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IntroductionIntroduction and Problem Definition 

Chapte rr  1 
Introductio nn and Proble m Definitio n 

Thee use of information and communication technology (ICT) within organizations has 
increasedd markedly in recent years. ICT has certainly shown its worth. Business processes 
takee place far more effectively and efficiently, while distance and time play only a minor role; 
communicationn technology makes it possible to speed up and improve communication. But 
thee importance of ICT reaches beyond achieving more efficiency in communication 
processes,, in information exchanges and in productivity changes. ICT exerts an enormous 
influencee on the way organizations operate (Fulk & Desanctis 1995). This dissertation argues 
thatt a change in social attraction between organizational members and consequently, a 
changee in social cohesion within organizations, is one of these effects. 

Cohesion,, or attraction to a group or (organizational) entity, may be considered as one 
off  the faces of social capital (Leana & Van Buren III 1999), or - perhaps more appropriately -
ass one of the generators of social capital. In cohesive organizational groups, mutual trust is a 
naturall  attitude and employees will probably exhibit both the ability and a willingness to 
cooperate.. Cohesion is seen as a key variable in, among other things, models for effective 
workk teams (e.g. Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Hackman, 1987; Sundstrom, DeMeuse & Futrell, 
1990).. Several social processes and concepts relevant to the smooth functioning of an 
organizationn have been argued to be related to cohesion. Examples include: identification 
(Garudd & Wiesenfeld, 2000; Riordan & Weatherly, 1999; Terry, 2000); commitment 
(Goodman,, Ravlin & Schminke, 1987; Hackman, 1976; Carless & DePaola, 2000); 
Organizationall  Citizenship Behavior (George & Bettenhausen, 1990; Kidwell, Mossholder & 
Bennet,, 1997) and trust (Bernthal & Insko, 1993). Thus, social cohesion within organizations 
iss a significant phenomenon and factors that affect cohesion can have different implications 
forr the functioning of an organization. 

Daftt (1992) describes an organization as a social entity or a composition of people and 
groupss of people. These people and the roles/functions they fulfil l can be considered the 
buildingg stones of the organization. An increase of ICT use is often accompanied by shifts in 
thee organizational structure and changes in coordinating activities. People may acquire other 
roless or functions, gain membership in other groups/networks and communicate through other 
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channels.. These changes may affect the individual's attraction to or feelings about (parts of) 
thee organization. In this dissertation, I will present arguments to demonstrate that the growing 
usee of ICT affects cohesion in organizational groups. I will also formulate and examine 
empiricallyy various hypotheses regarding the relationship between the use of ICT in 
organizationss and social cohesion within those organizations. 

Formulatingg causal hypotheses on the effects of ICT is generally somewhat tricky 
consideringg the outcomes of former technological developments. The telephone proved to be 
eminentlyy suitable for personal use and social interaction between people, while predictions 
hadd it that the medium was particularly suited to business. Electronic mail, launched as a 
mediumm for the rapid exchange of short messages, has now expanded into a medium for 
distributingg documents and even for supporting virtual communities on the Internet. Thus, 
speculatingspeculating about the causal effects of technologies based on the current situation may entail 
denyingg the fact that technology offers potential new fields. In keeping with Giddens' 
structurationn theory (1984), Orlikowski (1992) points out that technology not only has 
"structural""  properties, which may affect human actions, but is also a product of human 
actions.. By comparison, in describing the relationship between social networks within an 
organizationn and technical networks based on ICT, Contractor and Eisenberg (1990) argue 
thatt social networks can be considered both the antecedent and the consequence of the way 
technicall  networks are used. Technical networks influence existing social networks and vice 
versa. . 

Althoughh the interaction between the use of ICT and the social structure of 
organizationss is complicated, research results still suggest changes in social structures, caused 
orr triggered by the use of ICT (Sproull and Kiesler 1991; Garton and Wellman 1995; Van den 
Hoofff  1997; De Ridder 1998). The explanation may well be that certain basic values, 
stemmingg from embracing social structures outside organizations, also affect the development 
off  ICT and its use. This falls in line with Hofstede, Neuijen, Ohayv & Sanders (1990). They 
arguee that "national cultures," which include the basic values reproduced in the socialization 
processs of child rearing, are more difficult to alter than "organizational cultures," which are 
basedd more on reproduced organizational practices. In spite of turbulent ICT-related 
developmentss in our society, the basic ideals of being both productive and efficient are still 
dominant.. Moreover, in the western world, these values are generally combined with the basic 
valuee of "individualism" and of personal responsibility (Hofstede 1995). Organizations 
implementt ICT to increase efficiency and productivity, while individual human players use 
ICTT to increase their own efficiency. In addition to these direct, generally anticipated and 
largelyy intended effects, there will also be changes in social patterns, in interdependencies and 
inn attention - all generally unanticipated and frequently undesired. These changes produce 
indirectt effects, or what Sproull & Kiesler (1991) term "second level effects," related to the 
"weakness""  of internal social structures. The turbulent developments in society mentioned 
heree have confronted organizations with the continual need to learn and adopt new practices 
inn order to survive. Consequently, the organizations' social structures are unstable and can fall 
susceptiblee to the purposeful actions of human beings. Thus, while social structures in 
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organizationss may still have a constraining effect on how ICT is used in specific situations, 
theree will also be an undercurrent of change related to ICT use. This is because the firewall of 
thee internal social structure is generally not robust enough to remain unaffected. 

1.11 Research question 

Studyingg the possible impact of ICT on cohesion within organizations involves (at the very 
least)) the relationships between the formal organizational structure (the arrangement of 
groups),, the technical structure (ICT, regarded as the broad range of telecommunication 
networks,, hardware and software), and the organization as a "social entity" (which may 
containn a certain degree of cohesion). Organizations consist of people and groups of people 
whoo are assigned to certain tasks in order to contribute to the organization's goals and 
mission.. These individuals and groups interact and maintain relationships through the 
exchangee of information (communication processes). Information and communication 
technologiess offer new ways of facilitating this interaction and information exchange. 
Secondly,, ICT offers new opportunities for coordinating processes that may result in changes 
withinn the formal organizational structure, and thus, the actual composition of groups. (That, 
inn turn, may lead to new technological needs). These relationships are outlined in Figure 1.1. 
Withinn this context, we will explore the impact of ICT on cohesion. 

Forma ll  Structur e 

coordinationcoordination of 
activities activities Organization Organization 

VV Technica l Structur e J 

informationinformation and 
communicationcommunication technology 

Figur ee 1.1 Relationship s betwee n th e differen t aspect s of an organizatio n 

Cohesionn is a group characteristic. In organizations, we can distinguish different types of 
entitiess (groups) and relationships between them. A distinction can be made between informal 
groupss (based on friendship, for instance) and formal relations and group formation, which 
aree based on tasks or are embedded in the formal organizational structure. This latter 
category,, which can be described as task-related groups, forms the focus of this study. We 
madee this choice for two reasons. Formal groups or networks form an interesting field of 
study.. They contribute to - or perform - certain tasks in order to fulfil l the organization's goals 
andd mission. ICT is used by organizations in order to improve their work processes and 
products.. In light of that, it is useful and interesting to study social processes, such as 
cohesion,, in these formal groups or networks. Secondly, the growing use of ICT (or a change 

Socia ll  Structur e 
('socia ll  entity' ) 

groups/networks groups/networks 
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off  the technical structure) influences both the formal organizational structure and the 
organizationn as a "social entity." Changes in the formal organizational structure involve 
changess in the arrangement of entities and networks and thus influence the social processes 
betweenn individuals or groups. These changes of formal group structures can be detected 
moree easily, since they have been formalized to some extent and linked to tasks. 

Thee focal research question of this dissertation can be formulated as follows: 

WhatWhat effects does the use of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) in 
organizationsorganizations have on social cohesion in task-related entities within these 
organizations? organizations? 

Ass mentioned earlier, an organization can be considered a large entity, consisting of several 
smallerr entities. It seems reasonable to assume that the results of measuring cohesion in a 
smalll  work group, in which all members know each other, will differ greatly from the 
measurementt results obtained for cohesion in a large organization, whose members may have 
neverr even met. The influence ICT use may have on cohesion in the organization might vary. 
Inn a small group, the use of a new technology may directly influence human interaction. At 
thee organizational level, the indirect influence of ICT, such as a change in the formal 
structure,, may be of more importance. It is important, therefore, to define the possible groups 
orr entities in the organization and to make a distinction between larger and smaller entities. 

1.22 Sub-question s and researc h mode l 

Too structure our exploration of our focal research question, we formulated several sub-
questions.. The first question concentrates on defining and gaining a thorough understanding 
off  the central concept of this study: cohesion in organizational groups. We felt it useful in this 
regardd to examine the importance of this concept in organizations more extensively as well as 
itss relationship to other social concepts and processes. This information helps to further 
illuminatee the relevance of this study. Moreover, as shown later in this dissertation, it helps to 
understandd and interpret the implications of the assumed effect of ICT use in organizations. 
Wee also examined the factors that can help cohesion to develop within groups. As outlined 
brieflyy in the beginning of this chapter, ICT use is supposed to affect the way (people within) 
groupss act. Knowledge of factors that are important to the development and maintenance of 
sociall  cohesion is helpful in understanding how ICT use can affect social cohesion. 

Sub-questionn 1 

HowHow can social cohesion be defined and positioned in relation to other social concepts 

withinwithin an organizational context and what factors are important to the development 

andand maintenance of social cohesion in task-related groups in organizations? 
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Answeringg this first sub-question entails the following. 
1)) Defining social cohesion within task-related groups and positioning cohesion with respect 

too related social concepts within an organizational context. 
2)2) Presenting a conceptual model, containing antecedents (factors or conditions important to 

thee development of cohesion), and discussing the consequences of social cohesion. 

Ass illustrated in Figure 1.1, ICT use is expected to influence social cohesion in two ways. 
-- Directly (by impacting the relationship between the technical structure and the 

organization'ss social structure). 
-- Indirectly (by affecting the formal organization structure, which in turn, is related to the 

organization'ss social structure). 
Sub-questionss 2 and 3 concern the indirect effect of ICT on social cohesion and can be 
formulatedd as follows: 

Sub-questionn 2 
WhatWhat trends and shifts with respect to the formal organizational structure can be 
perceivedperceived and predicted as the result of ICT use in organizations? 

Sub-questionn 3 
WhatWhat effects do the changes or shifts in organizational structure referred to in sub-

questionquestion 2 have on social cohesion in task-related groups in organizations? 

Inn answering sub-question two, we begin by describing "ICT use," including the 
characteristicss of ICT that may cause its assumed influence in organizations. We will then go 
onn to explore the effect of these characteristics on the formal organizational structure, 
resultingg in assumptions regarding shifts or changes in organizational structure. 

Thee third sub-question concerns the second step of the indirect effect of ICT use on 
sociall  cohesion. Structural characteristics resulting from or developing because of ICT use 
wil ll  be explored in relation to social cohesion. In other words, we will discuss the 
consequencess of the shifts in organizational structure caused by ICT use for the antecedents of 
sociall  cohesion. In answering this sub-question, we will present hypotheses regarding the 
indirectt effect of ICT use, which will be empirically tested. 

Thee fourth sub-question concerns the relationship between the social structure (organization 
ass a social entity) and the technical structure described in Figure 1.1. This question thus, 
coverss the expected direct effect of ICT use on cohesion in task-related groups. ICT involves 
aa broad range of applications that support different processes in the organization. One of these 
processess is communication between organizational members. Studying cohesion entails 
studyingg the groups in which interaction takes place. In order to explore the direct relationship 
betweenn ICT and cohesion, ICT applications that support communication processes will be 
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discussedd in particular. Computer mediated communication (CMC) supports interaction 

patternss within the organization and can, therefore, be expected to influence social processes 

inn groups. This influence is examined in sub-question four. 

Sub-questionn 4: 

"What"What effect does the use of computer mediated communication (CMC) by 

organizationalorganizational members have on social cohesion in task-related groups in 

organizations? organizations? 

Inn answering this last sub-question, we wil l present and empirically test hypotheses 

concerningg the effect of CMC use in organizational (task-related) groups on social cohesion 

withinn those groups. 

Thee four sub-questions cover all the relationships presented in Figure 1.1. Using this figure, 

wee constructed a general research model, illustrating all four sub-questions (Figure 1.2). 

_.. . . . . Social structure 
OrganizationalOrganizational structure (.socja, entjty,} 

Structural l 
Characteristics s 

i i 

Sub-qut Sub-qut 

Sub-questionSub-question 3 

s s ionion 2 Sub-q 

Sub-questionSub-question 1 

Factorss > Social Cohesion 

i i 

uestionuestion 4 

Usee of ICT/CMC 

k k 

TechnicalTechnical structure 

Figur ee 1.2 Researc h mode l 

Ass can be seen in this model, the sub-questions address only one side of each reciprocal 

relationship.. In discussing these relationships theoretically, however, we must take account of 

theirr reciprocity. 
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1.33 Outlin e of dissertatio n 

Thiss dissertation contains a theoretical discussion (chapters 2, 3, 4 and 5), followed by an 
empiricall  section (chapters 6, 7, 8, and 9). We will begin by addressing the four sub-questions 
theoretically,, concluding with several assumptions and hypotheses regarding the relationship 
betweenn ICT use and social cohesion in organizational groups. These assumptions and 
hypothesess are examined in our empirical research. 

Chapterr 2 discusses the first part of sub-question 1. A literature overview of cohesion 
iss presented, also including theories regarding related social processes in organizations. 
"Cohesion""  is subsequently defined and positioned within an organizational context. In 
addition,, its importance for the smooth functioning of an organization is discussed in more 
depth.. Thus, this chapter illustrates, once again, the relevance of this study. It also serves as an 
aidd in interpreting our research results and understanding the implications for an organization 
off  changes in social cohesion resulting from ICT use. 

Chapterr 3 presents a conceptual model of social cohesion in organizational groups. 
Antecedentss preceding the development of cohesion are discussed as well as consequences, or 
behaviorall  aspects, of cohesive groups. This model is helpful in exploring how ICT use can 
influencee social cohesion, as it contains factors that should be affected by ICT in order to 
accomplishh changes in social cohesion. Since hypotheses regarding the effect of ICT use on 
sociall  cohesion  will also be empirically tested, this model should also be useful in 
determiningg what instrument to use for measuring cohesion in an organizational context. 

Chapterr 4 discusses the use of ICT in the organization. We will describe the 
characteristicss of ICT. In addition, we will explore the potential impact of these characteristics 
onn the formal organizational structure and social structures within the organization, focusing 
particularlyy on CMC. Chapter 4 also formulates several assumptions regarding the 
relationshipp between ICT use and the organizational structure, forming a provisional answer 
too sub-question 2. (Incidentally, these theoretical assumptions are examined empirically). 
Insightt into the possible social impact of CMC is presented, providing the information needed 
too formulate hypotheses regarding the direct effect of ICT (CMC) use on cohesion in 
organizationall  groups. 

Chapterr 5 combines the answers to sub-questions 1 and 2, resulting in hypotheses 
regardingg both the indirect (sub-question 3) and direct effects (sub-question 4) of ICT use on 
cohesionn in organizational groups. 

Chapterr 6 describes the research design for the empirical section of this dissertation. 
(Inn this section, our hypotheses are empirically examined). Three separate studies were 
conducted;; chapter 6 illustrates the design, sample and line of reasoning for the data analysis 
inn each of these. The results of the three studies are reported in chapters 7, 8 and 9 
respectively.. The first of these studies, an explorative, qualitative study, examined the 
assumptionss regarding the relationship between ICT use and organizational structure. The 
secondd study went on to test the reliability and validity of an instrument (developed especially 
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forr our research) to measure social cohesion in organizational groups. Finally, the third study 
examinedd the hypotheses regarding the effect of ICT on cohesion in organizational groups. 

Chapterr 10 presents the final conclusions to our research. Empirical findings are compared to 
theoreticall  assumptions and hypotheses, resulting in an understanding of how ICT can affect 
sociall  cohesion in organizational groups. Chapter 10 also discusses various theoretical 
implicationss and examines the implications of these effects for the organization, referring in 
thiss discussion to Chapter 2. 
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Chapte rr  2 
Definin gg and Positionin g Socia l Cohesio n in an 

Organizationa ll  Contex t 

Thiss chapter addresses the first part of sub-question 1. Here, we will formulate a definition of 
sociall  cohesion within task-related groups in an organizational context. We will also discuss 
cohesionn in relation to other social concepts in organizations in order to obtain a better 
understandingg of the concept itself and of its assumed value for organizations. Section 2.1 
introducess the concept of cohesion with a compact overview of the literature on this subject. 
Wee will discuss several approaches to cohesion. Section 2.2 describes the organizational 
contextt in which we studied cohesion for the purposes of our research. Using this description, 
wee will choose a suitable approach to cohesion in organizational task-related groups and 
describee it in more detail in section 2.3. This results in a definition of cohesion in 
organizationall  groups. Having a clear picture of what is meant by cohesion in organizational 
groups,, the concept can be positioned with respect to other social processes or concepts in 
organizations.. Section 2.4 presents an overview of social concepts/processes that are related 
too cohesion and discusses the value of cohesion for the smooth functioning of the 
organization. . 

2.11 A shor t literatur e revie w of cohesio n 

AA littl e over half a decade ago, Festinger, Schachter and Back (1950) formulated the first 
theoryy of group cohesion or cohesiveness. They defined this social concept as "the total field 
off  forces which act on members to remain in the group" (1950:164). They considered the 
attractivenesss of the group as an important factor of cohesion and listed factors that add to this 
attractiveness:: friendships, companionships, warmth and pleasure of emotional ties, prestige, 
sociall  status, approval of the other and group goals. They developed their theory on the basis 
off  small face-to-face informal groups, characterized by interpersonal friendship. Their 
approach,, which emphasized the attractiveness of the group, has greatly influenced further 
researchh into this concept. In the following decade, a shift occurred from a "field of forces" to 
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cohesionn as the attraction of the group (e.g. Back, 1951; Libo, 1953; Isreal, 1956; Van Bergen 
&&  Koekebakker, 1959). This was also considered as a widely used approach to the concept in 
laterr reviews. In their review of cohesion (cohesiveness), Cartwright & Zander (1968), for 
instance,, concluded that "most researchers have equated the term cohesiveness with 
"attraction-to-group"(( 1968:92). More recently Mudrack (1989), came to the same conclusion 
andd agreed that most researchers adopt "a variant of the attraction-to-group 
definition̂ ^ 1989:125). 

Parallell  to the studies on group cohesion, other studies have focused on group 
formationn and group structure; in them we can recognize elements of cohesion (like those 
describedd by Festinger et al.). In examining groups that have to perform a primary task, Bion 
(1961)) pointed out that the rational planned task-performance activity of the group was 
imbuedd with, and often displayed by, activity that can be contributed to unconscious forces 
concerningg such matters as dependence and conflict. Sherif (1967) argued that, according to 
thee social structure of groups, the relations between members should tend - over time - to 
becomee stabilized, organized and regulated by the development of a system of differentiations 
inn role and status and shared norms and values which prescribe beliefs, attitudes and conducts. 

Thee concept of cohesion also emerged in theories about group processes. With regard 
too group processes, the so-called underlying input-process-output model is used in most 
literature.. Inputs are described as the qualities of members, such as personality, expertise and 
strength,, which were brought to the group. Through (the process of) member interaction, such 
ass the exchange of information, coordination of efforts and exertion of leadership, these inputs 
aree transformed into outputs. A large body of literature conforming the input-process-output 
wass examined by Hackman & Morris (1975). Their review indicates that the nature of group 
processess might be a useful predictor of certain outcomes, such as individual affective 
reactionss to a group. In their review, group cohesiveness in task-related groups was 
consideredd both an input and an output variable of group processes. Other researchers, 
however,, describe cohesiveness as a variable of group processes (cf. Guzzo & Shea, 1992). 

Thee traditional - and majority of - theories of cohesion are based on a small group context. 
Characteristicss of small groups, in which members know each other, form the basis of the 
approachh to cohesion as a form of interpersonal attraction. Later, another approach to 
cohesionn was developed, an approach not restricted by size or based on small group 
characteristics.. This form of cohesion, referred to as social attraction, concerns rather 
differentt ideas of the concept. 

CohesionCohesion as interpersonal attraction 
Thee early definitions of cohesion, which were based on the attraction-to-group concept, 
functionedd at the individual level. To obtain an index of group cohesiveness, many 
researcherss conceptualized cohesiveness as the sum of the attractiveness of group members or 
interpersonall  attraction. (However, it was generally acknowledged that group cohesiveness is 
alsoo influenced by other factors, such as the group's activities, atmosphere, goals etc.). We 
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cann see an example of this in a review of cohesion (cohesiveness) by Evans and Jarvis (1980): 
"measuringg the levels of attraction of individual group members and averaging them" 
(1980:359).. Several other reviews also confirm that group cohesiveness is widely treated as 
equivalentt to interpersonal attraction (Cartwright, 1968; Lott and Lott, 1965; McGrath and 
Kravitz,, 1982; Zander, 1979). 

Describingg cohesion as interpersonal attraction led to definitions of cohesion such as 
Lott'ss (1961), who defined cohesiveness as "the group property, which is inferred from the 
numberr and strength of mutual positive attitudes among the members of a group...[where]... 
thee primary condition for the development of mutual positive attitudes among group members 
wil ll  be seen to be the attainment of goals or the receipt of rewards in one another's presence" 
(1961:279).. Shaw (1976) describes group cohesiveness as an interpersonal relationship: "One 
suchh interpersonal relationship is the degree to which the members of the group are attracted 
too each other, or the degree the group coheres or "hangs together". This aspect of the group is 
usuallyy referred to as group cohesiveness" (1976:197). 

Hoggg (1987) and Turner (1982, 1984) discuss the social cohesion model. This model 
tendss to compare a group with a molecule. The individual atoms are the members of a group, 
andd the interatomic forces represent interpersonal attraction. The "interatomic forces" of 
interpersonall  attraction are seen as the result of factors (of liking) as cooperative 
interdependencee to achieve shared goals, attitude similarity, physical proximity, common fate, 
sharedd threats, being liked by the other, attractive personality traits, and success on group 
tasks.. It is assumed that a collection of people forms a group (deliberately or spontaneously) 
too the degree that they have needs capable of mutual satisfaction, and in this sense, are 
dependentt upon one another. 

CohesionCohesion as social attraction 
Ass regarding more recent ideas about group formation and cohesion, several factors already 
mentionedd in the early days of group research are still seen as important and relevant. 
Interdependence,, (described earlier by i.e. Lewin (1939), Asch (1952) as a primary criteria for 
groupp formation) is pointed out by Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell (1987) as one 
off  the major features of group formation, which can be summarized by the concepts 
"interdependence",, "identity" and "social structure". Turner et al. recognizes an emphasis on 
formss of interdependence that are related to the satisfaction of an individual's needs (the 
achievementt of rewarding outcomes). According to Turner et al., the study of interdependence 
sincee the early theorists has resulted in an implicit theory of group membership which 
assumess that "... motivational (functional, objective) interdependence between people for the 
mutuall  satisfaction of their needs ... gives rise more or less directly (in the positive case) to 
sociall  and psychological interdependence in the forms of cooperative and/or affiliative social 
interaction,, mutual interpersonal influence and mutual attraction...." (1987:20). Thus, people 
havee individual needs (goals, drives, desires) that are satisfied directly or indirectly by other 
people.. If they believe that interaction with others satisfies their needs, they tend to develop 
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positivee interpersonal attitudes and influence each other's attitudes and behavior in order to 
satisfyy those needs, which can result in group formation. 

Withh regard to identity - already emphasized by the pre-experimentalists - it has been 
arguedd that individuals should have some collective awareness of themselves as a distinct 
sociall  entity. To share some common identity, it is necessary that they perceive and define 
themselvess as a group (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). These ideas are worked out in the social 
identityy (Tajfel and Turner, 1979; Turner 1982) and self-categorization (Turner, 1985) 
theories.. More recently, cohesion has been conceptualized as social attraction instead of 
interpersonall  attraction based on the social identity and self-categorization theory cohesion 
(Hoggg 1992). Social attraction is not based on interpersonal relationships, but is a 
consequencee of the individuals' perceptions of a certain common membership. What is meant 
byy this is that liking among individuals in a group is not based on the personal characteristics 
off  individual members, but on the simple fact that individuals belong to the same group and 
sharee a perceived prototypicality of the group. Hogg claims that his approach to social 
cohesionn is based on general theories of the social group, not constrained by size, dispersion, 
longevityy of group membership and that it incorporates the role of the intergroup context into 
groupp behavior. 

MultidimensionalityMultidimensionality of cohesion 
Att long last, the consensus is growing that there is more to cohesion than interpersonal or 
sociall  attraction: cohesion has other dimensions (Carless & De Paola, 2000; Cota, Longman, 
Evans,, Dion & Kilik , 1995; Zaccaro, 1991). This approach suggests alternate forms of 
cohesion,, each with different consequences for individual productivity, group performance, 
normm development etc. (Zaccaro, 1991). Several factor-analytic studies of the various 
measuress of group cohesion support the interpretation of multidimensionality (e.g. Carron, 
Widmeyer,, & Brawley, 1985; Gal & Manning, 1987; Stokes, 1983; Yukelson, Wienberg & 
Jackson,, 1984). Many researchers have focused on the difference between interpersonal 
cohesionn (interpersonal attraction) and task cohesion. Task cohesion has been defined as an 
attractionn to the group because of a liking for, or commitment to, the group task and is broadly 
usedd in studying the performance of (small) work groups (Hackman, 1976; Mullen & Copper, 
1994;; Zaccaro, 1991; Zaccaro & Lowe, 1988). However, since social cohesion is the research 
subjectt of this dissertation, other dimensions, such as task cohesion, will not be discussed at 
anyy further length. 

2.22 Group s in organization s 

Beforee we go on to explore the most suitable approach to cohesion for this study, we should 
examinee the context in which cohesion is studied here. In the first chapter, we distinguished 
betweenn three aspects of the organization: the technical structure, the formal structure and the 
sociall  structure. The technical structure will be discussed in Chapter 4. This section focuses 

15 5 



DefiningDefining and Positioning Social Cohesion in an Organizational Context 

onn the formal and social structure of an organization with a view to illuminating the context in 
whichh cohesion is studied. As discussed earlier, both aspects of the organization interact with 
eachh other. An organization can be considered a social entity, which is somehow structured by 
coordinationn processes that determine the formal organizational structure. Daft (1992), for 
instance,, calls an organization a deliberately structured system of activities. Work is divided 
intoo tasks and the coordination of these tasks determines the formal structure of the 
organization.. Thus, people and groups of people are organized such that the organization's 
goalss can be accomplished. This structure actually determines the formal relationships that 
employeess and groups of employees maintain with each other in performing their jobs. 

Inn (large) organizations, different levels of entities can be distinguished, such as larger 
divisionss comprising smaller departments or groups. This study focuses on task-related 
entitiess in organizations. More specifically, these are entities that comprise part of the formal 
organizationall  structure, performing an assigned task that contributes to the organizational 
goals.. At the smallest level of task-related entities in organizations, groups are often referred 
too as "work groups" or "teams". These groups can be defined by the joint presence of several 
attributess including: 1) being embedded in a larger system (organization); 2) performing tasks 
relevantt to the organization's mission; 3) affecting other entities in or outside the 
organization;; 4) consisting of individuals that are interdependent to some degree; and 5) 
havingg identifiable membership for those inside as well as outside the group (Alderfer, 1977; 
Hackman,, 1978). Several teams or work groups can work closely together, thus forming a 
largerr entity, such as a sales department. In turn, several departments may form a business 
unit,, and several business units may form an organization. 

Whetherr a task-related entity at any level within an organization should be considered 
aa group is determined by the formal organizational structure, or the relations shaped by 
mutuall  task goals and task interdependencies (Arrow & McGrath, 1995). These relations may 
existt between individuals or groups and involve: 1) instrumental relations, concerning the 
divisionn and adjustment of work/tasks; 2) power and dependence relations, concerning the 
authorityy actors/entities have over other actors/entities as well as the dependence of actors on 
actorss with more authority; 3) negotiation relations between actors/entities in decision-making 
withh respect to sharing limited resources, such as equipment, space, budget etc. (Mastenbroek, 
1992).. These relationships can be either vertical or horizontal. For instance, a sales 
departmentt may consist of several teams that have horizontal relationships. A business unit 
mayy contain several departments, as well as teams, who interact in horizontal and vertical 
relationships.. In other words, these units can consist of several hierarchical layers. Thus, an 
employeee is often a member of several groups at more than one level of entities, and 
maintainss relationships with members of his own work group (smallest level) as well as with 
memberss of other work groups, departments etc. in his/her organization. 

Social-emotionall  relationships are a fourth type of relationship that can exist within a group. 

Thesee relationships are characterized by a kind of team spirit and loyalty between 
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actors/entitiess (Mastenbroek, 1992). This kind of relationship overlaps in part with the 
conceptt of cohesion (the subject of our research), and in part with approaches to 
organizationall  culture, which appears to be related to cohesion. Granted, organizational 
culturee is not the subject of this study. However, in discussing the organizational context of 
ourr research, we should devote some attention to this concept, especially as regarding 
characteristicss related to cohesion. 

Onn reviewing different approaches to organizational culture (Deal and Kennedy, 1982; Bax, 
1991;; Frissen, 1989; Hofstede, 1995; Jellineck, Smircich and Hirsch, 1983; Schein, 1987), 
wee can describe culture as something members of an organization share in common. Norms 
andd values, which can function as a binding element, are an example. Secondly, 
organizationall  culture is said to be multiform (Frissen, 1989). Different subcultures may exist 
withinn an organization. These elements of culture can be linked to cohesion in organizations. 
Iff  culture is a binding element, it follows that it bears a relationship with social cohesion in 
organizations.. Moreover, the idea of subcultures is interesting. Subcultures may exist in the 
differentt entities of an organization. A strong sub-culture (i.e. a binding element) may be 
accompaniedd by a high degree of cohesion in that entity. However, the existence of different 
subculturess will weaken the strength of the overall organizational culture and may thus 
diminishh cohesion within the overall organization. Although we will devote no further 
attentionn to organizational culture in this dissertation, it can be useful to take account of its 
assumedd role, discussing further research and practical implications. 

Inn summary, given the characteristics of an organization and its task-related entities, we can 
statee that studying cohesion in an organizational context involves studying cohesion in groups 
off  varying sizes, who maintain different relationships with each other. The latter can be 
referredd to as intergroup relationships. Relationships with other groups, which can be vertical 
orr horizontal, can also affect an individual's relationship with his/her own group. Based on 
thesee characteristics, a suitable approach to cohesion in organizational groups should be 
chosen. . 

2.33 Definin g cohesio n in an organizationa l contex t 

Consideringg theories of and approaches to cohesion, as well as the characteristics of 
organizationall  groups, Hogg's approach to cohesion as social attraction appears the most 
suitablee for studying social cohesion in an organizational context. This conclusion stems 
primarilyy from the fact that his approach can explain cohesion at a macro-social level, as well 
ass the level of small, task-oriented, interactive groups. In other words, his approach concerns 
cohesionn in large groups, whose members are not necessarily all acquainted, as well as small 
groups,, whose members know each other very well and interact frequently. Secondly Hogg 
takess account of intergroup relations. Thirdly, Hogg considers social attraction to be the 
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outcomee of a social process (self-categorization). In the literature, cohesion is considered as 
eitherr a variable of a social process or an input or output variable of a social process. Given 
thee characteristics of organizational groups, cohesion should preferably be considered an 
outputt variable of a social process. This is illustrated further in the section below. 

CohesionCohesion as an in- or output variable or a social process 
Thee structure of a group can be described as the pattern of interpersonal relationships between 
members.. Assuming that group formation is an evolutionary process (Alblas and Wijsman, 
1993),, at some point, a group will manifest a relatively stable pattern of behavior and 
interactions.. Members have adopted a certain role and have relatively stable interpersonal 
relationshipss with other members. This process can be seen in informal social groups that 
havee emerged spontaneously as well as in formal, intentionally created work groups. As 
mentionedd earlier, Turner et al. (1987) point out that people will interact with others if they 
believee that this interaction will satisfy their needs. In simple terms, people have a need for 
friendshipp and confirmation and therefore seek other people to form groups who give them 
thee friendship they need. In the case of formal work groups in organizations, groups are not 
formedd on the basis of a need, or more neutrally, on a voluntary basis. Work groups are 
formedd on the basis of a task and must fit  in the organizational structure. Thus, the formal 
structuree of a group is determined by the organization. Within this formal structure, group 
processess will take place, which can result in the stable pattern of interactions described 
above.. Assuming that social cohesion is a kind of attraction between members, it seems 
reasonablee to describe it as a variable of group processes in informal voluntary groups. In the 
casee of formal work groups, it seems more plausible to consider social cohesion as an input or 
outputt variable of a social process. 

Inn this study, social cohesion in task-related groups in an organization is considered an 
outputt variable of some underlying social process. Influences from outside such as the use of 
informationn and communication technology may alter the underlying process, which may, in 
turn,, result in a shift in the cohesion in the group. Thus, an understanding of the underlying 
processs is relevant to this study. 

SocialSocial Identity Theory and Self-Categorization Theory 
Hoggg (1992) argues in his book "The social psychology of group cohesiveness: From 
attractionattraction to social identity " that a complete theory of group solidarity must be able to explain 
cohesionn at a macro-social level, as well as at the level of small, task-oriented, interactive 
groups.. "Although there are, of course, differences between groups that differ in size, 
longevity,, dispersion, structure, function, purpose and so forth, it is very probable that these 
differencess may be mainly "surface" or "content" differences, and that there are one or more 
fundamentall  psychological processes that are uniquely associated with groups" (1992:88). 
Hogg'ss approach to cohesion is based on the perspectives of the Social Identity (e.g. Tajfel 
andd Turner, 1979; Turner 1982) and Self-Categorization (Turner, 1985; Turner et al., 1987) 
theories.. Both theories have also been applied in an organizational context. Ashforth & Meal 
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(1989)) first introduced the Social Identity Theory to an organizational setting, followed by 
severall  others (e.g. Dutton, Dukerich & Harquail, 1994; Riordan & Shore, 1997; Tsui, Egan 
&&  O'Reilly, 1992). Hogg & Terry (2000) showed that the Self-Categerization Theory is 
applicablee in an organizational context. 

Thee Social Identity Theory (SIT) is based on the idea that a fundamental distinction should be 
madee between interpersonal processes and group processes. Regarding interpersonal 
attractionn as an interpersonal process and cohesion as a group process, this theory rejects the 
ideaa that cohesion can be defined as interpersonal attraction. According to the SIT, group 
behaviorr has characteristic features, such as ethnocentrism, ingroup bias, intergroup 
competitionn and discrimination, ingroup cohesion, conformity etc., that distinguish group 
behaviorr from interpersonal behavior. Categorization and social comparison are regarded as 
thee underlying and responsible processes for group behavior. According to the SIT, people 
classifyy or categorize themselves and others into various groups or social categories (Tajfel & 
Turner,, 1985). In order to do this, similarities of stimuli falling within the same group or 
categorycategory are accentuated. At the same time, differences between stimuli falling in other 
categoriess are emphasized. This process can lead to perceptual distancing and homogenization 
off  outgroup members on stereotypic dimensions. Accentuating similarities among group 
memberss on behavioral and affective dimensions leads to stereotypic ingroup behavior and 
behaviorall  uniformity. As Hogg (1992) put it: "...contexts that make salient a specific social 
categorizationn produce stereotypic ingroup, outgroup and self-perception, ingroup normative 
behaviorr (i.e. behavioral uniformity), and intergroup differentiation and discrimination" 
(1992:91). . 

Sociall  comparison is regarded as a comparison between one's own attitudes, beliefs 
andd behaviors and those of others. The SIT claims that no truth is self-evident, and that all 
knowledgee is derived through social comparisons. When social comparisons are made 
(betweenn oneself as an ingroup member and others as outgroup members, or between the 
ingroupp and outgroup as a whole) people try to maximize intergroup differences to secure an 
evaluativee advantage for the ingroup. The idea is that people try to make intergroup 
comparisonss on dimensions that favor the group, because social categories contribute to the 
self-conceptt and are thus useful in defining and evaluating "self. In this way people strive for 
aa positive social identity through positive ingroup distinctiveness. The SIT argues that this 
reflectss a basic human motivation for positive self-esteem through self-enhancement (Hogg 
andAbrams,, 1990). 

Thee Self-Categorization Theory (SCT) evolved from the SIT and can be considered as a 
"...componentt of an extended SIT of the relationship between self-concept and group 
behaviorr that details the social cognitive processes that generate social identity effects" (Hogg 
&&  Terry, 2000:123). This approach elaborates in more detail the operation of the 
categorizationn process as the cognitive basis of group behavior. It focuses more on intragroup 
processess than on intergroup relations and makes littl e reference to self-esteem as a 
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motivationall  concept. According to Hogg (1992), the SCT formalizes and systematizes the 
moree imprecise aspects of SIT theory and provides a more complete theorization of the group. 
Consequently,, it can provide an explanation of social cohesion that is theoretically related to 
thee entire array of other group phenomena that occur in groups of all types (Hogg 1992, Hogg 
&&  Terry, 2000). 

Thee basic mechanism of group phenomena according to the SCT is the cognitive 
processs of categorization described earlier (the accentuation of similar stimuli belonging to 
thee same category and different stimuli in different categories). This categorization can take 
placee at different levels of abstraction. In a group process, such as cohesion, the ingroup-
outgroupp level is considered the most relevant. This level is also referred to as one that defines 
one'ss social identity. Social identity is described as one's conception of self in terms of 
definingg features of a self-inclusive social category that renders self stereotypically 
"interchangeable""  with other ingroup members and distinct from outgroup members. 
(Personal(Personal identity refers to one's conception of self as unique and distinct from all other 
humans,, and/or in terms of unique relationships). Thus a process of depersonalization takes 
place,, which can be considered as the process underlying several group phenomena, including 
sociall  cohesion (Ellemers, Spears & Doosje 1997; Hogg, 1992; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Turner, 
1985). . 

CohesionCohesion as social attraction 
Thee SIT and SCT reject the idea that group cohesiveness can be equated with interpersonal 
attraction,, because they consider cohesiveness as a group process and interpersonal attraction 
ass an interpersonal process. They see a clear distinction between two forms of attraction: 
personalpersonal attraction and social attraction. Both can be described as a positive feeling on the 
partt of one person about another, but the generative processes underlying each are considered 
too be quite different. 

Sociall  attraction is regarded as "a depersonalized liking based upon prototypicality 
andd generated by self-categorization" (Hogg, 1992:100). In other words, social attraction is an 
attractionn to a group embodied by specific group members. The object of the attraction is not 
aa unique, individual person, but the prototype that this person embodies and thus, 
interchangeably.. How much individuals are liked is considered a function of their perceived 
prototypicalityy and the degree of the positive attitude of the perceiver towards the group as it 
iss protorypically represented. Personal attraction is described as "idiosyncratic and grounded 
inn specific interpersonal relationships" (Hogg, 1992:100). It refers to an interpersonal feeling 
orr attitude towards another person and the perception of this person as a unique and non-
interchangeablee entity. It is lead by personal preferences and the course of interpersonal 
relationships.. The diagram in figure 2.1 presents the differences between both forms of 
attraction. . 
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AntecedentsAntecedents Process Consequences Phenomenology 

Contextuall cues to 
salientt common 
categoryy membership 

Self-categorization n 
Depersonalized,, group-
basedd social attraction 

Positivee interindividual 
attitude,, associated 
withh an array of group 
behaviors s 

Contextuall cues to 
salientt individuality or 
interpersonal l 
relationships s 

Favorablee appraisal of 
eachh other, and/or the 
relationship p 

Personalizedd personal-
relationship-based d 
personalpersonal attraction 

Positivee interindividual 
attitude,, associated 
withh interpersonal 
behaviors s 

Figur ee 2.1: Socia l attraction , persona l attraction , and individua l conduc t (Hogg , 1992:101) 

Thee effect of intergroup relations, which is relevant in an organizational context, can also be 
explainedd on the basis of the SCT. According to the SIT, people try to maintain a favorable 
evaluationn of their own (groups). Consequently, ingroup prototypes are generally positively 
evaluated.. Thus intragroup attraction (social attraction for an ingroup member) may vary in 
termss of positiveness, but is usually not negative. On the other hand, it is assumed that 
intergroupp attraction, which is described as attraction that is depersonalized in terms of an 
outgroupp prototype, will be less positive - or even negative. To some extent, an interaction 
betweenn both forms of attraction may exist because of the need to evaluate other (out)groups 
lesss positively in order to maintain a favorable evaluation of one's own group. This will be 
discussedd at greater length in Chapter 3. 

