organizational structure. " Complexity is the degree of 

structural differentiation within a social system.. A 

highly- complex organization, for example, is characterized 

by many levels of authority, a large number of occupational 

roles and many suounits..." ( Price, 1972:70). 

Rothschild— Whitt teLls us that where the rules of 

scientific management hold sways the division of labor is 

maximized; jobs are subdivided as far as possible. 

Specialized jobs require technica' expertise. Thus, 

bureaucracy ushers in the ideal of the specialist— expert. 

In contrast, differentiation is minimized in the 

coltectivist organization. Work roles are purposefully 

kept as jeneral and holistic as possible. They aim to 

eliminate the division of labor that separates intellectual 

workers from manual workers, administrative tasks from 

performance tasks. Three means are commonly utilized 

toward this end: job rotation, teamwork or task sharing, 
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and the diffusion or demystification of speciatized 

knowledge through internal education. 

First, in this discussion of Rothschild-Whitt's 

differences between rational-bureaucratic and 

coUectivis.t-dernocratic organizations, it has been pointed 

out that three of Rothschild-Whitt's structural 

characteristics, social relations, social stratification 

and social control may not be validly used in this study, 

as measures; of oranizational structure. They may in fact, 

when viewed oojectively, be more closely associated with 

what Rothschild-Whitt sees as some of the benefits of a 

collectivis.t-dernocratic organization making portions of her 

typology' tautologous at least for the research question 

being investi.,ated here. 

The three aspects of organizationa.•t structure that are 

left which may be validly used in this study are authority, 

rules, differentiation and some aspects of social control 

which are already included in rule use, decision making and 

authority. These, as was pointed out above, being close'y 

related to the concepts of centralization, formalization 

and complexity, respectively, are the commonly used terms 

in the socioloical study of organizations. These further 

definitions have been included so that the measures of 
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organizational structure used here may be validated later. 

Looking closely at the various aspects of organizational 

structure b:einj used here w e can see that they are closely 

interrelated. Differentiation of jobs within the 

organization appears to be closely related to authority. 

The existence of specialized jobs may be seen to include 

executive positions. We would assume, in the more 

structured organizations, that ui f ferent i at ion and 

authority relations would also be associated with increased 

power to make decisions unilaterally. It is necessary to 

question the validity of a total scale of organizational 

structure which adds together such closely r eta ted 

variables. Brief and Downey ( 1968) note that we must treat 

such structural varia11es as formality and complexity 

separately in doing research. So, we will not then be able 

to determine each organization's individual position on a 

total scale of organizational structure. It would be more 

appropriate to determine individual effects of each aspect 

of organizational structure while holding the others 

constant. This should allow for a more interesting and 

informative interpretation of the results of the data 

analysis section of this paper.. 

We are forced to consider also at this point whether 

perhaps Rothschild—Whitt.. in her study of 

cotlectivist —democratic organizations, has not confused the 
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results of lowered structure, which we might assume, 

necessitates or encourages the growth of some aspects of 

cohesiveness when found I with certain structural 

characteristics.. That is, organizations in which people 

must deal with one another, on a face to face basis, engage 

in a consensus oriented method of decision making and 

rotate jobs, thereoy having more contact with one another, 

would ten.d to develop more socio—emotional cohesiveness. 

Organizations relying on authority relations, rules and 

differentiation to accomplish tasks would not develop as 

much socio—ernotional cohesiveness. However, organizations 

using this type of structure might develop different types 

of cohesiveness. In her study she found characteristics 

normally associated with cohesive groups which may be the 

results of - Less structure rather than actual structural 

characteristics. Removing these aspects from the measure 

of organizational structure leaves only three 

characteristics with which to indicate individual 

organizations' positions on a continuum of structure; 

authority, rules and differentiation. 

This could be interpreted to mean that there is no issue 

here. That is, the lack of organizational structure would 

obviously necessitate stronger group cohesiveness or the 

group would not exist at all. This, however, is still a 

hypothesis about which we need to gather evidence. Indeed, 
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it may be construed to be the major question being 

addressed in this paper. 

The next chapter brings together the independent and 

dependent variables in liynt of the discussion in this 

chapter. Relationships that are expected to ce found and 

hypotheses will be outlined in detail. 
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The following section is an outline of relationships that 

are expected to occur between the different aspects of 

org an i z at ion a I structure , and the kinds of 

attraction—to—group that members rate highly when fitting 

out the questionnaire used in this study. According to 

Rothschild—Whitt's characterization of the differences 

between " ideal" rational—bureaucratic and 

collectivist— democratic ' organizations and Weber's 

description of bureaucracies we would be led to believe a 

number of things about the kinds of relations among 

members. That is, it is contended that the social context 

may be used to provide insight into individual's 

interpretations of their situations. It is felt that the 

differences in organizational structure will be associated 

with the kinds' and amounts of cohesiveness that members 

score most highly on in the research questionnaire. It is 

expected that these differences will occur even after those 

aspects of organizational structure in Rothschild—Whitt's 

typo.logy that were so closely tied to cohesiveness have 

been removed from the continuum. 

At this point it is necessary to break organizational 
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structure, which has been used in a surnmative sense, back 

into its. individual components. Reference will 

occasionally be made to Chapter, Five in which factor 

analysis was carried out on the individual aspects of 

organizational structure and the components of 

cohesiveness. These results have made some modifications 

to ' certain aspects of RothSchi.ld-Whitt's typology 

necessary. 

Also, numerous variables were included in the 

questionnaire that may •have an effect on 

attraction- to-group or cohesiveness. These variables which 

include both structural and individual characteristics such 

as number of members usually attending meetings, amount of 

individual participation, age, sex and emp'oyment status of 

the respondent will be included as control variables so as 

not to confound the explored relationships. This may be 

achieved by including them as independent variables in a 

multiple regression analysis. This method , of control has 

the added benefit o,f allowing us to interpret the relative 

strength of the relationship of each control variable on 

the dependent variable. 
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Based on the results of an initial factor analysis 

described in Chapter Six, Rothschild—Whittts category of 

authority has been divided into two components; an 

executive component which relates to the existence of 

executive positions and the amount of control it exercises 

and a component related to the type of decision making 

authority used within the organization. We will treat 

these two factors included in authority relations as 

seperate entities in the data analysis. So, we must 

develop hypotheses for each aspect of structure, namely, 

executive e.xerci Se of authority, deci sion making, rule use 

and differentiation. 

The results of the factor analysis. for socio—emotional 

cohesion or attraction also revealed two factors. One 

Loaded heavily on the social, friendship aspects such as 

interacting with the other members inside and outside of 

meetings often and having a high number of close friends 

within the organization. The other items loaded on the 

more goal oriented factor of socio—emotional cohesion. 

Persons loading heavily on this factor were willing to help 

others in the organization with problems and tasks both 

inside and outside of the organization, would still 
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consider other members to be friends even if they had 

differences of opinion, enjoyed meeting with the others and 

would try to talk them out of Leaving the organization. 

For the present we will ignore the problem of whether the 

individual attraction— to— group variaoles may legitimately 

be considered to be indicators of the group variable 

cohesiveness and refer to them as individual aspects of 

cohes ivenes.s 

In doing the data analysis each aspect of socio—emoti3nat 

cohesiveness will be treated separately; so hypotheses 

regarding each aspect will be developed. For this purpose 

the friendship aspect of socio—emotiorial cohesion wiLl be 

called social cohesion and the goal oriented will be cat Jed 

goal cohesion. 

QhiQD 

We would expect that in less structured organizations 

social cotesion would be more pronounced than in more 

structured organizations. 

In the 4 idea1" collectivist— democratic organization the 

right to full and equal participation by all members of 

col.lectivist—democratic organizations should have an effect 

on members' relations. Where structure is 1ow members 

must interact more on issues on a face to face basis in 

forming decisions, deciding how to resolve issues rather 

53 



than relying onset rules and interacting with one another 

to teach each other various duties where there is litt&e or 

no differentiation. Because all members will be dealing 

with one another on a face to face basis ( in an ideat 

typical organization of this type) in the decision making 

process we would expect that members would get to know one 

another better. As was noted in the cohesiveness section, 

(Festinger, et. al. 1950: 73): "... EP]eoples' 

aspirations and goal setting behavior are strongly 

influenced by information they possess about how others 

behave and their relationship to these others." So, 

members of. collectivist — democratic organizations should 

tend to be more similar in their views, amount of 

commitment to organizational goals, etc. As well, Sahurai 

(1975) has su ggested that conformity occurs primarily where 

there is attraction. 

The last major contributing factor that should increase 

the amount of attraction among membrs is the consensus 

method of decision making used in cotlectivist—democratic 

organizations. 

"SimpLy stated, consensus is different from other 

kinds of decision making oecuse it stresses the 

cooper.ative development of a decision with group 

members working together rather tnan competing 

against each other. The goat of consensus is a 
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decision that is consented to by all, group 

members. Of course, full consent does not mean 

that everyone must oe completely satisfied with 

the final outcome-- in fact, total satisfaction is 

rare. The decision must be acceptable enough, 

however, that all will agree to support the group 

in choosing it. ...[ ljhe emphasis in practicing 

consensus is on listening to everyone's ideas and 

taking all concerns into consideration in an 

attempt to find the most universally acceptable 

decision possible at a particular time" ( Avery, 

et.al. 1981:1-2). 

Since members are working together, rather than in 

competition with one another and since everyone's ideas are 

listened to and their concerns taken into account in the 

ideal typical collectivist— democratic organization, mernoers 

come to understand each other and individual memoer's 

motives better than in more structured organizations which 

are rule oriented, segmentaL and decisions are made by 

those with authority. 

So it will be hypothesized that: There w  II be an 

inverse reLationship between social cohesion and: 

a) decision making. 

b) centralized executive authority. 
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c) rule use. 

d) differenti at ion. 

QLL . Qb1QU 

Much the same rationale exists for goal cohesion as for 

social cohesion. So it wilt be hypothesized that: There 

wilt be an inverse relationship between goat cohesion and: 

a) decision making. 

b) centralized executive authority. 

c) rule use. 

d) differentiation. 

A.3 Ell tjQ11 £.00 .i Qit.ii 
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It is expected that there will be di fferences in amount 

of attraction to the task among members within a particular 

organization. It is also expected that, since these are 

votunteer organizations members who are willing to commit 

their time and energy to the organization will be motivated 

to achieve the organization's goals. And hence, task 

oriented cohesiveness should be fairly high for all groups.. 

For instance, during the participant observation stage of 

the research one person said: " I think that people working 

in our organization must be really internally motivated to 

work [ toward our goaLs] because they can be working their 
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tails off and yet no recognition for it." However, in more 

structured organizations those factors pointed out in 

Chapter Two under the task oriented cohesiveness section 

should allow for more task oriented behavior ana also more 

attraction. As will be recalled various researchers have 

found that certain structural characteristics lead to task 

efficiency. We might assume that where tasks are completed 

more efficiently members would be more attracted to them. 

Gamson ( 1980) found that both bureaucracy and 

centralization lead to success, although centralization is 

important only for goal achievement, not recognition. We 

might wonder whether success in goal achievement might not 

increase members perceptions of task oriented cohesiveness. 

It may also be that informal leaders in less structured 

organizations and informal status hierarchies develop, 

permitting more task— oriented behavior,. 

However, it will still be hypothesized that: There will 

oe a positive relationship between task cohesion and: 

a) decision making. 

b) centr&tized executive authority. 

c) rule use. 

d) differentiation. 
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It is expected that more structured organizations wi&l be 

perceived by their members to be more prestigious than 

other simikar kinds of organizations in their environment. 

There are a number of factors that impact on this aspect of 

cohesiveness and its relation to organizational structure 

Members of more cot lectivist—dernoc rat ic types of 

organizations typically seem to see their organizations not 

as competing for prestige but as working towards the types 

of goats held in common with other coLlectivist—democratic 

organizations. 

Similarly, members of more structured organizations, 

where hierarchy is a taken for granted component of 

structure and prestige seems to be more important to them, 

would be expected to judge their organizations as more 

prestigious. " Staw (1975) demonstrated that group members 

create visions of reality consistent with their notions of 

how they think groups operate" ( Sims& Goia, 1986:166).. 

It is then hypothesized that increased levels of the 

components of organizational structure will interact 

positively with organizational prestige based cohesiveness. 

So it is hypothesized that: There will be a positive 

rela )tionship between organizational prestige based cohesion 
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and: 

a) decision making. 

b) centralized executive authority. 

c) rule use. 

d) differentiation. 
( 
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Much the same rationale exists for individual recognition 

as for organizational prestige.. The high regard for 

egalitarianism that should be found in 

collectivist-democratic organizations would lead us to 

predict that in more structured organizations individual 

recognition would be higher than in less structured 

organizations. Also, where there is more recognition in 

the form of office held or a particular position worked on 

we would assume that it would show up in the data analysis. 

As Weber pointed out, people in bureaucracies strive for."a 

distinct social esteem." 

So it is hypothesized that: There will be a positive 

relationship between individual recognition and: 

a) decision making. 

b) centralized executive authority. 
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c) rule use. 

d) differentiation. 
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As has been noted in the sections above, relations are 

expected to vary depending on the kind of cohesiveness and 

the different aspects of organizational structure. In 

other words, cohesiveness is not treated as a unitary 

concept# but one whose component parts will vary depending 

on the social context. Above, three, of the aspects of 

cohesivenes.s were hypothesized to be inversely associated 

with organizational structure while the other two were 

hypothesized to be positively associated with structure. 

When the overall scale for cohesiveness is used as the 

dependent variable it is expected that the different 

aspects of cohesiveness will balance out to some extent and 

lower the strength of the relationships with the individual 

aspects of organizational structure. As well, we would 

expect that some aspects of organizational structure will 

be associated with increased cohesiveness while others will 

be associated with decreased cohesiveness. For instance, 

based on the rationale outlined above we would expect 

decentralized decision making to be associated with higher 

friendship oriented cohesiveness except that when decision 
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making is decentralized, we have assumed that individual 

recognition would be decreased. So, in the case where both 

aspects of cohesiveness are included in an overall scale, 

we would expect the association to balance out to some 

extent. In other words, the, relationship between the 

decision making aspect of organizational structure and 

overall cohesiveness is expected to pfacticalty disappear. 

Researchers would not be able to see this interaction if, 

as with Seashore's Index of Group Cohesiveness.-

cohesiveness is treated as a unitary concept and its 

constituent parts not taken into account. 

So it is hypothesized that: There will be  weak inverse 

relationship between overall cohesiveness and: 

a) decision making. 

b) rule use. 

c) centralized executive authority. 

d) differentiation. 
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A three stage research design was utilized to col(ect 

data to test the hypotheses outlined previousLy linking 

amounts and kinds of group cohesiveness to individual's 

definitions of the amounts and kinds of organizational 

structure. First, a period of participant observation was 

undertaken in six different organizations with varying 

amounts of structure. Secondly using Rothscliild—Whitt's 

typology of collectivist—democratic and 

rational— bureaucratic organizations and a review of the 

literature related to group cohesiveness, a-questionnaire 

was developed. Third, social action volunteer 

organizations were contacted in Calgary, Edmonton and 

Lethbridge and asked to participate in the study. 

Questionnaires with self addressed, stamped envelopes were 

distributed to those organizations expressing an interest 

in the study. 

EXiQo. QI.1QD 

An initial period of participant observation was 

undertaken of six different volunteer social action 

organizations. These were selected on thc basis of 
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organizational structure. A wide range of organizations 

were included. It was during the peridd of part ic4pant 

observation that a more crystalized concept of the problem 

to be investigated was formulated. 

&1 QCnJ.UQQ I 

The first organization was an information center for 

third world issues which worked closely with a number of 

other organizationsp many of whom were subsequently chosen 

for questionnaire distribution. 

Members of this organization tended to be highly commited 

to their cause and to their organization.. A sense of 

camaraderie existed among the members. This organization's 

library operated in an informal way as a meeting place for 

many peopLe who shared similar views on a wide range of 

interrelated issues. This was in large part due to its 

stable nature ( provided for in large. part by government 

grants); centralized location and extensive library. The 

building in which the organization operated housed a number 

of other organizations with similar interests. 

This organization was operated by a staff collective, the 

members of which had specific jobs out came to policy 

decisions collectively. The collective was one of the lore 

formalized organizations among the more 

cotlectivist—democratic types of organizations studied. 
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This appear.s to have oeen due to its reliance on government 

grants, thee acquisition of which required a formaLized 

structure and accountability of the organization. Many 

members found this need for formalization and 

differentiation to oe problematic but accepted the need as 

. it related to interfacing with other formalized 

organizations. The use of collective decision making and 

numerous meetings of the colLectives staff to discuss 

issues and policy helped to maintain their sense of the 

organization as a collective. The participant observation 

lasted for one month, as part of the requirement for a 

methodology course, with the researcher working on the 

front reception desk and as general office help.. 

QCg.Q1t1QU Z 

The second organization, which is more typical of the 

organizations studied, was a peace group composed of 

professionals in the' mental health field. This 

organization was operated collectively by its members with 

few formalized rules, no differentiation except in ad hoc 

projects, no executive or formal positions, although two 

members acted as coordinators, and a collective decision 

making process.. Meetings were held monthly, often with 

guest speakers.. Over the course of observation active 

membership ranged from as few as five to as many as twenty 
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attending meetings. Various ad hoc projects were 

undertaken by the organization, which relied on the 

individual initiative of members. Due to the often small 

number of active participants member burn out on task 

related projects tended to be common. This may have been 

in part due to the professional nature of the membership. 

That is, members were already fairly ousy with their own 

work. Persons who were committed to particular projects 

spent large amounts of time on them and often asked for 

assistance from other members who were also often seeking 

help for their own projects. 

It appears that this organization's members could not 

collectiveLy restrain the number of projects engaged in. 

This appears to have resulted in individuals engaging in 

separate projects rather than the organization acting as a 

whole. - 

The social functions and sessions with guest speakers 

were the most heavily attended by members. These were 

always followed oy " business" meetings which were not as 

heavily attended. In this organization there was a hard 

working core of members who initiated numerous projects, 

often it seemed overextending themselves. An ongoing 

participant. observation relationship was established and 

maintained through two years. - 
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The third organization was a political campaign based on 

environmental and social issues.. 

This organization was composed of committed 

environmentalists. There was a core group of about ten 

active members. Meetings usually were attended by about 15 

to 20 individuals. Many people came for one or two 

meetings and did not return but -often offered to help with 

speci fic tasks such as leaflet distribution. 

