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ABSTRACT
This'study focused on the effects new members had on
pefceived group cohesiveness. The participants surveyed
within thié study were second-year social work students
enroiledfin the social work program at California State
University, San Bernardino. The survey design was.
_primarily quantitative, but did include qualitative
features. The quantitative data was analyzéd using a
t-test for paired samples and the qualitative data was
‘diyided into similar‘patterns of response and'anaiyzed
accordingly. The findings did»hot meet the set statistical
level of p > .05. However, the patterns shown in both the
quantitative and qualitative data suggest that new members
doj affect the original members’ perceived level of gfoup

cohesiveness.
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CHAPTER ONE
PROBLEM FORMULATION
. PrbblemvStatement

Groupfsettiﬁgs‘are an integral part of our society.

Thréughout life we'take'part iﬁ'several groups; such as

©  academic groups, social groups, church groups, athletic

grda

“these groups strongly affects the overall dynamics of the

ups, work groUps/ familyfgroups, and/or therapy groups.

‘The level of group cohesiveness, or unity, present within

group as a whole'(Northern/'l988), It is no surpriSe then
that the factors affecting group cohesiveness have been
the focus of study throughout time. However, one factor

that has been given limited attention is the effect that

~entiry of new members,has on an established group.

uni

The purpose ofvthis studyiwas to discover the effects

new members had on the dfiginal members’ perception of

group cohesiveness. Knowing that “cohesiveness is the

fying force of a group,” it was important to discover

factors that influeﬁce its strength (Dorn & Papaléwis,

.1995,.p. 300). These factors, such as the effect of member

dropout, member’s level of affiliation, and the leader’s

stylle have been studied in the past. For ihstance, studies

have,shown‘that group members who_attend group meetings




‘regularly “...hoid significanﬁlyvgreafeﬁ perceptions ofb
task cohesion thah group drop—outs7 (Spink & Carron,’1994,
ol 26): In additidn,'“groups in which many membérs feel
stfongly attracted.to‘the-group.may be expected to stay
- together, ;eéist disruption, ahd exert Strongerbéffects on
"their members” (Liebermah, Yélom,'&‘Milés, 1973, p. 302).
Similérly, the groupvleéder’s style‘inflﬁenées the type of .
gﬁoﬁﬁ formed and the unity within the‘groupv(Lieberman, et
.al , l973)< Othef studiés can élso explain these and other
factbrs iﬁVolVed in group déhesionf However, literature on
the effedts new members have on the pétéeived céhesiveness
of én established group is scarcé.
Severai oben—endéd groups,‘such as, school éoﬁorts,
athletic gtoups,,and therapy groups;aré held in Which
members are'free‘to enter:at.any time; HQweve:, thé“
success of theSe éroubézmayvbe hindérédvas a result. Thé
entiry of newvmembefébchanges theidyﬁamic.of the group
setting. Rbles wiﬁhin the group changé, as tﬁe new members
styive to unite with.tﬁe group. The new mémbers‘may take
- over the role an existiﬁg member held, creafing‘conflict
betlween group members. The group, as a Whéle, méy take
offlence to the new members’ attempts to overtéke the
established.membérs'ipositiéné and hold é‘negative view of

these mémbers..Furthermore, the new members may be
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iluaed‘from_the group When.exi§fing members refuse to
anWledge their invélveﬁént;'The'entry of,hew members

\% alsoiéause the'éxistiﬁg members té becomé more.

5ervéd. They may refﬁée toidisclosé pérsonal‘informatibn

group discussions due to the decrease in the group’s

comfort level.
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On the other hahd, if new;members are included, they
y be able to offer some new insight to the group and
ange the eXiSfing dynamiés_for‘the benefit of thebgroup.
e‘personality'Qhéraéteristics of the new membersbmay‘be
le to‘introduge,thé‘ﬁissing link needed to create a
hesive group. For example, the new members may-aésume

adership roles providing the group with a constructive

sense of direction and purpose. As Ryska and Cooley‘(l999)

ate, it is through the development of roles that “social

and ﬁask coheéion, respeétfully,‘are developed” (p. 528).
Theyvmay also be able to offer peacevtoffhe groﬁp by
smoothing over existing problems by offering an
alterhaﬁive point of view. Existing members may appreciate
thernovelty‘theée new members bring td the group‘and

positive discussions, enhanced relationships, and

improvements in overall group performance may occur as a

result.
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Through this discussion of possibilities, it became
barent that studies needed to be conducted on open-ended

oups 1in order to further understand the implications new

members have on the perceived group cohesiveness. It was

bortant to discover whether these new members yielded

jative or positive results to the group’s perceived

level of cohesion in order to weigh the cost and benefits

to

such an open-ended group. This knowledge may help

future group leaders decide whether or not their group

should be open-ended, thus improving the development of

future groups.

Problem Focus

A.careful analysis of the social work graduate

cohorts at California State, San Bernardino, revealed that

the two separate full-time cohorts were more than just

educational groups. Students in each of the cohorts

to

attended classes together twice a week, for six hours, for

the last nine months. They were reunited after the summer

continue their journey tbwards graduation. Although

they attended this group in order to obtain the necessary

body of social work knowledge, these students came to know

each other on a personal basis. During each class meeting,

students discussed their personal lives and turned to each




other for advice and support in thesé aréas. They also
offered each other gmotional éﬁpport throﬁgh the rough
times in séhool and. helped éach‘other'squeed
academicélly. One.group member’sf¢risis was often seen as
~a group task. They w&rkéd togethef to overcome thié task
and prepafed,'aS;a g£OUp,*t§ face thé ne2t.
Each of the graduafevsocial wakxcohorts at
ZCa;ifornia State Uﬁiversity, San Bernafdino had a specific
chus. One was aimed more towards child and family '
welfare, while the other‘was focuSQd more on mental'healfh
issues. Due t§~the‘faqt thét somevﬁémbers changed their
focus overvtheiéummer; there wére'sOme‘changes.in the
"orjginal groups. Each thort‘lbst’somé‘of théif group
members and these group members were replaced with néw
group‘membefs. Thié étgdy-intended‘tq evaluaté‘the éffects
'ﬁhéSe‘néw_gfoup membérthad.on the original grbups; |
pérceiﬁed.cohesivepess. |
Thé'fésultsqu this‘stﬁdy'hayé séveral possible
‘implicafions foflsociéi Work?.Fi£st of éll; the social
work:piogramitéelf,discovered.théeffects that:changihg}
:thé c;aséroom'memberéhipbhad oﬁ thé‘¢oh5rts’ percéi&ed»
level of cbhe;iVeﬁesS. A;thngh’thebresults wére noﬁ
vstatistically’Significan£;_they ShOwedthe effectg these

new members- had on‘thé'Qldfmembersf ﬁerception of group
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cohesion. The social work departmentvmavaant to view this

ange pattern and then decide‘whether or not consistency
cohorts would improve the overall achievement of the
ndents.

Another notable discovery was the social wprk

Jdent’s adaptability to chahge{ Social workers are:

supposed to be open to change and willing to adjust to the

T nece
'ju

SO

>ds of others. They are taught to be accepting and non-
igmental towards others. Identifying how prospective

rial workers deal with the task of adapting to the

introduction of new members into their cohort was

to

pertinent. Some social work students were unable to adapt

the change while retaining their sense of cohesiveness

within the group. This may show that‘further classes are

needed to assist social work students in their ability to

adapt to change.