DefiningDefining cohesion in organizational groups 
Ass outlined above, Hogg's approach to cohesion offers certain advantages: not constrained by 
size,, longevity, dispersion and the incorporation of intergroup context. In light of that, his 
approachh is useful in studying cohesion within organizations. Moreover, Hogg describes 
sociall  attraction (cohesion) as the result of self-categorization (social process), which falls in 
linee with the idea that cohesion in organizations should be regarded as an (input or) output 
variablee of a social process. If we were to place this approach to cohesion within an 
organizationall  context, we could define social cohesion in organizational task-related groups 
ass follows: 

"...attraction"...attraction to the group as that group is embodied by specific group members, so 
thatthat the object of positive attitude and feelings is not actually the unique individual 
person,person, but the prototype that he/she embodies" (Hogg, 1992: 100), which can occur 
inin groups of any size within organizations. 

Thiss "social attraction to the group" is experienced by individual group members. Cohesion is 
aa group phenomenon and social cohesion within organizational groups is determined by the 
individual'ss experiences of social attraction. How these experiences should be measured and 
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aggregatedd to a group level is a rather complex question. As explained in Chapter 3, there is 
noo consensus on how to measure cohesion. One frequently used method, however, is by 
meanss of measuring interpersonal attraction and simply aggregating the scores to the group 
level.. By applying this method to measure social cohesion in organizational groups, we would 
excludee the role of intergroup relations and may obscure the role of possible outgroupers. 
Thesee difficulties should be taken into consideration in conceptualizing and operationalizing 
sociall  cohesion in organizational groups. 

2.44 Related socia l phenomen a in organization s 

Thee first chapter of this dissertation mentions several social constructs or processes related to 
sociall  cohesion or attraction. This section devotes more extensive attention to these constructs 
(i.e.. social capital, organizational citizenship behavior, trust, commitment and identification) 
andd their relationships with social cohesion in an organizational context. Discussing social 
processess and concepts within an organizational context can be a rather complex task. After 
all,, every concept is somehow related to every other concept. Moreover, benefits for the 
organization,, which are seen as outcomes of these social processes, often overlap. This 
sectionn does not attempt to present a complete overview of the literature concerning social 
processess in organizations. However, we will try to position cohesion with respect to other 
sociall  processes and concepts in organizations with a view to improving our understanding of 
thee concept itself and of its value for the smooth functioning of an organization. 

Inn Chapter 1, cohesion was referred to as one of the generators of social capital, which is 
consideredd to be of great value for organizations and one that is gaining attention in the 
literature.. Several (general) definitions of social capital can be found in the literature. 
Exampless include: 1) "... an asset that inheres in social relations and networks." (Leana & 
Vann Buren, 1999:538); and 2) "... The sum of resources, actual or virtual, that accrues to an 
individuall  or group by virtue of possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalized 
relationshipss of mutual acquaintance and recognition" (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992:119). 
Thus,, social capital involves social relations, maintained by an individual, group, community, 
etc.. Social capital can be considered as either an individual or organizational asset. It has been 
referredd to, for instance, as the assets tied to the manager's network (Coleman, 1988) as well 
ass "... a resource reflecting the character of social relations within the firm." (Leana & Van 
Buren,, 1999:538). The latter concerns social capital at organizational level. Leana &Van 
Burenn (1999) have formulated a model of organizational social capital, describing the concept 
ass consisting of two components: 1) associability (willingness and ability of participants in an 
organizationn to subordinate individual goal and associated actions to collective goals and 
action);; and 2) trust. As antecedents of social capital, they listed stable relationships, strong 
normss and specified roles. The first two antecedents are strongly related to social cohesion as 
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describedd in the section above. This indicates that cohesion can be considered one of the 
generatorss of social capital. 

Sociall  capital is valuable to an organization at the individual and organizational level. 
Itt can, for instance, facilitate an individual's access to information and resources (Burt, 1997; 
Campbell,, Marsden & Hurlbert, 1986; Coleman, 1990). It may also help individuals to 
coordinatee task interdependencies and facilitate cooperation and collective action (Gargiulo, 
1993;; Walker, Kogut & Shan, 1997). Nahapiet & Ghoshal (1998) argue that social capital can 
facilitatee the intellectual capability of organizations. Tsai & Ghoshal (1998) found that 
organizationall  social capital positively affects product innovation. Leana & van Buren (1999) 
listedd benefits such as commitment justification, work flexibility , collective organization and 
intellectuall  capital as outcomes of organizational social capital. On the other hand, they also 
acknowledgee the costs that social capital inevitably entails, such as maintenance (or the 
relationships)) costs, resistance to change and innovation, and an institutionalized power 
structure.. In line with these costs, Gargiulo & Benassi (2000) emphasize the limited flexibilit y 
too renew the composition of a network that results from a strong cohesive relationship. In 
spitee of the costs, social capital is considered to be a valuable asset to an organization, 
facilitatingg its smooth functioning. 

Thee two distinguished components of social capital, associability and trust, are also separately 
studiedd social phenomena in organizations. Associability, described by Leana & Van Buren as 
thee willingness to perform a certain behavior for the benefit of the organization, is closely 
relatedd to what is referred to in the literature as organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). 
OCBB involves helping behaviors and gestures that benefit the organization, but that are not 
requiredd in an individual's function or role (Organ, 1988, 1990). These kinds of behaviors are 
nott explicitly rewarded or specifically outlined in the individual's job description (Organ, 
1988).. Kidwell, Mossholder & Bennet (1997) suggest that group cohesion can be seen as an 
importantt situational antecedent of OCB. Earlier research also indicated a positive correlation 
betweenn cohesion and OCB (George & Bettenhausen, 1990). These findings indirectly 
supportt the idea of cohesion as an influence in the development of social capital. 

Thee same can be said for the concept of trust. McAllister (1995) defines interpersonal 
trusttrust in organizations as "... the extent to which a person is confident in, and willing to act on 
thee basis of the words, actions, and decisions of another." (1995: 25). Trust can be considered 
ass the basis for interpersonal relations, cooperation and stability in social institutions 
(Lewicki,, McAllister & Bies, 1998). In line with these assumptions, earlier research shows a 
positivee relationship between trust and cohesion (Bernthal & Insko, 1993). 

Twoo other social phenomena often mentioned in relation to cohesion are commitment and 
identification.. Both concepts are mutually related. Some researchers even consider them to be 
interchangeablee (Becker, 1992; Ellemers, Kortekaas & Ouwerkerk, 1999), although Ashforth 
andd Meal (1989) make a clear distinction between both concepts. Social identification or 
"identificationn with a psychological group" has been described as a form of attachment based 
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onn a process of emphasizing similarities with members of the group, a process that occurs 
becausee of a desire for belonging (i.e., Burke, 1972; Cheney, 1983). Ashforth and Meal's 
(1989)) approach to identification is based on the Social Identity Theory discussed earlier. 
Theyy define organizational identification as "... the perceived oneness with an organization 
andd the experience of the organization's successes and failure's as one's own" (1989:103). 
Theirr approach is closely related to the approach to cohesion as a form of social attraction, 
whichh considers the development of a social identity as the basis of group phenomena, such as 
sociall  cohesion. Other researchers also argue that a (positive) relationship exists between 
cohesionn and identification (Bouas & Arrow, 1996; Riordan & Weatherly, 1999; Hogg and 
Terry,, 2000; Turner, 1982, 1984). 

Organizationall  commitment has been defined by Mowday, Steers & Porter (1979) as 
"thee relative strength of an individual's identification with, and involvement in a particular 
organization.""  (1979:226). This form of commitment can be referred to as affective 
commitmentt (McFarlane Shore, Barksdale & Shore, 1995; Meyer & Allen, 1984), suggesting 
thatt an employee is committed to and wishes to remain with an organization because of an 
emotionall  attachment to it and identification with its goals. A close look at this approach 
wouldd show fairly clear links with identification processes and social cohesion. Ellemers, 
Kortekaass & Ouwekerk (1999), for instance, consider affective commitment as a separate 
componentt of social identity. From this viewpoint, commitment can be considered to be 
relatedd to the approach to cohesion as social attraction. Other research supports the 
relationshipp between work group cohesion and organizational (affective) commitment 
(Mathieuu & Zajac, 1990; Mullen & Copper, 1994; Podsakoff, Mackenzie & Bommer, 1996; 
Wech,, Mossholder, Steel & Bennet (1998). Less recently, cohesion and commitment were 
consideredd to be interchangeable. From this perspective, cohesion has been defined as the 
commitmentt of group members to the group task. (Goodman, Ravlin & Schminke, 1987; 
Hackman,, 1976). However, this concerns task cohesion rather than social cohesion. 

Consideringg these social phenomena and their relationships with cohesion, we could argue 
thatt the role of social cohesion as a generator of the development of social capital within an 
organizationn may be its most valuable asset. Organizational identification and commitment 
mayy be considered as antecedents of social cohesion, although there is support for the idea of 
aa mutual relationship between cohesion and commitment. Given the theories underlying the 
approachh to cohesion as social attraction, identification processes, such as those described by 
Ashforthh & Meal (1989), are particularly important to the development of cohesion. In 
keepingg with the SIT, Ashforth and Meal (1989) describe social identification as a perception 
off  oneness with a group of persons, which stems from the categorization of individuals. As 
possiblee outcomes of this process, they list consequences, such as intragroup cohesion, 
cooperation,, altruism and positive evaluations of the group. According to the SIT, however, 
identificationn can arise even in the absence of interpersonal cohesion, similarity or interaction: 
"sociall  identity is the cognitive mechanism which makes group behavior possible" (Turner, 
1982:21).. We could argue, therefore, that social identification not only precedes cohesion, 

24 4 



DefiningDefining and Positioning Social Cohesion in an Organizational Context 

butt should also be considered a condition necessary to its development. This assumption also 
fallss in line with the (above- mentioned) ideas of Ellemers, Spears & Doosje (1997), who state 
thatt self-categorization explains when and how the salience of one's personal or social 
identityy may guide various social perceptions or behavior, such as the choice to become 
cohesivee towards a group. 

Thee diagram in figure 2.2 positions cohesion in an organizational context with respect to other 
sociall  phenomena. The arrows represent the relationships between the different social 
constructss as discussed in this section. Organizational culture, as briefly described in section 
2.2,, is also related and overlaps in part with these social constructs. One could consider these 
constructss to be a manifestation of an organization's culture. 

OrganizationOrganization as a social entity 
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Figur ee 2.2: Socia l construct s withi n organization s 

Inn summary cohesion is very valuable to organizations, especially in its role as a generator of 
sociall  capital. Secondly, in discussing the related social concepts, we noted that identification 
iss not only related to cohesion, but should be considered a condition required for its 
development.. We should examine this concept more closely, further conceptualizing cohesion 
inn organizations in the following chapter. 
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2.55 Summar y 

Thiss chapter answers part of the first sub-question. Several approaches to social cohesion 
weree discussed, as well as characteristics of the organizational context in which this social 
conceptt is studied. Most of the literature on cohesion is based on small groups. The most 
commonn definition of cohesion is "interpersonal attraction." Several reviews confirm that 
groupp cohesion is widely regarded as equivalent to interpersonal attraction. Other approaches 
emphasizee the multidimensionality of cohesion, regarding cohesion as consisting of social 
cohesionn and task cohesion. However, our research focuses on social cohesion only. One 
approach,, which was very interesting for our study, describes social cohesion as a form of 
sociall  attraction that results from a social process. This approach is claimed to be applicable 
inn smaller and larger groups, as well as to incorporate the role of intergroup contexts. In fact, 
itt appeared to be the most suitable for studying social cohesion in an organizational context. 
Thiss is because of the characteristics of organizational task-related groups as described in this 
chapter.. (These groups are formed by the formal organizational structure, and not on a 
voluntaryy basis by their members, vary in size and maintain horizontal and vertical 
relationshipss with each other). Based on this approach, cohesion in organizational task-related 
groupss has been defined as a form of social attraction between group members resulting from 
aa self-categorization process. 

Too gain more insight into the value of cohesion for organizations, cohesion was 
discussedd in relation with other social concepts or processes that take place in an 
organizationall  context. It appears that the contribution cohesion can make towards the 
developmentt of social capital, which is considered to be highly valuable to the smooth 
functioningg of organizations, may be considered its most valuable asset to an organization. In 
discussingg the relationships between cohesion and other social constructs, we also gained a 
betterr understanding of the concept itself. One of the most striking findings concerns the 
speciall  role that identification appears to play in the development of social cohesion. It was 
assumedd that identification should be considered a condition necessary to the existence of 
sociall  attraction. A more extensive discussion of cohesion in terms of social attraction should 
includee the role of identification. 

Althoughh researchers have studied and formed theories about cohesion for over fifty 
yearss - resulting in different approaches to it - no consensus has been reached about this social 
concept.. Moreover, in spite of the importance of cohesion to the smooth functioning of 
organizations,, suitable measures for organizational research and practical application appear 
too be lacking (Carless & De Paola, 2000). Chapter 3 presents a conceptual model of social 
cohesionn in organizations, addressing the second part of sub-question 1. Because of the lack 
off  a suitable measurement for cohesion in organizational groups (which is further illustrated 
inn the following section), the conceptualizing of cohesion should also serve as a basis for 
operationalizingg cohesion in organizational groups. 
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Chapte rr  3 
AA Conceptua l Model of Socia l Cohesio n in Organization s 

Inn the previous chapter, we defined cohesion in organizational groups and discussed its value 
too the smooth functioning of organizations. This chapter presents a conceptual model of social 
cohesionn in organizational groups outlining the different aspects related to the self-
categorizationn process and the concept of cohesion itself. In formulating this model, we will 
addresss the second part of sub-question 1. This model is also intended to serve as a basis for 
thee operationalization of cohesion in organizational groups. As mentioned in chapter 2, 
suitablee measures for organizational research and practical application appear to be lacking. 
Mostt studies of cohesion focus on small groups whose members see each other regularly and 
knoww each other well. The measurements of cohesion most systematically addressed in the 
areaa of sports and exercise psychology, and in therapy groups, all measure some form of 
interpersonall  attraction (Evans and Jarvis, 1986; Martens & Peterson, 1971; Schutz, 1966; 
Stokes,, 1983; Widmeyer, Brawley and Carron, 1985; Yukelson, Weinberg and Jackson, 
1984).. Moreover, these measurements take little, if any, account of the impact of relationships 
betweenn groups. This also applies to attempts to conceptualize and operationalize cohesion in 
organizationall  groups (e.g. Carless & DePaola, 2000; Kidwell, Mossholder & Bennet, 1997). 
Sincee they are geared exclusively towards small work groups, they too take very littl e account 
off  intergroup relations and are, therefore, unsuitable for this study. 

Inn formulating a conceptual model, we will explore the research on cohesion. As 
mentionedd earlier, most of the literature regards cohesion as interpersonal attraction. 
Consequently,, most studies into cohesion have also treated cohesion as interpersonal 
attraction,, operationalized as "liking among members" or "intragroup liking." However, 
thesee studies include no clear analysis of the actual process underlying the attraction. The 
studiedd "liking among [group] members" may be interpersonal - as well as social - attraction. 
Inn light of this, it is worthwhile to explore the results of these studies in conceptualizing 
cohesionn or social attraction in organizations. Section 3.1 discusses these studies, presenting a 
listt of antecedents and consequences of social cohesion, such as intragroup liking. Section 3.2 
offerss an interpretation of these antecedents and consequences - based on the perspective of 
cohesionn as social attraction and taking account of characteristics of organizational groups. 
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Onee of the advantages to Hogg's approach to cohesion is that it covers the role of 
intergroupp behavior. Section 3.3 discusses ingroup and outgroup behavior, and the 
consequencess for cohesion in organizational groups, in the light of Hogg's approach. Finally, 
sectionn 3.4 presents a conceptual model of cohesion (social attraction) in organizational 
groups. . 

3.11 Researc h of cohesio n as int rag roup likin g 

Inn their review - including data since the late 1940s on antecedents and consequences of 
cohesion,, defined as "liking among group members" - Lott and Lott (1965) listed several 
antecedentss and consequences of cohesion. They tried to document the findings of 
"investigationss of real or simulated interaction among persons who are in association with one 
anotherr on a relatively voluntary basis" (1965:260). (They did not, however, examine 
problemss of methodology and measurement). Hogg (1992) summarized and updated their 
findings.. Cartwright & Zander (1968) also presented a list of antecedents and consequences of 
cohesion,, summarized by Steers (1991). In this section, we will examine these reviews closely 
andd complement their findings with more recent findings in presenting a list of antecedents 
andd consequences based on research into cohesion. 

AntecedentsAntecedents of intragroup liking. 
Itt would seem safe to assume that factors traditionally associated with group formation, (e.g. 
interaction,, liking physical proximity, shared goals and threat, common history etc.) are 
relatedd in some way to the development of cohesion. In fact, the reviews by Lott and Lott 
(1965)) and Cartwright and Zander (1968), make regular mention of these factors. Several of 
thee social phenomena discussed in the previous chapter were also referred to as antecedents of 
cohesion.. However these "antecedents" are quite different from the antecedents or conditions 
underr which cohesion can easily develop that we are examining in this section. In studying 
thee possible effect of ICT on cohesion in organizational groups, we must identify situational 
factorss important to the development or maintenance of cohesion that can be altered by the 
usee of ICT. These factors are referred to as antecedents of cohesion. 

Inn both reviews, propinquity and interaction between group members were listed as 
increasingg attraction between group members. Lott and Lott (1965) listed 19 studies that 
showedd this positive relationship. However, negative relationships have been found in cases 
off  forced propinquity or interaction, especially among people of different ethnic and/or racial 
backgroundss (Festinger, 1953; Gundlach, 1956; Cook, 1978). According to Steers (1991), the 
positivee effect of propinquity is related to time and shared experiences. Members of a group 
cann develop a closeness born of shared experiences if they interact with each other continually 
overr longer periods of time. This could also be referred to as group maturity. Lott & Lott did 
nott mention group maturity as an antecedent. The influence of shared experiences, however, 
iss seen in their review in different appearances. They listed ten studies, for instance, that 
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showedd a positive relationship between the experience of threat or frustration by a group and 
likingg among its members. Cartwright & Zander (1968) also argued that when a group senses 
ann external threat or hostility, its members tend to bond more closely. More recently, 
Rothbergerr (1997) found that the external threat increased the perception of homogeneity by 
groupp members. Studies of shared experiences of failure or success resulted in different 
outcomes.. In some cases, a positive relationship was found between liking among group 
memberss and the experience of failure (Berkowitz, Levy and Harvey, 1957; Thibaut, 1950; 
Shaww and Gilchrist, 1955). In other cases, no relationship was identified - either with 
experiencess of failure or success (Burnstein and McRae, 1962; Zander, Stotland and Wolfe, 
1960).. Given that shared experiences over longer periods of time can lead to closeness 
betweenn group members, it can be argued that sharing more extreme experiences, such as 
threat,, failure or successes may accelerate this process. This explanation falls in line with the 
positivee relationship found in a study by Schopler and Bates (1962) between liking and the 
severityy of an unpleasant initiation to entry in a group. 

Similarityy or homogeneity between group members is also listed in both reviews. In 
manyy studies, however, the question remains unresolved as to whether similarity, especially 
withh regard to attitudes or values, creates intragroup liking or whether intragroup liking 
resultss in (perceived) similarity between group members (Brown, 1984; Hogg, 1992). As 
regardingg similarity in background (race, ethnicity, occupation, age), Lott & Lott listed 6 
studiess that report a positive relationship with intragroup liking. However, Hogg (1992) 
argues,, based on studies by Seashore (1954), Lazarsfield & Merton (1954) and Byrne & 
Wongg (1962), that certain interesting qualifications suggest that the question of whether these 
backgroundd variables influence cohesion depends on the importance of the variable to the 
groupp or to the individual member. Similarity of status is also of influence. In general, 
findingss show that groups with a higher degree of status congruence are more cohesive 
(Hogg,, 1992). Finally, similarity in personality traits may be of influence. Again, however, a 
distinctionn should be made between actual similarities and perceived similarities. The latter 
mayy also be a consequence of cohesion. Moreover, the results of studies into the role of 
similarityy in personality vary. Lerner & Becker (1962) and Israel (1956), for instance, showed 
thatt in cooperative interaction, similarity in personality positively affects liking. By contrast, 
personalityy dissimilarity showed a positive effect in competitive interaction. 

Naturally,, behavioral or personality characteristics in general will also influence the 
degreee to which an individual member is liked. People who display friendly and open 
behaviorr are more liked than group members who show opposite behaviors (Hogg, 1992). 
Oncee again, however, the causality remains unclear. Do people act friendly because they like 
thee other members, or are they liked because of their friendly behavior? The same can be said 
forr cooperation, which is listed by Lott and Lott as a special characteristic of the group 
situation,, and which was found by six studies to be positively related to intragroup liking. 
Again,, the question of whether cooperative behavior results from liking between group 
memberss or vice versa remains open. 

30 0 



AA Conceptual Model of Social Cohesion in Organizations 

Iff  a group has a leader, his or her influence can be important. Within this context, Lott 
andd Lott found two studies that reported a positive relationship between democracy and 
intragroupp liking. More detailed analysis, however, indicates that the democratic character of 
aa leader does not have to be the determining factor. Rather, it appears that groups who achieve 
theirr goals, due to any form of effective leadership regime, are characterized by more 
intragroupp liking (Hogg, 1992). For instance, groups that are clearly told what to accomplish, 
mayy develop more intragroup liking, because of a shared sense of mission and the absence of 
conflictt (Cartwright & Zander, 1968; Steers, 1991). 

Finally,, Porter & Lawler (1965) have reviewed a large number of studies of work 
groupss in organizations and found that group size negatively affects group cohesion. In their 
review,, Cartwright & Zander (1968) also mention group size. Smaller groups develop group 
cohesionn more easily, possibly because of less complex interaction patterns (Steers, 1991). 
Moree recently, a study by Ellemers (1999) indicated a negative relationship between group 
sizee and self-categorization. 

Inn summary, propinquity, interaction, group size, group maturity, shared experiences, 
similarityy and any form of effective leadership were found to be related to intragroup liking. 
Al ll  of these factors have been argued to be antecedents of cohesion. However, in some cases, 
thee question of causality remains unclear, especially with regard to (perceived) similarity, 
cooperationn and personality traits. Secondly, the relationships found in research are 
sometimess contradictory, (e.g. the experience of failure or success). Propinquity and 
interaction,, when forced between individuals of different (ethnic or racial) backgrounds, may 
havee a negative effect on liking. 

ConsequencesConsequences of intragroup liking 
Severall  studies reported by Lott & Lott (1965) have found a relationship between cohesion 
andd evaluation of self, the (group) situation and other group members. In cohesive groups 
one'ss self-evaluation is influenced by liked group members. Over time, group members tend 
too develop a conception of self, which is consistent with their own evaluation of liked others. 
Thus,, in cohesive groups, members tend to evaluate themselves in line with the group norms 
andd standards. As regarding evaluation of the situation, studies show that liking among group 
memberss is associated with a positive evaluation of the ambient circumstances of the group 
interactionn as well as the interaction itself (Lott & Lott, 1965; Hogg, 1992). Thus, members of 
cohesivee groups tend to evaluate their own group positively and are satisfied with their 
situation.. Liking among group members was found to accentuate perceptions of attitudinal, 
personality,, and value similarity (Byrne, 1971). Other research in the field of evaluation of 
otherss in cohesive groups reveals that behaviors of liked members are evaluated more 
positivelyy than that of less liked members and that liking among group members enhances 
interpersonall  sensitivity to the needs, feelings and beliefs of group members (Hogg, 1992). 
Withh respect to members of other groups, cohesive groups that have experienced frustration, 
tendd to show more hostility or aggression than less cohesive groups (Hogg, 1992). 
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Peoplee in cohesive groups tend to conform to group standards and produce intragroup 
uniformityy of conduct. Individuals will typically submit to the will of the group, especially 
whenn the group is seen as highly instrumental to achieving personal goals (Cartwright & 
Zander,, 1968; Steers, 1991). The most liked members generally have the greatest influence on 
members'' behaviors (Hogg, 1992). Members of a cohesive group reject and do not conform to 
deviates.. They also appear to resist changing opinions that they share with the members of the 
groupp they like (are attracted to). 

Inn groups characterized by greater interpersonal attraction more, less-inhibited, and 
betterr quality communication takes place (Hogg, 1992). Moreover, studies show that loyalty 
andd participation exist in cohesive groups, a greater degree of participation in group activities, 
lesss absenteeism (related to satisfaction and member maintenance) and that members tend to 
bee more cooperative (Steers, 1991). However, with regard to these forms of cooperative 
behavior,, the question of causality remains open. This may be related to the personality traits 
discussedd as an antecedent of liking among members, a discussion that gave rise to the 
question:: "do people act friendly and open (cooperative) because they like the other 
members,, or are they liked because of their friendly and open behavior?" 

Finallyy Lott & Lott (1965), listed task performance and learning as consequences of 
intragroupp liking, although in both cases, contradictory results were found. They found 
severall  studies that showed that the productivity of a group was increased by intragroup 
liking,, while other studies reported no effect or the reverse effect (intragroup liking 
decreasingg productivity). Hogg (1992) explains the contradictory findings by pointing out that 
attractionn increases conformity to group standards and such standards do not necessarily 
specifyy good performance or high productivity. Research in the area of learning is 
concentratedd in studies involving classroom settings. The findings are contradictory as well. 
Positivee atmospheres and positive relationships with the teacher, or among subjects, 
sometimess produce an increase in learning. At other times, these have a diminishing effect, 
andd on occasion, have no effect at all. 

Evaluationn of the self, the group and its situation, uniformity/conformity between group 
members,, several forms of cooperative behavior (loyalty, participation, open communication), 
taskk performance, learning, and a negative attitude towards (members of) other groups were 
foundd to be consequences of intragroup liking or cohesion. With respect to task performance 
(productivity)) and learning, however, contradictory results were found. 

Tablee 3.1 lists both the antecedents and consequences of intragroup liking as discussed in this 

section.. The factors, whose causality remains open to question, have (provisionally) been 

placedd separately from both consequences and antecedents. 
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AntecedentsAntecedents of intragroup liking 

Propinquityy (+) 
Interactionn (+) 
Sharedd experiences (+) 
Groupp maturity (+) 
Groupp size (-) 
Effectivee leadership {+) 

ConsequencesConsequences of intragroup liking 

Evaluationn of the self {+) 
Evaluationn of the group and its situation (+) 
Negativee attitude (aggression) towards other 

Groupss {+) 
Taskk performance (+/-) 
Learningg (+/-) 

CausalityCausality undetermined 

Similarity/homogeneityy (personality, background, status) (+) 
(perceived)) uniformity/conformity (+) 
Personalityy traits (+/-) 
Cooperativee behavior (+) 

Tablee 3.1: Antecedent s and consequence s of "intragrou p liking" . 

Thee following section presents an interpretation of these findings from the perspective of 
Hogg'ss approach to social cohesion. This interpretation aims to conceptualize cohesion as 
sociall  attraction in organizational groups. 

3.22 Antecedent s and consequence s of socia l attractio n in organizationa l 
groups . . 

Thiss section discusses and interprets the listed antecedents and consequences of "liking 
amongg members" from the perspective of cohesion as social attraction. This results in a list of 
situationall  factors (antecedents) that are important to the development of social attraction in 
organizationall  groups, and a list of consequences, forming the phenomenology of social 
attractionn in these groups. Secondly, we wil l discuss identification with the group in relation 
too social attraction as a "special kind of antecedent" to social attraction. In chapter 2, this 
sociall  phenomenon was referred to as a condition necessary to the development of cohesion 
(attraction).. As such, it must be taken into consideration in conceptualizing cohesion in 
organizations. . 

InterpretationInterpretation of antecedents and consequences of cohesion 
Cohesionn in organizational groups has been defined as a form of social attraction to a group, 
precededd by the process of self-categorization. Hogg describes antecedents of self-
categorizationn as contextual cues of common membership. However, not all of the 
antecedentss listed in Table 3.1 would appear to fit this description. Propinquity, similarity of 
backgroundd or status, and shared experiences can indeed serve as a cue of common 
membership.. These antecedents can point to some form of belonging or recognition. 
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Similarityy has been described as an antecedent as well as a consequence. Considering the SIT 
andd SCT, which claim that people accentuate similarities between (liked) group members, a 
distinctionn should be made between actual similarities and perceived similarity/uniformity. 
Thee latter can be seen as a consequence of the self-categorization process, based on 
observationss of group members. These observations often concern personality traits, since 
thosee are susceptible to subjective interpretations by fellow members. Actual similarities, such 
ass the same background, age or function/tasks within a group, may serve as a contextual cue 
off  common membership. 

Groupp size or maturity, frequent interaction and leadership are actually better referred 
too as facilitators of liking among members. In Hogg's terminology, these factors cannot be 
consideredd antecedents of cohesion. However, they do still influence and can increase or 
intensifyy liking among group members, and will therefore in this dissertation be treated as 
antecedents.. A process of self-categorization that takes place in a group, based on similarities 
andd shared experiences, can be facilitated or intensified by frequent interaction within the 
groupp or less complex social interaction patterns in smaller groups. Secondly, if a group exists 
forr a long period of time, more experiences over a longer period can be shared, which in turn, 
cann serve as a cue for self-categorization. Finally, leaders can create a climate in which self-
categorizationn can take place, for instance by setting clear goals that members have to share or 
coordinating,, facilitating or intensifying interaction between members. 

Personalityy traits could also be referred to as an antecedent. Viewing personality traits 
ass a contextual cue of common membership, involves interpreting or forming an opinion 
aboutt a group member's behavior. According to the SIT and SCT, that in turn, involves 
makingg a comparison with oneself and thus, with similarities or differences with group 
members.. Therefore, it should be seen more as a part of the self-categorization process than as 
ann antecedent. Still, some personality traits will cause certain individuals to be more easily 
attractedd to a group (e.g. a stronger than average need to belong). From this perspective, 
certainn personality traits can be considered as antecedents. 

Inn the previous chapter, cohesion is referred to as one of the generators of social capital. Not 
surprisingly,, consequences of cohesion can be seen as attitudes towards the group, resulting in 
orr accompanied by a certain behavior. Or, as Hogg put it, "positive interindividual attitude, 
associatedd with an array of group behaviors" (1992:101). It is important to make a distinction 
betweenn the consequences of cohesion that can be described as the phenomenology of social 
attractionn (Hogg, 1992), and attitudes and/or behaviors that are merely related to cohesion. 
Withh respect to the first kind, one could say that these attitudes and behaviors are 
phenomenal/cann be observed in cohesive groups and therefore can serve as a measure or 
indicationn for the degree of cohesion in a group. The second kind involves attitudes/behaviors 
thatt are often seen in cohesive groups, but do not necessarily occur. To formulate a conceptual 
modell  of cohesion also useful for operationalizing cohesion in organizational groups, the 
phenomenologyy of cohesion must be covered by this model. 
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Accordingg to the SIT, people try to make intergroup comparisons that favor their own 
group.. In cohesive groups, members will , therefore, evaluate the group positively. Table 3.1 
alsoo presents the situation of the group. However, in Hogg's terminology (positive 
interindividuall  attitude), the positive evaluation only refers to fellow group members. Positive 
evaluationss of other aspects of the group (satisfaction with the (group) situation) are fairly 
possiblee outcomes of cohesion than part of the phenomenology of cohesion. A "negative 
attitudee towards other groups" is strongly related to the issue of intergroup relations, which 
wil ll  be discussed in the third section of this chapter. "Evaluation of the self' is an exception 
thatt proves the rule. In the self-categorization theory, the depersonalization of self-perception 
iss the basic process underlying group phenomena. In cohesive groups, members categorize 
themselvess as prototypical group members. From this perspective, self-evaluation must be 
consideredd to be part of the self-categorization process. 

Thee degree to which group members are liked is considered to be a function of their 
perceivedd prototypicality, and of the degree of the positive attitude of the perceiver towards 
thee group. Thus, we can expect similarities between group members in cohesive groups to be 
perceivedd (positive interpersonal attitude). This was also explained in our discussion of the 
antecedentss to cohesion as social attraction. With respect to perceived similarity, Table 3.1 
listss such terms as uniformity and conformity. By conforming to group standards or norms, 
memberss of cohesive groups produce some form of uniformity, which manifests itself in a 
similarityy (perceived by the group members) in behavior and personality traits. 

Likingg among group members and a positive evaluation of the group, as is the case in 
cohesivee groups, can manifest themselves in more open communication and loyalty between 
groupp members (positive interpersonal attitudes), as well as in cooperation (group behavior). 

Finallyy "task performance" and "learning" are possible outcomes or aspects related to 
cohesionn and not part of the phenomenology of cohesion. Hogg's explanation, in which he 
considerss uniformity as an interim step that can reduce or increase productivity, also indicates 
this.. In other words: cohesion, which involves a certain degree of uniformity, may but does 
nott have to lead to more or less productivity or learning within a group. 

Thiss interpretation (from the perspectives of the SIT and SCT discussed by Hogg) of the 
researchh on cohesion (e.g. on intragroup liking) takes a first step towards constructing a 
conceptuall  model of cohesion as social attraction in organizational task-related groups. Table 
3.22 summarizes the antecedents and consequences of cohesion as social attraction. 
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FactorsFactors Important to the development of cohesion 

Antecedent s s 
Propinquity y 
Sharedd experiences 
Actuall similarities 
Interaction n 
Effectivee Leadership 
Groupp size 
Groupp maturity 

PhenomenologyPhenomenology of cohesion 

Consequence s s 
Evaluationn of the group 
Perceivedd similarity 
Cooperativee behavior 

Tablee 3.2 Antecedent s and consequence s of cohesio n as socia l attractio n 

Thee next step concerns a further explanation of the role of group identification with regard to 

cohesionn as social attraction. 

IdentificationIdentification and social attraction 
Sociall  identification, as described and defined by Ashforth & Meal (1989), is based on 
principless of the same theories (SIT and SCT) as the approach of cohesion as social attraction. 
Thiss is not surprising considering the considerable role of social identity in explaining 
cohesionn as social attraction. Similar to Hogg's approach to cohesion, Ashforth & Meal point 
outt that according to SIT, individuals try to make intergroup comparisons on dimensions that 
favorr the group, because social categories contribute to the self-concept and are, therefore, 
usefull  to defining and evaluating "self." Consequently, individuals identify with particular 
targetss in part to fulfil l their self-esteem and will gain satisfaction from the successes of those 
targets.. From this perspective, they have defined social identification as a perception of 
onenesss with the group. Organizational identification can be seen as a specific form of social 
identificationn in which the organization functions as a social category. Consequently, 
Ashforthh & Meal define organizational identification as "the perceived oneness with an 
organizationn and the experience of the organization's successes and failures as one's own" 
(1989:103).. Their approach introduces a self-definitional aspect of organizational 
identificationn (organizational identification as providing a partial answer to the question "who 
amm I"). In this approach, they make a clear distinction between organizational identification 
andd the closely related concept of organizational commitment, a concept some consider 
interchangeable. . 

Mostt research in the field of organizational identification focuses on identification 
withh the organization as a whole. Over the past decade, however, other targets of 
identificationn in organizations, such as task groups, subgroups, departments, colleagues, 
occupationss or professions have also been explored (i.e. Barker & Tomkins, 1994; 
Knippenbergg & Schie, 2000; Scott 1997). As discussed with respect to cohesion in 
organizationall  groups, an individual can - simultaneously - be a member of the organization 
ass a whole, of a division within the organization and of one or more workgroups within a 
division.. The identification process can take place at each of these different levels of entities. 
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Thus,, the definition of organizational identification as presented by Ashforth & Meal (1989), 
mayy be slightly adjusted to "the perceived oneness with a target within an organization and 
thee experience of this target's successes and failures as one's own." 

Thiss form of identification can be considered a condition necessary to the development 
off  cohesion. This is most strikingly illustrated by Turner's earlier cited statement (1982): 
"sociall  identity is the cognitive mechanism which makes group behavior possible" (1982:21). 
Nott surprisingly, several of the antecedents of cohesion as social attraction are also related to 
sociall  identification. The set of earlier mentioned factors that are traditionally associated with 
groupp formation, also (partially) affect social identification. However, according to the SIT, 
perceivingg a social category as psychologically real - as embodying characteristics thought 
prototypicall  of its members - an individual can identify with the category by definition. With 
regardd to the aforementioned antecedents of cohesion as social attraction, research has shown 
thatt similarity between group members stimulates identification with that group (Turner et al. 
1987)) and that people are more likely to identify with relatively small groups (Brewer, 1991). 

Moreover,, shared experiences and identification are strongly related. To perceive a 
sociall  category as psychologically real, a group must be distinctive or recognizable. One way 
too achieve a certain degree of distinctiveness is by sharing certain experiences with group 
members.. This idea is incorporated in Ashforth & Meal's definition of organizational 
identificationn and was later used for the operationalization of identification by Meal & 
Ashforthh (1992) and Meal and Tetrick (1997), who emphasized the sharing of experiences, 
successess and failures of the focal organization. Considering identification as an antecedent 
of/necessaryy condition for cohesion, the antecedent of shared experiences as in Table 3.2 no 
longerr needs to be listed separately. 

Inn summary, organizational identification is strongly related to cohesion and can even be 
consideredd a condition necessary to its development. Similar to cohesion, identification can 
takee place with groups at any level of entities in the organization. Moreover, it incorporates 
thee role of shared experiences as an antecedent of cohesion as social attraction. Factors 
traditionallyy associated with group formation can be related to identification, although their 
presencee is not necessary for social identification to occur. Similarity between group members 
andd group size can be considered antecedents of cohesion as well as identification. 

Thee following section presents the last step towards constructing a conceptual model 
off  cohesion as social attraction in a discussion of the role of intergroup relations. 

3.33 Intergrou p relation s 

Itt was argued that intergroup relations define the relative value of groups. People try to 
maintainn a favorable evaluation of their own group(s). Consequently, intragroup attraction 
(sociall  attraction for a ingroup member) may vary in terms of positiveness, but is usually not 
negative.. Intergroup attraction, or social attraction for a (prototype of a) member of a different 
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groupp will be less positive, or even negative. Considering this idea, cohesion or social 
attractionn is actually determined by two components: 1) ingroup attraction and 2) outgroup 
attraction.. These interact with each other to some extent: in order to maintain a favorable 
evaluationn of one's own group, other groups will be evaluated less positively. The 
consequencess of social attraction, listed in Table 3.2, can be measured for ingroup attraction 
ass well as outgroup attraction. In other words, they can be measured with regard to one's own 
groupp as well as with regard to a group's environment consisting of other groups and/or larger 
entitiess of which the group forms part. 

AA closer look at this interaction between ingroup and outgroup attraction would reveal 
howw outgroup attraction can influence intergroup relations. The stronger the ingroup 
attraction,, the weaker any outgroup attraction is likely to be, and vice versa. This interaction 
cann take place at any level of entity within an organization. There is, for instance, the level of 
thee single group and the level of the division of which the group forms part. At both levels, 
interactionn takes place between ingroup and outgroup attraction. At the smallest level of 
entities,, the single work group, the outgroup attraction, is partly directed towards the other 
workk groups that form the same division at the second level of entities. At this level, the 
outgroupp attraction may be directed towards (groups) of other divisions, together forming the 
organization.. If the outgroup attraction of a single group (first level) is stronger, the ingroup 
attractionn of the larger entity to which the group belongs (second level) will be stronger as 
well.. Thus, interaction also takes place between levels of entities. In summary, it can be 
arguedd that a negative relationship may exist between ingroup and outgroup attraction at any 
levell  of entity, and a positive relationship exists between the outgroup attraction and ingroup 
attractionn between different levels of entities. This is outlined in Figure 3.1. 
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Thee relationships presented in Figure 3.1 may imply that attraction towards more than one 
groupp is hardly possible. This is, however, not what is argued by this figure. It is only argued 
thatt if attraction towards group A is fairly strong, members will be less open (and not "not 
open")) to other groups. Other groups will not be evaluated as attractive as group A, but may 
stilll  be seen as attractive. 

Withh regard to social attraction to a group, this seems fairly logical. With regard to 
identificationn with a group, however, a positive relationship was found between two levels of 
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entities,, that is, that of the group and the organization in a study by Simons, Van Wijk & De 
Ridderr (2002). Apparently other factors, such as the perception of a single group as 
representingg the organization as a whole, also play a role. However, the intergroup relations 
shouldd be taken into consideration in discussing cohesion in organizational groups and 
manifestt themselves - although possibly mediated by other factors - as a negative relationship 
betweenn ingroup and outgroup attraction at the same level of entity and a positive relationship 
betweenn outgroup and ingroup attraction at different levels of entities. 

