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SIZE OF GROUP AND IN-GROUP ATTRACTION:

FOUR MODELS

Most recent research on interpersonal attraction has focused on the

characteristics of two individuals that affegf.the probability that the

two will be positively attracted to each acbéfi Most notable, of course,

is the current controversy over the copditions under which attitude

similarity has strong effects on attraction and the theoretical explana-

tion for such effects (e.g., Byrme, A1971la; Byrne, 1971b; Griffitt and
/ N

Veitch, 1974; Levinger, 1972; Touhey, 1974; Wright, 1971). Most of this

research has been experimental and;ény groups studied havé'bgen formed by

I

the researcher. The fact that interpersonal relations and the develop=
I ,-”! = . .

ment of attraction between ﬁéfséns'usually takes place within the context
of a group with its concomitant physical and social stfucturés has béén
largely ignored. There has been scant sitenﬁ?uﬁ paid even to variables
long-rscognized in the field of small groups or group dynamics as having.
consequences for interpersaﬂal‘relétianships fe.g. the funcéiaﬂs of the
group, status structures, relative positions of inaiviéﬁals in the

, etc.).

i)

physical and social structure

While it is of course more difficult te control variables in field-

situatiens, investigations of such situations must be undertaken (1) to

test the %pplicahili&y of. laboratory findings to real social situations

and (2) to feed back into laboratory research by providing hypotheses

‘regarding relevant variables that néed to be held constant or systema-

tically varied im experimental research.- Indeed, much of the attitude-

attraction debate centers around laboratory-field differences. The
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present paper is an examination of one aspect of the-attractLuﬁ patterns
in a naturally ccéufring group, where the patterns are conceived as a
group variable, rather than an individual ér pair level variable.

Whether considering separate groups or subgroups of a 1a£g2f
organization, researchers have recognized that tﬁe existence in a group
of positive interpersonal relations is related to the hold the group has
over 1its members. This relationship works in both directions:  the
sétisfying éélaticﬁs_within the group serve to motivate the mEmgéts to
remain in the group and prassuteé to remain in the group mativate the
members to work towards achieving harmonious relations within the group.
Among the variables ﬁhich have Eeen found to influence the natufé of
interpersonal relations in a group in a vsriéﬁy of ways 1is the size of
the group (e.g., Ealésraﬁd Borgatta, 1955; Cartwright and Zander, 1968,
pp. 102-103; Thomas end Fink, 1963}:. | 7

The pfeéenz paper is concerned with the situation where a large
organization is composed of subgroups of vafying size. - The dependent
variable is the likelihood that high attraction choices. (friendship and
respect choices) within the organization are,giveﬁ-zg subgroup members.
A relatively small group provides a greater opportunity for members to
get to know each other inti§aié1y, but 1t provides relatively few
potential friends, and relatively few total personal stimuli reach its
members. This i; especially true in the setting of a formal organization
where truly iﬁtimaza contacts are likely to be normatively discouraged.
Increasing the size of a group increascs the total number of interactions

for each individual member and provides more potential {riends from among
. A v _

4
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whom each member can choose those with whom he is most “Qaﬁpatible!"

As with other effects of gfé;p size, the effect on attraction
choices is not expected to be perfectly linear. The effects of increas-
ing the size of a group afign deﬁrease;with the initial size of the
gféupi For example, the fdfffekenc§  in the number of stimuli ffgm
interaction thaﬁ are available to members of two groups of sizes 4 and 6‘

the same as the difference in the number of stimuli provided by groups

-
[4]

of sizes 54 and 56. However, the subjective differences are not the same

in the two comparisons. The number of stimuli that members can perceive

and absorb does not increase linearly with .the size of the group.

Some researchers have noted that the effects of subgroup size on the

. behavior of members is more closely a linear function of the logarithm of

the size of the subgroup, rather than a linear function of 'size per ze
(e.g., Tannenbaum, 1962; Colemar, 1964: 267-283). Coleman uses data on

friendships among princers, where the shop is the subgroup, to test two

mathematical models of the rélationship. His discussion is based upon &

éent the equilibrium étaﬁe of the system.

. The simple linear madélAtesﬁéd by Coleman assumes that the change in
the transition rate (movement towards “Muzgroup ffiendship choices) per
added ‘group member is constant. The logafi:hmic model is based on the
assumption that the change in the tfaﬂsitién rate per added group member
is pf@p@rtianﬁl to the reciprocal of group size. Bé&ﬁ models suppaft the
hypachésis that increasing the size @E a group increases the likelihood

that group members will form friendships within the group. The simple
5
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linear model éssumeg that the increase in this likelihood Qith one added
gtaup mam?ar is the same regardless of how large the group was before
this addition. The 'logarithmic model assumes that the lafgef the group
is to begin with, the »smallef the  increase in the rate of ingroup
friendships as a result of an added group member.