This study also had some implications for social work

practice in the area of therapy groups. Because of the

fact that this graduate program formed a united group,

this group had developed some characteristics of a

traditional therapy groﬁp; such as positive social

interaction skills and group values and norms. AsS

mentioned previously, these cohorts shared their life

experiences with each other and turned towards each other




for guidaﬁce. Studying the effects néw‘meﬁbers-had on this
group léd to“implicationsvfot therapy'gréups. Althouéh the
résults were not statistically significant, the sample was
almost split in half as to the-effeét new members had on
their percéptibn of gréup Cohesiveness@ Iﬁ faét,‘12 of the
23 participantS’felt”that the new‘members decreaéed theif
overall féelingfbf §roup coﬁesiveness!lﬁkcioser lodk at
this étudy énd’futureVStgdieSjmay help therapists decide
Whather or not to run openfehded groups and with which
population this@typé Qf Qpeh-ended group WOrkS-best.
Overall, this;study prbvided an'evaiuétion of the
-’so:iél work graduate prbgram’s responSe-to changes in‘the
'graups; dynamics; prospective social wdrkvstudents’
attitude.towards change and the impliciﬁ implications.this
vfa:tor had'on.therapy groups. The conéept of group
cohesivénessiand,the underlying factor’bf the effects of
fha entryfofvnew'members were discussed in this sfudy
enabling social wakers to develop'more productive group
'settings. -

'EIn-Qtder to‘conducf this research project, the
‘”followiﬁg queétibh waé asked; “How will the entry of new
‘membefs into the esfablished social work;cohorts affeét

‘the original groups’ level of perceived cohesiveness?”




CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

In order to further understand the significance of

this study, it is important to turn our attention to the

concept of cohesiveness and the benefits it has to offer.

Cohesiveness refers to the groups’ sense of attraction

towards one another and their sense of belonging to the

group as a whole (Northern, 1988). When the member becomes

more interested in a group and discovers that the members

of
beg

pra

that group are capable of satisfying their needs, they
yin to open up and become more involved in the group

bcess. “Cohesiveness increases as individuals become

more attracted to their group and dévelop a greater wish

to

take part in its programs” (Zander, 1983, p. 4-5). This

increase in cohesion leads to an increase in the group’s

overall performance (Evans & Dion, 1991). When

AN}

cohesiveness becomes stronger in a group, members talk

more readily, listen more carefully, influence one another

more often, volunteer more frequently, and adhere to group
standards more closely” (Zander, 1983, p. 5). In other
words, a strong level of cohesiveness not only benefits

the group as a whole, but it increases the effect that the




group has on each individual’s experiences (Lieberman, et
all, 19¢3) -

Cohesion is a process that takes place throughout the
life of the group. It “change[s] over time in both its
extent and various forms through the process of group
formation, group development, group maintenance, and group
dissolution” (Carron & Brawley, 2000, p. 92). Despite
these changes, cohesion is one of the most important
variables within a group. Therefore, the on-going
development of positive cohesiveness is necessary to
maintain optimal group productivity.

With a better understanding of the meaning of
cohesion it becomes relevant to understand the importance
it has within a group setting. “The assessment of personal
attractiveness to and by a collectivity of people and the
measurement of group cohesiveness are important in a
variety of social situations” (Aiken, 1992, p. 63). One of
the social situations in which group cohesion is found 1is
in the school setting. Shapiro (1993) notes that a strong
sense of group cohesion is needed in order to promote a
positive classroom environment. “In cohesive classrooms,
students value their class mates, are involved with and
care about one another, try to help one another, and are

proud of their membership in the group” (Shapiro, 1993,



p.|95). Strong group cohesion allows the students to
recognize differences and similarities within the group

‘and helps them learn to value individual diversity.

Students learn to dréwvftom each other’s strengths and 
support each othér’s weaknesses; promoting group success
(Shapiro, 1993). | |

| Illustrating thevimportance'of gréup cohesion withih
the educational realm, Dorn aﬁd Papalewis‘(l995)'
administered a questionnaire to 108 doctoral students to

mealsure their commitment to their academic cohort. The

queistionnaire set out to measure the group’s level of

cohesiveness, group.support, and academic persistence. The
authors found that “peefé'proVided much needed support,
encouragemeht, énd-motivation, aﬁd-that belonging to a
doctoral group was a vital éspect of doctoral studies that
encouraged students to remain in their programs and make
~consistent ptogress towards their degrees” (Dorn &
Papélewis, 1995, p. 310). The group was found to be highly
cbhesive and the group dynamics were very powerful. The
students ofjthis program prdvided'support to one_another
during difficﬁlt academic moments. They éncouraged.each
other,to complete the tésk laid before them and celebrated
their successes with one another. This group illustrated

that| “the power of group dynamics éould be used to

10



increase the likelihood of educational success since group
members create a collective identity so that the success
of the group means the success of the individuals, and
vice versa” (Dorn & Papalewis, 1995, p. 306).

In the athletic community group cohesion is important
because it influences motivation and participation amongst
its members. Spink and Carron (1994) conducted a study to
determine whether or not early cohesion within the group’s
development could predict drop-out rates in exercise
classes. Questionnaires were administered in university
fitness classes and in private fitness clubs, where it was
found that individuals who dropped out held lower
perceptions of the cohesiveness of the class than those
who remained in the program. This finding supported the
authors’ hypothesis that “perceptions of cohesiveness in
exercise classes play an important role in the adherence
behavior of individual participants” (Spink & Carron,
1994, p. 28).

Attention has also been developed on sport team
cohesion. Ryska and Cooley (1999) did a comparison study
of cognitive-behavioral strategies of U.S. and Australian
sport coaches in regard to the benefits of cohesion. The
goal of the study was to determine cohesion strategies as

well as patterns of use. It was found that if proper

11



cohesion strategies are implemented to the dynamics of a

team then this will “allow each team member to develop a

sense of personal belonging and connectedness to the team

as

gra

wit

whe

orao

coh
lev
Eac
the
goa
fin
the
dec
add
Moo
gro

gro

How

a social éntity” (p. 528).

The work environment is yet another place where
ups are‘commonly found. With respect to cohesiveness
hin work teéms, Carless and de Paola (2000) found that‘
n individuals unite with their féllow co-workers in

er to accomplish a particular task, the success rate of

completing that task is significantly higher. The

esiveness of the work team increases each individual’s
el of commitment to the complétion of the task at hand.
h member works diligently to complete their portion of
task and to help their co-workers accomplish their

1. Riddle, Anderson,vandeartin (2000} support this
ding, pointing out that the more cohesive a group is,
more wil%ing each individuél‘is>to participate in the
isibﬁlmaking proceSsaeach'work.team encounters. In
ition to being motivated and willing to participaté,
re‘(1997)~stated, “groﬁps with high cohesion’among

up members will experience greater creativity than
ups whose‘members have low cohesion” (p. 84).
Therapy;groups may or may not be cohesive in nature.

ever, the§level of cohesiveness may affect the therapy

12




group dynamlcs' A hlgh or low level of cohe51on may

'determlne the success rates of the therapy se581on(s)
(Northern, - 1988) Ecrflnstance, whenﬁworklng w;th»a family

group, Farrell and Barness. (1993) found that the more

._coLeSidn amongst family members, the more positive the

ou

SC

vi

it

ccome in the‘grcupifTheit stadyaUSed.a random—digit+dial"

reenlng of 699 famllles to measure the effects of
-cohe51on and adaptablllty on famlly‘members IaterVLewers
‘s;tedxeach the, wherellntertlews.and questionﬁaires ”
were administered;aWhat Qas found was that the‘benefits of
theslon‘are “hlghly 51gntflcant for ali famliy members,
”(Farreil &fBafnes, 1993. . 126). As coheslon 1ncreases
'Witﬁin families, thelr level of psychologlcal functlonlng

“increases as,well. Their behavior becomes more

constructive, and the perceptions they hold in regards tc‘

family relations become positive in nature.