The organization was collectively run by whoever showed 

up for meetings. This created some difficulty due to the 

lack' of formalization and continuity. At some meetings 

people would " drop in" and provide numerous suggestions, 

propose projects and Large amounts of enthusiasm but not 

offer to help with implementation of their proposals. 

About mid— way through the campaign the tack of formalized 

record keeping became problematic as decisions that had 

been collectively arrived at 

forgotten, 

in earlier stages were 

questioned by new members, etc. The 

cotlectivist—democratic nature of the campaign began to be 

.replaced by more formalized procedures such as more 

accurate records of decisions, the development of more 

formalized operating policies, more differentiation and a 

shift from consensus oriented decision making to votes on 

some issues. 
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Meetings were usually more oriented toward policy 

discussion with everyone arguing for a different 

perspective and little actual work being accomplished. The 

old saying about too many chiefs and not enough Indians 

comes to mind. Despite these shortcomings a large amount 

of work was accomplished. This organization was much more 

task oriented than some others. Even the social events 

were predominated by discussions of the work that needed to 

be done and how best to accomplish it.. The researcher 

acted as media relations coordinator for the group. 

Participant observation was carried out for three months 

prior to a federal election campaign. 

*I QC9J12UQ . 

The fourth organization was contacted in its formative 

stages. This organization was dedicated to the education 

of the university community about Central American issues. 

The organization's formative stages were predominated by 

discussions of how it should be structured with the final 

consensus being a coltectivist—democratic type of 

organization. Although there was no executive one person 

acted as coordinator and seemed to provide the majority of 

the enthusiasm and initiated the development of the 

organization. The initial members were all " activists" who 

had been involved in other organizations in the past. 
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.These members were contacted by the initiator to hei.p in 

the formation of the organization. After the structure had 

been agreed upon a few specific tasks were conceptuatized 

and tFe organization registered with the Student's Union. 

Advertisements were placed in the local campus newspaper 

describing the organization and asking for new members. 

With the arrival of the new members, questions were 

raised about the collectivist—democratic structure. One 

new membe'r in particular disagreed with many points of 

procedure. To deal with this individual the group moved 

toward a more structured form of organization. Motions 

were taken and voted on, a speaker was electeci for each 

meeting and mrinutes were kept, 

This organization was fairly successfu1 in bringing in 

outside speakers who were well, attended and hosting wine 

and cheeses with films and discussions. The business 

meetings, however, were typically dominated by the 

initiator and a large amount of " back room" maneuvering was 

engaged in prior to meetings to ensure a " proper" outcome 

for the organization. This person's " informal" leadership, 

however, did help the organization to maintain a more 

specific task focus and the over extension seen in other 

organizations was not encountered by the members. 

After approximately thr.e months most of the people 

initially involved had left the organization. New members 
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picked up the structure that was in place and revived the 

organization after the participant observation had ended. 

QC 21.UQQ 

The fifth was a graduate student organization in which 

the researcher eventually bec ame president. This 

organization was one of the more structured and forrnatized 

organizations in the study. There was an executive, 

numerous rules, votes on issues and differentiated jobs. 

The organization was composed of representatives from each 

department at the university with a graduate program. The 

major purpose of the organ i z at ion VJ as to provide 

representation for graduate students on other 

administrative structures within the university. 

Representatives from the various departments voted on 

issues relevant to graduate studentso which included tobby 

efforts on the provincial and national levels. As such the 

organization was primarily task oriented. However, a 

conscious effort was made by tne organization to emphasize 

the social aspects of membership. A wine and cheese was 

held after each meeting so t lid t members could socialize 

informally after the more structured meetings. In fact 

more could be said at these social events than could often 

be said in meetings and many issues were settled there. 

Most members dttending meetings took their roles 
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seriously as representatives of their departments. Some 

became even more involved' in the numerous volunteer 

positions in the organization and some came just for the 

soda Is. 

Although this was a very foriaLized organization, it was 

felt that the sociats after the meetings provided the 

opportunities for interaction that kept the members " in 

touch" and the orjartization more " human." The active s.tudy 

period lasted for one year., 

QjjQQ 

The sixth was an organization working to promote peace 

issues in a local civic election and to declare the city a 

"Nuclear Weapons Free Zone". The researcher was a member 

at large who served on numerous .ad hoc committees. This 

organization operated as a collective that had a 

decentralized structure and decisions'were arrived at by 

consensus. 4ork was handLed by ad hoc committees which 

reported at the monthly meetings. Since the active 

membership was relatively small ( 10-15) considering the 

large number of projects that the organization had 'set for 

itself# some of the same kinds of problems developed there 

as had in the first peace organization discussed. 

Involvement in at least one ad hoc committee was deemed 

appropriate by the memb ers. Participation on an ad hoc 
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committee often required two further meetings per month 

plus the various tasks that were necessary to accompLish 

its goals. Most mernoers at the monthly meetings stuciously 

avoided taking part in more than one ad hoc committee. 

Meetings were task oriented but were sometimes followed by 

an informal get together over a couple of beers. 

This organization was the most effective of the less 

structured organizations studied during the particiQant 

observation stage at accomplishing tasks. The members were 

in agreement on the structure and had definite norms of 

participation. There were few, if any, arguments over 

policy issues. This may have been due to the fact that 

this organization was the outgrowth of another organization 

to which the majority of the peace organization stilt. 

belonged. These people had known each other for a 

relatively long period of time and had been operating under 

a cotlectivist—deruocratic structure in the other 

organization as well. The majority of the members had also 

been involved in peace politics for some time and had a 

very good working knowledge of civic poLitics and contacts 

with a number of aldermen. The major problem was Lack of 

time to be committed by individual members. 

Toward the end of the ooservation period when many of the 

tasks which had been initiated were coming close to 

fruition it was seen that many more active members would be 
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needed. Representatives from other peace groups across the 

city were invited to participate and become involved in the 

projects that had been set up. It seems to have become 

necessary at this point to shift to a more formalized 

decision rnakiny process with motions and votes becoming 

more frequently used. At about this same time the 

organization's major " spark plug" left town for a number of 

months and many of the members drifted off to do other 

things, Another factor that seems to have acted to disrupt 

the organization was that their campaign to declare the 

city a " Nuclear Weapons Free Zone" had been successful. 

City Council had declared the city to be a NWFZ and saved 

the organization's members a large amount of further work 

that had been anticipated on that particular project. The 

study lasted for six months prior to researcher burnout. 

2Z tiC.1QU. Qac.i.gu lumm4tx 

During the participant observation period of the study 

the researcher realized that even within the more peace 

oriented groups there was a wide variation in the amounts 

and kinds of organizational structures.. As well there were 

vast differences in interpersonal relations among members 

in the different oryanizations. Unfortunately, the varied 

amounts and kinds of data collected were becoming 

unmanageable. However,there were a few- general conclusions 
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that seemed to be appropriate from the participant 

observation stage of the, research. 

First, in less structured organizations where one or two 

persons attempted to control the organization they did so 

at the organization's expense. When -these informal leaders 

left, the organizations tended to fall apart. Although the 

organization might flourish under their guidance, the Long 

term existence of the organization seemed to be put in 

jepardy unless another informal leader came forward to fill 

in for the outgoing leader. In those organizations where a 

formal executive and decision making structure existed, the 

organization tended to fare much o.etter when committed 

members or executive left. This may be attributed to more 

structure existing for others to step into that is better 

defined. A more formalized structure allows others to have 

a better idea of what the executive's responsibilities are 

and how they go about making decisions. When an informal 

leader centralizes power and just " knows" how things work 

but does not share with other members how the organization 

operates on a day to day basis, the-ir leaving puts the 

organization's survival at risk. 

The informal leaders who attempted to control the 

supposedly decentralized organizations in this manner 

typically took on a martyr role compLaining that they had 

far too much work to do while often subtly discouraging 
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fewer cor)f licts 

others from becoming involved. 

Second, the more structured organizdtions generally had 

related to task development and 

implementation. There was less conflict over what the, 

tasks were to be and how they were to be accomplished. 

There was a clear distinction between ieaders and followers 

and the differentiation helped to ensure that more work 

than could be handled was not taken on. 

Third, the larger the organization and the more diverse 

the participants the greater was the need for a more 

formalized structure to settle disputes quickly and get on 

with the work that needed to be oone. 

Fourth, the optimum number of members for organizations 

that attempt to operate collectively seems to be from 7 to 

10. It also seems to be important for the membership to be 

stable since new members tend to quetion old decisions 

that have become a part of the group culture. This number 

of members, however, seers to put a strain on the 

participants once implementation of the tasks decided on 

becomes necessary. 

Fifth, as was seen in a few of the organizations, once 

the need for more members became apparent and new members 

were recruited, the organizations began to shift toward a 

more formatized structure. 
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agreed on the tasks that needed to be done and were 

developing the ideas, projects, and methods by which they 

would be accomplished without doing the actual work, then 

the task aspect of cohesion might have been higher. 4hen 

the " chiefs" had finished with the development of tasks and 

realized that there weren't enough " Indians" one of a 

number of things happened. 1.) The organization set 

priorities and focused on specific handleable tasks which 

would lead to increased cohesiveness with, all members 

working together. 2.) Each member " did their own thing" 

leading to lowered cohesiveness. 3..) The organization 

attempted to expand, to bring in new members to help with 

the large amounts of •work they had set for themselves . 

This typically led to increased amounts of structure. 

Li Ih '. UQoUir. 

There were four major reasons involved in the decision to 

extend the study by use of .a questionnaire format rather 

than rely.in completely on the origina1 participant 

observation methodology. Firstly, the problem to be 

studied was seen to be appropriate for a questionnaire. 

The relationships' teing studied are naturally occurring 

phenomena that are amenable. to detection using 

questionnaire data. It 'was felt that the independent and 
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dependent variables were both readily measurable using a 

questionnaire format. Not only could various indicators of 

the major variables be pinned down but they could be scaled 

as well so that individual respondents coula indicate the 

amount of the particular indicator they perceived. The 

systematic data collected from each respondent allows for 

the exploration of the relationships among the variables of 

i nt e r e S t 

Secondly,, efficiency in the data gathering process was 

seen to be an advantage. It was felt that the distribution 

of questionnaires at organization's meetings wouLd he&p to 

ensure that those members who were active were contacted. 

It also saved valuable researcher time in that this method 

of distribution allowed for several contacts to be made 

simultaneously. Although some " richness" in the data 

obtained may have been lost with questionnaires rather than 

individual interviews the time commitment for interviews 

would have been prohibitive if the same number of 

individual subjects had been contacted. 

• Thirdly, ability to tend itself readily to quantitative 

analysis was seen to be an advantage. The majority of 

responses to indicators were set out in such a way as to be 

easily computer coded. Open ended questions were ranked 

for computer coding after a range of responses was 

estabLished. Given the number of individual respondents 
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(110) and individual, indicators incl.uded in the 

questionnaire ( 99) there could have been 10,890 individual 

bits of information to process without the aid of a 

computer, had an open format interview schedule been 

adopted, assuming that the same amount of information had 

been obtained.. - 

Fourth, the material, gathered previously during the 

participant observation could be used to " flesh Out" the 

quantitative resuLts. 

A static group comparison design was utilized in the 

study. Campbell and Stantey ( 1963) note that this is a 

design in which a group that has experienced a phenomenon 

is compared to one that has not experienced it to determine 

the efect of the phenomenon.. In this research, a range of 

organizations, rather than just two groups, are compared on 

the basis of differing amounts of structure, in an attempt, 

not to determine the effect of structure on cohesiveness or 

at t r a c t i on- t 0-group,. but to see whether changes in 

organizational structure may predict or lead to changes in 

amounts and kinds of cohesiveness. 

This design has certain Limitations, howeJer, these were 

not felt to hinder the research envisioned. A static group 

comparison design is adequate for assessing the degree of 

covariation among variables. " It is when one wishes to go 

beyond the calculation of relationships to the 
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interpretation of them that the limitations of the research 

design are met" ( Kidder, 1981:62-63). Campbell and Stanley 

(1963) also note that with the static group comparison 

design we can not tell whether the groups had differed to 

'begin with,. without exposure to the phenomema. That is, we 

cannot control for all of the rival hypotheses. Campbell 

and Stanley focus on the problem of recruitment, whether 

different kinds of people are drawn to the organizations 

initially, prior to exposure to the phenomena of interest. 

This is a proolem that was taken into account in the 

research. Individuals were asked why they had joined the 

organization and how they had come to join. There were two 

general reascns given for joining. These were, to support 

and work for the organization's goats, and for personal 

reasons such as interest, education and personal gain or 

benefit. Sixty three joined to support goals and twenty 

five joined for personal reasons. When asked about how 

they had come to join the organization, again two basic 

answers were jiven. They had learned of the organization 

through friends or acquaintances ( 36 cases) or had made 

contact through other organizat ions (32 cases). These were 

not found to be associated with any particular amount of 

organizational structure as they were spread across all 

fairly evenly and were not included in the data analysis. 

There are other aspects of the recruitment problem that 
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were beyond the scope of the current investigation. These 

include personality characteristics such as 

authoritar ianism, whether the members had sought out the 

organization based on its amount of structure ( only one 

respondent implied that this might have been the case), 

etc. Future researchers might consider controlling for 

recruitment effects to a greater extent than was possible 

in this research. Since we are only attempting to find out 

whether relationships exist at this exploratory stage this 

research design was considered to be acceptable. If future 

researchers wish to establish causal relations then 

experimental research, or survey research that could take 

into account all or most of the rival hypotheses, would be 

required. 

QI tdt 1Q11L.UM.CJ21 

The first step in operationaLly defining cohesiveness, 

the dependent variable, was an extensive review of the 

literature and examination of various instruments used by 

other researchers. As noted atove three bases of 

cohesiveness that are most commonly cited in the literature 

were isolated and a fourth included. Secondly, numerous 

questions were developed that, it was hoped.p would tap the 

four dimensions. Third, questions were developed that were 

meant to tap those aspects of Rothschild—Whitt's typology 
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that would help to ranK organizations on the continuum 

between 

Fourth, 

rational—bureaucracy and coiLectivist—democracy. 

the questions were used to develop a prestudy - 

instrument which was distributed to graduate students in 

the department of Sociology, University of Calgary, and 

used in interview format on a number of people who were 

active in social action organizations. These people were 

informed of the research purposes and intended procedjres 

through informal discussion. Comments were received on 

many of the questions as they were discussed. 

During this stage of the study many criticisms were 

encountered tnat would have meant chang ing the purpose of 

the questionnaire and a serious loss of objectivity had 

they been heeded. For instance, one respondent in this 

initial phase of the study insisted that the questionnaire 

should be used as. an " educational, tool". That is, 

qu'est ions should have been worded in such a way as to 

insure that the results would reflect her particular 

viewpoints and lead those answering the questionnaire to 

see problems . ith certain kinds of organizational 

structure. Many suggestions were made as well aoout how 

questions should have been structured so as to -ensure that 

the "proper" results were obtained. In fact, when the 

final questionnaire came out she convinced the members of 

her organization not to participate in the study since her 
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suggestions. had not been followed. 

Based on criticisms, suggestions and comments received 

from the six questionnaires returned by graduate students 

and interviews with four active memoers of social action 

organizations, some questions were deleted or changed, the 

layout altered and some scaling techniques replaced with 

others. The criticisms received were incorporated, as far 

as possible without changing the purpose of the 

questionnaire, or sacrificing reliability checks that had 

been incorporated. 

A cover letter was developed that described the general 

purpose of the questionnaire, what the questions were 

about, the general orientation respondents should take in 

answering questions, a guarantee of confidentiality and an 

appeal to respondents fill out and return the 

questionnaire so that it would be representative of their 

organizations. .( See appendix 1). 

The questionnaire was nine pages long and was printed by 

computer on eight and one—half by eleven inch paper. 

Although the length of the- questionnaire was felt to be a 

factor which might adversely affect response rates, no 

attempt was made to reduce the number of questions as they 

were all felt to be necessary to obtain reliable and valid 

results. ( See appendix 2). 

The first sixteen questions asked demographic questions 

81 



about both the organization and the individual respondents. 

The next twenty six questions dealt with organizational 

characteristics that would allow the organizations to be 

placed on what was left of Rothschild—Whitt's scate of 

organizational structure. There were then five questions 

dealing with individual respondent's participation rates.. 

Almost all of the above were formatted in such a way that 

respondents checked the appropriate space "never, 

sometimes, usually# always" with some space provided for 

alternate answers. ( See appendix 2). Next twelve open 

ended questions were incorporated that covered individual's 

reasons for joining participation, friends, etc. Then, 

Seashore's Index of Group Cohesiveness ( 1954) was incLuded 

as a validity check on the cohesiveness questions that 

followed. ( See Appendix 6). Some changes were made in the 

wording of this scale to clarify meanings. Finally 

questions were included that covered the four bases of 

cohesiveness discussed earlier. ( See Appendix 4). 

d iJiIQQ Qi .t.be 

Initially a purposive sampling strategy was employed to 

get a wide variety of organizational structures included in 

the study. Relying to some extent on findings from the 

participant observation portion of the study organizations 

were chosen at the extremes of organizational structure. 



Then a shotgun ( or catch as catch can) approach was used to 

incorporate, as many organizations as possible in the study. 

This proce dure yielded d good distribution across the range 

of organizational structures needed. Due to the rather 

haphazard sampling approach caution is advisea in trying to 

generalize the results of t n i s study to the overall 

distribution of organizational types.. This, however, is 

not the question being addressed. It is rather the kinds 

and amounts of cohesiveness found within differently 

structured organizations. The intent of the sampLing 

method was merely to maximize the variation of the 

independent variable, organizational structure. 

Identification of possible study participants after the 

initial participants had been chosen was achieved by 

consulting four sources: "Network" a coalition 'of 

approximately sixty—four social action organizations; " The 

Calgary Community Services Directory ( 1984)". The Edmonton 

Learner Center and The Lethbridge Learner Center, both 

coalitions of social action organizations. 

Using the " Network" newsletter, which includes a list of 

organizations acting for social cnane, 15 organizations 

were contacted and asKed to participate in the research. 

As well, using the Calgary Community Services Directory, a 

listing of all community services available, twelve 

organzations were contacted and asked to participate. A 
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total of 27 Calgary organizations were contacted and asked 

to participate. When using each reference source, 

selection was based on two criteria. First, that the 

organization use volunteers and secondly, that the 

organization be involved in some " social action" work. The 

Latter limitation was imposed for two reasons. 

F i r sto the researcher had done alt of the participant 

observation research in social action organizations so the 

findings from those studies could he more validly applied 

to similar types of oryanizations. 

