
UvA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

Wired attraction : effects of ICT use on social cohesion in organizational groups

Simons, M.

Publication date
2004

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
Simons, M. (2004). Wired attraction : effects of ICT use on social cohesion in organizational
groups. [Thesis, fully internal, Universiteit van Amsterdam]. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Amsterdam.

General rights
It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations
If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, Singel 425, 1012 WP Amsterdam, The Netherlands. You
will be contacted as soon as possible.

Download date:24 May 2023

https://dare.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/wired-attraction--effects-of-ict-use-on-social-cohesion-in-organizational-groups(c430c3fe-12f1-4df7-a345-fe02e053d6ed).html


StudyStudy 2: Measuring Cohesion: Social Attraction Scale 

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 

94 4 



StudyStudy 2: Measuring Cohesion: Social Attraction Scale 

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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