As_studiesfihdicate; poSitive group cohesion leads to

'producttveZgroup:dyﬁamics,_These dyaamics are,alteted

' tﬁcqgh wﬁen newtmembers1enter‘an‘established group. The
entry of these new members,voften‘refetred'to as
inclusion; hasebeen'studied/in the past (Aldet &‘Alder/-

19995). cheVet,"the studies on the direct influences that

has on cohesion are minimal.

13




Adler and_Adler (1995) conducted‘a sﬁudy on fhé
dynamics of inclusion and the effects that’it had on
éstablished groubs. The study foqnd that when‘these
initial gréups,_refefred to as cliques, formed théy became
ﬁnified. When new meﬁbers.were introduced p:oblems |
déveloped; The initial memberé of the gfoup aliehated the
new members and referred tovthém as the out-group. They
became hostile towards thevéut—group‘members and refﬁéed
to:acknowledge.what the out-group members had to offer.
Spink ahd Carrop (1995) suppprted this study sféting that
in¥g£oup‘membefsvgquickly showed evidence of social
categorizaﬁion (i.e.,uwe'versus they), evaluative bias
.(i.é., favoriﬁg indroub b&er outgrOup producté), and
.outgroup‘rejection” (p. 28). |
| The in-group’s rejection of‘the‘out;group fostefs
séVeréi négétive experiénées amongst'thé new members.
Hdiland—Jécbgson) Holiand, and Cook (1984) Conducted‘a
‘study tdjdiscovér‘the féctors”ﬁeeded'to féster an eaSier
-ftransition_period,for stgdents'who arevéhanging schools.
,Tﬁeyinoted.that‘enteriﬁg and adapfihg to new school
. sﬁrroundings iSoffentime$ a difficult experience. Lane
‘and Dickey (1988) supported this findihgy reporting that
:students‘often}disrespéct ﬁhe néw’grdup members by |

ignoring them and not inviting then into their social

14
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grioups. They found that this harsh treatment often leads
new members to withdrawal from the group as a whole. Some

.of| these new members even appear to experience the five

ages of the grieving process as' a result of being

‘treated as an outcast (Lane & Dickey, 1988).

Hollland-Jacobsen, et al. (1984) found that in order to
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ange the new member’s “outcast“ status, the students

st be accepted by their peers and fheir teachers as an
propriate member to the class.

Group cohesiveness is not only affected by the

iginal member’s reaction to the new members. Problems

so arise when the new members activély choose not to
ﬁform to the group’s'established dynamics. The new

mbers may disagreé with how the group is run or may have
oblems relating to other members. This will affect the

w members’ acceptance, but it also leaves the group with
dilemma. The group can either accommodate their dynamics
fit the.neéds of fhe new members or they can-exciude

em all together. “Specifically, how majority group

members deal with one or two group members’ deviance may

fect future relational patterns in the group ahd,
timately, group performance” (Barker, et al.,VZOOO,
471). No matter how the group chooses to deal with it,

e dynamics of the group Change.

15
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The entry of new members into the group process does
t always foster negativé consequences. In fact, it may

through group conflicts that problems are brought to

the surface. Ryska and Cooley (1999) state that with

conflicts “roles are developed and refined, general

resistance towards the group is minimized, and enhanced

cooperation enables goal attainment” (p. 530). In

bad

dition, each individual has something positive to offer

the grdup. Shapiro (1990) reported that each individual

member brings his/her personal experiences, or frames of

mu

an

reference to the group. The group then “provides a

ltidimensional arena in which members encounter one

bpther’s frames of reference” (Shapiro, 1990, p. 7). Each

member is able to shaie their experiences and collectively

the group is able to have more in depth conversions and is

able to make more knowledgeable decisions. Each individual

contributes to the productivity of the group by offering

solutions to the problems raised within the group and

sharing personal experiénces in regards to the problems

being discussed. To support this finding, Wheeler and

Kiﬁilghan (1995) suggest that the “amount of group

members’ verbal participation is»related to enhanced group

process” (p. 586).

16




Through the examination of cohesion and the effects
it has on various groups, it becomes easier to validate
its importance. In the past, several studies have focused
on the benefits of group cohesion and factors affecting
the productiveness of groups. However, the effects of the
entry of new members on the groups’ perceived cohesiveness
has received little attention. This study’s primary focus
was to discover this effect and the implications it has on

groups as a whole.

17
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Study Design
The purpbse of this.study’was to e#pio;e Whetﬁer or
t:fhe entry of new members into an established grdup
féctedithe group’s perceived level of cOhesiveness.,In
dér to‘examine this; a’survey'was'éonducted with the two

ll—time social work cohorts at California State

iversity, San Bernardino (see Appéndix A) . As mentioned

fore, the two social work cthrts had the opportunity to
tablish a unified group over the course of the 1999-2000
hool year. In the fall of 2000, new members were

troduced into each of the two cohorts. The original

members in each cohort were surveyed to determine whether

not they felt that the cohesiveness of their group
anged due to the addition of new members.
An anonymous survey was the research method of choice

~ause  of the‘faét'that participants'tend to be more

1ling to anéwér hohéétly if,they knoﬁ that'theif
identity is to rémain'aDOnymoﬁs. ThéstudentssufvéYéd
knew that they.had to.interact‘within tﬁéir cohort:for the
remainder of the year;'thereforé, they may have been |

sitant to talk opehly»and honestly about their feelings

18




about the new members ihrfaCe—to—face interviews. In
addition, the survey enabled the researchers to ensure
that each participant received the same exact instructions

and responded to the same questions, thus eliminating

bias.

qu

qu

pé

The desigh of the study was a survey design. The

research participants were ‘asked tq_fill out a_survey that
- was divided into two sectipns.rAfter the second sectipn of
the survey was completed, studenté were asked to ansWer
some open—énded queétions.kThé‘survéy wés given to the
social work students during the winter quarter; Data
collection was’pémpleted after rhe survey was administered

to both of the full-time social work cohorts.

-Due topthe layout of the survey, the design was

primarily quantitative with qualitative features. The

antitative nature of the survéy was the closed-ended
lestions that were arranged in a manner in which the

rticipants‘were asked to circle the response that best

corréspondéd to rhem.aThefqualitative gquestions were open-
ended and were analyzed’based on similar patternS‘found_
within the‘participants’ responses. The response raté was
hrgh amongstithe ﬁental health cohort due to the féct that
the professor allowed the survey to be administered during

class time. The response rate in the child youth and
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mily cohort was low because the students had to stay

after class time in order tosparticipate.

