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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to: 1) examine wheﬁher or not
team cohesion in womén's intercollegiate field hockey teams was pri-
marily cause-for or effect-of successful performance, 2) examine the
relationship of task, self and affiliation participation motivation
to performance success and, 3) examine the relationship of player
-satisfaction to performance success and team cohesién; |

A guestionnaire, specificélly devéloped for uSeiinré'sport
seﬁting, was the.deVice used to measure—cohesion, participation
moéivation and satisfaction. ' The questionnaire was administered at -
'eérly,'mid aﬁd post season while performatice méasurements»were
Abbtainea‘at mid and post season. |

" Results indicatea that while members of winning teams were
more cohe;ive than members of losing teams, a circular causal rela-
tionship existedrfor'cohésion to performancée and from pérfoﬁmance to-
c_o;hés.ion° - The oﬁly.significant'corrélatiop(between participation
m@tivationhand ﬁerformance was for performancé~success leading to
self participation mdtivation. Correlations between participation
motivation and cohesion indiﬁated that affiliation motivation leading
to subsequent coheSion-was the only significant statistic. Fihally,'
Whiié.mémbgrs of Qinning teams were moré‘éatisfied than .members of
lés;qg'téams; higher'lévels of satisfactién aid not<lead»t0»ihcfeésés

. in performance hut performance success did.lead to an increase in

ix
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satisfaction. The satisfaction to cohesion and cohesion to satisfac-

tion correlations yielded a significant positive relationship.



'CHAPTER' 1
NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM

A persistent concern for athlétié coaches has been the phenom-
ehonroﬁ group cohesioﬁ'an& its relationéhipito successful performance
in c0mpétitive situatiéﬁs.' Sociological analyéis of the functi§niﬁg
of small gréups suggests thét the success of a group is often as con-
tingent ﬁpon the groﬁpWs social strﬁéture>as it'is upon the group's
skills and strategies (Cartwright and Zander, 1968). Groﬁp structure,
'in this case, refers to consistent.pétterns in féelings, attitudes

and actipns that. represent aspects of'interaétions beﬁween_members-~v
of a grdup. |

- Although athleticrrteains are:a type of sméll_ group, they.
posseés}unique featﬁres thét offer'additional advantages'with respégt

to small group research.’ Schafer (1966) has stated four such advan-
tages; First,‘théﬂsport group functions naturally father*than in én :
artificial or laboratory setting. 'Seébnd, reseatrch. focused on a
particular sport controls a number'df,&ariables by holding them con-
stant, e.g. group size, role structuxe,uand ruleé'of.conduct. Third,
sport gfoups often provide an ideal;context for thé'study of'bofh:
 cooperati6n and competition and intefgfoup and intragroup conflicts.
Finally; the.nature-of*sport.perfofmance usually provides objecﬁiVQ
'meaSureé:fo: grQup prodﬁQtivity;-namély, errors-made;'pointé scored
or'alloﬁed; or percentage of games'woh;

1



The literature concerning sport group performance suggests
that ﬁeam sucéess is due to many factors, ineluding intrapersonal
fgctors, interpersonal factofs and social stfuctural‘factors. One
of the most crucial aspects of thé psychological composition of sport
groups concetns the ability of team members to "get along" with one
another in order to achieve an optimal level of performénce. The
émount of "ﬁogetherness".or cohesion that tﬁe grbup ﬁosSesses'has-
been shownrté have a distinct effect upon the final outcome of a
team's performanée (Peterson  and Martens, 1972; Widmeyer, 1977;-

Carron and Ball, 1977).

" Definitions of Cohesion

Group cohesion has been discuésed in the literature under
ﬁumerousvtitles, including'éooperation (Deutsch, 1949), interpersonal
attraction fLott and Lott, 1965}, ahd peer éroup loyalty (Likert,
1961), Shaw (1971) summarized three proﬁinent meaningS‘attachéd_to
the term:"cohesivehess": 1) attracfion'to the group, ihcluding
resistance to leaving ‘it, 2) morale, or the level of motivafion
evidenced by group memberé, and. 3) coordination of efforts of group
- members. .In addition, cohesion has alsé been cOnsidered.as a "compo-
sitional" variéble (Shaw, 1971), as a "structured" variablev(McGrath,
1964) and also as a "process" variable (Widmeyer,-l977). Each of
these'perspectives, both definitional and theoretical, have made it

difficult to succinétly define the specific concépt of cohesionq_



Group cohesiveness-is reflected through varied behaviors cf_
group members and it is, therefore, not surprising that the opera-
tional definitions and measures of cohesiveness vary considerebly
from investigetioh to investidatiop.' According to Festinger,
Schacter and Back (1950, p. 274), cohesiveness is "the resultant of .
all the forces acting cn the members to remain in,the‘group." This
definition has received much criticism,respecially concerning the
difficulty of operationalizihg the concept. Gross and Martin (1952,
p. 564) maintain that, "The crux of the difficulties is the 'unsuita-
. bility* of theiconceptual definition'of'cohesiveness. The conditions
of application are indefinite and the difficulties of the cocrdination
of operatioﬁel definitions to it are so great that the testing'of

theories in which the concept. is integral is apparently precluded."

‘Megsurement of ~'-Cohesion :

Later, Cartwright (1968) discussed five major approaches to
measuring group cohesiveness. which included interpersonal attraction
o among members, group evaluation»as~a whole,-identification'with'a

_ group,.expressed desire to reﬁain ina éroup, and composite’ indexes.
Eisman (1959) , howeveér, using fiVe differeht measures cf‘coheSion
similar to tﬁose'approacheS’advocated later‘by'Cartwright (1968) ,
found that rark-correlations of the“fivé—ﬁeasures'yieldedan'signi-
ficant relationship. Ramuz and Van- Bergen (1960) found support for
Eilsman's. study as ‘their replication yielded low intercorrelations

among the five measures.
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A humber of authors (Enochrand McLemore, 1967; Van Bergen and

Koekebakker, 1959) advocated attraction-to-group as a conceptuai
basié of cohesiveness and use of.the group aspect of that concept with
qperational measures. Even more recently, Bakeman andeelmreich (1975)
applied the attraction-to-group concept ﬁo reflect total group involve-
ment and bonds among members of agquanaut teams. In distinguishingv
among performance groups, cohesion measured by total group involvement
as opposed to measurement by'éve;age individual scores, was found to
be farsuperi’oé°

| Many contemporary investigators view cohesiveness not as'an
unidimensioﬁal'coﬁstruct, but as. at least, a bidimensional constru;:t°
' Although vafiousvauthors refer to thé two-aspects using different
terms, the basicg premise is that cohesion can-be;measuredvby indiVidual -
terms, especially interpersonal attraction, and by direct group related
approaches. Enoch and McLemore (1967) refer to the two components as
" "intrinsic attraction" and "inétrumental~attréction"-while Hagstrom
and Selvin (1965)  prefer "sbciometric coheSionf.and."social'sgtisfac—
tion". |

The most recéent.support for tﬁe»bidimensional view of cohesion

has come from Widmeyer and Martéhs (1978) . Factor analytic results
indicatédrthat fwé aspects’of'cohésion~loaded heaVily'with ﬁin per-
centage. These aspects were termed’Qdescriptive coheSion,".COmprisgd
of.direct.measurément items acéounting:forVGZ% of the variance, and
"inferential cochesion" comﬁrisédVof»sociometric items accounting’for

38% of the variance.’



Once an accurate conceptual~definition of cohesion was
generally accepted, the next step for séort psychelogists was to
develop reliable and.valid operationél.measurés, According té Gi1l
(1978) "...The éport Cohesiveness Questionnaire- (Martens and
Petefsop,-l97l) has ?een used extensively and—it may be'thé ﬁost
appropriate instrument‘évailable," In addition, Gill cites that
intercérrelations among the various items in the questionnaire
support - the bidimensional view of cohesion as a more accurate mea-
surement of the cdncépf-than any;oné éingle measure. She cautions,
howavef, that the questionnaire has good facé validity for sport
~ teams- but lacks'scientific reliability éﬁd validity déterminations.

| Because cohesion has been shown to require more than one
conceptual measurement, -and becausé direct group questions load more
heavily Qn:performance.than’socioﬁétric items,rcare mﬁst be taken
in accepting some .research results without further examination. If
the s?Ort ;ohesiveness research is~reinﬁerpreted with the distinction
between sociometric and directiéroup.itemslin mind, the findings -
beCOme’more COnéistent;  F§r the most éart; a positive.relationship
“has been found betweéh'direCt*meéSures“andjfeém performa-née° Melnick
and'éhemers (1974) reported-the only studymuéing direct measures which
Yiélded alnegative,relationShip between cohesion and performance. In
addition; nearly all reported negative relatioﬁShips have included
some type éf intefperSonal attraction'measufe'(Lanaers_and Luééhen;

1974; McGrath, 1962).



VCohesion-Performanqe,Research Paradigms

© Merely establishing a relationship between cohesion and
performance, either positive or.negative,'doesrlittle to aid the
coach interested.in creating the best possible<environmen£ for
sucéeSSful performance; The,specificétion of causaiitj, that ié,
doeé céheéiveness cause successfﬁl performance, or does successful
perforﬁance lead to éohesiveness, seems to be the mesﬁ'critical
concern. - Most investigators have failed to consider the time

-dimension,in theirvcohesion—performance measurement and are, there-
fore,'unable.to establish a causal direction.
. .

_Some expérimental designS'HAVe secured data at pre and post
séason only (Arnold and Straub,. 1272; Landers and Crum,rl97l;
'Peterson'and Martens, 1972). In the case of preseason fesponseé,
players were asked to assess cohesiveness prior to any significant'
interaction.among team members;. Coﬁsequently,>nOICOnclusions could . .
'bevdrawplqoncerﬁing the-possiblé éaUSe—effect relationéhip between-
céheSion3and performance. Other .studies haVe'sechred’daté toward .
the éﬁd df“thebéémpetitive SeaSOﬁfonly (Landers éndALuschen,.l974).
Using this technigue, informatioh\was'gained differentiating winners
from'loéérs.but little was learned aboﬁt the importance of group .
cohésion as. it related to latef'sud¢esé. The strength of oﬁtainiﬁg
data at:pre énd post season only.is ﬁhat a relationshipj either
positive‘or.negative, could beiesﬁablished betWeen‘éoheSiOn and
.performéﬁqe;  Obviausly thqugh;iﬁhe”majér-Weéknessgs'aré tha£ indica~-
tions fériabpossible circular or linear causal modél‘for:the variables

could not be assesseéd.



Encouraging methodological advances into the causality éues—
tion were introducéd by Bakeman and'Helmreich'(l975) when~they used
the'cross—leggea panel correlation technigue.  To apply it, two
variébles (cohesion and performance) must each be measured at two
points in fime. The essential cémparison utilized to establish
causal predominance is the difference between the correlation of
cohesiveness at Time i with performance at Time 2 and the ceorrelation
of performance at’Time i with cohesiveness at Time 2. - Their results,
r = ,133 and r = .717 respectivély_indicated that goodtperformance led
to cohesiveﬁesé rather than cohesion .leading to good performance.

Carron and Ball (1977) have recently applied thig approach
to sport teams. Cohesiveness was assessed at three péints in time
(early, mid and post seasoﬁ) and perfOrmaﬁce at two poiﬁts in time
(mid and post season). While correlations between and aang'the'
varibus péired &ariables did.néﬁ directly test a causal mechanism,
a strong causal inferénCe'from'performance‘to cohesivéﬁess was
indicéted via the magnitude of tﬁe'Variéus cdrrélatidné. To date,
the Carron and Ball study has Eeeh the'bnly-investigation in sport

]
_ gfoups using the cross-lagged panel correlation technique in order
to establish a causal'direction; |

Another important aspect of the group composition of sport
teams concerns the level and distribuﬁion'of'motivational gharacterw
isti§s§amqng group.members._ Unfortuhately; group achiévement

orientation has seldom .been studied by social psychologists interested
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in sport. ‘A limited number of studies have addressed the relationship
between‘motivation of team members and team effectiveness.

While some investigations. have found no direct relationship -
between participation motivation and performance outcome (Widmeyer,
1977; Cobper-and‘?ayne,.l967; Vander'Velden,rl97l); others have shown
that participatien orientation is directly related to successful
perfoxrmance gMartens and Peterson, 1971; Martens, 1970; Ball and
Carron; 1976; Klein and Christianseon, 1976). As was the case in
early ceheSionwperformance studies, the guestion of -direction or
causality was not under test. Thus, interesting-questions remain
such as whether high task'motiVation:causesvsucceSSfﬁl performance
" and whether performance success produces high affiliation motivation.
Also;.what.role do inditidual-motivations play initeam cehesiveness°
Again, the eross—lagged“panel'correlation teehniQue could,previde
meanlnéful lnformatlon whlch mlght ultlmately lead to establlshlng
a relatlonshlp and poss;ble causal dlrectlon.

| ‘Landers and.Luschen (1974) have proposed that task demands

Tare dlfferent for various sport teams and that two . dlstlngulshable
types of groups are. apéarent namely, lnteractlng teams and coactlng
:teams.~ Both cohe51on and part1c1patlon motives may be dlfferent
dépEnding upon the nature of the team's task. They argue that
cohésivehess is more likel§ to be related to team success withln .
‘interacting sportvgroups (ezg; basketball, soccer,‘volleyball) Which"
emphasize compllmentary tasks, than w1thln coactlng sport groups

(e.g. rifle teams, archery; bowling) whlch empha51ze addltlve tasks

- and scores.