The present paper has several purposes. Using another set of data,

made by Coleman is replicated; that is, the logarithmic model is compared
with the simple linear model. In addition, twc more models are proposed

and tested: the threshold model, which is a modification of the linear

o

model, and the logarithmic threshold model, which is a combinaticn of the
latter model with the logarithmic model. The implications. for  the
underlying dynamics of the development of attraction relationships with,

ed.

]

groups are discus

The threshold model treats the process that we are describing as a

some . point and- then levels off. The hypothesis would be that there is

some optimum size of group for within-group friendship choices, in the

sense that below this size the group may not provide enough potential

friends and above this size additonal group members do not addgsubstaﬁi
tially to the number of potential friends. Thus, up to saﬁe size or
fanéelaf_sigesg we expect a §Gsitive linear relationship between the size
of the subgroup sﬁd;che proportion of intra-group attraction choices.
Beyona‘this size, we expe2éféhat inct&ésiﬂg the size of the subzroup will

not consistently Lﬁifeésa the proportion of intra-group choices.

6
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Although Coleman verbally describes such a threshold effect (1964: 279),
he does n@é actually test it. Mathematically, this hypothesis would
amount to éssuming that the increase in the tfénsitian rate pe% added
group member is constant up to thé size thresheld and cheﬁ becomes zero

for cases beyond the threshold.

L]

It is, of course, difficult Eo‘spééify one exact size that serves as
a precise borderline.. Two thresholds are used here to test such a model:
50 and 70. Thé choice of these particular sizes as threéhclgs is rather
arbitrary. Three rationales may be bffe:gd for suéh sizes. First, a

preliminary inspection of the data being used here suggested that there

might be cut—-off points at groups of sizes 50 and 70. Second, Coleman's

data appear to be consistent with such thresholds. Third, while there is
by no means consensus on this point, 50 members seems to be the_maximgm'
size for a group to be considered "small" and therefore within the realm
of the field of small groups. Hawéve:, a group somewhat larger may still‘

allow its members the opportunity to get to know one another; thus, size

r

f

70 1s alsckiﬂcluded as a threzhh@lé, These threshold models are compared

with both the simple 1in2§f model éﬁd the liﬁeaf logarithmic model,

The fourth and last madel, Ehégimgafizﬁmic Eh:eéhold model, com=
bines the notion a§ a threshold with the iagafithmic:felatioﬁship! The
hypgﬁhesis fégafding interéétian in groups is that there are increases in
potentially friéﬁdshipépraduciﬂg ccntécts WiEhAiﬂtréQSES in size of the
group, that this increase is inversely proportional to the size of the
group before the addition, and that beyapd a cri;igsl size there 1is no

increase at all,

_' T
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DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA BASE

The research population is the Maryland State Police force. A

—

twenty-nine page questionnaire was mailed to all 807 members of the force

in 1966, as part of a stidy of police careers and professionalism in the

letter instructed the respondents to sign at the bottom that they had
completed the questionnaire and to send that form back to the Superinten-
dent. The questionnaire itself did not include the respondent's name and

was to be send in ‘an envelope which was provided to the Center for Social

Organization Studies of the University of Chicago.

Completed questionnaires ;geré retufnéd by 703 of the men. Thus,
87.1%Z of the men-answered the quaSEionnéirEQ The één were asked to name
their "theee closest fﬁiEﬂds on the force"; 61.3%Z of the respondents
named at least one friend. In addition, each man was asked to name the
three people on the force whom he most fespecﬁs; 70;3% Df‘fESpDndéDﬁS
made at least one fespeet choice,

As in all large férmal.orgaﬁizaciéns, the Maryland State Pcliée“hasv
several levels of subgroup division. The major division of the force

o

breaks it down into Headquarters, five Troops, and three miscellancous .

units with varied functions. The personnel at Headquarters cam be

v

furether categorized by .their respective Divisions and then Sections

within Divisions. Troop members can be classified by the Barrack whose .