3.44 A conceptual model of cohesion in organizational groups 

Wee have now discussed antecedents and consequences of cohesion as social attraction. We 
havee also discussed and illustrated the role of social identification, arriving at the assumption 
thatt identification should be considered as a condition required for social attraction to occur. 
Thiss also incorporates the role of shared experiences, listed as one of the antecedents of 
cohesionn as social attraction. Section 3.3 focused in on the role of intergroup relations, and 
arrivedd at assumptions regarding the relationship between ingroup and outgroup attraction at 
thee same level of entities and between different levels of entities. In Figure 3.2, cohesion as 
sociall  attraction is conceptualized based on these three steps. 
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Figur ee 3.2: Conceptua l mode l o f cohesio n as socia l attractio n in organizationa l task-relate d 
group s s 
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Itt must be noted again that this model does not claim to be exhaustive. The model is intended 
too serve as a theoretical framework for studying the effects of ICT on cohesion in 
organizationall  groups. For this reason, only antecedents that can be altered by changes in 
organizationall  structure or the introduction of other media for communication processes have 
beenn included. Social identification forms an exception. This aspect appeared to be so closely 
relatedd to cohesion, that it could not be excluded from the model. This means, however, that 
possiblee effects of ICT use on social identification should also be taken into consideration, 
especiallyy since this aspect incorporates the antecedent "shared experiences." Size has been 
includedd because of the expectation that smaller groups may act different from larger groups 
(Chapterr 1). Using this model, we answer the second part of the first sub-question. The 
consequencess or phenomenology of social attraction form the basis for the operationalization 
off  cohesion in organizational groups. 

ImplicationsImplications for operationalizating cohesion for empirical research 
Threee measurable aspects of cohesion as social attraction have been distinguished: 1) 
evaluationn of the group; 2) perceived similarity (in particular with respect to personality 
traits);; and 3) cooperative behavior (including loyalty and open communication). These 
aspectss can be operationalized and tested for use in smaller and larger organizational groups. 
Byy doing this, social attraction towards smaller and larger organizational groups experienced 
byy individual group members is operationalized. Cohesion, however, is a group phenomenon. 
Aggregatingg scores of individual group members to the group level seems to be an 
inappropriatee way to compute cohesion at the group level. As can be seen in the conceptual 
model,, and as argued in the previous section, intergroup relations can play an important role 
withinn an organizational context. Thus, in computing cohesion at the group level, we must 
takee account of outgroup attraction towards the group in the environment. For this study, 
measuringg outgroup attraction may be somewhat too complicated. Since groups of different 
sizess (and thus, different levels of entities) are studied, the environment of a group can vary 
considerably.. Considering these circumstances, it is advisable to operationalize and study 
ingroupp attraction at an individual level as an indicator or strong predictor of social cohesion 
inn organizational groups. 

3.55 Summar y 

Thiss chapter addresses the second part of the first sub-question. The discussion here began by 
examiningg the research into cohesion as intragroup liking. This was followed by an 
interpretationn - based on Hogg's approach to cohesion as social attraction and characteristics 
off  organizational groups - of several previously mentioned antecedents and consequences of 
intragroupp liking. This resulted in an adjusted list of antecedents and consequences of 
cohesionn as social attraction, a list applicable to organizational groups. Identification with the 
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groupp was discussed separately as a special antecedent or condition necessary to the 
developmentt of cohesion. 

Thee next step towards a conceptual model concerned the role of intergroup relations. 
Byy discussing the interaction between ingroup and outgroup attraction, its role could be 
includedd in the final model of social attraction in organizational groups. It was assumed that a 
negativee relationship exists between ingroup and outgroup attraction at any level of entity and 
aa positive relationship between ingroup and outgroup attraction between different levels of 
entities. . 

Nott all possible factors that may influence social cohesion were included in this 
model.. The model was constructed to serve as a theoretical framework or as a basis for a 
theoreticall  exploration of the possible effects of ICT use on social cohesion in organizational 
groups.. In other words, it serves to describe the possible effects of characteristics of ICT on 
thee conditions (antecedents) important to the development of cohesion. The consequences 
listedd had to meet the description of the phenomenology of social attraction, consisting of a 
positivee interindividual attitude associated with an array of group behaviors, (as outlined by 
Hogg).. This has resulted in three measurable aspects of social attraction: 1) evaluation of the 
group;; 2) perceived similarity and 3) cooperative behavior. 

Itt was argued that operationalizing cohesion for empirical research, ingroup attraction 
shouldd be used as an indicator or strong predictor for social cohesion. Simply aggregating 
individuall  scores to the group level was assumed to be insufficient for computing cohesion, 
sincee the role of intergroup relations would not be included. 
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Chapte rr  4 
ICTT Use in Organization s 

Thee second, third and fourth sub-questions concern the use of ICT by organizational groups. 
Itt is assumed that a direct, as well as an indirect, effect of this use on cohesion can be 
expected.. With respect to the indirect effect, it is argued that ICT use may lead to shifts or 
changess in organizational structure (sub-question 2), affecting the composition and 
characteristicss of organizational groups. That, in turn may influence cohesion in these groups 
(sub-questionn 3). With respect to the direct effect, it is assumed that CMC (Computer 
Mediatedd Communication), in particular, will influence cohesion, since these applications 
supportt interaction between group members. In the previous chapter, interaction was indeed 
characterizedd as a facilitating factor for the development of cohesion within organizational 
groups.. This direct effect of CMC on cohesion in task-related groups is addressed by the 
fourthh sub-question. 

Thiss and the following chapter are concerned with formulating theoretical answers to 
thesee sub-questions. The first two sections of this chapter focus on the use of ICT in 
organizationss in general and theories of the relationships between this use and organizational 
change,, respectively. The third section discusses several assumptions regarding changes in 
formall  organizational structures. The fourth section addresses the social impact of CMC. 
Chapterr 5 examines consequences of these changes and the impact on social cohesion in 
organizationall  groups. 

4.11 Introducin g ICT in organization s 

Today,, information and communication technologies (ICT) include a wide range of 
applicationss that have become more and more integrated. The traditional characteristics of 
informationn technology, such as storage and processing capacity of data, have been expanded 
too enable the exchange of (electronically stored) information, regardless of time or distance. 
Inn the past two decades, all kinds of applications have been developed - and are still rapidly 
beingg developed - to numerous ends. These include for instance: making information easily 

42 2 



ICTICT Use in Organizations 

accessible;; supporting various business processes (ranging from text-processing support, 
administrationn support, automation of standardized work processes to supporting budget 
planning,, management decision-making, and even strategic planning issues); and connecting 
peoplee and organizations all over the world. 

Thee history of Information Technology (IT) dates back to right after the Second World 
War.. The first IT machines were large mainframes with small memories. In replacing the 
transistorss that were used by chips, the appliances became rapidly smaller. The first personal 
computerss (PCs) entered the market around 1980. IT was seen as a professional tool for 
organizations,, characterized by a variety of non-standardized ways to support different kinds 
off  structured tasks. The "IT-carriers" were stand-alone computers, not yet linked to each 
other.. The "C" was added for communication, (resulting in the term Information and 
CommunicationCommunication Technology or ICT), with the emergence of the Internet, which was the 
exclusivee domain of the academic world from 1980 to 1991 before it was "discovered" by 
tradee and industry in the early nineties. Computers could be easily linked to each other and 
electronicc messages and files exchanged, regardless of time or space. This resulted in several 
trendss in the development of ICT, trends that started over the past two decades and that have 
continuedd to evolve. 

Threee major trends with regard to computer and communication technologies and the ongoing 
convergencee of these and other technologies can be distinguished (Van Den Hooff, 1997). 
Thee first trend involves developments in networking or the linking of former stand-alone 
computers.. These networks can have different shapes, may cover different geographical 
distancess and may use different kinds of transmission media. What they share, however, is 
thatt they connect computers, enabling communication, sharing of resources and accumulating 
computingg power. 

AA second trend concerns internetworking. Not only are computers networked, but 
differentt networks are also linked to each other. Networks are interconnected to facilitate the 
exchangee of information between users of different networks. For instance, large 
geographicallyy distributed organizations are creating backbone networks to which the 
networkss of different organization sites can be connected. These networks are, in turn, 
connectedd to the organization's environment, consisting of other organizations such as 
suppliers,, buyers, customers etc. (Van Den Hooff, 1997). These developments may lead to the 
so-calledd "network organizations" in which fluid, flexible and dense patterns of working 
relationshipss exist, which cut across various intra- and interorganizational boundaries (Nohria 
&&  Eccles, 1992). 

Finallyy Van Den Hooff mentions the trend of multimedia. To a growing extent, text, 
data,, audio, images and video are integrated into multimedia applications (Bouwman, 1994). 
Vann Den Hooff concludes that "the networking of computers, the emergence of client/server 
architecturess and object-oriented computing, the internetworking of networks and the 
integrationn of different modes of communication have created a communication environment, 
inn which time and space have lost much of their meaning, in which flexibilit y is the key word, 
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andd in which various modes of expression are available to participants in the communication 
process""  (1997:17). 

4.22 ICT use and organizationa l change : structuratio n theorie s 

Figuree 1.1 (see Chapter 1, section 1.1) presents three relationships. This figure and the 
researchh model (Figure 1.2, section 1.2) are based on the assumption that ICT use affects 
formall  organizational structures as well as social structures in organizations. Chapter 1 also 
mentionss the structuration theory by Giddens (1984). This theory, describing the social 
processs of reciprocal interaction of human actors and structural features of organizations, has 
beenn used as a basis by several researchers for describing and understanding the relationship 
betweenn technical innovation and organizational changes (i.e. Barley, 1986, 1990; 
Orlikowski,, 1992; DeSanctis & Poole, 1994; Robey, Vaverek & Saunders, 1989). This 
sectionn discusses several of these theories in order to formulate some theoretical starting 
points,, from which the relationships presented in Figures 1.1 and 1.2 can be understood and 
interpreted. . 

DeSanctiss & Poole (1994) distinguish three major perspectives on technology and 
organizationall  change, categorizing the structuration theory as part of the so-called 
Institutionall  School, characterized by a focus on social structures, non-deterministic models, 
processs models and an interpretative approach to research. Their own theory of technology 
andd organizational change, the Adaptive Structuration Theory, is considered to be part of the 
Sociall  Technology School, characterized by a focus on technology and social structure, soft-
linee determinism, mixed models of behavior and an integrated approach (positivist and 
interpretive)) to research. This school is described as a combination, or integration, of the 
Decision-makingg School (focusing on technology engineering, hard-line determinism, a static 
modell  of behavior and a positivist approach to research) and the Institutional School. It offers 
somee interesting perspectives on the interaction between technology and organizational 
changes.. Orlikowski's (1992) structurational model, as well as Barley's (1986, 1990) 
applicationn of the structuration theory can also be posited in this school. 

Thee Adaptive Structuration Theory (AST) - describing the interplay or interaction 
betweenn (advanced) information technologies, social structures and human interaction -
providess a model that argues that a recursive relationship exists between technology and 
(human)) action, each iteratively shaping the other. In order to understand how the use of 
technologyy can trigger organizational changes, this theory states that the complexity of this 
relationshipp must be uncovered. Comparable assumptions can be found in Orlikowski's 
(1992)) structurational model, which emphasizes the duality of technology. This theory argues 
thatt technology is created and changed by human action as well as used by humans to 
accomplishh some action. In other words: "... Technology is physically constructed by actors, 
workingg in a given social context, and technology is socially constructed by actors through 
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differentt meanings they attach to it and the various features they emphasize and use" 
(1992:406).. A second aspect emphasized by Orlikowski concerns the interpretive flexibility of 
technology,, implying that the interaction between technology and organizations is a function 
off  actors and the socio-historical context implicated in the technology's development and use. 
Thiss idea is also seen in the AST, which describes the "spirit" of a technology as the general 
intentt with regard to values and goals underlying a given set of structural features of a 
technology.. In the case of new technologies, this spirit is still in a flux. Using the technology, 
ann organization and its members will define its spirit over time. Being stable in development 
andd use, a technology's spirit becomes less open to different (conflicting) interpretations. In 
keepingg with this idea, Orlikowski argues that, over time, technologies tend to become 
institutionalized,, losing connections with the original constructors and becoming part of the 
moree objective, structural properties of an organization. 

Withh respect to organizational changes, Barley also (1986) argues that "... 
technologiess do influence organizational structures in orderly ways, but their influence 
dependss on the specific historical process in which they are embedded" (1968: 107). From 
thiss perspective, Barley does not consider technology as a material cause, but as some 
materiall  trigger, causing social dynamics that may lead to structuring consequences. Thus, 
technologyy is portrayed as an intervention into the relationship between actors and 
organizationall  structure, which potentially changes it (Barley, 1986, 1990). This process, 
however,, may take some time, considering the assumption made earlier: that it takes some 
timee for a technology to become institutionalized in some form. Moreover, the same 
technologyy can trigger changes in different directions. In the terminology of the AST, the 
spiritt of a technology can be differently defined within different contexts, resulting in 
differentt forms of use. These contexts can be determined, among other things, by socio-
historical,, task-related or personall  characteristics. Mackay (1988), for instance, describes how 
e-maill  users applied different strategies for using an e-mail system - based on their different 
taskk contingencies and individual preferences. This resulted in a technology that was 
appropriatee in various ways and had different effects for different users. 

Inn light of these perspectives, it can be argued that the relationships presented in Figure 1.1 
aree indeed reciprocal and that they may affect each other. Introducing and using a new 
technologyy should not be seen as a cause of organizational changes, but rather, as a trigger of 
neww interactions between technical, social and formal structures, resulting in organizational 
change.. Since it takes time for a technology to become institutionalized, organizational 
changess do not take place overnight. 

Moreover,, because of the role that socio-historical contexts and other context characteristics 
cann play, the same technologies can trigger different organizational changes in different 
environmentss or for different users. 

InIn discussing effects of ICT use, either with respect to formal organizational structures or 
cohesionn in organizational groups, we must take account of these implications. As mentioned 
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inn the first chapter, formulating causal hypotheses on the effects of ICT can be somewhat 
tricky.. However, because of the assumptions made in the different theories that technologies 
tend,, over time, to become institutionalized to some extent, effects of these institutionalized 
technologiess can be studied and measuredd during a certain period of time. Even so, the duality 
off  technology, the interaction of relationships between organizational, social and technical 
structures,, and the socio-historical context must be taken into consideration. 

4.33 ICT use and shift s in organizationa l structur e 

Changess and shifts in organizational structures related to ICT use have become of increasing 
interestt since the early nineties (Fulk & DeSanctis, 1995). As Morton (1996) put it: "... the 
traditionall  organizational structures do not have to stay the same as we move into the 1990s. 
Al ll  dimensions of the organizations must be re-examined in the light of the power of the new 
ICT.""  (1996:150). Concepts, such as the network organization (i.e. Burns & Stalker, 1961; 
Tapscott,, 1996; Nohria, 1992; Nohria & Eccles, 1992; Sproull & Kiesler, 1991; Castells, 
1996)) or the virtual organizations (Nohria & Berkley, 1994; Malone & Rockart, 1991), are 
elaboratelyy explored and discussed. An overall look at these explorations of new 
organizationall  forms would reveal three important characteristics of ICT as responsible for 
thee high expectations and predictions regarding shifts in organizational structures. In the first 
place,, ICT has the ability to overcome time, space and distance. In addition, the fact that 
businesss processes are accelerated, and that the distribution time for information and non-
materiall  products, (such as advice or software), can be reduced to a minimum, all means that 
workingg for an organization can become time- and place-independent. Secondly, ICT offers 
thee ability to connect people, groups of people and organizations globally (Fulk and 
Desanctis,, 1995) and in so doing, it overcomes former (physical and psychological) 
boundaries.. Thirdly, ICT applications offer a variety of possibilities for increasing the control 
off  organizations (Soeters, 1997). Management workflow systems reduce the need for human 
interventionn and support the entire range of business processes and the control of materials 
andd finance. Humans and objects become both controllable and traceable. The majority of 
changess in organizational structure seen in the literature and research in this field can be 
relatedd to these three characteristics. 

ChangesChanges in organizational structure 
Thee use of information and communication technology leads to flatter organizations 
(Makradakis,, 1995; Soeters, 1997; Fulk and Desanctis, 1995). Because of the increase of 
control,, human-based coordination can be reduced in some parts of the organizational 
hierarchy.. Horizontal coordination is facilitated by the use of ICT. With the overcoming of 
space,, the need for physical proximity of nodes to achieve horizontal coordination is obviated. 
Increasingly,, the process of workflow coordination is becoming an electronic task rather than 
aa physical one (Fulk and Desanctis, 1995). The size and shape of organizations are changing 
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ass well. With the assistance of ICT, large, segmented organizations are being replaced by 
leaner,, integrated ones, in which coordination is accomplished by individuals and teams with 
cross-functional,, computer-mediated jobs (Nohria & Berkley, 1994). Fulk and Desanctis 
(1995)) stress the decline in administrative support staff, which can be attributed to ICT 
subsumingg the coordination role of managers and staff and which results in leaner 
organizations.. However, it can also be argued that organizations do not become leaner, but 
thatt organizational entities become more compact. The capacity that becomes vacant because 
off  the decline in supportive staff may be filled with other, new activities. Together with the 
integration,, this may result in more compact entities. 

Thee use of ICT is accompanied by (partial) centralization. Decision-making takes 
placee in a more centralized manner (Zuurmond, 1994). Soeters (1997) prefers the term re-
centralizationn regarding the influence of centrally made decisions about the implementation 
andd design of ICT applications. Keen (1990) combines centralization with decentralization, 
andd argues that with the use of ICT, decentralized organizational units can act relatively 
autonomously,, but advanced ICT permits some degree of monitoring and centralized control. 
Moreover,, to actually benefit from the characteristics of ICT as described above, a certain 
degreee of standardization is necessary. If computers are linked, applications must be 
standardizedd or "speak the same language" to communicate with each other. In light of this, 
strictt rules and standards must be followed with the import, use and communication of data. 
AA look at these developments would reveal what appears to be a contradiction. The "virtual 
environment""  or the info-architecture must be standardized to some extent. This implies that 
decisionss about the info-architecture should be made centrally in order to provide the 
conditionss for teams or clusters of teams to work more autonomously in a non-hierarchical 
structure.. However, in a standardized environment, the use of ICT increases the 
management'ss ability to control and monitor work processes. Any interaction supported by 
ICTT between employees, or any use of information can be monitored. This can be illustrated 
byy Walton's (1989) idea of the dual potentialities of ICT, which states that ICT can either 
reinforcee a control/compliance orientation or facilitate a move towards a commitment-
orientedd organization. To what extent ICT is used to monitor and control, and on the other 
handd to enrich employees' skills and autonomy, depends on decisions made by the 
organizationall  management. 

Onee of the characteristics of ICT described above concerns the connectivity and 
overcomingg of boundaries. This characteristic contributes to the blurring of organizational 
boundariess (Soeters, 1997; Zuurmond 1994). Van den Hooff (1997) found that the use of e-
maill  leads to more and new internal and external communication. Within organizations, 
employeess can more easily find and contact colleagues working in different departments, 
unitss or teams. As mentioned earlier, an intranet can function as a new environment in which 
boundariess are different or may not exist at all. Within such an environment, new teams can 
bee formed regardless of the physical workplace of its members. As a result of the flattening of 
organizations,, boundaries may shift, or even disappear. The same change takes place between 
organizations.. ICT facilitates contact and cooperation with other organizations. This leads to 
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networkss of organizations, in which the original boundaries become ambiguous (Nohria and 
Berkley,, 1994). Given that boundaries become blurred, or even disappear, we might conclude 
thatt organizations become somehow "structureless." Given the fact that the formal structure 
off  bureaucratic design hinges on the coordination of time and space, the elimination of time 
andd space as categories can lead to the end of the structured organization (Nohria and 
Berkley,, 1994). On the other hand, the changing organization is characterized by 
standardization,, which involves strict rules with regard to import, use and communication of 
data.. Moreover, ICT is characterized by an increase of control. Some predict the end of 
bureaucraticc organizations; others argue that the need for standardization has given rise to a 
neww form of bureaucracy. 

Withh the disruption of hierarchies, the integration of tasks and formation of new networks, the 
usee of ICT supports the emergence of the "network and virtual organizations" mentioned 
earlier.. Descriptions of this organizational form usually emphasize the existence of a fluid, 
flexible,, and dense pattern of working relationships mat cut across various intra- and 
interorganizationall  boundaries (Nohria and Eccles, 1992). With its capacity to overcome 
problemss of time and distance and to connect people, ICT facilitates the transformation of 
hierarchiess into networks. Fluid and flexible work patterns are supported by an electronic 
network,, regardless of time, space or physical boundaries. In other words, organizational 
activitiess can take place within a "virtual" environment. Malone and Rockart (1991) describe 
thee virtual organization as a coordination intense structure, consisting primarily of patterns 
andd relationships. In such an organizational form, individuals work in physically dispersed 
workk spaces, or even from mobile devices that are not tied to any particular work space (Fulk 
andd Desanctis, 1995). 

Inn summary, considering the changes in organizational structure triggered by ICT use, 
thee capacity of ICT to support networks in and between organizations and to create a virtual 
environmentt in which these networks operate, it appears that a shift has emerged towards a 
neww organizational form that consists of interdependent relationships. These relationships are 
(horizontally)) coordinated by means of information technology and are maintained mostly in 
electronicc networks. Instead of an organizational structure, this could be referred to in terms 
off  information structure or architecture. The traditional bureaucratic form will disappear and 
bee replaced by a new set of rules (standardization) concerning the design and functioning of 
"info-architecture".. Within this standardized digital environment, individuals form flexible 
teamss and clusters that rotate over short periods of time, depending on the tasks they are 
assigned.. The clusters and teams form flat organizations that are based on interdependent -
ratherr than hierarchical - relationships. These relationships are supported by more, open and 
equall  communication patterns. 

Inn this "new organizational form," control or leadership at the organizational level is more 
centralizedd in matters involving the use and design of the information architecture. At the 
smallerr entity levels, however, another form of leadership appears to emerge. Given ICT's 
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capacityy to facilitate the coordination of work processes within the organization and the 
disruptionn of hierarchies, it can be argued that less hierarchy is needed and that leadership at 
smallerr entity levels does not always have to be maintained by an individual leader. Or, as 
Tapscottt (1996) put it: "just as the internet-worked business is not under one roof or corporate 
structure,, leadership is not necessarily embodied in a single individual" (1996:249). ICT can 
createe networks of human intelligence and new knowledge power. Tapscott mentions several 
themess concerning leadership. In this context, he describes, among other things, inter-
networkedd leadership as a form of collective leadership. By this he means that leadership is 
createdd in teams through the collective action of individuals working to forge a new vision or 
too solve problems. Thus, leadership is not simply achieved through one individual, but 
throughh the collective action of many. To what extent such a form of leadership will evolve 
dependss strongly on the kind of organization and people working for it, (which can actually 
bee stated for all of the shifts in organizational structure outlined here and is further addressed 
inn the following section). We can assume, however, that ICT leads to different relationships 
betweenn employees and leaders, and thus to different interaction and coordination processes 
(mentionedd earlier). 

ConsideringConsidering these changes in the light of structuration theories 
Thee sections above proceed from the assumption that ICT applications in general undergo a 
certainn "institutionalization," which in turn, results in the discussed shifts in organizational 
structure.. Three important characteristics of ICT have been highlighted and held responsible 
forr several changes. Thus, organizations are assumed to apply ICT applications in such a way 
thatt they benefit from these characteristics and can indeed transform themselves to more 
flexiblee network structures. In this scenario, aspects of the organizational context, such as 
socio-historicall  aspects, task characteristics or personal characteristics, have not been 
accountedd for, although Walton's (1989) idea of the dual potentialities of ICT was mentioned 
briefly.. From the perspectives of structuration-based theories, these changes may take place 
butt do not necessarily do so. Moreover, the time it takes these changes to occur may differ 
withinn and between organizations. Organizations may not yet have been able to implement 
andd use ICT applications in such a way that they fully benefit from their potential, for instance 
becausee they have not developed the human resources to work with the applications. Existing 
normss and values regarding interaction with colleagues may restrain optimal use of ICT. A 
thirdd example may be that an organization is somewhat careful in opening its boundaries to 
thee outside world and opts exclusively for an internally operating e-mail system. However, 
consideringg the drive or need for organizations to tap into ICT's potential in order to survive 
inn a rapidly changing environment with competing organizations who make use of that 
potential,, it seems safe to assume that the changes discussed here will eventually take place to 
somee extent. 
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AAAA Socia l impac t of ICT 

Thee previous chapter describes interaction between group members as one of the antecedents 
off  social cohesion within groups. As assumed in Chapter 1, interaction between group 
memberss is important. Chapter 1 also points out that in examining the direct effect of ICT use 
onn cohesion, we must focus especially on computer-mediated communication (CMC). 
Differentt media have different characteristics affecting the communication process for which 
theyy are used. Consequently, if CMC replaces other media, the communication processes may 
bee somehow altered. This section discusses the characteristics of CMC and compares them to 
otherr media used within groups, in order to understand how CMC might affect 
communicationn processes. 

ICT,, however, not only offers new means to communicate, its use may also result in 
neww patterns of communication. The previous section describes a new organizational form 
thatt appears to have emerged since the introduction of ICT in organizations. Changing 
structuress also involve changing communication patterns. In the new organizational form, 
temporaryy work teams are formed and dissolved again. Thus, the composition of groups 
variess over time. Where organizational boundaries are blurred, larger organizational entities 
aree not stable. As a result, people work and interact with different people, and keep in touch 
withh some after moving to the next project. Secondly, horizontal coordination of processes 
involvess more horizontal interaction patterns. Integration and blurring of boundaries may lead 
too integration of communication patterns. People, who were formerly separated because of 
theirr tasks, will have to interact if these tasks become more integrated. Flattening of 
organizationss leads to less hierarchical layers, which can also open the way for more vertical 
communication.. Considering the fact that these new patterns are supported by a medium that 
iss not restricted by time or space, it can be assumed that new and more communication 
patternss will develop in these organizations. The increased communication found in the study 
onn e-mail use mentioned in the previous section (Van den Hooff, 1997) falls in line with this 
assumption. . 

Thus,, new communication patterns evolve, supported by either CMC or more 
traditionall  media. In some cases, traditional media will be replaced by CMC, which may 
affectt the communication process. To explore how this might affect communication 
processes,, characteristics of CMC should be discussed and compared to characteristics of the 
mediaa replaced. Rice (1990) defines CMC as systems that "...bring together capabilities of 
bothh computer and telecommunication networks to facilitate the input, structuring, processing, 
retrieval,, and exchange of content. CMC systems include electronic mail, computer 
conferencing,, computer bulletin boards, facsimile, telex and videotex, voice messaging and 
relatedd media such as blackboards and video conferencing. " (1990:627-628). Considering 
thiss description of CMC, it can be assumed that with respect to more traditional media, paper 
memoss or letters will be replaced by electronic ones, and unanswered telephone calls will be 
followedd by a voice or e-mail message. The replacement most interesting to this study is the 
replacementt of face-to-face communication (FTF) by CMC. Characteristics of both media are 
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considerablyy different, which should become manifest in the interaction and relationships 
betweenn organizational members. 

ComparingComparing FTF and CMC 

Differentt communication media have different characteristics and capacities for supporting 
communicationn processes. Or, as Daft & Lengel (1984) put it, they vary in media richness. 
Mediaa richness is defined as "...the potential information - carrying capacity of data. If the 
communicationn of an item of data, such as a wink, provides substantial new understanding, it 
wouldd be considered rich. If some data provides littl e understanding, it would be low in 
richness."richness." (1984: 196). The measurement of media richness is based on four criteria (Trevino, 
Daftt & Lengel, 1990): 1) the possibility of instant feedback, facilitating shared interpretation 
orr understanding by communicating parties; 2) the medium's ability to convey multiple cues, 
suchh as body language, tone of voice, and facial expressions, to communicate interpretations; 
3)3) the use of natural language to convey subtleties and nuances; and 4) the personal focus of 
thee medium, the degree to which personal feelings and emotions can be involved in the 
communication.. FTF is considered the richest form of communication, because it provides 
immediatee feedback, it allows the simultaneous observation of multiple cues, including body 
language,, facial expression and tone of voice, and it is of a personal nature and uses natural 
languagee which is high in variety (Daft & Wiginton, 1979). 

Givenn these characteristics of FTF, we can expect this form of interaction to facilitate 
complexx social processes, such as self-categorization, more easily than a less rich medium. 
Exampless of the latter include most forms of CMC, which do not allow the observation of 
bodyy language, facial expressions and tone of voice and do not always provide immediate 
feedbackk (e.g. e-mail). It is often supposed that CMC is inferior to FTF (Van Dijk, 1997). The 
absencee of body language and direct feedback, for instance, may be attributable to problems 
inn reaching group consensus (Goode & Johnson, 1991; Kiesler & Sproull, 1992) by fostering 
non-conformingg behavior and disagreement (Garton & Wellman, 1995). Nohria and Eccles 
(1992)) argue that it is more difficult to keep opportunism in check and to generate trust in 
electronicc networks. This implies that norms and conventions are harder to develop and 
enforce.. They argue that the amount of FTF must increase where network organizations wish 
too benefit from CMC and operate within uncertain, unusual, ambiguous, and risky 
environments. . 

Thus,, aside from the characteristics of ICT discussed in the previous section, which 
naturallyy also apply to CMC (i.e. overcoming problems of time and distance, connecting 
peoplee and increasing control), a fourth characteristic, the absence of non-verbal cues which 
enabless CMC to overcome psychological boundaries, appears to be partially responsible for 
thee social effects of CMC. However, as we will see in our discussion below of these effects, 
thee social impact of CMC is not necessarily negative. Moreover, CMC offers advantages that 
FTFF lacks because of characteristics, such as the capacity to overcome problems of time and 
spacee and to connect people. 
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SocialSocial impact of CMC 
Gartonn and Wellman (1995) have reviewed several studies into the social impact of CMC in 
organizations.. In their review, they discuss the "...predominant modes of communication: 
text-basedd services providing electronic mail among individuals, distribution lists from one 
individuall  to many, and computer conferencing among many organization members" 
(1995:435).. Drawing on their review and on findings by Van Den Hooff (1997) in his study 
onn the use of e-mail in organizations, we can highlight the potential impact of CMC by 
organizationall  members on interaction patterns. 

Onee of their findings concerns the equalization of status, resulting from the lack of 
non-verball  cues. Members of e-mail groups tend to participate more equally than do members 
off  groups using FTF (i.e. Rice, 1987). Because CMC reduces status cues, status-induced 
imbalancess are weaker. As a consequence, CMC can encourage more open and equal 
discussion,, leading to decisions based on knowledge rather than on the influence of high-
statuss members (e.g. Kiesler & Sproull, 1992). This refers to the capacity of CMC to 
overcomee psychological boundaries. Electronic communication disrupts existing hierarchies 
byy making communication less dependent on cues of status, power and gender (Poster, 1990). 
Thee absence of non-verbal cues and social controls appears to ease communication between 
peoplee who do not know each other very well, (or who do not know each other at all), more 
readilyy than FTF does. This support of weak and wide-ranging ties between people can be 
veryy useful for linking heterogeneous people and integrating organizations (Feldman, 1987). 
Ricee & Steinfield (1994), for instance, found that e-mail users in a multinational corporation 
reportedd an improved sense of connectedness with the company. CMC can support large, 
complexx and fluid groups cutting across existing organizational and territorial structures 
(Finholtt & Sproull, 1990; Kaye, 1992). 

Inn their review, Gartmen and Wellman found that CMC extends the number and range 
off  contacts and information in organizations. This finding tallies with empirical evidence that 
thee use of e-mail in organizations leads to more and new internal and external communication 
(Vann Den Hooff, 1997), and with the assumptions regarding the development of more and 
neww interaction patterns in the "new organizational form" discussed in the beginning of this 
section.. For instance, one study on collaboration between scholars located in three countries 
andd two continents found that e-mail aided networking among those who knew each other, 
andd connected strangers who shared common interests (Harasim & Winkelmans, 1990). 

E-maill  is often used for informal interaction. Steinfield (1985) found that in a 
decentralizedd corporation, more than half of those surveyed used e-mail at least occasionally 
too "keep in touch with others, take breaks from work, and participate in entertaining events, 
suchh as games" (1985:241). Huff, Sproull and Kiesler (1989) point out several advantages of 
CMC,, such as informality, ease of interaction and asynchrony, which in turn appear to 
contributee to organizational commitment. They maintain that this relationship is most evident 
inn the case of shift workers, since CMC enables them to communicate personally and 
informallyy with other workers they might not have been able to contact without its use. 
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Finally,, in overcoming geographical distance and the capacity to connect people, it 
createss a virtual propinquity. "CMC, it seems, will do by way of electronic pathways, what 
cementt roads were unable to do, namely to connect us rather than atomize us, put us at the 
controlss of a "vehicle", and yet not detach us from the rest of the world" (Jones, 1995:11). 
Exampless on the Internet show the existence of virtual communities, to which members feel 
somee degree of responsibility or commitment, despite the lack of FTF (and thus the lack of 
non-verball  cues) and physical propinquity. Norms, language use and social rules are 
developedd within these communities, and formalized over time. 

Givenn the rapid development of ICT and CMC and the rapid improvement in applications, 
CMCC will probably become "richer" in the near future. The use of video conferencing, for 
example,, will allow non-verbal cues to be transported as well. Using video conferencing, the 
employeess of a large multinational corporation working in different countries can not only 
communicatee more easily, but can also "see" each other more often. Another factor to be 
takenn into account when discussing the social impact of CMC concerns the experience people 
havee with this medium (Adrianson & Hjelmquist, 1991). E-mail users, for instance, may use 
non-verball  cues by adding status information to their signatures, or more implicitly, by 
writingg style or by forwarding communications to important persons (Walther, 1992). 
Secondlyy most people currently working in organizations have used other, (more traditional), 
formss of communication throughout the major part of their lives. New generations are already 
usingg CMC (i.e. Internet) in elementary school. By the time they start working, they will be 
totallyy at ease with this type of communication. From the perspective of the structuration 
theoriess discussed earlier, one might say that communication technologies are socially 
constructedd by their users. These users develop themselves and are replaced over time by new 
users,, which may result in new interpretations and use of technologies. 

4.55 Summary 

Overr the past two decades, a variety of ICT applications have been developed and 
implementedd in organizations. During approximately the same period, researchers have 
examinedd the possible effects of these technologies in organizations. Several researchers have 
builtt on Giddens' structuration theory in order to formulate theoretical frameworks and 
perspectivess that may help in understanding the interaction between technological innovation 
andd organizational change. Based on these theories, it could be argued that ICT should be 
consideredd more a trigger than a cause of organizational change. Moreover, in studying 
organizationall  effects related to ICT use, we should take account of the duality of technology 
andd the interaction of the (reciprocal) relationships between the formal organizational 
structure,, social structure and technical structure (ICT). 

Threee characteristics of ICT appear to be responsible for a considerable part of the 
shiftss expected in organizational structures. Because of its capacity to overcome time and 
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space,space, the formal bureaucratic form loses its value. By increasing control and supporting 
horizontall  coordination, human-based coordination can be reduced. And that, in turn, results 
inn flatter organizations. Decision-making takes place in a more centralized manner. The 
characteristicc of connectivity triggers the shifting, blurring or even disappearance of 
boundaries.. These changes seem to lead to a "new organizational form," characterized by a 
fluidd (rotating entities), flat and integrated structure, and a standardized information 
architecturee that enables employees to work from physically dispersed locations. However, 
thesee expectations regarding the organizational structure are based on the assumption that 
organizationss do, in fact, use ICT in a way that allows them to benefit fully from its capacity 
too overcome time and space, connect people and increase control. From the perspective of the 
structurationn theories, it can be argued that organizations may react differently to these 
potentiall  capacities, (e.g. because of the socio-historical context in which the technology is 
implemented).. Moreover, the time it takes for organizational changes to occur may differ 
betweenn and within organizations. 

Comparablee carefulness is needed in considering the possible social impact of CMC in 
organizations.. Given the same three characteristics, as well as the absence of non-verbal cues, 
itt is assumed that CMC involves status equalization, more and new communication patterns, 
moree informal communication, overcoming of psychological boundaries and the creation of 
virtuall  propinquity. Although this list is based on theoretical as well as empirical findings, and 
is,, therefore, very useful, personal characteristics and in particular, experience with CMC may 
alterr the current picture. What could we expect of comparable research into the social impact 
off  CMC in about thirty years, when the children who now surf the Internet in elementary 
schooll  are grown and working in an advanced form of the networked virtual organization? 

Forr now, the picture, as presented in this chapter, can be considered to be reliable for further 
theoriess and analyses of the potential effects of ICT use on cohesion. In the following chapter, 
thesee assumptions will provide the basis for formulating hypotheses regarding the effect of 
ICTT use on cohesion. We will also devote attention to these assumptions in the empirical 
sectionn of this dissertation. 
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Chapte rr  5 
Effect ss of ICT on Socia l Cohesio n in Organizations : 

Hypothese s s 

Severall  assumptions have been formulated that provide the basis for the hypotheses regarding 
thee effects of ICT use on social cohesion in organizational groups. These assumptions concern 
thee relationships presented in Figure 1.1 (section 1.1) and the research model (Figure 1.2, 
sectionn 1.2). Moreover, cohesion in organizational groups has been conceptualized and 
severall  antecedents of this social construct have been listed. This chapter will explore the 
consequencess of the assumed shifts in organizational structures for these determining factors 
off  cohesion. Our aim in this will be to gain an understanding of the indirect effects of ICT use 
onn cohesion, resulting in a (theoretical) answer to the third sub-question. Secondly, 
consequencess of the assumed social impact of CMC will be discussed, addressing the fourth 
sub-question.. In both cases, hypotheses will be formulated that can be tested empirically. 

5.11 ICT use in genera l and socia l cohesio n 

Inn the previous chapter, it was assumed that ICT use would lead - or give rise - to new 
organizationall  forms characterized by: 
-- a flat structure, resulting from a decrease in vertical complexity and middle management; 
-- a lean and more integrated structure resulting from a decrease in supporting and executing 

staff,, as well as a decrease in horizontal complexity; 
-- a dynamic structure resulting from an increase in temporary teams and blurring 

organizationall  boundaries; and 
geographicall  flexibilit y (employees working from physically dispersed locations, 

regardlesss of time). 
Severall  consequences of these new characteristics for the antecedents of social cohesion can 
bee formulated. These consequences appear to vary between different levels of entities within 
organizations. . 
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Thee physical distance between employees can increase as a consequence of working from 
physicallyy dispersed locations and the rotation of teams. This decrease of propinquity will be 
mostt noticeable at the level of relatively small entities, such as work teams. After all, in more 
traditionall  organizations, members of such groups often share a room or floor. On a larger 
scale,, employees are more spread out over - say - different floors or offices. 

Whenn team rotation takes place over relatively short periods, the team in question has 
lesss time to mature. This rotation may also affect identification processes, since it allows team 
memberss less time to share experiences. Secondly, at the level of these relatively small 
entities,, boundaries between entities may blur, resulting in a lesser degree of distinction 
betweenn the different groups. On the other hand, when employees take part in different 
projectss and teams rotate, individuals will share experiences with a greater number of people 
inn the organization. Thus, on a larger scale, these characteristics may stimulate identification 
processes.. The same argument concerns interaction processes within the organization. At 
smallerr levels of entities, less time is available to interact with group members. On a larger 
scale,, however, new interaction patterns come into existence. In other words, interaction 
becomess less concentrated and spreads increasingly throughout the entire organization. This 
decreasee of interaction on a smaller scale may be reinforced by the fact that ICT enables 
employeess to act more autonomously. By using ICT, (decentralized) organizational units can 
actt relatively autonomously; employees can have direct access to information, and 
hierarchicall  lines become shorter (stemming from the flattening of organizations). In 
addition,, the process of workflow coordination becomes increasingly electronic, thus 
requiringg less human interaction. 

Thee integration of tasks and blurring of boundaries serves to bring formerly separated 
discipliness together. As a result, the background differences between employees working 
togetherr increases, especially with regard to their expertise or function. This could affect 
sociall  cohesion directly and indirectly. (After all, it was assumed that similarity between 
groupp members can also be considered an antecedent of social identification). 

Integrationn in organizations is often paired with more cross-functional jobs for 
individualss or teams. These individuals or teams may temper the increase in differences, or 
mayy function as a "buffer" at larger levels of entities. Moreover, organizational integration 
mayy lead to leaner organizations in which the majority of people are involved in the primary 
businesss processes. Ancillary processes, such as administrative activities, are increasingly 
supportedd electronically, with minimal human intervention (i.e. workflow management). This 
meansmeans that, on a larger scale or at the organizational level, differences in the tasks and 
expertisee of employees do not have to increase - and may even decrease. 

Thus,, at the level of relatively small groups (e.g. teams), changes in organizational structure 
triggeredd by the use of ICT appear to lead to 

(a)) a decrease in propinquity; 
(b)) a decrease in maturity; 

57 7 



EffectsEffects oflCTon Social Cohesion in Organizations: Hypotheses 

(c)) less background similarity; and 
(d)) a decrease in interaction processes. 