Iﬁ fhe past, the majority of étudieé in the éohesion—
performance spectrum have'focﬁsed on only a few selected 5porﬁ teams. -
By far, tﬁe most common sport researchéd has been basketball (Arnold
and Sﬁraﬁﬁ, 1972; Klein and Christiaﬁsen, 1976; Martens and Peterson,
1971; Nixon, 1977; Widmeyer, 1977). additional studies, although
uéually just a single investigatioh, have been reported on other
sport teams such as baseball teams (Landersraﬁd Crum, 1971);: bowling
teams (Walters, l§55); football teams (Stégdill, 1963) ; rifle teams
(McGrath, 1962); soccer teams (Essing, 1971; Veit, 1970); ice hockey
teamsv(Béll and Carron, 1976; Carron and Ball;'l977);“volleyball
teams ‘(Bi:.cd,' 1977; Slepicka, 1975); and rdwinér,teams (Lenk-,' 1976) .
To date, not one investigation has>utilized field hockey teaﬁs;in
the.reseafch inté the'éoheéionéperformance dilemma. |

Beside‘the relatively few sport‘groups that have been
investigated, with very feﬁ*eXCeptions (Bird;_i977} Widmeyer and -
‘Martens, 1978) ihe;research'Ciﬁed has been limited to only male
subjects. ﬁesearéhers in related areas (Zandér,iFullerland
Armstrqng, 1972) have shown that females do not necessarily .react
ideﬁtiCally fo-ﬁen'in all aChievement situétions; ‘Thereforé; the
use of female subjects is critical in understanding the ‘coh'eSi-on-’A
questicn.as it relates to female'perfo;mance;

Questions still remain‘regarding direction of causality -
for'perforﬁande.success, cohesiveness and participation.motivation
in a sport‘settin§¢ The méthdaolcgical proqeduresbemplOYed‘by;_‘

Carron and Ball (1977) provide a realistic model for investigating
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these: issues. Considéring the scarcity of cohesion studies on the
female athlete andlthé éomplete«lack éfifesearch‘én'figld ﬁoékey
teaﬁs; there partiqularly appears to be merit in.investigdfiﬁg‘

these questions within the framework of female field hockey teams.

Stétement'ofvthe Problem -

The primary-purpoée of this study was to examine whether .
team cohesion in ﬁomen's intercollegiate field h§ckey teams was
specificaliy_cause—for or effect—offsﬁcéessful-performancé;7 
Auxillary.ﬁﬁrposés Were to: 1) exémine'ﬁhe rélationship of:taski
‘self, and'affiliation-participation:motivation to performanée'suCP
cess and team*cahgsiveness,_andl2)'examine the relationship of

player satisfaction to perférmance success and team cohesiveness.

Hypotheses
The hypotheses for this study were:
1. Cohesiveness of successful teams will be greater than
the cohesi&éness qf unsu_ccessfulvtea;ms°
f2. 'Pefforménce‘success wiil-¢auéeran increase.in.téam;
cohesion. | |
| | 3. - Team cohesién will noﬁ cause an -increase in-performance-
success.
4. No ¢orrelation will be found between participation
motivation and performance. |
..5. No éorrélat;on wiil_be'found beﬁween participétién

motivation and cohesiveness.
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6. Successful teams will be more satisfied than unsuccess-

ful teams.

defined:

7. Satisfaction will not increase performance success.

8. Performance success will increase satisfaction.

9. 'Satisfaction will increase subseguent cohesion.

10. ' Cohesion will increase Subsequent satisfaction.

" 'Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, the following terms were

Cohesiveness -- the attraction of a group for its members

. as measured by the 7 questions on the Martens, Landers’énd‘

Loy {1972) Sport Cohesiveness Questionnaire, plus a compos-

ite cohesion score.

- Interpersonal Attraction -- feeling of friendship as measured

by’ teammate ratings on a 9-choice alternative scale between

two extremes.

Power/Influence —- the amount of influence a.team member had

~with the' coach and other team members as measured by a 95—

choice alternative Scale betweeh two extremes.

Enjoyment -~ how much each individual liked playing field

.hOCkéy with the particular group as measured by a 9-choice

alternative scale between two extremes.

SenseiofiBeionging -~ the degree to which an individual felt
a sensé'of belonging to the team as measured by a 9-choice

alternative scale between two extremes.
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Teamwofk --= the ability of individual members to coordinate
efforts to reach team established goals as measured by a
9=choice alternative scale betwéen7ﬁﬁo extremes. |

Closeness =-- the degree to whicﬁ'the team was closely knit
as measured by a 9-choice alternative bétween two éxtremes;~

Value of Membership --' the degree to which team members

valued membership on this particular team compared to other
- groups to which they belonged as measured by a 9-choice
alternative between two extremes.

‘Composite. Cohesion == summation of the responses on the

. seven questioﬁs contained in the Sport Cohesiveness Question-
naire. |
 Pe¥formance --.a form of behavior directly measured and
restricted to the team's seasoh*Wineloss record or perfor-
mance outcome.’

‘ Sug¢e§sful - a team'sgperfoimancé'ouﬁcome in which 60-100% 
- of the regular season games were won;

"ﬁnsuccéssful=~7a team's performance outcome in which.0-50%

. of the regular season games were won. -

'1Early'SeaSOn-——:the‘time at which ho more thah two regular

;Season‘gamés had*bgen'compiete&._.‘.

"Midseason — the time at whiCh,appréximatély one half of the
’ tot&l.;egular.season games had been éiaféd,‘ |

-'Péstseaébn - the tiﬁe at which'all regular season games had

beén completed.
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Participation Moﬁivation -- the individﬁal‘s reasons or
motivationé for participating in é given group activity
as characterized by Bass'sAthree categéries (Bass, 1962)

- and as measured by‘the Martens, Landers, and Loy (1972)
Sport Cohesiveness Questionnaire. -

‘Self Motivation =-- participation with the expectance of

personal rewards or personal satisfaction as measured by
- a semantic differential and forced choice tool.

‘Task Motivation -- participation with the expectance of

achieving the group's criterion task as measured by a
semantic differential and  forced choice tool.

Affiliation Motivation -- participation with the expectance-

of maintaining happy, harmonious relationships among group
members, as measured by a semantic différential'and forced
~choice tool.

 Satisfaction --.the degree to which an individual was

satisfied with one's own performance and with being on the
' team as measured by a 9-choice alternative between two

extremes. - .

Scope of the Study

,.Data for thisvresearch.invoived-thebtop 15 players-on the
1978-79 field”hockéy teams of gine coilegeé énd universities from
Pennsyivania,-New York,'Delawére, and Maryland. Therefore,
generaiizatiOns fegarding the resuits of the present>study must be

limited to a similar population.
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Several basic assumptions must also'be accepted béfore con-
clusions could be drawn from this invgstigétion. First, the
assumption of stationarity existed. This is, the causes of the team
- and individual variables were not different at the various measure-
ment times. Secondh good performance usuaily resulﬁed in good per=
formance outcome reflected through a team's win-loss record and level
of success. Third, all'subjects-reséoﬁded to the 6ohesion question-
naire with true feelings about teammates, uninfluenced by transient
personality variations; poﬁUlar—opinions, Hawthorne efféct'or-delib4
erate alterations. Finally, that the problem of'synchronicitf
(measuring cohesion and performance at the same time) and retrospec-
tion (recall of behaviors, .attitudes or éXperiences of the past)
woﬁld not invalidate results obtained from a cross-lagged panel
correlation analysis.

In addition to.those basic assumptions, many of theAlimit.a'-=
: tions which are CharacteristiC'of'field experiments were inclided in
this study; namely, sampliné and:human.hehaVioral changés.over time.
FAISO, interpersonal attraction; pafticiﬁation,emoﬁivationiana
 ‘satis£actionﬁwere initiated and furthet'deVélOpéd in ‘situations away
from the'hockeY'ﬁield; The'iﬁfluenée from these informal encounters.
were not'éontrqlled; Although the Sport Cohésiveneés Questionnaire
(Martens, Landers, and Loy, 1972) is believed to be the best tool in
a sport setting for the.measurement of the bidimensional construct
of'cbhesion; its reliability and conéurrent validity have yet to be

determined.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The review of the literature is divided into the following
topical areas: 1) group structure and measurement, 2) support for
high cohesion-high performance relationship, 3) non-support for a
high cohesion~high performance relationship, 4) participation motiva-

tion and member satisfaction and, 5) problems of past research.

"éfoﬁpféfrﬁctﬁée:éna;Méasﬁrement

Throughout history, man has been ConCerneduwith the issues.
of social conforﬁity;vaffiliation,.and the everépresént~problems.ofA
intrégroup.réiationé. It has beeh.oniy durihgirecent years, however,
that’researéhers have had the methodological tools and theoretical -
foundations to.translate these issues into productive .research |
activity. Accoxding to‘ﬁcGraEh {1964, p. 67) group strucfure,‘
“reférs to the set of related positions in a éroup.and the total
patterns of role‘relationships among thé 0ccupanté of those poéi—
tiéns."v Cartw:iéht'énd Zander (1953) found thgt the factors that
déterminebgroué,structufe can be classified into.three majqr cate-
g'goriesb 1) the~reqﬁirements foxr efficientlgroup performance, .
. 2) the abilities and motivations of'grouéamembers, and 3) the

physical and soéial‘enVironment of the group.

15
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If a member is to be concerned with achieving the group
task, - the fbliowing conditions must be perceived: ‘that a social

‘unit exists, that the éerSon is within that unitrrather:than out-
side it, and that events in thé;group are likely to be relevant to
satisfaction with that gtroup (Zander, 1971). When a group has com-
pletéd the task, participants are interested in how well the group
has .performed. - In other words, a comparison is made between |
performance outcome and aspiration.:

'~ Research shows that subjects:made ‘s'ignifican.tly more
fé&orable.ratings éf group members if their group.performed above its:
aspirations and less favoféble'ratings if it has performed below those
aspirations (Zander-apd Ulberg, 1971); Members of high coheéive
~ groups were generally better satisfied with the group and with its
products than membefS'of’low'cohéSive groups (Gross, 1954}.Van Zelst,
1952). In that Sense, members of high cohesive éroﬁps interacted
moré with other members which furﬁher'increaéed gr@ué functiéning and
menber satisfaction.’

A number of'studiés5haVe addressed the effects of .interac-
tion and competition between individuals and groués. .Interaction
betweeénh persons tends to increase thelr liking for one anothexr
(Féstinger, 1951; Hommans; 1950;' sherif and Sherif, 1956);  the

'tendeﬁéy‘for interaction to result in greater liking tends to be

: nullified, oxr reversed; if the interaction is accompanied'by intra=-
 group competition (Deutsch,'l953; Grossacker, 1954); énd, intergroup
competition leads to ihcreaSedlint:agroup cohesion (Sherif and

Sherif, 1956).
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For the most part, the motivations of individual group
members depend upon the nature of the rewards members hope to obtain
through group activity, the relationship of these.rewards to task
performance, and thevdistribution of rewards among groﬁp members.

A highly motivated group mayior’may not be,suCCessful'dependiﬁg upon
the level and distribution of membetr abilities. The groﬁé;s-task,
power, communication ‘and friendship structures may aid or hinder
task performance (McGrath, 1964);

Several individual to group reward patterns are able to be
identified;. First, group members can receive rewards onrthe basis
of individual performance, WifhoUt regard to task.pérforﬁance of
other group members. Secbnd; group members. could be rewarded under
a sysﬁem whereby performances -are interdependent but individuals are
in competition for rewards.: Third; group ﬁembers are striving for
rewards in whibhlperformancés'are, again, interdependent, but
individuals can gain.rewards best-if they cooperate with one another
(Thomas,‘l95%)h |

Reseakchers have éhown tﬁat_gfoup task:berforﬁanée.a§~Well
as.intefperSQnal group ¥elations are enhanced under the"iatter condi-
tion (Thémas,'l957;iLanders‘andAiuschen, 1974).

To simplify this distinction; some social psyChoiogists have
cléssified'groués'asvcoaCtﬁng;'i:e,.inai§iduéls working rélatiVely
indepénaently_toward a group gball qr:inteiacting, i.e. inéividuals'
wafking iﬁtérdependently toward.a groﬁp éoal (Landeré ana Luschen,

1974). Interacting teams are composed of individuals whose roles
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may be similar,of specialized. Regardless of role specialization,
one individual's ability to perform specific task is affected by
the peﬁformance of other group members. éonversely,'members of
coacting teams dp not deal directly with each other‘but in an
additive capacity whichbeventually éontributes to a total group
outcome. In a sport. setting, basketball; hockey, énd soccer would
be examples of interacting groups whereas golf, béwling,-and fencing
would be examples of coacting groups. Coacting groups may be further.
divided into two groups:  those in’which ¢oa¢tionroccurs discreetly
and.indepéndently throughout competition; (e;g; archery, golf, rowing,
bpwliﬁg) and, those in which coaction occurs in a serial manner
(e<g. relay teams in swimmiﬁg and track). One might logically assume
that the ability for .members téA"get'alqng"‘and "stick together” ‘
would be more valuable to interacting rather than coacting groups.
Althquéh greatly limited’inlnﬁmber;'resultS‘from research investiga-
tions are hot guite so definite ;nd ﬁneéuivocal.

Qne.meaSure cf‘iﬁterpersdnal'relationships is tﬁe<degreé to
which the members of thefgroﬁp_aie.attracted.to,eaéhIOther}‘o;, thef}
-degreé to whiCh‘the grQup cohéres;';fhis aspect of the group is
uéually refeired to as group.coheSion. -Though not a simple concept,
at leaSt.thrée aifferént meahings have been’ attached to:the term:

1) attracti&n'to theﬂgroup and-desire notito leave the pack, 2) morale
or 1e§el'of'groupAmemberS' motivation and,‘3)’coordination of efforts
of group.memﬁeIS'(Shaw;‘197lf;: The'ﬁajor'differeﬁce betwéen inter-

personal attraction and group cohesiveness is that the former
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emphasizes individual attractions, whereas the latter emphasizes the .-
ngmber,:étrenéth, relationship, and pattern of attractions within |
the gioup.k Since group cohesiveness is evidenced through a variety
of behaviors %y group membe;s, it is notvéurprising that the opera-
tional measures of cohesivehess vary from investigation to investiga-
tion. Care ﬁust be takéh in overgeneralizing research findings in
light of the vast spectrum of théoretical applications of cohesion.