Prior to the administration of-the«suryey,.a-preteStd

s conducted to ensure the content validity of the

| survey. A limitation to”the survey design was that the

survey was administered»tota”small sample size of only

lifornia State University}‘San]Bernardino seoond—year'
cialwwork-students;‘This»small sample‘size;'of‘23
rtioipants, is problematic When it‘is'to represent.the
erall population of soc1al work student oohorts and
'oups:inhgeneral. In’addition, the sample itself‘was not
ndomiyiohosenf”All second year social uork students in
e sociai.work‘program‘were asked tO‘participate in the
rvey Another limitation of the study was that the i
rvey was not empirically tested‘for reliability and
lidity The study was . based on the follOWing research
estion;i?How.wili:the-entry,of new members into an
tabiished groub effeot the-oroubfs level of perceived
hesiveness?7 | o e |
‘»isamplingy

The samplevfor the survey was the'original members of

e two fuli—time sociai work_cohorts at Caletate, San

rnardino. The-first cohort consisted of 14 original
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cial work students aﬁd fivé‘new studenté.‘The second
horf consiétedkof‘21 oﬁiginal‘members and‘fwo new
mbers. Only the original students»ﬁere asked to
rticipate in the survey, thefefore, the maxiﬁum sample
Ze ?oSsible was 35’studenté} ALl 14 original students in
e first ¢ohortbparti§ipatedfin the survey,vNine'out of
e 21 original members in the secoﬁd cohoft participated
the surVey. Therefore;'23 out of é possibie 35
rticipants,'65.7l%, athally participafed in the study;
e two Cohérts Were chosen for the;survey éfter new
ﬁdéhts were introduced‘toieaéh Qf the séciai work
hérts‘in:the fall offZOOQ.’It waé Speculated that a
ange in group coheéiéh‘occurred, altering the overall
oup dYnamics, |

The sample was ;ealiétic because it was easily
cessed, and'théisample size WaS’practical enough to
able thé reéeérchers tb obtain and analyze the data
thin the given’amount of time for the study. As

ntioned préviously;Vthe réturn rate was high for the
rst cohért,‘but:was significantlyviower for the secoﬁd~
hort. The reason for thisihigh return rate in the first
hort was due to the facp that the instrucfor allowed the

udents to complete the survey during class time. The
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_second cohort’s return rate was lower because they had to

ay after class in order to participate in the study.

Data Collection and Instruments

As mentioned previously,fthe'data collected consisted

of both qualitative and qualitative information. Overall,
the data revealed the group’s perceived level of

coheéiveness prior to andffollowing the entry of new group

mbers. The dependent variable'used within this study was

c level of measured perceived cohesiveness. The

independent variable was the entry of new members_into the

tablished groups. The survey’s level of measurement was

imarily ordinal, which was then transformed into an

in
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Fe;val/ratio,levélvof measurement after all of the‘items
£e added together. Three of the quéstiohs on the survey
re qualitative, which were categorized into similaf
emes. Background data was also avpart-ofithe survey.and
ese categories included: ethnicity, age, gendér and
dergraduate degree. Age.was arfaﬁgedvin a ratio level of
asurement, whereas gender,‘ethnicity and undergraduate
gree were arranged in a nominal level of measurement.

| The guestionnaire was designed based on ﬁwo'eXisting
rvey’instruments. The dependent variable of the study

s measured with the use of these two existing surveys;
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e CQhesiveness.and’Persistence Questionnaire (Dorn &

palewis, 1995) and the Cohesion Behavior Exercise
ohnson & Johnson, 1982). Some questions were taken from
ch of these surveYs'and were incorporated into the

rvey developed for this‘research project. These surveys
d not'illustrate inférmation rega;ding validity,
iiability'and/or éuitural seﬁsitivity to their studies.
S survéy-ﬁéed‘Within this study was pre-tested on ten
tside peoplé»prior to the study in drder to ensure face
lidity. |

The study was primarily quantitative in nature and

analyzed as such. The gqualitative component of the survey,

ich was the three open—ended‘quéstions, was used to

gather information on the participants’ feelings about

their group’s level of cohesion prior to and after the

addition of new group members. The written responses

redeived were divided into similar themes and analyzed

accordingly.

The -strengths of this study wéré the availability of

the sample, the study’s feasibility, and the ability for

the study to be replicated. As mentioned previously, the

limitations to this study was the small sample size, the

fact that the study focused on one distinct group, and the

lack of empirical testing on the survey itself.
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.PrqcédﬁfeS"‘
The survey wés conduéted‘oﬁithe-Califo#nia‘State
iversity, San Bernardino‘Cémpﬁé} iﬁfofdér'to graduate;
ery social work‘étﬁdéht was fégﬁifedbtdjtake:the mental
alth_seminaﬁ of the Child, yod#h; and‘famiiy semiﬁar;
pending on their éonceﬁtrétiéhf fherefoe, both fuii—
me , secéﬁd—yéar socialiWork cohorﬁsbweferadminiétered
e‘sﬁfvey‘in'their,requiréd Qihfér-séminé# giasSes. The
structor’s permiSSiQﬁgwésvobtainédvto adﬁinister‘the
rvey either befére claéé;bduring,“or éﬁter class,
pendiﬁg én the_instrucﬁor’s wishés.ih.
The first section of the sﬁr?éy,‘péfﬁaibihg to the
oup’svfeelings of cdhésiveness in théH199972060 school -
ar, priorvtolthe.entry.of new mémberéj‘Was'adﬁiﬁiSte£ed
rst. After the students bbmpletéd thé”firs£ ééétion, the
udents receivéd‘the sepondYSectionvbf'thelsurvéy."Thié‘

aSured'their perceivéd cohesiVénes§ ithhe'2000—20Q1‘,

school Year, after the entry of the'new:members.SOhce'the

udents completed this second section of the survey,'the

seardhers gave the students the final page of thé>

‘questionnaire, which included the qUalitative‘quéstions

i the background information.vThe students were asked to
\ce their middle initial, the month, and date of their

rth (i.e. L 0125) on each_part of the survey that they
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received, so that the data could be reintegrated and
analyzed correctly. This code also helped maintain
anonymity.

The authors of this research project administered the
survey in order to ensure that both seminar classes
received the same amount of instruction pertaining to the
survey. The survey was completed before the end of the
winter quarter, so that the data could be analyzed by the

start of the spring quarter.

Protection of Human Subjects

Anonymity and confidentiality of the participants
were maintained at all times. The participants were not
asked to place their name anywhere on the survey. The
participants were instructed to place their middle
initial, the month, and date of the birthday (i.e. L 0125)
on the top of each section of the survey so that the data
could be re-integrated once the data collection process
was completed. However, the researchers of this project
did not know which survey was completed by which student.
The researchers do not know the students’ middle initials
or their birth dates. This information was just used as an

identification code for the data itself.

2.9
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The surveys collected from each'student were analyzed

a group and the individual surveys were only viewed by

the researchers involved in this research project; This

ensured that confidentiality was maintained at all times.

In addition, every participant was given an informed

cO

nsent form (see Appendix B) in which they were asked to

'check the box indicating that they were willing to
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rt101pate in the study and that they understood that
eir anonymlty and confldentlallty was malntalned at all
mes. After”the survey was completed, the part1c1pants'
re given a debriefihgbform'(seebAPPENDIX Ci that
scussed the_study in mote detail. This debriefing form
so contained a phone number to reach the researchers or
search supervisor ih‘case the participants had any
rther questione about the etudy in whieh they
rticipated. The participants were notified as to when

fe Where the results of the study were posted so thet

ey could assess this material if interested.

Data'Analysis
v A survey‘was cenducted in order to determine whether
not the entry Of new'members'affected the original
oup’s perceived level of cohesivenees, The questionnaite

cluded 32 questions,.which were divided into two
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-question sections. Both sections consisted of the same

1§ gquestions, which were ordinal in nature. The first 15

st

ra
re
“wh

th

re.

th
19
me

coO

gquestions in each section were aimed at measuring the
participant’s level of perceived cohesiveness. The 16"

~question was a control variable and pertained to life

réssoré preSent'in the participant’s life. All 16

questions were answered using a four-point Likert scale

ngiﬁg from “strongly agreé” tob“strongly disagree.” A
spéﬁsé'of_“strongly agree” was assigned the value of 1,
ereas thebresponse Qf “strongly disagree” was assigned
c value ofu4. This numeric assignment enabled the
seafcﬁlfo be quantitatively anélyzed.