Secondly, as is evident in the Haystom and Setvin ( 1959) 

study the bases of cohesiveness may vary depending on the 

kind of groups studied. They observed people living in 

sororities, dormitories and housing co—ops that did not 

have any obvious task oriented functions,. The researchers 

did not inc lude any indicators of this commonly accepted 

indicator of cohesiveness and determined that there were 

only two bases. The reason for limiting the sample to 

social action organizations in this study is to control -for 

rival hypotheses that could come about due to differing 

bases of cohesiveness found in different kinds of 

organizations. For instance, an organization whose primary 

purpose is to bring singles together for social activities 

would probably not score as high on the task oriented basis 

of cohesiveness as would a " pro— life" anti —abortion 
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organization. 

It will be noted that many of these organizations are 

very smalt often as few as five members who reguLarly 

attend meetings. This wilL have obvious implications for 

relationships between organizational structure and amounts 

of cohesiveness. All of the analyses of data will control 

for size of the organization. 

The overall response rate, oy organization, for Calgary 

was not deemed- to he sufficient to draw valid conclusions 

so questionnaires were taken to Edmonton Alberta and 80 

were left with 15 organizations in the Edmonton Learner 

Center, a cooperative of oryanizat ions working for social 

change. As well, Lethoridge was visited and the same 

procedure followed. Since the study's primary focus was on 

organizationally related characteristics, an attempt was 

made to contact a spokesperson for each organization so 

that the research intentions could be discussed. Further, 

it was hoped that these people would support the project 

when questioned by organization members. However, due to 

the democratic nature of many of the organizations, group 

votes not to participate night have scuttled any responses 

from some groups. Questionnaires were typically 

distributed at meetings either by the researcher or the 

spokesperson contacted in each organization. Individuals' 

participation was requested with a brief explanation of the 
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purpose of the study, ie., ' This survey is part of a study 

leading to a Masters degree, concerning the structure of 

voluntary organizations and their members attitudes. it 

includes questions about both characteristics of the 

organizations themselves and their members.' Since the 

average time needed to complete the questionnaire as 

determined by prestudy was approximately 30 minutes and it 

was felt that organizations would be reluctant to use up 

meeting times self addressed, stamped envelopes were 

distributed with the questionnaires, 
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1IdI 

Generally speaking validity means that an indicator 

measures what it purports to measure, it concerns the 

c ru ci a I relationship oetweeri concept and indicator 

(Carmines & Zeller, 1979:12). Deutscher tells us that the 

concept of validity " addresses itself to the truth of an 

assertion inade about something in the empirical world" 

(1973:106). There are three very general types of validity 

that will oe discussed here; the validity of the 

measurement instrumehts which includes content, criterion 

and construct validity, tre internal validity of the 

experimental design and the external validity of the 

experimental design. The latter two kinds of validity wilt S 

be dealt with briefly first while the former will be dealt 

with in more detail as it relates to measures of both the 

independent and dependent variables. 

5.6 .1 ID.Cfl.1 ya lidily 

This type of validity which was pointed out by Campbell 

and his associates ( Carnpbell:1959,1969; Campbell and 

Stanley:1963) is mainly concerned with the accurate 

identification of causal relationships. " If you wish to 

say that one event was the cause of another, you must be 

able to rule out rival explanations to demonstrate that 
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your conclusion is valid" ( Kidder:1981,7). As Was pointed 

out above,, with a' static group comparison design it is 

impossible to control for' all rival hypotheses and the 

intention is to determine whether relationships exist at 

this stage of the exploration of the two variables. Kidder 

tells us that: " When the intention is merely to establish 

relationships and to establish the conditions under which 

they hold, internal validity is not an issue" ( 1981:67)., 

All attempts to maintain internal validity that are 

possible given the limitations of the research design were 

carried out in tne research. These include controlling for 

variables not included in either the independent or 

dependent variables that have been shown to effect 

cohesiveness previously and some attributes of individuals 

that may be associated with cohesiveness. The variables 

controlled for in the analyses were, employment status, the 

individual 1s amount of participation in the organization, 

sex of the respondent' and number of members usually 

attending meetings or size of the organization. It should 

o  noted here that the variable " size" designates the 

number of members usually attending meetings. This measure 

of size was chosen since we would not expect cohesiveness 

to develop among members of the organization who never 

attended rneetins, and only maintained memberships to 

suppor.t the organization. A few of the organizations to 
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which questionnaires were deli,ered had total memberships 

in the hundreds and one had over two thousand members. Of 

these,  the number of memoers attending'meetings other than 

dnnual meetings rarely reached more than twenty. 

Xcoi ualijily 

This type of validity was also pointed out by Campbell 

(1969). Research has external validity when it shows that 

something is true beyond the narrow limits of a particular 

study ( Kidder:1981,3). Campbell asks the question of 

gene rat izability in relation to externat validity: " To 

what populations, settings, treatment variables, and 

measurement variables can this effect be generalized?" 

(Campbell, 1957). If the findings are true not just for 

the particular time, place and people in a particular study 

but are generally true of other times, places and people 

the research is externally valid ( Kidder, 1981:8). 

As was noted above, the sampling procedure used to obtain 

organizations was based not on considerations of external 

validity for a particular population but rather on 

maximization of variation in the independent variable. The 

kinds of organizations used here do limit the extent of 

generatiz.ability of the findings since only volunteer 

social action organizations were chosen in an effort to 

control for some rival hypotheses. 
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Again, at this stage in the expJoration of possible 

relat ionshps between measures of cohesiveness and 

organizational structure and given the static group 

comparison design utilized, no attempt is being madeto 

infer causation or necessarily to attempt to generalize in 

terms of a particular population. We are attempting to 

determine in this limited sense whether changes in 

organizational structure may predict or Lead to changes in 

amounts and kinds of cohesiveness. In order to vatidly 

claim that the relationships found are true, however, the 

instrument itself must be valid. 

"Test vakidity refers to the question of whether we are 

measuring what we think we are measuri ny" ( Aj zen, et.al ., 

1970:116) Zeller and Carmines ( 1980:78) say that test 

validity means " that an instrument measures exactLy what it 

is supposed to measure and nothing else...Cbut] there exist 

many different types of validity within this broad 

definition." They use three types of validity 

took Rlli slkililx slaid k!2lid—JIXneat. 

in their 

Content validity 

which is also called face validity ( Carmines and Zeller, 

1979:53) and intrinsicvalidity ( GulLiksen, 1950); criteria 

related validity ( also called predictive validity when 

future criterion are utilized to test strength of 

90 



correlations and concurrent validity which is assessed by 

correlating a measure and the criterion at the same point 

in time) ( Carmines and Zeller, 1979:54); and construct 

validity of which convergent and discriminant validity 

(Campbell & Fisk, 1959) may be seen as Logical extensions 

(Carmines and Zeller, 1979:54). Carmines and Zelter's 

definitions of these three aspects of test validity wit  be 

discussed ana then both the independent and dependent 

variables will be evaluated in terms of each. 

Nunnally notes that criterion related validity " is at 

issue when the purpose is to use an instrument to estimate 

some important form of behavior that is external to the 

measuring instrument itself" ( 1978:87). "The major and 

only way of assessing criterion retated validity is to 

measure the extent of correspondence between the test and 

the criterion" ( Carmines & Zeller, 1979:18). As noted 

above both predictive and concurrent validity are subsumed 

under criterion— related validity. 

There are problems with criterion related validity. It 

is solely determined by the degree of correspondence 

between the measure and its criterion. However, there is 

no particular criterion related validity coefficient. 

Instead, there are as many coeffi ci ents as there are 
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criteria for a particular measure" ( Zetler and Cdrinines, 

1980:80). 

Criterion related validity is fairly easily shown with 

- cohesiveness at least in relation to one outside criterion 

variable. Only one criterion variable was included in the 

questionnaire to lend some support to the validity of the 

measure of cohesiveness incorporated here, due to space and 

time consraints. 

Participation has been cited as one variable often 

positively associated with cohesiveness ( Cartwright & 

Zander, 1960; Frank, 1957; Lewin, 1950; Yalom, 1975; Sagi 

et al, 1955 Libo, 1953, Wood, 1976; Vroom, 1970). A 

number of questions related to participation in the 

organization were included in the questionnaire ( See 

Appendix 5). The four questions provided one factor with 

an eigenvalue of 1.93 accounting for 34.77 of the variance 

and a Cronbach's alpha of . 565 and a standardized item 

alpha of . 63. For the data collected using the measures 

incorporated here the correlation between cohesiveness and 

participation was . 46. 

The general orientation toward organizational structure 

taken in this paper opens some serious questions regarding 

the validity of the independent variable. The amount of 

organizational structure as used here and as was discussed 

in the introduction is based on the individual's perception 
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of the amount of structure. We are not then relying on an 

"objective" fact but on individuat's perceptions for which 

the criterion would be actual structure. Given the 

theoreticat basis on which this rese arch is founded, the 

individual's perceptions of structur& are as important if 

not more important than the actual amount of structure 

(Staw, 1975 Brief & Downey, 1986; Hewitt, 1976; William & 

Dorothy Thomas, 1928). 

Here the reasoning is that an individual's perception of 

tne amount of structure will have an effect on his or her 

attraction— to—group or cohesiveness score. The researchers 

cited in section 6.2 found consistently that it was 

individ u al's definition of their situations that guide 

their behavior. W.I. Thomas told us that situations 

defined as real are real in their consequences.. This is of 

major importance. When members of volunteer organizations 

first join the organizations it is not likely that many of 

them consider the structure of the organization, and base 

their decision to join on that consideration. Rather, they 

are usually drawn by the subject with which the 

organization deals. We could further assume that few of 

them read the constitution and.by—laws of the more format 

organizations. It would seem that members are usually 

socialized by the other members who already belong. They 

form opinions or definitions of the amount of 
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organizational structure through interaction with the other 

members and by observing the behavior of others during 

meetings, accepting, categorizing and defining their 

situation in relation to the others as they go. 

This, of course, is not so for those who develop the 

organizations and help to form them. The general 

membership would only oecome explicitly aware of the 

structure anahow it affects them in the organization when 

structure becomes problematic. This may be seen in some of 

the organizations described in the participant observation 

section. Those people then become more aware of the 

structure and accept the changes that may become necessary, 

socializing new members to accept the "new" ways of 

defining the organization's structure. Each member may be 

more aware of different aspects of the structure defining 

specific amounts slightly differently but alt having a 

fairly consistent view of the amount of structure within 

the organi ia tion. 

Many of the organizations that were involved in the 

initial participant observation stage of the research were 

subsequentty provided the opportunity to participate in the 

questionnaire portion of the research. On reviewing the 

results of the data related to organizational structure the 

researcher found only minor variations within 

organizations, except in the case of some new members who 



were subsequently deleted from the data anaLysis. ( See the 

introduction to Chapter 5). The same was the case with 

responses from other organizations that were not included 

in the participant observation stage of the research. 

Respondents were usually very close to other respondents 

from their organizations when defining the amount of 

organizational structure. This was determined by computing 

the variables from the questions used to operationatize 

each ( See Appendix 3) and then using the SPSSX " Print" 

command to list all values of each variable. 

5.%&A Q.aax iiit 

"Fundamentally, content validity depends on the extent to 

which an empirical measurement reflects a specific domain 

of content" ( Carmines and Zeller, 1979:20). To the extent 

that the items in an inst'rumerit reflec.t the full domain of 

content for, tne concept of interest they can be said to be 

content valid ( Zeller & Carmines, 1980:78).. Carmines and 

Zeller tell us that we must go through a number of 

interrelated steps to ensure content validity. " First the 

researcher must oe able to specify the full domain of 

content that is relevant to the particular measurement 

situation ... Second, one must sample specific [ questions] 

from this collection [domain of content) since it would be 

impracticaL to include all of the [questions] in a single 
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test...Finally, once the [ questions] have been selected, 

they must be put in a form that is testable" (,Carmines and 

Zeller, 1979:20). 

Carmines and Zeller poini. out two fundamental limitations 

of content validity in their book ( 1979:22). The first was 

mentioned by Cronbach and tleeht who. observe that " the 

acceptance of the universe of content as defining the 

variable to be measured is essential"(1955:282). Secondly, 

"there is no agreed upon criterion for determining the 

extent to which a measure has attained content validity" 

(Carmines and Zeller, 1979:22). We are left with appeals 

to reason to convince others that our, measures are content 

valid.. " LlJnevitably content validity rests mainLy on 

appeals to reason regarding the adequacy with which 

important content has been cast in the form of test items" 

(NunnalLy, 1978:93). 

A full accounting of the Literature related to group 

cohesiveness was outlined in Chapter 1 which, it is 

thought, fulfill the requirements as outlined above for 

content validity for the dependent variable. 

As was noted in Chapter Three the means that wouLd be 

used to measure organizational structure were based on 

Rothschild—Whitt's and Weber's distinctions between 

rational— bureaucratic and collectivist— democratic 

organizations. Obviously after deleting those aspects of 
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'Rothschild—Whjtt's typ0109y that were so closely tied to 

cohesiveness we are not measuring the full domain of 

content, but a limited measure of organizational structure 

that was truncated due to the nature of the interaction 

between the independent and dependent variables. It should 

be noted that when organizational structure is used in this 

paper it refers to those aspects of the total domain of 

content that ' were found to be appropriate to the research 

quest ion Questions related to each aspec't of 

organizational structure were either developed by the 

researcher based on Rothschild—Whittm's typology and her 

elaboration of the components or taken from other scales of 

organizational structure that were found in Price's ( 1972) 

U,Ql2JUQ.Qk 21 Q jtjQi Specifically the 

scales for centralization ( Aiken & Hage, 1968) and 

formalization ( Hage & Aiken, 1969) were used. 

QQttU vaiiditx 

"Fundamentally, construct validity is concerned with the 

extent to which a particular measure relates to other 

measures consistent with theoreticalty derived hypotheses 

concerning the concepts ( or constructs) that are being 

measured" ( Carmines & Zelter, 1979:23). That is, 

"indicants of a single concept should behave similarly 

toward theoretically relevant external variables" ( Zetler 
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and Carmines, 1980:81). Construct validation ideally 

requires a pattern o f consistent findings involving 

different researchers across a significant portion of time 

and with regard to a variety of diverse but theoretically 

relevant variables" ( Zeller and Crmines., 1980:82). 

Cohesiveness as measured nere corre4.ates with Seashore's 

Index of Group Cohesiveness at . 55. As will be recatted, 

cohesiveness as measured in this paper correlated with 

participation at . 46. The correlation between Seashore's 

measure of cohesiveness and participation was .34.. So we 

have two independent indicators of the concept cohesiveness 

that relate consistently to an outside theoretically 

relevant variable. 

No other measures of organizational structure 4 ere 

included and no previous research has been done in the 

sociological study of formal organizations to the 

researchers Knowledge that relates organizationat structure 

to cohesiveness, 

awm ma cy Q.t 

As was seen in the discussion of vatididy, internal 

validity is, not a major concern since the purpose at this 

stage of th,e inquiry is to determine whether relationships 

exist. However, in order to rule out the more obvious 

rival hypotheses and to make interpretation more clear cut 
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four variables were controlled for. These were employment 

status, participation# sex of the respondent and number of 

members usually attending meetings. 

The external validity of this study must also be 

considered to be limited. This is so because of the 

sampling procedure an,d the fact that only volunteer social 

action organizations were inc'uded. The results at this 

exploratory stage are not necessarily meant to be 

generalized beyond the limited scope set for this study. 

Rather, we are attempting to determine whether changes in 

organizational structure may predict or lead to changes in 

amounts and kinds of cohesiveness. 

Of the three different kinds of test validity, Zeller and 

Carrnines ( 1980) have argued that construct validity is the 

most usefut for determining whether our measures are indeed 

valid. Using the combined scales of the individual aspects 

of cohesiveness 

correlating 

to form an overa'l scale and then 

this scale with another indicant of 

cohesiveness, Seashores Index of Group Cohesiveness, we 

found a strong positive correlation. Further, both of 

these indicants of cohesiveness related to participation, a 

theoreticaLly relevant variable, in a consistent positive 

manner, These same kinds of results nave been obtained by 

different researchers across a significant portion of time 

as well. Yaloin ( 1975: 61-62) cites eight different 
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studies relating participation to cohesiveness in a 

positive manner. 

As was noted, no other research reLating organjzatonat 

structure to cohesiveness was available so no.indicators of 

construct validity could be determined for organizational 

structure. Ro,ever, despite the limits on content validity 

imposed by the nature of the research question as regards 

organizationaL structure, thos6 aspects of structure that 

were utilized in this study were developed based on 

previous scales ( Price, 1972) and on descriptions provided 

oy Weber ( 1946) and Rothschild—Whitt ( 1979). This gives 

some indication that the scales of the different aspects of 

organizational structure are content valid.. The same was 

true for the content validity of cohesiveness. The 

questions used were insofar as possible taken from other 

questionnaires used to measure the concept. ALL questions 

were related to the discussion of cohesiveness in Chapter 

Two. 

Criterion related vaLidity was shown for cohesiveness by 

its positive correlation with participation. Individual's 

perceptions of the amount of structure should be taken on 

face value since the criterion 

perception. 

is the individual's 

However, the criterion could be interpreted to 

be the actual amount of structure. Arguments were provided 

that suggest that individual's perceptions were, in 
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general, very close to the actual amount of structure. 

This, when taken together with the section on content 

va'idity should provide the reader with a fairly concrete 

basis for ranting criterion based validity to the scale of 

organizational structure. 
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UEI 

L1 QL.iQU 

"Measurement is most usefully viewed as the process of 

linking abstract concepts to empirical indicants" ( Carmines 

and Zetler, 1979:10). 

Prior to operationalizing the independent and dependent 

variables, some account should be given of the attempts 

that were made to ensure that respondents were capable of 

provi ding valid responses. 

Before doing any of the actual data analysis respondents 

were checke.d as to their ability to give valid answers to 

the questions. Some members reports were discounted. 

Individual respondents were excluded from the data analysis 

based on three criteria. 1). If they had been members of 

the organization for three or fewer months.. The assumption 

was made that such individuals would not have an adequate 

knowledge of the organizational structure or other members 

and would not have been a member tong enough for the 

structural characteristics of the organization to have 'nade 

any difference on their concepts of their situation or 

interacti ons with others. This form of discounting 

members' reports resulted in the loss of six subjects. 2). 

If the individual respondent had not attended the last 
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three meetings they were excluded. This form of 

discounting members reports resulted in the loss of three 

subjects. 3). If the respondent attended less than 1/4 of 

the meetings their reports were not used. This resulted in 

the loss of seven respondents. 

A total of sixteen in'dividuats were deleted from the data 

a na ly Si 5 based on the above criteria. This left 95 

individual accounts to be analysed,. 