Studies indicate that there is liﬁtle agreement 6n any one
measure which seems to be a completely adeqqate indicator of this
phenoﬁenon.- A cémprehénSiVe‘study by“Eisﬁan (1959)7was conducted
invblving'féﬁfteen'natural student groups»toideﬁermine their level of
tgroué~cbhesivenéss. Five differént measuteS‘of cohesiveness were-
utiliééd:» a) sociometric index based on friendship, b) direct rating
of.group attractiveness, c) averége.number'of reaéons given by group
~ members for belonging to thefgroup;'dy numbe;'ofbsame reasons for
 group memberéhip=given'by'aamajority of'theﬁmembefsAand,‘e).degree of
similarity existing among group members with respect to their values.
Raﬁk;éoirelation coefficients.revealéd]no siénificant relationship
, betﬁeenrthe five measures indicating that a unidimensional theory of
‘éohésien'should.be.re—examined! rA'repliCation by;RamHZ»and Van -
.Beigen’(IQGO)xsupported Eisman's original findiﬁgs.'

Althqhgh all cohesive groups are attractive to thei¥ members
£0’some dégree,'the attraction may be toward some goal of the. group;
henCe; the'Othef membels of'the'grouplmay be important principally

because they represént the means by which an individual might achieve
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that goal. Attraction, therefore, may consist of two components:
intrinsie attraction and.instrumental:attraction (Enoch‘and McLemore,
1967). This bidimensional view oi group cohesion could explain the
paradox of equally valid measures of cohesion being poorly correlated
undef'éome conditions. Hagstrom and Selvin (1965) have found
empirical support for the bidi@ensional view when they discovered two
independent dimensions of cohesion which they termed "sociometric
cohesion™ and "social satisfaction":respeétively.

' Additiénal support for the'bidiﬁehsional;view.of cohesion
‘has come from a méasuremént,deviée developed by Martens and Petersoﬁ
(1971) called the Sport Cohesiveness Questionnaire. Intercorrela-
tions among the individual items of the guestionnaire (Peterson and
Martens, 1972) . support the classification éf items into two basic
categories: a) direct items requiring the respondent to rate the
'_ group ag'a whole, and b) sociometric items. All intercorrelations
among the’ sociometric items (;62'to,;78, P <'.Ol).were statistically
N , R
significant; while all direct . items édrrelated'significantly with
each other (.44 to .75,-p'< ;Ol); In'éddition, not one of the
.socidmétric ;tems correlated significantly wifh any of the direct
items.-

.On the Sport . Cohesiveness Questionnaire, each.subject
vrespondedfto questions aesigned'toiébtain; 1)  the degree Of .inter-
personal . attraction amqng.members;*Z)jthezperSOnal,influenée within -
~the team of each membefg 3) the Valﬁé of .membership on the team;

4) the . degree to WhiCh_thelindividual'pOSSeSSes a sense of belonging
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in the team; 5) the degree ﬁo which the individual obtained enjoyment
playing the given sport with the team; 65 therlével of teamwork;

7) the degree to which the team was closely knit. All ratings were
made using a nine~point semantic differential scale between two
extremes. A léwer score reflected greater c0hesioﬁ.-

Satisfaction of team members was also measured from three
different questions. Two questions examined the respondent's satis-
faction with one's pérsonal performance whilevthe,third'question
dealt wifh the‘player's satisfaction playing on;that,pafticﬁlar‘
sport team.

In Gill's (1978, p;fl43)'review'of the'cdhésion—performance
research in épor; groﬁps;'she'COncludes:that the "Sport Cohesiveness -
' Questionnairé*(Martens and Peterson, 1971) has been used extensively
aﬁd it-maynbe!theﬂmost appropriate instrument available." She
further'states'that,’"In.using’the:Martens and Peterson guestionnaire,
researchers ére adviéedﬂté analyze‘thelresults.multivariately.becausé
interrelationships among items have not been established and because
no standard procedure for deriving-a sinélé overall scorefexistg."

Thus ﬁar; the. use of a questionnaire device for’éohesiveness
.meagurement has,beén'discussed; Gill (1978) suggests that cchesion
qoula be'aséeSSedlin.a varietf Qf-ways; .One other method would be a
" behavioral measure. Both Libo (1953).and Vander Velden (1971) uséd
.a locomotion criterien. . This measure was obtained by:countinglthe
team members who left the gréup-duriné.thelseaSQn,l'Vander Velden
indicated}.hoWeVef; thatIthe'méaﬁ.éohéSiveness score was 1.8 showing

that relatively few members actually left the team.
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Besides questionnaire and locomotion -devices, Bakeman and“'
Helmreich (1975) measured cohesiveness by direct obsexrvation ofrmore
specific behaviors. In this case, leisure time conversations were
the measﬁre Qf cohesion. Unfortﬁnately, communication patterns are
not necessarilyb valid for sport teams. Obviously, furthér, ‘research
_should indicate which measurement devices provide the most réliéble
and vaiid assessment of cohesion in operational terms.

Past research into the cohesion dilemma can‘generally be
divided into t&o topical concerhs: 1) What is the relationship .
between'cohéSiveness:and productivity?; and, 2) Does causality
flow:érimarily-from cohesiveness to performance—or~from performance -
tovcoheSiveneSS?f.Very few”sfudies have . addressed themselves to the‘
latter question . and despite methodological confofmity of.résearch
' paradigﬁs,'the findings are far from consistent concerning‘the first
.questiOﬁ of theAfélaﬁionShip.bétWeen'the'two variables. For .every
' stﬁdy finding ﬁhat’coheSiveness is positively related tolperfdrmance
or productivity,- another reports no,relatiénship.or‘even a negative
relationShip.betweén coheSivéness.anduperfo;mance;‘

‘High Performance Relationship

“Even though the relationship between the level of group
productivity and the degree of cohesion in a group is a contentious
one, relatively few laboratory and field studies have been designed .

primarily to examine that relationship.
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Studies on clerical office workers (Katz, Maccbby and Morse,
1950), aircraft workers (Mayo and Lombérd, 1%44) . and industrial work
groups (Marrow, 1957) reported significant positive relationships
between cohesion and productivity levels. In addition, other inves£i~
~ gators have found suppoft'for a positive cohésioneperfo;mance
relatibnship (Coheh, 1955; Deutsch,il953; Jonéé and-Vrdom, 1964).

. An investigation into ﬁhe studies on“groﬁpﬁcohééion and level
6f gréup'produbtivity show the presence of tﬁo attributes (task
orientation and control through individual duties or rights) in all
studi;s noting a positive relationship. - A1l of these studies address-
ed themselves -to detérmihingfwhéther a relétionship existed between
cohesion and productivity but made nO'effort.£o determine direction
.of'inﬁluence'or'causalityAflow;'

In a study of bomber crew effectiveness and the .relationship
of perbéived‘to éétuél crewﬂattitudes; Berkowitz (1956) found that
wheh crew cohesiveness was hiéh,'there tended to be fewer failed
-missionsa',In'addition; higher'ratinés of crew effectiveness were
obtained for .crews perceived to .be high in motivation versus crews.
perceived to be 1§w'in'motivation;

'In an attempt to.deteérimine ways in which performance affects
leader behavior, %arris and. Lim (1969) found‘thét high past perform-
ance'ﬁas'fouﬁd'to increase a number'of.measures;'tWO'ﬁf which were
_ group coheéivenES§>and.satisfaction; ThiS'éffec£ of'performancevon
coheSion'aﬁd meméer:satisfaction was explained bY'increases in

leader supportiveness and interaction facilitation. -
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One of the earliest- and often cited studies in support of a
positive cohesion-performance reiationship in sport was conducted by
Myers (1962). Sixty three-man teams were divided into competitive
aﬁd noncompetitive groups for a recreational.rifle tournamenf.
Findings indicated that better team adjustment was evidenced by .
members in the‘competitive group and subjects who were successful
in the task. It was also concluded that rega;dless of  the competi--
tion condition,'high=3ucéess teams increased esteem for teammates
while low-success teamsbdecféased;esteem;

Klein and Christianseh (1976) found a positive cohesion-
performance.relationship in their study of men's basketball teams.
Members of two eilght-membelr teams were obsérved during game élay in .
the first stages of the”ekperiment and then seven members of one
team participated.in a series of "thfee—on—threef games for the
second stage. Players rated team,attractiveness prior to each game.
High.and . low categories were usedﬂto'Cateéorize both éohesiﬁeness
and.performance;{revealiﬁg a positi&é.relationship.betWeen the tWQQ'
In this case, teams of varying'qohéSiveneés were formed by usihg
scores on sociometric ratings. |

In 1963;'Stogdili'invéstigatéd'the'relationship‘betWeen‘
. cohesion and performance under varying degrees of motivation.and
drive. High school foothall coaches were used to cbserve six .Chio
State iooﬁball games . to obtaiﬁ.cohéSiqn'and drive measures. Two.
nine-point rating.scales were the'toolStempioyed, Stogdill found

that both ccohesiveness-and drive ratings were highly intercorrelated
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in addition to yards gained. Factor analyses showed drive, cohesion
and production as independent measures. It was cOncludéd,that under
conditions of high d#ive, cohesion and productivity are highly
correlated.

Vandex Velden-(l97i)_applied severaljsocial’psychologicali
variables to the study of 25 high school boys basketball teams.

He used a behavioral operational definition of cohesion, i.e.,
number of team members who left dur;ng tﬁe season. Pefformance

was defined as the-aifferenCe,betWeen’pdints scores and allowed as
weli'as-winning game percentage; A positive relatioﬁShip was found
_ betwéen cohesion and both measures of performance..

Two of the most notablée early contributions to the research
én sport team coheSion'were,éondﬁcted'by Martens and Peterson (1271)
~and PeterSQn.and Martens il972),as they studied 144 intramural
1%basketball teams. The use 6f a relatively large nﬁmﬁer of subjects,
lZDOfcclLege malesi‘gives:theSé éﬁudies'addedireiiability as compared
- to many:others, often involving 20 or fewer teams.  In the first study
. cchesivenéss was assesSedlat‘both breseason and postseason, .utilizing
the Sport Cohesivenéss Questionnaire (Martens -and :Peterson, 1971).

On the'basis'of preseason scores, each team was divided intq
high,Lmédium or low cohesiveness categories with sucée$S‘and satis=
'factién the dependent variables; In all cases, the“ﬁéams}in the high
. cohesion catégbry.won,more games than teamsAin the medium-or low .
category. Those teams whose individualAmembers.attribufed-greater

value of membeirship to the group won significantly more games. In
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addition, they found that the teams rating themselves,high~og‘ability
were significantly morersatiéfied than either moderately or low ratéd;
teams. Also; in the power, sense éf belonging, closeness and value
of membership quesﬁions,-teams high on those measures were signi-
ficantly more satisfied. .TIt was intéresting tovnote that even though
sense—of—belqnging and value*ofémeﬁbershipfwere designed to measure
the same concept, i.e. individual'sbrelationship to the team, the
sense—of—belonging question did not differentiate between successful -
_and unsuccessful teaﬁs whereas the value~of-membership question did.

Peterson and Martens (1972) second study attacked the problem
in the opposite directidh; the influence of success on postseason'
cohesion. The use of a multivariate analysis of covariance (co&ary—
ing-oﬁt preseason cohesion) and subsequent univariate aqalyses indi-
cated that performanée'Succéssiéignificantly affected postseason -
cohesiveneés,..ln boﬁh.caSes; éuccessful.teams were more cohesive
thanIleSSisucceSSful teams.

-'.PetefSonfand Martené-(l972);also studied the influence of
.success.and.residential:affiliation'On'thé'postseaSOn cohesiveness
‘of college intiamural baSketbéll.feéms;' Three types of.residential
organizations and three .levels of success were independent variables.
Results showed that succesé,=ésfccmpared with moderate.success or
lack of success, positively related to cohesion.

No significantinteraciiodwas.found between .residential

affiliation and success.



27

Another study, using the Sport Cohesiveness Questionnaire
and high school male basketball players,‘was conducted by Arnold
and Straub (1972). The questionnaire was administered at the begin- .
ning and end of the season. Ten teams were classified into two
groups: successful (top five teams) and unsuccessful (boﬁtom five.
teams). Preseason differences between successful and unsuccessful
teams were examined by a multivariate discriminant function compari-
son. No significant differences weré found considering all cohesive-
ness measuresrsimultaneously.. Results on the postseason cohesion-
performance relationship indicated that successful team players were
significantly more COheSive'thahrpléyers from.less successful teams. -

Landers and Crum (1971) used'the:Sport Cohesiveness Question=~
naire to study the effect of team position and success .on postseason
.meaéures'of cohesiveness; Preseason scores were covaried-out.
Twenty-six high~Sch001’baSeball teams were divided by win-percentage
into.succegsful and uﬁsucceSSful groups. Results indicated that the
team success factor'was'not siénificant for sociometric ratings on
.team,member‘s.rafingé of their relationship to the group. Amémbers
of successful teams;'however; were found to indicate‘ﬁore cohesive-
ness than membeirs of'unsuccessful;teams on questions directly
assessing total group cohesiveness.

Nixon (1977) wrote a rather comprehensive review of the
coheSion‘literéture.in an.attempt'tOHClarify past research findings.
He also"presented”previouSly‘unrepbrtédlresults from a research

project testing some theoretical hypothesis. Although small sample
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size was a limiting factor (20 subjects), results indicated that both
¢cohesiveness and interpersonal attraction were found to be positively
related ﬁo team success. One unique aspect of this study was the
classification of data into individual responses, in contrasf to the
customary categorization of scores into team values. He failed
howevér, to provide statistical tests of significance.

