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Group cohesion has been operationalized in the literature 

by measures which tend to focus only upon limited aspects 

of the phenomenon, usually interpersonal attraction or 

attraction to the group. In sport, it is imperative that 

instruments developed to assess group cohesion reflect fac-

tors associated with the goals and objectives the group is 

striving to achieve as well as factors associated with the 

development and maintanance of harmonious positive inter-

personal relationships. Therefore, the purpose of the 

present study was to develop a valid and reliable group 

cohesion instrument that measures both task related forces 

as well as social related forces that exist in sport groups. 

One hundred and ninety-six male and female intercollegiate 

basketball players from Texas, Michigan, and California 

were administered the forty-one item group cohesion instru-

ment. Data were analyzed by means of two factor analytic 

techniques, alpha and canonical factor analysis, with vari-

max orthogonal rotation procedures used to place the factors 

into interpretable positions. Results from both canonical 

and alpha factor analytic techniques revealed four significant 



common factors which accounted for 83% and 86% of the 

variance of the total factor structure respectively. The 

four derived common factors were labeled Attraction to the 

Group, Quality of Teamwork, Unity of Purpose, and Valued 

Roles. The internal consistency of the adjusted twenty-four 

item Multidimensional Sport Cohesion Instrument (MSCI) was 

found to be.high, yielding a .93 alpha reliability coefficient. 

Thus, it was concluded that group cohesion in intercollegiate 

basketball teams is multidimensional in nature consisting of 

shared purposes among group members, roles that are compli-

mentary to the goals the group is striving to achieve, each 

individual's commitment to the values and operating procedures 

a coach sets down for the team, support and mutual respect 

for one another, satisfaction with the group itself, valued 

roles, and a sense of belonging within the team. Future 

research is needed to extend the generalizability of the MSCI 

as it applies to a variety of sport settings. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Group dynamics is a field of inquiry dedicated to 

advancing knowledge about the nature of groups, the laws 

of their development, and their interrelations with indivi-

duals, other groups and larger institutions (Cartwright & 

Zander, 1968). An area of research which has attained a 

central place in group dynamic theory is that of group 

cohesion. In abstract terms, group cohesion implies "an 

adhesive property or force that binds group members together" 

(Carron, 1980, p. 2.3k)* Group cohesion increases the sig-

nificance of membership for those who belong to the group, 

it motivates members to contribute to the group's welfare, 

and connotes a sense of loyalty, commitment, and "we" feeling 

or family atmosphere among all group members (Carron, 1980; 

Cartwright, 1968; Fisher, 1976). 

Although different conceptual properties have been 

associated with the construct, most theorists agree that 

cohesiveness refers to the degree to which the members of a 

group desire to remain in the group (Cartwright, 1968). 

However, considerable debate is growing among researchers 

as to how the construct should be operationalized, measured, 

and assessed. 
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General Definitions and Theoretical Perspectives 

The technical term group cohesiveness was introduced 

by Lewin (1948) when he emphasized two general forces which 

influence group participation and group involvement: cohesive-

ness and locomotion. The former force, cohesiveness, is 

considered to be particularly important because it represents 

activity concerned with the development and maintanence of 

the group (i.e., group unity or solidarity) while the latter 

force, locomotion, represents the reason or purpose behind 

the group's existence (i.e., activity of the group in rela-

tion to the achievement of task objectives). Although both 

forces are highly related, the literature has predominently 

viewed cohesion as activity associated with the development 

and maintanence of the group. Specifically, cohesion has 

been viewed as a unidimensional construct being defined 

mostly in terms of interpersonal attraction (Carron, 1980). 

For example, in a comprehensive review concerning group 

cohesion, Lott and Lott (1965) define the concept solely 

in terms of intermember attraction "that group property 

which is inferred from the number and strength of mutual 

positive attitudes among members of a group" (p. 259)* 

Perhaps the most popular definition of group cohesion 

is the one advanced by Festinger, Schacter and Bach (1950) 

in their housing study. In their theoretical treatment of 

the construct, Festinger et al. identified two major cate-

gories of forces that act on members to remain in the group. 
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The first class of forces, "attractiveness of the group" 

refers to the extent to which the group has positive valence 

for its members. The second class of forces, "means control," 

refers to the extent to which the group mediates goals that 

are important for its members. They went on to define co-

hesion as "the total field of forces which act on members to 

remain in the group" (Festinger, et al., 1950, p. I6if). 

However, this definition has received much criticism, es-

pecially concerning the difficulty in operationalizing the 

construct (Carron, 1980; Evans & Jarvis, 1980; Plsher, 1976; 

Gross & Martin, 1952). Festinger et al.'s only operational 

measure of group cohesion was a single question asking "what 

three people in the Westgate housing community do you see 

most socially?" (Festinger et al., 1950, p. 37). This in-

direct sociometric question failed to clearly specify the 

total field of forces acting on members to remain in the 

group. Thus, they made reference to cohesion as a multi-

dimensional construct, although they only measured cohesion 

as a unidimensional construct, interpersonal attraction. 

Nevertheless, the operational definition proposed by 

festinger et al. has been widely used in the literature. 

Gross and Martin (1952) challenged Festinger et al.'s 

operational definition of group cohesiveness because they 

felt it focused on the individual as a unit of analysis 

rather than the group. Consequently, they presented an 

alternative operational definition of group cohesiveness 
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"the resistence of the group to disruptive forces" which 

places an emphasis on sticking together or the strength of 

relational bonds between and among group members under 

varying conditions of stress (Gross & Martin, 1952, p. 536). 

They felt this definition more adequately reflected the 

group nature of cohesion than did the definition presented 

by Festinger et al. 

A number of authors advocate attraction to the group 

as a conceptual definition of group cohesion and recommend 

that operational measures adhere to the relational or group 

aspect of the construct rather than perceptions of inter-

personal attraction (Enoch 8c McLemore, 1967; Evans & Jarvis, 

1980; Gross & Martin, 1952; Libo, 1953; Van Bergen & 

Koekebakker, 1959)• For example, Libo (1953) was one of 

the first to investigate group cohesion as attraction to 

the group and noted the construct may arise from a number of 

group characteristics such as the group's goals or activities, 

prestige the group may offer individual members, or inter-

personal attraction among group members. Libo felt the 

best measure of attraction to the group is whether a member 

chooses to stay in a group when forced to make a choice 

between alternative group membership. 

Cartwright and Zander (I960) defined cohesion as a group 

phenomenon composed of three distinct, conceptually different 

categories: (a) attraction to the group including resistence 

to leaving it; (b) group morale or the level of motivation 
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of group members to attack their tasks with zeal or intensity; 

(c) coordination of group members so their efforts and roles 

become complementary to the goals the group is striving to 

achieve. Cartwright and Zander felt each category should be 

measured independently. Later Cartwright (1968) proposed 

that a person's attraction to a group is determined by four 

interacting sets of variables: (a) incentive properties of 

the group; (b) one's motive base for attraction; (c) one's 

expectancy that membership will result in beneficial or 

detrimental consequences; (d) comparison level or outcomes 

derived from group membership. Thus, an individual's attrac-

tion to a group is determined not only by the characteristics 

of the group itself but also by one's perception of how these 

characteristics relate to one's own needs and values. 