L.Z QQr QniiiU QcoiJQi alru cluxe 

In this paper an "objective" measure of each 

organization's structure is not used. That is, each 

organization's " actual" amount of structure was not 

determined by the researcher.. Rather, each individuat 

respondent's concept of the amount of structure, is used as 

the indepenaent variable. Stw ( 1975) demonstrated that 

group members create visions of reality, or definitions of 

their situations, consistent with their notions of how they 

think groups operate. Hewitt defines the definition of the 

situation as "... referring to an organization of 

perception, in which people assemble objects, meanings, and 

others in soical space and time and act toward them in a 

coherent, organized way" ( 1976:109). He goes on to point 

out that the definition of the situation is a"reality" as 

it is perceived by peoole interacting with one another. 
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"This reality is a matter of definition, not objective 

fact" ( Hewi tt, 1976:109). It was William and Dorothy 

Thomas ( 1928) who first presented the conceot that 

situations defined as real are real in their consequences. 

It is asserted in this paper that individual's perceptions 

of the amount of organizational structure will exert a real 

influence on their attraction— to—group or cohesiveness 

scores. As Brief and Downey said: " Individuals respond to 

their surroundings on the basis of well— developed ideas of 

how the world in which they find themselves operates. That 

is, they respond on the basis of tneir ' theories' about 

their world" ( 1986:169). 

The first step toward investigating the proposed 

retat ion shp bet ween org an i z at ion at structure and 

cohesiveness is to operationatize organizational structure. 

Since Rothschild—b4hitt's typology bf the two " ideal" polar 

types has not hitherto been operationalized, it was 

necessary to develop measures of each of the aspects noted 

earlier. These could then oe used for further statistical 

analysis of the proposed relationships. 

Rot hschi&d—Whitt' s three aspects of organizational 

structure that were considered relevant for this study were 

analysed with an eye toward developing questions that would 

tap the concepts. A riurnoer of questions were developed 

t hat related to each aspect. These were then reviewed to 
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determine which most closely got at the relevant concept 

and others were discarded. The next step was to ensure 

that the wording of each question was unambiguous and could 

be clearly understood oy persons who would be answering the 

quest ion aire. This process was discussed in the 

methodology section and will not be dealt with again here. 

Questions related to each aspect of organizational 

structure were developed in such a way that a scale could 

be constructed which would give an indication of individual 

member's perceptions of the amount of the particular aspect 

of organizational structure involved. The responses to 

each question related to the aspects of organizational 

structure, which are listed in Appendix 3, were coded, 

usually on a scale from 1 to 4, and simply added together 

for each individual to form his or her rating of each 

aspect. 

Factor analysis and measures of reliability were 

calculated for each individual aspect of organizational 

structure. " Factor analysis is a ... generalized procedure 

for location and defining dimensional space among a 

relatively large group of variables...The major use of 

factor analysis by social scientists is to locate a smaller 

number of valid dimensions, clusters or factors contained 

in a larger set of independent items or variables. And 

viewed from the other side, factor analysis can heLp to 
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determine the degree to which a given variable or several 

variables are part of a common underlying phenomenon" ( Nie, 

Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner & Bent, 1975:10) 

There are two major t.ypes of extraction methods used in 

factor analysis and two major types of rotation to simplify 

'the factorial structure ' obtained. Principal components 

extraction of factors provides linear combinations of 

observed variables. Factors produced have properties such 

as orthogonality, are uncorrelated with each other and the 

first component represents the largest amount of variance 

in the data, the second. represents the second largest and 

so on ( Kim & luller, 1978:86). 

Varimax rotation is used with principal components since 

it too imposes orthogonality in tne rotation to simplify 

the factor structure. It maximizes the variance of a 

column of the pattern matrix ( Kim & MuLler, 1978:87). 

Common factor analysis is a method of determining common 

overlap among variables, not necessarily accounting for all 

of the variance as in principal components factor analysis, 

In common factors analysis if there is any correlation 

between two variables it is assumed to be due to undertying 

common factors. " More specifically, it i's assumed that the 

observed variable is influenced by var-ious determinants, 

some of which are shared by other variables in the set 

while others are not shared by any other variable" ( Nie, 

106 



et.al., 1975:471). 

Oblique rotation is " the operation through which a simple 

structure is sought; factors are rotated without imposing 

the orthogonality condition and resulting terminal factors 

are in general correlated with each other" ( Kim & Mutter, 

1978:85). 

Factor analysis was run on each sub scale i.e., 

authority, decision making, rules, differentiation, 

socio—emotional cohesion,etc. Since all of the questions 

in each factor analysis relate to a particular conceptuat 

variable it is assumed that factors would be correlated to 

one another and hence common factor analysis with obtique 

rotation was used exclusively. Since an oblique method of 

rotation was used there will be two separate factor 

matrices for each analysis, a pattern matrix and a 

structure matrix. The pattern matrix delineates the 

grouping or clustering of variables while the structure 

matrix Consists of the correlations between each variabte 

and the factor or factors. (Nie, et.al. 1975:476-477). 

In those cases where more than one factor is found for a 

conceptual variable both pattern and structure matrices 

wiN be reported. 

Factor analysis is being used in two ways in this study. 

First, an effort is made to determine whether individual 

questions " fit" with others in the cluster of questions 

107 



that pertain to each conceptual variable. Second, to 

determine whether the questions, when taken together, are 

measuring one underlying concept or whether there are more 

concepts or factors being measured. 

Three different methods are utilized to determine whether 

the factors uncovered are " significant." " One of the most 

popular criteria for addressing the number of factors 

question is to retain factors with eigenvatues greater than 

1,..Thjs srnple criterion seems to work welt, in the sense 

that it generally gives results consistent with the 

researcher's expectations, and it works well when appLied 

to samples from artificially created population models" 

(Kim & rlulter, 1978:43). 

The conceptual variables, after they have been factor 

analyzed, are checked for reliability using Cronbach's 

alpha ( Cronbach, 1951). This measure of reliability is 

used to cotr000rate the existence of multiple indicators of 

the underlying factor. It essentially tells us whether alt 

of the indicators covary in a cons istent manner and is 

calculated on each of the scales to estimate the 

scales'reliabitity as a measure of the underLying 

construct.. The range forCronbach's alpha is from . 0 to 

1.0, 

Finally K iin and Muller ( 1978:45) cite the criteria of 

interpretability. " Given the comptexity as welt as 
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uncertainties inherent in the method Cfactor analysis] the 

final judgement has to rest on the reasonableness of the 

solution on the basis of current standards of scholarship 

in one's own field." [ Code names for each question wilt .be 

included after the question in capitaJ. Letters. This wilt 

enable the reader to determine hi ch question is being 

referred to in the factor analysis section of each 

construct. Questions reLated to organizational structure 

are listed in Appendix 3 and questions related to 

cohesiveness are listed in Appendix 4.3 

21 Aulbari ty 

The basis- of authority was, for Rothschild— Whitt, perhaps 

the major characteristic which distinguished 

rational— bureaucratic and cotlectivist—dernocratic 

organizations. Her description of authority involved two 

major aspects, the existence of authority relations, such 

as, an executive, and the basis of decision making, whether 

it was done collectively or by the executive. These two 

aspects of authority will be dealt with separately in this 

study. Based on her description of this characteristic of 

organizational structure eight questions were initially 

incorporated in the questionnaire. ( See Appendix 3) The 

first three questions involve executive positions and the 

next five involve the decision making process. 
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The first question dealt with the existence of an 

executive. If there were no executive positions, 

respondents were instructed to skip the next two questions 

which were incLuded to develop a scale on this aspect of 

authority re lations. 

If an organization has executive positions but members 

perceive that those executives exercise little or no actual 

decision making or supervisory control, the organization is 

ranked closer to the collectivist—democratic end of the 

scale on authority. The first question EXEC ( See appendix 

3) was related to whether there were executive positions or 

not. On the questionnaire it was answered as yesl and 

no2. These were recoded later to yes8 and no1. The 

next question ( decaut) related to whether the executive 

members had authority to make decisions based on their 

position. Respondents rated this on a four point scale 

from never --` 1 to a1ways4. The last question related to 

whether the. executive members had to approve the decisions 

of other members. This question was also answered on a 

four point scale from never1 to a1ways4. The responses 

were simply added together to determine the amount of 

authority exercised ( see Alwin, 1973). This produced a 

scale with a possible range of from a tow of 1 to a high of 

16. The data analysed produced a scale mean of 10.45 with 

a variance of 28,08 and a standard deviation of 5.3. 
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Cronbach's alpha ( 1951), a measure of reliability for the 

scale was . 84 and the standardized item alpha was . 92. 

Using common factor analysis one factor was extracted 

with an eigenvalue of 2.4 which accounted for 80% of the 

variance. 

Another aspect of authority in Rothschild—Whitt's 

typology is. the basis of decision making. Where there is 

an absence of superordinate—subordinate relations, in the 

ideal typical collectivist— democratic organization, members 

collectively come to a consensus on important issues 

(Rothschild—Whitt., 

aspect of authority 

between executive 

1977:17). In operationalizing this 

relations a basic dichotomy was set up 

and members making decisions. 

Respondents also had the option of an " other" category in 

which they. could specify who had the responsibility for 

making decisions. These were ranked ort a scale from 1 to 4 

with 1 being member decisions and 4 being executive 

decisions. 

A final question was incLuded to determine on what basis 

individuals made decisions that affected the organization. 

This question was answered on a 4 point scale from never to 

always with 4 being more collectively oriented and  being 

more indicative of a rational—bureaucratic response 

according to Rothschild—Whitt's description of the 

difference. 
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"In this organization my personal decisions that effect 

the organization are based on howl feel that other memoers 

of the organization would react to them." PERDEC ( See 

appendix 3) 

The responses were later recodeci with never=4 and 

always=1 to be consistent with the rest of the scale. 

Initial factor analysis snowed that the question PERDEC did 

not correlate well with the rest of the questions having a 

communality, of only . 037 and lowering the' Cronbach's alpha 

by . 06. This question was deleted from the scale and 

factor analysis was rerun. Common factor analysis provided 

one factor with an eigenvalue of 1.67 which accounted for 

41.7% of the variance. Responses for each question were 

added together to form the scale which had a possible range 

of from a low for collectivist—democratic type 

organizations of 4 to a higi of 16 for 

rational— bureaucratic type organizations. The mean for the 

scale with the cJdta collected was 9.37 with a variance of 

15.24 and a standard deviation of 3.9. The reliability 

coefficient, Cronbach's alpha was . 70. 

As Rothschild— Whitt has conceptualized the distinction 

between rational—bureaucracy and collectivist— democracy, 

there is a clear cut difference in rule use. Where 
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rational— bureaucratic organizations should be bound by a 

for ma I ly established, written system of rules and 

regulations collectivist— democratic organizations seek to 

minimize rule use and deal with operations and decisions in 

an ad hoc manner. based on her description of this aspect 

of organizational structure six questions were incorporated 

in the questionnaire. 

The first question dealt with the existence of rules in 

the organization. It was answered as yesl and no0 and 

was later recoded so that 0=1 and 1=8. 

If there were no rules respondents were instructed to 

skip the next four questions which were included to 

determine the extent to which rues were formalized 

WRITRUL, set out in a hierarchical manner ( ie. by the 

executive EXECRUL) universally applied EVERULES and the 

extent of their use FEWRUL. 

The last question was included to rank organizations in 

terms of the amount of ad hoc decision making involved in 

day to day operations INDDEC. All of these questions were 

answered on a four point scale from never1 to a1ways4 

execpt FEWRUL which wasanswered as yesl and no0. No was 

recoded to equal 4 and yes was recoded to equal 0 to be 

consistent with the rest of the scale. 

All of the items were added together to form the scale 

for rules. The scale had a possible range of from 1 which 
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would be indicative of no rule use and a 

cotlectivisit—democratic structure to a possible high of 28 

which would be indicative of high rule use and a 

rational— bureaucratic structure. With the data collected 

the scale had a mean of 16.2 with a variance of 90.68 and a 

standard deviation of 9.52. Cronbach's alpha was . 89 with 

a standardized item alpha of . 92. Common factor anatysis 

of the items included in this aspect of organizational 

structure produced only one factor with an eigenvalue of 

4.07 which accounted for 67.9% of the variance. 

The last aspect of organizational structure in 

Rothschild—Whitt's typology that may be validly used as an 

indicator of the independent variable is differentiation. 

There were only two questions, included to tap this 

structUral characteristic. The first simply asks about 

whether there are administrative positions. The second 

asks about the existence of specia..ized jobs unich are. 

carried out by particular individuals. 

Both of these questions are answered on a four point 

scale from never to always and were then combined to form 

an eight point scale for differentiation with a possible 

range of from 2 to 8. The mean for this sale with the data 

collected was 5.9 with a variance of 1.87 and a standard 
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deviation of 1.3. Cronbach's alpha was . 78 as was the 

standardized item alpha. Factor an41ysis, as we would 

expects revealed one factor with an eigenvalije of 1.28 

accounting for 64.2% of the variance. 

QQC IQQUt1QQ 2f Lh 

As was noted by Libo ( 1952) in the study of cohesiveness 

there are two units of analysis, the individual and the 

group. He points out that " most research studies invol.ving 

cohesiveness as a variable have in reality dealt only with 

attract i on—t 0—group in individuals. .. In short, the 

individuat,., rather than the group, unit of analysis has 

been the means of studying cohesiveness to date" ( Libo, 

1952: 3-4). In this study attraction— to— group, the 

individual unit of analysis is used as well. The term 

cohesiveness is substituted when discussing the concept. 

A new scale of group cohesiveness was needed that focused 

onthe three aspects most commonly cited in the literature 

plus a category of recognition gained as a resul...t of 

belonging to the organization. The three most commonly 

cited ( as per Chapter 2) are positive socio—emotional,task 

and prestige of the organization orientations. A set of 

questions that were felt to tap these dimensions were 

developed and put in questionnaire form. Many of these 

questions were taken from previous questionnaires that 
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treated cohesiveness as a global variable ( Yalom, 175; 

Libo, 1953). The questions that were thought to be 

indicative of each aspect of cohesiveness were then grouped 

together. Questions re'ated to the individual's amount of 

recognition as a result of belonging to the organization 

were developed by the researcher ( See Appendix 3). A five 

point scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree was 

used for each item. Two items were reverse coded to check 

for response set. As well, a number of open ended 

questions were included in the questionnaire that allowed 

respondents the opportunity to expound on particular 

aspects of cohesiveness. These will be pointed out as they. 

come up. 

6.1.1 Q QQ.t1QD.1. .Q.b.1QD 

2a) Soclo—Emotional Cohesion 

The friends component consists of seven questions which 

were answered on a five point scale and an open ended 

question. ( See Appendix 4) 

The last question was open ended to allow the respondent 

some leeway.. in answering. 

"How often do you interact with others in the group 

outside of its meetings or functions?" OFTINT 

This question was coded on a scale developed by going 
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through alt of the re-sponses and assigning them a weight of 

from 1 to 5 based on the amount of time they cited. 

Factor AnaLysis and Retiatility 

Factor analysis of the eight questions related to 

friendship produced two factors with eigenvatues of 2.3 and 

1.19 accounting for 28.8% and 15% of the variance 

respectivety. The first factor focused primarily on what 

we would commonly call friendship. The three questions 

that respondents who loaded heavily on this factor answered 

in a strong positive manner were, MEETOTHP OFTINT, and 

MANYFR ( See Appendix 4).. 

We might postulate that persons loading heavily on this 

factor were most interested in the social aspects of the 

organization, ie. they saw the organization more as a 

place to meet new friends and maintain friendships. During 

the participant observation stage of the study one woman 

remarked that: " I perfer the peace oriented groups because 

I find the people I meet more comfortable to be with and 

more interesting than other types of volunteer groups." 

The second factor focused more on friends as work mates 

who were necessary to achieve the organization's goals. 

The questions that persons who loaded heavily on this 

factor answered in a strong positive manner were: FRTSKI, 

OPDIF, FRTSKO, ENJMT, TKOLV ( See Appendix 4). 
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(Table 6.1 About Here) 

It appears then that there is a more task oriented aspect 

of friendship as it relates to interaction within the 

organization and another that is much less interested in 

the organization and its tasks except insofar as being a 

means of maintaining social friendships. In the data 

analysis section it will be interesting to determine 

whether there is an association . etween organizationa' 

structure and these two factors within socio—emotional 

cohesion. 

The two aspects of socio—emotjorial cohesion will be 

treated as separate variables in the data analysis section 

with questions from each factor being added together to 

form the individual scales. The friendship factor witt be 

called social cohesion while the g3a1 oriented factor will 

be called goal cohesion . 

s22.11 QLJI. £QÜ1QQ 

The scores for the three questions related to social 

cohesion were added together to form the scale which had a 

possible range of from 3 to 15. With the data collected 

the scale had a mean of 7.18 with a variance of 12.19 and a 

standard deviation of 3.49. Cronbach's alpha was . 198 .jith 

a standardized item alpha of . 81. 
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QJ Q11J.Q 

The five questions related to oa-1 cohesion were also 

added together to form the goal cohesion scale. This scale 

had a range of from 5 to 25. With the data collected the 

scale had a mean of 19.73 with a variance of 8.09 and a 

standard deviation of 2.84. Cronbach's alpha was . 637 with 

a standardized item alpha of . 654. 

Ik -QL-ig -Q-tad 

There were three questions related t.o the task aspect of 

cohesiveness that were answered on a five point scale and 

two that were open ended. The responses to the open ended 

questions were coded on a scale developed by going through 

dil of the responses and assigning them a weight from 1 to 

5 based on the strength of commitment to organizational 

purpose. ( See Appendix 4). 

The scale for task oriented cohesiveness had a possible 

range of from 5, indicative of low task oriented 

cohesiveness to a high of 25 indicative of high task 

oriented cohesiveness. The mean for the scale with the 

data collected was 22.23 with a variance of 7.03 and a 

standard deviation of 2.65. Cronbachs alpha was . 73 as 

was the standardized item alpha. 

Factor Anatysis and Reliability 

Factor analysis of these five questions produced one 
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factor with an eigenvalue of 1.93 which accounted for 38,7% 

of the variance. Since there seemed to be some 

correspondence between goal cohesion and task cohesion it 

was decided to determine whether these two aspects might 

not be so cicsely related as to be one factor. Again using 

common factor analysis with an oblique rotation two factors 

were produced, the first had an eiçjenvalue of 2,54 and 

accounted for 31.8% of the variance. This factor loaded on 

four questions from the task cohesion scale, STPROG, 

SIBEOG, WOACGOL and WORGLI. 