Moreover,, identification processes at this level can be restrained by characteristics of the new 
organizationall  form. Given these consequences, it can be assumed that characteristics of the 
neww organizational form have a restraining effect on the development and/or maintenance of 
sociall  cohesion in relatively small organizational groups. 

Takingg into account larger entity levels or the organization as a whole, the characteristics of 
thee new organizational form appear to have rather positive consequences for the antecedents 
off  social cohesion. In summary, characteristics of the new organizational form appear, at the 
organizationall  level, to lead to: 

(a)) an increase in interaction; 
(b)) an increase in the amount of control or more centralized control; and 
(c)) an increase in background (and status) similarity. 

Thee new organizational characteristics also create a positive climate for identification 
processess at these levels. As opposed to the restraining effect on social cohesion at the smaller 
entityy levels, we can expect a stimulating effect on the development and/or maintenance of 
sociall  cohesion in the case of relatively large groups. 

Thee assumptions discussed here regarding the (indirect) effect of ICT use in general on social 
cohesionn in organizational groups can be covered in two hypotheses: 

Hypothesiss la 
ICTT use in general has a negative effect on social cohesion in relatively small, task-
relatedd groups in organizations. 

Hypothesiss lb 
ICTT use in general has a positive effect on social cohesion in relatively large, task-

relatedd groups/segments in organizations. 

Sincee these hypotheses concern the indirect effect of ICT use, two of the three relationships 
presentedd in the research model are incorporated in the hypotheses. In testing these 
hypothesess empirically, both relationships should be studied. 
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5.22 CMC and socia l cohesio n 

Whenn it comes to CMC's social consequences for social cohesion, there appears to be some 
differencee between the smaller and larger entity levels as well. This difference seems to stem 
fromfrom the fact that CMC may replace FTF in smaller teams. On a larger scale, however, CMC 
iss added to other available media suitable for large-scale communication processes. At larger 
levelss of entities, FTF is not likely to be replaced by CMC. After all, at that level, FTF may 
nott be a suitable medium simply because the group is too large. The previous chapter 
describess the social impact of CMC. In summary, it was argued that, due to the absence of 
non-verball  cues, CMC facilitated communication processes between people who did not 
knowknow each very well or were quite different from each other (heterogeneous networks). In 
relationn to this characteristic, CMC was found to increase interaction within (and outside) the 
organization.. This increase in interaction is also supported by CMC's (and ICT's) capacity to 
createe some form of virtual propinquity, supplying a means to communicate with other people 
regardlesss of geographical distance. Given these characteristics, we can expect CMC to have a 
stimulatingg effect on the development of social cohesion at larger levels of entities. 
Differencess in, for instance, expertise to background become less important in interaction 
processes.. Moreover, the number of contacts that individuals maintain on a larger scale 
increases. . 

Wheree FTF is partially replaced by CMC in relatively small teams (e.g. because of 
physicallyy dispersed working locations), CMC's social impact, as discussed in the previous 
chapter,, may have fairly negative consequences for the development or maintenance of social 
cohesion.. FTF is considered to be a richer medium, featuring characteristics, such as direct 
feedbackk and, unlike most CMC, the capacity to use non-verbal cues. Replacing FTF by CMC 
may,, therefore, result in less intense or more superficial communication processes due to the 
exchangee of so-called "poorer messages." 

Whatt we have discussed here regarding CMC's social impact in smaller and larger 
organizationall  groups can also be covered in two complementary hypotheses: 

Hypothesiss 2a: 
CMCC by relatively small, task-related groups in organizations has a negative effect on 
sociall  cohesion in these groups. 

Hypothesiss 2b: 
CMCC by relatively large, task-related groups/segments in organizations has a positive 
effectt on social cohesion in these groups. 

Ass regarding the indirect effect of ICT use in general, as well as the direct effect of CMC 
withinn a group, we can expect a difference between smaller and larger entities in 
organizations.. The following section presents a model that is applicable to both small and 
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largee groups. The sign of the assumed ICT effects in this model, however, will depend on the 
sizee of the group. 

5.33 A theoretica l mode l 

Thee diagram in figure 5.1 presents the assumed relationships between ICT and CMC and 
sociall  cohesion. Relationships in between antecedents of cohesion are included as well. The 
modell  assumes that the antecedents, as well as the use of ICT/CMC, will affect social 
cohesion.. These factors will also interact with each other to some extent. In chapter 3, for 
instance,, we assumed a relationship in between antecedents. Secondly, the arguments 
presentedd concerning the assumed effects of ICT and CMC are based on relationships 
betweenn characteristics of ICT/CMC and antecedents of cohesion. However, the different 
factorss will , to some extent, also contribute independently to the development or maintenance 
off  social cohesion. Interaction between group size and the other antecedents can lead to a 
differencee in these effects of antecedents in smaller and larger groups. This is interesting 
becausee of the assumed opposed effects of ICT use in smaller and larger groups. Identification 
withh the group is assumed to be a very strong factor in this model, regardless of the level of 
entityy (group size) studied. Secondly, this factor can be affected by some of the antecedents of 
cohesion. . 

Ass can be seen, some variables are found on individual level, such as in interaction 
withinn the group and ICT use in general; others operate at the group level. Most antecedents 
off  cohesion can be considered group characteristics, which cannot be measured on the 
individuall  level (propinquity between group members, similarity between group members, 
groupp size, group maturity). Leadership is somewhat complicated since it is incorporated by 
onee individual, but may be experienced or evaluated differently by each individual group 
member.. Since each individual group member has his or her own contacts and interaction 
patternss within the group, the antecedent 'interaction within the group' is included on the 
individuall  level. 
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Figuree 5.1 Theoretical model of relationships between social cohesion and ICT use 

Thee factors, "ICT use in general" and "CMC within the group" refer to the assumed indirect 
andd direct effect of ICT, respectively. ICT use in general is included as a factor on the 
individuall  level. The shifts in organizational structure discussed in Chapter 4 are considered 
moree related to overall ICT use by organizational members, than to ICT use per 
organizationall  entity or group. With regard to the direct effect, it is assumed that CMC is 
eitherr added to other media, or replaces other media (FTF). In both cases, the total use of 
communicationn media within a group involves CMC to some extent. If that use were to 
increase,, social cohesion would either increase (in larger groups) or decrease (in smaller 
groups).. From this perspective, CMC is considered to be a group characteristic. 

Thiss theoretical model is claimed to be applicable to both smaller and larger organizational 
groupss and incorporates hypotheses 1 to 4. In testing these hypotheses empirically, this model 
shouldd also be tested, resulting in a negative effect of the ICT factors in smaller organizational 
groupss and a positive effect of the ICT factors in larger organizational groups. These 
theoreticall  assumptions do not provide a sufficient basis for any statements regarding the 
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exactt size of large groups. Rather, that should be explored farther by empirical research into 
thee effects of ICT on cohesion. 

5.44 Conclusio n and discussio n 

Fourr hypotheses concerning the effects of ICT use on social cohesion in organizational groups 
havee been formulated. In summary, a causal relationship between the use of ICT/CMC and 
thee development and/or maintenance of social cohesion is assumed; the sign (positive or 
negative)) depends on the level of entity studied. In other words, in light of the theoretical 
discussionn of social cohesion in organizational task-related groups (Chapters 2 and 3) and the 
characteristicss of ICT use in organizations (Chapter 4), we can conclude that if ICT is - or has 
beenn - implemented on a large scale in a (large) organization, the cohesion in relatively small, 
task-relatedd entities or groups will decrease, while the cohesion in larger entities or groups 
wil ll  increase. 

Thee hypotheses formulated here imply that group size interferes with the effects of ICT use on 
sociall  cohesion. It is, however, not (yet) clear what should be considered a "relatively small" 
andd a "relatively large" group. Moreover, we may also find differences within a category of 
smalll  groups, (which we can envision based on common sense). Project or work teams were 
mentionedd as examples of small groups; however, these teams can still vary in size. 
Conceivably,, a team consisting of 6 members could function very differently from, say, a 20-
memberr team. In a group of 6, for instance, it would be easier to maintain frequent contact 
withh group members, despite any increase in contacts outside the group. This may be because 
lesss time is required for these contacts since there are fewer members, or because more 
intensivee working relationships might exist in such a small team. In a 20-member group, this 
mayy not be the case. In light of this, it may be necessary to make a distinction between "very 
small""  and "small" groups. In larger groups, we can encounter variation as well. In studying 
thee hypotheses formulated here, therefore, we should explore different size categories. 

Inn the discussion on the conceptual model of social cohesion, it was argued that intergroup 
relationss should be accounted for within an organizational context. However, the role of 
intergroupp relations was not included in the empirical research for this dissertation. This was 
becausee of the reasons regarding the operationalization of social cohesion discussed in 
Chapterr 3 (section 3.4). Considering their possible influence, that does not necessarily pose a 
problemm to this study. These relationships can be expected not to interfere negatively with the 
hypothesizedd effects of ICT/CMC. Theoretically, it can even be assumed that the interaction 
betweenn intergroup relations will reinforce the assumed effects. It was argued that a negative 
relationshipp exists between ingroup and outgroup attraction at the same level of entities and a 
positivee relationship between both forms of attraction between levels of entities (Figure 3.1). 
Iff  ICT use negatively affects social cohesion, thereby weakening ingroup attraction, negative 
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outgroupp attraction may diminish. In other words, the attitude of group members towards 
organizationall  members outside their own group may become more positive. That, in turn, 
mayy help to accomplish social cohesion on a larger scale within the organization. In 
interpretingg and discussing the empirical results of this dissertation, we will look, once again, 
att the role of intergroup relations. 

Inn testing the theoretical answer to the focal research question in this dissertation, the four 
hypothesess formulated here will be tested separately and integrated into the empirical research 
(seee model 5.1). The following chapters will discuss the design, results and conclusions of the 
empiricall  part of this dissertation. 
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Chapte rr  6 
Researc hh Desig n 

Thee previous chapters discussed several theories and presented a conceptual model 
(Figuree 5.1) incorporating four hypotheses regarding the relationship between ICT use 
andd social cohesion in organizational groups. The following chapters report the empirical 
results.. This chapter illustrates the design of our empirical research, which explored the 
assumptionss outlined earlier, and finally tested the four hypotheses. The results are 
presentedd in Chapters 7, 8 and 9. 

Givenn the assumptions and hypotheses regarding the relationship between ICT use and 
sociall  attraction in organizational groups, we required a research design that devoted 
attentionn to the following aspects before testing the formulated hypotheses: 

 The relationship between ICT use and organizational structure; 
 The assumptions regarding the social impact of CMC; 
 The measurement of social cohesion in organizational groups; and 
 The definition of what should be considered "relatively small" and "relatively large" 

inn hypotheses la,b and 2a,b. 

Ann important assumption underlying the conceptual model presented in Figure 5.1 
concernss the relationship between ICT use and the organizational structure (see also the 
researchh model in Chapter 1). Several shifts in the organizational structure are assumed to 
takee place. These are caused by (the interaction between organizational structure and) ICT 
use,, resulting in an indirect effect of ICT on social cohesion as presented in hypotheses la 
andd lb. Consequently, the tenability of the assumptions regarding this relationship should 
bee examined before testing these hypotheses. Hypotheses 2a and 2b regarding the direct 

effectt of ICT on social cohesion, include some assumptions concerning the social impact 
off  CMC. This social impact will probably interfere with the personal characteristics of 
individuals,, as well as organizational characteristics. More insight into the respondents' 
experiencess regarding this social impact may help interpret the results of the actual testing 
off  hypotheses 2a and 2b. The task of testing these hypotheses requires a reliable and valid 
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instrumentt for measuring cohesion as social attraction towards organizational groups. As 
discussedd in Chapters 2 and 3, no widely accepted and well-tested scale is available to 
measuree this form of attraction in smaller and larger organizational groups. Thus, an 
instrumentt of this kind first needs to be developed and tested. Finally, one aspect of the 
hypothesess formulated is not yet explicit. A distinction in expected effects of ICT use is 
madee between "relatively small" groups and "relatively large" groups. However, it is not 
yetyet clear what groups should be considered "relatively small," or "relatively large." 

Too take account of these aspects, we will conduct three separate studies. The first 
studyy explores the assumptions regarding the relationship between ICT use and shifts in 
organizationall  structure with a view to strengthening the theoretical argumentation 
underlyingg these assumptions. The second study concerns the development and testing of 
ann instrument to measure social attraction (social attraction) in organizational groups. The 
scalee developed will be tested further in the third study, which seeks, in its turn, to test the 
hypothesess formulated. This study also devotes attention to the assumed social impact of 
CMC,, exploring and defining "small" and "large" groups. The diagram in table 6.1 
presentss the three studies, which cover the aspects listed and include actual testing of the 
hypotheses. . 

Examiningg the tenability of the assumptions regarding the 
relationshipp between ICT use and organizational structure. 

Developingg an instrument to measure cohesion as social 
attractionn in organizational groups of varying size. 

Exploringg assumptions regarding the social impact of 
CMC. . 
Exploringg what should be understood by "relatively small" 
andd "relatively large" group. 

Testingg the hypotheses formulated regarding the 
relationshipp between ICT use and social attraction in 
organizationall groups. 

Stud yy 1 

X X 

Stud yy 2 Stud y 3 

X X 

XX X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

Tabl ee 6.1: thre e studie s conducte d to examin e assumption s and hypothese s wit h 
regar dd to the effec t of ICT use on socia l cohesio n in organizationa l groups . 

Conductingg a separate study for the development of an instrument to measure (cohesion 
as)) social attraction in organizational groups seems to be a logical step. After all, it would 
increasee the chances of obtaining a reliable and valid scale for the study testing the 
hypotheses.. In addition, by conducting a separate study to examine the tenability of the 
assumptionss regarding the relationship between ICT use and organizational structure, we 
couldd explore organizations that differ substantially in their ICT use. It was assumed that 
thee shifts expected in organizational structure would occur to some extent in any 
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organizationn that usess ICT. However, those shifts were thought to become more visible as 
ICTT use intensifies and/or as it extends over longer time periods. To examine the 
tenabilityy of these assumptions, organizations that differ in their intensity and duration of 
ICTT use should be studied. Organizations that use ICT intensively for longer periods are 
mostt interesting for the purposes of testing the hypotheses regarding the relationship 
betweenn ICT use and social attraction in the third study. Social effects, as discussed in 
Chapterr 4 (section 4.2), take some time to occur. For that reason, they may not be 
manifestt (yet) in organizations whose use of ICT is not very intensive and/or spans a 
relativelyy short period. 

Thee following sections illustrate the design, sample and line of reasoning for the analysis 
off  data for each study. The last section discusses the issue of generalization of findings as 
welll  as the aims of our research design. 

6.11 Stud y 1: ICT and organizationa l structur e 

Thiss study was conducted to explore the assumptions regarding the relationship between ICT 
usee and organizational structure, and thus to reinforce the argumentation underlying these 
assumptions.. Several shifts in organizational structure are assumed to be related to ICT use in 
organizations.. This study is explorative: the assumptions include "variables" (shifts in 
organizationall  structure) that can diverge in different directions. Moreover, variables other 
thann ICT use may also play a substantial role in causing these shifts, a role not (yet) 
recognizedd in the theoretical assumptions. Given the explorative nature of this study and its 
aimm to reinforce the theoretical argumentation underlying several assumptions, we opted for a 
qualitativee approach. Qualitative research is often explorative and is used more to develop and 
fine-tunee theories than to test them (Gaining, 1988). This section describes the design, 
selectionn of cases and analysis of data for this study. The results are reported in Chapter 7. 

Design Design 
Wee used what is termed a case study design for this study. As mentioned earlier, shifts in 
organizationall  structure can have causes other than the one assumed: ICT use. However, these 
causess are not specified in the assumptions. By studying the relationship in a case study, or 
moree specifically, in a real-life context (Yin, 1989), we can take account of, and possibly even 
identify,, the influence of these other causes. Since the relationship between ICT use and 
shiftss in organizational structure is assumed to be reciprocal, an interaction between both 
variabless is expected over time, resulting in the assumed organizational shifts. In exploring 
thiss interaction, we should examine several organizations that vary in the time periods and 
degreee of intensiveness of their ICT use. This is what Yin (1989) calls a multiple-case design. 
Severall  cases (organizations) are included, in which the assumed relationship is studied. 
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AA method often used in qualitative research is the interview, which serves to create 
openn discussions of several topics. The respondents' replies with reference to these topics 
mayy prove relevant. These (semi-structured) interviews not only engender discussions of the 
assumedd relationships, but also bring to light other variables and relationships that may be 
relevant.. In this study, we conducted two rounds of interviews. In the first round, we 
interviewedd ICT experts to gain an overall impression of the organization in general and a 
clearr picture of the intensity and duration of ICT use in particular. In the second round, key 
personss with regard to organizational (structural) issues informed us about shifts in 
organizationall  structure and their possible causes. 

SelectionSelection of cases 

Severall  organizations (cases) were selected. The selection criteria were the intensity and the 
durationduration of ICT use. It was assumed that the shifts expected in organizational structure occur, 
too some extent, in any organization, but become more visible with more intensive and longer-
termm ICT use. Using the dimensions "intensity of use" and "duration of use," we can identify 
fourr different types of organizations (Table 6.2). For each cell, at least one organization was 
selected.. Most changes were expected in organizations in the fourth cell. In light of that, two 
organizationss were selected in this cell. 

Inn making our selection, we approached 45 Dutch organizations (more than 200 
employees,, profit as well as non-profit, different branches, only main offices). The ICT 
expertss in these organizations were questioned, using a small electronic survey, about the 
durationduration and intensity of ICT use in their organization. In this selection procedure, 20 of the 
organizationss responded by completing the questionnaire and returning it to us. Based on the 
results,, we were able to select organizations in the different cells. 

Usee of ICT 

NotNot very intensive 

VeryVery intensive 

RelativelyRelatively small length 

1 1 

Organizationn A 

III I 

Organizationn C 

RelativelyRelatively large length 

II I 

Organizationn B 

IV V 

Organizationn D Organization E 

Tabl ee 6.2: Selecte d cases fo r Stud y 1 

Analyses Analyses 
Al ll  interviews were written and the answers structured systematically based on the shifts 
assumedd in organizational structure. This approach enabled us to compare the results of the 
differentt interviews on crucial points. The results of these analysis form input for further fine-
tuningg of the assumptions regarding the reciprocal relationship between ICT use and 
organizationall  structure, and indirectly, the hypotheses regarding the relationship between 
ICTT use and social attraction in organizational groups. 
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6.22 Stud y 2: Developmen t of the Socia l Attractio n Scale 

Thee second study concerns the development and testing of an instrument to measure 
(cohesionn as) social attraction in organizational groups. As discussed in Chapter 3, the 
instrumentss available for measuring attraction are based mostly on small groups. Moreover, 
thesee instruments have rarely been used in an organizational setting. Based on the 
consequencess of social attraction in organizations (see discussion in chapter 3 and table 3.2), 
wee developed a list of items for measuring social attraction, the Social Attraction Scale. This 
scalee also takes account of the implications for operationalizing cohesion, which were also 
discussedd in chapter 3 (section 3.4). This scale has been tested for reliability and validity in a 
quantitativee study. 

Althoughh we noted that no suitable instrument is available to measure social attraction 
inn organizational groups, there are measurements of attraction that come very close to the 
approachh used in this study. And even though these instruments will not measure the same 
phenomenonn that the Social Attraction Scale does, scores on both instruments will probably 
correlatee to a great degree. Thus, other attraction scales can be useful, (among other methods), 
forr testing the scale developed. This study makes a comparison with the Group Attitude Scale 
(Evann & Jarvis, 1986). This will be discussed further in Chapter 8, which reports on the 
resultss of this study. 

Design Design 
AA scale construction design was used for our second study. Several groups were selected, in 
whichh the developed scale was tested. We preferred to use real-life groups, especially with 
regardd to testing the validity of the scale. In (construct) validity tests, comparisons are made 
withh variables that are assumed to be related to the construct (or concept) studied. Although a 
conceptuall  model of cohesion was constructed containing the antecedents of this social 
concept,, other - non-identified - variables may also be of influence (e.g. personal 
characteristics,, as argued in Chapter 3). As with the previous study, therefore, these factors 
shouldd be taken into account even though they may not be identified in this study. We can do 
thiss by drawing on a real-life setting. 

Sincee Study 3, which uses the scale developed in this study, gathers data by means of a 
surveyy (the choice and method of which will be discussed and illustrated in the following 
section),, we used a survey to test this scale. We distributed a questionnaire among the groups 
selected.. It included the items of the scale developed as well as items for measuring other 
variabless (e.g. several antecedents of attraction and an alternative attraction scale), which 
weree used to test the scale's validity. An example of this questionnaire can be found in 
Appendixx I. Chapter 8 illustrates the operationalization of the antecedents included and 
presentss the results of this study. 
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SelectionSelection of cases 

Sincee a comparison will be made with an alternative attraction scale developed for small 
groups,, this study will require selection of relatively small groups. Secondly, these groups 
mustt have characteristics of both organizational groups and characteristics of other kinds of 
groupss more frequently studied in research on attraction. Given these requirements and 
variouss practical considerations (easy access), several college student work groups were 
selectedd for this study: five first-year student work groups ranging in size from 20 to 24, and 
twoo work groups of more advanced students. The first-year groups met twice a week, and the 
otherss only once a week. All of groups were formed only about a month before the 
questionnairee was distributed. As a result, the members of each group did not yet know each 
otherr very well. What is more, the groups were not formed on a voluntary basis. Because of 
theirr characteristics, the groups were suitable for testing the scales developed to measure 
attractionn in organizations whose groups do not form on a voluntary basis and whose 
memberss (i.e. in large groups) may not know each other very well. 

Onee organizational group was also included. This group, which contained 27 
members,, was interesting for this study. Unlike the other groups studied, it spoke for 
organizationall  groups that had already existed for quite some time (about six years) and 
whosee members knew each other quite well. 

Thee overall response was 88%; (158 of the 181 distributed questionnaires were 
returned).. Because the distribution of the questionnaire in the student work groups could be 
donee during class time, the response was high. The response per group varied between 68% 
andd 100%. In total, 20 of the 27 members in the organizational group returned the 
questionnairee (about 74%). 

Analysis Analysis 

Analysess were conducted at the individual level, testing the reliability and validity of the scale 
developed.. A regular reliability test was performed, using a standard measurement for 
homogeneity.. A "second-level" reliability test (Gallhofer, Saris & Melman, 1986) was also 
conducted,, comparing scores on the Social Attraction Scale with scores on the Group Attitude 
Scale. . 

Withh regard to the validity of the scale, correlations were computed between scores on 
thee Social Attraction Scale and the so-called "attraction gap," (which will be illustrated in our 
discussionn of the scale in Chapter 8). A regression analysis was conducted to explore the 
relationshipp between several antecedents and social attraction, since the theory assumes an 
independentt contribution of these factors on attraction. If social attraction, as defined by Hogg 
(1992),, is indeed measured by the scale developed, the antecedents formulated on the basis of 
hiss theory should explain a (considerable) part of the variance in attraction. 

Too test the homogeneity of scales, as well as the two tests of validity, we could take 
thee results of all the different groups together. Two groups, who received a questionnaire 
containingg items of an alternative scale of group attraction were included; here, the second 
levell  reliability test was conducted. 
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6.33 Stud y 3: ICT and socia l cohesio n 

Thee third study is the most extensive and includes the actual testing of the hypotheses 
regardingg the relationship between ICT use and social cohesion. This study is partly 
explorative,, (examining "what should be understood by a "relatively small" and "relatively 
largee group"). It also serves a testing function (of "the hypotheses formulated regarding the 
relationshipp between ICT use and social cohesion in organizational groups"). 

Thee first study serves to fine-tune the argumentation (assumptions about the 
relationshipp between ICT use and organizational structure) underlying the indirect 
relationshipp between ICT use and social cohesion. As far as the data allows us, we will devote 
attentionn to these assumptions in the third study as well. The second study offers a useful 
scalee for measuring cohesion as social attraction in organizational groups. This will be tested 
againn in this study before analyzing the data collected with regard to the hypotheses 
formulated.. Two more aspects will be covered by this study before actual testing of the 
hypotheses.. We will discuss assumptions regarding CMC's social impact and explore our 
understandingg of "small" and "large" groups, providing more explicit descriptions. 

AA quantitative approach appeared to be the most appropriate for the purposes of this 
study,, given its testing character. This section discusses the design, selection of cases and 
analysiss of data for this study. The results are presented partly in Chapter 8 (reliability and 
validityy of the Social Attraction Scale) and in Chapter 9. 

Design Design 
Thee arguments presented for Studies 1 and 2 can be said to apply to this study. Although a 
conceptuall  model of cohesion was constructed, (a model including the expected impact of 
ICTT use), other, non-identified variables may also be of influence. It was advisable, therefore, 
too conduct this study in a real-life context, in which the influence of other - non-identified -
variabless can be included. In light of this, we opted for a (multiple) case study design. In 
severall  organizations (cases), organizational groups were selected. Since differences in the 
effectt of ICT use on social cohesion are expected between small and large groups, the groups 
selectedd varied in size and ICT use. Provisional size categories were formed, based on the 
availabilityy of group sizes in the organizations selected and on what could be instinctively 
consideredd "small" and "large." A middle category was also included to stretch the difference 
betweenn the categories of small and large groups. Cases and groups were selected with a view 
too obtaining a sample of groups in each organization, more or less equally divided over the 
sizee categories. This made it possible in each case to examine differences in effect of ICT use 
betweenn small and large groups. 

Ass briefly mentioned in the previous section, a survey was used to collect data. Survey 
researchh can be used in collecting data about a large number of subjects and/or in measuring a 
varietyy of variables concerning motives, attitudes, opinions, etc. (Swanborn, 1987). This study 
measuress many variables, including attitudes and opinions. Since this study prefers the 
inclusionn of a variety of organizational groups, the number of respondents will be fairly high. 

70 0 



ResearchResearch Design 

Althoughh survey research is often seen as the most appropriate for explorative and descriptive 
research,, it can also be used to collect (large amounts of) data to test hypotheses about 
relationshipss or differences. 

Beforee distributing questionnaires, all case studies were preceded by several 
interviewss with key figures, usually from the personnel department. In these (unstructured) 
interviews,, we explained our study and selected groups. Moreover, information (e.g. about 
groupp size and maturity) was gathered about the different groups included in the case study. 
Inn some cases, this information was also requested in the questionnaire, and both sources were 
usedd to determine these variables. 

Thee questionnaire included the Social Attraction Scale and consisted of 50 to 60 
questionss - almost all in closed answer format. Different antecedents of cohesion, 
identificationn with the group, the use of several ICT applications and opinions concerning the 
sociall  impact of CMC were measured. Chapter 8 will describe the operationalizations of 
antecedentss of social attraction and discuss the testing results for the Social Attraction Scale. 
Otherr operationalizations wil l be illustrated, discussing the testing results for hypotheses 
concerningg the relationship between ICT use and social cohesion in Chapter 9. Appendix II 
presentss (an example of) the complete questionnaire. 

SelectionSelection of cases 

Groupss in four different organizations were selected. The organizations themselves were 
selectedd on the basis of various criteria. As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, 
organizationss whose use of ICT is fairly intensive and spans longer periods are interesting to 
thiss study. Secondly, the organizations must be fairly large, containing groups of different 
sizes.. The third criterion concerns "the variety of ICT use" within the organization. Since this 
studyy is interested in the effects of ICT use, we felt it worthwhile to include organizations that 
containn groups who differ in their use of ICT applications. We also strove to select 
organizationss that were somewhat similar. The organizational culture, structure and branch 
oftenn influence the kind of people who choose to work for an organization and how they 
perceivee themselves as part of that organization. This also refers to the personal 
characteristicss discussed earlier (sections 3.1 and 3.2). Although these were not measured in 
thiss study, they definitely play some role in the development of social attraction within 
groups.. The last, but definitely not the least, of our criteria concerned the willingness on the 
partt of the organization's management to be part of this study. The questionnaire was fairly 
longg and the respondents filled it out during working hours. Not every organization we 
approachedd for this study was particularly happy about the time it cost their employees. This 
limitedd our choice to the organizations that were somehow interested themselves in the 
potentiall  social effects of ICT use, and who were willing to invest their employees' time to 
learnn more about it. 

Ultimately,, four organizations were selected for our research. One organization, which 
wass included in Study 1, was also selected for this study. Organizations categorized in cell IV 
(Tablee 6.2) are interesting in terms of studying the effects of ICT on social cohesion. E is 
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fairlyy large and its use of ICT varies considerably throughout the organization. In light of that, 
thiss organization, a Dutch ministry, was also selected for Study 3 and served as starting point 
forr the selection of other organizations in this study. In addition to E, we selected two other 
governmentall  organizations (F and H) that met the criteria. We also added a large profit-run 
organizationn to the sample. Organizations E and F have comparable organizational cultures 
andd structures. The third governmental organization (H) is interesting because of its relatively 
intensivee use of ICT (as compared to that of the other three organizations). Although run for 
profit,, organization G is comparable to organization H, since both belong to the service 
industry.. We included organization G mainly because, at the time of this study, e-mail had 
justt been introduced in several segments of the organization (less than a year previously), 
whereass other segments had already been using e-mail for a long time. Consequently, this 
organizationn was characterized by a large variety in ICT use. All four organizations were 
committedd to our research study and encouraged their employees to fil l out the questionnaires. 

SelectionSelection of groups within cases 
Withinn each organization, several groups were selected. Selection was based partly on criteria 
regardingg size (fillin g three provisional size categories, based on 'common sense' of what to 
considerr small and large) and ICT use, and partly on advice from an in-house consultant. In 
somee cases, for instance, the management was interested in specific groups. The consultants 
weree also helpful in finding a set of groups, which were, insofar as possible, representative of 
thee organization. In organizations E and F, we had the opportunity to gather information 
usingg a short survey about ICT use in the different groups comprising those organizations. 
Thatt information was used in selecting groups in these organizations. 

Inn total, 129 groups were selected in the four organizations. The groups selected and 
thee response rates are presented in Table 6.3. Unfortunately, it was not possible to fil l out the 
differentt size categories equally. The task of selecting large groups proved particularly 
problematic.. A group can only be selected if the members of that group actually recognize the 
groupp as theirs. In the case of small groups, this was not a problem. We were able to select a 
considerablee number of groups, varying in size from 5 to 30 members. However, the 
organizationss selected were - despite their commitment to and interest in the study - still 
somewhatt reserved in agreeing with the selection of a considerable number of groups. 

Largee groups (ranging from 50 to 100 members) often consist of several smaller 
groups,, such as project teams or work groups. People are often inclined to consider the 
smallestt entity to which they belong as their group. In selecting larger groups, we needed to 
findd groups with boundaries that were distinct enough to ensure clarity in the questionnaire as 
too what group we meant. This aspect limited the number of large groups that we were able to 
select.. Secondly, since every member of a selected group was to receive a questionnaire, the 
reservationn that the selected organizations showed was particularly directed at the selection of 
largee groups. 
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Case e 

Organizationn E 

Organizationn F 

Organizationn G 

Organizationn H 

Tota l l 

Populatio n n 

4000 0 

2000 0 

5000 0 

30.000 0 

Selecte d d 

<30 <30 

30-50 30-50 

50-100 50-100 

total total 

<30 <30 

30-50 30-50 

50-100 50-100 

total total 

<30 <30 

30-50 30-50 

50-100 50-100 

total total 

<30 <30 

30-50 30-50 

50-100 50-100 

total total 

group s s 

30 0 

2 2 

6 6 

38 8 

32 2 

5 5 

37 7 

21 1 

4 4 

2 2 

27 7 

23 3 

3 3 

1 1 

27 7 

129 9 

Questionnaire s s 

sent/receive d d 

970/333 3 

622/254 4 

549/192 2 

584/204 4 

Respons e e 

rate e 

34.3% % 

40.8% % 

35.0% % 

34.9% % 

Group ss wit h 

respons ee >40% 

<30<30 11 

30-5030-50 1 

50-10050-100 4 

totaltotal (45.2%) 16 

<30<30 13 

30-500 0 

50-10050-100 2 

totaltotal (47.7%) 15 

<30<30 12 

30-5030-50 1 

50-10050-100 1 

totaltotal (62.7%) 14 

<30<30 14 

30-5030-50 1 

50-10050-100 0 

totaltotal (59.6%) 14 

59 9 

Tablee 6.3: Selecte d cases and group s fo r Stud y 3 

Too test the hypotheses, we used individual scores to compute group characteristics (presented 
inn the conceptual model; see Figure 5.1). To do this effectively, the response within the group 
hadd to be sufficient. For these analyses, we included only groups with a response rate of 40% 
orr higher. We did this under the assumption that at that rate, the results would be useable for 
thee entire group. This selection method might influence the results somewhat. However, the 
inclusionn of group variables based on a minimum response from a group seemed to be more 
harmfull  to the reliability of the results. In using this criterion, however, we were limited to 
fewerr groups for the different size categories in each organization (see last column of Table 
6.3).. This makes separate testing of the hypotheses for each case fairly problematic. 

Withh the small groups, the analyses for each case may still be possible. However, in 
exploringg the data, it could prove possible to fine-tune the size categories. In our discussion of 
thee theory, we noted that the effects expected in small groups may be different from those in 
"veryy small" groups. Thus, this category might be split into sub-categories, which would also 
makee it difficult to study small groups separately for each case. 

Thee original idea of testing the hypotheses separately for smaller and larger groups in 
eachh case is not feasible with the data collected. However, with some adjustments to the 
originall  design, the amount of data and number of groups is still considerable and useful for 
thiss study. The following section discusses these adjustments and the data analyses. 
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Re-designRe-design and analysis 
Sincee it is not possible to test the hypotheses for each case separately, some adjustments were 
madee to the original design. As mentioned earlier, this study contains an explorative and 
testingg segment. With regard to the latter, only groups with a minimal response rate of 40% 
weree included. We were able to use all of the data collected in most of our explorative 
research.. In that segment of the study, the differences between smaller and larger groups are 
nott yet that important. This made it possible to follow the original design. For each separate 
case,, we explored the results regarding ICT use, structural characteristics and CMC's social 
impact.. We were also able to take an initial step towards exploring the provisional size 
categories.. In actually testing the hypotheses about the effect of ICT use on social cohesion in 
smallerr and larger groups, we performed a cross-case analysis for each size category instead 
off  analyzing each case separately. Essentially, we used two "entrances" for the data analyses: 
dataa categorized by case (organization) and data categorized by size (see Figure 6.1). 

Asidee from the aspects discussed so far, attention should be paid to the reliability and 
validityy of the Social Attraction Scale, which is tested again in this study. The "entrance" of 
dataa categorized by size for this analysis appeared to be the most appropriate method. (After 
all,, this part of our research can be considered a continuation of study two, where the scale, 
whichh is used to test hypotheses in different size categories, was not yet tested in groups of 
differentt sizes). 

StepStep 2 
ExploringExploring expected 
structuralstructural characteristics, 
socialsocial impact of CMC and 
differencesdifferences between size 
categories categories 

AnalysisAnalysis of 
datadata for each 
case case 
separately separately 

Stepl Stepl 
TestingTesting reliability and validity 
ofof the Social Attraction Scale 

Cross-casee analysis of data for 
eachh size category 

Stepp 3 
TestingTesting the hypotheses 
regardingregarding the effect of ICT 
useuse on social cohesion in 
organizationalorganizational groups 

Size e 
categoryy 2 

Size e 
categoryy x 

Organi--
zationn A 

ii§ ! ! 

zationn B 

I I 

Organi--
zationn C zationn D 

i i 
Figur ee 6.1: Re-desig n and analysi s of Stud y 3 

Inn this re-design of this study, we can distinguish three steps of analysis, using two data 

"entrances""  (Figure 6.1). 
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StepStep 1: Testing reliability and validity of the Social Attraction Scale 

Wee began with a thorough study of the reliability and validity of the Social Attraction 
Scale.. The line of reasoning for testing the scale, is comparable to the one followed in 
Studyy 2. One exception is the comparison with an alternative attraction scale, since 
thiss study includes smaller and larger groups. An extra validity test could be conducted 
byy comparing scores on the Social Attraction Scale with scores for identification with 
thee group. Given that the Social Attraction Scale is assumed to be reliable and valid in 
smaller,, as well as larger, groups, the reliability and validity tests were performed in 
eachh provisional size category. Chapter 8 presents the results of this first step of the 
analysis. . 

StepStep 2: Exploring expected structural characteristics, CMC's social impact and differences 
betweenbetween size categories 

Beforee actually testing the hypotheses, we explored the data for each case separately, 
focusingg on the different aspects distinguished in Table 6.1. ICT use versus structural 
characteristicss is explored and the social impact of CMC experienced in each 
organizationn is described. Thus, differences in social cohesion in the provisional size 
categoriess are examined for each organization. Further fine-tuning of the size 
categoriess will be done by actual testing of the hypotheses. 

StepStep 3: Testing the hypotheses regarding the effect of ICT use on social cohesion in 
organizationalorganizational groups 

Thee third step involves actual testing of the hypotheses by studying the relationships 
expectedd between ICT use and social cohesion in the data collected. A cross-case 
analysiss is used, which focuses on groups in different size categories. As discussed 
earlier,, we were only able to include groups with a response rate of higher than 40% 
forr these cross-case analyses. With such a selection, however, we were unable to draw 
anyy conclusions regarding the separate organizations from these analyses. Instead of 
categorizingg die data for each case, we categorized it by size in this segment. In this 
way,, we were able to draw conclusions regarding different size categories. First, 
(Pearson's)) correlations between the different variables were computed and a 
regressionn analysis conducted. Results of both analyses were compared to the 
assumptionss formulated and relationships hypothesized. Secondly, these results will 
providee some directions for testing the conceptual model presented in Figure 5.1. The 
causall  relationships in this model were tested, using multivariate analysis. 

Ass regarding the third step of the analysis, we should make a remark concerning one 
antecedent:: "leadership." The role of the group leader was not operationalized and measured 
inn this study. This role can have many different influences and requires a study of its own to 
bee fully understood. In the previous chapters, it was argued that a leader might stimulate 
groupp members to join together and actually form a group. Other leaders may simply 
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stimulatee interaction within the group. A third possibility concerns the degree of effectiveness 
off  the leadership, which can contribute to social cohesion. Finally, a leader's charisma can 
reinforcee identification with the group and indirectly stimulate social cohesion. Because of all 
thesee different potential roles that leaders can play, this variable was too complicated to be 
includedd as a single factor in this study. Regarding the impact of ICT use on this antecedent, 
changess in coordination, and thus interaction patterns, are emphasized. Since interaction is 
includedd in this study as a factor that influences cohesion, the influence of leadership related 
too ICT use is implicitly taken into account. 

Ass concerning other antecedents of cohesion, some were measured at (or aggregated 
to)) group level and analyzed on that level; for others this was done on the individual level. 
Thiss was already discussed and explained in Chapter 5, which presented the conceptual model 
(figuree 5.1). 

6.44 Summar y and generalizatio n of finding s 

Thiss chapter discusses empirical research activities. We have identified several aspects that 
meritt special attention before the hypotheses formulated can actually be tested. Three 
separatee studies will be performed, which cover these aspects. The first study concerns the 
assumptionss formulated regarding the relationship between ICT use and shifts in the formal 
organizationall  structure. Since hypotheses la and lb concerning the indirect relationship 
betweenn ICT use and social cohesion are based on these assumptions, it is useful to explore 
thesee assumptions further in a qualitative study. In the multiple case study, the assumptions 
aree explored in 5 different organizations (cases), using interviews. 

Thee second study aims to test a scale developed for measuring cohesion as social 
attraction,, namely the "Social Attraction Scale." As no well-tested instruments were available 
forr measuring social cohesion in smaller and larger organizational groups, a new scale was 
developedd based on the conceptual model of cohesion as social attraction presented in Chapter 
3.. The scale's reliability and validity were tested in several college work groups and one 
organizationall  group. 

Thee third study, also featuring a multiple case study design, actually tests the 
hypothesess regarding the relationship between ICT use and social cohesion. In four 
organizationss (cases), different groups of different size categories were selected. Before 
testingg the hypotheses, we thoroughly re-tested the Social Attraction Scale used in this study 
forr reliability and validity. During the group selection process, several selection problems 
emergedd (especially in regard to large groups). As a result, we re-designed our study. Instead 
off  testing the hypotheses in each case separately, we conducted a cross-case analysis for each 
sizee category. 
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GeneralizationGeneralization of findings 
Ourr research (all three studies) seeks to test assumptions and hypotheses embedded in a 
conceptuall  model. In other words, the aim is to make a comparison between relationships 
foundd in empirical data and the relationships described by the conceptual model. This is what 
Yinn (1989) calls "analytic generalization." This is a form of generalization, "in which a 
previouslyy developed theory is used as a template with which to compare empirical results of 
thee case study" (1989:38). This form of generalization is used in each study. 