Perhaps a definition which comes closer to the group 

nature of cohesion than any other definition in the litera-

ture is the one proposed by Van Bergen and Koekebakker (1959). 

They perceived cohesion to be the degree of unification of 

the group field, which suggests a closeness among group mem-

bers, a homogeneous perception of events, or perhaps a 

bonding together in response to outside forces. They pro-

posed that attraction to the group is the effect of interaction 

of motives which work in an individual to remain or leave the 

group. Thus, their definition is very much similar to the 

one proposed by Gross and Martin (1952). 



Many researchers feel much of the confusion associated 

with the construct group cohesion has been the result of 

summing individual attraction to group scores into one aggre-

gate or composite index of group cohesion, thus failing to 

consider the structural relations or interactions that go 

on in the group as a collective entity (Libo, 1953; Shaw, 

1976; Van Bergen & Koekebakker, 1959; Widmeyer, 1981; Zander, 

1971)* A similar idea was recently proposed by Evans and 

Jarvis (1980). They suggest cohesion may be more than just 

attraction to the group and that researchers should clearly 

separate the two concepts in their operational definitions 

and measurement techniques. They go on to define cohesion 

as a group phenomenon related to the achievement of group 

goals. Furthermore, they define attraction to the group as 

the individual's degree of identification with the group's 

activities which includes an individual's sense of involve-

ment in the group, feelings of acceptance, and desire for 

continued group membership (Evans & Jarvis, 1980). 

In summary, the lack of an agreed upon nominal defini-

tion of cohesion has led to a wide variety of measurement 

techniques which has made it extremely difficult to compare 

results across studies in any meaningful way (Cartwright, 

1968). Accordingly, Cartwright notes that "a standard all 

purpose procedure for measuring group cohesiveness does not 

yet exist in the literature" (Cartwright, 1968, p. 95). 



The foregoing perspective suggests that cohesion has been 

operationalized by measures which tend to focus only upon 

limited aspects of group cohesion; usually interpersonal 

attraction or attraction to the group. Such a perspective 

neglects the functional interdependencies and normative 

constraints that impinge upon group members (Feldman, 1968). 

Therefore, the next section of the paper will explore concep-

tual and operational issues related to investigating group 

cohesion as a multidimensional rather than unidimensional 

construct. 

Cohesion as a Bidimensional Construct 

A prominent theme occurring in the literature is the 

need to investigate group cohesion from at least a bidimen-

sional perspective (Carron, 1980; Feldman, 1968; Gill, 1977). 

One of the earliest models for the analysis of group cohesion 

as a bidimensional construct was presented by Homans (1951). 

He differentiated two forces which attract individuals toward 

a group. Task forces reflect an orientation toward group 

goals, group performance, and the task itself, while social 

forces reflect an orientation toward harmonious interpersonal 

relationships. As noted earlier, Festinger et al. (1950) 

also made reference to cohesion as a bidimensional construct 

when they concluded two classes of forces contribute to group 

cohesiveness; forces contributing to the attractiveness of 

the group in and of itself, and forces which mediate the 
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goals and objectives of the group. Similarly, Enoch and 

McLemore (1967) felt attraction to the group consists of 

two components; intrinsic attraction and instrumental attrac-

tion. This bidimensional perspective suggests attraction 

may reflect either friendship or personal preference for 

one another or attraction may be toward some goal which 

the group mediates for that individual. Consequently, other 

members of the group may be attractive principally because 

they tend to represent the means by which an individual can 

reach instrumental goals that are perceived to be important. 

Hagstrom and Selvin (1965) found empirical support for this 

notion, by factor analyzing nineteen items presumed to be 

relevant to group cohesiveness. Two underlying dimensions 

were discovered, social satisfaction (satisfaction with 

group membership) and sociometric cohesion (attraction to 

group members). Thus, terminology may vary among theoreti-

cians, but group cohesion is thought to contain at least 

two component parts which include social cohesion and task 

cohesion. Borrowing from the work of Lewin (19^8), social 

cohesion represents activity associated with the development 

and maintanence of harmonious, interpersonal relationships 

while task cohesion represents activity associated with the 

achievement of task objectives. 

Other researchers have indicated cohesion may be a 

multidimensional phenomenon. For instance, Donnelly, Carron 

and Chelladurai (1978) have recently suggested a third type 



of force thought to influence group cohesion, namely a 

normative force which restrains an individual within the 

group, independent of the group's properties. They conclude 

a combination of individual and group factors contribute to 

group cohesiveness such as interpersonal attraction, task 

attraction, attraction to the group, and normative consider-

ations (Donnelly, Carron & Chelladurai, 1978). 

Feldman's (1968) research provided additional support 

for the above findings. Specifically, he examined the func-

tional components of group cohesiveness and operationally 

defined three different bases for group integration or group 

cohesion: (a) normative integration which refers to the 

degree of consensus among group members concerning a number 

of group relevant behaviors; (b) functional integration 

which refers to goal attainment, complementary role speciali-

zation and the group's capacity to maintain harmonious and 

consistent intragroup relations; and (c) interpersonal inte-

gration which refers to group integration based on reciprocal 

liking. Results indicated a positive linear relationship 

between functional integration and interpersonal integration. 

In addition, a positive correlation between normative inte-

gration and interpersonal integration was also obtained. 

Feldman (1968) concluded the degree of complimentary speciali-

zation among group members and the effectiveness with which 

members perform their functions appears to correspond closely 

with reciprocal liking among group members. Furthermore, 



10 

consensus concerning a number of group relevant norms appear 

also to be related to reciprocal liking among group members. 

Thus, factors associated with group integration appear to be 

multidimensional in nature. 

Carron and Chelladurai (1981) have also recently found 

evidence to support the view that cohesion is a multidimen-

sional phenomenon. A factor analysis of five individual 

measures embedded in a sport cohesion questionnaire revealed 

the presence of two categorical factors including individual 

to group cohesion (i.e., sense of belongingness, value placed 

on group membership, and enjoyment with group participation) 

and group as a unit of cohesion (i.e., teamwork and closeness). 

Furthermore, results indicated that perceptions of team 

cohesiveness are moderated by the nature of the sport task 

(i.e., independent versus interdependent tasks). Thus, 

cohesion appears to be a multidimensional construct, at 

least as it relates to sport. 

Finally, it should be noted that terms associated with 

the construct cohesion occasionally occur under different 

labels. For instance, Steers (1977) examined antecedents 

associated with what he calls commitment to an organization. 

Correlational analysis revealed a strong linear relationship 

between commitment to an organization and one's intent and 

desire to remain a group member (i.e., cohesiveness). He 

went on to characterize commitment as an individual's strong 

desire to maintain group membership, a willingness to exert 
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effort in its behalf, and an acceptance of the organizations's 

goals and values (Steers, 1977). This mixture of qualities 

brings together under one umbrella term three notions that 

previously have been kept separate: Cohesiveness, desire for 

group success, and conformity to group norms or standards 

(Back, 1951; Cartwright & Zander, 1968; Zander, 1971). 