The only study using female subjects exclusively was con-
ducted by Bird (1977) to examine the relationship of cohesiveness
and leaderrdrientation to intercollegiate vollgyball performance.
From the Southe¥n California Conference, the two most successful
and the two least successful teams from each 6f the two divisioﬁS'
wére analyzed at fhe end of the season using boﬁh a group atmosphere
scale and the'Sport CohéSiQeness Questionnaire. Results indicated -
that the:four successful teams were more cohesive than the four
unsuccessful teams;

) USing 117 male and 81 female university volunteers,

Widmeyexr and Martens (1978) conducted a study.to‘deterﬁiné whether
cohéSién,.abilityilevel,‘participation.motivation.and4seX'pf fhree—
player'baéketball.téam membeks mediated the cohesion-performance
outcome .relationship. An orthogonally rotated factor matrix yielded
two. types of cohesion from the éight separate measures.on the Sport
'Cohesivenéss Questionnaire: "Descriptive Cohesion" and "Inferential
Cohesion". Multiple regression analyses revealed that direct cche-'
sion measures . (team closenéss; team.attraction):accounted'forlIS%'of

the variance in performance outcome. Measuring cohesion by. summing
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individual's evaluation of teammates contribution to the task and.
group enjoyment accounted for 7% of a team's performance ouﬁcome.
Taking into account task motivation, affiliation motivation, ability
level and sex of players did not improve the ability éohesion
scores to predict performance outcomé.' The self motivation, however,
improved cohesions' predictioﬁ of performance oﬁtcome by 7%.

Ball and Carron (1976) expanded upon the research.paradigm‘
by Martens and Peterson (1971) when they sfudied the influence of
téam cohesion and parficipation motivation upon performance success
in intercollegiate ice hockey teams. Once again, the Sport Cohesive=
ness Questionnaire was the tool used to operationally measure cohesion°
In this paradigm, however, cohesiveness and éarticipation motivation
were assessed at three points in time: early season, midseason, and
postseason. By using a stepwise multipie regression analysis, it was
noted that 95% of the variability in postseason success could be
acéounted for by midseason teamwork, closeness aﬁd enjoyment measures
of cohesion<ana early season self motivation. The variables which
best discriminated among successful, moderately successful and un=’
successful teams‘(in decreasing order of importance) were: midseason
vaiue of membership, years of experiende; midseason influence, mid-
season enjoyment, early season self-motivation, early season intere
personal attraction, midseason teamwork, midseason closeness.and

early season value of membership.
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Other studies conducted on various sport teams also have
yvielded a positive relationship between the two variables of team
cohesion and team performance. These'studies include basketball
teams (Chapman and Campbell, 1957; Nixor, 1977; Smith, 1968),
bowling teams (Walters, 1955), football teams (MeIntyre, 1970),
rifle teams (Chapman and Campbell, 1957), soccer teams (Essing; 1971;

‘Veit, 1970), and volieyball teams (Slepicka, 1975; Vos and Brinkman;
1967).

As previously mentioned,  the SéCOnd, and perhaps most
important, question currently being considered involves the direction
and causality flow from either'coheSiOniéo performance or performance
to cohesion. Bakeman and Helmreich (1975) examined the causality .
guestion in a nonlaboratory settiﬁg, Ten' teams of aquanauts were
observed 24 hours per day for 182 consecutive days while‘functioning
iﬂ‘an underWater'habitat; CohéSibn was defined as the time team

mermbers engaged in conversation during their leisure periods.

Performance,.on the other hand, was defined as the. percentage of time

engaged .in work relative to the total time under observation. For
analysis of the data, Bakeman and,HelmﬁeiCh>Emp1oyed'the'CIoss—lagged
pénelléorrelationldeséribedlin.detail’by Kenny (1975) and Calsyn
>(1976). Simplifying dataAto.workéble form; cohesiveness -and perfor-
mance .scores were computed.into the first and second segment of the!

. mission. The significant correlation between first-segment perfor-

mance and-second-segment cohesiveness (r = .72, p < .02) -and the.

non-significant correlation .between first-segment cohesion and second -
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segment performance (r = .13) stggested an apparent causal flow from_
performance to cohesiveness. Thus, cohesion accounted.fOr 42% of the
performance variance. They concluded that cohesion was not. an
important determinant of performance, but that good performance may
well have been a cause for cohesiveness.

Later, Carron and Ball (1977) applied the cross-lagged panel
correlation design to éport teadms. Cohesiveness was assessed at
three poipts in time, early, and mid ana post season; and perforﬁanCe-
at two épints in time, mid and peost seaSQﬁ. ParticiéatiOn motivation
was also analyzed for its relationship to the'coheSion—petformance-
‘question.. Carron and Ball reported support for a causal flow from
. performance to cohesiveness as iﬁdicated'by'the'correlation between
midseaSOn.performance“and'postseaSon'cohesiveneés (r = -.77, p < .05),
but no support for the view that initial cohesiveness.resulted in
tlaterlperformance,Succeés; as indicated by the‘éorrelatiot between
midseason cohesion and postseason .performance (¥ = ~-.39, p < .05).
(Negative correlations indicated a positive rélatiOnship.betWeeh
cohesiveness.and performance success because lower.cohesion . scores
-reflected greater cohesiveness.) There was no indication that high
-self, task:cr'affiliation'motivationﬂied to more .successful performance -
_or'thét.succéssfui.performance iﬁcreaSed‘thellevel of any‘of the three
participation'motivationsa |

Thelpositivé.Support.for'a high cohesion-high performance
;relationShip wés substantiated primariiy:for'only:selectedﬂﬁeasureé’

of the overall experimental-design. Both the Martens.and Petexson:
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(1971) aﬁd Widmeyer (1977)- studies found that onlyidirect measures
of cohesion, rather than sociometric measures, accounted for the
major differences between successfui and unsuccessful groups.
Results from. the Arnold and Straub.(l9§2) andLanders‘and Crum (1971)
invesﬁigatiohs indicated even more restricted éonclusions concerning
a significaﬁt relationship between cohesion measures and performance
success. Ball and Carron (1976) also found a positive cohesion-
performance relationship, but only for selected measures of more
than 20 beihg investigated. - Cohesiveness did noﬁ causerperformancé
suécess in the second . study by Carron and Ball (1977) but they did
find strong support for a. performance to subsequent éohesion relation=-
ship.

Non-Support for High CohesSion-
High Performance Relationship

‘Findings on the reiationship bet&een>group cohesion and -
productivity cited above generally support the contention that a
pdsitive ielationship existd'betweén the two-ﬁériabies; 'Oﬁher con=
clusions reached in=small‘group*literature'are-contradictory. Some
researchers report no significant relétiohéhip while.dthéré‘Have 
found a negative felationship. Kafz, MacCoby and Gurin'(iQSl),
studying groups of railroad maintenanbe Workers,.and Seasﬁore (1954),
_investigatiﬁg industrial woxk groups, reported‘no signifi;ant rela-"
tionship between gfoﬁp cohesion and level of productivityf"

Deep, Basé and Vaughn”(1967),iin a well deéigned study,

assigned students to homogeneous or heterogeneous groups. Homogeneous
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groups (those trained in the same groups) performed sighificanﬁly
more poorly than hete:ogeneousrgroups,(thosé not trained in the
same.group) in a business game. |

Several studies in sport settings have found a négative'orr
no cohesion—performance'relationships; Fiedlef (1954) tested the
hypothesis fhat group effectiveness is related te the interpersoﬁal
perceptions which members of the group have toward one another in
-boys' high school basketball teams. The first part of the study
yielded a negative relationship‘betWeeh'assﬁméd‘similarity measures
and games won. A séquﬁ sample of seven "good" and five "poor™
teams was uéed in. a validation'stud§;‘.Again;-a,negative‘relationshipj
was found betWeeh'assumed similarity.scores,and.ﬁeam,performance.

In a more recentAsﬁudy,.Mélﬁick and>Chemers (19745 used fOqu
of‘Martens.and.PetéISOn's.coheSivenéss»items (ratingé of sense‘éf
'.bél¢nging, value'bf.memberShip;,teamworkaand cloSenésé)Ain their
~asses$ment*ofﬁcohe$ion:' The3investigatoréAfaiied to find statisti-
cally significant correlétiOhS[bétWeenlany Qf'tﬁe:coheSiveness o
:measuresiénd.college.ihtramural'baSketball;teém:suécesS;‘ With:‘
.correlatiqns.ranging from a;ld.tpt;22;ﬁﬁelﬁick,and Chgmers failed to
: find.evenia.trend toward a pos:i.ti"'\ieuc':ohésioné-pe-‘rfo;\:mar'lc:'e.i::elatic).n-=
ship. | . |

UsinglpreviouSly'gathered'dataﬁfrom‘Fiedlerfs.(1954§1basket~-
ball teams,“Grace‘(l954)vrépcrtedlﬁhat team cocpeﬁatidﬁ'was,nega—_
tiVely,related”to.performance5~'érace also suggested that good‘3‘

performance was. a function of the conformance of group members to
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each other and to the group as a whole but that a wide range of .
cooperativeness was detrimental to good performance.

In 1962, McGrath took advantage of an ongoing experiment
with rifle teams (Myers, 1962) to study the relationship 6f prior
interpersonal perceptions, adjustment, and effectiveness to subse~
quent markSmanship scores. Two types .of teams were formed,-those
with positive interpersonal relations (PR} and those with nonpositive
interpersonal relations (NR). The NR group had significantly better
marksmanship scores and showed significant improvements while the
PR group did not improve. Like'Fiedler'(1954);'McGrath.éﬁggeéted' 
that members on high cohesive teams may be more concerned aboiit
maintaining good interpersonal relations than with effectively
perfogming the criterion task.’ |

Additional -support for a negative cohesion-performance
_relationshié came from Hans Lenk. (1969, 1976) in his case study of .
championship rowing teams (eigﬂtﬂmemberS)-in Germany from 1962 to
1964;3AHe'ébj5cted'to the'usﬁal assumption that only wheh intra-

. group .relations are close may good.performance be elicited>from

» team.members.: Chservations and sociometric data revealed so .much
intragroup éqnflict,ﬁj:was'predicted‘that the team would split into
two. opposing groups. -Despite;the'interpersoﬁal‘éonflicts, these
téamsuincﬁeased‘thezquality of their performance and went on to
become world champions.

Landers and Luschen (1974) indicated further support for a'

negative'cohesion—performance relationship when they found that
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unsuéceszglvteams had higher interpersonal attraction ratings than
sﬁccessful teams! Near the end of thel.season, mens' bowling team
members ratedreach teammate on interpersonal attraction, task contri-
bution, twé communication items and two power or influence items. .

A multivariate'analysis of the six ratings indicated that of the 52
teans, sﬁccesSful (the top 15) and unsuccessful teams (the bottom 15):
weré significantly different, with successful teamé having less inter-.
fersohalkattractiOn., In their OPinion, intrateam rivalry and compe-
tition may not only improve individual performance, but may also
improvevtheléveréll-team.performance.'

The'amount of interpersonal .attraction among team members
may.notlge Ehé'cnly variablée that affects team.perférmance, As was
ﬁointed}out.in é sﬁudy bj‘ﬁall and Carron (1976) another factor
'whiCh méy,interact with COhéSioﬁ and ultimately influence the cohesion—:
.pérférmancefrelatiOnShip was participation motivation,r |

Participation. Motivation
and Member Satisfaction

In his theory, presented éé“categorizing interpersonal
behavior, Bass (1962) postulated that an individual's orientation
toward partieipation-in group activity is characterized by three
dimenéiqns: gelf; i.e. direct rewards or personal satisfaction
expected from the group and its activities; task, i.e. concern
diréctéd towafd éérrying.out'the group's task; and affiliation, i.e.
concern'éirected to%ard’maintaining happy, harmonious relationéhipé

within the group. Later, elaborating on this concept, Dunteman'and
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Bass (1963) suggested that interpersqnal behavior is a reflection of
inherent personal needs and type of satisfaction desired.

Other researchers (Bales, 1950; Hommans, 1950; Hollander, 1967)
suggest that there are two pajor purposes for member participétion.
Basically, these two clusters of moﬁiveS’are task motivationvand affil=
iation motivation. The distinction betWeen group,mdtivations is
critical to understanding group cohesiveness. Groups who are pri-
mérily task oriented will place more weight on factors contributing
to successful task C§mpletion'while»placing.less emphaSis on factérs'
‘facilitatiné,interperSOnal.attraction. Conversely, groups who are |
primarily -affiliative in nature will place greater'emphgsis on those
factors contributing to iﬁterperSonai attraction .and less importance
S factors expediting task completion,

ATypiéally,'participation;motivation has been assessed using
the:Oriéntation'lnventory developed by.Bass (1962). This inventory
pﬁovidesﬂscorés'on*the'thiee'éeneral types -of ‘participation motivé-’
_tions (self orientation, affiliation orientation and task Orientation)
discussed eaxlier:

'Participation'motivations were later incorporated . into the
Sport Cohésiveness Questionnaire (Martens . and Petérson, 1971) on the
basis éf:Bass' more.general tool. Martens, Landers.and Loy {(1972)
added another participation motivation.section to theﬂquestionnéire,'
reéuiriné.respdndents to reflect. their individual participation
orientation.. The first scale éonsisﬁéd“of‘three.questions,designed
té.aséeSS'theldeéree'to whiCh.theiindividual's motives for

{
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participation reflected self, task or affiliation motivation.
These three motives were measured on a nine—choicérscale with lower
scores reflectingvgreater motivation toward the orientationrbeing
examined.

The second participation motivation scalé éénsisted of-ten
questions eachiof which required a forced choice respénse (most true
versus least trué) to three stateménts. Each of the statements

. reflected one of the three motives for sport participation, self,.
task and affiliaﬁion orientation. Most studies in sport settings:
have utilized the Sport Cohesivenéss Questionnaire in their étudy
of participation motivations (Ball and Carron, 1976; Carron and Ball,
1977; Martens, 1970; Widmeyer and Martens, 1978).

Fiedler (1954) however, indicated that affiliative ﬁeeds and
success orientation were hOt always ‘mutually heipful, Fourteen
basketball teafis werée examined: In general, members of the more
successful teams showed slight to moderate tendencies to exhibit
critical evaluations oflleaStépreferred‘co-Workers.” That is; the';
teams with SQQfés indicative of low needs for acceptance and affilia-.
tion tended to be more successful- than £eams.in which, individuals.
wanted to maintain positive intérpersonal relations.