‘jurisdiction they are within and then by the specific work unit to which

8
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they are assigned (Barrack, Post, or Detachmenz). Data analysis has been

carried out using three different categorizations of subgroups, as shown

in Table 1. The first, to which I will refer as the 'large" categoriza-

Table 4 Abéut Here

tion, comsists of 9 subgroups: Headquarters, the 5 Troops, and the 3
miscellaneous units. The second categorization, referred to as

”medium,“>eonsists of 20 subgroups: 6 Divisions, 11 Bafracks,kand the 3
miscellaneous units. The final categorization, not surprisingly called
"small," includes 43 subgroups: 6 Divisions, 34 Barracks, Posts, and
Detachments, and the 3 miscellaneous units. It is clear that there is
some overlap: the 6 Divisions are in the medium and small :étégcrizaﬁions
and the 3 miscellaneous units are in all 3 categorizations.

The present data have several drawbacks to their utility for testing

the relevant models. First, even within the small categorization, there
are éﬁly 43 cases. Second, there is some relationship between the size
of the subgroup and the function it serves wiéhiﬁ the organization. This
is true primarily in the large categorization. Analys§s‘will be perform-

4

ed to test for effects of group function. Third, within any one

categorization, only a limited range of sizes af suﬁgfaups is represent-
ed; Thus, subgroups in the 1atgé categorization range between § and 155
members; medium subgfdups faﬁge Ifrom 8 to 102 members; and small
subgroups range from 8 to 47 members. In the world of idéal_éata, the
hest Eest of models cf the ﬁype ccnsigfrgd hefé‘w@uldrin;clve a large
number. of subgroups with the same functions and with every SiZE.prfEE

sented by several cases.

9
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rés;lzs, should they cccur. On the other hand, if similar results are
féund despigg these éifferegﬂas, then we tcan beﬁmsfé certain that the
models adequately describe the process involved. First, Gglgman grouped
" his data into six data péintsi rather than anélyging each subgroup as a
value. Thus, éithpugh Coleman had daﬁa.an 434 shops within the union,

his scattergrams contain only 6 points. The analysis-.in the present

paper treats each subgroup of the organizafion as a data point.
Second, Colleman's dependent variaﬁle is the proportion of subgroup
memﬁﬁggrwhase best printer friend is within the same shop. The analysis
I
presented here /defines the dependent variable as the _pfoPar;ian'-@f
" choices made by men*in the unit that are given to others in the unit.

There are really two differences here. First, all friendship choices are

included (up to a.maximum of 3 for each individual member). Second, the

B

proportion of within-group choosing is based on the total number of

choices rather than individuals. Coleman's dependent variable is cal-
- . : ] ) . .
culated by dividing the number of subgroup members whose best friend is

in ‘the subgroup by the total number of subgroup members. The variable

K

being, used here is calculated by dividing the number of choices made by
B y :

suEgtoup members where the person éhosgn is in the subgroup by thg‘taﬁal
number of choices made by subgroup members.

¥ : =

present data is that the union Coleman studied was larger than was the

Maryland State Police at the time it was studied. This difference is

'

, _ | .
. . A . : .



‘important with regard to one assumption of the model: that "the 'pool'

o
Lyt

‘a large shop as

[¥(

>ffg£ éfinﬁéts outside the shop is the same for a member
for a member of a small one" (Céléman, 1964: 278). Though the present -
~data violate this assumption more than'do the union data, they are still
within the limits af‘éécéptability. Thus, it is being assumed that, in
an organization of 807 members, the pool of potential friends outside of

a man's subgroup is the same whether the subgroup has 8 or 155 members.

!
COMPARISON

BETWEEN THE SIMPLE LINEAR MODEL AND THE

LINEAR LOGARITHMIC MODEL

In addition- to the differences between the present data and
, 7 » \ A A
Coleman's, there are some differences in the models being tested.
747:{ ; L
Coleman's equation for the linear system at equilibrium is 1 =1 + ax
B i - B . 7 Py ;
where x 1s the number of persons in the shop and P, is the proportion of
| A o - L
shop members whose best printer friend is outside the shop (Coleman,

1964: 279). Similarly, the equilibrium éqpati@ﬁ for Coleman's 1ag§rizh——'

a in x + b (1964: 282). 1In contrast, I am using a

A

mic 'model is 1
P, _

}iﬁeaf model §é£pl = a ln x + b, where p, is the p nortion of subgrggp

choices that are within the subgroup. Of course, 1/p2 is cgmpletely

determined by P,» although the relationship is not perfectly linear.

In order to compare the simple linear model to the linear légarizh-
mic model, two bivariate regressions were perfgrmed for each of the three
subgroup categorizations. "Thg depanéent vargable for each of these
,egréssigns was the proportion of attraction (friendship EI‘»I“ESPEEVE)

choices made by members of the subgroup that were given to others in the-
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. analyses of friendship choices, along with the result

Lu

subgroup.. For the simple linear model, the independent variable was the

size of the subgroup. For the linear logarithmic model, the independent

variable was the natural log of the size of the subgroup.