Thee first study examines assumptions regarding the relationship between ICT use and 
shiftss in organizational structure. In other words, relationships found in the case studies 
selectedd are compared to relationships described in theory. In this way, the theoretical 
assumptionss are strengthened or adapted based on the empirical results. The second study 
includedd several groups comprised of individual respondents, groups in which the Social 
AttractionAttraction Scale developed was tested. Individual empirical results are compared to 
theoreticall  assumptions embedded in the conceptual model of social cohesion. The 
relationshipss in this model are compared to relationships found in the data collected. 

Thee third study is somewhat more complicated. Again, analytic generalization takes 
place.. The relationships found in the data can be compared to the conceptual model presented 
inn Chapter 5. However, in this study, variables at the organizational level are computed by 
meansmeans of individual scores. In other words, conclusions are drawn about the organization 
basedd on the empirical results of the sample of that organization. Thus, within each case, 
statisticalstatistical generalization takes place, since conclusions are drawn about a population 
(organization)) based on the empirical results of one sample (Yin, 1989). In order to do this, 
thee sample in question must be representative of the organization as a whole. This 
requirementt was taken into account in selecting groups in all four organizations. In the 
testingg segment of the third study, a cross-case analysis was conducted at the individual level 
inn several size categories. The results are compared to the hypotheses and conceptual model 
presentedd in Figure 5.1. 

Thiss research study does not aim to generalize its findings to all organizational groups. 
Thee theoretical assumptions and hypotheses regarding the possible effect of ICT use on social 
cohesionn in organizational groups are explored and tested in a real-life context. This gives us 
informationn about the tenability of the hypotheses, and points the way for further research in 
thiss field. 
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Chapte rr  7 
Studyy  1: ICT Use and Organizationa l Structur e 

Thee previous chapter discusses the design, selection of cases and analyses of data in Study 1. 
Thiss chapter reports on the results of this study, which examines several assumptions. It was 
assumedd that the introduction of ICT would give rise to new organizational forms 
characterizedd by: 

-- a flat structure, resulting from a decrease in vertical complexity and middle 
management; ; 

-- a lean and more integrated structure, resulting from a decrease in supporting and 
executingg staff, as well as a decrease in horizontal complexity; 

-- a dynamic structure resulting from an increase in temporary teams and blurring 
organizationall  boundaries; 

-- geographical flexibilit y (employees working from physically dispersed locations, 
regardlesss time). 

Thee following section begins by describing the organizational structure and use of ICT for 

eachh organization selected. This is followed by a look at shifts in organizational structure. The 

lastt section contains conclusions and a discussion. 

7.11 Case descriptions : structur e and ICT use 

Inn the first round of interviews, general information was gathered about the organizational 

structuree and the use of ICT. This section contains brief descriptions of all five cases, which 

aree based on the initial interviews. 

OrganizationOrganization A; ICT use: not very intensive-short period of time 
Organizationn A is a trade organization founded over a century ago. The organization has some 
688 establishments throughout the country, employing 14,000 people. This study includes the 
mainn office only, whose staff body numbers 650. The main office has a matrix structure. The 
matrixx forms the core of the organization, surrounded by several supporting services. 
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Thee organization consists of about eight either hierarchical or functional layers. It is 
fairlyy centralized, but employees are gaining more responsibilities. However, the dominant 
principall  in this old organization is: "everyone needs supervising." There are many cross 
connectionss within the matrix structure that have resulted in working in cross-sectional or 
departmentall  teams. 

Eachh party within the organization must coordinate their activities with the activities of other 
parties.. Cooperation between different parties is mainly coordinated in face-to-face contact 
(meetings). . 

Whenn this study was conducted (2000), the 
organizationn had only recently (less than five years 
previously)) started using ICT applications, such as 
datamining,, supply chain management (SCP) and 
electronicc data interchange (EDI). About a third of 
thee employees had access to e-mail. Even fewer had 

accesss to the Internet. The organization had no intranet. A traditional mail system was still 
largelyy responsible for the exchange of messages and documents. Shortly before this study, 
thee organization had undergone a standardization process. After an inventory of all 
applications,, the number of applications used dropped from 150 to about 40. Most of these 
ICTT applications had been introduced less than five years previously. Several of these 
applicationss were still in the experimental phase. The organization had a reactive policy with 
regardd to ICT. In other words, it first made a thorough study of the added value of 
applicationss before making any investments. 

OrganizationOrganization B; ICT use: not very intensive - long period of time 
Organizationn B is an international organization founded in 1956. Its core focus is 
developmentt aid. It works together with roughly 900 partner organizations in 45 different 
countries.. In all, some 300 people work for this organization. The organizational structure is 
fairlyy flat, consisting of the board, a layer of middle management and the professionals, 
distributedd throughout three departments. Every department can be regarded as a sub-
organizationn with a decentralized supporting staff. Cross-departmental teams or projects are 
rare. . 

Thee organization had e-mail access and its own 
intranet.. About two thirds of all employees also had 
accesss to the Internet. Some five years before this 
study,, the organization began using a data warehouse. 
Byy and large, ICT use in this organization was not yet 
veryy intensive. However, many partner organizations 

didd make intensive use of e-mail and the Internet, thereby stimulating the development of 
thesee tools this organization. Much effort has been invested in B's intranet. The 
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Very Very 
intensive intensive 
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implementationn of an Enterprise Resource Planning System (ERP) was also underway. The 
boardd keeps a close eye on technical developments. As soon as an application has proven 
useful,, the organization considers buying it. 

OrganizationOrganization C; ICT use: very intensive - short period of time 
Foundedd only a few years ago, organization C is a rather young organization in the service 
industry.. It employs roughly 250 people and consists of three departments: Operations, 
Marketingg & Development and Sales. Most employees work for either the Call Center (called 
"Operations")) or the Sales Department. Much like B, organization C is fairly flat, consisting 
off  a board, a layer of middle management and an operational core. The different departments 
aree interdependent and have to coordinate their activities. The organizational structure is fairly 
centralized,, lean and integrated and tries to operate as flexibly as possible. 

Thee organization intensively uses a wide range of 
ICTT applications. The most important 
communicationn medium is e-mail, especially with 
regardd to attuning activities. The Internet is 
frequentlyy used to obtain information about the 
market.. Moreover, documentary information 
systems,, decision supporting systems and 

managementt information systems are used intensively. Standardization of these systems is 
high. . 

OrganizationOrganization D; ICT use: very intensive - long period of time 
Organizationn D belongs to the financial service industry. The organization was founded in the 
latee 19th century. It employs approximately 3,500 people, distributed in three different offices 
inn the Netherlands. The organization is divided into five hierarchical layers. People do not 
workk together in cross-sectional teams or projects. Activities are only attuned between 
differentt departments - if those activities are linked in some way. The departments (product 
groups)) are not interdependent and can be regarded as separate sub-organizations. 

Inn this organization, ICT applications had been used 
overr a long period of time (longer than five years at 
thee time of this study in 2000). Every employee had 
accesss to e-mail, which was used intensively. The 
numberr of Internet accounts was limited and related 
too the individual's function. Intranet was available to 

everybody,, and its use rapidly on the rise. Communication between different offices was 
supportedd by video conferencing. Documentary information systems, decision supporting 
systems,, executive and management information systems and electronic data interchange 
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weree also in use. A substantial part of these systems was standardized and controlled by a 
centrall  department. 

OrganizationOrganization E; ICT use: very intensive - long period of time 
Organizationn E is a large governmental organization. It consists of five different divisions 
coveringg different fields of policy-making and a large supporting staff. For over 10 years, all 
divisionss have been located in one large building (with the exception of several regional 
offices).. The staff body numbers approximately 4,000. Five hierarchical layers can be 
distinguished.. While the different departments work together, they are not interdependent. In 
somee cases cross-divisional teams and projects are formed. 

Al ll  employees had access to e-mail and several basic 
digitall  services, which can be regarded as 
forerunnerss to an intranet. Almost half of the 
employeess had Internet access. In different places 
withinn the organization, small intranets had emerged. 
Applications,, such as documentary information 

systems,, decision supporting systems, video conferencing and ERP modules were used for 
differentt work processes. At present, the (public) service delivery process of this organization 
iss being completely computerized. Although the organization is working hard to standardize 
itss systems and applications, there are still some islands of automation. Part of the reason for 
thiss situation is the fact that each division establishes its own policies regarding ICT 
applications. . 

7.22 Shift s in organizationa l structur e 

Thee second round of interviews focused on (recent) structural changes within each 
organizationn and their possible relationship with the organizational use of ICT. Once again, 
thee results of these interviews will be discussed per case (organization). Table 7.1 presents an 
overvieww of the results for each case. 
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Tablee 7.1: Shift s in organizationa l structur e 

Organizationn A shows only a littl e change in structure in the direction of the characteristics 
assumedd of "the new organizational form." Several shifts that should lead to these 
characteristicss were visible, but were not perceived by the consultant as related to ICT use. A 
decreasee in hierarchical layers had resulted from a need for higher efficiency. The 
organizationn had learned by experience that ICT increased an individual manager's span of 
control.. In light of that, it could be argued that ICT helped to bring about this preference for 
fewerr hierarchical layers. However, the consultant did not want to draw this conclusion 
explicitly:: ".... hierarchical layers have decreased for efficiency reasons, not because of ICT 

use". use". 

Thee employees worked in teams with several suppliers. As a result, external 

boundariess were crossed and were susceptible to some blurring. The number of functions, or 
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jobs,, in the operational core was on the decline. And indeed, this was attributed to the process 
off  computerizing simple routine tasks. Shifts towards a more integrated structure had not yet 
takenn place. However, cooperation between the different departments had improved because 
off  more accurate and rapidly available information. The organization had not yet explored 
optionss for working arrangements that break free from the traditional constraints of time and 
location. . 

Inn organization B, ICT use is related primarily to efficiency benefits. E-mail, for instance, is 
ann important medium for contacts with partner organizations abroad. Since its introduction, 
informationn has been transmitted more rapidly, arriving at the right place at the right time. 
Moreover,, the response rate (i.e. to questions asked) has increased. The relationships with 
partnerr organizations have not changed. No evidence was found of blurring in organizational 
boundariess (either internal or external). Internal use of e-mail and intranet serves primarily to 
exchangee information and ask questions. The coordination of activities takes place mainly in 
weeklyy face-to-face meetings. 

Thee in-house consultant did not consider the organization's structural developments to 
bee related to ICT use: "Organizational development is not related to ICT use; no important 
structuralstructural changes have taken place." The middle management layer was seen as the 
backbonee of the organization and ICT was not felt to be susceptible to change in the near 
future.. Moreover, since the organization was still growing, it was more likely to witness an 
increasee in its middle management, as well as in its supporting staff. "Middle management is 
thethe backbone of our organization. We are more likely to see new hierarchical layers form 
thanthan to expect flattening". 

Thee implementation process of the ERP system did indeed lead to a discussion about 
thee possible influence of that system on work processes, although fundamental changes were 
nott expected. 

Finally,, because of the organization's great interest in the well being of its employees, 
itt devoted considerable attention to ICT's potential to enable working arrangements that break 
freee from traditional constraints of time and location. For instance, whenever employees 
wishedd to work at home, the options available were taken into consideration. 

Organizationn C has only existed for a few years. Actual structural changes cannot be expected 
inn such a short period of time. Therefore, in this case, our focus did not lie so much on 
structurall  changes as it did on current characteristics. The organization is structured to 
respondd flexibly to its environment. It features no stable, or firmly standing structure. The 
organizationn strives to maintain an integrated, flexible structure with a minimum of firmly 
establishedd departments. The board is small. Members of the board are aided by decision-
supportingg systems and management information systems, which makes them less dependent 
onn the knowledge and expertise of employees. 

Thee different organizational departments are strongly related to each other and their 
activitiess are continually coordinated. Internal boundaries are flexible. The same can be said 
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forr the external boundaries. Within different projects, this organization works closely with 
otherr organizations. Full use is made of ICT's potential for working arrangements 
independentt of time and location. Employees, especially those in the sales department, work 
fromm different geographical locations and use ICT to maintain contact with the main office. 
Thee in-house consultant explained that the organization's structure, as well as the design of its 
workk processes, is based upon the options offered by ICT. Without these technologies, the 
organizationn could not function in this way. "ICT determines the effectiveness of our 

organization;organization; all processes are supported by ICT. Without ICT, this organization could not 

exist". exist". 

ICTT also plays an important role in organization D. The consultant pointed out that several 
processess in this organization could not take place without ICT. "ICT definitely influences our 
effectivenesseffectiveness and increases our efficiency in performing activities. Without ICT, many of our 
currentcurrent work processes could not take place" Aside from efficiency and effectiveness, ICT 
alsoo has led to shifts in organizational structure. The management continually checks the 
feasibilityy of merging different departments. Shortly before this study, several departments 
weree merged to form a central call center, supporting several product groups. This happened 
ass a result of the integration of information systems in these formerly separated departments. 
Organizationall  developments such as this cause internal boundaries to blur. This process is 
alsoo stimulated by the use of temporary project teams. Blurring of external boundaries had not 
(yet)) taken place. 

Fromm the bottom up, the organization was flattening. Increasingly, operational tasks, 
whichh take place in the lower layers of the hierarchy, were being computerized. Several 
functionss in these layers had, therefore, disappeared. Finally, the organization made use of the 
possibilitiess ICT offers to work from different geographical locations. Satellite offices were, 
forr instance, among the options under consideration. 

Organizationn E had witnessed several reorganizations in recent years. These reorganizations 
hadd diminished hierarchical layers and were carried out mainly to improve efficiency and 
effectiveness.. This flattening in the organization was supported by the use of ICT. The 
supportingg staff had decreased due to the computerization of several tasks as well as the 
centralizationn of formerly decentralized tasks. Again, this centralization process was 
supportedd by ICT, since information systems were connected or integrated. We also found a 
visiblee decrease in the operational core. The process of computerization in a large operational 
departmentt significantly reduced that department's staff. However, the organization's ICT 
applicationn support staff rose dramatically. 

Thee organization had set out to reduce its different departments with a view to 
increasingg flexibility . Where it proved possible to merge departments, (e.g. because of strong 
coherencee or overlapping tasks), it did. Although the organization did not directly relate this 
policyy to ICT use, these organizational and technical developments appeared to show 
increasingg coordination. Several experiments and pilots were conducted to support boundaries 
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crossingg teams with ICT applications. The use of joint databases showed a rise in projects 
involvingg external parties (other organizations). Within these projects, the external boundaries 
appearedd to blur. 

Thiss organization also explored options for working arrangements independent of time 
andd location (e.g. tele-work, working at home). More and more employees were also tapping 
intoo the potential uses of ICT. One department consisted entirely of "tele-workers." In all 
cases,, the organization first made a thorough study of task characteristics and their suitability 
forr work-at-home arrangements. 

7.33 Conclusio n and discussio n 

Thee shifts assumed in organizational structure (as a result of the interaction between ICT use 
andd structural characteristics) fall in line with the empirical data. This proved especially true 
off  the assumptions that structures become more dynamic and that options increase for work 
arrangementss independent of time and location. The cases where we found intense, longer-
termm ICT use did, in fact, show shifts towards a more dynamic structure and an increase in 
workk arrangements independent of time and location. These cases also showed a shift towards 
flatter,, more integrated structures - albeit to a lesser extent. These structural characteristics 
weree even more pronounced in the relatively new organization (organization C), which could 
nott function as it currently does without ICT applications. Or as our informant put it: 
"Without"Without ICT this organization could not exist". 

Thee assumed decrease in the supporting staff was not found in any of the cases. 
Organizationn E compensated the decrease in supporting staff (related to ICT use) by 
increasingg its ICT support staff. Organization D even observed an increase in the supporting 
stafff  in general. These findings may be partially attributable to a growing complexity in work 
processess and to an increase in the rate of changes and new developments in organizations, 
which,, in turn, are often related to new technologies. It may be worthwhile to explore this 
assumptionn regarding the supporting staff by means of quantitative research into more 
organizations.. Earlier research (Crowstone & Malone, 1994) also observes a more central role 
off  the supporting staff in modern network organizations. 

Inn the organizations that do not use ICT intensively, the assumed shifts were hardly 
perceptiblee - if at all. In some cases, the opposite shift was actually observed. This can be 
explainedd by the fact that the assumed interaction between the use of ICT and organizational 
structuree had not (yet) taken place. As argued in Chapter 4 (section 4.3), this interaction only 
takess place if the organizational structure and the technical structure match. In other words: if 
ann organization wants to take optimal advantage of ICT's potential, the processes for which 
ICTT is used must by adapted to the possibilities. Organization B, for instance, uses an intranet 
forr asking questions and exchanging information. Its task coordination process, by contrast, 
takess place in weekly meetings. However, an intranet could be used to support that 
coordinationn process. This could serve to replace weekly coordination with continual 
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coordinationn of activities. Cooperation between people or teams could improve as a result, 
andd the role of the employee responsible for coordinating tasks could change. In this case, an 
adaptationn would occur between the options ICT offers and the structure of processes. 

Too what extent an organization strives for and actually accomplishes a match between 
thee options ICT offers and its design of processes, and thus to what extent the assumed 
structurall  shifts take place, do not depend solely on the intensity and duration of ICT use. 
Factors,, such as size, organizational culture, the organizational branch and task 
characteristics,, also wield substantial influence. However, this qualitative study supports the 
ideaa that organizations striving for optimal use of ICT's potential (to overcome problems of 
timee and space, connect people and increase control) are shifting towards a flatter, more 
integratedd and dynamic structure, and offer employees work arrangements independent of 
timee and location. 

Thee results of this explorative study cannot simply be generalized. Only a very limited 
numberr of organizations were studied. Even so, our results, together with those of other, 
earlierr studies (discussed in Chapter 4), offer a sufficient basis for confidence in the reliability 
off  the assumptions formulated in the first section. 
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Chapte rr  8 
Stud yy 2: Measurin g Cohesion : Socia l Attractio n Scale 

Withoutt the availability of a widely accepted scale for measuring social cohesion in 
smallerr and larger organizational groups, it was necessary to develop one in order to test 
thee hypotheses regarding the relationship between social cohesion and ICT use in 
organizationall  groups. Based on the consequences of cohesion as social attraction in 
organizationss (see discussion in Chapter 3 and Table 3.2), we developed a list of 16 items 
forr measuring cohesion as social attraction, the Social Attraction Scale (SAS). This scale 
takess account of the implications for operationalizing cohesion, which were also 
discussedd in Chapter 3 (section 3.4). Section 8.1 discusses the development of this scale 
andd reports on the results of a scale construction study testing the SAS. 

Beforee using the scale for data analysis in study 3, we examined its reliability and validity 
forr that study. The results of these analyses are reported in section 8.2. Section 8.2 also 
illustratess the operationalization of several antecedents of social cohesion, since these 
variabless were used in testing the scale in the Study 3. 

8.11 Developin g and testin g the Socia l Attractio n Scale 

Thee following subsections present the development of the Social Attraction Scale, as well 
ass the results and conclusion of a study in which this scale was tested. The design, 
selectionn of cases and analysis in this study were described in section 6.2. The 
developmentt of the Social Attraction Scale is addressed fairly briefly here, since a 
theoreticall  framework for cohesion as social attraction in organizational groups was 
discussedd at length in Chapter 3. 

TheThe Social Attraction Scale 
Chapterr 3 presented antecedents and consequences of social cohesion. The consequences 
formm the basis for the operationalization of cohesion as social attraction. These consequences 
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(positivee evaluation of the group; perceived similarity with and among group members; and 
cooperativee behavior towards group members) fall in line with Hogg's description (1992) of 
thee phenomenology of cohesion as social attraction as "positive interindividual attitude, 
associatedd with an array of group behavior." According to the self-identity theory, people try 
too make intergroup comparisons that favor their own group. In cohesive groups, members 
evaluatee the group positively. Furthermore, the degree to which group members are liked is 
consideredd to be a function of their perceived prototypicality, and of the degree of the positive 
attitudee of the perceiver towards the group. Thus, we can expect similarities between group 
memberss in cohesive groups to be perceived (positive interpersonal attitude). Finally, liking 
amongg group members and a positive evaluation of the group, (as found in cohesive groups), 
cann manifest themselves in more open communication and loyalty between group members 
(positivee interpersonal attitudes) as well as in cooperation (group behavior). 

Too operationalize cohesion as social attraction, we viewed these consequences as 
dimensionss of attraction and operationalized them separately with several items. The 
itemss used are listed in Table 8.1. 

Evaluatio n n 
off  the grou p 

Perceive d d 
similarit y y 

Cooperativ e e 
behavio r r 

1.. I feel at home in this group. 
(Too others, I describe this group as one of thee best groups to be part of; 
removedremoved after Study 2) 

2.2. I get along well with the people in this group. 
3.. I appreciate the way this person treats other people. 
4.. I am satisfied with the way this person functions within the group. 

5.. This person's feelings about situations and incidents in the group are usually 
similarr to mine. 

6.. This person treats other people the same way I do. 
7.. This person and I have similar personalities. 

addedadded after Study 2: 
8.. I have a lot in common with the people in my group. 

9.. In this group, we speak frankly with one another. 
10.. If somebody in this group is having problems, the rest of thee group helps 

her/him. . 
11.. This group works well together. 
12.. If somebody in this group has a good tip or information source, it is soon 

sharedd with the whole group. 
13.. I can speak frankly to this person. 
14.. If I had extra information, I would share it with this person. 
15.. I wouldn't mind doing some extra work to help this person. 
16.. I can work well together with this person. 

"This"This person" was described as the person most prototypical for the group 
"This"This group" concerns the own group (ingroup) 

Tablee 8.1: Socia l Attractio n Scale 
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Severall  items refer to the prototypical group member. To help respondents identify the 
mostt prototypical group member in answering these individual-oriented items, they were 
firstfirst asked to answer these items for the person they most liked and then for the person 
theyy liked least. They were also asked to respond to each item, using a 5-point Likert 
scale.. The scores on these items were added to compute the social attraction towards the 
group. . 

MeasurementsMeasurements for reliability and validity testing 
Ass mentioned in Chapter 6, other cohesion or attraction scales can be useful in testing the 
scalee developed. The previously mentioned Group Attitude Scale (GAS, section 6.2) was 
developedd by Evan & Jarvis (1986). They based their conceptualization of cohesion on 
attraction-to-group,, which seems to be appropriate for our purposes here. Evan & Jarvis 
definedd attraction-to-group as "an individual's desire to identify with and be an accepted 
memberr of the group." Given that this approach is related to our own, the GAS can be 
consideredd - to some extent - as an alternative measurement quantifying cohesion in relatively 
smalll  groups. A comparison of the scores for the SAS with the scores for the GAS can be 
describedd as a second-level reliability test (Gallhofer, Saris & Melman, 1986). A regular 
reliabilityy test was also performed, using the standard measurement for homogeneity: 
Crohnbach'ss alpha. 

Twoo more tests were conducted to test the construct validity: 
 A comparison with the "attraction gap" (the difference between the most liked and the 

prototypicall  member of a group) 

 A comparison with three antecedents of social cohesion: maturity, size and 
interactions. . 

Ass illustrated in the previous section, several items on the SAS refer to the most prototypical 
person.. To help respondents with these items, we asked them to evaluate the same statement 
forr the individual they liked most and the one they liked least. Not only does this construction 
helpp the respondents picture the most prototypical person, it also yields the data required for a 
constructt validity test. As defined in section 2.3, social cohesion in organizational groups is: 
"attractionn to the group, as that group is embodied by specific group members, so that the 
objectt of the positive attitude and feelings is not actually the unique individual person, but the 
prototypee that he/she embodies ...". Given this definition, we could argue that in a cohesive 
group,, members will like "prototypical members." In other words, in a cohesive group, 
attractionn towards the most liked person and the prototypical person should not differ that 
much.. Thus, in highly cohesive groups, the difference or "gap" between the attraction 
experiencedd towards the most liked group member and the most prototypical group member 
shouldd be smaller than it would be in groups characterized by low cohesion. 

Thee second construct validity test involves a regression analysis, with social attraction 
ass a dependent variable. If social cohesion, as defined by Hogg (1992), is indeed measured by 
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SAS,, the formulated antecedents of this form of attraction (also based on Hogg's theory) 
shouldd explain (a considerable) part of the variance in social attraction. 

Operationalizations Operationalizations 
Thee items used for measuring social attraction are listed in Table 8.1. For the GAS, we 
translatedd the original 20 items used by Evan & Jarvis into Dutch (see Appendix I). As an 
indicatorr for the "attraction gap," we took the absolute value [of scores on the individual 
attractionn items of the most liked member] - [scores on the individual attraction items of the 
prototypicall  member]. The duration of the group's existence was the indicator for maturity; 
sizee was indicated by the total number of group members. The frequency of contact that 
memberss have between regular meetings (the percentage of the total number of group 
members)) and the intensity of those contacts (measured on a 5-point scale) were used to 
indicatee interaction in the group. 

Results Results 
Tablee 8.2 presents the results of a reliability analysis of the scales developed for social 
attraction,, as well as of the items included from the GAS. The reliability of each subscale 
usedd to measure social attraction (evaluation of the group; perceived similarity and 
cooperativee behavior) was found to be above .60. The alpha for the total Social Attraction 
Scalee was .82. 

Scale Scale 

Sub-scale ss of SAS 

Evaluationn of the group (N tems = 5) 

Similarityy (N rtoms = 3) 

Cooperativee behavior (N items = 8) 

SAS S 

GAS S 

Crohnbach' s s 
alph a a 

.64 4 

.67 7 

.75 5 

.82 2 

.82 2 

NN of item s 

5 5 

3 3 

8 8 

16 6 

20 0 

NN of cases 

149 9 

151 1 

146 6 

145 5 

41 1 

Tabl ee 8.2: Homogeneit y of used scales 

Resultss for the second-level reliability test, which addresses the hypothesis that the attraction 
sub-scaless will correlate with the GAS, were also satisfactory (Table 8.3). A correlation of r=. 

66,, /K. 01 was found between the SAS and the GAS. Significant positive correlations 
betweenn the three sub-scales and the GAS were also found. 
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Pearson'sPearson's Correlation 

Sub-scale ss of SAS 

Evaluationn of the group 

Perceivedd similarity 

Cooperativee behavior 

SAS S 

N=39;N=39; r*m 

GAS S 

.55 5 

.55 5 

.42 2 

.66 6 

Tablee 8.3: Correlation s betwee n (sub-scale s of ) SAS and GAS 

Thee first construct validity test implies the prediction of a negative correlation between the 
measuredd attraction and the attraction gap (the differences between answers regarding the 
mostt liked member and the prototypical member). The correlations for each subscale, as well 
ass for the total scale, were indeed negative and significant (see Table 8.4). 

Pearson'sPearson's Correlation 

Sub-scale ss of SAS 

Evaluationn of the group 

Perceivedd similarity 

Cooperativee behavior 

SAS S 

Attractio nn Gap 

-.20 0 

-.36 6 

-.23 3 

-.35 5 

N=145;p<.0 1 1 

Tablee 8.4: Correlation s betwee n (sub-scale s of ) SAS and th e Attractio n Gap 

Thee second validity test, entailing the assumption that antecedents can explain the degree of 
attraction,, was performed by a regression analysis. The results are presented in Table 8.5. 
Thesee results show that size and maturity explain much of the variance in ingroup attraction. 
However,, we must bear in mind that the distribution of maturity is rather skewed. All of the 
studentt groups were formed a month before the questionnaire was distributed. The 
organizationall  group was the only one that had been in existence for a considerable period of 
timee (six years). It was, therefore, not surprising that this group had the highest mean score for 
ingroupp attraction. Among the students, the smallest group (19 members) scored the highest 
onn ingroup attraction. This group and the organizational group had mean ingroup attraction 
scoress of 3.50 and 3.49, respectively, (which was higher than the scores for all other groups). 
ANOVAA and post hoc analysis showed that in both cases, this difference was significant with 
respectt to three of the other groups. (F=4.91, *#between groupS=7, #withingrouPs=137,jp=.000). 
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ModelModel (Stepwise) 

Maturityy of group 

Sizee of group 

Interaction n 
withinn group: Number of contacts 

Intensityy of contacts 

Adjustedd R2 = .12 
N=145 N=145 

DependentDependent variable: Social Attraction 
*p<.05;;  **p<.01 

Standardized Standardized 
Regression Regression 
coefficient coefficient 

.48" " 

- .36" " 

.14* * 

NS S 

Tablee 8.5: Predictio n of attractio n by thre e antecedent s 

Thee SAS and the three subscales proved separately to be reliable. The standard measurement 
forr homogeneity and the second-level reliability test showed positive results. The results of 
thee validity tests were also satisfactory. The difference between the scores for the most liked 
andd the most prototypical person correlated negatively with social attraction. This also implies 
thatt the construction of items with regard to individual members (most liked, least liked and 
prototypicall  person) were, in fact, helpful in measuring depersonalized liking. This is 
promisingg since these items can also be used in large groups whose members are not all 
acquainted.. The second validity test showed that the antecedents of social cohesion expected 
didd explain much of the variance in ingroup attraction. That interaction did not explain a 
significantt part of the variance may result from operationalization. Interaction outside regular 
groupp meetings was measured. However, since the members in the groups only knew each 
otherr for one month, very littl e contact was held outside the class. It might have been more 
usefull  to measure the interaction during class time. 

Basedd on these results, it can be assumed that the SAS is useful for studying the relationship 
betweenn ICT use and social cohesion in organizations. In Study 3, which examined the 
hypothesess regarding this relationship using the SAS, the scale was tested again. The 
followingg section presents and discusses the results of this second round of reliability and 
validityy tests. 
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8.22 Testin g the conceptua l mode l of cohesio n as socia l attractio n in an 
organizationa ll  contex t (stud y 3) 

Beforee distributing the questionnaire developed for testing the hypotheses concerning the 
relationshipp between ICT use and social cohesion, the Social Attraction Scale was discussed 
withh several employees of one of the participating organizations. (However, those employees 
themselvess were not included in the sample for the third study). Based on this group 
discussion,, we removed one item of the sub-scale, "Evaluation of the group," (namely: "to 
others,others, I describe this group as one of the best groups to be part of"). This item was 
consideredd to be culturally alien to the down-to-earth mentality of Dutch employees, 
(especiallyy in governmental organizations). However, we did add an extra item to the sub-
scale,, "Perceived similarity" (see Table 8.1). The adjusted scale was then used in Study 3. 
Wee analyzed data for the small and large size categories listed in Chapter 6 (Table 6.3). This 
wass done regardless of the case study from which we extracted the data. We preferred this 
approachh since the scale is supposed to be suitable for smaller and larger organizational 
groups. . 

Operationalizations Operationalizations 
Inn Study 2 only a few of the antecedents distinguished were used to test the validity of the 
scale.. In Study 3, all factors listed in the conceptual model of cohesion as social attraction 
(withh the exception of leadership) were operationalized and measured. These factors can be 
usedd for testing the construct validity. The operationalizations of the antecedents are described 
below. . 

IdentificationIdentification with the group 

Thee operationalization of identification was described earlier on in section 6.3. The 
widelyy accepted and well-tested scale by Meal & Ashforth (1992) appeared to be 
suitablee for this study, since their theory of identification is similar to this study's line 
off  reasoning regarding cohesion as social attraction. This scale consists of 6 items and 
reportedd on the different size categories of this study (<30; 30-50; and 50-100) a 
reliabilityy of alpha= .82, alpha = .81, and alpha = .78, respectively. 

PropinquityPropinquity between group members 

Respondentss were asked to indicate their group situation on a five point scale, 
specifiedd as: 1-same room, 2-same area, 3-same floor, 4-same building or 5- different 
buildings.. In examining the results, we did not find this operationalization to be 
equallyy appropriate in all cases. Two organizations (E and F) are located in large 
buildings,, in which the different floors were so spread out, that they were divided in 
differentt compartments. Thus, in these cases, members of groups divided over 
differentt floors in the same compartment were closer to each other, than members of 
groupss divided over different compartments on the same floor. This problem concerns 
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mostlyy smaller groups and should be taken into account in interpreting the results of 

furtherr analysis. The individual scores have been aggregated to compute the 

propinquityy within the group. 

SimilaritySimilarity within the group 

Respondentss were asked to categorize their formal function in the group. They could 
choosee from fixed categories, formulated by the organization (the in-house consultants 
off  each organization indicated which functions were present in their organization). 
Thee age of respondents was also measured and categorized; (five categories: <26; 25 -
35;; 35 - 45; 45 - 55; and 55 - 65, respectively). Based on this information, we were 
ablee to compute an objective measure of similarity between group members for each 
group.. This was done using the entropy (De Ridder, 1984; Theil, 1967) as a(n) 
(inverse)) measure of similarity of functions and age within the groups (see Appendix 
III) . . 

-- Intensity of contacts with group members 
Respondentss were asked to indicate how many people they communicate with 
regularlyy in their group (during working hours as well as in their free time). This 
numberr was divided by the total size of the group. 

GroupGroup maturity 
Respondentss were asked to indicate for how long (in years) they had been working in 
theirr group. The individual scores were aggregated to compute the "age" of the group. 

Results Results 
Reliabilityy was tested, using the small and large size categories distinguished in Chapter 6 (5-
300 group members and 50-100 group members). Table 8.6 presents Crohnbach's alpha, which 
wass computed for each sub-scale as well as for the total scale of social attraction in the two 
differentt size categories. The last row presents the alphas computed for all groups together. 
Thee reliability of the scales used measures above .60 in both categories. 
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Crohnbach'sCrohnbach's alpha 

Sub-scale ss of SAS 

Evaluationn of the group (N ft,™ = 4) 

Similarityy (N «en» = 4) 

Cooperativee behavior (N ^ms = 8) 

SAS S 

5-295-29 persons 
N=493 3 

.71 1 

.73 3 

.82 2 

.89 9 

50-10050-100 persons 
N=332 2 

.63 3 

.67 7 

.73 3 

.85 5 

Tablee 8.6: Homogeneit y of used scale s in differen t size categorie s 

Thee second-level reliability test, that is the comparison with the GAS, was not conducted. 
Thiss test could be used in Study 2 as it only included small groups. Moreover, the 
questionnairee was already fairly long, testing almost all of the listed antecedents of social 
cohesionn and ICT use. Making it even longer by including the GAS (in relatively small 
groups)) would probably have affected the response rate negatively. 

Inn Study 2, two validity tests were conducted. The comparison with the "attraction gap" (the 
differencee between the attraction towards the most liked and the prototypical member of the 
group)) as well as a comparison with antecedents of cohesion were also made in Study 3. 
Moreover,, a comparison was made between scores on identification with the group and social 
attraction.. As discussed in the conceptual model of cohesion as social attraction, 
identificationn is strongly related to social attraction and can even be considered as a condition 
necessaryy to its development. 

Inn comparing scores between social attraction and both the "attraction gap" and 
"identificationn with the group", we computed (Pearson's) correlations. The results are 
presentedd in Table 8.7. 
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Pearson'sPearson's correlation 

SizeSize category 

5-295-29 persons 
N=493 3 

50-10050-100 persons 
N=332 2 

Scale Scale 

Evaluationn of the group 
Perceivedd similarity 
Cooperativee behavior 
SAS SAS 

Evaluationn of the group 
Perceivedd similarity 
Cooperativee behavior 
SAS SAS 

Identificatio nn wit h the grou p 
p<.001 1 

.41 1 

.36 6 

.46 6 

.48 8 

.32 2 

.34 4 

.29 9 

.38 8 

Attractio nn gap 
p<.001 1 

-.33 3 
-.23 3 
-.35 5 
-.35 5 

-.36 6 
-.40 0 
-.44 4 
-.48 8 

Tabl ee 8.7: Result s of two validit y tests : correlation s betwee n socia l attractio n and 
"identificatio nn wit h the group "  and the "attractio n gap, "  respectively . 

Again,, the tests were performed in the small and large size categories. The results of both 
validityy tests were satisfactory. Identification with the group does indeed appear to correlate 
positivelyy with social attraction for each size category, as well as for all categories together. 
Wee also found the expected negative correlation between the "attraction gap" and sub-scales 
off  social attraction. The correlation between the SAS in small groups in this study is 
comparablee to that found in the previous study (both correlations are -.35, see table 8.4). 

Tablee 8.8 presents the results of a regression analysis, including five antecedents of 
sociall  cohesion. As discussed in section 6.3, only groups with a response rate higher than 40% 
weree included for this validity test. This was because several antecedents had to be analyzed 
att the group level. 

ModelModel (Stepwise) 

AntecedentsAntecedents of social attraction 
Intensityy of contact with group members 

 Propinquity 
 Similarity 
 Maturity 
 Size 

AdjustedAdjusted R2 

N N 

Dependentt variable: Social Attraction 
*p<.05;; **p<.01 

Standardized Standardized 
RegressionRegression coefficient 

5-30 5-30 

NS S 
NS S 
NS S 
-.14* * 
-.13* * 

.04 4 
352 2 

50-100 50-100 

. 2 1 " " 

.15* * 
NS S 
NS S 
NS S 

.05 5 
199 9 

Tabl ee 8.8: Predictio n of socia l attractio n by fiv e antecedent s 
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Thee adjusted R2, which indicates the percentage of variety in social attraction caused by the 
antecedentss distinguished, was fairly low in both small and large categories. This may be 
attributablee to the assumed large role of identification with the group with regard to social 
attraction,, which was not included in the regression analysis. However in both categories 
(smalll  and large groups), two of the five antecedents included appear to explain some of the 
variancee in social attraction. 

Ass mentioned in Chapter 5 (section 5.3), the antecedents may contribute differently to 
cohesionn as social attraction in smaller and larger groups. These results do indeed show some 
differences.. In smaller groups, maturity correlates significantly, while this factor appears not 
too be significantly related to social attraction in larger groups. In larger groups, the intensity of 
contactss with group members and propinquity between group members appear to be more 
important,, while these aspects may be a matter of course in smaller groups. On the other hand, 
thee fact that we found no effect of propinquity in smaller groups may also be partly 
attributablee to the operationalization of this variable (as discussed earlier in this section). 

Maturityy negatively affects social attraction in relatively small groups. In Chapter 3, 
thiss antecedent was said to have a positive influence on social attraction. However, in a small 
organizationall  group (operationalized as the mean duration of individual memberships) 
somethingg else may occur with this antecedent. Longer-term membership in the same group 
can,, for instance, result from stagnation in an individual's career, which can lead to negative 
feelingss towards the group. Size also negatively affects social attraction in relatively small 
groups,, which indicates that size differences in this category are still important, in contrast to 
thee large group category. 

8.33 Conclusio n and discussio n 

Thiss chapter discusses the Social Attraction Scale. Since no suitable scale was available for 
measuringg cohesion as social attraction in organizational groups, a scale was developed for 
ourr research. The Social Attraction Scale was tested in Study 2. Several reliability and 
validityy tests were conducted, yielding satisfactory results. The scale was also discussed with 
aa group of employees in one of the organizations included in the third study. Based on the 
resultss of that discussion, the scale was slightly modified and found to be suitable for 
measuringg social attraction in smaller and larger organizational groups. The scale was used in 
Studyy 3; once again, reliability and validity tests were conducted. Most of the results for this 
studyy were also satisfactory. 

Too test the validity of the scale in both studies, we conducted a regression analysis, 
includingg antecedents of social cohesion. The results of Study 3 showed that a fairly small 
portionn of the variety in social attraction was attributable to the antecedents included. A 
possiblee explanation for these findings (e.g. the role of identification with the group) was 
discussedd briefly. Identification is considered to be a condition necessary to the development 
off  attraction. This social process is also assumed to be influenced by several of the 
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antecedentss of social cohesion (as can be seen in the conceptual model of cohesion as social 
attractionn in Chapter 3). Thus, the regression analysis performed may have been somewhat 
simplisticc for testing the validity of the scale in Study 3. 

Alll  the same, the results of the regression analysis offer insight into which antecedents 
playy a role in the different size categories. As expected, these antecedents proved to be 
differentlyy related to social attraction in smaller and larger groups. In smaller groups, group 
maturityy is fairly important to social attraction. The intensity of contact with group members 
andd propinquity between group members play a significant role in larger groups. Moreover, 
wee found a negative effect for size in the smallest category (5-30 group members). This 
findingg may indicate that this category should be further divided into several sub categories, 
testingg the hypotheses regarding the relationship between ICT use and social cohesion. (After 
all,, size is assumed to influence this relationship). 

Ourr discussion of the results for the reliability and validity tests in Study 3 illustrated 
thee operationalization of the measured antecedents of social cohesion. The operationalization 
off  one antecedent (i.e. "propinquity between group members") proved not to be fully 
appropriatee for all cases involving smaller groups. This should be taken into account in 
interpretingg the results of further analysis. 