Similarly, Bandura (1982) believes cohesiveness is somewhat 

related to collective group efficacy. According to Bandura, 

collective efficacy is a group expectation that they can 

overcome adversity, hang together, and improve their lives 

through concerted, mutual effort (Bandura, 1982). Thus, 

achievement of collective efficacy requires adherence to 

shared purposes and normative standards. 

In summary, the literature seems to indicate that cohesion 

is not a unidimensional phenomenon. Rather, many researchers 

have acknowledged the need to investigate group cohesion from 

at least a bidimensional perspective in order to tap the task 

related and social related factors which appear to underlie 

the construct (Carron, 1980; Enoch & McLemore, 1967; Gill, 

1977; Hagstrom & Selvin, 1965). Finally, a few researchers 

have acknowledged the need to approach cohesiveness from 

a multidimensional perspective (Carron & Chelladurai, 1981; 

Donnelly et al., 1978; Feldman, 1968). The next section 

will critically discuss how cohesion has been defined and 

operationalized in sport settings. 
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Group Cohesion in Sport 

The operationalization of group cohesion in sport 

research has suffered the same problems that plague the 

psychological literature. The approach has been exclusively 

unidimensional with the prime focus being interpersonal 

attraction or attraction to the group. According to Martens, 

Cohesiveness in sport groups has received consider-
able attention, but the majority of the research 
is unsystematic and lacks a sound theoretical base. 
Investigators have typically failed to consider 
the dynamic nature of group structure and group 
process has been universally ignored. (Martens, 1976, 
p. 192) 

In sport, cohesion has generally been operationalized 

using the Festinger et al. 's definition, with the primary 

assessment inventory being the Sport Cohesiveness Question-

naire (Martens, Landers, & Loy, 1972). This questionnaire 

has had frequent use in sport and physical activity research 

(Arnold & Straub, 1972; Ball & Carron, 1976; Carron & Ball, 

1977; Carron & Chelladurai, 1981; Landers & Leuschen, 1974; 

Martens & Peterson, 1971; Peterson & Martens, 1972; Widmeyer 

& Martens, 1978). The questionnaire contains seven indivi-

dual measures including friendship or interpersonal attraction, 

personal power or influence, value of membership, sense of 

belongingness the individual feels toward group members, the 

value the individual attaches to membership in the group, 

the degree of enjoyment the individual derives from partici-

pating with the group, the level of teamwork that individuals 
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perceive to be present within the group, and the degree of 

closeness that individuals perceive to be present within the 

group. Carron (1980) has classified these seven measures 

within three general categories: Measure of individual to 

individual relationships (interpersonal attraction and per-

sonal power or influence); measures of the individual to 

group relationships (sense of belonging, value of membership, 

and enjoyment); and measures of the group as a unit (team-

work and closeness). Carron also notes that each of these 

variables with the possible exception of teamwork, measures 

attraction, either between and among group members or the 

attractiveness of the group itself. The sport cohesiveness 

questionnaire has been used extensively throughout the sport 

research literature and seems to be the most appropriate 

instrument to use with sport groups to date. Although the 

questionnaire has good face validity for sport teams, it's 

reliability and concurrent and construct validity have been 

untested (Gill, 1977). 

Cohesion-Performance Relationship 

The literature investigating the relationship between 

group cohesion and sport performance is marked by contradic-

tory findings. Arnold and Straub (1972), Klein and Christensen 

(1969), Martens and Peterson (1971) and Widmeyer and Martens 

(1978) found highly cohesive basketball teams were more 

successful than less cohesive basketball teams. Similarly, 
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Ball and Carron (1976) found a positive relationship between 

mid season cohesion and post season success in intercollegiate 

hockey teams. In a study investigating intercollegiate volley-

ball teams, Bird (1977) found that both coaches and players 

associated with winning teams perceived greater within team 

cohesion than losing teams. Finally, Landers and Crum (1971) 

found successful baseball teams had significantly greater 

cohesiveness than unsuccessful teams. 

In contrast, a number of authors have reported a negative 

relationship between cohesion and performance. Fiedler (1954) 

studied high school basketball teams and found a negative 

relationship between cohesion and performance outcome. 

McGrath (1962) came to a similar conclusion based on his 

investigation of riflery teams. Lenk (1969) reported that 

Olympic rowing crews could be very successful despite inter-

nal strife among crew members. Finally, Landers and Leuschen 

(1974) reported a negative relationship between cohesiveness 

and team performance with intramural bowling teams. Thus, 

evidence regarding the relationship between group cohesion 

and sport performance is inconclusive, some studies finding 

a positive relationship while others suggest a negative 

relationship. 

One possible explanation for the discrepant results 

stems from the diverse types of sport groups that have been 

studied. For example, Landers and Leuschen (1974) have 

argued that cohesion in sport is more likely related to team 
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success within interacting sport teams than within coacting 

teams. In support of this argument, positive findings re-

garding the relationship between cohesion and performance 

have been found most often for interacting sport teams such 

as basketball, volleyball, hockey, and baseball which in-

volve cooperative interaction and interdependent tasks 

(Arnold & Straub, 1972; Ball & Carron, 1976; Bird, 1977; 

Klein & Christensen, 1969; Landers & Crum, 1971; Martens & 

Peterson, 1971; Widmeyer & Martens, 1978). Conversely, 

negative findings are often characteristic of studies invol-

ving coacting sport teams such as bowling, rifle, or rowing 

teams (Landers & Leuschen, 1974; Lenk, 1969; McGrath, 1962) 

which involve independent tasks whose performance outcomes 

are additive in nature. 

A second explanation for the inconsistent findings 

regards the cause—effect nature of the cohesion—performance 

relationship (Carron, 1980; Gill, 1977). That is, does 

cohesion lead to performance success or does performance 

success lead to greater cohesiveness? This issue has not 

received a great deal of attention in the sport research 

literature. A method for examining causal relationships 

among variables that are not easily manipulated in typical 

experimental designs is the cross-lagged panel correlation 

analysis (CLPC). In order to carry out this analysis, 

cohesiveness and performance must be assessed at two differ-

ent points in time. Cross lagged differential is then used 
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to determine causality (i.e. the difference between the 

correlation of cohesiveness at time one with performance at 

time two and the correlation of performance at time one with 

cohesiveness at time two). Bakeman and Helmreich (1975) and 

Carron and Ball (1977) have incorporated the cross lagged 

panel correlation technique into their studies and found 

support for the conclusion that the performance—cohesion 

relationship is considerably stronger than the cohesion-

performance relationship. Thus, the equivocal findings cited 

®&rlier regarding the relationship between group cohesion and 

sport performance may need to be tempered since causality was 

not controlled for in most studies. 