In addition to the regressio

=

s for each of.the three sugroup

categorizations, for both friendship and respect, the same analyses were

performed using all of the subgroup categorizations combined., This was

done in order to increase the number of subgroups included in the

.analysis and to increase the representation of the various sizes within

one analysis. It must of course be recognized that some of the cases are

now,"within" others, violating assumptions of independence of cases. The
major effect of this should-be to inflate the pfediccive'powéf attribut-
able to the independent variable. Thus, with this combined data set,

conclusions should not be made about ‘the proportion of the variance
explained. However, since this inflation exists regardless of whether

the independent varizble is actual size or the logarithm of size, these

regressions can still enable us to compare the two models.

Table 2 presents the siméle " that results from each _afg the

o

[V

of t-tests of the

.‘\ . A

significance of the differences between the correlations for._the two

" - \ =
models. Table 3 presents the results for respect choices. (These two

tables also include the results for analyses to be discussed ‘later.)

oo " Table 2 About Here
T . * Table 3 About Here

-+ As §rgdicted; the linear model does have some fit to reality, as

12




evidenced by the magnltude of the proportion of the variance in~in-gr6hp

zh01ces (slmple T ) that is explalned by the size Df the gféup .The

linear m@dél YLéldSné better fit to the data on-f:iendsh;p chclces théﬁ

, Ry , o o

P latter anomaly may result from a :ambiﬂaticn of two factors.: First,

respect cho ic ces for all caﬁégcriiations éxgeptithe "small" ome. This

rgépégt choices in the force are hea '% ffected by p011CE rank: EthEES

; flow up the rank hiérsr:hy (Segal 1973) Second, thé lafgéf'EhESE units

are, the higher the pal;ce rank' of Eh31r hlghest ranklng member ‘\
(Goodman's gamma = .476). .Thus, thg raﬁk'dlstfibution of the units in °

théﬁsmall’zétégdrizatian"may be affecting the proportion of in-group
1zat -Lect # _ 1=groy]
. ; A :

£ G

‘respect chaicés. _ . Ca

Also, as.. expected, ‘the‘lcgarithmi:lmbdel pf@videsAae%ignifisantly

s

: better fit to the data thsn the slmple llnear model. ‘As shown in Tables 2,
PR} ) . R

and 3] _the Smele rgfls hlghEthDf the logarlthmlz madel ln Each of theﬁa

com mpa '1scn5 (for each subgfcup catega izati Qn, for both fzzendship and

* . respect Ehalcés), Dnly Eaf the small subgrﬂup ﬁateggflzatLon are the

~differences nct_signlflcaﬁt.

COMPARISGN TO A THRES@QL 'DDEL

A

- Similar regressions-and tests of correlation di ffe: nces were per-—

. formed tG\EQmpafE the threshold model to 'eaéh of the first two models.

——e - o

'The iﬂdep dent varlable for the,threshald model was the size of the

7 group, with '1l srzes bey@nd the %hfeshold“cded to the value of the .\s=

”““WJLg%*‘i*Ehfeshéiﬂ AQ“EhDEd_Iﬁ”$EtiEﬂgggﬁédng’EhE*tﬁTEEﬁﬁ%ﬂ‘mﬂﬂE&?ﬁEﬁL;;uﬁﬁ thre—
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} bgth;thréshcids} for all subgroup cateébfizatiOﬁé; and for both friend-'

ship and féspeEﬁ; Sett;ng the threshold at size 50° ylelds four corrala— e

ticng‘:hat are higher Ehan for Sigék?O and two that are the samé,_ Thus, .

the Ehreshold mcdel is Suppéfiéa:mofé than the linear model, especia}ly:

Ho wever, 1n5pec§13n Qf Tables 2 and 3 5hows that the threshold madel

/' ‘.f;;. _ _ _
dgés not fit the daza as well as_the_logafithmic model . Fcr f:iendship
/choices, the two models yield quite similar “correlations, with the

I : . ) :
-thteshold model belng superior only within the large subgroup categori-

zation, which has a sample size of only 9. .For the’ rest of the

pr
; categorles, the logsflﬁhmlz model pfOVldes Ehe _same or a better flt to

the data. Dnly one dlfference is 51g;1£L§ant ;he logarithmlc mcde fi ts

the data dlgnlflcantly better than th th eshold of 70 mcdel for the

' gomblne - cat g rlzathn, .
: , _ | 1 R

For resgact choices, the differen235‘are in the same directions as
i ) R .