The.firsf sectidn of theisurvey aimed at identifying
e cohbrts’.feelings of group‘cohesiveness in the
35;2000 academic school yeaf,bprior to the entry‘of new
mbers. The.SeCOQd‘section measured the group’s level of

hesiveness in the 2000-2001 school year, after the new

members had joined the group. The survey also contained

qu
th
wi

‘pa

alitative data. This qualitative data was in the form of
ree open-ended questions. The background questions asked
thin thé survey obtained information on the

rticipant’é gender, ethnicity, age and undergraduate

gree. The participant’s gender, ethnicity, and
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undergfaduétévdegree was a nominal level of measurement,
age Wasva raﬁio,ievel of measurement.
In regards to the quéntitafive data, the concepts
ﬁhat.weré used were the ideé of cohesiveness and the
”effects that new members had on a group’s sense of ﬁhity.
The Variables used within this framework‘wéré the
ﬂ independeﬁ£'variéble,'which Wasvnew.members, and‘the
"dependent variable, which was gfoﬁp'cohesiveness.:This
'study»was_conducted in order to determine whether or not
.thérevwas a cprrelation between‘grdﬁp céhesivéhess'ahd fhg
'iﬂehtiy-of.new:members into an éstablished group.
‘vThé qﬁaﬁtitative data was,analyzed invsevefal
,,.diffefeht ways; A univariate analysis was‘done on the
:Eqﬁgﬁtitative‘daﬁavobtainéd within the'background_sectionw
"Qf thé $urvey; A ffequency disﬁribution wasldoné on the :
.ﬁértiéipants’vgéﬁder, age, ethnicity, and undergraduate
;cdeg#ée.‘Méasures ofvcentral tendency,and measures of
.disﬁéréionmweré-élso‘doné in>ordefutb further énalyze this
»dafaf The-Stétistical test that was conducted*for
bivéiiéte,analyéis was a‘t;fest féf paired\samplés..This
‘tégﬁ-eﬁabled‘the‘reseatéhers to determine whéthefbor not a
éiffereﬁce exiéted between the first l5—questiQn sectioﬁ
of thé questidnnaire aﬁd the second section of the

questioﬁnaire. The result of this test answered the‘

28




research question of whether or not the entry of new
members affected the cohesiveness of an established group.
With reference to qualitative analysis, the responses
to the three open—ended gquestions were reviewed. The
responsesbwere then divided into distinct categories for
anélysis. These categories emerged from the similar

constructs that arose within the responses.
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CHAPTER FOUR

FINDINGS AND RESULTS

There were a total of 23 participants in this study.
these participants, 60.9% of the respondents were in

> mental health cohoit. The remaining 39.1% were in the

ild, youth and family cohort. The mental health cohort

1 a total bf>19_students. Five of these 19 students were .

dJed in the 2000r2001_academic school. These new members

constituted‘26.3%'of the mental health cohort. The child,
youth and‘family.cohdrt éonéiéted of 23 members, 2 of
which were added»in.the 2000-2001 academic School year.
These new members constituted 8.7% éf the child, youth,

and family cohort. There were 14 members in the mental

health cohort that were eligible to participate in this

study. Of these 14 members, 100% participated in this

study. The child, Youth, and Family cohort had 21 eligible

participants. Of these 21 participants, 9 participants or

42

9% of the cohort participated in this study.

A frequency distribution ran on the demographic data

(see Appendix D) revealed that 91.3% of the participants

were female and 8.7% were male. Ethnicity was reported as

8.

follows: 21.7% of the participants were African American;

iy e

% were Asian; 60.9% were Caucasian; and the remaining
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23

7% were Hispanic/Latino. With reference to age, 2 of the

participants failed to report their age. Within the

vCollected data, participants ranged from 23 years to 58

‘years of age, with the average being 34 years An analysis

; I» ) par

"Soc

ded

undergraduate degrees showed that 56.5% of the
tiCipants had a B.A. in Psychology; 8.7% had a B.S. in
ialeork; 13.0% had a B;S; in Sociology; and 21.7% had

jrees in other fields.

~| The Likert score received for questions 1-15 in the

‘fsurvey,'which'correSponded to the participant’s feeling of

grcup cohesiyeness,‘were summed for each academic year.
For example;difgthe participantdstrongly agreed to-all 15

questions they would receive a score of one for each

_guestion and'a final score of.15 for the year. The scores

: ,frOm the 1999~ ZOOO school year were compared to the scores

~from the ZOOO 2001 academic year uSing a t-test for paired :

”*gsamples,:The t-test did not show a Significant change in

thedparticipant’sgperceiVed-level of cohesiveness after

‘the-entry of new members into the _group (t = -.783,

. :df

= 22,'py# 442). When analyzed separately by each

individualdcohort novSignificant hanges from the

f1999 2000 academic year to the 2000-2001 academic year

| Were reported The mental health cohort yielded a t-test

:'score of (t é'—.566/ df = 13, pvi‘.58); The child, youth,
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and family cohort yielded a result of (t = -.521, df = 8,

= .62).‘Although neither cohort reveled significant
sults, the probability level was lower for the mental
alth:cohort. |

| A t-test for baired samples was‘ruh on each of the

jividual cohesiveness questions. None of the 15

questions yielded a significant resulﬁ. However, patterns
re seen when the frequency distributions, run on the

sponses for each individual gquestion in both academic

years, were compared (see Appendices E and F). For

instance, in the 1999-2000 academic year, 17.4% of the

participants stated that they disagreed with the statement

that individual success is appreciated by the group. This
level,of disagreement increased to 39.1% in 2000-2001
academic year. This sigﬁificant change was seen again in

the third question, where participants were asked to

of

respond to the statement that students encourage other

members to voice their opinions. In the first year 60.9%

the participants‘agreed with this statement, whereas

conly 39.1% agreed withvthis statement the second year. The
fourth quésfibn in the survéyvﬁerﬁained toitheistatement_
‘that grbup‘mémbers dovnot réVeal'pérsonal infoyﬁatioﬁ
during group aiscuSsions..The reéults showed that 4.3%

agrleed with this statement in’the 1999-2000 academic year,
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whereas 34;3% agréed WitH this statement the‘following
fyear.5Anothe£ question'ﬁeferring to the group members
viewing their fellow members-aé friends yielded a 78.3%
~agreement response in'thg initial year and then decreased
to 65;2% thé followipg year. Group members also seemed to
enjoy spendingtime tége£her morebthe first year,
displayed.bY”thé-décfeaéé in égreement ﬁo this statement
fr:m'73,9%.t0'60;9%, This qﬁange in,percentagés was seen
in|the majority Qf,ﬁhe»qgestions‘asked. In fact, the
 am>untﬁ§f diéégréemént repérted:iﬁcreased from the 1999—
',EZQ.O academic:yéa; go’the‘2000f2001 academic year for 13
: voutvof~the 15sqﬁéétions aSked;‘The remaining 2 gquestions
feéeived an eqqal”amoﬁntbbf-disagreement.

Witﬁ réferencé.to,life stressors, no‘sighifiéant
change‘was disCoveréd, revealingvthatvpersonai'life
 stresso£ did not seem to influence‘tﬂe'group members’
feeling»bf’gréup cohesivenéés.