The second factor had an eiyenvaue of 1.11 and accounted 

for 13.9% of the variance. It Loaded on FRTSKI, FRTSKO and 

OPDIF which are all from the goal cohesion scale. It would 

appear then that the two scales are inceed different 

although they are related. The correlation between the two 

factors was . 19. So the task cohesion and goal cohesion 

scales wilt be left as separate aspects of cohesiveness in 

the data analysis. 

P. Q.I .tt Q QiLtiQfl . D £ kiQU XQ QLbe 

QcIiztiQn Q CQflD..t1. 

Six questions were asked to determine individuals' 

concepts of the amount of prestige accorded their 

organization in relation to other organizations in the 

environment. These questions were answered on a five point 
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scale. ( See Appendix 4). 

The responses for the six questions were added together 

to form each individual's perception of the prestige of the 

organization in relation to other organizations in the 

environment. The scale had a possible range of from 6 to 

30 with 3:0 being indicative of high prestige of the 

organization related cohesiveness.. The mean for the scale 

with the data collected was 21.2 -with a variance of 16.5 

and a standard deviation of 4. Cronbachs alpha was . 69 

and the standardized item alpha was . 70. 

JDQLQt. Qf .Q9Qit.iQfl QI 

ieu 

Four questions were included in the questionnaire to 

determine the amount of recognition that individuals gained 

as a result of belonging to the organization. These 

questions were answered on a five point scale. The 

responses - far the four questions we-re added together to 

form each individuaL's score on the recognition scale. The 

scale had a possible range of from 4 to 20. With the data 

collected the scale mean was 11.89 wit.h a variance of 13.23 

and a standard deviation of 3.64. Cronbach's alpha was 

.821 and te standardized item alpha was . 827. 

2ta QLk Qb - 

Finally all of the questions related to cohesiveness were 
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divided by the number of questions in each category and 

added together for each respondent to form an overall 

cohesiveness scale. This scale had a Cronbach's alpha of 

.749. Factor analysis of the four items provided one 

factor with an eigenvalue of 1.8 which accounted for 45.1% 

of the variance. The results of this factor analysis tend 

to confirm that individual recognition received as a result 

of belonginy to the organization may be consicered to be an 

aspect of an individual's att.actión—to—group or 

cohesiveness score. 

4 i..cea 1iiUx . hka 

Two scales were included in the questionnaire to act as 

validity checks. These have already been discussed in 

Chapter 5 and are now verified with factor analysis. 

iJi! QL1n..t QI EQa.iQ 

Four questions were included in the research toot to 

determine individual's participation levels within the 

organization. These were answered in various ways. 

Answers to CAPPART were codeci 4 for " executive" 1 for 

"member at large" and 3 for "do not participate." 

Responses in the " other" category were coded within the 0 

to 4 range based on response. Answers to AMOPARI were 

coded with "very active participant" as 6 and " low 

participant" as 1. Answers to DISPAR were coded from " I 
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usually just listen" as 1 to " I lead the conversation as 4. 

"Don't know" was coded U and " Other" was placed in the 1 to 

4 range based on the response. The ATTEND question was 

coded with " every meeting" as 5 and less than a quarter as 

1. Responses were. added together to form the scale for 

part  cipation. 

Factor Ana lysis and Reliability 

Factor analysis produced 1 factor with an eigen,alue of 

1.93 which accounted for 48.3% of the variance. 

The scale mean was 12.97 with a variance of 11.79 and a 

standard deviation of 3.43. The , reUability coefficient 

alpha was .. 647 and the standardized item alpha was . 691. 

*&z ladez Q.1 CQJ.Q 

For purposes of a validity check Seashore's Index of 

Group Cohesiveness ( 1954) was included.. Seashore was 

selected because it is a recognized measure of group 

cohesiveness, it is anenable to statistical analysis and 

because it is short and fit easily into the format of the 

questionnaire. A few small changes were made in the' 

wording to increase the validity of the responses. ( See 

Appendix 6). 

Factor Anatysis and Reliability 

Common factor analysis of the five questions contained in 
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Seashore's Index of Group Cohesiveness revealed one factor 

with an eigenvalue of 1.72 which accounted for 34.4 of the 

variance. The alpha coefficient was . 51 and the 

standardized item alpha . 59. The scale had a mean of 

14.91, a variance of 3.96 and a standard deviation of 1.99. 

QXb.c ij nc1 cibi I  .tb 

There are several variables that have been shown to be 

associated with cohesiveness in the past. These were 

included in the analysis as control variables so that they 

did not interfear with the actual relations between the 

independent and dependent variables, 

Participation has been dealt with previoulsy in this 

section and the section on validity and will not be covered 

again here. 

Group size has been noted many times as a variable that 

will affect cohesiveness in various ways, as welt as 

participation rates ( Baker1981; Fredrick & Mishler, 1952 

Hamblin 1952; Miller, 1961; Hare, 1952; Slater, 1953). The 

variable chosen as a measure of size was number of members 

usually attending meetings which was coded as reported. 

Sex of the respondent has been shown to be related to 

task and socio—emotional responses. It has consistently 

been found that in small, mixed sex groups there is a 

124 



tendency for females to assutne a socio—e mot iona( or 

expressive role, and males, a task or instrumental role 

(Kendet, 1957; Mishier & Waxier, 1960; Parsons & Bates, 

1955; Shodbeck & Mann, 1956. Wiley, 1973),. By controtting 

for this variable we remove any possible effects it may 

have on the relationship of interest. Dummy coding was 

used with rnalel and female0. 

Employment Status. Although no research 'has been done 

that the researcher is aware of it seems apparent that 

persons who are unemployed would be more prone to be 

cohesive as they have no other organization in which to 

gain some sense of purposes Unemployed was coded 0, part 

time 1 and full time 2. 
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Table 6.1 Factor Analysis Of Socio—Emotionat. Cohesion 

Common Factor Analysis with Oblique Rotation 

Pattern Matrix Structure Matrix 

Factorl Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2 

meetoth .83 .84 . 31 

o f t i n t .74 .75 

manyfr .74 .71 

frtski .86 .81 

opdif .60 .38 .59 

frtsko .52 .57 

enjmt .39 .42 

tkolv .30 
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LU&BILE Z 211A ANALM• 

All of the variables discussed above that had scales 

developed are treated as continuous variables. Two of the 

variables were dummy coded ( Pedha2ur, 1982:274-289) since 

they are categorical variables. Dummy coding allows us to 

use categor.ical variables in multiple regression anai.ysis 

so that the effect of each category of an independent 

variable may be determined or controUed for as the case 

may be. The two categorical variables were sexy with two 

categories,., and employment status with three categories, 

unemployed,, part—time and full time. 

When using dummy coding it is necessary to leave one of 

the categories " out" of the analysis. The left out 

variable is referred to as the reference variable. Knowing 

an individual's status in reference to the other coded 

vectors provides sufficient information. A test of the b 

where dummy coding is used " is tantamount to testing the 

difference between the mean of the group assigned 1 in the 

vector with, which the b is associated and the mean of the 

group assigned 0's in all the vectors" ( Pedhazur, 

1982:287). So, when interpreting the B*'s in the anaLysis 

for the dummy coded variables, the 8* represents the 
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difference between the reference variable and the coded 

variable. The reference varibte for sex was female and 

for employment status, unemployed. 

Multiple regression analysis is a powerful tool for the 

analysis of data which " do not speak for themselves but 

through the medium of the analytic techniques applied to 

them" ( Pedhazur, 1982:4). "t3roadly speaking, regression 

analysis is a method of analyzing the variability of a 

dependent variable by resorting to information availabLe on 

one or more independent variables.. Among other thins an 

answer is sought to the question: What are the expected 

changes in the dependent variable as a result of changes 

(observed or induced) in the independent variables?.... 

Multiple regression analysis is eminently suited for 

analyzing the collective and separate effects of two or 

more independent variables on a dependent variable" 

(Pedhazur, 1982:5). 

Multiple regression analysis also provides a means of 

controlling for variaoles that are extraneous to the 

relationship of interest. " StatisticaL control means that 

one uses statistical methods to identify, isolate, or 

nullify variance in a dependent variable that is presumably 

"caused" by one or more independent variables that are 

extraneous to the particular relation or relations under 

study. Statistical control is particularly important when 
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one is interested in the joint or mutual effects of more 

than one independent variable on a, dependent variable 

because one has to be able to sort out and contro& the 

effects of some variables while studying the effects of 

other variables. Multiple regression and related forms of 

analysis provide ways to achieve such control" ( Pedhazur, 

1982:98). 

In multip'e regression anatysis " a partia' regression 

coefficient ( i.e., a regression coefficient obtained in the 

regression of a dependent variable on a set of interrei..ated 

independent variables) indicates the expected change in the 

dependent variable associated with a unit change in a given 

independent variable while controlting for the other 

independent variables" ( Pedhazur, 1982.221). 

When using multiple regression analysis to determine 

effects of independent variables on the dependent variable 

when non— experimental methods are used " the most important 

thing to note is that such equations reflect average 

relations between a dependent and a set of independent 

variables, and not necessarily the process by which the 

latter produce the former" Pedhazur, 1982:222). 

Another important consideration in the interpretation of 

regression coefficients is that the independent variables 

are often intercorrelated. Although the effects ofother 

independent variables may be controlled statistically it is 
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necessary to use caution in making theoretical or practical 

recommendations on the basis of such results. The 

independent variables related to organizational structure, 

as has already been noted, are interrelated. It may welt 

be impossible from a practical standpoint to vary authority 

and hold constant rule use, decision making and 

differentiation. Hence, care is needed in the 

interpretation of the results obtained. 

Although no commonly accepted level of correlation exists 

that defines the lower limits of multicolinearity 

(Pedhazur, 1982:233) extreme coltinearity has been set in 

the . 8 to 1.0 ran ge (Nie, et. al., 1975:340). ( See Table 

7.1 for correlations among the independent variables.) 

Multicolinearity can cause problems in •the interpretation 

of the reLative importance of the independent variables. 

"The more strongly correlated the independent variables are 

(excluding,. - of course, extreme mutt icotinearity which 

prevents the coefficients from being calculated at alt), 

the greater the need for controlling the confounding 

effects. However, the greater the intercorrelation of the 

independent variables, the less the reliability of the 

relative importance indicated by the partial regression 

coefficients" ( Nie, et. at., 1975:340). Since the 

independent variables related to organizational structure 
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used here are intercorrelated, again, care should oe 

exercised in interpreting the results. 

(Table 7.1 About Here) 

We can see from the table that the four aspects of 

organizational structure are moderately correLated. This 

was expected and very little can be done about it except to 

exercise caution in the interpretation of results. 

For the purposes of interpretation of results in this 

paper standardized b's (3*) will be reported since " they 

are scale free indices and therefore can be compared across 

different variables" ( Pedhazur, 1982:247),, As noted above 

since this is non— experimental research, when comparing 

across the different variables we must limit our 

interpretation so that B*'s reflect average relations 

between the dependent and the independent variables. It 

should further be recalled from the section on validity 

that the static group comparison design, which is a 

non— experimental design, constrains the interpretation of 

results. As was noted at that times the major intent at 

this stage of the exploration of the variables is to 

determine whether or not a relationship exists. For 

purposes of discussion the stipulation that average 

relations between variables be usedmay be neglected and 
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"effects" of the independent variabte on the aependent 

variable used. 

Z2 Ih m2l r. 

The reader is remindeJ that the characteristics of the 

sample are not necessarily generalizable to the population 

of either individuals who belong to voLunteer organizations 

or to the distribution of structures within volunteer. 

organizations. The sample was selected so as to provide a 

wide distribution across the range of amounts of 

organizational structure and not to oe representative of 

the population at large. 

Individual characteristics of the respondents who 

returned the questionnaire such as age, sexe employment 

status, highest educational level attained and number of 

memberships in other volunteer organizations were gathered 

as well as structural characteristics of the organizations. 

These demographic variables are included here so that the 

reader may gain some sense of the characteristics of the 

sample population. As well, some of the demographic 

variabLes have been shown to have an effect on 

cohesiveness. These are included as independent variables 

in the data analysis, thus controlling for their effects on 

the dependent variables and making the interpretation more 
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clear cut, i.e., controlling for rival hypotheses. 

The ages of the respondents ranged from 19 to 81. The 

distribution was bimodal with modes at 29 and 50. There 

was a major reduction of respondents in the 40 to 45 age 

category and then an- increase in the 47 to 59 age group 

with a few "older" respondents between 60 and 81. ( See 

Table 7.2). The respondents were predominately femate at 

56.8% of the sample or 54 respondents and 40 males at 42.1% 

of the sample. ( See Table ?. 2). 

The unemployed accounted for 14.9% or 11 of the sample 

while 23% or 17 were employed part time. Full time 

employed accounted for the largest category with 62.1% or 

46 respondents. 

The highest education level obtained was coded in years 

of schooling with 12 assigned for a high school diploma, 14 

for a technical diploma, 16 for a university undergraduate 

degrees 18 for a masters degree and 20 for a PhD. By far 

the largest category of volunteers was in the university 

undergraduate degree area. There were equivalent numbers 

of respondents with high school diplomas and masters 

degrees ( 13). ( See Table 7.2).. 

Of the 93 valid responses 427. or 39 were single and 46.2% 

or 43 were married. Five respondents reported themsetves 

as divorced accounting for 5.3% of the sample while 6 were 

categorized as "other" accounting for 6.5% of the sampte. 
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Very few of the respondents were fuR time students' only 

5.3% or 5 individuals. Part time students accounted for 

21.3% of the sample or 20 respondents. Non- students made 

up the majority with 73.4% of the sample or 69 individuals. 

Approximately 80% of the respondents belonged to more 

than one volunteer organization with the largest majority 

belonging to one, two or three other volunteer 

organizations. These three categories accounted for 69% of 

the cases. ( See Table 7.2). 

(Table 7.2 About Here) 

The distribution of individual member's perceptions of 

the amount of each of the structural variables reveals a 

fairly good distribution across the range of possible 

scores, For the exercise of executive authority ( AUTH0RI) 

due to the method of coding, there was a wide gap between 

organizations in which no authority was exercised, due to 

the lack of an executive ( coded 1) and lower amounts of 

authority exercised by the executive ( coded 10). Within 

the range of possible amounts of authority exercised by the 

executive (10-ló) the distribution of individual's 

perceptions was approximately normal. ( See Table 7.3). 

Amounts of perceived centralized decision making were 

also welt distributed from 3 •which is indicative of low 

centralized decision making to 12 which indicates high 
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Levels of the variable. ( See Table 7.3). 

Individual, respondent's perceptions of amount of rule use 

within the organization was bimodaL with lower scores 

indicative of the range in organizations with little rule 

use ( from 2-3) and higher amounts of rule use clustered 

between 16 and 28. ( See Table 7..3) 

Finally, individual's perceptions of the amount of 

differentiation within the organization ranged from 3 to  

with the vast majority perceiving their organizations to be 

at 6, ( See Table 7,3). 

(Table 7.3 About Here) 

Z4L f.anio 

Each set of hypotheses- related to each of the aspects of 

cohesiveness and the overall cohesiveness scale are 

discussed in the same order as they were in Chapter Four. 

All of the hypotheses are discussed under the heading of 

the dependent variable involved. Specific hypotheses are 

referred to as they were numbered in Chapter Four. Thus, 

the relation between social cohesion and executive exercise 

of authority is referred to as 4..2.1.b. 

Table 7,.4 contains the B*'s for the regression of the 

particular aspects of cohesiveness on the structural and 

individual variables. The unstandardized b's and their 
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intercepts are included for reference. As well, the R 

squares for each regression equation are included. It can 

be seen from an examination of table 7.4 that the variance 

accounted form n all of the equations was very high by 

sociological standards, ranging from . 499 to . 677. This 

gives some indication that the major variables which affect 

cohesiveness have been identified and included in the 

analysis. It will also be noted from Table 7.4 that few of 

the results were statistically significant beyond the . 05 

level. This may be attributed to the relativeLy small 

sample sire ranging from 58 to 95 individuals. It is a 

property of tests of significance that the N of cases is in 

the denominator and a large sample will more often give 

significant results. The uneven numbers of cases in some 

anaLyses are due to tistuise deletion of cases ( SPSSX, 

1986:681). This method uses only those cases that have 

valid values for all of the variab&es included in the 

a na ly 5 i 5. 

Table 7.4 is a compilation of the results of the multiple 

regression analyses of each of the independent variables on 

each of the dependent variables. Starting at the top left 

we see that social cohesion was the first dependent 

variable. Reading down the first column we see first the 

standardized b ( 8*) for executive authority. In 

parentheses tne unstandardized b is listed. At the bottom 
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of the column is listed they intercept ( constant) for the 

unstandardized regression equation and the multip4.e R 

square ( R2). R2 tells us the amount of variance explained 

in the dependent variable when the independent variables 

are regressed on it. B*'s are interpreted as the " effect" 

of each independent variable on the dependent variable when 

all of the effects of the other independent variables are 

controlled or held constant. Recalt as well that no y 

intercept is reported for B*'s since the intercept always 

occurs at the origin for standardized variables. Only the 

B*'s are interpreted since they are scale free indices 

which may be compared acrossdifferent variables within an 

equation. We can compare across the table to get a general 

feel for how each independent variable affects each of the 

dependent variables. However, the beta weights will not be 

equivalent, or directly comparable, due to differences in 

standard deviations in the equations and the ciifferent 

dependent variables. So, for instance, we see by reading 

across for executive authority that it has a negative 

effect on all aspects of cohesiveness except task cohesion 

and organizational prestige based cohesion when all of the 

other independent variables are controLled. 

Since none of the results reLated to individual 

hypotheses were significant beyond the . 05 level none of 

the hypotheses were con firined. However, the pattern of 
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results may still be interpreted. The reader is advised to 

take interpretations with a grain of salt and to check the 

significance levels for individual relationships as only 

general trenos are being interpreted which are not based on 

stati sti cat siyni ficance. 

(Table 7.4 About Here) 

ZL1 a9f,141 CQb].QQ 

The effect of the structural variables of interest on 

social cohesion were all low but mixed in their positive or 

negative effects. Increasing amounts of authority 

exercised by the executive, ( 4.2.1.b) where it exists,and 

increasing amounts of centralized decision making ( 4.2,1 a) 

are on average negatively related to social cohesion. That 

is, as these structural variables increase social cohesion 

tends to decrease as was hypothesized. However, rule use 

(4.2.1.c) anc differentiated jobs within the organization 

(4.2.1.d) were on average positively related to social 

cohesion. As canbe seen from an examination of Table 7.4 

all of the structural variables used in the hypotheses 

exert very Little effect. The other structural variable 

size did not have a very strong effect on the dependent 

variable. What effect it had was negative. 