‘ ' h . &
for fri endshlp EhOlCES .and generally largET Again; @nly one of thé

Ecrrelatlon dlfféfences (and Ehe same one as for frlendshlp) is 51gn;fls

;égg. Thus; thaugh masﬁ of the dlfferenges are not S;gnifLEanE, the

.. linear Iggaflthm;c mcdel seems Eo‘bgaa-better choice than the threshold

-~




"all betlpne of the comparisons, the logarithmic threshold model predicts
§eeport§on of in-group attraction choices better .than does the simple

!
!

‘ log;tlthmie medel. The one exception to this is the case of friendship

ehoieee in the large eubgfoup categorization. However, none of the

”dgﬁfereneee is 51gn1fleent On the basis of these r fuite,WEEe edﬂelue

51on is that Ehe @egerlﬁhmle Ehreehold model is the best one tested: 1?,

Ch;s paper, though not elgnlfleenLly better: then the e:mple 102 rithmic .

5 — =
model. . The fflendehlp ehelces conform bettet to the madel then do the
A respeeE ehoieeej though both distributions are rather well described by
o ) : . s e B
the madel o ‘ . o 'V;Sgsf;'

Wlth regard Ee ehoes;ng between thé two threshelds (50 end 70},
there are three eemﬁerieone for friendship endxthree for respect. For
friendship ehoieée, the threshold of 70 has a higher predictive value

than the. threshold of ‘50 for 2 of the ‘three comparisons, though.. the

differences are quite small, and they are equivalent in. the third. For
respect, the threshold of 70 has one comparison on its eide, 50 has one,

“with the differences again being spall, and they are qe;’eleﬂg~in the

third. . Although 70 seems to be slightly better as the éritical size,
only with more cases between 50 and 70 could a choice be made between the
‘two eieeei

'Table 4 presents additional results of the regression analys sis for

Table 4 About Here - . *7

A i

the logefithmie threshold medelg. The dependent ﬁer;eble is. again the-

~——propoction—ofattraction

. variable iss;hetlégerithm eE the size of the eubgrqup, w1th ell cases

la

7:'fg;eep*_ﬁihe_independeer'
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bevond the thteéholé recoded to the thfeéhéld. As can be seen by Fﬁe F

vaIueg‘énﬂ their signifigéﬁce lévelsg this mcﬁél has caﬁsidérable»prg—
-'dictive power. |

GDMEARISQN BETWEEN THE FOUR MODELS BASED ON SIZE OF GRDUP WITH

FREDICTIVE V4 L,E,DF GROUP FUNCTION

As can be seen from Table lj‘théfe is 'a relationship bétwéeﬁ the
. : =~ B : : . . ’

size of subgroup of the Palice organization and the function of  that

subgroup. That is, Ehere are differences among the subgroups asxta.tﬁeif

el in the arggﬁlzatiéﬁal structure of the force and. the duﬁiealthéy

\H

perqum; and these differences are related to the size of the subgroup.’
One might, Ehéréféfé;‘éu5p8Ct that the support for the models EéSEi-bﬂ'

the. size of the subgfaﬁp- is merély an artifact of the. function or

’ a:gaﬂlsatlgnal level of the subgfaup ‘>-“ o B o .
To test for th?s possibility, another regféssipn anaiysis ﬁéé_

B per formed, where the dependgnt variable;wgs the éame a%ibéfbre (Pféé@fg
tion gf:iﬂigfﬂﬁp ¢haig§$) and the inéePEédenE Qariable}wasuthe fﬁﬂction
ofethe groupr ?Théfiatter vafisbie is é néminai-séalé-$ith seven values:

i

headquafters, lelSan, Eroop, barrack p@st detachEﬂt , and ﬁiscelf:

3

Ianeous. ThlS vaflable was treated as a series’ of g;y varlables,_and

for each ;subgroup éategcrigaz;cnj the multlple E‘ of the variables -

Eombined are prESEﬂEeﬁ in Tables’ 2 and 3 (It should be noted that each

subgroup-categarlzatlon has a different Qamb;nat}on of values on this ’ / :

- ZW;;H;igaj;Lalllér ) I S U S S - i?;,;, I T;,x

T The results show that this organizational Garlable has a gtronger




relationship to in-group choosing than does simélé size of the group for
six of the eight é@mpariéons, three for friendship and three for respect.
The differences in this direction are larger far,reé?ect than they are

' Eéf ”ﬁriendshig. " Thus, the fuﬁétion of ithe suﬁgroup is a pewerful
grédiggof 95 the»prapatcion gf chaizeseéhaé'arg given Lﬁ_ﬂthég members éE
thexéubgraup, éspegiélly for te;pe&tvchoicESQ as cgmparedbéa}the predic~-