A final explanation regarding the inconsistent findings 

concerning the relationship between group cohesion and sport 

performance may be the extreme variability in the way cohesion 

has been measured. For example, all studies which found a 

negative relationship between cohesion and performance em-

ployed an inferential measure of group cohesion. That is, 

the group's attractiveness had to be inferred from indirect 

sociometric ratings players gave one another. In contrast, 

a close examination of those studies employing direct mea-

sures of cohesion as attraction to the team generally indicate 

that cohesion is positively linked to team success. Widmeyer 

and Martens (1978) have provided empirical evidence indicating 

that descriptive measures of cohesion, particularly questions 

asking subjects to directly evaluate the team's cohesiveness 
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are better predictors of team success than are indirect 

sociometric measures of group cohesion. 

A related difficulty is the fact that many researchers 

in sport psychology have measured attraction which is only 

one form of cohesion. Escovar and Sim (cited in Carron, 

1980) have strongly criticized the use of attraction as a 

unidimensional measure of cohesiveness. They argue that 

operational measures based on attraction alone tend to under-

estimate the construct. Particularly critical in sport teams 

are the goals and objectives the group is specifically striving 

to achieve. This is consistent with research in industrial-

organizational settings. Specifically, Schriesham (1980) 

and Stogdill (197^) found cohesiveness to be related to pro-

ductivity only under conditions of group acceptance of 

organizational goals. Carron (1981) proposed that operational 

measures of group cohesion should reflect in someway the task 

objectives the group is striving to achieve. He elaborates 

on the point that factors associated with the purpose under-

lying a group's existence be reflected in instruments that 

assess group cohesion. In addition, there are other forces 

at work, irrespective of interpersonal attraction, which 

serve to maintain individuals within a group. In fact, 

Widmeyer and Martens (1978) factor analyzed all measures on 

the Sport Cohesiveness Questionnaire to determine if any 

measures formed together into common factors. They found 

interpersonal attraction did not load on either of the two 



18 

factors which evolved from their analysis; individual to 

group cohesion and group as a unit relationship. In con-

trast, teamwork and closeness have repeatedly been found to 

be the best discriminating measure differentiating successful 

from unsuccessful teams (Arnold & Straub, 1972; Ball & Carron, 

1976; Landers & Crum, 1971; Martens & Peterson, 1971; 

Widmeyer & Martens, 1978). If teamwork is to be synonymous 

with cohesion in sport, then interpersonal attraction does 

not seem to be a factor which accounts for performance suc-

cess or improved team play (Carron, 1980). 

A second problem is that operational measures of cohe-

sion based on attraction alone fail to explain cohesiveness 

in situations characterized by negative affect. Many sport 

teams have been very successful despite seemingly low levels 

of mutual attraction (e.g. the 197A- Oakland Athletics or 

1978 New York Yankees World Champion Baseball teams). This 

point is well illustrated in a study conducted by Anderson 

(1975) who showed that value similarity (i.e. interpersonal 

attraction) is an important determinant of group cohesion in 

informal social groups, however, goal path clarity (i.e., 

consensus on group task procedures) was strongly related to 

cohesiveness in task oriented work groups. Thus, if there 

is a task to be performed, variables relevant to the success-

ful completion of the task are more salient than those of 

value similarity of group members. 
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In conclusionj operational measures based on attraction 

alone are conceptually inadequate to explain the multidimen-

sinal nature of cohesiveness in sport groups. Little attempt 

has been made to determine the structural relations or inter-

personal interactions that go on in a team as a collective 

whole. Similarly, if researchers continue to adopt Festinger 

et al.'s (1950) nominal definition of group cohesion, then 

systematic attempts must be made to more clearly delineate 

what "the total field of forces" represent in sport groups 

(Carron, 1980; Gill, 1977). These may include task related 

forces, social related forces, or the interlocking roles and 

normative constraints that impinge upon group members. Thus, 

it appears that a broader conceptualization of cohesion which 

delineates the meaning of the construct as it relates to 

sport teams is needed, along with the development of opera-

tional measures which reflect cohesion as a multidimensional 

rather than unidimensional construct. It is imperative that 

instruments developed to assess group cohesion reflect factors 

associated with the goals and objectives the group is striving 

to achieve, as well as factors associated with the develop-

ment and maintanence of positive interpersonal relationships. 

Purpose of the Study 

Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to 

develop a valid and reliable group cohesion instrument that 

measures both task related forces as well as social related 

forces in sport groups. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Two hundred and eighty-two sport cohesion questionnaires 

were either personally administered or sent to a total of 21 

schools throughout Texas, Michigan, and California. From 

this total, 16 schools responded yielding a sample of 196 

male and female intercollegiate basketball players that were 

used in the present study. One hundred and one subjects were 

female, 95 male. The sample size was sufficient since there 

were ifl items on the questionnaire and Crano and Brwer (1973) 

suggest there be approximately five times as many subjects as 

there are test items. Refer to Appendix A for a complete 

listing of all schools that participated in the study. 

Data was collected throughout the surrounding North 

Texas area. In situations where this was not possible, 

coaches were personally contacted and given specific instruc-

tions as to how to administer the instrument to the team. 

These instructions can be found in Appendix B. In addition, 

specific instructions to the athlete that appeared at the 

beginning of the instrument can be found in Appendix C. 

20 
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Procedures 

The present instrument was developed for the purpose of 

determining if group cohesion in sport teams is multidimen-

sional or unidimensional in nature. The format of the 

instrument was based on several criteria which include: 

(a) a minimization of response bias; (b) clear and concise 

wording so that questions are easily understood by indivi-

duals that represent the population for which the instrument 

was constructued; (c) incorporation of several questions 

that are logically inconsistent to serve as a modified lie 

scale; (d) an unambiguous procedure for taking the test; 

(e) an easy method for scoring subjects' responses; (f) a 

short time period to complete the questionnaire. 

Items for the sport cohesion instrument were logically 

derived in a number of ways: (a) by modifying items found 

in previous cohesion instruments that have appeared in the 

literature (Dailey, 1978; Feldman, 1968; Hagstrom & Selvin, 

1965; Martens, Landers, & Loy, 1972; Seashore, 1954; Stogdill, 

1972); (b) by synthesizing information based on operational 

definitions proposed by theoreticians (Carron, 1980; 

Cartwright, 1968; Donnelly, Carron, & Chelladurai, 1978; 

Enoch & McLemore, 1967; Evans & Jarvis, 198O; Gill, 1978; 

Schutz, 1966; Van Bergen & Koekebakker, 1959; Zander, 1978); 

(c) by surveying pertinent research in the area of industrial 

and organizational psychology (Fiedler, 1967; Halpin, 1966; 

Likert, 1961; Ouchi, 1981); and (d) by interviewing coaches 
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or other social scientists regarding their perceptions of 

group cohesion (Bandura, 1982; Wooden, 1972). 

A pool of Zfl questions comprised the sport cohesion 

instrument. Ordering of questions was determined by means 

of a random numbers table. The instrument can be found in 

Appendix D. 