Carron, Ball and Chelladurai (1977) .were ¢oncerned.with‘£he"
interactive effects of'preseascn'inaividual participation o;ientatioﬁi
and season win/loss .performance success upon pérSonal'satisfactioﬁ ‘
expressed at theiénd«of'the'SeaSOn;: Their study examined'ice‘hobkeyf

teams and used the Sport CohéSiveness:Questionnairef Resﬂlts-indicated'“
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that success, motivations, and. the various interactions had no effect
upon satisfaction with inaividual performance. Bothrsuécesé and

high task motivation resulted in heightened'levels of satisfaction

in relation to team performance.

Earlier; Ball and Carron (1976)' studied the three participa-
tion motives in combination with a series ofrcohesion measures.
Again, they used the Sport Cohesiveness Questionnairé'(Maftens,
Landers and Loy, 1972). They noted that the self motive was the
only one of these three'participétion motivations which—significantly
discriminated among SucceSSful;lmoderately successful and unsucceés»
ful intercollegiate jce hockey teams. It was noted that 95% of the
variability in postseason success was ‘accounted for by the cohesion:
variables of midseaSon.teamwork;icloséness and enjdyméntAana~early
season self motivation.  Using a similar'feseaxch paradigm with
respect to participation .motivation, Carron and Ball (l977) fouﬁd
that there was no indicatiop'that high Self; taSk and/or affiliation-
motivation.led to more.éucceQSful.periormance:br'thaf:successfﬁlA‘
,Performénce.increased thelle§el"0f-any-of those motives;;

Using the'tWo participation'motivationé of‘affiliétion.and
task orientation, Martens (1970)“studied:¢0nsequentamemberiéatisfac-
tion’ofjcollege.intramura1 basketball.teams, He uéedttwo:qﬁesticns
contained in.ﬁhe'Sport Cohesiveness Quéstionnaire (Marﬁené;and" 
PeterSon; 1971) to measure thelreéponaent's,paftiéipaﬁion orientation.. -
A.multivariaﬁenAhalysisrof'Variaﬁce indicéted thét.high affiliation

motivated teams in. contrast to modérate or low affiliation-motivated
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teams were less successful but more satisfied. High task-motivatéd
teams, however, were more successful and more satisfied fhan
moderate or low task motivated teams. No significant ihtergctidn '
was noted between task and affiliatién mbtivations.

Cooper and Payne (1967) reporfed a study concerned with the
relationship between task motivation and success. They found tﬁat'
among English football teams, a significant corrélation of .72 existed
between high task motivated coaches and traineré and team success.

No significant relationship was found betweenfsuccess and plavers
with high task motivations,’however:

Vander Velden:(l§7l),.in his study of boys' high schooi
bagketball teams,  found no Significant:relationship between task
relevan£ attitudes of team mgmbers and team suécess. Similarly,
Widmeyer’(1977):in'a‘5tudy of’experimentally contrived intramural
basketball teams found no significant; direct relationship between
performance outcome and task;‘self, and-affiliation participatioh
" motivations. The'WidmeyerfiﬁveStigation,utilized the . Sport
CoheSiveness.Questibﬁnaire to measure pa:tiCipatidnfmétiﬁaﬁioné

As previously cited, .both.Lenk fl§69) aqd.McGrath'(l962)
réported'thaf a high degree of cohesiveness interfe;éd.with effective
perfqrmanée,in;rowing.teams and'rifie £eams, reséectivély. Since. |
members on high CQﬁéSive.teams may.beimoré concerned Withlmainfaining
~ good interpersonal relations thah withreffectiveaperformance;'it
séemed logical to these investigators that teéams high in'affiliation '
motivation'méy beiexpectésto.pérform”lessféffectively'than:teamsﬂ

low in affiliation motivation.
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In concluding this discussion of the relationship among some
.key féétors in the cohesion-~performance relationship, it mu§£ be
'kept~iﬁ mind that a wide range of methodological and:theoretical
paradigms have beeh'used'thrdughout the wvarious investigations.
VThe“spért cohésiveness,research is marked with equivocality. While -
éomé-sﬁudiéS'provided.evidence for a positive relationship between
::COhESiveﬁeSS and perfOrmancer(Arﬁold:and Straﬁb, 1972; Nixon, 1977)
otherslsuggestéd a negative relationship'(Fiedler; 1954; Landers and
LuSchen, 1974; McGrath, 1962; Lehk, 1969) ér no relatioenship at all
(Melhick and Chemers, 1974). |
| Many ex éost facto explanations have beeh offered to account
tfor'fheSe apparent diéérepancies in the findings regarding group
cohééion and group performance. In the following section, the most
often cited reasons for the equivocal results will be discussed
-along witﬁ.suggestions fof‘future research .needs.

-Problems of Past Research
_ 'in Cohesion

While the cohesion-performance data preSents an ambiguous
Vpicture at first glance, a great deal of clariﬁy can be festored by
“taking into account the various conceptual and operationai defini-
tions of cohesion, along with the diversity in gﬁoups considéred
»andrmeésuremeﬁt tools utilized. In some cases, only one aspect of
the multidimensional concept of cohesion was used as an opeérational

device, while in others. two or more devices were used.
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is probably the most flagrant- violation of the scientific method in
cohesiveness research." As was éited earlier, previous research
designs have included data gathered at pre and post season only;
namely, either preseason cohesion compared to later performance
success (Martens and Peterson, 1971; Widﬁeyer, 1977; Ball and Carron,
1976; Arnold and Straub, 1972) or team performance compared to post-
seéson cohesiveness (Landers and Crum; 1971; Peterson and Martens,
1972; Nixon, 1977). Establishing a relationship between the varié—
bles islpart of the problem, but ﬁhe'specification of causality seems
to be.a critical question to which few studies ﬁaVe responded.

The cross-lagged panel correlation shows considerable promise
. for shedding light. on.causal directions between the cohesion—performancé
relationship. To apply it;'two.Variables {in this case, cohesion and
.performance), must,beimeaSured at two points in time$-'The essential
»comparison uséd to establish causal direction was obtained by noting»
~>a differenceibetWeen'thé.borrelation'éf cohéSivenéss at Time 1 with
performance.at Time.Z'and‘the'correlation’of'perforﬁance.at Time,l
with'COheSiVenessgaﬁ Time 2. Both Bakeman .and-Helmreich (1975) aﬁd
Caridnland Ball (l977)-haVe‘éppliedlthelCrQSSé;agged panel'correiation;
technique to cohesiveness . research with aguanauts and male ice hockey
pléyersﬂrespectively.- (In éaéh'Case;la stronger case Wa; made . for
,perforﬁanceiCausing-higher céhéSiOn than for higherlcoheSion‘cauéing
better performance.) | |

Gill'(l978) recommends caution in accepting- Carron and Ball's

causal interpretation Since‘SYnchrbhicity, a basic assumption
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Another consideration is the problem in measuring performance
success. In past research studies, the team's‘win/loss percentage
was the most commonly used index of team effectiveness. As Lowe
{1973) pointed out in his observations of Little League baseball,
good performance does not automatically result in good performance
outcome and bad performanqe does not necessarily produce an un-
favorable performanceroutcome; Martens (1970) supports the con-
tentioh that some teams value affiliation more than winning; thus,
success iS achieved through cleose interpersonal relations. Other
| groups conéider'an impﬁovement from the last season the criterion
measure of performance success (Martens, 1973).  With the changing
of team players; coacheS} and . team goals, the use of measures other .
than.win/loss.perCentage is both tenuous and, at‘times, impossible.

Another‘Common'éroblem]in cohéSionéperformanéeAresearéh has
been the failure to draw a distinction betweeh teams having different
types of performancé structures: Landers and Luschen (1974) .suggest
that an-important.stfuctural differénce exists . between inferacting
teams .and coactingﬁteams;' On the basis of their :.review of evidence
concerning.the two types of sport.teams, they found that a positive
cohesion-performance relationship existed for most interacting sport
~ groups while aAnegativelrelationShip'was.more often charateristic
of coacting- sport groups;'

The experimental designs-devélcpéd by many researchers have
added to the“émhiéuity,sﬁrroundiﬁé the cohesiveness dilemma.  As

Gill (1978, pg. 145) .states, "Failure to.consider the time dimension -
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underlying the cross-lagged analysis, was viélated.‘ Synchronicity,
as discussed by Kenny (1975) and Calsyn (1976), requirés that the
two variables (cohesion and performance) be measured at the same
point in time. In the Carron and Ball study, aggregate performance.
measures were derived from summing game win/loss data wﬁile
cohesiveness measures were obtained at a single point inrtime.
Empirical findings state that variables measured closer in time
correlate more highly than those measured furthei apart in time
and, theréfgfe, viclations of synchronicity may -invalidate céusal
interpretations of cross-lagged differentials to somerdegfee.

| In oxder to meet'the's§nchr6nicity assumption; several pro-
cedures would have to be followed. As Bakeman and Helmreich (1975)
did, data w&uld have to bé gathered continuously on cohesion as well
as.performancg.ﬁ In fairness to tﬁe'Carron'and Ball (1977) stuéy, the -
limits of that reguirement are readily apparent when one conéidersA
the.length of a competitive season.and the number of teams involved
in a givenaleaéue;"

_.In addition to these'Conéeptual,.defihitionaiuandfmethod—
ological problems;'cohéSioh-performancelfesearch may bélinfluenqed
by.otheilmediating variables;' As was indicated earlier, .gender of
the'subjectimay.be,one variable affecting the cohesion-performance
relatiénShip. Becéuse past cohesion research StudiesAinvolving7‘
women “have heén >' extremély' rare , i‘nco,rporation‘ -é_f .female. éﬁhietes
inta studieé'will providé additionél iﬁforﬁati6n fo:.théSé:iﬁterested

in the éeffects of cohesion and perfOrmance~success in.a sport setting;
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Other variables affecting the cohesion éqrrelations.may be'the
ability level of the participants and tenure or stability of qroupr
members. In the past, for example, research subjetts were»primérilyrv
.membérs of experimentally contrived groups, players on high school
teams, or members of college intramurai sport groups rather than
members of well established intercollegiate athlefic feams. Various
social structures and ability levels are reflec£ed thréugh each of -
the different small group situations. Therefore, as Melnick apd
Chemers (1974) recommené; researchers should make use of the
"tenuredf groups that have been in existance long enough to establish
a clearly .defined social structure. Théese teams woﬁld'be preferable

over weaker, more transient groups.



CHAPTER 3

' METHODS AND PROCEDURE

\

This chapter shall provide information concerning subjects,

the Sport Cohesiveness Questionnaire, and procedures,

‘ éu5j¢éts4

The. coaches of 23 intercollegiate field hockey teams were
contécted'to see if they and their top 15 athletesAwould be willing
to participate in ‘the study. Of the. 14 coaches and aﬁhletic teams
who ihdicated a.willingness to pérticipate,?only.hine fellowed
through in completing all theinecessary questionnaires throughout
the season.

The 132 subjects were menbers of eight teams in the Mig-

Atlantic Fiela,HQCkey District and one teawm in the North East : -

.. District.during the! 1978-79 intercollegiate field hockey season.

Ail.teamAmembers were female undergraduates with a mean age of 19.66
- years.’

The Mid+=Atlantic. .Field Hockey District wés.selected because
the various . teams represented a wide range of skill and .because the
better:teams were indicative bf?tpp4level“iﬁteibollegiatesfield
, hockey.in the United States. In the past féur years,'ﬁhis district
has produced the'first;énd.sécohd place finishers at the National

' Field Hockey Tournament for the Association of Intercollegiate
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Athletics for Women (A.I.A.W.). The team from the North East
District was selected because of the number of games played against

Mid-Atlantic teams during the regular season.

Questionnaire

The Sport Cohesiveness Questionnaire developed by-Marteﬁs,
Landers and Loy-(1972) {see Appendix A) was the instrument usedrtd
assess the bidimensional construct of cohesion. -Subjects responded
to seven questioné designed to obtain: 1) the degree of interpersonal
attraction among team membexrs, 2) the influence of each team member
on the coach and o;hqr teamAmembers, 3)'the'perceived valué of'mem4
bership on the team, 4) the degree to which an individual possesses
a sense of belonging to the team, 5) the degreé‘of.enjoyment in ©
participating with. teammates, 6) the level of teamwork present in the
team,.and'7).thendegree to which the team is closely knit. . RespoﬁSes
for each cohesion measure were given on a 9-choice semantic differen-
tial .scale. 'In all cases;.a lower score reflected a higher cohesion
level. - An eighth measure éf cohéSionAwas obtained by summing each of
the sevénlindividﬁal scores. According to Carron.and Ball.(1977): 
the composite measure is a more reliable estimate of cohesion than
- any Single féctor éince it is a composite Of:seﬁen indiviaual-
 measures:and it provides a greater range inscores with which to
statiétically compare . the cchesion—performance relationship. It
should béaﬁotéa; hoWéver; that the é:igingl de#ignérs of the tool

~ never provided for a composite score.
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' The questipnnaireralso assessed the participation.motivation
of the &thletes on a lO-guestion sc¢ale develéped by Martens, Landers -
and Loy (1972).  The scale was constructed on the basis of a more
general Orientation Inventory tool developed by Bass {1262). The
qﬁestions required a forced?choice'reSPOnse (mbstvtrue.versus least
true) to.lO statements. These statemenfs represeﬁted each of the -
three motives for’parﬁicipation inCluding self; task aﬁd affiliation.
Another participation-motivation scale, this one cdnsistihg
of three queétions,iéxamining'the’respéndentis parficipation orienta-
tion was,alsorinciuded in the guestionnaire. Respoﬁses for the same
three'pafticipationfmeaéures.were given on a 9-choice semantic
differential Scale-: In all caSes;'a,lowériscorevreflected a stfonqer
represehtation'of;the«specific.motive being examined. | |
In addition to cohésion and participation motivation, the:
sétisfaction oflteamvmembéré %as.measured, Two -questions .dealt with
the' individual's satisfaction with their own pérformance.during'ﬁhe
seaSon:aﬁd-a third.questidn'exaﬁinedithe‘players*\satisfaCtion from -
playing.oﬁ'their respective field hoCkéYfﬁéémsé' TheSe:qﬁestiong were
COmbined.to‘fOrm a fourth measure of satisféctién réferréd4to as
composite Satisfaction. .Composite'Satisfaction was obtained by

summing each of the three'individual scores.
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Procedures
A letter explaining the purpose of the investigation, a copy
of the questionnaire and a response card indicating their willingness'
té'partiéipafe wés'sent'to.ZB‘coaches of selected four-year coliééiate
field~h5ckeyvteams, “The' response card was to be reﬁurned along with -
a‘é;py‘éf the team's regular season schedule. Follow-up material was - .
sent to all coaches whé'indicated'a willingness to participate.
Vv_éuestionnairés were administered by thé coach to the players
.at a‘time'wheh"ali team members could simultaneously QOmPiete the
'qUeétionhaife. Before the subjécts responded to the firsﬁ question-
naixe, each persen was given a copy of the Humén Subject Consent Form,
‘outlining the intent and-procedures invelved in the study.. Although
each.subject had a copy of the form, the coach Waé.reqdested to read
Jit aloud to,thé'playersrin addition to the directions for each ?art
§f'thé.questionnaire° Coaches were further instructed not to answer
anyaquestions,'make'COmments; or reveal information about the
reséarch,ataany point during thé'field.hobkeYiSeaSOn.