‘éivg power bf.ghe Simp1é=1inéar mgdel; -However,’ when c5mg§:§d;tQ the
a;agarithﬁicfaﬁd Eﬁé l@gg;iﬁhﬁicgtﬁfeshéld-mgdels,.tﬁé differenzés are
maétly sgéii, with the lé%gerAcor%élat£nn différgﬁﬁés showing a gfééﬁét

prgdizﬁivé ability for 'ghéa'1§garichmi¢:'ﬁp§éls,';batﬁ linear and

thggshold;;

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

'Fcﬁt models of the relétiénéhip between 5i§é--6f subgroup and. .
! Véfapaftiéﬂ 'af 'insgféug_ attfactian,“éhéiCEé. ha§ex been tested: 'Simplé
linear, 1iieéf logarithmic, threshold, aqﬁi 1Ggariﬁhmic:;tﬂreshald.
Though all of these madéls\yieid sigﬁifi:anﬁlyigood fits ;c.the-dsta.
kggusédj the logarithmic Eh:eshglﬂ“maéelspravidés the beét}fic, théggh:nag.

significantly better than the linear logarithmic model. The logarithmic

'ﬁdéhip

R SAS

threshold model describes the process of in-group. éhaésiﬁg (fri
and respect) as a positive lienar function of .the logarithm of the size..

of the group, provided the group is below a critical size, somewhere E\
S : - OREEs :

~around 50 to 70 members. Above the critical size, there are no

;/—- by

ing-wi-th—increasing-sig@————

It must be noted that the present test involves a 'large, hierarchi-

Q A




e TE

—

cal arganizatianjvwithfa.spéciaiizéd function. This madel-mpst be tested
Lﬁéing*subgfaups %éthin other. organizations of varing -sizes and func~

tignsg In aédition,-ifsthé principles of the effect ;E_g?oup éize aﬁ
,aétraction felationships'suégértaé hére:arg truly geﬁerélQ then they

o S shculd be supported by a data set consisting of Eamplétely distinct

groups rather than s bgr@upé of the same organization. Iﬁ order to make

) ) Lo ".:;_‘; . __— i s \ .
- this test, similar "data would be ﬁegde? on each of the groups.
i ' . Ina 5ensé,zthe‘m§dgls Eéstédfhere p ify;ghe effect of prqpinquity-f

N - on attraction under difféfgnﬁ group slza canditiansi_: Small tgfaups

N pfesumably are 1&35 likély to prVldE Enaugh f rie dsnlp pfaduclng :Qn=‘

/
't o tazts, s0 the membefs must go ﬁutéldé uf the subgfoup fa: thglr ffléﬁds,

'

Thus, the' are l;kél'~§ﬂ have Eo%'travel‘furthér: in the afganizatlgn for
? y eLy : Rl gEllAeal it o

their friends. ~Members of larger subgroups are more likely to -choose

_ their Efignds frgﬁ“among'Ehase yho are close to them in“the physical and

" socia l eructures Df the parenﬁ group - . , —

The dependent var;able here is Ehe ptapnrtl@n of choices given Ea

other members of the subgroup! This is ﬁiffetent from the atttactiVEﬁess_

. s .
4-'\ . £

of the subgfnup E ‘se for the members and fram the average atgtactlan
that membéfs have tawafds_gaeh'ﬁthgt. Thesa lgtter two varlables can

serve as measures of the cohesion of the subgroup. It ﬁ@uld be quite

7 . : ST T . Ly o T L .
interesting to see,haw thgse-vstlables are EffEEEEd by the sige of the

< . -group. Same pr3v1éus research has shgwn that caheslan is nE"atlvel'

’ related to’Ehg.siEEsof ;he gtcup (e?gL(;Carthlght aﬁd'Zandgf ]968

3
Fd

}"' H

_ L 3 i o i T
— BE S F i

FPhere-are—obvionsty—i

—

such as- degree of formality and communication structure.

*

ening~variables—in—this--relationshipy—oi—

Q —i-in S S e o
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ther tests of the models discussed in this paper and related ones
/ ,

déabedmﬁ

nee

Hith'émpifical data sets that are sﬁbsﬁaﬂtial:énéugh to

for other variables besides the size of the group. The inclusion

in this paper is intended to, enable replica- o0

tions|by otfler researchers. . ~  *
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i
.