As will be recalled from Chapter Four it was hypothesized 

that increased levels of all of the structural variables of 
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interest would affect social cohesion negatively. These 

results would seem to indicate that, contrary - to the 

theoretical, distinction between the two types of 

organizational structures that, it has very little to do 

with the more friendship oriented factor of socio—emotäonal 

cohesion. Social cohesion then was basically unaffected by 

any of the structural variables execpt -decision making 

which had the largest relative effect of the four 

structural variables at. —. 119 ( significance . 344). This 

gives some indication that where decision making is 

decentralized organizations' members may, through increased 

interaction, yet- to know and like one another better. 

As has been noted previously the nature of the research 

was exploratory. This initial investigation was made to 

determine whether relati onsh ips exist between 

organizational structure and aspects of cohesiveness. As 

such, the research project did not envision the explanation 

of anomalous findings. That is, questions related to the 

reasons for anomalies were not included. Some general, 

possible, explanations for anomalous findings are included. 

However, proof of the reasons for anomalies is beyond the 

scope of the present work. "Anomolous" is used in this 

discussion to indicate that relationships were not in the 

expected directions, or were so smai,t that they did not 

support the expectation of a relationship between the 
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variables of interest. 

The individual characteristics which were controlled for 

had the effects that were expected. Participation was 

significantly ( beyond . 05) reLated to, social cohesion. 

This is in keepiny with all of the previous research on the 

relationship between cohesiveness and-participation. The 

effect of being male as opposed to the •other category, 

female, was negative when regressed on social cohesion. 

This is also consistent with the research cited in section 

6.5. The effects of full time and part time employment 

when compared to the reference category unemployed were 

mixed. Part time employment positively affected social 

cohesion while full time employment negatively affected 

social cohesion. This is consistent. with the rationale 

that unemployed and part—time employed persons would be 

more likely to seek a sense of belonging in groups than 

full—time employed persons since the employed already had a 

group in which they could make friends. 

Z.L12 Lgai LQb2i igo 

Goal cohesion, the other factor in the friendship scale, 

was affected both positively and negatively by the 

different structural variables of interest. Only three of 

the - structural variables had values large enough to make 

interpretation possible, except insofar as explaining the 
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Lack of effect of the structural characteristics. 

Goat cohesion was most strongly effected by centratized 

executive authority ( 4.2.2.b) at —. 298 ( significance . 071). 

We might extrapolate from this result that the existence of 

a centralized executive that does exercise authority 

detracts from members' attraction to the organizdtion on 

the goat cohesiveness factor. Members of such 

organizations are not as likely to want to help others with 

problems, would not consider the others to be frien'ds if 

they had differences of opinion with them and don't 

particularly enjoy meeting with the other members. This 

may be due to reliance on an executive to solve probLems, 

i.e., members may feel that the executive is there to deaL 

with problems and define situations, reducing their 

reliance on one another and the need for interaction and 

depriving them of the opportunity to make friends to some 

extent. 

The other aspect of authority, centralized decision 

making, ( 4.2.2.a) had very little effect on goal cohesion 

and should not be interpreted. This is especially true 

given the admonition to interpret the results of multiple 

regressions where multicolinearity exists with care. 

The reason that formaLized written rules ( 4.2.2.c) should 

have a positive relation to goal cohesion . 132 

significance . 356) is uncertain,. However, the result is 

141 



surprising in Light of both Rothschild—Whitt's and Weber's 

discussion of the " dehumanizing" effects of rule use. One 

possible explanation might be that this factor of the 

socio—emotional aspect of cohesiveness is, generally 

speakinj, in some ways similar to the task oriented aspect 

of cohesiveness, so members might see the use of rules as; 

a) helping to clear up otherwise amoiyuous situations and 

b) allowing for more goal oriented behavior which.,outd be 

seen as attractive. There are two problems with this 

interpretation. First, it would seem logical that the 

centralized exercise of authority should also be positive 

if such were the case. Secondly, the association between, 

or effect of, rule use on task oriented cohesiveness is 

negative although smati. This ambiguity will require 

further study. Again the reader is urged to exercise 

caution with this interpretation since the significance was 

.356. 

Differentiation ( 4.2.2.d) in this case had the smaLlest 

effect on goal cohesion and as such should not be 

interpreted. Where members have separate and specific jobs 

to perform we would expect that tney would not be as 

inclined to help others with their jobs. The specialist 

expert rationale discussed in the theory section would have 

led us to expect a much larger negative effect in the more 

structured organizations. It is surprising therefore that 
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the effect of differentiation was as small as it was. 

Larger size was positively associated with goal cohesion,. 

That is, members were more willing to help others and 

enjoyed meeting with them more than in the smatler 

organizations. This finding is consistent with the general 

conclusions of the participant observation section. 

Females were, on averages as compared to males, more 

likely to have high goal cohesion scores. This result was 

significant oeyond the .05 level. Again this finding is 

consistent with the findings of other researchers noted in 

section 6.5. Participation was the most strongly 

associated with goal cohesion, significant beyond the . 01 

level. This is consistent with previous research findings. 

Compared to unemployed persons, part time employed persons 

had a positive, moderately strong effect on goal cohesion 

while full time employed persons had a very weak positive 

effect. These findings are also consistent with the 

rationale provided above relating unemployment to a need to 

seek friends in other organizations.. 

.QhIQG 

Task cohesion yeneratly performed as hypothesized when 

regressed on the structural variables of interest. In all 

cases except rule use, ( 4.3.c) the effect of higher levels 

of the structural variables was an increase in task 
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cohesion. For rule use the effect was small and should not 

be interpreted. The effects were strongest for authority 

(4.3.b)(.150 significance . 294) and decision making 

(4.3.a)(.123 significance . 243) and fairly weak for 

differentiation ( 4.3.d)(.04 significance . 706). It seems 

then that centralized authority and decision making tend to 

increase task cohesion. These results are consistent with 

the theoretical discussion included in the introduction,. 

'Members of organizations that are. closer to the 

rational— bureaucratic end of the scale are more attracted 

to the tasks of the organization than members of the Less 

structured organizations. 

Members of larger organizations were significantly 

(beyond . 01) less likely to have expressed feetings 

consistent with task oriented cohesiveness,. IThis resutt is 

most especiali..y surprising given the general conclusions 

that were formulated in the participant observation 

section. There, often the smaller, more collectivist types 

of organizations often lacked the members necessary to 

accomplish the tasks they had set for themselves. The 

members of the smaller organizations might need to be more 

task oriented since there are not a large number of other 

members in the organization to help take off some of the 

Load. The members would need to work more, and work 

together more, to accomplish the tasks. Also, in the 
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smaller organizations, where it is easier to maintain a 

commonly accepted definition of the problem and how to 

address it, members could do more task work and spend Less 

time trying to define the problem. This kind of 

relationship was found in the initial stages of the 

organization described in section 5.2.6. 

Another anomalous finding was that females expressed more 

task cohesiveness than males. This is inconsistent with 

previous findings in the literature that show males to be 

more task oriented. One possible reason for this 

particular finding may be tre rather unique constitution of 

the memberships of these -types of volunteer organizations. 

They are social action organizations, ones whose members do 

not accept the social system as it exists and are actively 

trying to change it. This includes in most of the more 

collectivist —democratic organizations., at least, an 

awareness of sexual inequalities and attempts to do away 

with them by most menmers. 

Participation had a strong positive effect on task 

cohesiveness, significant beyond the . 01 level, as was 

predicted. We would expect that memoers who particiat.e 

more in the activities would be more attracted to the 

tasks. FuLL time employment as compared to the reference 

variable unemployed had a positive effect on task cohesion 

while part time employment, as compared to unemployed.* had, 
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on average., a weak negative effect. The effect for 

part—time employment was so small that we could consider it 

to be equivalent to an unemployed status.. It does seem 

anomalous that, compared to unemployed and part—timers, 

employed people expressed more task cohesion. The 

rationale for including employment as a control variable, 

it will be recalled, was that since unemployed persons were 

not working they would oe more attracted to the 

organization to gain a sense of purpose and meet people. 

We should expect then that unemployed persons would be more 

attracted to the oranization's tasks than empLoyed 

persons. It was noted that the 4nemployed were more 

attracted to the social cohesion aspects of the 

organizations.. So, although the results were not 

significant, we have some indication that unemployed 

persons are more interested in social aspects than in the 

task aspects of these organizations.. 

QL 2UQDi EC.fl12e. 

Organizational prestige performed much , as expected in 

Chapter Four with the exception of rule use ( 4.4.c) where 

higher levels of the variable were on average related to 

the dependent variable negatively (—. 124 significance 

.423). No particular reason is apparent for this negative 

relation. As will be recalled, it was expected that the 
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retat ions hip wouLd be positive for all of the structural 

variables. Taken together, the hypotheses all predicted 

that increased levels of each structural variable would be 

associated with higher levels of organizational prestige 

based cohesion. It is, then, problematic that only one 

variable had a relatively strong negative effect and 

further research is called for to explain this anomalous 

result. 

Decision making ( 4.4.a) was also negatively associated 

with organizational prestige based cohesion although at a 

very low level and should not be interpreted except insofar 

as it did not have an effect. Differentiation ( 4.4.d). had 

the strongest positive effect on organizational prestige 

based cohesion (. 236 significance . 101). Executive 

exercise of authority ( 4.4.b) had a positive effect on 

organizational prestige based cohesion as well (. 196 

significance . 248). So, except for hypothesis 4.4.c and 

4.4.a all of the hypotheses relating structure to 

organizational prestige based cohesion have been supported, 

to some extent, although the results were not significant. 

The effect of size was weak but positive. It is 

surprising that size would not have an effect on the 

prestige. of the organization aspect of cohesiveness.. We 

might logically assume that organizations that could 

consistently attract larger numbers of members to meetings 
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wouLd be seen as more prestigious by their members than 

organizations with smalLer numbers attending meetings. 

FemaLes were more likely than mates to perceive the 

organization to be prestigious. Participation was 

significantly ( beyond . 05) reLated on average to persons 

perceiving the organization to be prestigious. Again, this 

finding is consistent with previous research relating 

participation to group cohesiveness. 

Full and part time employment as compared to 

unempLoymentp were negatively related to task oriented 

cohesiveness.. So, those persons who were employed did not 

see the organization as being very prestigious. They might 

have seen their " real" work as more tmportant and providing 

them with more prestige. Unemployed persons would probably 

see the organization as being relatively more prestigious 

since they tacked a reference organization, 

Z-3-5 ludlkl-duli eQ.gDfliQn61 b QAsi s• Qi £Qbe..i.Qn 

Individual recognition was affected as hypothesized by 

the structural variables of interest with the exception of 

executive exercise of authority ( 4.5.b). Where higher 

levels of executive authority were exercised, individual 

recognition was tower (.- 289 significance . 093). A strong 

positive relationship had been hypothesized. The reason 

for this finding might be that where authority is 
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centralized within an executive other members may not 

perceive themselves to be gaining much recognition. 

Increased levels of centralized decision making ( 4.,5,a) 

were positively associated with individual's perceptions of 

themselves as gaining recognition(.253 significance .053). 

The only readily apparent explanation for the findings 

reLated to the two aspects of authority might be that in 

collectivist- democratic organizations all of the members, 

due to their increased amounts of involvement in the actual 

workings of the organization, might see themselves as 

gaining more recognition both inside and outside of the 

organ izat ion. On the rational-bureaucratic side the 

majority of the members might not see themselves as gaining 

much recognition for the work they do since they may 

perceive the executive members as gaining alt or most of 

the recognition. 

Decision making ( 4.5.a) and differentiation (. 216 

significance . 139) ( 4.5.d) both had a relatively strong 

positive effect on individual recognition as was 

hypothesized. We could interpret the result for 

differentiation to be valid for the more structured 

organizations since members have' clearLy defined job roles, 

makingit easier for them to associate what they do in the 

organization with the effects that the organization has and 

with their specific role in helping to achieve those goals. 
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Rule use ( 4.5.c) was weakly associated with individual 

recognition but the effect was too small to interpret. So, 

decision making and differentiation performed much as 

expected while rule use exerted little influence on 

individuats perceived amount of recognition and executive 

exercise of authority had an effect opposite to the one 

hypothesized. 

The difterence in effect between males and females on 

individual recognition was negligible. Part'icipation was 

strongly positively associated with tflis aspect of 

cohesiveness beyond the .05 level of significance. This 

result would be expected since those who are actively 

involved would perceive themselves, correctly, to be 

gaining recojnition for their work.' As compared to 

unemployed persons, full time employed volunteers perceived 

themselves to be gaining sinificant&y ( beyond . 05) less 

recognition for their work white part time employed persons 

saw themselves as gaining only slightly less recognition 

than unempoyed persons. Again., the rationale that was 

expressed earlier in relation to organizational rest i ge 

based cohesion might apply here. When members have jobs, 

they may already perceive themselves to be gaining much 

more recognition from their jobs and relatively less from 

their involvement in the social action organizations. 
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Finally, the total cohesiveness scale was regressed on 

the independent variables. The major reason for reporting 

the overaLL cohesiveness scale is to examine whether, as 

expected, the different measures of attraction— to— group are 

affected differentially by the structural variables.. If 

they are it provides some indication that a scale of group 

cohesiveness that attempts to average individual's 

attraction— to—group scores is misleading. 

Executive authority ( 4.6.c) was negatively related to 

overall cohesiveness. It will be recalled that executive 

authority was negatively related to social cohesion, goal 

cohesion and individual recognition, but positively related 

to task cohesion and organizational prestige. A scale of 

cohesiveness that treated each aspect of 

attraction— to—group in a summative manner would have missed 

the positive association between executive exercise of 

authority and these to aspects of cohesiveness. 

Decision makin g (4.6.a) was positively related, but 

weakly sox wi th overall cohesiveness. An examination of 

Table 7.4 shows that while decision making negatively 

affected social cohesion and organizational prestige it 

positively affected the other aspects of cohesiveness. The 

combining of the different aspects into an overall scale 

seems to have lowered the strength of the effect as was 
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suggested in Chapter Four. 

Rule use ( 4,6.b) had a weak positive effect on overall 

cohesiveness. It may be seen from Table 7.4 that rule use 

exerted a positive influence on yoal cohesion but a 

negative influence on organizational prestige based 

cohesion. These effects appear to have cancelled each 

other out in the overall scale. 

Differentiation ( 4.6.d) had a fairly strong positive 

effect, the strongest effect of alt of the structural 

variables, on the overall cohesiveness scale. Table 7.4 

shows that this effect was due to its positive influence on 

both individual recognition and prestige of the 

organization based cohesion. This result is somewhat 

surprising. We might expect that differentiation within 

the organization would decrease cohesiveness. This is 

especially true, given the reliance on the speciaUst 

expert whose loyalty to an office " is devoted to impersonal 

and functional purposes" ( Gerth & Mitls, 1946). However, 

as Baker ( 1981) pointed out with his distinction between 

task specialization and actor specialization, and as we saw 

to some extent in the participant observation section, 

there is a difference between members working at 

speciaLized jobs, toward a common goal, and members working 

on specialized jobs that did not contribute to a commonly 

accepted group goal. We might wonder, as well, whether 
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individuals working on their own projects might not be 

attracted to the individual recognition, white individuats 

working toward common group goals might not be more 

attracted to the prestije of the organization. One of 

these might be seen to be counter productive to group 

cohesiveness, while the other might be seen to increase it. 

When these. two aspects of attraction are added together, 

however, the overall effect of differentiation on overatl 

cohesion is seen to be high. This is an area that future 

researchers mi ght like to explore. 

Size had a weak negative effect on overall cohesiveness. 

This would be expected since, despite previous research 

findings, size exerted little effect on any of the aspects 

of cohesiveness. Mates, as compared to females, were Less 

likely to be cohesive ( significant beyond . 05) as would 

have been expected from the results for the indivduat 

aspects which show females to be consistently more cohesive 

on all aspects 

Participation 

of attraction— to—group than mates. 

was positively related to cohesiveness 

(significant beyond . 01) as is consistent with all previous 

research. People who were employed full time as compared 

to unemployed persons were less cohesive while part time 

employed people were also, less cohesive than unemptoyed 

people but the effect was lower than for full timers. This 
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result was predicted and further research on the topic 

might be appropriate. 

ZL 

Once again, care is needed in a.ttempting to apply the 

results of this study in any specific ways. The results 

were not significant for any of the hypotheses. In some 

cases where interpretations were made the results were far 

from statistical significance. Yet, in this exploratory 

stage it was deemed appropriate to interpret general 

trends. 

An examination of the tota& pattern of results gives some 

indication that the components of oryanizational structure 

do affect members' attraction— to—group differentiatly. 

This provides some indication that cohesiveness should not 

be treateJ as a variable that combines individual 

attraction— to— group scores in a summative manner. This is 

especially true when it is used as a dependent variable in 

relation to organizational structure. An examination of 

Table 7.4 shows that alt aspects of participation were 

significantly related to the separate attraction— to—group 

variabtes in a positive manner. So, it appears that, for 

some variables attraction— to— group may be treated in a 

summative manner. However, future researchers in this area 

would be wise to test the individual components against 
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their variables of interest to check for consistent results 

prior to op.erationalizing cohesiveness in such a summative 

manner. The nature of cohesiveness will be discussed in 

more detail. in Chapter Eight. 

Social cohesion ( 4.2.1) was onLy affected by decision 

making. Here, decentralized decision making was more often 

associated with people in the organizations liking one 

another more than in organizations that have centratzed 

decision raaking. None of the hypotheses were confirmed 

stati sti caly, in fact, the effects of the majority of the 

structural variables of interest were so weak that, given 

the admonition to treat results where multicolinearity 

exists with caution, we must assume no effect. These 

results do little to support RothschiLd—Whitt's contention 

that coltectivist—democratic organizations have 

interpersonal relations I that are more holistic than 

rational— bureaucratic organizations. Although members of 

less structured organizations do appear to be slightly more 

friendship oriented than members of more structured 

organizations. 

Goat cohesion ( 4.2.2) was affected positively by rule use 

and negatively by executive exercise of authority. So, 

where rules are more prevalent, members tend to be more 

friendly anc helpful to one another as regards the 

accomplishment of tasks. The opposite is true more often 
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in organizations where executive exercise of authority is 

high. These mixed results tend to indicate that the 

relationships between memoer's attraction— to—group and the 

components of organ izdtional structure are more complex 

than we woula have been led to be'ieve by the theoretical 

di scuss ion. 