Despitee the few problems discussed regarding the regression analysis in Study 3, the Social 
AttractionAttraction Scale can be considered a reliable and valid scale for measuring cohesion as social 
attractionn in organizational groups. In both studies, the results of two reliability and two 
validityy tests were satisfactory. The following chapter examines and discusses Study 3 more 
extensively,, presenting the results of the actual testing of the hypotheses regarding the 
relationshipp between ICT use and social cohesion in organizational groups. 
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Chapte rr  9 
Studyy 3: ICT Use and Social Cohesion 

Thiss chapter presents the results obtained from the third study. This study was introduced 
earlierr in chapter 6, where the method and analysis were discussed. It examines the tenability 
off  hypotheses la & lb and 2a & 2b regarding the effect of ICT use on social cohesion in 

organizationall  groups. 
Ass explained in Chapter 6, the data 
analysiss proceeded in three steps. The first 
stepp was described in Chapter 8. The 
secondd step involves examining expected 
structurall  characteristics, CMC's social 
impactt and differences between size 
categoriess for each case. The results of this 
stepp are presented in section 9.2. The third 
stepp consists of a cross-case analysis, 
testingg the hypotheses in different size 
categories.. Results of the third step are 
presentedd in section 9.3. 

Sociall  cohesion was operationalized as social (ingroup) attraction. Therefor this term will be 
usedd in reporting and discussing the empirical results. Before discussing the results of this 
study,, we will begin by examining the operationalization of ICT use in section 9.1 below. 

Stepp 3 

9.11 Operationalizatio n of ICT use 

Inn this study, a questionnaire (see Appendix II) was used, measuring cohesion as social 

attraction,, antecedents of cohesion and ICT use. This section takes a closer look at the 

operationalizationn of ICT use. 
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ICTICT use in general 

Withh regard to the first two hypotheses, it was assumed that ICT use in general (because of its 
capacityy to overcome problems of time and space, connect people and establish control) 
wouldd interact with organizational characteristics, resulting in shifts in organizational 
structure.. Those shifts, in turn, were assumed to influence social cohesion in organizational 
groups.. Thus, the use of available ICT applications in an organization would indirectly affect 
cohesionn in that organization's groups. In light of this, it was argued (in Chapter 5) that 
individuall  use of available ICT applications in general would be related to the individual's 
sociall  attraction towards his/her own group. 

Too measure individual ICT use in general, we asked respondents to indicate how 
frequentlyy they used ICT applications (Internet, intranet, e-mail, video conferencing and 
mobilee phones). Answers were given on a five-point scale: 1- never; 2- less than once a 
month;; 3- a few times a month; several times a week; 5-every day. On studying the results, we 
foundd that almost all respondents indicated that they used e-mail every day, resulting in littl e 
variancee in e-mail use. Respondents were also asked to indicate how many e-mails they sent 
andd received on a regular workday. Based on that information, we measured the frequency of 
e-maill  use. The scores were measured on a five-point scale with the following categories: (1) 
lesss than 5 e-mails per day; (2) 5 to 9 e-mails per day; (3) 10 to 14 e-mails per day; (4) 15 to 
199 e-mails a day; and (5) 20 or more e-mails per day. Finally, we added the scores for all ICT 
applications,, resulting in a single (individual) score for the variable ICT use in general. 

IntensityIntensity of CMC within group 

Hypothesess 2a and 2b concern the direct relationship between ICT use and social cohesion. 
Thesee hypotheses focus on the possible effects of what is called Computer-Mediated-
Communicationn (CMC). It was assumed that this medium itself had characteristics that 
influencee the communication activities for which it is used. This "social impact" was 
describedd in Chapter 4. Because of this social impact, the substitution of richer media (such as 
face-to-facee communication) by CMC is assumed to have a restraining influence on social 
cohesionn in smaller groups. On the other hand, CMC can be seen as an extra medium for 
communicationn on a larger scale, which facilitates and stimulates communication activities in 
largerr groups. 

Consideringg these assumptions, we employed a second measure for ICT use to test 
hypothesess 2a and 2b: the Intensity of CMC within the group, operationalized as the relative 
partt of the total use of communication media within the group (see Appendix III) . As 
discussedd earlier this variable is measured on group level (see Chapter 5, section 5.3). 

9.22 Descriptio n of result s in four cases 

Beforee exploring the hypothesized effects of ICT use in organizations, we will describe the 

fourr case studies separately. As argued earlier, the task of comparing different groups requires 
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aa cross-case analysis. This is due to the distribution of the groups across the four cases as well 

ass to the fairly small number of groups per case. At the same time, it is necessary - not to 

mentionn interesting - to examine ICT use in relation to social cohesion for each case 

separately. . 

Thee following sections present a case-by-case discussion of the use of ICT, 
substitutionn of other media by ICT and the assumptions underlying hypotheses la & lb and 
2aa & 2b (concerning characteristics of organizational groups and CMC's social impact). A 
comparisonn is also made between the four cases with regard to the variables ICT use in 

general,general, Intensity of CMC within the group (on the individual level, since all data was included 
inn the first step of the analysis) and Social Attraction towards organizational groups. 

UseUse of ICT applications 
Tablee 9.1 presents an overview of available ICT applications (and frequency of use). The 
scaless employed were already discussed in the previous section. As we can see, the four 
organizationss differ in their use of these applications. ANOVA and post hoc analysis show 
significantt differences regarding ICT use in general between all four cases (F=16.9, b̂etween 
grouPs=3,, WithingraupB=979, ̂ =.000). Organization F has the highest score, due to relatively high 
scoress on e-mail, Internet and intranet. Organization H comes in second with the most intense 
usee of an intranet. Organization G scored high on e-mail use, which is striking considering 
thatt this case also includes groups where the medium had been introduced only recently. This 
frequencyy of use may have been stimulated by the novelty of the medium or the fact that 
employeess in these groups had waited for e-mail facilities, while their colleagues at the main 
officee had used it for quite some time. Organization E showed the lowest score for ICT use in 
general,general, although e-mail use in this organization was also quite frequent. 

E-mail l 
Internet t 
Intranet t 
Video o 
conferencing g 
Mobilee phone 

ICTICT use in general 

scalee 1 - 5:1 = 

Organizatio nn E 
n=333 3 

3.62 2 
2.31 1 
2.09 9 
1.02 2 

2.10 0 

2.23 2.23 

never ;;  5 = most frequentl y y 

Organizatio nn F 
n=254 4 

3.30 0 
3.31 1 
3.26 6 
1.00 0 

2.17 7 

2.61 2.61 

Organizatio nn  G 
n=192 2 

4.13 3 
2.51 1 
2.49 9 
1.05 5 

1.80 0 

2.40 2.40 

Organizatio nn H 
n=204 4 

2.66 6 
2.19 9 
3.99 9 
1.05 5 

2.67 7 

2.51 2.51 

Tablee 9.1: Mean frequencie s of use of ICT application s 

Thee second ICT variable, intensity of CMC within the group, is actually a group characteristic. 

Wee examine this variable in our discussion of the cases. For the time being, however, we will 

focuss solely on the individual level, since all data is still included and group characteristics 

cannott be computed. 
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Organizatio nn E Organizatio n F Organizatio n G Organizatio n H 
n=3333 n=254 n=195 n=204 

Intensit yy  of CMC withi n .33 .27 .22 .32 
grou p p 

scal ee 0-1:0 = no part; 1 = total  part (see also Appendi x III) 

Tabl ee 9.2: Intensit y of CMC withi n grou p 

Thee distribution of higher and lower scores is somewhat different (F=16.9, dfbetween grouPs=3, 
dfwithinn grouPs=979, p=.000). Although organization E had the lowest score for the variable ICT 
useuse in general, the respondents there communicate with group members through e-mail more 
thann in the other three organizations. (E's score, however, differed significantly only with that 
off  organization G). Organization H scored high on both variables. By contrast, organization 
GG scored low on both. Organization F scored somewhat lower than E and H, with the only 
significantt difference being between F and H. 

Givenn the scores for both ICT variables, we could say that organization H uses ICT 
mostt intensively, as opposed to organization G, which shows the least intensive use. 
Organizationn F also scored fairly high. Oddly enough, organization E had the highest score 
forr ICT use in general, and the lowest score for intensity of CMC within the group. 

ICTICT and structural characteristics 
Forr each organization, correlations were computed between ICT use in general and 
antecedentss of social cohesion that were assumed to be related to ICT use (forming part of the 
basiss on which the hypothesized indirect effect of ICT on social cohesion was formulated). 
Tablee 9.3 presents the correlations (all variables are on the individual level). Only three 
antecedentss were included since the data in this section is analyzed on the individual level 
only.. Similarity between group members is a group characteristic that cannot be measured 
individually.. To compute the correlation between intensity of contact with group members 

andd ICT use in general, we split the data into relatively small and large groups (using the 
provisionall  categories distinguished in Chapter 6). We did this in the expectation that the 
relationshipp between these variables would be different in both size categories. 
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Pearson'sPearson's Correlation 

Propinquityy with group 
members s 
Periodd of group membership 

Intensityy of contact within 
group p 
Smalll groups (<30) 
Largee groups <>50) 

Organizatio nn  E 
n=333 3 

*fX.05\*fX.05\ **p<.01 
1inn Organization H only 11 respondents 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 
NS S 

Organizatio nn  F 
n=254 4 

NS S 

-.29** * 

-.21** (n=97) 
.25*** (n=153) 

fromm large groups were included 

Organizationn G 
n=192 2 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 
NS S 

Organizatio nn H 
n=204 4 

-.18** * 

-.34** * 

NS S 
nt1 1 

Tablee 9.3: Correlation s betwee n ICT use in genera l and antecedent s 

Organizationn F and H report several significant correlations between antecedents of social 
cohesionn and ICT use in general. In organizations E and G, no significant correlations were 
found.. Considering the results so far, this is not really surprising. Both organizations F and H 
reportt relatively high frequencies of ICT use and have a widely used intranet. Thus, shifts in 
organizationall  structure (resulting from the interaction between ICT use and the 
organizationall  structure) are more likely to occur in organizations F and H than in 
organizationss E and G. In keeping with the assumptions outlined in section 5.1 regarding the 
interactionn between ICT use and organizational structure, these shifts can spread 
communicationn patterns and lead to a decrease in propinquity between group members as well 
ass in group maturity. 

PerceivedPerceived effects of CMC 
Respondentss were asked to indicate their perceived decrease or increase of the use of other 
mediaa if they had no e-mail and intranet access. The results are reported in Tables 9.4 and 9.5. 
Thee percentages in these tables represent the added percentages of respondents who indicated 
thatt their use of these media would decrease or increase considerably if they could not use e-
maill  or intranet. In effect, these figures indicate what percentage of the respondents in each 
organizationn feel that their use of other media has decreased because of the availability of e-
maill  and intranet. 
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E-mailE-mail replacing.. 

Telephone e 
Face-to-facee communication 
Letterss and memos 
Meetingss at own office 
Meetingss elsewhere 

Organizatio nn E 
n=333 3 

91.0% % 
61.6% % 
75.7% % 
16.8% % 
15.0% % 

1lnn organization H, an abridged questionnaire was 
weree not included. 

Organizatio nn F 
n=254 4 

92.5% % 
51.5% % 
76.8% % 
13.8% % 
14.2% % 

Organizatio nn G 
n=192 2 

90.1% % 
57.3% % 
76.5% % 
6.8% % 
7.3% % 

Organizatio nn H 
n=204 4 

nt1 1 

nt1 1 

nt1 1 

nt1 1 

nt1 1 

used,, and items regarding the substitution value of ICT/CMC 

Tablee 9.4: Substitutio n of othe r media by e-mai l 

Inn all three participating organizations, the vast majority (over 90%) considers e-mail a 
substitutee for the telephone. Letters and memos came in second place as have been substituted 
byy e-mail. Face-to-face communication scored somewhat lower; however, over half of all 
respondentss felt that they would have more face-to-face communication if they had no e-mail 
access.. Scores on these three alternative media did not differ that much between 
organizations.. Only a small percentage witnessed a decline in meetings due to their use of e-
mail. . 

IntranetIntranet replacing... Organizatio n E Organizatio n F Organizatio n G Organizatio n H 
n=1777 n=185 n=110 n=204 

Telephonee 27.7% 49.7% 29.1% nt 
Face-to-facee communication 15.2% 34.0% 9.1% nt 
Letterss and memos 16.4% 33.0% 21.8% nt 
Meetingss at own office 6.2% 6.0% 4.5% nt 
Meetingss elsewhere 4.0% 4.3% 3.6% nt 

Inn organization H, an abridged questionnaire was used, and items regarding the substitution value off ICT/CMC 
weree not included. 

Tablee 9.5: Substitutio n of othe r media by intrane t 

Thee substitution value of intranet experienced by respondents was somewhat less spectacular 
thann the substitution value for e-mail. This is not surprising since e-mail is primarily a 
communicationn medium, while intranet is merely used for information searches. It is, 
however,, interesting to see that the organizations differ considerably from each other with 
regardd to substitution of the so-called richer media. The previous section touched briefly on 
thee intranets of all these organizations. Organizations F and H both feature a widely used 
intranett and reported relatively intensive use of this medium (see Table 9.1). In organization 
E,, only small intranets for particular groups existed. In organization G, not all respondents 
hadd access to the organization's intranet. Both organizations also reported lower frequencies 
inn intranet use (Table 9.1). Thus, the differences between the scores reported in Table 9.5 
weree not surprising either. Fewer than 30% of the respondents in organizations E and G 
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experiencedd a decrease in their telephone use as a result of their intranet use. The 
correspondingg figure for organization F was almost 50%. Organization F also scored highest 
onn the experienced decrease in face-to-face communication resulting from intranet use. 
Unfortunately,, we were unable to include organization H in this analysis. It would have been 
interestingg to see whether the decrease expected in telephone use and face-to-face 
communicationn was also reported in this case. 

Severall  assumptions were made about the social impact of CMC. If other (richer) media were 
replacedd or supplemented by CMC, the characteristic absence of non-verbal keys and direct 
feedbackk would influence the interaction for which CMC is used. The questionnaire included 
severall  statements to measure the perception of the respondents regarding these assumptions. 
Tablee 9.6 reports the percentages of respondents in each organization (again, unfortunately, 
organizationn H was not included) that responded that they agreed or strongly agreed with the 
statement. . 

E-mail... E-mail... 

1.. ..makes it easier to contact a 
stranger. . 

2.. ...makes it easier to contact a 
dislikedd person. 

3.. ..makes it easier to have more 
openn and equal contact with a 
supenor. . 

4.. ..is not sufficient for having a 
reall conversation. 

5.. ..is not sufficient for building 
andd maintaining relationships. 

Organizatio n n 
E E 

n=333 3 

51.9% % 

44.4% % 

16.5% % 

74.2% % 

74.7% % 

Organizatio n n 
F F 

n=254 4 

53.5% % 

47.6% % 

24.1% % 

71.7% % 

77.2% % 

Organizatio n n 
G G 

n=195 5 

44.1% % 

52.8% % 

22.6% % 

81.5% % 

76.4% % 

Organizatio n n 
H H 

n=204 4 

nt1 1 

nt1 1 

nt1 1 

nt1 1 

nt1 1 

1lnn organization H, an abridged questionnaire was used, and items regarding the social impact of CMC were not 
included d 

Tablee 9.6: Experience d socia l impac t of CMC 

Thee vast majority in each organization agrees with the fourth and fifth statement regarding e-
maill  as a poor medium that cannot, in itself, support a conversation or maintain relationships 
betweenn people. Hypothesis 2a is based on the assumption that e-mail is a poor medium. The 
respondentss received the first three statements less enthusiastically, though still half agreed 
thatt e-mail facilitates communication processes with strangers or people they do not like. 
Onlyy a minority perceives e-mail as a medium that facilitates communication with superiors, 
orr to put it in another way: a medium that overcomes differences in status. These statements 
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concernn assumptions regarding e-mail as a medium that facilitates communication on a larger 
scale,, which forms the basis for hypothesis 2b. 

Thee hypothesized direct effect of CMC on social cohesion (hypotheses 2a & 2b), suggests 
somee degree of replacement of other (richer) media by CMC in small groups. The respondents 
inn the organizations included in this study did indeed experience a replacement of face-to-face 
communicationn and telephone use by e-mail, and (to a lesser extent) by intranet. Secondly, the 
respondentss claimed to have experienced some social impact of CMC, which supports the 
assumptionss underlying the hypothesized direct effect of CMC on social cohesion. 

ICT/CMCICT/CMC and social attraction: comparing case studies 
Eachh organization's scores for ICT use have been discussed, along with various assumptions 
underlyingg the hypotheses regarding the relationship between ICT use and social cohesion. 
Beforee testing these hypotheses in a cross-case analysis, we compared scores regarding ICT 
usee and social attraction for the four organizations. In making these comparisons, we can 
obtainn extra information and probably find explanations that may help to interpret results from 
thee cross-case analysis in the next step of the analysis. However, we are unable to draw any 
actuall  conclusions with regard to the hypotheses on the basis of these comparisons. 

Tablee 9.7 presents differences between scores on ICT use and social attraction for all four 
cases.. Differences between the cases were computed using ANOVA and post hoc analysis. F-
values,, degrees of freedom and the probability of differences in ICT use in general and 
intensityintensity of CMC within group have already been reported and discussed earlier in this section 
(Tablee 9.1). The scores for differences between Social Attraction in relatively small and large 

g r o u p ss are F = 6 . 4 ; ^between groups=3; #within gn>ups=489; p=.000 a n d F=22; ^between groups=3; 

Withinn grouPs
=384, jp=.087, respectively. 

Usee of ICT in general 
Intensityy of CMC within group 

Sociall attraction small groups 
(<30) ) 
Sociall attraction large groups 
(>50) ) 

*p<.05;*p<.01;"*p<.001 1 
1inn Organization H, only 11 respondents 

E-F F 

-.38*" " 
.06* * 

NS S 

NS S 

fromm large 

E-G G 

- .17" " 
.11*** * 

-.19** * 

NS S 

groupss were 

E-H1 1 

-.28*** * 
NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

included d 

F-G G 

.21** * 
.05* * 

-.22** * 

NS S 

F-H1 1 

NS S 
NS S 

NS S 

-.31* * 

G-H H 

NS S 
- .10" " 

.23*" " 

NS S 

Tablee 9.7: Comparin g cases fo r ICT use and socia l attractio n 
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Organizationss F and H both scored high on the two ICT variables. Their scores on social 
attractionn towards all groups did not differ significantly from each other. However, both 
organizationss did differ in their scores on social attraction towards larger groups. This 
differencee should be interpreted with some caution, since only 11 respondents from larger 
groupss were included in organization H. The differences found in social attraction towards 
smalll  groups between organizations F and G, as well as between organizations G and H, fall 
inn line with the theory. Both organizations F and H showed higher scores on their ICT use and 
lowerr scores on social attraction towards small groups than did organization G. Comparing 
organizationn E with the other organizations is somewhat more complicated because of the 
differentt scores on both ICT variables in this organization. As we can see in organization E, 
ICTT applications are used less frequently than in organizations F and G. Moreover, the 
intensityy of CMC in groups is higher than in organizations F and G. In comparing 
organizationn E with F, we found no significant difference in social attraction in all groups, but 
didd observe a significant difference in social attraction towards small groups between 
organizationss E and G. This may indicate that, in the selected cases, intensity of CMC within 
thethe group has more impact on social attraction towards small groups than does ICT use in 
general.general. This is also supported by the differences found between organizations G and H. This 
mayy also be attributable to the possibility that the assumed interaction between ICT use and 
organizationall  structure, which forms the first part of the indirect relationship hypothesized 
betweenn ICT and social cohesion, has not (yet) taken place in these organizations. This idea is 
supportedd by the results reported in Table 9.3. 

Conclusion Conclusion 
Thee four cases differ from each other in their use of ICT applications, the degree to which 
theyy experience ICT as a substitute for other (communication) media and the interaction 
betweenn their ICT use and antecedents of social cohesion. Those differences tally largely with 
thee theoretical assumptions underlying hypotheses la & lb and 2a & 2b. The organizations 
thatt reported relatively high frequencies of ICT use also experienced ICT as a substitute for 
otherr media. Moreover, they showed the relationship expected between ICT use and several 
antecedentss of social cohesion. Organizations that reported lower frequencies of ICT use, by 
contrast,, witnessed a smaller decrease in the use of other media and showed no relationship 
betweenn ICT use and the assumed shifts in organizational structure. 

Furthermore,, in comparing the social attraction scores for the four cases, we found, 
oncee again, that organizations with relatively high scores for both ICT variables also showed 
lowerr scores in social attraction towards smaller groups. It was difficult to draw any insight 
intoo differences in social attraction towards larger groups from these data given the fairly 
smalll  number of respondents from large groups in organization H. One organization reported 
aa relatively low score on ICT use in general and a relatively high score on intensity of CMC 

withinwithin the group. As a result, in comparing this organization with the other three, we obtained 
aa sometimes diffuse, though interesting, picture. Based on this data, it appears that CMC 
withinn the group has more impact on social attraction towards small groups than ICT use in 
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generall  does. This may be because shifts in the organizational structure, triggered by or 
stemmingg from ICT use, have not yet taken place to any great extent in these organizations. 

Ass argued in the previous section, we are unable to draw any actual conclusions 
regardingg the effects of ICT use on social cohesion. However, in discussing the cases 
separatelyy and comparing them to each other, we did obtain some interesting information. 
Thiss will help to interpret the results of further (cross-case) analyses. 

9.33 Testin g hypothese s for differen t size categorie s 

Thiss section presents a cross-case analysis, testing the hypotheses regarding the relationship 
betweenn ICT use and social cohesion in organizational groups. All groups from the four cases 
aree taken together, and are categorized by size. As discussed in Chapter 6, these cross-case 
analysess include variables on the individual as well as the group level. In light of this, we 
includedd only groups with a response rate of 40% or higher. In the previous section, three size 
categoriess were distinguished. In the smallest of those categories (5-30), we found a 
significantt correlation (r=-.\l;  p=.00\) between social attraction and size. Moreover, as 
arguedd in section 5.4, "very small" groups, (e.g. a 6-member group) may react differently than 
wouldd a small group of - say - 20 people. For these reasons, this category was split further in 
orderr to ensure the equal distribution of groups across the subcategories. Table 9.8 lists the 
groupss per (sub) category. 

Categor yy size Ngrou p tota l 

Small Small 
11 <10 16 
22 10-14 16 
33 15-29 17 

Middle Middle 
44 30-49 3 

Large Large 
55 50-100 7 

TotalTotal 59 

Ngroupp  per case 

EE F G H 

22 7 6 1 
22 6 4 4 
7 - 2 8 8 

1 - 1 1 1 

44 2 1 -

1616 15 14 14 

NN respondent * 

79 9 
101 1 
172 2 

47 7 

199 9 

598 598 

Tablee 9.8: Size categorie s fo r cross-cas e analysi s 

Ass we can see in Table 9.8, the distribution of groups in the different size categories is - due 
too the 40% criterion - not equal across the four cases. Most of the groups in the third 
category,, for instance, belong to organizations E and H. Of the larger groups, over half 
belongg to organization E. Another problem concerns the fourth category, which is only 
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poorlyy filled. We were able to include only three groups containing 47 respondents. These 
factss must be taken into consideration in interpreting the results of the cross-case analysis. 

Too test the hypotheses, we conducted several analyses in these groups. As discussed in 
Chapterr 6, the provisional size categories distinguished will first be explored further, 
computingg correlations and using a regression analysis. In addition, we tested the conceptual 
modell  presented in Chapter 5 (Figure 5.1) continually, using structural linear models. 

ExploringExploring the size categories 
Wee found no significant correlations between the ICT variables and social attraction in any of 
thee size categories. However, on conducting a regression analysis, we found that ICT 
variabless did indeed explain some of the variance in social attraction in three of the five size 
categories.. Table 9.9 shows the results of this analysis. All antecedents were included. In this 
kindd of analysis, the mediating role of identification presented in Figure 5.1 (as a condition 
necessaryy to cohesion, sharing some of the antecedents of cohesion), cannot be taken into 
account.. This does become possible, however, in using structural linear models in the last step 
off  testing the hypotheses. For now, identification is treated as any other antecedent. 

Thee results of the regression analysis offer information about the size categories in 
whichh we can expect an ICT effect. They show that effects of ICT use can be expected in the 
second,, third and fifth size categories (Table 9.9). 

ModelModel (stepwise) 

AntecedentsAntecedents social cohesion 
 Identification with group 
 Intensity of contact within group 
 Propinquity within group 
 Maturity of group 
 Similarity within group 

ICTICT variables 
 Intensit y of CMC withi n grou p 
 ICT use in genera l 

AdjustedAdjusted f?2 

N N 

Dependentt variable: Social Attraction 
"p<.01;; *fx.05 

<10 <10 

. 53 " " 
NS S 
NS S 
NS S 
.34* * 

NS S 
NS S 

.31 1 
79 9 

Standardized Standardized 

10-14 10-14 

.58** * 
NS S 
NS S 
NS S 

.23** * 

-.17** * 
NS S 

.33 3 
101 1 

regression regression 

15-29 15-29 

.51** * 
NS S 
NS S 

-.17* * 
NS S 

NS S 
-.20** * 

.28 8 
172 2 

coefficient coefficient 

30-49 30-49 

.42** * 
NS S 
NS S 
NS S 
NS S 

NS S 
NS S 

.16 6 
47 7 

50-100 50-100 

.36** * 

.23" " 
.15* * 
NS S 
NS S 

.18** * 
NS S 

.22 2 
199 9 

Tablee 9.9: Result s of regressio n analysi s in each size categor y 

Thee results of the middle category are difficult to interpret, since only identification with 
groupp explains some of the variance of social attraction in this category. As discussed earlier, 
thiss may be partly attributable to the small number of respondents in this category. Another 
possiblee explanation is that this category contains some "turning point" with regard to the 
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impactt of the antecedents as well as to the assumed effect of ICT use. Unfortunately, the data 
inn this study only allows guessing and speculation regarding this category. 

Thee other categories, however, showed fairly interesting results. In the smallest 
category,, we found no effect of one of the ICT variables. The second and third categories, 
however,, did show a negative effect of ICT use. In the second category, the intensity of CMC 
withinwithin group plays a role in explaining the variance in social attraction. The third category 
showss a significant negative effect of ICT use in general. The fact that only one of the two 
ICTT variables plays a role in each category can have more than one explanation. Possibly, 
CMCC in the larger of the two groups does not necessarily have a negative effect only. A group 
off  25 to 30 people may also benefit from the characteristic of CMC that facilitates 
communicationn in larger groups whose members are not all well acquainted. Another possible 
explanationn is that the results in the third category may be attributable to the distribution of 
groupss across the four cases. Almost all groups in the third category (15 of the 17) belong to 
organizationss E and H, both of which scored relatively high on the variable intensity of CMC 
withinwithin group. In the case of the second category, it might be that the assumed shifts resulting 
fromm ICT use have not (yet) taken place that substantially in these groups. The groups in this 
categoryy are distributed quite equally across the four cases. 

Inn the fifth category, we also found an effect of the ICT variable intensity of CMC 
withinwithin group; in keeping with the theory, this effect is positive. Again, ICT use in general did 
nott explain any variance in social attraction in this category. This may also be because the 
assumedd shifts in organizational structure resulting from the use of ICT have not taken place 
yet.. This explanation is supported by three findings: 1) over half of the groups included in this 
categoryy belong to organization E; 2) this organization scored relatively low on the variable 
ICTICT use in general; and 3) no correlations were found in organization E between this variable 
andd antecedents of social cohesion. At the same time, however, this skew distribution also 
weakenss the significance of the results obtained. 

Ass argued earlier on, the characteristics of participating organizations may affect the 
results.. Moreover, this cross-case analysis does not take this potential effect into account. For 
thesee reasons, we conducted an extra regression analysis, including 4 dummy variables 
representingg the four organizations. The results only show an effect of organization E and H 
inn the third category. However, in spite of these effects, a significant negative effect of ICT 
useuse in general was still found in this category (see Appendix IV). 

Thee results so far indicate that the division of the small category was useful and that we can 
expectt ICT to have an effect in three of the five size categories distinguished in Table 9.1. In 
thee following section, these three categories are included, testing the conceptual model 
(Figuree 5.1). Unfortunately, we were able to include only three groups in the middle category 
(ass earlier discussed in 'Selection of groups within cases, Section 6.3), leaving questions 
unansweredd concerning (the turning point of) the effects of ICT in this category. 
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TestingTesting the integrated model 
Figuree 5.1 is a causal model. Multivariate analysis was conducted to test the model. With this 
methodology,, causal models are formulated as "linear structural equation models" that can be 
testedd using AMOS (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1994; see for methodology regarding structural 
equationn modelling Bentler & Chou, 1987; Saris & Stronkhorst, 1984). We estimated the 
strengthh and direction of the parameters (arrows) in Figure 5.1, as well as the 'goodness of fit ' 
off  the model. The latter is indicated by the measure x2 (reported with the degrees of freedom 
andd the level of significance of the value found). 

Thee results of the regression analysis in the previous subsection show that effects of ICT use 
onn social attraction can be expected in the second, third and fifth categories. The first category 
didd not show any effect of ICT; the fourth category is problematic. These two categories will , 
therefore,, not be included in the analysis. If the theory underlying the hypotheses la & lb and 
2aa & 2b is correct, Figure 5.1 should be applicable in smaller, as well as larger, groups. In 
otherr words, the model should be applicable in all three categories: 2, 3 and 5. Although the 
strengthh and direction of the parameters (gamma) between the antecedents and social 
attractionn may differ between the categories, the model itself should hold and the effect of 
ICTT should be positive in smaller, and negative in larger groups. 

Testingg the conceptual model in the categories 2, 3 and 5 resulted in  25.15; df= 
244 and p=.397. These results show that the conceptual model is indeed useful for explaining 
thee relationship found in the data in all three categories. The results showed negative 
relationshipss between ICT variables and social attraction in small groups (category 2 and 3) 
andd a positive relationship in large groups (category 5). Based on these results, the assumed 
causalityy can be ascribed to these relationships. 

Figuress 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3 present the results of the analysis in categories 2, 3 and 5, 
respectively.. The values of the parameters indicate the strength of the relationships (see also 
Appendixx V Correlation Matrices). These relationships are checked for significance with the 
tablee of t-values (also reported by AMOS). Figures 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3 present significant 
parameterss only. 
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Figur ee 9.1: Causa l mode l fo r smal l groups , categor y 2 (10-14 members ) 

Inn keeping with the findings on the regression analysis in the previous subsection (Table 9.9), 
wee found a negative relationship between CMC and social attraction in groups of 10-14 
members.. The model explains 35% of the variance in social attraction in these small groups. 
Wee found no effect of ICT use in general. Not all antecedents play a role in this size category. 
Thiss was already discussed in the previous subsection. Surprisingly, we found a negative 
effectt of similarity within the group on identification with the group. From the SIT and SCT, 
wee expected a positive effect. Again, this may be partly attributable to the organizational 
context.. Seeing co-workers perform the same tasks and having a comparable function within 
thee group may undermine an individual's feeling of importance to the group, which can make 
thee group less attractive for identification. On the other hand, similarity positively affects 
attractionn towards the group. In this regard, similarity helps to form a prototype of the group 
too which its members feel attracted. This contradiction does not appear to be very logical and 
cannott be further explained based on the current data. It does indicate, however, that the role 
off  similarity in this model requires further attention. Even so, this study is concerned mainly 
withh the effects of ICT/CMC; the results are satisfactory and support hypothesis 2a about the 
effectt of CMC in small groups. 
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Thee following figure presents the results of the third "small group" category, comprising 
groupss of 15 to 29 members. 
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Figur ee 9.2: Causa l mode l for smal l groups , categor y 3 (15-29 members ) 

Again,, the findings are comparable to the results of the regression analysis in the previous 
subsectionn and support hypothesis la (concerning the effect of ICT use in general on social 
attractionn in small groups). The model explains 29% of the variance in social attraction. 
Strikingly,, ICT use had a positive effect on identification with the group. This might be 
attributablee to the relationship between Identification at the organizational level and 
Identificationn at the group level. The questionnaire used in this study also included questions 
too measure Identification with the organization. In analyzing this data to examine the effects 
off  ICT on identification processes (Simons, Van Wijk & De Ridder, 2003), we found that ICT 
usee positively affected identification with the organization, but found no significant 
correlationn between ICT use and identification on the group level. Computing the correlation 
betweenn identification on the group level and on the organizational level resulted in the total 
samplee in r=.51, p=.000, and in this third category, in particular, in r=.50, p=.000. Let us 
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assume,, for the sake of argument, that ICT in this category does in fact positively affect 
identificationn on the organizational level. In that case, its positive effect may overrule the 
relationshipp between ICT use and identification at group level, resulting in the positive effect 
foundd in Figure 9.2. However, since this study focuses on the effects of ICT on social 
attraction,, we will not illustrate this point any further. 

Figuree 9.3 presents the results of testing Figure 5.1 in large groups (category 5, 50-100 
members). . 
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Figur ee 9.3: Causa l mode l fo r larg e groups , categor y 5 (50-100 members ) 

Inn the large size category, the causal model explains 24% of the variance in social attraction. 
Indeed,, we found a positive effect of CMC within the group on social attraction. This supports 
hypothesiss 2b. The antecedents of (cohesion as) social attraction behave as expected. 
Variancee in identification with the group is not explained by the model. Apparently, 
antecedentss other than those included in the model are more importance to identification 
processess on a larger scale. While we found a fairly strong effect for CMC, we found no 
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effectt for ICT use in general. A possible explanation was discussed in the previous 

subsection,, (which presents the results of the regression analysis). 

Conclusion Conclusion 
Thiss section presents the testing of hypotheses la & lb and 2a & 2b, using a cross case 
analysis.. We began by examining the size categories more extensively. The conceptual model 
(Figuree 5.1) was then tested, using multivariate analysis. The results indicate that there is 
indeedd a difference in effects of ICT use in general and CMC within the group on smaller and 
largerr scales in organizations. In smaller groups, we found a negative effect, and in larger 
groups,, a positive effect. In two of the three "small group" categories, we encountered a 
negativee effect of either ICT use in general or CMC within the group. The smallest category 
(5-100 members) showed no effect. In the larger group category (50-100 members), we 
identifiedd a positive effect of CMC in the group. Thus, these results support three of the four 
hypothesess formulated (i.e. la, 2a and 2b) and provide information about what should be 
consideredd relatively small and relatively large groups. In the case of small groups, size still 
playss a role, resulting in different - but negative - effects in different categories. For large 
groups,, only one category was studied. The last section of this chapter offers a coherent 
presentationn of all the results obtained in the different steps in this study. This section will 
alsoo further address the differences between the size categories. 

9.44 Conclusio n and discussio n 

Thiss chapter discussed the results of the third study, which tested the hypotheses regarding the 
effectt of ICT use on social cohesion. The study was conducted in four organizations (cases) 
andd included several organizational groups distributed across different size categories. Given 
thee difficulties involved in fillin g the different size categories for each organization equally, 
wee analyzed the data and discussed it from two different "entrances." 

Wee began by discussing the results per case, presenting information about the degree of ICT 
usee in each organization. We also explored assumptions underlying the hypotheses. We found 
thatt characteristics of the new organizational form (described in Chapters 4 and 7) were more 
pronouncedd in organizations with high scores for ICT use than in those with lower scores. 
Wheree we encountered more intensive ICT use, we also saw more intranet substitution 
effects.. The substitution effects of e-mail were equal in the organizations included in our 
research.. Media, such as the telephone and paper memos/letters, were said to have been 
replacedd primarily by e-mail. However, over half of the respondents had also witnessed a 
declinee in face-to-face contact because of their e-mail use. 

Wee attributed CMC's assumed social impact mainly to the absence of non-verbal cues 
inn CMC. In three of the four organizations (the fourth organization received an abridged 
questionnaire,, which did not include these items), respondents indicated that e-mail contact 
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(ass a form of CMC) was not sufficient for having real conversations and maintaining 
relationships.. Roughly half of all respondents indicated that they found it easier to contact 
someonee they did not know - or like - using e-mail. Only a minority perceived e-mail as a 
mediumm that overcomes status differences. 

Inn comparing the scores of the four organizations for ICT/CMC and social attraction, 
wee found differences that do indeed fall in line with the theory and that can be explained by 
thee results regarding the assumptions (described above). Organizations with relatively high 
scoress on both ICT variables, showed lower scores on social attraction towards small groups. 
Thee unequal distribution of large groups across participating organizations made it impossible 
too draw any comparisons regarding social attraction towards larger groups. Strikingly, the 
influencee of CMC seems to overrule the influence of ICT use in general. In two out of three 
comparisons,, CMC appeared to be responsible for the difference in social attraction, and not 
inn ICT use in general. Possibly, this was because no substantial organizational changes (as 
describedd in Chapters 4 and 7) had occurred (yet) in these cases. 

Thee second part of our analyses involved a cross-case analysis for different size categories. 
Wee split a provisional size category, "small groups" (5 to 30 members) into three 
subcategories.. We did this for two reasons. For one thing, we found a significant correlation 
betweenn social attraction and size in this category. Secondly, we were working on the 
assumptionn that differences might exist in this category, differences that could, for instance, 
emergee in comparing a 6-member group to a 25-member group. This approach resulted in a 
finalfinal distribution of groups across five size categories, forming the "entrance" for our cross-
casecase analysis. This analysis was performed in two steps. First, the size categories were 
exploredd using a regression analysis. Secondly, the categories that actually showed an effect 
off  ICT/CMC were included in testing the integrated conceptual model (Figure 5.1), using 
multivariatee analysis. The results of both analyses were fairly similar, showing: 

-- a negative effect of CMC in the group for groups of 10-14 members; 

-- a negative effect of ICT use in general for groups of 15-30 members; and 
-- a positive effect of CMC in the group for groups of 50-100 members. 

Thesee results indicate that there is indeed a difference in the effect of ICT use between 
smallerr and larger groups. Hypotheses la, 2a and 2b are supported by the results. The 
differencee in the ICT effect between the small group categories is interesting. Apparently, 
changeschanges in organizational structure have more influence in groups of 15-30 members, while 
groupss of 10-14 members are merely affected by the substitution of richer media by CMC. 
Thee 10-to-14-member category is quite equally distributed across the four organizations; thus, 
thiss effect is probably not influenced by organizational characteristics. Most of the groups in 
thee 15-to-30-member category were from organizations E and H, whose scores on ICT use in 
generall  differ significantly from each other. (The scores for CMC within the group were 
almostt equal). However, the influence of the organization to which a group belongs does not 
overrulee this negative effect of ICT use (see Appendix IV). We can conclude, therefore, that a 
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differencee does, in fact, exist between the small size categories. This should be explored 
furtherr in order to fine-tune the four hypotheses formulated. Apparently, "relatively small 
groups""  do not constitute a single category. 

Inn large groups, the only effect we found was that of CMC within the group. Again, 
thiss finding may be attributable to (yet) insufficient organizational change due to ICT use in 
general.. Over half of the participating groups in this category came from organization E, 
whichh showed no significant correlations between ICT use in general and characteristics of 
thee "new organizational form." The data in this third study does not provide information for 
otherr possible explanations. 

Thee last chapter of this dissertation (Chapter 10) will discuss these empirical findings 
regardingg differences between the size categories and between the indirect (ICT use in 
general)) and direct (CMC within the group) effect of ICT use. This discussion will draw on 
thee theoretical framework presented in the first five chapters. It will also further illustrate 
questionss that have remained open and examine new questions that have emerged from this 
study. . 
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Chapte rr  10 
Summar yy and Conclusion s 

Ass some, including Morton, have suggested (see also section 4.3), "Al l dimensions of the 
organizationn will have to be re-examined in the light of the power of the new ICT..." 
(1996:150).. This dissertation has explored an aspect of the social structure - i.e. social 
cohesionn - of organizations in relation to ICT. This last chapter summarizes our theoretical 
andd empirical findings and presents our final conclusions. The last two sections discuss 
variouss theoretical and practical implications. 

10.11 Summar y 

Thiss dissertation presents theoretical and empirical findings concerning the effects of ICT use 
onn social cohesion in an organizational context. Our focal research question here was: "What 

effectseffects does the use of Information and Communication Technology in organizations have on 

socialsocial cohesion in task-related entities within these organizations?" In examining this 
question,, we divided it into four sub-questions. These, in turn, were addressed either from a 
theoreticall  perspective only, or both theoretically and empirically. The sub-questions were 
presentedd diagrammatically in an overall research model (figure 1.2). It was assumed that 
studyingg the effects of ICT on social cohesion would entail examining (at least) the three 
relationshipss between: the formal organizational structure (the arrangement of groups); the 
technicall  structure (ICT, regarded as the broad range of telecommunication networks, 
hardwaree and software); and the organization as a "social entity," in which a certain degree of 
cohesionn may exist. 