—
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e , " TABLE1l -

ST 'SUBGROUPS OF THE MARYLAND STA TE _POLICE

 "Large" Unit }gﬁ’ "Medium" Units: = - "Small" Unit
Cateporization  ° _ Categ@figatipg_;ff’ - Categorlzatlcﬁ

Type of ‘Unit TYPE of Unit _ Size ____ Type
Miszallaneaus,,,

z ) z
L E Miscellaneous. ,' 8§ Miscellaneous 8
“Miscellaneous 35 Miscellaneous . 35 Miscellaneous 35
Miscellaneous 39 Miscellanecus . 39 Mlscellanecus -+ 39+

9
Headquarters 83 . Division : 3 Divisgion P B C
: Division 3 Division -3
» : i Division .- 14 . Division . 14 -
“m_ia! e Division - 15 ‘Division 15
o . b ) Division e 22 Division 220

102 Barrack ¢~ = 36 . 'fDetachment
- Barrack
Barrack 66 .~  Post
S e S o CLi - Barrack-
Troop . | 105 - Barrack RS ‘ Detachment
- A 5 R L Detachment
’ " . o 2 ' Barrack
- -Barrack 62 . * Detachment
T . L . Detachment
' o Detachment
Post

ISR RN

(g~ ]

.’
&

3o [N .

N L R B D OO OY D B e ]

o
(1]
2
ry

s m‘
[ -0
-
P

~ Troop ) 150 ‘Barrack = 61 " Detachment -1
| - Post - . - 21
: ) Barrack , v 30
A ~ " - " Barrack~— - 89 Post ; ST
ST o ' ; £ ' Barrack / 34
) . : ] . .Post oo 38
Troop . 155 ~ Barrack . .31 . Post "7-'i7 S 10
- . . Barrack . 21
Barrack : 40 Datach%ent .9
. R . 'Detachment .-
! : e Barrack 22
Barrack T 84T Detachment - - 12
: " Detachment 14
Detachment - 15
Post - 18
L - ) - e Barrack .25
Number of ., _ . 807 &  Number of . 807 ~  Number#6f - 807
_Subgroups = - © ' Subgroups CL o Subgroups e

 Division - - 26 ~ Division N f26;i;:

= Q. e =20 =R




TAELE 2

‘COMPARTSONS AHDNG "THE fDUR MODELS OF FRIENDSHIP CHDTCE (LINEAR LGGARITHHIC

THRESHOLD, EDG THRESHDLD) SELECTED RESULTS

% .-

‘- . . sSimple ;2 by Subgreup Cet gerieetieﬂ-'

o ‘ Combined Large = Medium
Independent Verieble 7}\ : - (N=60) ;:]'(Nﬁgli . (§=20)

Small
(N=43)

"1, Size of Subgroup = \ t 40 .70 . 58

-24 Natural Log of Size ) LY " .93 ,-'- . +78-

"S8ize to Threshold (50) - _ , .59 .94 C..78
Size to Threshold (70) '

253 T .94 - __:68

.39
.45

Ln Size to Threshold (70) -~ - .63 "~ ,95 . . .19

iuwufa«um

" Ln Size to Threshold (50) ;'7i4i‘52'w oL 90 ’5577 ‘-79'i

. Function ef Greup o

-d

Velues ef t for Correletlen Differenees between Modele, ]
by Subgroup Cep¥gprieet1un R e

250 - .74 B3

_ p - ‘ Subgroup Catego rieetien i
< N Models Cpmpered Combined Le:ge il Hedium ~ *Small
B 1y . o N S ‘7 - . S .

7 Linee: ﬁe; - ' : '
. Threshold -(30)

W

Co-2.8%ER .. -2.4% —25%K g

Liﬂeer vs,
Threshold. (7D)

o

2, gk ~2.7%% . w2,1% g

fLogerithmie vs, 2 - _ Lt
Thfesheld (50) 3 .7 “.= b , .0

]

Logerithmle vé, 2 - T .
Threshold (70) 4 2.0%% = .2 1.4 ~.a.

iegetithmie vs., 2

=7 ¢ Logarithmic 2 =3.8kwxx L3, 7wkkt L L2 3Rk U120

- o Jiw m%mmm

4~ Log Threshold e T - ,
' L : ﬁ?ﬂ)’zﬁ TS b - .27 a .
Loge:itﬁmie vs. 2 "
. Log Threshold ' o . :
(70) 6 =.5 " =5 = .6 a )
aLine r'and Threehold are equlvelent because thefe are no cases beyend the
threeheld* Logarithmic and Lugeflthmle Threshold are equlvelent fef the
same reason. : - - * ‘
* P ‘_1D- **p <, 65* k*kp <,01; *kﬁ*p,%qu;,, e o
532;;{:_;-
W . L ;Ii