Data Analysis 

A variety of analytical techniques were implemented to 

determine the reliability and validity of the scale. First, 

factor analysis was used to determine the underlying struc-

ture of the sport cohesion instrument. Factor analysis is 

a statistical technique that reduces a matrix of intercorrel— 

ations between a domain of variables into into underlying 

components called common factors (Hair, Anderson, Tathom, & 

Grablowsky, 1979). The matrix is reduced into characteristic 

roots (eigenvalues) and vectors (eigenvectors - factor 

loadings) which were used to delineate and interpret the 

derived common factors. In addition, alpha and canonical 

factor analytical techniques were used to determine if 

common factors are robust or consistent across factoring 

methods (Harris, 1967). Alpha factor analysis is a commun-

ality based method that provides a lower bound estimate to 

the number of factors being investigated (Kaiser & Caffrey, 

1965). Canonical factor analysis is a uniqueness oriented 

procedure that provides an upper bound estimate to the 
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number of factors being investigated (Rao, 1955). Factors 

were rotated with, varimax orthogonal rotations to place 

them in interpretable positions (Kaiser, 1958). 

In order to assess the internal consistency of the total 

instrument and/or underlying factors present, the alpha co-

efficient (Cronbach, 1951) was employed. This method is 

applicable to tests were items are scored on a continuous 

measurement scale (Jackson, Jackson, & Bell, 1980). 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The first analysis undertaken in the study was descrip-

tive in nature. The means and standard deviations for each 

variable on the sport cohesion questionnaire are presented 

in Table 1. It should be noted that each question and anchor 

on the II point answer scale were constructed differently to 

make sure that subjects would not rush through the instru-

ment and respond haphazardly to each answer. For instance, 

some answers were worded "not at all" to "very much so" 

while others were worded "very much so" to "not at all". 

Consequently, some means in Table 1 are distributed around 

the upper end of the answer scale while others (i.e. variables 

2, 3, 4, 8, 11, 15, 18, 24, 28, 30, 35) are distributed on 

the lower end of the scale. To facilitate the interpretation 

process, a mathematical transformation was conducted on the 

means for each variable on the lower end of the scale so they 

could be analyzed from a consistent point of reference 

throughout the instrument. See Appendix D for an accurate 

description of each question and answer on the 11 point 

anchor scale. 

2-k 
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TABLE I 

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH VARIABLE ON THE SPORT1 

COHESION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Sport Cohesion Questions 

VI Value Placed on Membership 
V2 Well Defined Roles 
V3 Role Valued by Teammates 
V4 Role Valued by Coaches 
V5 Enjoy Playing with Team 
V6 Accepted Member of Team 
V7 Confidence in Teammates 
V~8 Quality of Teamwork 
V9 Pride in Group Membership 
VIO Admiration for Teammates 
VII Unselfishness Within Team 
VI2 Teammates on Same Wavelength 
VI3 Clearly Understood Team Goals 
VI4 Commitment to Team Procedures 
VI5 Support and Mutual Respect 
VI6 Work Together Within Roles 
V17 Coaching Preparation 
VI8 Sense of Belonging 
VI9 Significant and Worthwhile 
V20 Satisfied with Friendships 
V21 Lie Scale - Role Valued 
V22 Lie Scale - Pride in Group 
V23 Lie Scale - Teamwork 
V24 Loyalty to Team 
V25 Faith in Starters 
V26 Faith in Substitutes 
V27 Freedom of Expression 
V28 Team Loses Intensity Easily 
V29 Different Behavior Tolerated 
V30 Conflict Never Resolved 
V31 Method to Re-evaluate Goals 
V32 Lie Scale - Belongingness 
V33 Team Intensity Toward Goals 
V34 Teammates Pick Up Slack 
V35 Team Task Discipline 
V36 Someone Takes Charge 
V37 Close Knit Team 
V38 Friendship Off the Field 
V39 Continued Group Membership 
V40 Team Sticks Together 
V/fl Commitment to Role 

X*=matematical transformation of means 

X X* S.D 

8.63 8.63 2.45 
4 .74 7.26 2.82 
4.51 7.49 2.86 
4.67 7.33 3.07 
8.75 8.75 2.66 
9.01 9.01 2.25 
8.81 8.81 2.00 
5.16 6.84 3.12 
8.93 8.93 2.36 
8.40 8.40 2.28 
5.30 6.70 3.11 
9.22 9.22 2.23 
8.51 8.51 2.47 
4.60 7.40 2.17 
4« 60 7.40 3.03 
7.80 7.80 2.40 
8.08 8.08 2.62 
4.34 7.66 2.84 
7.84 7.84 2.54 
8.70 8.70 2.44 
7.80 7.80 2.73 
8.77 8.77 2.73 
7.95 7.95 2.98 
3.52 8.48 2.51 
8.66 8.66 2.37 
8.08 8.08 2.30 
5.10 5.10 3.27 
6.33 5.67 3.24 
6.87 6.87 2.61 
4.99 7.01 3.30 
7.31 7.31 2.46 
7.91 7.91 3.03 
7.77 7.77 2.33 
7.68 7.68 2.42 
4.52 7.48 2.79 
7.00 7.00 2.85 
7.36 7.36 2.77 
7.95 7.95 2.37 
9.04 9.04 2.74 
7.66 7.66 2.83 
9.14 9.14 2.12 
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As indicated in Table 1, inspection of the standard devia-

tions for each question reveals there is very little dispersion 

or variability among the set of scores throughout the sport 

cohesion instrument. The range of deviations vary from 2.00 

to 3.30 with the mean standard deviation being 2.59. 

To insure that subjects were conscientious in the way 

they filled out the sport cohesion questionnaire, a modified 

lie scale was embedded within the instrument. These ques-

tions that were logically inconsistent with one another 

included the following: 3 and 21 (roles valued by teammates); 

8 and 23 (quality of teamwork); 9 and 22 (pride in group 

membership); 18 and 32 (sense of belongingness). Inspection 

of the means in Table 1 indicate that variables 8 and 23 

(quality of teamwork) yielded the largest discrepancy in 

subjects' responses, with the differences between means being 

1.1. The difference between the means for variables 3 and 

21 (roles valued by teammates) was .31, for variables 9 and 

22 (pride in group membership) .16, and for variables 18 and 

32 (sense of belongingness) .25. Consequently, it may be 

concluded that subjects were fairly consistent in the way 

they responded to questions throughout the instrument. 

Factor Analysis 

According to Kim and Mueller (1978), there are three 

basic steps a researcher should follow in obtaining solutions 

to factor analytic procedures: (1) The preparation of an appropriate 
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covariance correlation matrix; (2) The extraction of initial 

orthogonal factor structures; (3) Rotation of these factor 

structures into a terminal solution. The parameters involved 

in factor analytic techniques are the eigenvalues associated 

with factor loadings and the correlation coefficients among 

factors (Kim & Mueller, 1978). The main objective is to 

determine the minimum number of common factors that can 

adequately account for observed correlations which in the 

process determines the communalities for each variable. The 

objective is not to explain the correlations among variables, 

but to account for as much variance as possible in the data. 

In the present study, data were analyzed by means of 

canonical and alpha factor analytic techniques with varimax 

orthogonal rotation procedures used to place the underlying 

factor structures in interpretable positions. Whereas canon-

ical factor analysis is a uniqueness oriented procedure that 

provides an upper bound estimate to the number of factors 

being investigated (Rao, 1955), alpha factor analysis is a 

communality based method that provides a lower bound estimate 

to the number of factors being investigated (Kaiser & Caffrey, 

x965)• The two factor analytic techniques were used to deter-

mine if common factors were robust or consistent across 

factoring methods. 