While executive exercise of authority had negative 

irnpli cat ions for members being friendly and helping one 

another with tasks, ( goal cohesion) it was positively 

associated with members seeing the tasks themselves as 

being attractive and wishing to work toward the goals which 

they saw as somewhat more important than their counterparts 

in orgarizations without these characteristics. 

Centralized decision making had the same effect. These 

findings are generally consistent with the Weberian 

rationale for rational— bureaucratic organizational 

structure but add to the doubts expressed by 

Rot Ks chi ld—Whitt regarding the co&lectivist—democratic 

organization's ability to accomplish their tasks while 

maintaining an egalitarian structure. Prestige of the 

organization in relation to others in its environment as a 

mechanism of attraction was positively affected more -often 

by centraLized executive exercise of authority and the 

existence of differentiated jobs within the organization. 

These results were as hypothesLed, although not 
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significant. However, higner Levets of rule use negatively 

affected this type of attraction.. The reason for this 

finding would require further research. 

Individual recognition received as a result of belonging 

to the organization did not perform as hao been 

hypothesized with both higher levels of differentiatied 

jobs and executive exercise of authority tending to 

decrease individuals' attraction to. the organization as it 

retated to their receiving recognition for their 

activities. This finding is interesting when the general 

conclusions of the participant observation are taken into 

account. There, it will, be recalled, often the members of 

the more cottectivist—democratic types of organizations 

were all attempting to act as " chiefs" and often did not 

wish to do the more routine tasks that were involved in the 

projects that they helped to conceptuaLize. These results 

might lead us to betieve that members of the more 

collectivist types of organizations are competing more for 

status than focusing on the accomplishment of the 

organization's tasks. 

As was frequently seen in the participant observation 

section, arguments were much more frequent over how 

situations were to be defined, the type.s of tasks that were 

to be engaged in, and other aspects of the organizations' 

functioning. These arguments, it was felt at the time, 
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might have reflected power struggles rather than an 

emphasis on the good of the organization itself. 

Centralized decision making had the opposite effect. 

Where centralized decision making was high, members more 

.often saw themselves as receiving more recognition. This 

result is c.ertainly anomalous with the results of the last 

two aspects of structure and will require further research 

to determine the reasons for its occurrence.. 

The general trend of the results tend to favor a more 

rational— bureaucratic type of structure to increase task 

and organizational prestige as attraction— to—group 

mechanisms,. Meanwhile, a more cotlectivist—democratic 

structure generally tends to increase individual 

recognition and the two socio—enotional aspects of 

attraction— to—group. These more general extrapolations 

from the data do leid some credence to aspects of the 

theoretical discussion. The more rational— bureaucratic 

organizations' members would seem to be more attracted to 

tasks and tc be more attracted to the prestige of their 

organizations while members of the more 

cotlectivist—democratic organizations seem more interested 

in socio—emotional aspects, at least to some extent, and 

gaining recognition for themselves. Although these results 

are tentative, weak and not generatizable to any great 

extents they do orovidea basisfor further exploration in 
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this area. 
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Table 7.1 Correlations Among Independent Variables. 

authori deci ruteus differ partisi size 
authori 1..00 
d e c i .45 1.00 
ruteus . ó5 . 22 1.00 
differ . 52 . 13 .53 1.00 
par ti si -. 24 -. 03 -. 23 -. 16 1.00 
size .29 .07 . 33 . 31 -. 30 1.00 



Table 7.2 CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

1) Age of Respondents 

VALUE FREQUENCY. PERCENT CUMULATIVE % 
1925 12 12.,6 12.6 
26-30 24 25.3 37.9 
31-35 19 20.0 57.9 
36-40 13 13.7 71.6 
41-50 12 12.6 84.2 
50-81 15 15.9 100.0 

2) Sex of Respondents 

VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT CUMULATIVE % 
Female 54 57.4 57.4 
Male 40 42.6 100.0 

3) EducationaL Level of Respondents In Years ' of Schooling 

VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT CUM'JLATIVEZ 
Some High School 3 3.2 3.2 
High School Diploma 13 13.7 16.8 
Some Post High school 14 14.7 31.6 
Undergraduate Degree 43 .45•3 76.8 
Master Degree 15 15.8 92.6 
PhD . 7 7.4 100.0 

4) Respohdents Number of Other Memberships 

VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT CUMULATIVE % 
0 17 19.3 19.3 
1 22 25,0 44,3 
2 22 25.0 69.3 
3 17 19.3 88.6 
4 4 4.5 93.2 
5-8 6 6.8 100.0 
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Table 7.3 DISTRIBUTION OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERI.STICS 

1) Executive Use Of Authority 

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT CUMULATIVE Z 
No Executive 1 21 22.6 22.6. 
Little Authority 10 3 3.2 25.8 

11 5 5.4 31.2 
12 15 16.1 47.3 

Medium Authority 13 20 21.5 68.8 
14 15 16.1 84.9 
15 8 8.6 93.5 

High Authority 16 6 6.5 100.0 

2) Decision takiny 

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQ PERCENT CUMULATIVE% 
Decent raH zed Dec ision.s 3 22 25.3 25.3 

6 23 25.3 50.5 

9 14 15.4 65.9 
Centralized Decisions 12 31 34.1 100.0 

3) Rule Use 

VALUE LABEL 
Low Rule Use 
Medium Rule Use 

High Rule Use 

4) Differentiation 

VALUE 
2-8 

16-21 

22-28 

FREQ PERCENT 
34 41.5 
13 15.9 

35 4247 

CUMULATI VE7. 
41.5 
57.3 

100.0 

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQ PERCENT CUMULATIVE % 
Low Differentiation 3 4 4.3 4.3 

4 13 14.1 18.5 
Mid Differentiation 5 12 13.0 31.5 

6 37 40.2 71.7 
7 11 12.0 83.7 

High Differentiation 8 15 16.3 100.0 
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Table 7.4 Results of Multiple Regression Analysis 

Dimensions of Cohesiveness 

Social Goal Task Org. Ind. Overall 
Prestige Recog. 

Cohesion Cohesion Cohesion Cohesion Cohesion Cohesion 
S truc tura I 
Aspects 

Executive 
Authority 

Dec is ion 
Making 

Ru.Ie Use 

D if f e r - 
ent iation 

Size 

Individual 
Aspects 

-.028 
(-.018) 

-.119 
(-.116) 

.097 
(.036) 

.U26 
(.065) 

-.060 
(-.013) 

-.293 
(-.171) 

.054 
(.047) 

.150 . 196 -.289 -. 145 
(.07 6) (. 151) (-. 194) (-. 075) 

.128 -.022 .253 . 049 
(.099) (-. 025) (. 257) (. 038) 

.132 -.069 -.124 .058 .067 
(.043) (-. 020) (-. 052) (.022) (. 019) 

-.029 
(-. 063) 

.040 .236 .216 . 207 
(.081) (. 736) (. 575) (. 436) 

.148 -. 311* . 061 -.039 -. 022 
(.036) (-. 060) (. 031) (-. 028) (-. 004) 

Ma L e -.110 -,. 283** -. 284* -. 248 -.006 -. 283** 
(-.770) (- 1.745) (- 1.612) (- 2.048) (-. 043 (- 1.606) 

Partici- . 437** • 347* .330* .313** .406** . 492* 
pation (.701) (. 493) (. 446) (. 585) (.681) (. 646) 

P-I Employ .138 . 144 -. 040 -. 239 -.097 -. 040 

(1.548) ( 1.420) (-. 393) (- 3.002) (- 1.124) (-. 371) 

F-I Employ -. 246 .011 . 116 -. 214 -. 287*k -. 208 
(-1.724) (. 068) (. 658) (- 1.767) (- 2.116) (- 1.181) 

Constant -1.875 13.886 15,083 9.396 -. 804 6.842 
R2 .503 .534 .677 .532 .499 . 606 

Note: All values are ordinary least squares estimates. 
Unstandardized coefficients are in parentheses,. 
* significant beyond the . 01 level 
** significant beyond the . 05 level 
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The resu.tts of this study would suggest that the effects 

of several aspects of organizational structure on 

individuals 4 attraction— to— group do exist although they are 

not pronounced. The results of the data analysis have not 

provided any statistically significant results as regards 

t n e hypotiises developed in Chapter Four which posit 

relations between the aspects of organizational structure 

and the components of cohesivenes3. This could be 

attributed to the low sample size a.s was discussed in 

Chapter Seven. We can now examine the results regarding 

the concept of cohesiveness and attempt to draw some 

general conclusions regarding the relationship between it 

and the cnaracteristics of organizational, structure. For 

the remainder of the discussion attraction— to— group and 

group cohesiveness will be designated as separate concepts 

as per Libo's ( 1953) distinction. 

Z.2 Ibg NAlmxg QIl"6qhiaiYaoaiA 

The most notable result of this study was that the 

separate elements of attracti on— to—group were 

differentially related to organizational structure. This 

result detracts considerably from the argument supporting 

the use of cohesiveness as a unitary concept, one that 
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attempts to combine the separate elements of 

attraction— to—group in a summative manner, such as those 

put forth by i3ack ( 1951) and Festinger, Schachter and Back 

(1950). While, for instance, centralized executive 

authority was neyativel.y associated with social cohesion, 

goal cohesion and individual recognition, it was positively 

related to task oriented cohesiveness and organizationat 

prestige related cohesiveness. Furthe.r, when the overall 

cohesivenes.s scale was used as a dependent variable the 

relationship was usually seen to be moderated when compared 

to each of the individual aspects of cohesiveness. The 

same kind of results were obtained for each of the.aspects 

of organizational structure as can be seen from an 

examination of Table 7.4. 

As will be recalled from Chapter Two, Gross and Martin 

(1952) had argued that a unitary concept of cohesiveness is 

unacceptable because of the incorrect assumption that the 

different measures of attraction— to— group are not highly 

correlated. Further, Haystrorn and Selvin ( 1965) used 

principle components factor analysis on a number of 

questions related to cohesiveness and found two 

stati sticatly independent 

influenced the decision to 

factors. These results 

treat the elements of 

attraction--to—group as separate. In an effort to determine 

more about the nature of cohesiveness, individual's reports 
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were not conLomerated into group measures. The resu Its 

reflect, as a result of those decisions, individual's 

attraction— to— group scores and not a "proper" cohesiveness 

score for each group. Also, using the individual's 

attraction— to—group scores allows for a more discriminating 

interpretation of which aspects of attraction— to— group were 

important when relating them to components of 

organizational structure. 

Gross and Martin ( 1952) have commented on this treatment 

of the concept. " If for some members of the group the 

forces are strong and for others weak, then the 

cohesiveness of the group is regardedas an average of the 

attractiveness of the group for individual members.,..But a 

group may be highly attractive to all its members and still 

possess a very low degree of sticking— togetherness" ( Gross 

Hagstrom & Selvin Martin, 1952:552). 

The results of the multiple regression analysis when 

combined with the general conclusions of the participant 

observation and some reintegration back into the literature 

may help to shed some light on the nature of cohesiveness. 

We have utilized five different factors that may 

legitimateLy be used as indicators of attraction— to— group 

for individuals as was seen in the literature review and in 

the factor analysis section. We can assume that each of 

those factors may be seen by certain individuals to be 
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attractivealthough some would be seen by some people to be 

more attractive than others. As was pointed out by Yalom 

(1975), members are differentially attracted to their 

groups. Gross and Martin (1952) share this view. 

We have further introduced in this study numerous groups 

with differing amounts of structure. Based on the results 

of the multiple regression analysis we can assume that the 

members are differentially attracted to those groups. 

These results may now, give us some insight into the nature 

of cohesiveness. 

When looking at the resu'ts of the multiple regression 

analysis we saw that in organizations 

exercise of 

with low executive 

authority, members were more attracted to the 

recognition they received as a result of belonging to the 

organization than members of organizations where the 

exercise of executive authority was high. We also saw that 

members of organizations where executive exercise of 

authority was high were more likely to be attracted by the 

prestige of the organization and vice versa, 

Stepping back a bit further,' we may recall that 

Mansbridge ( 1973) noted that one of the problems of 

participatory groups was a lack of equality and individual 

'members seeking more influence than others. We could see 

aspects of this in the participant observation stage of 

this research. Often status struygtes were apparent or 
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individuaL members focused on their own pet projects to the 

detriment of overall group tasks, which may have been due 

to a Lack of focused leadership. SheLly's ( 1960) 4ork 

relating high status consensus to group cohesiveness and 

Heinecke and BaLes ( 1953) work relating status consensus to 

group effectiveness and cohesiveness seem to be relevant 

here. In those organizations in this study where the 

executive exercised Less authority, tasks were not as 

attractive and individuals were more attracted to 

individual recognition that they gained while the opposite 

was true for organizations where the executive exercised 

more authority. 

One further piece of research helps to tie these 

different findings together. Baker ( 1981) focused on the 

distinction between " task specialization" and "actor 

speciaLization." " Task speciaLization is seen as the nost 

direct indicator of the interdependence dimension and as a 

direct cause of cohesion. However, actor specialization is 

associated with task specialization and produces isolation, 

which tends to reduce cohesion in the group.,...Actor 

speciaLization is most appropriateLy defined at. the 

individual level and is simply •the extent to which an 

individuaL spends all of his or her time in the group 

working on a single task" ( Baker, 1981:93-106). From this 

we. might gather that when members are working together, 
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even if it is at different tasks that are interdependent, 

they will be more cohesive than members who work at 

separate tasks that are not interrelated. 

So, some general conclusions about the nature of group 

cohesiveness might be that: 1.) when the members are 

agreed on status ranking and conflicts do not exist; 2.) 

when members work together on group tasks rather than on 

individual projects; 3.) and when members are more 

interested in the prestige of the organization than seeking 

individual recognition, group cohesiveness or 

"sticking— togetherness" would be* high. 

These general conclusions suggest that group cohesiveness 

should not be measured, or thought of, as the average of 

the attractiveness of the group for its individual members. 

Rather, group cohesiveness seems to be best thought of as a 

concept that refers to something that is greater than the. 

sum of its individual parts. It is a characteristic found 

in groups whose members act together harmoniously with a 

single purpose for the good of the group and the 

achievement of the ycoup's goals. That is, it is a 

characteristic that is produced by members in interaction, 

not something that each may contribute to in isolation. 

The majority of research in this area appears to have 

been " stuck" on locating indicators of individual 

attraction— to-- group variables and combining them into 
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singLe measures of cohesiveness. Some researchers such as 

Hagstrom and Selvin ( 1965) have included group & evel 

variables in their studies. Most researchers, however, 

have taken these composites of individual attraction and 

interpreted them as if they were measures of group Level 

phenomena.. 3 a s e d on the results of this study, 

interpreting their findings in this way does not appear to 

be valid. New measures of cohesiveness that focus more on 

group level phenomena need to be devetoped. Some possible 

indicators of areas to explore have been identified. 

It is also still uncertain whether group cohesiveness 

should be seen as a unitary concept at the group leveL or 

whether there might still be various dimensions that would 

best be stucied seperately. All of the previous studies 

that took individual attraction scores and attempted to 

correlate them, such as Eisman ( 1959) and Gross and Martin 

(1952) found very little support for the use of 

cohesiveness as a unitaryconcepi using this strategy. 

Part of the reason for their lack of significant findings,. 

as has been demonstrated here, may have been because the 

measures are not indicators of a single underlying concept. 

It may well be that the indicators of the group tevel 

ineasu res of cohesiveness suggested here are not highly 

correlated either. Our general inclination, however, would 

be to assume that they are highly correlated. For 
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instance, when members are agreed on status ranking they 

would not argue as - much over what the tasks are to be, and 

there wouLd probably be less attention paid to seeking 

individual recognition. 4hen more cooperative task work is 

done people would seem to think more of what the 

organization as a who.t.e was accompLishing and hence to 

focus more on the prestige of the organization. However, 

this must be left for future researchecs to determine. 

Ih 

All Ca £tiQ:CQ!AQ 

The general results of this study would suggest that the 

effects of several aspects of volunteer organizational 

structure as perceived by members do have some effects on 

member's attraction— to— group or cohesiveness but that they 

are nbt strongly pronounced. The general result of this 

lack of statistical significance is a further reduction in 

the generalizability of the results. However, some general 

conclusions can be drawn. We saw from the multiple 

regression analysis that goal cohesion ( i.e., members being 

attracted to helping each other with tasks), tended to be 

higher where executive exercise of authority was low. 

However, the other elements of individual's 

attraction— to—group which were positively affected by 

executive exercise of authority were task cohesion and 
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prestige of, the organization. 

Although based on the results of this study no firm 

conclusions may be drawn, it appears that the question 

asked earlier relating to whether less structured groups 

would need to be more cohesive may be answered as " yes." 

The problem is that it appears that very few of the less 

structured organizations studied here had developed strong 

group cohesiveness when compared to the more structured 

organizations. The reasons for the lack of cohesiveness 

appear to be related to the lack of structure. The lack of 

cohesiveness appears to be hindering these less structured 

organizations' accomplishment of their goals. Where 

organizations have executives that exercise authority, 

those executive members, it would appear, might try to 

develop cultures that emphasize working together on tasks 

if they would like to reap the benefits of increased 

cohesion. 

Members of collectivist— democratic organizations, 

meanwhile, might attempt to ensure that they agree on 

specific goals and attempt to come to a consensus on 

specific tasks that may oe worked on as a group to reach 

those goals. It would appear that in an attempt to do away 

with inequalities, in at least some co.{lectivist—democratic 

organizations, the lack of structure has led to greater 

inequalities, of influence, power struggles, and  lack of 
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focus on task related matters. Members of these 

organizations tend to be most attracted to the 

socio—emot4ona1 and individual recognition aspects of the 

organization. We get a sense that the members may have 

more friends and often would help the others in the 

organization. However, we might wonder whether it was for 

the good of tne organization or as a means of gaining more 

recognition for themseLves. 

In' general, the results of the multiple regression 

analysis showed that each of the components of 

organizational structure did have some effect on at teast 

two of the measures of attraction— to— group.. Executive 

exercise of authority was the most influential component, 

having a' relatively strong negative influence on the goal 

(—.289 significance . 07) and individual recognition (—. 289 

significance . 09) aspects of attraction— to— group. It also 

had a positive influence on the task (. 150 significance 

.29) and prestige of the organization (.. 196 significance 

.247) aspects of attraction— to— group. 

Decision making, the other factor of the authority 

component of structure exerted a fairly strong positve 

influence on the individual recognition (. 253 significance 

.053) an.d task (.128 significance ... 24) aspects of 

attraction— to— group. It also exerted a negative influence 

on the social cohesion (—. 119 significance . 344) aspect of 
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attraction- to--group. 