The guestionnaire was administered on three occasions, early
in théLseason (prioxr to.the completion of approximately two regular
season gémes);yat midseason (at the'éompletion'ofvapprokimateiy half
ofathé':egular season éames); and-.at postseasbn (at the completion
af éllfpeguiar season games) . .During the final administration, the
.wih/lQSSi:ecérd.at midseason .and-postseason was tabulated by the

ngédheéﬂand'givén”ﬁo the'ekperimenter; Thé .records of team.perfox-

mance . butcome were converted to percentage of games won. . Successful



groups (60-100% wins) and unsuccessful groups (0-50% wins) were

then established to facilitate analysis of data.
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CHAPTER 4 .
" RESULTS

This chapter will discuss the results of the study and the

statistical treatment of the data.

" ‘Cohesion-Performarnce:

The win/loss .percentages obtained on the nine intercollegiate
field hockey teams at mid and post.season are listed in Table 1.
Teéams in the'sﬁccessful-or'winning category won 60% or more of their
reguiar season games wh%le.teams in the unsuccessful or losing
A category won 50% or less of their reéular season games. The teams
classified into these categOries remained the same throughout the
-season. |

In order to test the first hypothesis that the! cohesiveness
of winning-teams would be greater than the’ cohesiveness of losing
teams, thé'SPOrt CoheSivenessfQuestionnaire’test items were analyzed
“with a.Multivariate.Analysis'of‘Variance (MANOVA) procedure. As was
suggested in the Gill (1978) review article, intérrelationships
~among .questionnaire items have not been’ established nor is there a
standafd'proceduré for determininé a single 0ver‘all‘cohesionAscore°
For this reason; each cf'the'individual‘measures as welllas.qomposite

cohesion were. analyzed. . Results from the MANOVA tests (see Table 2)
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Table 1. Mid and Post Season Performance Percentages for W1nn1ng and L051ng
: Intercolleglate Fleld Hockey Teams

o v s . - ‘ Midseason Postseason
Division ‘ Team . . o v
: : __,,Wlnnlng ‘Percentage . . Winning Percgentage
-Winners
West -Chester State College . 100% 80%
Shippensburg State College : 863 69%
Pennsylvania State University 4 78% 76%
University of Delaware 782 ' 71%
Tock Haven State College 67% 69%
Losers
Bucknell University 50% 46%
State University of New York 435 27%
at Cortland
Indiana Unlver51ty of 33 318
Pennsylvania
Iebanhon Valley College ‘ 33% ) 29%

Ts
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Table 2. Multivariate Tests of Significance for Early, Mid and
Pogt Season Cohesion, Part1c1patlon Motivation and
Satisfaction Varlables

Administration ApproX. . p'm  pop.

Time Test Va_lug | F h o e P
Early Season " Pillais .41 4.83 - 16 113 .00001
Hotellings .68 . 4.83 16 113 .00001
Wilks .59 4.83 16 . 113 .00001
Roys 41
Midseason - Pillais .44 4.93 16 102 .00001
k ' Hotellings .77 4.93 - 16 102  .00001
Wilks .56 4.93 16 102 .00001
Roys .44
Postseason ~ pillais .47 5.47 16 100 .00001
Hotellings .88 5.47 16 . 100. .00001
Wilks - .53 5.47 16 100 .00001

Roys ' .47
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indicated that winners were significantly'differenf from losers at'j;
éarly, mid, and post season. |

~ Because the F for the MANOVA was significant, follow-up
Univariate Analysis of Vériance (ANOVA) tests wefe conductéd;
Summarized in Table 3 aré thé ANOVA results for the relationship
between performance outcome at early; mid and post season and'thé<-
seven cohesion measures and composite cqhesion, In oxrder to keep the
overall‘experimEntal alpha at .05; the level of significance for the
ANOVA tests was adjusted to a .001 level of significance. Results
indicated that on’ composite COhes%on and the individual measureé of
enjoyment, teamwork and clOseness; the winners were significan£ly
more cohesive thah losérs for each administration date, ‘thus support-
ing the hypothesis that members of:winning.teams.wouldﬁbefmore
cohesive thah‘members of losipg_teams.'

Gill (1978) .further suggests that covariance analysis is nec-
essary to discuss the contention that a causative relationship exists
betweén . cohesion’ and . performance outcome. .In this case, the Multi-
variate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) of:post.seasoncoheSion
helding early .season cohésion.constant was significant,.Apﬁrox,~§_= ]
- 3.10 '.(_7.,:101'); p < ..005. Therefore,. follow-up Analyses of Covariance
(ANCOVA) were undertaken to determine the significance.of each péstf
seaSon.cohesion'question'holding~the’correspondihg early.season
coheSionﬁQuestion conStant-(seé'Tablév4), Results indicéted that
significant:différencés-existedifofjénj0ymént, teamwork, closéneSs’

and composite cohesion. After comparing the results from the ANCOVA



Table 3. Analysis of Variance Comparing Winners and Losers on
© Cohesion,  Participation Motivation, and Satisfaction

at Early, Mid, and Post Season

54

" Administration

Variables Time daf F P
Cohesion

Interpersonal

Attraction Early 1,129 2.25 .1356
Mid- 1,124 2.47 .1184
Post 1,118 9.82 .0022

Power/Influence Early 1,128 2.71 .1020
Mid 1,123 1.09 .2986
Post 1,118 8.86 .0035

Enjoyment Early 1,129 13.78% .0003
Mid 1,122 14.63%* .0002
Post 1,116 17.18% .0001

Sense of

Belonging .Barly 1,129. 6.72 .0106
Mid 1,122 2.41 01231
Post 1,116 - 5.06 .0264

Teamwork Early 1,129 41 .69%* .0000
Mid 1,121 _ 55.81% .0000
Post 1,116 67.66% .0000

‘Closeness - Early 1,128 - 35.51%  .0000
Mid 1,121  25.89%  .0000
Post 1,116 . 42.33% 0000

Value of .Membership. ‘Early 1,129 - 8.97 .0033
Mid 1,121 6.23 .0139%
Post 1,116 11.58% .000%



Table 3. ' Continued.,
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Administration

1,116

Variables Time af F T
Compdsite
 Cohesion Early 1,128 36.47* . .0000
Mid 1,120 ° 24.64%  .0000
Post . 1,116 - 40.49%  ,0000
Participation
" Motivation -
Semanticubifférential
"Affiliation Early 1,129 1.77 .1863
Mid 1,124 - 1.27 .2615
‘Post . 1,118 .65 .4209
Task Early 1,129 6.39 L0127
Mid 1,123 4.78 .0306.
Post 1,118 3.59 .0604
Self - Early 1,129 .54 .4630
Mid 1,124 .08 .7822
Post - 1,118 3.45 .0658
Forced
Choice -
Affiliation Early 1,128 2.04  .1560
Mid - 1,119 .02 .8996
Post 1,116 .83 .3654
Task. . Early 1,128 1.67 .1985
Mid 1,119 .01 .9057
Post .15 .7028



Table 3. Continued
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Variables Adm1n1§tratlon at F p
Pime , - - =

Self: Early 1,128 .02 .8795

Mid 1,118 .02 . 8948

Post 1,116 .41 .5221

Satisfaction Barly 1,128 18.69% .0000

Mid 1,118 14.55% .0002

.0002

. *P < .001
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Table 4. BAnalyses of Covariance of Each Postseason Cohesion Question
Holding the Corresponding Early Season Cohesion Question

Constant . ] :

Source of .
Interpersonal
Attraction

Within Cells 105.00 115 .91

Regression 58.71 . 1 58.71  64.30 .00001

Performance . .70 B .70 .77 . 38309
Power/Influence _

Within Cells 113.03 115 .98

Regression’ 42,37 1 7 42.37 . . 43.11 .00001

- Perfarmance - 2.40. 1 2.40 - 2.44 .12076 .
Enjoyment

Within Cells 131,26 113 - 1.16

Regression S 32,17 - 1 32.17 27.70 © .00001

Performance 7.87 - 1 7.87 ' 6.77  .01050
Belanging

Within Cells = . 147.39 113~ 1.31

Regression ’ 45.38 -1 45.38 . 34.75 .00001

Performance 1.89 1 1.89 1.44 .23191
Teamwork

Within Cells © =~ '161.50 - 113 1.43

Regression 58.21 I 58.21 40.73 .00001

Performance .33.21 1 33.21 23.24%* .00001
Closeness

Withih Cells 83.39° - 113 . .74

Regression - - 99.94 1 99.94. 135.43 .00001

© Performance 5.75 1 ..5.75. 7.79 .00617



Table 4. - Continued
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Source of

Variation £s - o E B
Value of
Membership
Within Cells ' 80,80-3 113" Y
Regression 34.74 1 . 34.74 48.59 .00001
Performance 2.62¢ 1 2.62 3.67 .05793
Composite
Cohesion '
Within Cells 2758.73 113 24.41
Regression - l46l:52 - 1461.52 ° 59.87 . 00001
' 1 9.70

.Performance

.236.75.

236.75

*p < .001
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to thenANOVA:s on Table 3, it is appafent that only the teamwork
measure differentiated winners and losers on postseason cohesion
when early season cohésioh was covaried out. Regression figures on
the ANCOVA indicated that there was a significant reiationship between
early season cohesion and postseason éohesion-(see-Table 5). |

Rather thah'utilizing only correlational data, a further
attempt was made to establish Causative direction between cohesion
and performance by using thé'cross-Laéged pénel technique employed
by Carron .and Béll (1977); .Unlike the study by Carron and Ball,
however, this study utilized-spearman correlational statistics
rather thah pearson product moment corfelations. The"non—paramétric
measures.were.selected due to the relatively small sample size. -

The spearman correlations (see Table '5) tested the hypothesis
Ehat higher.teém cOhéSion'wil;‘ﬁct increaSeﬂpérformance success; but .
performance éucceés will lead to increases in team cohesion.

To test the“infiuenCe of cohesion on subsegiient performance,
three. composite .measures of cohesion were compared with later measures
of performance; namely, early'geason'cohéSion to midseason .performance,
midseaéon'cohésion to postseason perfqrmance,'and early seasén co=
hesion to postseaSanperformance; These correlations were -.723,
-.717,; and s.617.reépectively,~withAall'correlations.beihg-signifi—-
cant at the‘.05flevél‘of»signifigance.'

The negative signs aséoéiated'with almost all of the:Correl;—
tionsAfefleéted thera¢t that'suéceSSfﬁl.performance was indicated by

largerﬁnumbefs whereas higher cohesion was reflected'by lowerInumbers.:



Table 5. Spearman Correlation Coefficients Between Performance and Subsequent
Cohesiveness and Cohesiveness and Subsequent Performance
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Friendship -.118 -.283 -. 300 -.420 -.536 -.536
Influence -.126 -.142 .133 -.401 -.144 ~.025
Enjoyment . 840%* ~.T6T7%% - -.703% ~.798%* -.824%% -.717%
Belonging -.571 -.517 ~.367 -.698% -.733%% -.667*
Teamwork -.966%* —-.833*%% - ~.867*%* ~.958%% ~.941** ~.900%*
Closeness ~.852%% ~.750%% . ~.695% —-.B49** - 874%% -.883%*
Value of ‘ %% * * % * & ** k%
Membership —.933%* - -.644 -.921 -.861 -, 844%% . -.770
Composite -.723% - 717* -.617% -, 874%% ~.866%% -.733%
C¥*p < .05 **p < .01
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A schematic diagram representing an overview of'the éorrelations
between composite cohesion and performance and performance and
composité cohesion is presented in Figure 1.

‘Examination of the correlations between the individual-
cohesiveness measures and the performance measures indicated»that
the individual measures of enjoyment, teamwork, closeﬁesé, and value -
of membefship were primarily responsible for the significant overal;
composite coheSion4performance correlatilons° Thermagﬁitude of these
correlations indicate@ that, contrary to the original hypothesis, -
higher cohesion was associated with increasSes in perfdrmance success.

To test the influence of performance éuccess on team céhe-
sion, correlations were obtained between a perforﬁance measurement
and a composite COhé§ionlmeaSuremént.derived at either tﬁe-same time
or later; namely; midseason pgrformance with midseason eohesion;
midseason . performance with postseason cohesion and postseason perfor-
manece with postseason cohesion (see Table 5): - The'Corrélations
were -.874, -.866, ahd —;733'réspectiVelynwith therprobabiliﬁy levels
being significant at the'.Ol}*;Ol; and .05 level respectively.