A factor structure was considered significant if a mini-

mum of two items had a loading value above .49 and an eigenvalue 

greater than 1.0. A minimum factor loading of .49 „as used as 
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a criterion cut off point to insure that the variable in 

question had a minimum of 25% shared variance within the 

derivea factor• In addition, if a cross loading was found 

to exceed .ZfO, the variable of interest was dropped from the 

factor structure. 

Canonical Factor Analysis 

Results from the canonical factor analytic procedure 

yielded four significant common factors which together 

accounted for 83% of the variance of the total factor struc-

ture ( % -il/fl, df-52Zf, p< ,001). A summary of the factor 

loadings above ./f9 are outlined in Table 2, 

As indicated in Table 2, the four significant common 

factors included: Unity of Purpose (factor 1); Quality of 

Teamwork (factor 2); Attraction to the Group (factor 3); and 

'/alued Roles (factor £f). The communalities in the canonical 

solution (i.e., h ) ranged in value from .if33 to .763. 

factor 1 was labeled Unity of Purpose since it connotes a 

sense of confidence in and commitment to the goals, opera-

ting procedures, and strategies a coach sets down for the 

team. This factor accounted for 57.6% of the variance of 

the total factor structure. Items having the largest loading 

on factor 1 include commitment to the operating procedures a 

coach sets down for the team, clear understanding of the goals 

the team is striving to achieve, coaching preparation, faith 

in teammates capabilities, ability to pick up the slack for 
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one another when certain members are not playing well, and 

the group having an effective method by which to re-evaluate 

the goals and objectives they are working toward. 

Factor 2 from the canonical factor analysis accounted 

for 10.3% of tne variance of the total factor structure. 

oince this factor connotes a sense of how well teammates 

work together within their roles in order to achieve success-

ful team performance, this factor was labeled Quality of 

Teamwork. Items that had their largest loading on this fac-

tor included support and mutual respect for one another, 

compatible roles, team task discipline, unselfishness where-

upon teammates are willing to sacrifice their own glory for 

the benefit of the team, feelings of being closely knit, and 

finally, having an efficient means of communication within 

the group to resolve conflict if and when it arises. 

iactor 3j Attraction to the Group, accounted for 9,2.% 

variance of the total factor structure. The underlying 

rationale for this label is that each of the seven items 

within this factor signifies a sentiment of attraction to or 

satisfaction with being a member of the group itself, in 

addition, there is an emphasis on the development and main-

tanence of positive interpersonal relationships within the 

group. Items that loaded heavily on this factor include 

feelings of enjoyment and acceptance, pride in the group, 

value placed on group membership; satisfaction with the 
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friendships that have developed within the team, and capacity 

of teammates to make an individual feel significant and worth-

while. 

The final common factor, Valued Roles, accounted for 

5-7% variance of the total factor structure and implies a 

sense of identification with group membership. Items loading 

heavy on this factor include roles that are valued by coaches 

and teammates as well as a sense of belonging to the team 

itself. 

Alpha Factor Analysis 

Paralleling the findings from canonical factor analytic 

procedures, the same four common factors (Unity of Purpose, 

Quality of Teamwork, Attraction to the Group, and Valued 

Roles) were also found to be significant when implementing 

the alpha factor analytic procedure. Inspection of Table 3 

indicates that Attraction to the Group accounted for the 

largest percent of variance in the total factor structure 

(60.7%) followed by Quality of Teamwork (11,9$); Unity of 

Purpose (8.6%); and Valued Roles (if.8%). The entire alpha 

factor structure accounted for 86% of the variance of the 

total alpha factor structure. In addition, communalities for 

the alpha solution ranged in value from .474 to .769. 

Although analysis from both canonical and alpha factor 

analytic techniques revealed that the same four factor loadings 

were consistent across both factoring methods, the ordering 

of importance in terms of the amount of variance each 
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individual factor accounted for was found to be different. 

Whereas Unity of Purpose accounted for 31*6% of the variance 

in the canonical factor structure, it only accounted for 8,6% 

of the variance in the alpha factor structure. In contrast, 

Attraction to the Group accounted for 60,7% of the variance 

in the alpha factor structure. 

The discrepancy in the findings between the two under-

lying methods may be accounted for by looking at the underlying 

assumptions of each method. In canonical factor analysis, 

the objective is to find the underlying population parameters 

(under a given hypothesis) that would have the greatest like-

lihood of producing the observed correlation matrix. However, 

in alpha factoring, variables included in the factor analysis 

are considered a sample from the universe, assuming that the 

variables are observed over a given population of individuals. 

Therefore, the emphasis in alpha factoring is on psychometric 

inference, not on statistical inference in the usual sense 

(Kim & Mueller, 1978), 

Another difference in the two factoring methods is that 

in the canonical factor analysis, variables are rescaled 

according to the unique variance estimate of each factor 

while in alpha factoring the variables are rescaled according 

to communalities. Consequently, the most important point to 

consider is that although the ordering between factor struc-

tures were found to be different, the same four factor 

loadings (Unity of Purpose, Quality of Teamwork, Attraction 
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to the Group, and Valued Ro3.es) accounted for more than 82.% 

of the total variance in the data across both factoring 

methods. Thus, the results of the factor analytic techni-

ques indicate that group cohesion in intercollegiate basketball 

teams is multidimensional in nature. 

Alpha Reliability Coefficients 

The alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1951) was employed to 

assess the reliability and internal consistency of the total 

sport cohesion instrument as well as the four underlying fac-

tors present in the instrument. The alpha coefficient is the 

maximum likelihood estimate of the reliability coefficient 

where items are scored on a continuous measurement scale 

(Jackson, Jackson, & Bell, 1980). The purpose is to define 

factors that have maximum generalizability. As indicated in 

Table 4, the internal consistency of the total sport cohesion 

instrument yielded an extremely high alpha reliability co-

efficient of .93* Alpha coefficients for each of the four 

separate factors were also quite strong ranging in value 

from .88 (Attraction to the Group) to .79 (Valued Roles). 