TABLE 3

CDMPARISDNS AMONG THE FOUR MDDELS -OF RESPECT CHOICE (LINEAR LOGARITHM IC i
THRESHOLD, LOG THRESHOLD): SELEGTED KESULTS - e

: 3 . : o . Simple f by Subgroup Categarizatlpﬂ R
L o ‘ Comb ined Large . Medium Small
Indg¢pendent Variable = o (¥=60) _ (N=9) ' (N=20) - (N= =43)

"1.. \Size of Subgroupi . .37 © .33 .24 42
2. Natural Log of Size .60 . .56 : .52 .50

3. Size to Threshold: (50) ‘ 1 X .70 . 38 a
4. Size to’Threshold (70) , 51 .70 .30 a
5. Ln Size.ta Threshald (50) 462 . .. .66 ‘ .57 - a
I 1d—(#10)—— 62— p P ~——5-54 — ——-
. /. _Function of Gr@up — 65 70 u22( 49 -
v "’1@4"'! .
Valués of t for Correlag;an Differences- betwaen Mndels, .
___by Subgroup Categorlsatign -
ﬁ : ‘ Subg:ggpigg ggrizapion ) . »
Hodels Campared ‘ Comblned . Large =~ Medium Small
P Y T ‘ -~
- Linear vs. - 1~ . . e
o ___Logarithmic Zé‘ié.B**** Po=2.0% 0 =3,3%%% -1,6 -
Linear vs. 1
Thfeshcld (50) 3 -=2,9%%% =2,0% -1.5 a
Linear vs. : 1. B .- _ S
' Threshold (70) 4 =3,0%k% Co=3.1%% . -1,3 . oa’ Jf?—“*ﬁg
iagatizhmiz vs. 2 0 . h
" Thresheld (50) 3 1.1 -1.7 .8 a
Logarfthmic vs. "y A
St Thxreshold (70) 4 -1.8 1.2 a
. Logarithmic vs. - ) R
Log Threshold - .7 - .2 a-
- (50)

Logaritﬁﬁié v8,: . : T » ,
__ Log Threshold 6. .= .9 . Too=1.6 - .1 - &
R (70)° " ~ L o

[}

5 i

aLinear and Thfeshold are equivalent because there are no cases beyaﬁd
the Ehfesho}d Logarithmic and ngarlthmlc Threshgld are Equlvalant for

- thesame reasan.

*p < _19;; *p < ,05; #rkp < _31;2****p < .001

i




| - " TABLE 4

TDGARITHMIC THRESHOLD MODEL: ADDITIDNAL REGRESSION INFDRHATIDN
o o 3
; Depenﬁéﬁt Variabla Praggrtign af Ffiendship Chaiaes Wlthin Subgvpup _ L
Subgroup - . ' Signifi-‘ S
Categor- | o - Standard : : - - canee ;7 T
ization _ Threshold . B Error of B Beta  Constant: _F . df oRF

Combined. 50  .2269 0232 7895 . -,2120 . 95,99
CN=60) .- 70  .2092 0212 7911 .. ~-.1689 - . 96,999

-Llarge.__.-—50 . 3871 . ,0492 - 9478 = <-.8492 . 61.805

Medium TS0 2431 - 0297 .8876  -,2930 66,846
(N=20) 70 2278 0276 .8893 ' =,2583 . 68,065 ..

CBmall  mone L2046 035 .6703 T 33,4620 )
— — - e — , e — L 3!

1
1
. V 1
(=) 70. . w3364 . _.0302 - .9730...-,7290..  124,346. 1
1
1
1

(N=43)

Dependenc Vatiabler Prnpoftian of Respect Chaicesfwithin Subgraup ' S
C ’ Standard = R o -7 Signifi- _—
' Threshnld B Error of B Bgta - Comstant- .- F ~  df- cance L
B S TS of F '

Combined - . 50 L2108 ,0217  .7868 --,3432 . 94,223
¢ (N260) 70 L1944 0199 7884 -.3032 95,279
" Large 50 . ,3054 ..0833 . (8109 ~-,6776 - 13,442 1
N=9) 70 - 2655 . L0667 .8320 " -,5833 . 15,858 1
Medium = 50 . 1472 . 0304 . .75200  =.1064 - 23.424 1
N=20) 70 - ,1350 L0291 .7377 -.0758 © 21,485
Small®  nome  ,2006 - . ,0313  ,707L. . =.3200  &1.002
(N=43) 3 ' - P . \

%