Differentiation exerted a positive linfLuence on the 

individual recognition (. 216 significance . 138) and 

prestige of the organization (. 236 significance . 11) 

aspects of attraction- to- group. Finally, rule use had a 

positive influence on the goal (. 132 significance . 356) and 

a negative influence on the prestige of the organization 

(-.124 significance . 423) aspects of attraction-to-grouo. 

We can see that four of these general average relations 

might reach statisticaL significance with the addition of 

more respondents. The relationships oetween authority with 

goal and individual recognition; decision making with 

individuaL recognition; and differentiation with individuaL 

recognition are examples. These results seem to show that 

the - strongest relation between structure and 

attraction-to-group occurs for individual recognition 

rather consistently. 

The only other fairly strong relationships were executive 

exercise of authority with goal cohesion and 

differentiation with prestige of theorganization. Both of 

these shou'd also attain statistical significance with the 

addition of respondents. 

_JI. Eini. iuiQn 

In general, it appears that the relationship between 
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attraction—to—group/cohesiveness and organizational 

structure is one that should be followed up. Members of 

organizations stand to gain numerous benefits from 

increased cohesiveness ( Yalom, 1975). When the actual 

relationship between amounts of or gan izational structure 

and cohesiveness is made more clear, members of the 

differently structured organizations will be better abLe to 

focus on areas that. may be detracting from their 

organizations' effectiveness ( Heinickie & Bales, 1953).. 

They could also become more aware of their strong points 

which help to attract memoers. 

Evidence has been found which suggests that cohesiveness 

should not be operationalized as a variable that simply 

adds together and averages individual member's attraction 

scores. It would seem that measures need to be developed 

which focus more on the collective aspects of group 

behavior which lead to increased amounts of 

"sticking— togetherness." The results obtained here tend to 

suggest that the two most appropriate of the 

attraction— to—group indicators included to help measure 

group cohesiveness are goal cohesion and task cohesion..., 

In concLusion, Festinyer, Schachter and Back's ( 1950) 

nominal definition seems to miss the crucial interactive 

nature in groups where cohesiveness develops. Working 

together without status conflicts toward goals that the 
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individual members collectively agree are worthwile seems 

to be completely missin; in their definition. Cohesiveness 

is not the sum of its individual members attraction but 

something more. 

Some support was found for the theoretical distinction 

between rational—bureaucratic and co&lectivist—democratic 

organizations and their relationship to cohesiveness 

However, the majority of the evidence points toward 

rational— bureaucratic structures being more effective in 

promoting group cohesiveness,. Based on the pattern of 

findings for attraction— to— group it appears that the, 

collectivist —democratic structure creates more problems 

than it solves, at least in relation to the development of 

group cohesiveness • Further research is needed to 

understand more fully the re(ationship between structure 

and group cohesiveness. 

Rothschild—Whjtt's concept of a continuum of 

organizational structure, it is also seen, may be useful 

for theoretical discussion in placing organizations 

relative to one another but when studying such 

organizations it is necessary to treat each, aspect of 

structure separately. This is made obvious by an 

examination of the differences in sizes and directions of 

effects of each of the structural variables on the separate 

aspects of cohesiveness included in this study. 
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As with most research, this thesis has raised more 

questions than it has answered. Many of the relationships 

noted have been anomalous and require further stud,. Some 

examples are: Why are females more attracted to tasks than 

mates in volunteer social action organizations? What is 

the nature of the relationship between the structural 

variables that would explain why various indicators of 

structure such as centralized executive authority and 

formalized rule use would have opposite effects on goat 

cohesion? Why would the two aspects of authority, 

executive authority and decision making exert opposite 

effects on individual recognition? When cohesiveness is 

measured at the group leveL is it better treated as a 

global variable? What are the best group level indicators 

of the ' concept ' of cohesiveness? Future researchers could 

e kept busy for a number of years attempting to unravel 

these questions. 
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I 

Dear friend: 

This survey is part of a study, teading to a Masters 

degree, concerning the structure of voluntary organizations 

and their memoers' attitudes. It includes questions about 

both characteristics of the organizations themselves and 

their members. 

The questions should be answered on the basis of your 

opinion of how the organization is run and your own 

feelings about it. There are no right or wrong answers, 

that is, this is not a test. 

All responses .4i11 oe confidential and will be used for 

academic purposes only. The sample of which you are a part 

will not be properly representative unless all of the 

surveys are returned. HOWEVER, IF YOU DO NOT WISH TO 

PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY, DO NOT RETURN THE SURVEY. 

Individual, surveys are not studied, rather, the total 

responses of each organization are analyzed, ic., only 

aggregate data are used in the research project. Please do 

not put your name on the survey. 
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MANY THANKS FOR YOUR HELP AND COOPERATION. 



THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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To begin with I'd like to get some background information on 
you and this organization. PLEASE P0 NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THE 
SURVEY. ALL RESPONJES ARE ANONY MOUS AND CON FIP ENT IAL. ONLY 
AGGREGATE DATA WILL RE UTILIZED IN . ALYS1S. 

Name of Organization   

2. Number of months you have been a member of the organization. 

3. Number of oroup members usually attending full meetings? 

4. How many members are there in this organization? 

5. How often are full meetings held? 

6. How many of the last three meetings did you attend? 

7. Your aqe___ 

8. Sex: M 

9. Marital Status   

in. Do you have responsibility for any children? yes no 

11. It yes ages? 

12. Employment: Full time Part time Unemployed 

Student: Full time Part time 

13. What is the highest level ot education you have attained? 

14. What is your father's occupation? 

your mother's? 

15. Are you currently a member of other volunteer organizations? 

Yes . No 
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16. If yes: How many? If no: Have you ever helonqed to 
a volunteer organization? 

yes ___ no 

FOR THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS PLEASE CHECK THE SPACE FOLLOW ING THE 
ADJECTIVE THAT 1051 CLOSELY CORRFSPONDS TO YOUR PERCEPTION OF THE 
ORGANIZATIONS CHARACTERISTICS. 

17. Are there any executive positions, such as President, 
Secretary or Vice President, in this organization? 

yes no IF NO GO TO 20. 

18. In this organization oarticular in'flviduals have authority 
to make decisions based on their position in the organizational 
st ructure . 

never sometimes usually always 

19. There can be little action taken here untill a supervisor.-
director, or executive member approves a decision. 

never sometimes usually always 

20. There are set rules of organizational activity here, such as 
Robert's rules of order, votes, aqencias, chain of command, ect. 

yes no IF NO GO TO 24. 

IF YES, CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE ONES ABOVE AND SPECIFY OTHERS 
THAT COMF TO MIND. 

21. These rules apply to everyone. 

never scmetimes usually always --

22. These rules are set out hy the executive. 

never sometimes usually always 

23. These rules are written down. 

never soemtimes usually always ---

24. In this orqanizatjon there are few if any rules. 

yes no 
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25. Individual members decide what is appropriate in a 
particular situation rather than relying on set rules. 

never sometimes usually always 

26. Who mak es most of the important decisions in this 
organization? 

executive 
membership as a whole 
other? Please specify   

27. Are these decisions open to negotiation by members? 

never sometimes usually always 

28. Who makes the important decisions on adoption of policies or 
programes? 

executive 
members as a whole 
other Please specify   

29. Who makes the routine decisions? 

executive 
members as a whole 
other Please specify   

30. In this organization my personal dcisions that effect the 
organization are t)ase'] on howl feet that other members would 
react to them. 

never sometimes usually always - 

31. IF N[EVFR OR SOMt1fs, what do you usually or always base 
your decisions on? 

32. In- this orqanization the members see' to he very similar to 
each other in: 

viewpoints, yes no 
attitudes, yes no 
interests, yes no 

33. In this orqani?ation there are particular oeor,le who do 
administrative work and others who perform other roles. 

never sometimes usually always 
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34. There are specializ"d jobs here that particuLar people carry 
out. 

never sometimes usually always 

35. In what caoacity do you participate in decisions on policies 
and programs? 

executive 
member at Large 
do not participate 
other. Please specify   

36. Would you say you are a: 

very active particioant 
more than above average participant 
above average participant 
about averaqe participant 
below averaqe participant 
low oarticipant 

37. Would you say there are one, two or a few individuals in 
this orqanization who act as " sparkplugs"ie. hav' most of the 
good ideas, motivate others to get thins done and things like 
that? 

yes no IF YES, how many? 

THE FOLLOWING (UJE ST TONS ARE " OPEN ENDED" • PI.EAS E ANSWER THEM IN 
YOUR OWN woRDc. THERE 4RE NO "RIGHT" ANSWERS. 

38. What sorts of activities do you participate in as a member? 

39. What do you do in these activities? 

40. Why did you join this organization? 

61. What do you see as the purpose of this organization? 

185 



4. how would you descrihe the nature of your role in this 
organization? 

43. How strongly do you fec -I about the puroose of this 
organization? 

44. How strongly do you feel about betonçiinq to this particular 
organization? 

45. flow often do you interact with others in the group outside 
of it's meetings or functio ns? 

46. How did you come to join the orçJani?ation? 

47. Did you know any members before joining? 

48. Were you friends with any members before joining? 

49. Would you say you are friends with many members now? 

FOR THE FOLLOWING QUE STIONS FLESF CHECK THE OPTION THAT COMES 

CLOSEST TO YOUR OWN PART OR ROLE. 

50. When you and the other members discuss issues relevant to 
your organization, which of these comes closest to your part in 
the discussion? 

1 usually just listen. 
I listen a lots but once in a white I express an opinion. 
I take an active part in the conversation. 
I lead the conversation. 
Don't know. 
Other: Please specify   
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51. Do you attend: 

every meeting 
almost every meet ing 
about half of the meetings 
about a quarter of the meetings 
less than a quarter of the meet ings 

52. Do you feel that you are really a part of your organization? 

Really a part of my organization. 
Included in most ways. 
Included in some ways, but not in others. 
Don't feel I really belong. 
Don't know. 
Other? Please soecify   

53. If you had a chance to do the same kind of work in another 
organizations how would you feel about it? 

Would want very much to move. 
Would rather move than stay where I am. 
Would make no difference to me. 
Would rather stay where I am than move. 
Would want very much to stay where I am. 
Don't know. 

54. How do you think your organization compares with other 
volunteer orqanizations in Calgary on each of the following 
points? 

Bet ter 
than 
most 

The way oople get along 
The way people stick together 
The way people help one 
another with tasks 

About the 
same as 

most 

Not as 
good as 
most 

Don't 

know 

55. If I had differences of opinion with' other members I would 
still consider them to be friends. 

never sometimes usually always  

56. How many new members would you say this organization gained 
in the last three months? 

Gained?   Lost?   Don't know 

57. Do you expect to h a member in one year from now? 

yes no 
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58. Two years? yes no 

59. Do you let others know that you are a member? 

yes no 

60. Do your friends know that you are a member? yes no 

61. How many of your five closest friends in Calgary are 
members? 

FOR THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW CIRCLE THE NUMBER ON THE SCALE THAT 
CORRESPONDS MOST CLOSELY TO YOUR OPINION. 

62. How much do you enjoy meeting with the other members of this 
organization at meetings? 

a lot 1 2  3 4  5 not at all 

63. Think of all the olaces where you are likely to see other 
members of the organization away from meeting. How much time 
would you say you send with other members outside of meetings? 

a lot 1  2 3 4  5 none 

64. If most of the members of your organization decided to 
disolve the orqanizatinn by lavin, would you like the 
opportunity to talk them out of it? 

definitely 1  2 3 14  5 definitely not 

65. I would lend support to other members if they were having 
difficulties with tasks inside the organization. 

never 1 2 3 4  5 always 

66. 1 would lend support to other members if they were having 
difficulties outside the organization. 

never 1 2 3 4  5 always 

67. Relative toother voluntary organizations in the community 
at large I could belong to, this one is most prestigious. 

agree 1  2 3 4  5 di saqree 
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68. Flow respected do you think this organization is in the 
community at large? 

very 1 2  -  3 4  5 not at all 

69. How much approval do you think this organization qets from 
similar ornanizations? 

a lot 1  2 3 4  5 none 

70. I gain a lot of esteem from friends and acquaintences as a 
result of helonging to this organization. 

agree 1 2 3 4  5 disagree 

71. Many of my friends could benefit from belonging to this 
organization. 

agree 1 2 3 4  5 disagree 

72. 1 try to recruit new members. 

always 1  2 3 4  5 never 

73. I am proud 'to he a member of this organization. 

very proud 1  2 3 4  5 not at all proud 

74. flasd on my activities within the organization I gain a lot 
of prestigg from the other group members. 

a lot 1  2 3 4  5 none 

75. I gain a lot of respect in the organization as a result of 
my position in it. 

a lot I  3 4 5 none 

76. People other than members ask my opinion on issues important 
to the organization. 

often 1  2  3  4  5 never 

77. Working toward the organization's goals is important to me. 

very much 1 2 3 4  5 not at all 

.78. Working in this organization will help to achieve the 
oranization's qoals. 

agree 1 2 3 4  5 disagree 
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79. This orqaniztion's activities are enjoyable. 

agree 1 2 3  A 5 disagree 

O. Please rank these reasons for heloning to the organizat ion 
in or'Jer of their importance to you. 1 indicates most important. 

working toward the organizations goals. 

prestige gained from belonging to the organization. 

friends in the organization. 

other? Please soecify   

That's all folks. Thank you very much for your time and 
effort. If you would like to know the results for your 
organization please let me know. 
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EEJLIX IJALi1 iLU& QUIiQ 

UIliQHI IlQua 

"Are there any executive positions, such as President, 

Secretary or Vice President, in this orJanization? ( exec) 

"In this oryanization particular individuals have 

authority to make decisions based on their position in the 

organ  za tional structure." ( decaut) 

"There can be little action taken here until. a 

supervisor,, director, or executive member approves a 

decision." ( execapp) 

QLQN IQiL 

"Who makes most of the important decisions ' in this 

organization?" ( whodec) 

"Are these decisions open to negotiation by members?" 

(deco pneg) 

"Who makes the important decisions on adoption of 

policies or programes?" ( whodecpo) 

"Who make- s the routine decisions?" •( whoderu) 

"In this organization my personal decisions that effect 

the organizat ion " are based on howl feel that other members 

of the organization woud react to them." 
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"There are set rules of organizatjonat activity here, such 

as Robert's rules of order, votes, agendas, chain of 

command, etc." ( rules) 

"These rutes apply to everyone." ( everules) 

"These rutes are.set out by the executive.." ( execrul) 

"These rutes are written down.," ( writrul) 

"In this organization there are few , if any rutes." 

(tewrul) 

"Individual members decide what is appropriate in a 

particular 

( i n d d e c ) 

situation rather than relying on set rules.," 

EILIIQU UIQ 

"In this organization there are particular people who do 

administrative work and others who perform other roles." 

(strat) 

"There are specialized jobs here that particular people 

carry out." ( specjob) 

192 



QiQ:QILQ.L QULQ ULQJ 

"How many of your five closest friends in Calgary are 

members?" ( rnanyfr) 

"How much do you enjoy meeting with the- otner members of 

this organization at meetings?" ( enjmt) 

"Think of alt the places where you are likely to see other 

members of the organization away from meetings. How much 

time would you say you spend with other members outside of 

m e e t i ngs?" ( meetoth) 

"If most of the members of your organization decided to 

dissolve the organization by leaving would you like the 

opportunity to talk them out of it?" (.tkolv) 

"I would lend support to other members if they were having 

difficulties with tasks inside the organization." ( frtski) 

"I would tend support to other members if they were having 

difficulties outside the organization.". ( frtsko) 

"If I had differences of opinion with other members I 

would stilt. consider them to oe friends." ( opdif) 

"How often do you interact with others in the group 

outside of it's meetings or functions?" ( oftint) 
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QQ1i1Qt1 ILQ 

"Working toward the organizations goals is important to 

me." ( worginD 

"Working in this organization will help to achieve the 

organization's goals." ( woacgol) 

"This organization"s activities are enjoyable." ( acteng) 

"How strongly do you feet about belonging to this 

parti cular oranization?" ( stbeog) 

"How strongly do you feel about the purpose of this 

organization?" ( stprog) 

ERF- KlfiEQ.fi Id .QilIZ.QJ ] QN 

"Relative to other voluntary organizations in the 

community at large I could belong to, this one is most 

prest igioua. " (compres) 

"How respected do you think this organization is in the 

community at large?" ( compresp) 

"F-low much approval do you think this organization gets 

from similar organizations?" ( oppsimo) 

"I try to recruit new members," ( recruit) 

"Many of my friends could benefit from belonging to this 

organization." ( frben) 

"I am proud to be a member of this organization." ( proud) 
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INUVIJIUAL ECQQ'iLIQt 

"I gain a lot of esteem from friends and acquaintances as 

a result of belonging to this organization.," ( esteem) 

"Based on my activities within the organization I gain a 

lot of pres.tiye from the other group members." ( presacti) 

"I gain a lot of respect in the organization as a result 

of my position in it." ( respos) 

"People other than members ask my opinion on issues 

important to the organization." ( askop) 
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. 2EIEIIQ IiQL 

"In what capacity do you participate in aecisions on 

policies and programs?" ( cappart) 

executive --

member at large 

ao not participate 

other, please specify  - 

"Would you say you are a: ( amopart) 

very active participant 

more than above average participant 

above average oarticipant --

about average participant 

below average participant__ 

low participant 

"When you and the other members di s.cuss issues relevant 

to your organization, which of these comes closest to your 

part in the discussion?" ( dispar) 

I usually just listen. 

I listen a lot, but once in a while I express an opinion. 

I take an active part in the conversation. 

I lead the conversation. 

Don't know. 

Other: Please specify 

"Do you attend:" ( attend) 
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every meeting 

aLmost every meeting 

about FaLf of the meetings 

about a quarter of the meetings 

Less than a quarter of the meetings. 



ABEF. UIX .ó. 

UAIURELa 1x QE 5EQUE £QUJ 

"Do you feel that you are really a part of your organization?" 

(orgpart ) 

_...Really a part of my organization. 

Included in most ways. 

,Included in some ways, but not in others. 

_Don't feel I really belong. 

__Don't know. 

__Other? Please Specify  

"If you had a chance to do the same kind of work in another 

organization, how would you feel about it?" ( move) 

__Would want very much to move. 

__Would rather move than stay where I am. 

,Would make no difference to me. 

__Would rather stay where I am.. 

Would want very much to stay where I am. 

__Don't know. 

"How do you think your organization compares with other volunteer 

organizations in Calgary on each of the following points?" 

Better About the Not as 

than same as good as Don't 

most most most know 

The way people get along 
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The way peope stick together 

The way peopLe heLp one 

another with tasks 
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