The correlations between individual items and the adjusted 

sport cohesion instrument are presented in Table 5 to show 

the linear relationship between the individual items and the 

total instrument. As observed in Table 5, correlations 

ranged from /l =.45 to /V =.73. Consequently, results from 

both the reliability coefficients and the correlation 

coefficients indicate that the adjusted sport cohesion 
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TABLE IV 

ALPHA RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 

Factor Reliability Coefficients 

Total Cohesion Instrument . . . . . . alpha = .93 

I. Attraction to the Group . . . . . alpha = .88 

II. Unity of Purpose alpha = .86 

III. Quality of Teamwork alpha = .86 

IV. Valued Roles alpha = .79 
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TABLE IV 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL ITEMS AND ADJUSTED 

TOTAL SPORT COHESION INSTRUMENT 

Sport Cohesion Corrected Item 
Variables Correlations 

Attraction to the Group 

Feelings of Enjoyment(V5) 73 
Feelings of Acceptance(V6) 61 
Pride in Team(V9) 70 
Significant and Worthwhile(V19)• 55 
Satisfied with Friendships(V20). 6l 
Value Placed on Membership(VI) . . . . . . .60 

Unity of Purpose 

Coaching Preparation(Vl.7) .58 
Commitment to Operating Procedures(VI4)• • »51 
Faith in Starters(V25) 66 
Faith in Substitutes(V26) L.8 
Teammates Pick up Slack(V3*f) 69 
Team Goal Clarity(V13) 61 
Method to Re-evaluate Goals(V31) 52 

Quality of Teamwork 

Support and Mutual Respect (V15) 61 
Quality of Teamwork(V8) 1+7 
Degree of Unselfishness(Vll) . . . . . . . .55 
Role Compatability(Vl6) 70 
Conflict Resolution(V30) 2+9 
Team Task Discipline(V35)• . . . . . . . . .57 
Closely Knit(V37) 71 
Well Defined Roles(V2) 51 

Valued Role fc> 

Roles Ralued by Teammates(V3) A-5 
Roles Valued by Coaches(v4) Zf5 
Sense of Belongingness(V18). 54 
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instrument does represent a reliable means to assess group 

cohesion in interacting basketball teams. 

Gender Differences 

An exploratory one way analysis of variance was conduc-

ted on the data to determine if there were any differences in 

the way males and females responded to the questionnaire. 

Results indicated that there were no significant differences 

in the way males and females perceive group cohesion in 

intercollegiate basketball teams. Caution should be used 

when interpreting this finding since Crano and Brewer (1973) 

suggest there be at least five times as many subjects as 

there are test items. This would necessitate a sample of 

approximately 200 males and 200 females. In the present 

investigation, the sample consisted of only 103 females and 

97 males. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Based on Festinger et al.'s (1950) nominal definition 

of group cohesion, a systematic attempt was made to more 

cearly delineate what the "total field of forces" represent 

in sport groups (Carron, 1980; Gill, 1977). In the past, 

the operationalization of group cohesion in sport research 

has been exclusively unidimensional, with the prime focus 

being interpersonal attraction or attraction to the group. 

Derived from theoretical formulations that have appeared in 

the literature (Carron, 1980; Carron & Chelladurai, 1981; 

Feldman, 1968; Gill, 1977; Lewin, 19^8), the purpose of 

the present investigation was to develop a valid and 

reliable group cohesion instrument that reflected both 

the task related forces (goals and objectives the group is 

striving to achieve) as well as the social related forces 

(development and maintanence of positive interpersonal 

relationships) that exist in interacting, collegiate sport 

teams. Results indicated that cohesion is indeed a multi-

dimensional rather than a unidimensional construct. In 

particular, two different factor analytic techniques, canon-

ical and alpha, revealed four significant common factors 

which accounted for 83% and 86% of the variance of the 

kO 
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total factor structure respectively. The four significant 

derived common factors were labeled Unity of Purpose, 

Quality of Teamwork, Attraction to the Group, and Valued 

Roles. In addition, the internal consistency of the adjusted 

twenty-four item Multidimensional Sport Cohesion Instrument 

(subsequently referred to as the MSCI) was found to be ex-

tremely high yielding an alpha reliability coefficient of 

.93* Furthermore, alpha reliability coefficients for each 

individual derived factor were also found to be extremely 

high, ranging in value from .88 (attraction to the group) 

to .79 (valued roles). 

Although the internal consistency of the MSCI was found 

to be high and the four common factors were found to be con-

sistent across both canonical and alpha factor analytic 

procedures, further research is necessary to provide other 

sources of reliability and validity to demonstrate the 

generalizability of the instrument. In developing his 

Sport Competition Anxiety Test (SCAT), Martens astutely 

points out that 

Pity must be expressed for the neophyte psycho-
metrician when first encountering the world of 
test validation. If not completely boggled by 
the sheer quality of validities, the definitional 
confusion between them will likely suffocate the 
most persistent novice . Depending on the source, 
it is essential to establish the content, face, 
discriminant, concurrent, convergent, predictive, 
construct, classical, congruent, criterion, ex-
ternal, incremental, nomological, practical, 
structural, substantive, and trait validity for 
SCAT. (Martens, 1977, p. 45) 
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Consequently, more work needs to be done to further develop 

the external validity of the MSCI. This point will be fur-

ther discussed later in this chapter. 

In agreement with Carron (1981), it appears that opera-

tional measures based on attraction alone are conceptually 

inadequate to explain the multidimensional nature of group 

cohesion in sport teams. Results from the present study 

indicate that cohesion in intercollegiate basketball teams 

is multidimensional in nature, dependent upon common goals, 

valued roles, teamwork, as well as interpersonal attraction 

or attraction to the group itself. Based on the foregoing 

perspective, it appears that cohesion in intercollegiate 

basketball teams consists of shared purposes among group 

members, roles that are complimentary to the goals the group 

is striving to achieve, each individual's commitment to the 

values and operating procedures a coach sets down for the 

team, support and mutual respect for one another, satisfac-

tion with the group itself, and finally, a sense of belongingness 

within the team. This nominal description of group cohesion 

in intercollegiate basketball teams places an emphasis upon 

the task related and social related forces that exist within 

a team (Carron, 1980; Gill, 1977), the normative orientations 

by which a group is governed (Donnelly, et al., 1978; Feldman, 

-1-968; Ouchi, 1981), the coordination of group members so 

their roles become complimentary to the goals the group is 

striving to accomplish (Cartwright & Zander, I960; Feldman, 1968), 
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and the relational bonds or degree of closeness among group 

members (Enoch & McLemore, 1967; Evans & Jarvis, 1980; 

Gross & Martin, 1952; Van Bergen & Koekebakker, 1959)• 

Future Development of the MSCI 

Although it has been demonstrated that the MSCI has 

sufficient construct validity as well as high factor rel-

iability and internal consistency, it is essential that 

other forms of validity and reliability be established before 

this scale can be employed in applied settings. Specifically, 

consistency of responses is not a guarantee of scale reli-

ability or validity. Rather, validation of a measurement 

instrument requires empirical research that goes beyond that 

employed in the scale construction phase of test development 

(Crano & Brewer, 1973). For instance, now that the MSCI has 

been reduced from a pool of questions consisting of forty-

one items to a twenty-four item multidimensional sport 

cohesion instrument, it becomes imperative that the revised 

MSCI be readministered to a large sample of intercollegiate 

basketball players to determine if the same four common 

factors are reliable and consistent across test administrations. 