The qualitative résults for each question were
:analyzed and - each respénse was'placedyinto a distinct
category correspdndiﬁg to its common theme (see Appendix
G) .| The first qdestiqn, referfed to th the group members’
felt the group had changed after the entry of new members.
_ The:responses for thisléuestion fell into féur distiﬁct

categories, which included: the group grew closer; cliques
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folrmed within the group; the group became less connected;

'»iand the group was unchanged. The data revealed that 17.4%

of the pa;ticipants felt that the new members enabled the
groubvto grow closer; 8.7% responded that thé group
divided into individual cliques; 43.5% reported that the
grjup becamé less connécted, and the remaining 30.4% felt
there was ﬁo group changei'With reference to the mental‘
heaith éohort, 21.4% of the members felt thét the group

© grew closer, 7.1%‘reported the formation of individual
cliques, 57.2% felt that the group.became less connected,
and the remaihing 14.3% reported no change in the group. A
closer examination‘of the child, youth, and family cohort
revealed that 11.1% of their members felt that the group
grew closef,‘ll.l% repofted a formation of individual
cliqUes, 43.5% felt that the group became less’connecfed,
and 3014% reported no grbup Chénge.

A caréful:analysis of the second question, which
_referred to the affect_that the new members had on the
group’s overall sense of unity, révealed three distinct

- response categories. Thesé categories Were asbfollows:vthe
group beéémeimore unified; the group‘was not as unified
due to the formation of cliques; and that the group was
unchanged. Oﬁerall, 13.0% of the participants felt that

the group became more unified, 60.9% reported that the
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grioup lacked unity due to the formation of cliques, and

26.1%'re§orted no change»in groub unitYﬁ An examination of
the individual cbhértéyéhowed that 21.4% ofvthe'mehtél
health thortbfélt thét.the:group'beCOmé‘more uﬁified
after thexéntry of new members,_64lé% ;éported that grdup
_unLty dec£eaSed! énd‘tﬁe rémaining 14}3% repértedvho e
change. With régards to the child, youth, and family
cohort, 0.0% felt that ﬁﬂé group bécame morevunified,il
5516% saw a decreése in gﬁoup unity,fand 44.4% reportéd no
change; | | |

| The finél quélitatiVé questiqn askedehether or not
the group'ﬁembers woulaﬁiike tévhave the group membership
held‘constaﬁt throughout the two'Yearé'of their masters
prcgram.’Qverall; 43.5%vof’thé'paﬁticipants reported.that,
they would like to compiéfe both years of the masters

- program with the same'group mémbers they étafted with.
Thely made.comments like;fit w6uld‘hélp foster “close
reiationships and positive:team‘exberiences”; aﬁd that new
memberé areh’t chhﬁected €§ the,thort or understand oﬁr
traditionsd”.In‘genérél; th§§e whé réspoﬁded in favor of

this question reportedvthat‘group»chstanCy increases

group cohesion. The rémaining 56.5% of the participants
disagreed with the»concept'Qf‘holdinthhe-group membership

constant. This group reportéd that change was benéficial
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d that consistency in group membership was unnecessary.

atements like, “by integrating new values, opinions,

-éducatiénal backgrounds, and cultural perspectives, it

versifies my education”, and “change is good for

eryone7 Wére.giveﬁ‘to suppoft’this opinion. An énaleis'
each céhort and theirvrésponée to this gquestion

Véaled thatv28.6% of the mental‘healtﬁ cohort and 66.7%
‘the child, youth, and family cohort supported the idea
at gréup doﬁeéion is fostered by consistency in group
nbefship;,The remainihg 7i.4%‘of the ﬁental health

hért and‘33.3% of ﬁhe_child, youth, and family cdhort
ported thét éhange_is positive and that new mémberé

ould be allowed to enter into the pﬁe—established group.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Although the results of this study were not

atistically significant, a comparison of the summed data

r each academic year revealed that 12 out of the 23
rticipants did show a decrease in their level of

rceived cohesiveness after the new members entered into

> group. In"additiOn,hmany of 11 participants, whose

analyzed quantitative data showed an increase in perceived

gr

DUP cohesion, reported a negative feeling of group

cohesion within their qualitative responses. This shows an

inconsistency between the quantitative data and the
qualitative data, suggesting that the qualitative
questions asked méy,not nave been representative of the
participentfs'actnal feelings. The fact that the survey
wesinotvempiricaiiy tested for reliability and validity

may have affected the purity of the results.

In addition to the survey itself, the sample size

v nsédnwas not,tandomly’distribnted and was very small. By

' choosing to only. survey the two full-time second-year

social work cohorts, the sample size was limited to 35
paiticipents. Of these 35 participants} only 23 chose to

’actUallybcomplete‘the‘surveyL'TheiresULts»of this study
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% have been different if the researchers were able to

rvey all of the potential participants. The results may

also prove to be different in future studies if the sample

si

it

e is significantly increased. Smaller sample sizes make
more difficult to yield significant results.

With reference to the individual Cohorts, all of the-

participants in the mental health cohort participated in

this study, whereas only 9 out of 21 of the students in

- the child, youth, and family cohort chose to participate.

This difference in response rates between the two cohorts

may have occurred for several reasons. First of all, the

researchers were members of the mental health cohort, so

the students in this cohort may have felt more obligated

to

of

participate. The researchers did not know the majdrity

the students in the child, youth, andvfamily cohort and

therefore the sense of unity the researchers had with them

v was not established. Another factor that affected this

response rate was the differences between the professors'

willingness to support the survey.‘The mental health -

professor allowed the survéy to be'conducted during class

time, whereas the child, youth, and family professor

reflused to allow the survey to be conducted during class

time. The child, youth, and family professor asked the

reslearchers to administer the survey to the students after
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éiass time.,The‘résearcheré“méde én a?bointment to come
aftef a specified cléés'during_the spring Quarter;vThe
pr)fessor.héld the class ten minuteS past the specified
ciass time and thevstﬁdentsiwére unablé‘to stay any longer
" to participate in ﬁhe_sﬁiﬁey‘bécause‘they were late for
their negf.ciéSS! The réSeéf?heféré—écheduled the time to
administér thé'survéy; Agéiﬁ,‘the préfessor held fhé.class
over fheir allotted time and‘thén made an énnbuhcemenf
that the researchers Were‘gqiﬁg to conduct a sutvey, but
that their partiﬁipation was not required, noi eXpectéd by
'the professér;‘This differénge‘in the reéponse rates
between thé‘cohéfﬁs and within the child, youth, and
family cohort itself, may have affected the results of
this study.

b-Another‘difference bétween the two cohorts was that
the mental health cohort received 5 new members whereas‘
the child, youth}.and family cohért only réceived‘Z new
members. This difference.in new members may have affected
the group’é‘ove£all ability to adjust to.the inéoming
menbers; Itﬁmay haVétbeén easier for the child, youth, and
family cohort to éccept 2 new members and their
personality styles, academic abilities, etc. while
vmaintaining perceived_groupjcohesivéness, The'méntal

health cohort had'a bigger challenge adjusting to 5 new
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members andvthe changes they introduced. The results of
this study may have been better if thié~factor was held
constant.

Another factor fhat‘may have influenced the'result’
was that the’first section of the survey relied completely
on| the participantfs memory. The’first section of the
survey asked the paﬁticipants to answer Quesfions
corrésponding to.thé 1999-2000 academic year. The second
hélf bf the surVey asked the same questions, but referred
to the 2000-2001 academic year. Thé study would have been
more accurate if the first section of the survey was
administered in spring of 2000 and the sécond half of the
éurvey was administeréd in spring of 2001. This would have
captured the'group’svfeeling while they were currently
exgeriencing the dynamics of-theif grdup. In addition,.
answering the same questions twice may have.confﬁsed the
vpaiticipants. By spacing out the administratioh of the two
sectioﬁs of the survey, the participants would have
probably focused mbre'on eadh Question. They would ha?e
had to re-read each‘question‘completely, whereas when they
éompleted the sections together in the same day, they were
ablle to skim and answer them according to their short-term

memory.
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A final explanatioh for the results may be "that the

entry of new members may not be the only factor

inlfluencing the group members’ level of perceived

cohesiveness. Although life stressor was controlled for in

this study, otherrinfluencing variables, such as school

burnout, may have needed to be controlled for as well.