Examiﬁation'of the correlations between the'inaividual
cohesiveness measures and-the'ﬁerforﬁance measures:indidéﬁed that the
individual.measufes“of'ehjoyment; teamwork;'éloseness;vand value of -
membership were primarily responsiblé for the significant overall
perfqrmance—coméosite coheSion'correlations;, The magnitude of these
correlations indicated that the'O:igihal,hypothesis of.bettér'perfor-

mance :leading to higher-levels of cohesion was supported. -



Figure 1.
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Pa;ﬁicipatiqanotivafibn

It was hypcthesizea that no. correlation would be foundﬂ
between participation,motivation'and pefformance. As with each
cohesion meésure, the three participatioﬁ métivationé asrmeasuré&rby .
both the forced chdice toél and,the'semantic differential tooi were
tagalyzédfusing a MANOVA procedure (séé'Table 2).' Results indiéatedr
that winners werée significantl§ different from losers at early, mid,
and posf season. Although thejg_for’the'MANOVA was'significant'

(see TableVZ), the:follow—ué‘ANOVA tésts*(seé Table 3f indicated that
no significant~differen§eé'eXisted'between winners and.losers on any
of.th-efparticipatign,motivatidns° -AsS indicatéd'earlier,,thg.leVEi'
of significaﬁce~forf£hefANOVA waé adjusted,to a .001 level of
significance.

Once again, fhe‘crOss-lagééd'éanel‘technique served as a
model to - assess theicausai fléwibetween participation mqﬁi%ation and
performance.u'Spearman.correlationé'for'performance Out¢6me leadinéA

"to.a speCific type of participation motivation and for participation
,motivaﬁion:leading to ﬁigheriperformanée,3ucce$S'ar§ located’inu

- Table 6. Only one SighificantAstatistic resultéd; namely, postseason
,performaﬁce;éutcomé~to postseason self motivation as meaSured“bj’thel
semantic’diffeiential-tool,' |

Thélﬁext experimental ﬁy@otheSis.indicatedfthaf'no-¢erelation
.WQS'expéctédlbetWEeh particiéationFmdtivétioﬁ and.cohésién.,-The‘i
créés?laéged'model for'spearman.corrglafiohs.betWeén‘céheSiOﬁraﬁd,7-

subsequent participation motivatidn.and-for'participation.mgtivation'



Spearman Correlation Coefficients Between Participation Motivation and
Subsequent Performance.and Performance and Subsequent Participation

Motivati on

Table 6.
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and subsequent cohesion are listed in Table 7. ©No significant
staﬁisticsemergedsUpporting a cohesion to subsequent participation
motivation relationship. For a particular éartiéipation motivation
leading to subsequent cohesion, however, it was found that correla-
tions:between eafly season affiliation motivation measured on the-
forced choice tool to sﬂbsequent mid and post season cohesion proved
to be significant at the ;OS:leVel'of confidence. |

Table 8 céntains spearman correlations. between the forced
choice tool and semantic differential tool at early, mid, and post
season. With the possiblée exception of affiliation motivation in

which the @verall shared variance was an average of 52%, there was

65

consistently a low correlation betweenh the two participation motiva- -

tion tools.  In addition, betcause low scores on the semantic

differential tool indicated mere of the participation motivation

being.tested, whereas low scores on the forced choice to0l indicated.

less of the participation motivation being tested, negative signs
associated with several correlations indicate a positive relation=-

ship between the two.variablées.

"'Satisfaction

In order to test the hypothesis that the satisfaction of
winning teams would be higher than the satisfaction of losing teams,
an ANOVA (see Table 3) wasvconducted comparing winners and losers
onrsatisfaction'at early, mid, and postheéson. Again, the ANOVA

served as a follow-up analysis to the significant F on the MANOVA



Spearman Correlation Coefficients Between Participation Motivation and

Table 7.
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Table 8. Spearman Correlation Coefficients Between the Forced Choice
and Semantic Differential Participation Motivation Tools

Correlation’ Percentage of

Variables Coefficient ~ Significance Shéred
i Variance
Early Season
aAffiliation - -.603 .043 36
Task . ' 139 . 361 2
Self ~134 .366 i 2
Midseason
Affiliation ~.867 .002 .75
Task -.776 - - , .007 61
Self .. 502 .085 ‘ 25
Pastseason
Affiliation -.667 .025 45
Task 0.000. .500 0

Self -.723 .01l4 52
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(see Table 2). Using the .001 level of significance, results
indicated that winners were significantly more satisfied than losers
at early, mid, and post season.

The cross-lagged technique was used to assess the causal
flow between satisfaction and subseqﬂent performance and performance
and subsequent-satisfaction‘(seéﬁTable 9). While no evidence was
. found for satisfaction increasing performance success, results
indicated that the relationship between midseason performance and
postseason satisfaction and between postseason performance and post-
séasqn satisfaction were significant at the .05 ievel of confidence.
These results support the original hypothesis that performance
success would increase the level of satisfaction. Eigufe 2 repre;
sents a schemétic.diagram of the relationship between satisfaction
and performance.

Spéarman correlations provided the data to assess the last
two. hypotheses; namely, that hiéher'levéIS*of satisfaction would
increase later. cohesivenéess and that higher levels of cohesion would
increase later satisfaction (see Tablé 10). Significant. correlations
were found betweeh early seaSon‘satisféction and midseason cohesiotn,
and eérly season satisfaction and. postseason coheSion,-eérly season
cohesion and- midseason satisfaction;sand early.seasoh cchesion and
postseason satisfaCtion:' All of thé‘Significant findings supported
the hypotheses. Figure S.represénts‘a schematic diagram of the

relationship between satisfaction and.cohesion.
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Figure 2. Schematic Outline of Spearman Correlation Coefficients for Satisfaction and
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" Questionnaire

‘A factor analysis (see Table 11) was conducted for cohesion
variables on the'Sports Coﬁesiveness Questionnaire in order to
determine which, if any, cohesion variabies correlated with each
other and also to examine any possible clustering of scores within
the cohesion tool. The purpose of the'analyses was to determine
if future investigators would need to inélude all seven cohesion
items when they attempt to assess’a.teém's level of coliesion and
to determine if the same clusters would occur as those obtained by
Widmeyer and Martens-(1978);

Factor loadings for eath cohesion measure at the three ad-
ministration dates are listed on Tablée 11. The first cohesion factor,
labeled’direct:coheSioﬁ;iaccounted'forf54;7%'in early éeason, 52.2%
in midseason, and -56.3% in.postseason of the team's total level of
cohésion. On the first factor, all of the direct . measures of team-
theSion loaded more heavily than the'individual measures of team
cohesion. The second factor, labeledﬁsociometric cohesion, accounted
for 14.5% in early season, 17.5% in midseason, and 16.3% in past-
seasan of the‘Variance.in the<§eam'sAlgvel of cohesion. The two
sociométric .measures that did:not.load highly on the direct assess-
ment factor did load heaVily‘oh'this factor, whefeas, none of the

direct cohésion measures contributed strongly to this secénd factor.



Table 11. Unrotated Principle Factor Matrix of the Seven Cohesion Measures and

Composite Cohesion

Factor Loadings

Sociometric

Direct
Measures of Assessment Assessment
Cohesion ‘ —
~ Early Mid- ~ Post- Early Mid-’ Post-
 Season Season . Season Season Season Season
1. Interpersonal _ ’
. .67 .57 .68 . . .
Attraction 6 : 6 50 68 61
2.. Power/Influence .52 .50 .61 .75 .71 .69
3. Enjoyment .85 .84 .81 -.26 -.15 -.20
4. Sense of Belonging .75 .81 .73 -.11 -.01 -.08
5. Teamwork .81 .75 .81 -.08 -.38 ~.20
6. Closeness .81 .85 .86 -.16 .21 -.21
7. Value of Membership .72 .65 .72 -.31 -.20 -.39
Variance Percent 54.7 52.2 56.3 14.5 16.3

YL



CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

Only the direct individual cohesivehess item, i.e., enjoy—
ment, teamwork, closeness and value of membership rather than the
interpereonal.attraction and power/influence measures ecCOunted for
the greater cohesiveness of the winning teams compared to the losing
“teame;' These.results.support thelcdnCIﬁsione from past investigations
(Martens and PetérSon; 1271; Ball.and Carron, l97é; Widmeyer, 1977)
which{haVe also inaicated'that directlmeasures of cohesion, as opposed
to. sociometric measures, provide the key source 6f differences between
.succeéssfnl aﬁd unsﬁceéSSfel groups.  The mose frequently cited experi-
ments indicating a negative cohesion—performaﬁce relationshipA
(Landers and Luschen, 1974; McGrath, 1962) utilized some type of inter-
personal attractien measure to assess the team's level of cohesion.
Results, therefore, indicate that carelmust‘be taken to determine the
opefational definitions used in various experiments before comparing
theﬂiesults of these investigations.

The spearman cofrelatioh coefficiente which assessed the
caﬁsal £low as being either from cohesion to performance (r = -.723,
-.717, and -.617, p < .05) or from performance to cohesion (r = -.874,
-.866, and -.733, p < .05) were high in both directions. These results
are not in agreement with;earlier researchers (Bakeman and ﬂelmreich,
1975; Carron and Ball, 1977) who employed a cross-~lagged panel analysis
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and obtained support for a 1inear model between cohesion and perfor-
mance. More specifically, performance leads to increased cohesion but
‘cohesion does not lead £o increasedlperférmance. Results from this
study are more inragreemént with.the'conéept of a cifcuiar modei or
.relationship between the two variables (Cartwright, l§68)‘.° As one:
variable increases, so does the Other; leading to further‘increases
in the first variable. Simply stated, as-coheSion-increéses so does
“team performénce which, in turn, cauéesian increase in team cohesiop,

AAs was stated earlier; investigators'haVe‘traditionally‘failed
to consider the causality time dimension in either designing cohesion=-
performance experiments or in:interpretiné‘the results. .Several
researchers have nhoted a positive,relafiQnShiplbetWeen.team performance -
and postseason*cohesiveness'(LanderSsand Crum, 1272; Peterson and
Martens, 1972; Nixon, 1977); No results were presented, however, for
the effect of cohesion upon later performance. Other investigators
have examined the effects of early cohesion upon subsequent team
performance and have obtained mixed results. Widmeyer (1977)( Martens
and Peterson (1971), and Ball and Carron (1976) all support a positive
-rélationship between direct measures'of'cohesion upon performance
success, wﬁile Arnold and Straub (1972) reported mixed results. No
results were presented for the effec£ of performance upon later cohe-
siveness. Again one must question a possible éircular relaﬁibnship
_,between cohesion. and performance had the' alternate hypothesis been
;tested in thesé'Studieé;' The fact that.positﬁe support hasﬂbeen found

both for cohesion to later performance . .and performance to later cohesion,
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plus the results of the present stﬁdy, would tend to support more a
circular model between these two variables. In light of the Carron

and Ball (1977) findings and the scarcity of studies that have

" addressed the causality issue, it would be premature to completely

discount the linear model until more investigations of cauéaliiy have
been conducted within sport settings utilizing the same experimental
design.

The géneral failure to support winner4ioser differences in
participation métivation and any type ©of causal flow between perfor;
mance and participation motivation .is consistent with theﬁreSulfs
obtained by Carron and Ball (1977).- TheZOnlf exception was the
present study's.signifiéant.relatioﬁship.betweeh'postseason performance
and postseason self motiVation'as-measﬁreaion the semantic. differential
tool. These findings are not'conSistént; however, with Martens' study
(1270) . in .which he found ldsers.weré higher in affiliation motivation
thah winners while winners were highef'in.task motivation ﬁhan’losers,
There may be differences in participation motivation depending upon
skill level and type of competitionﬂiﬁ that varsity intercoilegiate-.
athletes were investigated in both the Carron and Ball (lé77) stﬁdy and
the present study, whereas Martens investigated intramural sp6rt ath-
letes. .

Spearman correlations for affiliation motivation leading to
subsequent cohésibh were the only significant statisties which
resulted from the'CausaluanalysisAbetWeen'participaﬁion“motivation

and cohesion. . .One would.expect that since affiliation participation
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motivation indicated that participation was expected to enhance and
maintain harmonious relaﬁionships among group members, strong correla=

tions would exist with later cohesion which measured'thé génefal
attraction éf a group for its members. |

The present study»sqggests that directly measured cohesion is
much more important than participation motivation in predicting a
team's performance level. Unlike the Ball and Carron (1976) study
which originally suggested that to.adequately examine the cochesion-
performance relationship,~the'participation'motivation of the athletes
also must be analyzed, resulté from the present study indicatea that
indiviaual;member'sAmotiveslforiparticipating<contribute little, if
anything, to the'team‘s,performanceg ,Iﬁ is imperative to emphasize
thefdénger'in cross—study.comparisénSAbetWeeh participation motivation
and other vériableslsuéh.as coheéioﬁ’and pérfdrmance since low overall
correlation coefficients were cbtained comparing the forced choice tool
to the semantic differential £001,in.thelmeaSureﬁent‘of:an.individual‘s
participation motivation.

Although it was found that winners were more satisfied than
losers, results from the cross-lagged causal analysis_indicatéd that
satisfaction did not lead.to increases in performance .success but that
performance success did lead to increases in satisfaction. One Qould
lcglcally expect that highly skllled teams competing.in a competitive
field hockey district would be more satisfied with a hlgher win/loss
record thah .would individuals.oh.teams with a lowerlwin_/loss:record°

In othex words, increases'in-satisfaction would be expected. following-
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increases in performance‘succeés while decreases in performance .success
would result in decreases in team satisfaction.

Results from the present study indicated a circular causal
relationship egisted between. cohesion and satisfaction in that corre-
lations were high from cohesion to satisfaction énd from satisfaction
to cohesion. Simply stated, increases in cohesion lead to.subsequent
increases in satisfaction which further increases the level of cohesion.
If individual members are mqré satisfied with their o&n abilityvand the
ﬁeam‘s performance.Outcome, this satisfaction is reflected by increases
in the overall level of team cohéSion;- Teams who‘indidated lower
»satisfaction levels aisOréxperienCedisimilar'decreaSes'invteam cohesion.