SocialSocial cohesion in an organizational context 
Thee first sub-question concerned the definition and conceptualization of cohesion in 
organizationall  groups: "How can social cohesion be defined and positioned in relation to 
otherother social concepts within an organizational context, and what factors are important to the 
developmentdevelopment and maintenance of social cohesion in task-related groups in organizations?" In 
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discussingg several approaches to social cohesion, as well as the characteristics of an 
organizationall  context, we ultimately decided to approach cohesion as a form of social 
attractionn (Chapter 2). This form of attraction, which is considered to be the result of a social 
process,, is not directed at individuals of a group, but at the prototype that a group embodies. 
Thiss approach allows us to study cohesion in smaller - as well as larger - groups that are not 
formedd on a voluntary basis. 

Moreover,, the approach incorporates the role of intergroup relations. Based on the 
Sociall  Identity and Self-categorization Theories, it is argued that people try to maintain a 
favorablee evaluation of their own group(s). As a result, intragroup attraction (social attraction 
too ingroup members) may vary in terms of positiveness, but is usually not negative. 
Intergroupp attraction (social attraction to members of other groups) will be less positive, and 
mayy even be negative. The stronger the group members' attraction towards their own group, 
thee less open they will be towards other groups and vice versa. Since (large) organizations 
comprisee several levels of entities or groups, it can be argued that if employees are more open 
orr attracted to other groups at one level (i.e. project teams) the ingroup attraction at the next 
levell  (i.e. a department comprising several project teams) will increase. 

Inn order to gain more insight into the assumed value of social cohesion for 
organizations,, the concept has been positioned in relation to other social concepts, or 
processes.. Social cohesion can be described as one of the generators of social capital, which is 
consideredd to be highly valuable to the smooth functioning of organizations. Trust, 
associabilityy and organizational citizenship behavior are concepts that are considered either as 
partt of, or as strongly related to social capital. Reciprocal relationships between cohesion, 
commitmentt and cohesion and social identification were found. This positioning of social 
cohesionn in an organizational context is helpful in translating the results of this research 
projectt into practical implications for organizations. 

Sociall  cohesion was not only defined and positioned in this study, but was also 
conceptualizedd (Chapter 3). Several antecedents and consequences of social cohesion in 
organizationall  groups were identified. Propinquity, (actual) similarity, group size, group 
maturity,, interaction and effective leadership were established either as antecedents of social 
cohesion,, susceptible to the (in)direct effects of ICT use. Social identification was also 
includedd in the conceptual model of cohesion, and recognized as a condition necessary to the 
developmentt of social cohesion. The following aspects were identified as the consequences, 
orr phenomenology, of cohesion: "evaluation of the group," "perceived similarity," and 
"cooperativee behavior." These consequences formed the basis for the operationalization of 
cohesion,, which was used in the empirical part of this research. Given the lack of a useful 
measuree of social cohesion as a form of social attraction in an organizational context, part of 
thiss dissertation devoted attention to the development of such a measure, called the Social 
Attractionn Scale (SAS). In a scale construction study, we tested sixteen items measuring the 
evaluationn of the group, perceived similarity and cooperative behavior, and found them to be 
reliablee and valid (Chapter 8). Examining the SAS in our empirical study of the effects of ICT 
onn cohesion, once again the scale proved itself. 
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EffectsEffects oflCT/CMC on social cohesion: hypotheses 
ICTT use is assumed to have an indirect and direct effect on social cohesion. (As mentioned 
earlier,, social cohesion involves the three relationships between the technical structure, 
organizationall  structure and the organization as a social entity, relationships addressed by the 
second,, third and fourth sub-questions). These effects stem from three important 
characteristicss of ICT: 1) it overcomes time and space; 2) it connects people and groups of 
people;; and 3) it increases control. 

Wee began by examining the relationship between the technical structure (ICT use) and 
thee formal organizational structure: "What trends and shifts with respect to the formal 

organizationalorganizational structure can be perceived and predicted as the result of ICT use in 

organizations?"organizations?" Given the findings of other researchers and the characteristics of ICT 
outlinedd above, it can be assumed that the use of ICT in organizations will lead to new 
organizationall  forms, characterized by: 1) a flat structure, resulting from a decrease in vertical 
complexityy and middle management; 2) a lean and more integrated structure, resulting from a 
decreasee in supporting and executing staff, as well as a decrease in horizontal complexity; 3) a 
dynamicc structure, resulting from an increase in temporary teams and blurring organizational 
boundaries;; and 4) geographic flexibilit y (employees working from physically dispersed work 
places,, and regardless of time) (Chapter 4). 

Thesee assumed structural changes and shifts form the basis for the answer to the third 
sub-question,, which concerns the indirect effect of ICT use on cohesion. In light of that, we 
testedd the tenability of these assumptions empirically as well (Chapter 7). Using a (multiple) 
casee study design, we explored the assumptions in five relatively large organizations that 
variedd in the intensity and duration of their ICT use. The results of this study supported the 
assumptions.. One exception was the assumed decrease in the support staff, which was 
supposedd to result in leaner and more integrated organizations. One explanation for this 
findingg could be the increase in ICT support staff. Another plausible explanation is the fact 
thatt work processes become more complex and that organizational developments and/or 
changess pick up pace. The results of this explorative study cannot be simply generalized, 
sincee we only included a small number of organizations. Even so, these findings, together 
withh the other research results discussed in this dissertation, provide a sufficient basis for 
confidencee in the tenability of the assumptions formulated. 

Thee third sub-question considered the impact of these structural changes on antecedents of 
sociall  cohesion: "What effects do the changes or shifts in organizational structures referred 

toto in sub-question 2 have on social cohesion in task-related groups in organizations?" These 
structurall  changes serve somehow to alter several of the identified antecedents of cohesion. In 
thee discussion of these effects, it emerged that a distinction should be made between relatively 
smallerr groups (small scale) and relatively larger groups (large scale). 

Onn a small scale (work teams, project teams etc.), the shifts expected appear to affect 
severall  antecedents of cohesion negatively, namely by: 1) decreasing physical propinquity; 2) 
decreasingg the maturity of groups; 3) decreasing interaction between group members; and 4) 
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increasingg variety in the backgrounds of group members. Moreover, characteristics of what is 
termedd the new organizational form may weaken identification processes in relatively small 
groups.. On a larger scale, we can expect an effect in the opposite direction. Taking into 
accountt large entities in organizations, the characteristics of the new organizational form have 
fairlyy positive consequences for the antecedents of social cohesion, primarily by stimulating 
interactionn processes throughout the organization. New communication patterns emerge as a 
resultt of work in temporary teams, and the integration and blurring of organizational 
boundaries.. Employees simply know more of their colleagues, and are less restricted by the 
organizationall  structure in their choice of the people they want to communicate with. 

Basedd on these theoretical - and partly empirical - findings, we assumed that there is a 
differencee in the effect of ICT use on smaller and larger scales. We formulated two 
hypotheses,, arguing that the use of ICT in general has a negative effect on social cohesion in 
relativelyy small (task-related) groups, and a positive effect in relatively large organizational 
(task-related)) groups. 

Thee fourth sub-question examined the direct relationship between ICT use and social 
cohesion,, focusing especially on the effects of ICT applications that support communication 
processes:: "What effect does the use of computer mediated communication (CMC) by 
organizationalorganizational members have on social cohesion in task-related groups in organizations? " 
Withh regard to this relationship, the assumed effects should not only be ascribed to the three 
characteristicss of ICT described above, but also to its "poorness" as a communication 
medium.. Again, we could hypothesize a difference between the effect in smaller and larger 
organizationall  groups. 

Inn relatively small groups, CMC replaces FTF and in doing so, alters communication 
processes,, mostly because of the difference in "richness." FTF can be considered a richer 
mediumm than CMC, due to characteristics, such as direct feedback and the ability to include 
non-verball  cues. FTF can contribute to more intense communication processes. Thus, 
replacingg FTF by CMC can, to some extent, have a restraining effect on the development or 
maintenancee of social cohesion in small groups. In larger entities, FTF is not likely to be 
replacedd by CMC. CMC, with its ability to connect people and groups of people, is rather 
addedd as a medium useful for communicating on a larger scale. Moreover the lack of non-
verball  cues, or the "poorness" of CMC can have positive effects in large entities. Research 
studiess into the social impact of CMC have found that CMC may facilitate communication 
processess between people who do not know each other very well. This medium can therefore, 
bee considered very appropriate for use at a larger scale, making interaction in larger groups 
easier. . 

Twoo hypotheses concerning the direct effect of CMC on social cohesion were 
formulated.. In keeping with the two hypotheses regarding the indirect effect of ICT in 
general,, these hypotheses contend that CMC has a negative effect on social cohesion in 
relativelyy small groups, and that a positive effect can be expected of its use in relatively large 
groups. . 
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EmpiricalEmpirical findings 
Thee hypotheses formulated concerning the effect of ICT/CMC on social cohesion in 
organizationall  groups were empirically tested in four organizations (Chapter 9), using the 
Sociall  Attraction Scale mentioned earlier. Since the theoretical discussion provided no 
definitionss for "relatively small" and "relatively large," this study was partly explorative. 
Beforee we tested the actual hypotheses, we formed different provisional size categories, and 
thenn adapted them based on a preliminary exploration of the empirical data. We examined the 
dataa gathered using two entrances. First, we described each case thoroughly, exploring 
structurall  characteristics, the social impact of CMC and differences between size categories. 
Subsequently,, we performed a cross-case analysis for each size category. 

Severall  differences emerged between the cases included. These fell in line with the 
theoreticall  assumptions underlying hypotheses la & b and 2a & b. In the cases that showed 
highh frequencies of ICT use, ICT was indeed experienced as a substitute for other media, and 
thee assumed relationships between ICT use and several antecedents of cohesion were found. 
Casess that showed lower frequencies of ICT use did not present these results. In comparing 
scoress for social attraction in all four cases, we found that the cases with high frequencies of 
ICTT use showed lower scores on social attraction in the smallest group size category (5 to 29 
members).. However, the effect of CMC in particular appeared to be stronger than ICT use in 
general.. One explanation may be that structural changes result from ICT use, though not (yet) 
too the extent needed to affect social structures in the organizations. 

Afterr exploring and describing the empirical data for each case separately, we 
performedd cross-case analyses in order to test the hypotheses. The results of these analyses, 
consistingg of a regression analysis and a test of the conceptual model (figure 5.1) using 
multivariatee analysis, do indeed indicate a difference between the effect of ICT/CMC in 
smallerr and larger groups. Since we found a significant correlation between size and social 
attractionn in the smallest size category (5-30), we split this category once more in three 
subcategories.. We conducted a regression analysis in each size category. Two subcategories 
off  small groups showed a negative effect in explaining the variance in social attraction for 
CMCC (10-14 members) and ICT use in general (15-29 members). In the largest size category 
(50-100),, we found a positive contribution for CMC. The size categories that showed an 
effectt for either ICT use in general, or CMC within the group, were included in testing the 
conceptuall  model (using multivariate analysis). This model proved to be applicable to all 
threee size categories. Again, in the small size categories, we found negative effects for either 
CMCC within the group, or ICT use in general. By contrast, we encountered a positive effect 
forr CMC within the group in the largest size category. These results support hypotheses la, 2a 
andd 2b. 
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10.22 Conclusion s and discussio n 

Thee focal research question in this dissertation can now be answered by listing several 

concretee conclusions, based on our theoretical and empirical findings: 

1)) The use of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) has an indirect effect (by 
alteringg organizational structures) and a direct effect (involving the use of ICT for 
communicationn activities) on social cohesion in organizational task-related groups. 

2)) These effects stem from three potential capacities of ICT, namely 

1)) to overcome time and space; 
2)) to connect people and groups of people; and 
3)) to increase control, 
ass well as from the lack of non-verbal cues in CMC. 

3)) The indirect effect of ICT use involves the emergence of a new organizational form 
characterizedd by a flat, integrated and dynamic structure, in which people work in 
temporaryy or flexible teams, and work structures function independently of time or 
geographicall  distances. 

4)4) The direct effect of ICT use involves the substitution of FTF by CMC in relatively small 
groupss and the addition of CMC to more traditional media in relatively large groups. 

5)) In relatively small organizational groups, ICT use is likely to affect social cohesion 

negativelyy - either directly, or indirectly. 

6)) In relatively large organizational groups, ICT use is likely to affect social cohesion 

positively. . 

Ass regarding the last two conclusions, the findings of this research study indicate that 
relativelyy small groups are most likely to contain more than 10 members, but fewer than 30. 
Thee conclusion about large organizational groups refers to groups with more than 50, but 
fewerr than 100 members. However, precise boundaries between group size categories cannot 
yetyet be defined based on the empirical findings. More (explorative) research is needed to refine 
thee categories further and understand the differences between them. 

Ass concerning the first three conclusions, we can argue that the research model (figure 1.2) 
hass indeed proven to be a useful approach to studying cohesion in organizational groups. The 
relationshipsrelationships in the model are considered reciprocal, as put forward in the discussion of 
structuration-basedd theories in Chapter 4. In order to study the effects of ICT empirically, we 
simplifiedd these relationships somewhat. We limited our focus to only one direction of each 
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relationship.. Moreover, we were unable, partly for practical reasons, to include all aspects of 
eachh relationship. In terms of the arguments involving the structuration-based theories, the 
theoreticall  hypotheses, as well as the empirical findings of this research study are valuable -
despitee the simplifications we used. As discussed earlier, the introduction of ICT applications 
inn organizations can indeed be expected to alter organizational structures and processes in a 
recognizablee - and partly predictable - way. This is especially so, considering that the need to 
survivee in a rapidly changing environment has driven organizations to tap into the potential 
capacityy of ICT to: overcome time and space, connect (groups) of people and increase control. 
Thee research studies discussed in Chapter 4, as well as the results of Study 2, support this. 
Nonetheless,, the speed of change and the organizational focus on these potential capacities 
mayy differ. It may take some time for new forms to become institutionalized. Moreover, it 
mayy not be ICT itself, but rather the interaction between ICT, organizational structures and 
sociall  processes that should be considered the cause of these changes. The second conclusion 
incorporatess this approach by attributing these effects to characteristics of ICT, which only 
havee value if organizational processes and these potential ICT capacities are adapted to each 
other. . 

Discussion Discussion 
Ass regarding the method of the empirical studies and the results underlying conclusions 4 to 
6,, several remarks are in order. The empirical part of this study reveals to some extent the 
mechanismm of the development and maintenance of social cohesion in organizational groups 
andd the impact of ICT use on that mechanism. Several aspects, however, such as personal and 
taskk characteristics, and the role of intergroup relations have only been discussed theoretically 
andd were not explicitly addressed in the empirical study. 

PersonalPersonal characteristics, such as an individual's need for belonging, perspective on 
groupss and use of technology, can vary. As in Study 3, our sample here was large, presenting 
uss with a variety of personalities. Consequently, this factor was considered on an implicit 
basiss only. We gained no insight into how personal characteristics interact with technology 
use,, and consequently influence an individual's experience of social attraction towards his/her 
ownn - or other - groups in the organization. As regarding the possible influence of task 

characteristics,characteristics, an individual's task and role within an organization could conceivably 
influencee that person's perspective on his or her position within an organizational group. We 
didd include the aspects of task characteristics related to interpersonal relations and attraction, 
suchh as communication activities and differences between functions in a group. In doing so, 
however,, we took only implicit account of the influence of task characteristics. Once again, 
wee gained no insight into the interaction between task characteristics and ICT use in itself. 
Bothh aspects are interesting subjects for future research. With regard to personal 
characteristics,, it would also be interesting to examine individual experience with ICT 
applications,, especially among the future working generations, who are now still in school. 
Thesee generations are being raised, using ICT. For that reason, they are less "bothered" - if at 
alll  - by a history of using traditional media only. The social impact of ICT/CMC described in 
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thiss study may, therefore, have quite a different effect on them and their interaction within and 
betweenn organizational groups. 

Thee mechanism of intergroup relations (discussed in Chapter 3) may reinforce the 
hypothesizedd difference in the effects of ICT in smaller and larger groups. If people can use 
ICTT to spread their communication patterns throughout the organization, they may become 
moree open towards other groups. Based on the discussion of intergroup relations, we could 
arguee that this openness could facilitate, or even stimulate, the development of cohesion on a 
followingg level of entity. In studying this mechanism, either in relation to ICT effects, or as a 
sociall  process in itself, future research should also include the role of identification processes. 
Ass referred to in Chapter 9, a positive relationship can exist between identification on the 
groupp level and identification on the organizational level, contrary to the expected negative 
relationshipp (attributable to the strong relationship between identification and cohesion). For 
instance,, individuals can perceive their work group as partly representative of their 
organization,, which can result in a positive (or negative) attitude towards both entities. At the 
samee time, individuals' attitudes, or their personal attraction towards other groups in the 
organizationall  department that includes their work group, may still be negatively affected by 
thee strength of ingroup attraction. 

Anotherr remark should be made here about the method used in the empirical study, this time 
withh regard to the operationalization of ICT. Two measures of ICT use were included: the 
individuall  use of ICT applications in general ("ICT use in general') and group use of CMC 
("CMCC within group"). The first variable referred to the assumed indirect effect of ICT use. It 
couldd be argued that the use of ICT on the organizational level should also have been included 
too explore the assumed indirect effect, including the organizational use of information 
systems,, for instance Management Information Systems or forms of Enterprise Resource 
Planningg (ERP). These kinds of applications require some adaptation of business processes, 
andd can consequently trigger shifts in organizational structures (as also discussed in Study 1). 
However,, since only four organizations were included, there was limited variation in ICT on 
thee organizational level. For that reason, we measured ICT use in general on the individual 
level.. Further research of effects of ICT use on social cohesion, or any other social concept, 
shouldd also include studies comparing a larger number of different organizations, varying in 
theirr ICT use on the organizational level. That would serve to obtain more insight into the 
relationshipp between ICT and organizational structures and its (indirect) impact on social 
structures. . 

CMCC was measured on the group level. Considering the earlier discussion of personal 
characteristics,, it may also be interesting to study the effect of CMC on the individual level. 
Researchh in this area could include experiences and attitudes towards communication 
technologies,, in relation to differences in personal needs for belonging, among other things. 

Thee third study provided interesting information regarding the explorative part of our 
research,, which focused on determining what could be considered relatively small and 
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relativelyy large groups. However, as mentioned earlier, more research is needed to fine-tune 
thee size categories and further explore the turning point. 

Ass already discussed in chapter 9, "relatively small groups" appear not to represent a 
singlee category. In the smallest category (5-9 members), we found no effect. In the second 
categoryy (10-14 members) the use of CMC was responsible for some variance in cohesion. In 
thee third category (15-29 members), ICT use in general affected cohesion. The empirical 
resultss of this study do not offer insight into why these differences exist in smaller groups. 
Possibly,, people in the smallest groups see each other anyway, for instance, because of close 
workingg relations. Another explanation could be that the smallest group category did not 
includee teams whose members were all stationed at geographically different locations, a 
situationn that precludes regular FTF communication. 

Thee group size of the third size category may be large enough to benefit from CMC in 
thee way larger groups are assumed to do. The turning point from a negative to a positive 
effectt for CMC may lie somewhere close to this category. Based on the empirical data, this 
pointt can be assumed to be somewhere in the fourth category. However, this is a rather large 
category,, and the direct and indirect effect may shift around at different size ranges within this 
category.. The existence of more hierarchical layers within a group may also be of influence. 
Unfortunately,, the empirical data does not provide any more information about this fourth 
categoryy and the assumed turning point. Further exploration of this category in future research 
iss crucial to increasing our understanding of the effects of ICT on social cohesion. 

Finally,, only one category of the large groups was included, leaving various questions, 
forr instance, concerning possible differences between different large group categories or 
sociall  cohesion at the (sub)organizational level. With regard to the latter, the relationship with 
organizationall  (sub)cultures becomes fairly relevant. 

10.33 Some theoretica l implication s 

Thee conclusions form an interesting basis for further theorizing the concept of social cohesion 
andd empirical research in this field. Moreover, we can see some interesting links with other 
researchh topics in the field of social processes in organizations, such as social identification 
andd social capital. 

Thiss dissertation devoted no attention to the desirable degree of cohesion with regard to such 
aspectss as the performance or productivity of a team. Conceivably, this depends, among other 
things,, on the task a group must perform, the work relations the group must maintain with 
otherr organizational units and the personal characteristics of group members. So far, research 
intoo the relationship between social cohesion and performance and/or productivity (in either 
organizationall  or other contexts) has resulted in contradictory findings, leaving this topic open 
forr more research. The distinction between ingroup and outgroup attraction in our conceptual 
modell  of social cohesion in organizations can be an interesting approach to studying cohesion 
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inn relation to performance or productivity, taking account of the role of intergroup relations 
andd the eventual need for some degree of openness towards a group's environment. 

Althoughh several remarks were made in this dissertation regarding the reciprocity of the 
relationshipsrelationships presented in our research model, the emphasis in the empirical part of this study 
layy on examining only one direction of each relationship with regard to ICT use as a cause of 
severall  effects. It would be interesting to conduct a study into the reverse relationship, 
especiallyy as concerning the question of how ICT can be used to influence social cohesion 
intentionally.. The main conclusion of this research study concerns the fact that the use of ICT 
applicationss can affect social cohesion, either negatively or positively. Organizational 
members,, however, make choices in their use of ICT applications, choices that may be 
influencedd by their social relationships. It is conceivable that people who are fairly attracted to 
theirr own small group(s) are more willing to invest time in their relationships with group 
members,, for instance, by face-to-face communication. Secondly, people in larger groups may 
-- due to the attraction they experience towards their group - be eager to use ICT applications 
becausee they facilitate interaction on a larger scale. In summary, cohesive groups may, in 
principle,, differ in their use of ICT applications from less cohesive groups. And that, in turn, 
couldd interfere with the effects of ICT use on social cohesion as found in this research study. 

Today,, the social identification process is frequently discussed in organizational literature. 
Thiss is mostly because of its relationship to other social concepts, such as commitment 
(Ashforthh & Meal, 1989; Cheney 1983), loyalty (Elsbach, 1999), satisfaction (Meal & 
Tetrick,, 1992) and social cohesion, and thus because of its importance to organizations. Given 
thee overlap in antecedents of identification and social cohesion, and the special role of 
identificationn in our model as a condition necessary for cohesion to develop, the hypotheses 
andd conclusions of this research study may, to some extent, also apply to identification 
processes.. In one study comparable to our research (mentioned in Chapter 9), a difference was 
hypothesizedd between the effects of ICT use on smaller and larger scales (Simons et al. 2003). 
Andd indeed, a positive effect was found for ICT use on identification with the organization, 
thoughh no effect was found on the group level. Another interesting finding in this study was 
thatt ICT use also proved to have an accelerating effect on organizational identification. 
Apparently,, ICT makes it easier for new employees to get to know an organization, resulting 
inn a higher degree of identification within a shorter period of time. Linking this finding to 
sociall  cohesion, it is interesting to examine whether this also applies to the development of 
ingroupp attraction among new employees. 

AA different approach to studying the effects of ICT on identification processes is 
offeredd by the Social Identification model of Deindividuation Effects (Reicher, Spears & 
Postmes,, 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994). This model argues that social cues facilitate the 
individuationn of communication patterns, while the lack of social cues causes people to 
attributee group characteristics to individuals. From this perspective, it can be argued that ICT 
(CMC)) use can reinforce the social identity of a group. It would be interesting to examine the 
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tenabilityy of this model at different levels (smaller and larger scale) of entities in 
organizations.. Based on the results of this dissertation, we could assume that this model is 
moree suitable for larger than smaller organizational groups. 

Itt also interesting to explore to what extent the conclusions of this dissertation can be applied 
too the relationship between ICT use and social capital, the latter being an important outcome 
off  social cohesion. In organizational literature, we can see a growing interest in studies 
regardingg social capital (i.e. Adler & Kwon, 2002; Boer, Van Baaien & Kumar, 2002; 
Osterlohh & Frey, 2000; Van Den Hooff, De Ridder & Aukema, 2003). Chapter 2 presents an 
elaboratee discussion of this concept and its value to organizations. Benefits that are assigned 
too social capital include easy access to information and resources, cooperation and collective 
action,, knowledge sharing, etc. As regarding the potential capacities of ICT, these processes 
cann be instrumentally facilitated by ICT, offering a means to support information exchange, 
workfloww management, document sharing, etc. At the same time, ICT offers the capacity to 
copee with the costs of social capital, such as a limited flexibility  to renew network 
compositions.. The indirect effects of ICT use on social cohesion include the capacity to break 
downn boundaries and open new communication patterns, as well as the potential to contribute 
too more flexibility  in social networks. Moreover, outgroup attraction or "openness" in smaller 
groupss towards other parts of the organization, which can be triggered by the use of ICT, may 
alsoo influence this flexibility  positively. 

Inn examining the relationship between ICT use and social concepts other than social cohesion, 
wee should also consider the reciprocity of the relationship. An organization rich in social 
capitall  may use ICT applications differently. This "richness" may, for instance, motivate 
peoplee to use any means available - including ICT/CMC applications - to share their 
knowledge.. Employees who identify little, if at all, with their work group will be less tempted 
too seek much contact with their co-workers, either using CMC or more traditional 
communicationn media. 

10.44 Some practica l implication s 

Thee results of our research emphasize the importance of studying second-level effects of new 
technologiess in organizations. As argued in the first chapter, an organization can be seen as a 
sociall  entity, comprising (groups of) people who form its building stones. If the "stones" are 
rearrangedd because of the introduction of new technologies that enable improvements in 
currentt work processes, some understanding of the social impact of that rearrangement could 
provee crucial to the effectiveness of those new technologies. Moreover, an organization 
shouldd anticipate the social impact of replacements by or the addition of new communication 
mediaa on interaction patterns between its employees. 
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ICTT has proven to be a threat to - as well as an opportunity for - the social well-being 
off  individual employees, and thus the organizations they work for. As argued in Chapter 2, 
cohesionn is an important generator of social capital, comprising trust and organizational 
citizenn behavior. A restraining effect on attraction towards one's direct colleagues can 
somehoww cause people to become "lost" in or even uncaring towards their work environment. 
That,, in turn, may result in antisocial and more individually oriented behavior. Commitment 
mayy be directed more towards personal goals than those of the group. At the same time, 
peoplee can become more easily attracted towards larger segments of the organization, or even 
thee organization itself. This may be accompanied by (organizational citizenship) behavior in 
favorr of (larger parts of) the organization, instead of a drive to "defend" the interests of one's 
ownn work group, which does not always benefit the organization as a whole. 

Ann understanding of the difference between effects on the smaller and larger scale enables 
organizationss to cope with this social impact. For instance, if ICT can provide employees with 
thee means to access and understand "the bigger picture" of (a large segment of) an 
organization,, feelings of loss or indifference can be diminished. Secondly, a decrease in 
attractionn towards one's own work group can create more "openness" towards other parts of 
thee organization, which in turn, may stimulate cooperative behavior and open communication 
processess throughout the organization. This may contribute to the effectiveness of an 
organizationn and facilitate work processes that extend across intra-organizational boundaries. 

Knowledgee of the factors (antecedents) important to developing and maintaining cohesion 
allowss an organization to use and manipulate circumstances to either increase ingroup 
attraction,, or to stimulate openness (outgroup attraction). This research study has shown how 
ICTT use can affect cohesion unintentionally (as a second-level effect of ICT). The findings 
thuss provide a basis for research into how these effects can be created intentionally - using 
ICTT applications - in a way desired by an organization. 

Withh regard to the social "threat" and/or social "potential" of ICT use, an organization 
may,, for instance, choose to form fairly small teams (<10) in order to minimize negative 
effects,, and provide those teams with the technical means to access and manage the 
organizationn as a whole. In larger small groups, FTF communication should be encouraged 
betweenn employees by organizing formal or informal meetings. Since the lack of non-verbal 
cuess in CMC is largely responsible for the restraining effect on cohesion, efforts could also be 
madee to "enrich" forms of CMC, for instance, by the use of videoconferencing. This applies 
too groups whose geographical distribution does not always allow FTF. Increasing employees' 
competencee for using CMC may also help. Finally, creating small-scale and large-scale 
virtualvirtual working environments using an intranet could serve to make the individual's direct 
workingg environment more recognizable within the overall organization. 

Thesee examples can be seen as concrete illustrations of how the conclusions of this research 
studyy can be applied in organizations. How an organization should anticipate the social effects 
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off  ICT will depend on the tasks it must perform and the goals it is striving to accomplish. 

Failure,, however, to take account of the social or second-level effects of ICT may undermine 

thee originally intended effects, such as that of improving the organization's effectiveness and 

efficiency. . 
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Appendi xx I Exampl e of questionnair e Stud y 2 

1.. You are 

00 Male 
00 Female 

2.. How old are you ? 

years s 

3.. Please indicat e whic h of the followin g level s of educatio n you complete d (multiple answers are 
possible). possible). 

00 MAVO 
00 HAVO 
00 Atheneum 
00 Gymnasium 
00 MBO, major 
00 Undergraduate, major 
00 Graduate, major 

4.. In whic h town/cit y did you go to secondar y school ? 

YourYour work group 

5.. When did you firs t atten d a meetin g of thi s group ? (Indicate the date) 

6.. How many student s are ther e in you r wor k group ? 

7.. Did yo u mis s one or mor e meeting s wit h you r wor k group ? 

00 No 
00 Yes, I missed meeting(s). 

8.. Do you meet wit h any student s fro m you r wor k grou p outsid e the regula r wor k grou p meetings ? 

00 fairlyoften, with other students 
00 on a regular basis, with other students 
00 now and then, with other students 
00 rarely, with other students 
00 never 
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9.. Do you ever meet wit h the whol e grou p outsid e th e regula r wor k grou p meetings ? 

00 fairly often 
00 on a regular basis 
00 now and then 
00 rarely 
00 never 

Cann yo u indicat e to wha t exten t yo u agree or disagre e wit h th e followin g statement s abou t you r wor k 
group ? ? 

Strongl y y 
disagre e e 

10.. I feel at home in this group. 

11 .. I get along well with the people in this group. 

12.. It bothers me if I miss a group activity 

13.. To others, I describe this group as one of the best 

groupss to be part of 

14.. We speak frankly with one another in this group. 

15.. If somebody in this group is having problems, the 
restt of the group helps him/her. 

16.. This group works well together. 

17.. I have a lot in common with the people in this group. 

18.. If somebody in this group has a good tip or 
informationn source, it is soon shared with the whole 
group. . 

19.. I want to remain a member of this group . 

20.. I like my group. 

21 .. I look forward to coming to the group. 

22.. I don't care what happens in this group. 

23.. I feel involved in what is happening in my group. 

24.. If I could drop out of the group now. I would. 

25.. I dread coming to this group. 

26.. I wish it were possible for the group to end now. 

27.. I am dissatisfied with the group. 

28.. If it were possible to move to another group at this 

time,, I would. 

29.. I feel included in the group. 

30.. In spite of individual differences, a feeling of unity 
existss in my group. 

Disagre e e 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

Neithe r r 
agree,, nor 
diaagra e e 

3 3 

3 3 

3 3 

3 3 

3 3 

3 3 

Agre e e 

4 4 

4 4 

4 4 

4 4 

4 4 

4 4 

Strongl y y 
agree e 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 

22 3 4 5 
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Strongl y y 
disagre e e 

31.. Compare d to the othe r group s I know of, I feel my 
grou pp is bette r than most . 

32.. I woul d not feel badl y if I had to mis s a meetin g of 

thi ss  group . 

33.. I do not feel part of the group' s activities . 

34.. I feel it woul d make a differenc e to the grou p if I were 
nott  here. 

35.. If I were tol d my grou p woul d not meet today , I woul d 

feell  badly . 

36.. I feel distan t fro m the group . 

37.. It makes a differenc e to me how thi s grou p turn s out . 

38.. I feel my absenc e woul d not matte r to the group . 

Disagre e e 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

Netthe r r 
agree,, nor 
disagre e e 

3 3 

3 3 

3 3 

3 3 

Agree e 

4 4 

4 4 

4 4 

4 4 

Strongl y y 
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InterpersonalInterpersonal relations 

Withh some people you maintain a different relationship than with others. In answering the following questions, 
pleasee choose three persons from your department, who fit the following descriptions: 

(1)) The person you like most 
(2)) The person you like least 

(3)) The person who, in your opinion, is most prototypical for the kind of people that work at your 
department. . 

Thee third person can be hard to choose. Please choose somebody that best fits that description. The third person 
youu list may prove to be the same as the first or second person. This is not a problem. In that case, simply give 
thee same answers to the questions. Another scenario might be that you do not prefer any individuals or really 
dislikee any of your group members. In that case, the answers to the questions will be very much alike. This is not 
aa problem either. 

Pleasee indicat e to wha t exten t yo u agree or disagre e wit h the followin g statements , regardin g each of 
thes ee thre e persons . (1) strongly disagree 

(2)) disagree 
(3)) neither agree, nor disagree 
(4)) agree 
(5)) strongly agree 

39.. I am satisfied with the way this person functions within 
thee group. 

40.. I appreciate the way this person treats other people. 

41 .. This person's feelings about situations and incidents in 
thee group are usually similar to mine. 

42.. This person treats other people in the same way I do. 

43.. This person and I have similar personalities. 

44.. I can speak frankly to this person. 

45.. I wouldn't mind doing some extra work to help this 
person. . 

46.. If I had extra information, I would share it with this 
person. . 

47.. I can work well together with this person. 

Thee person I like 
mostt in my 
department t 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

Thee person I like 
leastt in my 
department t 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

Thee person who 
iss most 
prototypicall for 
myy department 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 
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ThisThis was the last question. Thank you very much for your cooperation. Please feel welcome to make 
anyany remarks concerning this questionnaire. 

Remarks Remarks 

150 0 



Appendices Appendices 

151 1 



Appendices Appendices 

Appendi xx II Exampl ee of Questionnair e Stud y 3 

YourYour work place 

1.. Do you si t clos e to (mos t of ) you r co-worker s ? 

00 most of us share the same office 
00 most of us work from different offices on the same hallway 
00 most of us work on the same floor 
00 we are spread out over different floors 
00 we are spread out over different buildings 

2.. How ofte n do you wor k fro m hom e instea d of at the offic e (thi s does not includ e overtim e hours ) 
00 never 
00 rarely: approximately hours per month 
00 now and then: approximately hours per month 
00 on a regular basis : approximately hours per week 
00 fairly often: approximately hours per week 

YourYour department 

Thee followin g statement s concer n you r department . Can you indicat e to wha t exten t yo u agree or 
disagre ee wit h thes e statements ? 

Strongl yy Disagre e Neithe r Agree Strongl y 
disagre ee agree, nor agree 

disagre e e 

3.. I feel at home in this department. 

4.. When I talk about this department team, I usually say 
"we"" rather than "they." 

5.. I get along well with the people in this department. 

6.. I am very interested in what others think about this 
department. . 

7.. When someone criticizes this department, it feels like 
aa personal insult. 

8.. In this department, we speak frankly with one 
another. . 

9.. If somebody in this department is having problems, 
thee rest of the department helps him/her. 

10.. When someone praises this department, it feels like 
aa personal compliment. 

11.. This department works well together. 

152 2 



Appendices Appendices 

12.. This department's successes are my successes. I 

13.. I have a lot in common with the people in this 
department. . 

14.. If somebody in this department has a good tip or l 
informationn source, it is soon shared with the whole 
department. . 

Strongl y y 
disagre e e 

l l 

1 1 

1 1 

Disagre e e 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

Neithe r r 
agree,, nor 
disagre e e 

3 3 

3 3 

3 3 

Agree e 

4 4 

4 4 

4 4 

Strongl y y 
agree e 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

15.. If a story in the (organizational) media were to 
criticizee this department, I would feel embarrassed. 

I I 

16.. Wit h how man y individual s in the followin g categorie s do you interac t on a regula r basis ? 

-- own department approximately individuals 
-- other departments within the subdivision approximately individuals 
-- other departments within your division approximately individuals 
-- other departments outside your division approximately individuals 
-- others that do not work outside your organization approximately individuals 

CommunicationCommunication patterns 

17.. How ofte n do you communicat e wit h peopl e in the followin g categories ? 
PleasePlease give an estimate of the distribution of all your communication activities (such as face-to-face contact, 
telephone,telephone, e-mails, memo's, meetings etc.) 

-- own department 
-- other departments within the subdivision 
-- other departments within your division 
-- other departments outside your division 
-- others that do not work outside your organization 
Total Total 

approximatelyy % 
approximatelyy % 
approximatelyy % 
approximatelyy % 
approximatelyy % 

100% 100% 

18.. How many e-mai l message s do yo u send and receiv e on a regula r workin g day? 

II send approximately e-mail messages on a regular working day. 
II receive approximately e-mail messages on a regular working day. 

19. . Whatt  percentag e of you r e-mai l message s do you send to and receiv e fro m peopl e in the followin g 
categories ? ? 

SentSent messages 
-- own department 
-- other departments within the subdivision 
-- other departments within your division 
-- other departments outside your division 
-- others that do not work outside your organization 
Total Total 

approximatelyy % 
approximatelyy % 
approximatelyy % 
approximatelyy % 
approximatelyy % 

100% 100% 
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ReceivedReceived messages 
-ownn department approximately % 
-- other departments within the subdivision approximately % 
-- other departments within your division approximately % 
-- other departments outside your division approximately % 
-- others that do not work outside your organization approximately % 
TotalTotal 100 % 

20.. What is the distributio n of you r e-mai l use over the followin g categories ? 

-- Maintaining contacts approximately % 
-- Asking questions approximately % 
-- Making appointments approximately % 
-- Brainstorming sessions approximately % 
-- Exchange of information approximately % 
-- Decision making approximately % 
-- Other approximately % 
TotalTotal 100 % 

CommunicationCommunication and Information media 

21.. What is the distributio n of you r use of communicatio n medi a durin g workin g hour s over the followin g 
categories ? ? 

-- Electronic media (e-mail, Internet, intranet) approximately % 
-- Telephone approximately % 
-- Other non-electronic media (written, face-to-face contact, meetings etc.) approximately % 
TotalTotal 100 % 

22.. How ofte n do you use the followin g categorie s of medi a to communicat e or exchang e information ? 

CommunicationCommunication medium 
Telephone e 

Personall contact (face-to-face 
conversation) ) 

Writtenn (memos, letters etc.) 

Meetingss at your own department office 

Meetingss elsewhere 

Neverr  Less than A few time s a A few time s a Every day 
oncee a mont h mont h week 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 
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23.. The followin g tabl e list s severa l ICT applications . Please indicat e what application s are availabl e at 
you rr  work place and how often you use them. 

ICTICT application 

e-mail l 

Internet t 

intranet t 

videoo conferencing 

celll phone 

other r 

Availabl e e 

yess no 

yess no 

yess no 

yess no 

yess no 

yess no 

yess no 

Use e 
Neverr  LMStha n A few A  taw Everyda y 

onc ee a time s a time s a 
mont hh mont h week 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

24.. Woul d you , if you did not have access to e-mail , make less , more or the same use of the followin g 
communicatio nn and/or informatio n media? 

Withou tt  access to e-mail my use of would be 

Information/communicationInformation/communication media 
Telephone e 

Personall contact (face-to-face 
conversation) ) 

Writtenn (memos, letters etc.) 

Meetingss at your own department office 

Meetingss elsewhere 

considerabl yy  less the same more considerabl y 
lesss more 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 
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Pleasee indicat e to  what exten t you agree or disagre e wit h the followin g statements . 

E-mail. . 

25. . 

26. . 

27. . 

28. . 

29. . 

Strongl yy Dteagr w Nalth w Agra * 
d lMsn ** «gr** , nor 

disagre e e 

Strongl y y 

... makes it easier to contact a stranger 

... makes it easier to contact a disliked 
person n 

... makes it easier to have more open and 
equall contact with a superior 

... is not sufficient for having a real 
conversation n 

... is not sufficient for building and 
maintainingg relationships 

PleasePlease answer the following question only if you have access to the Internet from your work 
place. place. 

30.. What is the distributio n of your Interne t use over the followin g categories ? 

Work-relatedd information approximately % 
Work-relatedd discussion approximately % 
Organization-relatedd information approximately % 
Practicall information (addresses/travel info etc.) approximately % 
Amusementt approximately % 
Newss approximately % 
Otherr approximately % 
TotalTotal 100 % 

PleasePlease answer the following question only if you have intranet access at your work place. 

31.. Would you , if you did not have intrane t access , make less , more or the same use of the 
followin gg communicatio n and/or informatio n media? 

Withoutt access to our intranet my use of... 

Information/communicationInformation/communication media 
Telephone e 

Personall contact (face-to-face 
conversation) ) 

Writtenn (memos, letters etc.) 

Meetingss at your own department office 

Meetingss elsewhere 

wouldd be 
considwabl yy I * M the sam * mor e conaioarabl y 
tosstoss  mor a 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 
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InterpersonalInterpersonal relations 

Withh some people you maintain a different relationship than with others. In answering the following questions, 
pleasee choose three persons from your department, who fit the following descriptions: 

(1)) The person you like most 
(2)) The person you like least 

(3)) The person who, in your opinion, is most prototypical for the kind of people that work at your 
department. . 