Overall, the quantitative data, when analyzed through

the comparison of each individual question from one

ac

OVE¢

gr

dat

ademic yearbto.the next, showed a decrease in the
~rall level of perceived cohesiveness. A decrease in
bup cohesion was also repdrted within the qualitative

-a. These factors show that further studies need to be

~done in this area in order to adequately answer the

question of whether or not new members affect group

cohesiveness in a negative or positive manner.

is

"As shown in the literature review, group cohesiveness

an important factor in the success of a group.

vThereforé, further research in this area is needed in

- order to provide sufficient evidence to future group

leaders as to what factors positively influence a group

‘experience. The more efficiently group leaders establish

in

‘their groups, the more the group members will attain from

the oVerall group'experience. This is espeéially important

the academic realm, where increased group cohesion may
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aslsist in raising the student’s satisfaction with their

aclademic program as well as their academic success.
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.Group Development Survey

The following statements are designed to measure
group development over time. In the first section,
questions correspond to the social work cohorts in the
1999-2000 academic school year. In the second section,
questions refer to the 2000-2001 academic school year.
Please read each statement carefully and indicate whether
you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree.
with the statement by circling the answer that pertains to
you. Please answer these questions as honestly as
possible. Also, please place your middle initial, the

" month, and date of your birthday (i.e. L 0125) in the top
right corner of your survey, labeled “ID.” This will
enable the researchers to reintegrate the data once both
sections are completed. Your confidentiality will be
maintained at all times.

Section #1:
In the 1999-2000 academic school year...

1. The success of one member is appreciated by the
entire group.

1..Stroﬁg1y‘agree 2 .Agree 3.Disagree 4. Strongly dlsagree

2. Group members dlsclose personal information to other
' members of the group.

1. Strongly agree - 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree

3.1 The students in my cohort encourage other members to
voice their opinions.

1.»Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree

4. Group members do not reveal personal information
| during group discussions.

1. Strongly égree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4,Strongly disagree
5. Group members influence each other to attain goals.

1. Strongly agree 2.Agree - 3.Disagree 4.Stronglyvdisagree
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12,
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14.
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The students in my cohort share similar values.
Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree

Our cohort has established its own group norms and
traditions.

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree
I view my cohort members as my friends.

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree
Members of my cohort trust each other.

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree
I enjoy spending time with my cohort members.
Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree

My cohort is committed to the success of each of its
members.

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree

I try to make sure that everyone enjoys being a
member of the group.

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree

I express acceptance and support when other members
disclose personal information.

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree

I try to make all members feel valued and
appreciated.

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree
I am influenced by other group members.

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree
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1qg.

In the 1999-2000 academic school year, how would you
rate your degree of personal life stressors, such as
marriages, divorces, births, deaths in the family,
etc. '

1. Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree
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Group Development Survey

The following statements”are designed to measure

grioup development over the 2000-2001 academic school year

as
pr

~opposed to the 1999-2000 academic year you did
eviously. Please read each statement carefully and

indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or

st

rongly disagree with the statement by circling the

answer that pertains to you. Please answer these questions

as

honestly as possible. Also, please place your middle

initial, the month, and date of your birthday (i.e. L

01
\\I
da
co

25) in the top right corner of your survey, labeled
D.” This will enable the researchers to reintegrate the
fa once both sections are completed. Your
nfidentiality‘will be maintained at all times.

‘Sectlon #2:

In the 2000 2001 academlc school year.

The success o©f one member is apprecrated by the
entire group

1. Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree

Group members disclose personal information to other
members of the group.

‘1. Strongly agree 2 .Agree 3.Disagree ~4.Strongly disagreé

The students in my . cohort encourage other members to
v01ce their oplnlons :

1. Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Diéagree 4.Strongly disagree

- Group members do not reveal personal 1nformatlon
‘durlng group discussions. : :

1. strongly agree 2.Agree ‘3.Disagree 4.Strongly disagree
Group memberslinfluence each other to attain goais.
1. Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.bisagree 4 .Strongly disagree
The students in my cohort share similar values.

1. Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Dlsagree 4 .Strongly disagree
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| 3Our cohort has established its own group norms and
, tradltlons ; E L ' P

Strongly agree 2.Agree a3;Disagree 4 Strongly dlsagree

'I v1ew my cohort members as- my frlends

Strongly agree- 2.Agree' 3.Dlsagree 4. Strongly dlsagree‘

s‘Members of my cohort trust each other

: Strongly agree 2 Agree ‘3;Dlsagree 4. Strongly dlsagree

I enjoy spendlng tlme with my cohort members

Strongly agree 2 Agree 3.D1sagree 4 Strongly dlsagree‘

.~My cohort 1s|commltted to the success of each of its
‘members : : ’

'kStrongly'agree: 21Agree 3;Disagree 4;Strongly diéagree

_ I. try to. make sure that everyone enjoys belng a

member of the‘group

i

‘lStrongly'agreei*22Agreeﬁ“3.Disagree 4;Strongly disagree

I express acceptance and support ‘when other members
N dlsclose personal 1nformatlon

Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Dlsagree 4. Strongly dlsagree

I try to make all members feel valued and'

|

‘Strongly agree 2.Agree 3,Disagree‘ 4.Strongly disagree"
‘rI am 1nfluenced by other group members

‘ Strongly agree 2.Agree 3.Dlsagree 4. Strongly dlsagree’
‘”In the 1999 2000 academlc school year, how: wOuld.you
. rate your: degree of personal life stressors, such as
jvmarrlages, dlvorces, blrths, deaths in the famlly,

retc.

. Stroﬁgly agreei 2.Agree 3.Disagree-‘4.Strongly disagree

i
S as T


http:19.99-26.00

Overall.

1. How has -your. group changed due . to the entry of new
members°
2. How has the entry of new members affected ‘the unlty

of your group°

3. Would you like the members of the group to remain
' constant through the two years of membership?
" If yes, why? '

Background information:
1. What is your gender?

() 1. Female
() 2. Male

2. What is your ethnicitY?

African American
Asian

Caucasian
Hlspanlc/Latlno
Natlve‘Amerlcan

(
(
(
(
(
( Other

OO WN R

3. What is your age?

4. What 1is your undergraduate degree?

B.S. of Psychology

' B.S. of Social Work

.. B.S. of Sociology
Other, please specify

e~~~ —

)
)
)
)
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Study of Group Cohesiveness
Informed Consent

The study in. which you are about to participate is
signed to investigate group development over time. This
udy is being conducted by Kristie Bott and Michele Reed
der the supervision of Steve Petty, Licensed Clinical
cial Worker. This study has been approved by the
partment of Social Work, a subcommittee of the
stitutional Review Board, California State University,

San Bernardino. The university requires that you give

yo

se
ag
al
re
in
re
se
ac
ba

ur consent before participating in this study.

In this study, you will be asked to respond to

veral statements by stating whether you strongly agree,
ree, disagree, or strongly disagree with them. You will
so be asked to respond to three open-ended questions
lated to group development. The survey will be divided
to two parts. The first section will contain questions
lated to the 1999-2000 academic school year. The second
~tion will contain questions related to the 2000-2001
bdemic school year. The open-ended questions and
~kground questions will be administered after the

completion of the second section of the survey. Each

se

~tion of the survey will take you approximately 5

minutes to complete.

of

All of your responses will be held in the strictest
confidence by the researchers. All data will be

reported in group form only. You are not required to place
your name anywhere on the survey. You will only be asked

to
bi

place your middle initial and the month and day of your
rthday (in numeric form) on the top of each section of

the survey. The researchers will not have access to your
middle initial or your birth date. This information will

Jju
to

st be used as a code, which will allow the researchers
reintegrate the two sections of the survey and analyze

the data correctly. You may receive the group results of
thils study upon completion in the spring quarter of 2001.