The unrotated principle  factor matrix indicated that although
many,résearchers haVe.utilizedﬂsociOmétric meaéuresiin their investi-
~gations (Landers and Luschen, 1974; McGrath; 1962) results from the
present study indicated that di&ect assessment meaSures’ﬁf cohesion,.
i.e. enjoyment, teamwork, closeness, sense of belonging and value of
membership accounted for the greatest explanation of the.team’s overall
level of cohesion at each of the administration'dates.  These findings
lend support to the Widmeyer and Martens (1978) investigation which‘
also showed direct assessment items rather than sociometric itemsas
contributing the most signiﬁicént:meaSurement of team cohesion.

| lBecauSe coheSioh;has been demonstrated to. be at least a
bidimensional contract,'any:meaguremégt'of‘a.team's.level of cohesion.
should include both sociometiric and direct aséésément items. If on the

other hand, only one-.set of factors would be.utilized to assess:
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cohesion, the direct measurement items would yield the largest per-

centage of the total variance in cohesion.

‘Major Findings

Taking into account the relatively small sample size of the
experiment, results from the Iinvestigation must be viéwed cautiously.
Several conclusions become apparent:

1. Cohesiveness of winning teams were higher thanithe cohe-r
siveness of losing teams. |

2. Cohesiveneés leads to subsequent increases in performance
success.

. 3. Performance success leads to subsequent increases in
team cochesion.

4. Performance success leading to self motivation as measured
on the semantic differential tool; wés the only significant correla-
tion between participation motivation and performance Success.

5. Affiliation motivation leading to subsequent cohesion,
as measured on the forced choice toqi; was the only significant
carrelation betweenh participation motivation and cohesion tool.

6. Members of winning téams.wéré more satisfied than members
of losing teams.

7. Higher levels of satisfaction did not lead to in;reases in
- performance. sucgess.

8. Performaﬁce,success did'iead’to an increase in -satisfaction.
9., Satisfaction did.lead to an incréase in subseguent cohesion.

10." Cohesion did lead to an increase in subsequent satisfaction.



: ConclgsiOns
There is typically a serious_lag in many fields between the
discovery of new facts and the application of those faéts‘by prac-
titioners. Results of this investigation point to severél.key con-
clusions which have both theoretical and practical significanée.-

Taking into consideration that the subjects in this study were inter-
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collegiate field hockey players from nine teams in a highly competitive

field hockey district, the present study would suggest the following
conclusions:

1. In light of the fact that many coaches and players extol
the Values'obtained'fromlpositive team,interaction and feelings,
results indicate that interest-in fostering.team cohesion would have
a significént effect uponAsubsequentaéerformance success.

2. .It appears that high cohésiveness.leads to better perfor-
mance outcome as well as better performance outcome leading to high
cohesiveness. -

. 3. As teams experienCe}COQtinued'perfdrmance.su¢cess one
could‘e%pect-subseqUent,increaSesﬂin self participation motivation..-

4. Individuals-in.whiCh_the’predominant participation
motivation is an affiliative orientation . would be expected to exhibit
higher levels of team cchesion. |

5. . Member satisfaction would not be expected to lead.to

incréases in performance success, wheéreas heightened levels of member

satisfaction would be expected following a tradition of performance

success.
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6. Member satisfaction would be expected to.lead to increases
in team cohesion as well as high cohesion leading to increases in

menmber satisfaction. . -

" 'Recommendations

Based on the results of this study, the following recommenda-
tions become apparent for future research.

1. A tool with high reliability and validity figures should
be developed to assess and measure specific factors contributing to
team éohesion.

2. Further studies:utiliziﬁg-the same experimental design
should be impleménted‘to.substantiate:éither a linear or circular
causality mddel for the coheSioﬁ4performance relatioﬁship.

. 3. A comparison of the cohesion-performance relationship-
should be conducted among~é variety of sport groups. ‘

4; A comparison of various sport groups investigatiné.
seve;al mediating variables such as sex, skill level and task demands
should be undertaken td provide additional infofmation>c0ncerning the

cohesion-performance relationship.



APPENDIX A

THE SPORT COHESIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE
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PART I _ .

RATE EACH MEMBER OF .YOUR TEAM IN. CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER.AS LISTED BY
THE TESTER IN RESPONSE TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

ANSWER 1-15. On what type of friendship basis are you with each mem-

" .ber of your team? If you know her very well and are
good friends, rate her high on the scale. 'If you do not-
know her or are not good friends, rate her low on the
scale (omit yourself) :

1/2/3/4/5/6/1/8/9/
Good Not Good Friend
Friend. ’
1. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
2. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
3. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
4, '1/2/3/4/5[6/7/8/9/
5. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/.
6. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
7. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/ -
8. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9%/
9. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
10. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/%/
11. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
12, 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
13. . _ » 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
14. o o 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/

is. : ' _ 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/

ANSWER 16~30. . For many reasons some of the gals on the team are more
’ influential (important or leaders) than others. How much
influence do you believe each of the other members of
your team have with the coach and other gals (omit your= -
self).

- 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
Very - Not at all
Influential' : Influential




16.

- 17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23,
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
. 30.
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1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/1/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9%/
1/2/3/4/5/6/1/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
. 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/%/
'1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/97
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/

ANSWER 31-33. There are many specific reasons for'playing field hockey;

© . 31,

.32
33.°

These reasons can usually be described in three general
ways: (1) To be.with the gals-you like; (2) To play a
sport that you like; and .(3) To have your friends admire
your ability. Using the scale below, indicate how '
important each of thesée reasons were for you.

'1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
Very Not at all
Important Important
To be with the gals. - '1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
To play field hockey. E 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/%/

To be admired. " 1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/

ANSWER 34. -In reference to theé scale below, how much did you like play-.

ing field hockey with this particular group of gals?-

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/ ,
Enjoy ‘ ‘Enjoy very
much little -
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ANSWER 35. How strong a sense of belenging'do you feel you have to
this team?

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
Very ' Hardly any
Strong at all

ANSWER 36. How good do you think the teamwork is on your team?

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
Very ' ' Not Good
Good at all

ANSWER 37. How clesely knit to you think your team is?

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/

Very '~ Not Close
Close at all -

ANSWER. 38. Compared to other groups that you belong to, how much do
you value your membership on this field hockey team?

1/2/3'/4/5/6/7_”/8/9/ -
Value ' Value.

Very Much Very Little

PART II

BELOW ARE 20 STATEMENTS ABOUT PLAYING FIELD HOCKEY WITH YOUR
TEAM. PLEASE READ EACH ONE AND WRITE DOWN YOUR FEELING ACCORDING
TO THIS SCALE.

/1 /2 /3 /4. /5
Strongly Agree . Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree ' Disagree

- ANSWER-39. I feel that being on this team gives me a chance to.
‘ make friends. .
ANSWER 40. I believe that most of my teammates belleve in

things that I do not.
- ANSWER 41. Most of my teammates will help me if I,need.help.°

~ANSWER 42.. The coach is more concerned about herself and the -
other gals' than. me. i

ANSWER 43. . The coach always tries to do the right thing for the
team.



ANSWER

ANSWER
ANSWER
ANSWER

ANSWER

ANSWER
ANSWER

ANSWER

- ANSWER
- ANSWER
__ ANSWER
_____ BNSWER
____;ﬁNSWER
. BNSWER

- - ANGWER

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

-56.

57.

58.
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I do not much like the gals on this team. -

All of my teammates are kihd of dull and do not think
seriously about important things.

I feel that there is plenty of chance to get ahead on
this team.

I have not made close friends with any of the gals on
this team. :

Our coach tries to help me as much as she can.

I do not pay much attention to what the coach or the
other gals say; I believe in making my own decisions.

I feel that I have some really good friends among my °
teammates.

I believe that playing on this team is boring.

The‘other»gals on-the team are willing to help me whén
I need it.

Most of my teammateés are stubbo¥n. No amount of argu-~
ment will change them. -

Just a few of my teammates in this group are open-
minded; most of them are unreasonable.

The coach of our team doesn't really know field
hockey. She just got stuck with the job..

Sometimes I like'playing’with-these gals, but most of
the time I would prefer to play with another team.

Most of my teammates would willingly sit the bench if
it would help the team. - :

I believe that most of my teammates are .out for their
own. glory; and care little about the team.
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PART III

THIS PART OF THE TEST CONSISTS OF 10 STATEMENTS. FOR EACH ONE,
INDICATE IN THE MOST ANSWER SPACE WHICH ONE OF THE THREE CHOICES,
1, 2, OR 3, IS MOST TRUE, OR MOST PREFERRED, OR MOST IMPORTANT.
THEN CHOOSE THE LEAST TRUE OR LEAST PREFERRED OF THE THREE CHOICES
AND WRITE 1, 2, OR 3, IN THE LEAST ANSWER SPACE. IF 1 IS MARKED
FOR THE MOST, THEN EITHER 2 OR 3 SHOULD BE MARKED UNDER THE LEAST.

One of the greatest satisfactions in playing field hockey is:
1. recognition for your efforts

2. the feeling of a job well done

3. the fun of being with friends .

ANSWER 59. = (Most )
ANSWER 60. (Least )

If I had my choice, I would like to be:
1. the coach whose planning pays off in victory
2. the star player’ '

3. . elected captain by my teammates’

ANSWER 61. (Most )
ANSWER 62. (Least =~ )

I would like to be known among my teammates as:
1. a successful person
2. an efficient person

3. a friendly person

ANSWER 63. (Most ) -
ANSWER 64. (Least = )

When playing field hockey I enjoy:
‘1. just being with the gang
2. the feeling of accomplishment from doing something well

- 3. being praised for some achievements

ANSWER .65. (Most == -
ANSWER 66.  (Least - )



I think I play best when:

1. I practice hard
2. I play with a group of gals I like
3. my efforts are rewarded

ANSWER 67. (Most -)
ANSWER 68. (Least )

When playing field hockey I like:

1. being appreciated by the coach
2. being satisfied personally with my performance -
3. being with friends whom I can have a good time

ANSWER 69. (Most" )
ANSWER 70. (Least )

Nothing is worse than:

1. embarrassing yourself while playing
2. the team losing the game
- 3. letting your teammates down:

ANSWER 71. {(Most =~ )
ANSWER 72. (Least__ )

I play best when my.coach:

1. works with me individually
2. pushes me to work harder in practice
. 3.7 is friendly toward me and the other gals
ANSWER 73.  (Most’ )
ANSWER 74. (Least = )

I would prefer:
1. that my teammates consider me a friend
. 2. ‘that my teammates loock up to me

3. that my teammates.consider me an important part of the team

ANSWER .75. (Most )
ANSWER -76. (Least )



90

I prefer a captain of the team who:
1, gets the job done
2. makes herself respected by her teammates

3. 1is a friend of mine

ANSWER 77. (Most = )
ANSWER 78. (Least )

USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE TO ANSWER THE NEXT THREE QUESTIONS:

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/
Very - Not Satlsfled
Satisfied - at all

79. How satisfied are you with your general ‘play so far this
season?

80. How satisfied are you with the way you are playing your
position on the field?

-8l. In general, considering the coach, your teammates, and
everything, how satisfied are you individually being on this
team?




APPENDIX B

MEANS AND STANDARD. DEVIATIONS FOR WINNING AND LOSING
TEAMS AT EARLY, MID, AND POST SEASON

Variables ~  Eatly © Mid~  Post- - Early . Mid-  Post-
' ' Season Season Season» Season = Season Season

Cohesion

Friendship M 3.08 3.04 2.69 . 4,02 - 3.36 3.38
' " 8D 1.03 - 1.15 1.08 1.30 1.14  1.32
Influence M 3.87 . 3.81 3.42 4.46 4.01 4,06
sD 1.02 1.11 i.05 = .98 1.01 1.29
Enjoyment M 1.65 1.47. 1.59 2.19 2,29 2.33
- SD .71 87 .74 1.42 1.48 1.41
Belonging M 1.85 ¢+ 1,55 1.26 ... 2.86  2.69 2.42
SD - 1.36 1.42. 0 1,34 2.17 2.28 1.88
Teamwork M 2.09 1.95 1.79 . 3.75 3.78 3.92
" 'SD - .84 .88 .96 1.94 1.81 1.80
Closeness M- I.88 l1.62°  1.45 - . 3.88 ' 3.46  3.46
) SD 1.28 1.25 1.09 2.23 2,14 1.94
Value of : o
membership =~ M 1.84 1.48 1.15 S 2.19 2.11 2.12
" 'SD .81 .86 - .8  1.48 . 1.58 1.48
Composite : '
cohesion M 16.19 ~ 16.14 14.63 23.34 21.85 21.79
'SD 4.68 5.48 5.14 8.56 7.24 7.08
Participation
Motivation )
Semantic Differential ,
Affiliation M . 3.79- - 3.38 3.09 3.20 2.95 2.81
: "'8bh 2.38 2.09 ©2.03 2.02 2.17 1.64
Task Ef— 1.08 1.44 . 1.12 - 1.42 1.52 1.39
sD - 33 7 w430 .51 1.62 . 1.33 1.00
Self M . 5,72, 5.55 - 5.09 _6.12" 5.67 5.85
8D 2.48. 2.52  2.42 2.32 . 2,09 1.98
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Winners Losers

© Variables Early Mid- Post- Early Mid- Post-

Season Season- Season - -Season - Season Season

0

Forced Choice

Affiliation M ' 19.66 19.93 19.79 - 20.37 20.00 20.31
SD 2.81 2.77 . 2.71 2.85 2.85 3.51
Task M- 23.96 23,75 23.98 . 23.32 23.69 23.79
SD 2.58  2.65 2.45 . 3,03 3.02 3.13
Self M 16.38  16.32° 16.23 16.31 16.31 15.90
SD 2.86 - 2.9 2.80 - 2.75 . 3.15 = 2.61
Satisfaction M 9.77 9.29 8.24 . 13.15 12.16 10.81
SD

4.05 3.31 3.32 4.86 4.92 4.08
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