Thee third person can be hard to choose. Please choose somebody that best fits that description. The third person 
youu list may prove to be the same as the first or second person. This is not a problem. In that case, simply give 
thee same answers to the questions. Another scenario might be that you do not prefer any individuals or really 
dislikee any of your co-workers. In that case, the answers to the questions will be very much alike. This is not a 
problemm either. 

Pleas ee indicat e to wha t exten t you agree or disagre e wit h the followin g statements , regardin g each of 
thes ee thre e persons . (1)) strongly disagree 

(2)) disagree 
(3)) neither agree, nor disagree 
(4)) agree 
(5)) strongly agree 

32.. I am satisfied with the way this person functions 
withinn the department. 

33.. I appreciate the way this person treats other 
people. . 

34.. This person's feelings about situations and 
incidentss in the department are usually similar to 
mine. . 

35.. This person treats other people in the same way I 
do. . 

36.. This person and I have similar personalities. 

37.. I can speak frankly to this person. 

38.. I wouldn't mind doing some extra work to help this 
person. . 

39.. If I had extra information, I would share it with this 
person. . 

40.. I can work well together with this person. 

Thee person I like 
mostt in my 
department t 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

Thee person I like 
leastt in my 
department t 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

Thee person who 
iss most 
prototypicall for 
myy department 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 

1 22 3 4 5 
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fourfour organization 

Pleasee indicat e to wha t exten t you agree or disagre e wit h the followin g statements . 

41.. I am very interested in what others think about 
thiss organization. 

42.. When someone praises this organization, it 
feelss like a personal compliment. 

43.. When someone criticizes this organization, It 
feelss like a personal insult. 

44.. When I talk about this organization, I usually 
sayy "we" rather than "they." 

45.. This organization's successes are my 
successes. . 

46.. If a story in the media were to criticize this 
organization,, I would feel embarrassed. 

Strongl y y 
disagre e e 

Di i 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

sagree e Neithe r r 
agree,, nor 
disagre e e 

3 3 

3 3 

3 3 

Agree e 

4 4 

4 4 

4 4 

Strongl y y 
agree e 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

PersonalPersonal informal 

47.. For how lon g have yo u been workin g fo r thi s organization ? 

forr less than a year 
forr 1 to 3 years 
forr 3 to 5 years 
forr 5 to years 
forr over 10 years 

48.. For how lon g have you been workin g at you r curren t department ? 

forr less than a year 
forr 1 to 3 years 
forr 3 to 5 years 
forr 5 to years 
forr over 10 years 

49.. What is you r curren t function ? 

00 supervisor 
00 (senior) policy maker 
00 (senior) consultant 
00 secretary / support staff 
00 operations 
00 other 
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50.. What is you r educationa l background ? 

00 finance; please specify 
00 social sciences; please specify 
00 engineering; please specify 
Olaw;; please specify 
00 medical; please specify 
00 other; please specify 

51.. How old are you? 

years s 

52.. You are 

00 male 
00 female 

ThankThank you very much for your cooperation. After analyzing the data collected, a short presentation of 
thethe results will be sent to you via e-mail. Please feel welcome to make any remarks concerning this 
questionnaire. questionnaire. 

Remarks Remarks 
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Appendi xx III Illustratio n operationalization s 

•• Entropy for computing similarities in background 

E88 = I Pi 2log(1/Pi)) 
i=1 1 

Similarityy (of either age or function) = n - 2Ep (inverse measure, scale 0 - n) 

Ep=Ep= entropy ofp (either age or function) 
nn = number of categories 
PiPi = in group present percentage ofp(either age or function) i. 

Entropyy is used by Theil (1967) to measure concentration. (De Ridder (1984) has used entropy as a 
measuree for concentration of newspapers in his study of the concentration of the Dutch press). In the 
currentt study if all group members have the same function, the entropy (E) wil l be zero. However we 
expressedd similarity of function and age in 'numbers equivalent': 2E = 1 is interpret as that there is 
onlyy one background in the group. If 2E = 2, there are two different backgrounds with each an equal 
sharee within the group etc. 

•• Intensity of CMC within group 
Thee intensity of CMC referring to that part of the total use of communication media, that concerned 
thee use of CMC (e-mail) within the group, was computed using the following formula: 

Intensityy of CMCgroup = (CMCgroup) / Communicationgroup 

CMCgroupp = the relative part of communication within the group (of the 
totall  communication activities) that is supported by CMC. 

Communicationgroupp = the relative part of communication (of the total 
communicationn activities) that takes place within the group. 

Thee variable CommunicationgroiJp was measured by asking the respondentss to indicate what part of their 
totall  communication activities took place in within their group. The variable CMCgroUp was not directly 
measuredd in the questionnaire, but computed with the use of two other variables. Respondents were 
askedasked to indicate what part of their total communication activities took place within the group as well 
ass the number of e-mails they sent and received from group members and others outside their own 
group.. CMCgroUp was then computed by multiplying the relative part of communication supported by 
CMCC and the relative part of the total number of sent and received e-mail messages within the group. 
(Sincee in all four cases the only regularly used form of CMC was e-mail, the use of this medium was 
usedd to compute the intensity of CMC within the group). 
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Appendi xx IV Result s of regressio n analysi s Study 3, includin g 
thee influenc e of the organization s 

ModelModel (stepwise) 

AntecedentsAntecedents social attraction 

•• Identification with group 

•• Intensity of contact within group 

•• Propinquity within group 

•• Maturity of group 

•• Similarity within group 

DummyDummy variables 

•• Organization E 

•• Organiz ation F 

•• Organization G 

•• Organization H 

ICTICT variables 

•• Intensit y of CMC withi n grou p 

•• ICT use in general 

AdjustedAdjusted R2 

N N 

<10 <10 

. 53 " " 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

.34* * 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

.31 1 

79 9 

10-14 10-14 

.58** * 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

. 23 " " 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

- .17" " 

NS S 

.33 3 

101 1 

15-29 15-29 

. 5 1 " " 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

-.25* * 

NS S 

NS S 

- .36 " " 

NS S 

-.13* * 

.31 1 

172 2 

30-49 30-49 

. 4 2 " " 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

.16 6 

47 7 

50-100 50-100 

.36** * 

. 23 " " 

.15* * 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

NS S 

. 1 8 " " 

NS S 

.22 2 

199 9 

Dependentt variable: Social Attraction 
"p<.01;*p<.05 5 
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Appendi xx V Correlatio n matrice s multivariat e analyse s 

10-144 member s 

1. . 

2. . 

3. . 

4. . 

5. . 

6. . 

Propinquity y 

Maturity y 

Similarity y 

Intensityy of contacts 

Frequencyy of ICT use in general l 

Intensityy of CMC within group 

Correlations Correlations 

1 1 

.25 5 

.21 1 

.27 7 

-.24 4 

-.37 7 

2 2 

-.00 0 

-.03 3 

-.16 6 

.16 6 

3 3 

.25 5 

.02 .02 

.07 7 

4 4 

-.18 8 

.11 1 

5 5 

-.02 2 

15-299 member s 

1. . 

2. . 

3. . 

4. . 

5. . 

6. . 

Propinquity y 

Maturity y 

Similarity y 

Intensityy of contacts 

Frequencyy of ICT use ir 

Intensityy of CMC within 

tt general 

group p 

Correlations Correlations 

1 1 

.35 5 

-.14 4 

.18 8 

-.12 2 

-.68 8 

2 2 

-.04 4 

-.02 2 

-.25 5 

-.11 1 

3 3 

-.01 1 

-.02 2 

-.27 7 

4 4 

.06 6 

-.21 1 

5 5 

-.07 7 

50-1000 member s 

1. . 

2. . 

3. . 

4. . 

5. . 

6. . 

Propinquity y 

Maturity y 

Similarity y 

Intensityy of contacts 

Frequencyy of ICT use ir 

Intensityy of CMC within 

general l 

group p 

Correlations Correlations 

1 1 

.13 3 

-.15 5 

-.04 4 

-.01 1 

-.08 8 

2 2 

-.86 6 

-.48 8 

.10 0 

.33 3 

3 3 

.52 .52 

.02 .02 

-.73 3 

4 4 

.11 1 

-.36 6 

5 5 

-.09 9 
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Index Index 

Index x 

analyticc generalization 
antecedentss of cohesion 
associability y 
attractionn gap 
attraction-to-group p 

casee study 
centralization n 

characteristicss of ICT 
commitment t 
communicationn patterns 
conceptuall  model of cohesion 
connectivity y 
consequencess of cohesion 
contextuall  cues of common membership 
control l 
cooperativee behavior 

directt effects 
disruptionn of hierarchies 
dualityy of technology 

e-maill  (electronic mail) 
evaluationn of the group 

flexiblee teams 
FTF F 

generalization n 
geographicall  flexibilit y 
Groupp Attitude Scale 
groupp behavior 
groupp identification 
groupp maturity 
groupp size 

homogeneityy of scales 
horizontall  coordination 

77 7 
29-31,33-37,39,60,, 110, 121 

25 5 
69,, 90, 72, 97 

13,90 0 

66,, 79, 76, 77, 94, 122 
47,84 4 

8,46-49,51,, 122, 123, 126 
4,, 15,22-25,52,121, 129 

48,, 50, 104, 123, 127, 129, 130 

39 9 
47,54 4 

33-37,39,97,121 1 
21,33 3 

46-49,51,58,122,125 5 
31-33,36,89,121,131 1 

10,, 121 

48,49 9 
44,46,, 53 

5,45,47,50,52,53,101-107,116 6 
33,35,36,39,41,89,, 121 

48,, 125 
50-52,59,61,, 123,125, 131 

76 6 
56,, 78, 82 
68,, 69, 90 

15,, 19,21,24,34,37,41,89 

36 6 
29,, 31, 33, 36, 60, 95, 99, 104, 121 

31,33,34,36,37,60,62,, 121 

69,91 1 
46,, 50, 54 
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Index Index 

ICTT use in organizations 
identificationn process 
indirectt effects 
ingroupp attraction 
ingroupp members 
integration n 
interactionn processes 
intergroupp relations 

Internet t 
internetworking g 
interpersonall  attraction 
interpersonall  cohesion 
intragroupp liking 
intranet t 

7,8,42,62,66,101,, 122 
24,, 36, 57, 58, 114, 115, 123, 127, 129 

56,, 130 
38-41,, 63, 92, 93, 121, 127, 129, 131 

20,, 121 
43,, 47, 48, 50, 57, 123 

57,, 58, 123 
17,, 19, 21, 22, 28, 35, 37-41, 62, 63, 121, 

126,, 127, 129 
5,43,53,54,101,, 102 

43 3 
13,, 14, 15, 19,20,22,26,28,32 

15,24 4 
29-33 3 

47,102,, 105,116, 131 

leadership p 

levelss of entities 
loyalty y 

13,, 31, 33, 34, 36, 48, 49, 60, 75, 76, 94, 
121 1 

16,, 36, 38, 39, 41, 56, 57, 59, 62, 121 
16,, 32, 35, 89, 129 

mediaa richness 
multimedia a 

51 1 
43 3 

networkk organization 
networking g 
non-verball  cues 

43,46,51,85 5 
43 3 

51,, 52, 53, 54, 59, 116, 123, 125, 131 

organizationall  boundaries 
organizationall  change 
organizationall  citizenship behavior 
organizationall  culture 
organizationall  identification 
outgroupp attraction 
outgroupp members 

43,47,48,50,56,, 122,123, 131 

42,44,45,46-49,53,, 117 

4,22,23,, 121 

5,, 17,25,71 

24,, 36, 37, 129 

38-41,62,63,128,, 130 

19,20 0 

perceivedd similarity 
personall  characteristics 
propinquity y 

34-36,40,41,89,, 121 
15,45,49,54,64,68,126,, 128 

29,, 31, 33, 36, 39, 53, 57, 59, 94, 121, 122 
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qualitativee research 

reciprocall  relationships 
researchh model 

satisfaction n 
scalee construction 

secondd level effects 
Selff  Categorization Theory (SCT) 
sharedd experiences 
shiftss in organizational structure 
similarity y 
Sociall  Attraction Scale (SAS) 
sociall  capital 
sociall  categorization 
sociall  identification 
sociall  identity 
Sociall  Identity Theory (SIT) 
sociall  impact of CMC 
sociall  structure 
statisticall  generalization 
structurall  characteristics 
strucrurationn theory 

survey y 

taskk characteristics 
taskk cohesion 
technicall  structure 
trust t 

virtuall  propinquity 
virtuall  environment 

66,67 7 

9,67,121 1 

9 9 

14,, 32, 36, 129 

68,, 98,121 

5 5 

19-21,34-36,113 3 

29-31,33-36,37,39,40 0 

8,, 46-49, 56-58, 66, 78-85, 122, 127 

14,24,30-37,39,58,61,95,121 1 

68,, 69, 87-98, 121 

4,18-20,97,103,104 4 

15 5 

23,, 24, 36-38, 40, 57, 121, 128, 129 

18-20,24,25,36,37,, 129 

15,18-21,24,34,35,, 121 
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Nederlands ee samenvattin g 

Sindss de dag dat de eerste computer zijn intrede deed, hebben de ontwikkelingen op het 
gebiedd van informatie- en communicatietechnologie elkaar razendsnel opgevolgd. 
Organisatiess zijn hier, onder meer met het oog op efficiëntie- en effectiviteitsverbeteringen en 
productvernieuwing,, veelal enthousiast in mee gegaan. Over mogelijke sociale effecten van 
dezee ontwikkelingen is echter nog maar weinig bekend. Wat betekent de opmars van ICT 
eigenlijkk voor de sociale samenhang, ofwel de cohesie in organisaties? 

Onderzoeksvraa gg en onderzoeksmode l 

Bijnaa iedere definitie van een organisatie benadrukt de vormen van coördinatie tussen 
mensenn en groepen van mensen teneinde de organisatiedoelen te bereiken. Een organisatie 
vormtt zo een sociale entiteit of een compositie van (groepen van) medewerkers. Deze 
medewerkerss en de functies die zij vervullen kunnen worden beschouwd als de bouwstenen 
vann een organisatie. Samenhang en samenwerking binnen en tussen de verschillende groepen 
medewerkerss die deze taken moeten uitvoeren zijn hierbij van groot belang. De toename van 
hett gebruik van informatie- en communicatietechnologie (ICT) leidt tot een andere inrichting 
vann werkprocessen, nieuwe processen, gebruik van nieuwe systemen etc. Dergelijke 
veranderingenn brengen verschuivingen in organisatie- en sociale structuren met zich mee. De 
'bouwstenen'' worden opnieuw gerangschikt. Mensen krijgen andere rollen, communiceren 
viaa andere kanalen, nemen deel aan andere (werk)processen en netwerken. Echter, de 
behoeftee aan samenhang, ofwel sociale cohesie tussen deze bewegende bouwstenen blijf t 
bestaan. . 

Inn dit onderzoek staat de volgende vraag centraal: 

WatWat zijn de effecten van het gebruik van informatie- en communicatietechnologie 

(ICT)(ICT) in organisaties op de sociale cohesie in taakgerelateerde groepen in deze 

organisaties? organisaties? 
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Err is in dit onderzoek bekeken op welke wijze organisatiestructuren en interactiepatronen 
veranderenn als (indirect) gevolg van het gebruik van ICT en de consequenties die deze 
veranderingenn kunnen hebben voor de cohesie in organisaties. Hierbij wordt gekeken naar 
taakgerelateerdee groepen, zoals werkgroepen, projectteams, afdelingen etc. Het informele 
circuitt binnen een organisatie maakt geen onderdeel uit van het onderzoek. 

Omm de centrale onderzoeksvraag op gestructureerde wijze te kunnen beantwoorden, zijn een 
viertall  deelvragen geformuleerd. De eerste deelvraag betreft de definiëring, positionering en 
conceptualiseringg van sociale cohesie in een organisationele context. Vervolgens wordt 
verondersteldd dat (in ieder geval) drie relaties van belang zijn om de effecten van ICT-gebruik 
opp cohesie te bestuderen. Deze relaties zijn weergegeven in figuur 1 en vormen de deelvragen 
2,, 3 en 4. 

__ , .. Sociale structuur 
OrganisatiestructuurOrganisatiestructuur (soclale entlteit) 

Structuur--
kenmerken n 

deelvraagdeelvraag 2 deelvraag 4 

'' 1 ICT/CMC gebruik I 

Technische Technische 
infrastructuur infrastructuur 

Figuu rr  1 : Onderzoeksmode l 

Enerzijdss ondersteunt en versnelt het gebruik van ICT bepaalde verschuivingen in 
organisaties,, waardoor de samenstelling van groepen verandert (deelvraag 2), hetgeen weer 
consequentiess kan hebben voor de (factoren die bepalend zijn voor) cohesie in deze groepen 
(deelvraagg 3); anderzijds is er sprake van een directe relatie tussen het gebruik van nieuwe 
middelenn voor interactie en informatie-uitwisseling (Computer Mediated Communication of 
CMC)) en de cohesie (deelvraag 4). Interactie is een belangrijke factor in groepsprocessen en 
hett gebruikte medium kan bepalend zijn voor de wijze waarop interactie plaatsvindt. Een 
kortee vraag via e-mail, kan leiden tot een snel antwoord. Even langslopen bij iemand mondt 
misschienn uit in een praatje en een kopje koffie. 

Dee relaties zijn tweezijdig, maar in dit onderzoek wordt met name gekeken naar de in 
dee figuur aangegeven richtingen van de relaties. 

deelvraagdeelvraag 3 uwivtaayuwivtaay i 

Factorenn >• Sociale Cohesie 
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Theori ee en hypothese n 

SocialeSociale cohesie in organisaties (deelvraag 1) 
Inn de literatuur zijn verschillende benaderingen van sociale cohesie te vinden. De benadering 
vann cohesie als een vorm van sociale attractie - gebaseerd op de Sociale Identiteit Theorie en 
Zelff  Categorisatie Theorie - die de verschillende leden van een groep ten aanzien van de 
groepp ervaren, blijkt het meest te passen binnen de context van een organisatie. Uit 
literatuuroverzichtenn en onderzoek kan een aantal factoren worden gehaald die bepalend zijn 
voorr de sociale attractie in groepen in organisaties: 

•• Fysieke nabijheid tussen groepsleden 
•• Gelijkheid in achtergrond van groepsleden 
•• Bestaansperiode van de groep 
•• Grootte van de groep 
•• Interactie binnen de groep 
•• Leiderschap in de groep 

Omm effecten van ICT gebruik op sociale cohesie te bestuderen, zal onder andere worden 
bekekenn op welke wijze ICT deze factoren beïnvloedt. 

Alss sociale cohesie in relatie tot andere sociale begrippen wordt geplaatst, blijkt dat 
ookk sociale identificatie een zeer belangrijke rol speelt bij de ontwikkeling van cohesie. Een 
bepaaldee mate van identificatie met de groep kan worden beschouwd als een noodzakelijke 
voorwaardee voor het bestaan van sociale cohesie. Enkele van de hierboven genoemde factoren 
zijnn ook weer gerelateerd aan het identificatieproces, hetgeen sociale identificatie een 
bijzonderee positie geeft waarmee rekening moet worden gehouden. 

Omm de effecten van ICT op sociale cohesie empirisch te kunnen onderzoeken, is ten 
slottee een betrouwbaar meetinstrument nodig. Er bestaat in de literatuur weinig consensus met 
betrekkingg tot operationalisaties van cohesie, en die voorhanden zijn, zijn eigenlijk bedoeld 
voorr relatief kleine groepen. In organisaties kunnen groepen echter nogal variëren in grootte. 
Omm die reden is er binnen dit onderzoek een schaal ontwikkeld, de zogenaamde 'Sociale 
Attractiee Schaal', om sociale cohesie te kunnen meten in zowel kleine als meer omvangrijke 
groepenn in organisaties. 

ICTICT gebruik en structuurkenmerken (deelvraag 2) 
Inn de organisatieliteratuur is veel geschreven over verschuivingen in de structuur van 
organisatiess als gevolg van ICT-gebruik. Deze verschuivingen lijken gerelateerd te zijn aan 
driee belangrijke eigenschappen van ICT. Ten eerste 'overwint' ICT tijd en ruimte. ICT 
versneltt bedrij fs- en communicatieprocessen. De distributie van immateriële producten (bv. 
software,, advies etc.) wordt sterk ingekort. Informatie kan 24 uur per dag, ongeacht tijd en/of 
plaatss beschikbaar worden gesteld. Hierdoor kunnen bijvoorbeeld besluitvormingsprocessen 
aanzienlijkk worden versneld. Ten tweede verbindt ICT mensen, groepen en organisaties met 
elkaar.. Een intranet kan een digitale werkomgeving creëren waarin mensen van verschillende 
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groepenn en organisaties en vanaf verschillende plaatsen met elkaar kunnen samenwerken. 
'Wandelgangg contacten' kunnen ook in een dergelijke omgeving plaatsvinden en hoeven niet 
beperktt te blijven tot collega's die fysiek in de buurt zitten. Het overwinnen van tijd en ruimte 
enn het verbinden van mensen en organisaties, maakt het ook mogelijk werkprocessen anders 
inn te richten of te vernieuwen. Organisaties worden gestimuleerd te veranderen van 
hiërarchieënn naar netwerkstructuren, waarbij (formele) organisatiegrenzen steeds meer 
vervagen.. Medewerkers gaan hun werkzaamheden steeds meer in verschillende en wisselende 
samenstellingenn en samenwerkingsverbanden uitvoeren. Dergelijke structuren vallen 
doorgaanss onder de bekende noemers als virtuele organisaties of netwerkorganisaties. 

Eenn derde eigenschap van ICT betreft de mogelijkheid om controle te vergroten. 
Mensenn en processen worden traceerbaar. Hierbij kan men denken aan de mobiele telefoon of 
dee geregistreerde workflow van projecten. Het vermogen tot meer controle vermindert de 
behoeftee aan menselijke coördinatie en kan zo leiden tot plattere organisaties. Daarnaast vindt 
err ook horizontale integratie van werkprocessen plaats, door gedeeltelijke automatisering van 
primairee (uitvoerende) taken, waardoor het aantal relaties tussen organisatie-onderdelen 
afneemt. . 

Samengevatt kan worden verondersteld dat het gebruik van ICT kan leiden tot 

•• een platte structuur als gevolg van een afname van de verticale complexiteit en een 
afnamee van het middenkader 

•• een slanke en geïntegreerde structuur als gevolg van een afname in de omvang van de 
ondersteunendee staf en de uitvoerende kern, alsmede een afname in de horizontale 
complexiteit. . 

•• een dynamische structuur als gevolg van een toename van (tijdelijke) projectteams en 
hett vervagen van zowel interne als externe organisatiegrenzen. 

•• geografische flexibiliteit, waarbij werknemers plaats- en/of tijdonafhankelijk werken. 

OrganisatiestructuurOrganisatiestructuur en sociale cohesie (deelvraag 3) 
Dee verschuivingen in organisatiestructuren zoals hierboven beschreven, brengen 
veranderingenn teweeg in de verschillende factoren die bepalend zijn voor sociale cohesie. Er 
blijktt hierbij een verschil te bestaan tussen effecten in kleine en grote groepen. Op kleine 
schaall (projectteams, kleine afdelingen), kan tijd- en plaatsonafhankelijk werken ten koste 
gaann van de fysieke nabijheid tussen groepsleden. Een toename van tijdelijke projectteams 
verkortt de gemiddelde bestaansperiode van groepen. Integratiebewegingen kunnen leiden tot 
eenn grotere verscheidenheid in achtergronden van groepsleden. Sociale identificatie in 
kleineree groepen kan eveneens lijden onder deze structuurverschuivingen. 

Opp grotere schaal (grote afdelingen, divisies, suborganisaties) blijkt er iets heel anders 
tee gebeuren. Integratie en het vervagen van grenzen zowel tussen 'gelijkwaardige' 
organisatieonderdelenn als tussen (oorspronkelijk) hiërarchische lagen in organisaties openen 
dee weg voor interactiepatronen die kriskras door de organisatie heen lopen. Daarbij kan het 
werkenn in wisselende projectteams leiden tot persoonlijke netwerken over grotere delen van 
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dee organisatie. Werknemers leren meer mensen kennen binnen de organisatie en worden 
minderr beperkt in hun keuzes in contacten door interne organisatiegrenzen. 

Opp basis van de theoretische beantwoording van deelvragen 2 en 3 is de volgende tweeledige 

hypothesee geformuleerd: 
la)) Het gebruik van ICT heeft een (indirect) negatief effect op de sociale cohesie in 

relatieff  kleine taakgerelateerde groepen in organisaties. 
lb)) Het gebruik van ICT heeft een (indirect) positief effect op de sociale cohesie in relatief 

grotee taakgerelateerde groepen in organisaties. 

CMCCMC en sociale cohesie (deelvraag 4) 
Dee toename in hoeveelheid én spreiding van interactie als gevolg van structuurverschuivingen 
wordenn nog eens versterkt door de mogelijkheden die ICT biedt op het gebied van 
communicatie.. De al eerder genoemde eigenschappen van het verbinden van mensen en het 
overwinnenn van tijd en ruimte, maken interactie en informatie-uitwisseling tijd- en 
plaatsonafhankelijk.. Daarnaast blijkt dat het (vaak) ontbreken van non-verbale boodschappen 
bijj  elektronische communicatie extra effecten te hebben. Uit overzichten van onderzoeken 
naarr sociale effecten van CMC gebruik in organisaties, blijkt bijvoorbeeld dat CMC 
communicatiee tussen mensen die elkaar niet (goed) kennen vergemakkelijkt en er eerder 
sprakee is van meer gelijkwaardige communicatie (verschillen in status vallen weg). 

Hett ontbreken van non-verbale boodschappen kan echter ook nadelig zijn. Deze 
eigenschapp maakt bijvoorbeeld e-mail (een vorm van CMC) een zogenaamd 'armer' medium 
dann face-to-face contact (FTF) of telefonisch contact. Indien FTF deels wordt vervangen door 
hett gebruik van e-mail, bijvoorbeeld wanneer groepsleden telewerken, kan de communicatie 
'armer'' of minder intensief worden. Dit probleem zal zich met name voordoen op kleine 
schaal,, waar normaal gesproken regelmatig persoonlijk contact met de verschillende 
groepsledenn mogelijk is. Op grotere schaal, bijvoorbeeld een omvangrijke afdeling of een 
(grote)) organisatie in zijn geheel is regelmatig persoonlijk contact met alle organisatieleden 
simpelwegg niet mogelijk en biedt CMC (bijvoorbeeld e-mail of een chatbox/discussieplatform 
opp intranet) extra mogelijkheden om organisatiebreed te communiceren. 

Duss ook ten aanzien van de directe relatie tussen ICT(CMC)gebruik en sociale cohesie kan 
eenn verschil in effect worden verwacht tussen kleinere en grotere groepen. Op basis van de 
theoretischee beantwoording van deelvraag 4 is wederom een tweeledige hypothese 

geformuleerd: : 
2a)) Het gebruik van CMC als substituut voor FTF heeft een negatief effect op de sociale 

cohesiee in relatief kleine taakgerelateerde groepen in organisaties. 
2b)) Het gebruik van CMC als toevoeging heeft een positief effect op de sociale cohesie in 

relatieff  grote taakgerelateerde groepen in organisaties. 
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ConceptueelConceptueel model 
Dee veronderstelde relaties tussen de verschillende factoren die van invloed zijn op de sociale 
cohesie,cohesie, het ICT gebruik en sociale cohesie zelf kunnen in een theoretisch model worden 
weergegevenn (figuur 2). 

interactiee binnen 
dee groep 

^ ^ 
i i f f 

identificatie e 
mett de groep 

i i i. i. 

ICTT gebruik in 
hett algemeen 

• • 

1 1 rr \ rr \ rr 1 rr i r 

socialee cohesie 
binnenn de groep 

i i vv t ii i L L 

groepsgrootte e 

gelijkheidd in 
achtergrond d 

bestaansperiode e 
vann de groep 

fysiekee nabijheid 
tussenn groeps-
Ipdpn n 

leiderschap p 

CMCC gebruik 
binnenn groep 

Figuurr 2: Theoretisch model van relaties tussen sociale cohesie en ICT gebruik 

Verondersteldd wordt dat dit model toepasbaar is in kleine en grote groepen, waarbij de relaties 
tussenn ICT variabelen en cohesie in kleine groepen negatief en in grote groepen positief 
zullenn zijn. 

Empirischh onderzoek 

Methode Methode 
Omm de veronderstellingen en hypothesen ten aanzien van de deelvragen 2, 3 en 4 empirisch te 
onderzoeken,, zijn drie studies uitgevoerd. In eerste instantie is de houdbaarheid van de 
veronderstellingenn ten aanzien van structuurverschuivingen als gevolg van het gebruik van 
ICTT in een exploratieve studie bekeken. Voor deze studie zijn vijf organisaties geselecteerd 
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diee variëren in de mate en duur van ICT gebruik. Met behulp van diepte-interviews zijn deze 
veronderstellingenn onderzocht. 

Eenn tweede studie betrof de ontwikkeling van een meetinstrument voor sociale cohesie 
binnenn organisaties. Op basis van de conceptualisering van cohesie is een schaal met 16 items 
geconstrueerdd - de zogenaamde Sociale Attractie Schaal (SAS) - en getoetst op validiteit en 
betrouwbaarheid.. In deze studie is gebruik gemaakt van studentenwerkgroepen en een 
afdelingg in een organisatie. 

Inn een derde studie zijn de geformuleerde hypothesen ten aanzien van de effecten van 
ICTT gebruik op sociale cohesie empirisch getoetst, waarbij gebruik is gemaakt van de SAS. 
Dee tfieoretische discussie heeft vooralsnog geen inzicht gegeven in hetgeen moet worden 
verstaann onder 'relatief kleine groepen' en 'relatief grote groepen'. Deze derde studie is 
daaromm ook deels exploratief, waarbij verschillende categorieën van groepsgrootte zijn 
verkend,, alvorens de hypothesen daadwerkelijk zijn getoetst. Met behulp van vragenlijsten 
zijnn binnen vier organisaties (cases) de werknemers van in totaal 129 groepen, variërend in 
groottee en in ICT-gebruik, ondervraagd. Hierbij zijn gemeten het ICT-gebmik in het 
algemeen,, het CMC-gebruik binnen de groep, de mate van sociale attractie ten aanzien van 
hunn groep, de mate van sociale identificatie met hun groep en een aantal bepalende factoren 
voorr sociale cohesie. De data is op twee manieren geanalyseerd. Eerst is per organisatie (case) 
eenn beschrijving gemaakt van het ICT/CMC gebruik, de mate van substitutie van FTF door 
CMC,, enkele structuurkenmerken, en de sociale cohesie in kleine en grote groepen. 
Vervolgenss zijn de resultaten van de verschillende organisaties met elkaar vergeleken. De 
daadwerkelijkee toetsing van de hypotheses heeft plaatsgevonden in een cross-case analyse van 
dee verschillende categorieën van groepsgrootte. Omdat deze analyses op groepsniveau zijn 
uitgevoerd,, zijn alleen groepen meegenomen met een relatief hoge respons (minimaal 40%). 

Resultaten Resultaten 
Dee resultaten van de eerste studie ondersteunen grotendeels de veronderstellingen met 
betrekkingg tot de relatie tussen het ICT-gebruik en de organisatiestructuur. Een afname van de 
ondersteunendee staf is echter niet gevonden. Dit heeft wellicht te maken met de toename in 
complexiteitt van processen en de toename in veranderingssnelheid in organisaties en hun 
omgeving,, die gepaard gaat met de ontwikkeling van nieuwe technologieën. De tweede studie 
heeftt een valide en betrouwbare SAS opgeleverd, voor het meten van sociale attractie in grote 
enn kleine groepen in organisaties. 

Inn de derde studie zijn drie categorieën van groepsgrootte gevormd: kleine groepen met 
maximaall  29 leden, middelgroepen met 30 tot 50 leden en grote groepen met 50 tot 100 leden. 
Bijj  het beschrijven van de vier cases bleken er verschillen te bestaan tussen de organisaties, 
diee de veronderstellingen ten aanzien van de relatie tussen ICT gebruik en 
organisatiestructuurr eveneens bevestigen. In twee organisaties met hoge mate van ICT 
gebruik,, was er sprake van de veronderstelde relatie tussen ICT gebruik en een aantal 
structuurkenmerken.. Tevens waren de scores van sociale attractie in kleine groepen in deze 
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organisatiess significant lager dan in de overige twee organisaties. Hierbij bleek de mate van 
CMCC gebruik binnen de groep doorslaggevend te zijn. Dit kan verklaard worden door de 
mogelijkheidd dat er weliswaar al structuurverschuivingen hebben plaatsgevonden als gevolg 
vann het ICT gebruik in het algemeen, maar dat deze verschuivingen nog maar in beperkte zin 
dee sociale structuur hebben aangetast. 

Voorr de cross-case analyses zijn de categorieën van groepsgrootte nader bekeken. De 
categoriee van kleine groepen is verder onderverdeeld in drie (sub)categorieën van 5 tot en met 
99 leden, 10 tot en met 14 leden en 15 tot en met 29 leden. Vervolgens is in iedere categorie 
mett behulp van een regressie-analyse bekeken in hoeverre ICT/CMC-gebmik de verschillen 
inn sociale cohesie verklaren. Uit deze analyses bleek dat in categorie 2 (14-19 leden) sprake is 
vann een negatief effect van CMC-gebruik binnen de groep. In categorie 3 (15-29 leden) werd 
eenn negatief effect van ICT-gebruik in het algemeen gevonden. In de categorie met grote 
groepenn (50-100 leden) werd een positief effect gevonden van het CMC-gebruik binnen de 
groep.. In de overige categorieën werd geen effect van de ICT-variabelen gevonden. Met 
behulpp van multivariate analyse is het theoretisch model (figuur 2) voor de categorieën 2, 3 en 
55 getoetst. Dit model bleek inderdaad toepasbaar te zijn in kleine en grote groepen. Wederom 
werdd in de kleine groepen een negatief effect gevonden van hetzij ICT-gebruik in het 
algemeenn hetzij CMC-gebruik binnen de groep. In de grote groepen beïnvloedde het CMC-
gebruikk de sociale cohesie positief. 

Conclusie ss en Discussi e 

Opp basis van de theoretische en empirische bevindingen in dit onderzoek kan de centrale 
onderzoeksvraagg worden beantwoord aan de hand van de volgende conclusies: 

1)) Het gebruik van Informatie en Communicatie Technologie (ICT) heeft een indirect 
effectt - via verschuivingen in organisatiestructuren - en een direct effect - wat betreft 
hett gebruik van CMC - op de sociale cohesie in taakgerelateerde groepen in 
organisaties. . 

2)) Deze effecten vinden hun oorsprong in drie belangrijke potenties van ICT, te weten: 
hett overwinnen van tijd en ruimte; 

-- het verbinden van (groepen) mensen; en 
-- het vergroten van de controle, 
enn in het ontbreken van non-verbale cues in het gebruik van CMC. 

3)3) De indirecte effecten van ICT betreffen de opkomst van nieuwe organisatievormen die 
wordenn gekenmerkt door een platte, geïntegreerde en dynamische structuur waarin 
mensenn in tijdelijke en flexibele groepen werken, ongeacht tijd of geografische 
afstanden. . 
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4)4) Het directe effect van ICT-gebruik betreft de vervanging van FTF door CMC in 

relatieff  kleine groepen en de toevoeging van CMC aan meer traditionele media in 

relatieff  grote groepen. 

5)) In kleine groepen in organisaties beïnvloedt ICT-gebruik de sociale cohesie negatief 

6)) In grote groepen in organisaties heeft ICT-gebruik een positief effect op de sociale 

cohesie. . 

Zowell  de theorie als de praktijk wijzen uit dat het gebruik van ICT in organisaties van invloed 
iss op de cohesie in organisaties en dat deze invloed kan verschillen per schaalniveau. Wat 
kunnenn we nu met deze kennis? Vanuit wetenschappelijk oogpunt is het interessant dit 
mechanismee verder uit te diepen. Hoewel de veronderstellingen grotendeels worden 
ondersteund,, blijven er nog vragen. Hoe zit het bijvoorbeeld in hele kleine groepen? Een 
projectgroepp van maximaal 10 man werkt wellicht zo intensief met elkaar samen, dat ICT-
applicatiess deze samenwerking alleen vergemakkelijken, zonder dat het consequenties hoeft te 
hebbenn voor de mate waarin mensen elkaar zien en spreken. Een andere interessante vraag 
betreftt het omslagpunt in het gevonden effect. Indien het effect in kleine groepen negatief is 
enn in grote groepen positief, dan moet hier tussen in een punt (van grootte) zijn waarop het 
effectt omslaat. De categorie waarin dit punt zich naar alle waarschijnlijkheid bevindt 
(categoriee 4, 25-50 leden), was onvoldoende vertegenwoordigd om hier verder onderzoek 
naarr te doen. 

Dee invloed van persoonlijke kenmerken en taakkenmerken is in dit onderzoek alleen 
impliciett meegenomen. Het kan echter waardevol zijn de relatie tussen kenmerken van de 
dagelijksee taken van iemand en de persoonlijke behoefte aan contacten binnen een groep en 
dee keuze van mediagebruik verder te onderzoeken. De invloed van relaties tussen groepen ten 
slotte,, is in dit onderzoek alleen in theorie besproken. In verder onderzoek op het gebied van 
cohesiee in organisaties zouden deze 'intergroup' relaties ook empirisch kunnen worden 
bestudeerd. . 

Gezienn de relatie tussen cohesie en andere sociale processen in organisaties, vormen de 
resultatenn van dit onderzoek ook een interessante invalshoek om effecten van ICT gebruik op 
bijvoorbeeldd organisationele identificatie en 'social capital' verder te onderzoeken. In 
hoeverree geldt het verschil in effect per schaalniveau bijvoorbeeld ook met betrekking tot 
dezee begrippen? Hierbij moet wel worden opgemerkt dat zowel in dergelijk onderzoek als in 
vervolgg onderzoek naar sociale cohesie, de tweezijdigheid van de relaties zoals weergegeven 
inn het onderzoeksmodel voldoende aandacht dient te krijgen. Het kan immers ook zo zijn dat 
eenn groep waarin de cohesie hoog is, meer geneigd zal zijn tijd te investeren in persoonlijk 
contact.. Of dat leden van een grote groep met een lage cohesie minder snel contact met elkaar 
zullenn zoeken, hetzij met elektronische, hetzij met andere vormen van communicatie. 
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Socialee effecten van ICT worden geschaard onder de noemer 'second level' effecten. Deze 
effectenn worden veelal niet beoogd bij de implementatie van ICT applicaties, maar kunnen 
vann grote invloed zijn op de mate waarin de wel beoogde effecten worden bereikt. Cohesie is 
vann grootte waarde voor het goed functioneren van een organisatie. Zij wordt beschouwd als 
eenn van de generatoren van het hierboven genoemde 'social capital', van een organisatie, 
hetgeenn het vertrouwen van medewerkers en verschillende vormen van 'Organizational 
Citizenshipp Behavior' behelst. Inzicht in de wijze waarop ICT gebruik sociale cohesie kan 
beïnvloeden,, kan organisaties helpen bij het sturen van deze invloed. In kleine groepen 
bijvoorbeeldd zou een bepaalde leiderschapsstijl, het stimuleren van regelmatige 
bijeenkomstenn met de groep of het waarborgen van enige continuïteit in een groep mogelijke 
negatievee effecten van ICT-gebruik kunnen voorkomen. Op grotere schaal zou ICT juist 
ingezett kunnen worden om cohesie te vergroten. Het vermogen van ICT om heterogene 
groepenn te binden kan ingezet worden om een band tussen medewerkers die elkaar wellicht 
amperr kennen, maar wel tot dezelfde organisatie behoren, te ondersteunen. 

Doorr kennis op te doen over sociale effecten van ICT gebruik, kunnen organisaties niet 
alleenn op effecten anticiperen, maar gebruik maken van de mogelijkheden die ICT biedt om 
socialee processen bewust te sturen. 

Mariannee Simons, 

Amsterdam,, januari 2004 

179 9 



Thee use of information and communication technology (ICT) within 

organizationss has increased markedly in recent years. ICT has certainly 

shownn its worth. Business processes take place far more effectively 

andd efficiently, while distance and time play only a minor role; 

communicationn technology makes it possible to speed up and improve 

communication.. But the importance of ICT reaches beyond achieving 

moree efficiency in communication processes, in information exchanges 

andd in productivity changes. ICT exerts an enormous influence on the 

wayy organizations operate. This dissertation argues that use of ICT 

triggerss changes in social structures within organizations and presents 

theoreticall and empirical findings concerning the effects of ICT use on 

sociall cohesion in organizational groups. 
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