Your partlclpatlon in this study is totally

volluntary. You are free to withdrawal at any time during

th

is study without' penalty. When you complete the survey,

you will receive a debriefing statement describing the
study in more detail. In order to ensure the validity of
thils study, we ask you not to discuss this study with
other students.

51




_ If you have any questions about the study, please
feel free to contact Kristie Bott, Michele Reed, or Steve
Petty, LCSW at (909)880-5501.

By placing a check mark in the box below, I
acknowledge that i'have been informed of, and that I
understand, the'nature and purpose of this study, and I
freely consent to participate. I also acknowledge that I
am at least 18 years of age.

"Place a check mark here Today’s Date:
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'DEBRIEFING FORM
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Study of Group Cohesiveness
- Debriefing Statement

The study you have just completed was designed to
investigate group. cohesiveness. Specifically, we were
studying whether or not the entry of new members into an
established group affects the group’s level of
cohesiveness. We separatedvthe survey into two sections in
order to determine how cohesive you thought the group was
before the new members were introduced into the group and
how cohesive you thought the group was now that the new
mempbers were a part of your group. We are particularly
interested in discovering whether or not the entry of new
members into an established group is beneficial for the
overall functioning of the group.

Thank you for your participation and for not
discussing the contents of the survey with other students.
If| you have any questlons about the study, please feel
free to contact Kristie Bott, Michele Reed, or Steve
Petty, LCSW at (909)880-5501. If you would like to obtain
a copy of the group results of this study, please contact
the Pfau Library at the end of the spring quarter of 2001.
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Table 1:‘Partﬁcipants’ Demographic Information

v n | valid %
Gender P '
" Male | : 21 91.3%
Female: : . 2 8.7%
Ethnicity : v ‘

. African American 5 21.7%
Asian " ]2 8.7%
Caucasian 14 - 60.9%
Hispanic/Latino 2 8.7%

| Age B

~ 20-30 years 9 42.9%
31-40 years 8 38.1%

41-50 years 2 9.5%

51-60 years 2 9.5%
Undergraduate Degree '
B.A. iof Psychology 13 56.5%

B.S. of Social Work 2 8.7%

B.S. !of Sociology 3 13.0%

Other 5 21.7%



 APPENDIX E
PARTICIPANTS’ RESPONSES TO THE
COHESIVENESS QUESTIONS IN

1999-2000
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Table 2: PARTICIPANTS'

RESPONSES TO THE COHESIVENESS

QUESTIONS IN 1999-2000

’ Strongly o

members

‘ Strongl - .
_ ‘ Agfégey B Ag?ee Disagree Disagree
]I:,l;,d:]:édgi,l usrl)lccess is appr§c1ated : 21-"7%7 5 6. 5% 1 1740 43%
Group members-disclose: pgrsonal _ 3 04% | 43 5% o 8 79, 17.4% |
information to the group - | RS - :
Students encourage other 13.0% | 609% | 17.4% 8.7% |
members to voice their opinions L . C
| Group members do not reveal _ S . :
personal information during - - 17.4% - 43% . 56.5% 21.7%
group discussions S s : _
Group members influence each o, | en . ‘
17.4% 60.9% 17.4% 4.3%
other to attain goals ;| '
Students in my cohort share- 0.0% | 47.8% | 34.8% | 17.4%
similar values : | :
Our cohort has estabhshed 1ts C261% | 47.8% 26.1% 0.0%
| own|norms and tradltlons o _ s ,
Ifrféigsmy group membefs as’my 43% | 783% 174% | 0.0%
| Members of my cohort t-rusf cach |\ 0% | 565% | 39.1% | 43%
I en]‘!l’i’ spending time with my 0.0% | 73.9% | 217% |  43% |
cohort members _ . 5
My cohort is committed to the 43% | 565% | 304% | 8%
| success of each of its members
11 try to make sure that everyone o _ N R
enjoys being a member ofthe- 4.3% | .652% 26.1% 4.3%
group ‘ ~ - h A
I accept and support other , : o o
members when they disclose 0 304% | 652% 4.3% 0.0%
- | personal information | » S
I'try to make all members feel | 54 40, |60 994 87% | 0.0%
valued and appreciated . | ‘
I'am 1nﬂuenced by other group 43% | 522% 348% | 8.7%
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APPENDIX F
PARTICIPANTS’ RESPONSES TO THE
COHESIVENESS QUESTIONS IN

2000-2001
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" Table 3: PARTICI@ANTS'

RESPONSES‘To‘THEfCOHEsiVENESS_

QPESTIONS IN 2000 2001
»

Strongly

- | members. : |

4.3%

Sj;:zrrlegel'y Agree DiSagree | Disagree

» iﬁ;h;;;i;l;l succees is appree1ated by  13.0% 47.8% | | 39'1% 1 0.0%

Q‘ro pmembers d1sclose personal 17 4% 1 5009 21.7% 87%

information to the group _ : ’ | SR

: ’St_udents encourage other members 130% | 39.1% 39.1% $79%
‘to voice their opinions = | : ‘ = .

’ Group members do not reveal R R e R
‘personal 1nformat10n durmg group 0.0% | 34.8% 56.5%. 8.7% |
~discussions ‘ i '» o ]
Group members influence eech 8 7% 47 8% 43.5% ' 0.0%

- | other to attain goals -~ | ' _

| sg‘lli:ts in my cobort ‘Share! SFm‘lar C0.0% | 47.8% | 34.8% | 17.4%
Our cohort has. estabhehed its own 17.4% 1 47.8% 34.8% 0.0%
norms and traditions. @ . AR | - ‘

[ ey oy gtoup meimbers o ?ny aae | esan | 304% | 00%

: xﬁzbers of my cohort trustli cach 439 59 9% 43.5% ' 0.0%
igﬁi‘gﬁfggﬁ time. with fny 13.0% | 60.9% |  261% |  0.0%

| My cohort is committed to the 8 79, 43.5% 47.8% 0.0%
success of each of its members o
L try to make sure that everyone 13.0% | 522% | 304% | 43%

| enjoys being a member of the group X
~ | Laccept and support other members e ~ N

' when they- disclose personali 30.4% | 60.9% 8.7% | = 0.0%
information b I ‘ T

I'try to make all membere feel 21‘7% 1 5000 | 26.1% 0.0%
valued and appreciated 1 : R N
'Iam influenced by other group C478% | 391% | 8.7%
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Table 4: Parﬁicipants’ Qualitative Responses
Child,
II\—I/[::ltti Youth, and Overall
Cohort Family | Results
_ - - Cohort
How has the group changed due to the
entry of new members? : ' }

- Group grew closer C21.4% 11.1% 17.4%
Cliques formed 7.1% 11.1% 8.7%
Groups became less:connected 57.2% 22.2% 43.5%
Unchanged , - 14.3% - 55.6% 30.4%

How has the entry of new members |
affected the unity of your group? : .
~ Group became more unified 21.4% 0.0% | 13.0%
Not as unified/ cliques formed 64.3% 55.6% 160.9%
Unchanged o : 14.3% 44.4% 26.1%
Would you like the member's of the 1
group to remain constant throughout
the two years of membership? ‘ , .
Yes: build strength and - 28.6% 66.7% 43.5%
cohesion : C : . o
No: Change is good; 71.4% | 33.3% 56.5%
consistency is unnecessary ’ : '
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