From the standpoint of theory development, the valida-

tion of an instrument relative to the hypothetical concepts 

being investigated is of critical concern. Accordingly, 

further construct vai-idity needs to be established in order 

to show through logical processes that the MSCI is valid and 
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can be operationalized in applied settings. One approach 

to determine the construct validity of a particular instru-

ment is through the known groups method (Kerlinger, 1973)* 

In this validation technique various groups of people known 

to differ on a particular attribute(s) are administered the 

original sport cohesion instrument. If the scale is really 

a measure of the particular attribute in question, groups 

known to be different on that particular attribute should 

generate clearly discriminable scale scores. In terms of 

group cohesion, interacting sport groups could be contrasted 

with coacting sport groups whereupon it would be expected 

that interacting sport teams would show more overall group 

cohesion than coacting sport teams. The rationale for this 

hypothesis is that in interacting sport teams, the total 

group effort is a product of teamwork whereupon various 

specialized skills of individual team members are combined 

through interdependent action. On the other hand, in co-

acting teams, group product is achieved via a simple summa-

tion of each individuals own efforts. Consequently, 

successful interacting sport teams should display higher 

levels of cohesiveness than coacting sport teams. Data is 

presently being collected in intercollegiate track, wrestling, 

and tennis teams to test this assumption. In addition, 

future research may wish to address the issue: Does cohesion 

vary based on the level of participation experienced? Per-

haps intramural basketball teams will score higher on the 



MSCI on variables associated with social cohesion, whereas 

professional basketball teams may score higher on the MSCI 

on variables associated with task cohesion. The external 

validity and usefulness of the MSCI would be greatly en-

hanced ii the instrument provided to be generalizable to 

a large cross section of basketball teams. 

Convergent evidence for the MSCI needs to be established. 

This form of construct validity could be achieved by correl-

ating the MSCI with other conceptually relevant cohesion 

measures such as the sport cohesion questionnaire (Martens, 

banders, & Loy, 1972) or Seashore's measure of group co-

hesion in industrial work groups (Seashore, 195^). if 

moderate correlation coefficients are obtained between 

the MSCI and other general cohesion scales, it would in-

dicate that the MSCI was functioning along predictable 

lines m that it is related to established cohesion scales 

and that it is contributing something unique and specific 

to the measurement of group cohesion. 

Another validation technique which needs to be esta-

blished is the predictive validity of the MSCI. Predictive 

validity can be assessed by correlating cohesion scores 

on the MSCI with some type of performance criterion such 

as win/loss percentage or coaches ratings of actual bas-

ketball performance. As mentioned earlier, one of the 

problems concerning the cohesion-performance relationship 
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is the way cohesion has been operationally measured in the 

sport research literature. Whereas the sport cohesiveness 

questionnaire (Martens, Landers, & Loy, 1972) primarily 

reflects one type of cohesion (i.e. social cohesion) the 

present study has shown that the MSCI is a measurement tool 

which reflects the multidimensional nature of cohesion in 

intercollegiate basketball teams. Consequently, if the 

predictive validity of the MSCI is found to be high, then 

perhaps the previous equivocal findings regarding the 

cohesion-performance relationship may be attributed to 

the inadequate measurement techniques incorporated in 

the past. 

.finally, a validation technique frequently employed 

in the literature when assessing the quality of measure-

ment scales is discriminant validity, whereupon an investigator 

chooses a series of variables with which the construct would 

not be expected to relate (Crano & Brewer, 1973)• For 

example, the MSCI should not be related to general anxiety 

scales, personality scales, or achievement motivation 

scales. If the MSCI is discriminitive in nature, it 

would be expected that the aforementioned scales would 

not correlate highly with the MSCI. If these results 

were obtained, it would provide evidence supporting the 

discriminant validity of the MSCI. 
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Future Directions in Sport Cohesion Research 

A majority of the research in the sport cohesion litera-

ture has been unsystematic, primarily due to the lack of a 

sound theoretical base to guide subsequent investigations. 

An important need in sport cohesion research is the develop-

ment of a logical theoretical framework from which cohesion 

in sport may be systematically analyzed (Carron, 1981; Gill, 

1977)• This would provide researchers a common point of 

departure for subsequent empirical investigations as well as 

a logical framework where contradictory findings can be 

reconciled (Carron, 1981). 

A sound operational definition of group cohesion should 

be the foundation from which to build a good theoretical 

model, in fact, part of the problem concerning the incon-

sistent findings with regard to the cohesion—performance 

relationship is tne extreme variability in the way cohesion 

has been defined and measured. Traditionally, cohesion in 

sport has been operationalized using Festinger et al.'s 

vague nominal definition (i.e., the total field of forces 

which act on members to remain in the group) with the primary 

assessment inventory being the unidimensional sport cohesiveness 

questionnaire (Martens, Landers, & Loy, 1972). Results from 

the present study indicate that cohesion in intercollegiate 

basketball teams is multidimensional not unidimensional in 

nature. Based on the four independent factors that were 

empirically derived from the MSCI, it is proposed that 
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cohesion in intercollegiate basketball teams can be opera-

tionally defined as each individual's commitment to the 

values, goals, and operating procedures a coach sets down 

for the team, teamwork that is complimentary to the goals 

the group is striving to achieve, roles that are valued by 

both coaches and teammates, and feelings of attraction to 

members of the team or to the group itself. It should be noted 

that this nominal definition of group cohesion should be res-

tricted to the population being studied, namely intercollegiate 

basketball teams. Hopefully, future research involving a 

variety of different sport groups will allow a more precise 

definition to be postulated which will help researchers 

achieve a thorough understanding of the determinants and 

effects of group cohesion in sport teams. 

The multidimensional nature regarding the operational 

definition of group cohesion in intercollegiate basketball 

teams is graphically represented in lUgure 1. As can be 

seen in the figure, group cohesion in intercollegiate basket-

ball teams consists of four distinct factors: Attraction to 

the Group, Unity of Purpose, Quality of Teamwork, and Valued 

Roles. The lower boxes in the figure represent specific 

variabj.es associated with these factors. Attraction to the 

group reflects feelings of pride, enjoyment and acceptance 

within the group as well as the degree of value an individual 

places on group membership. 
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Attraction to the group reflects a sense of social 

cohesion within intercollegiate basketball teams as evi-

denced by feelings of pride, enjoyment, acceptance, and 

interpersonal attraction as well as value placed on group 

membership. Unity of purpose and quality of teamwork are 

two distinct factors which reflect a sense of task cohesion. 

It is important for a coach to get each individual committed 

to the values, goals and operating procedures the group is 

striving to achieve. In addition, it is important to get 

athletes to work within their roles in order to achieve 

successful team performance. Finally, valued roles is 

related to a sense of belongingness within the team. It is 

important for an individual to feel their role or contribu-

tion to the team is valued by both coaches and teammates. 

Now that an operational definition of group cohesion in 

intercollegiate sport teams has been proposed, future 

research can begin to investigate the antecedents and con-

sequences associated with the construct. 

A.x.ong these lines, Carron (1981) has recently proposed 

a theoretical framework from which to study the antecedents 

and consequences associated with group cohesion in sport 

teams. According to Carron's model, the antecedent factors 

which contribute to cohesiveness in sport teams fall into 

four categories including environmental, personal, leader-

ship, and team factors. Environmental factors exist within 

the general organizational system of a group and serve as a 
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constraining force independent of the properties of the 

team. This would include contractual responsibilities, 

organizational orientations, stability which exist within 

a group and nature of the groups' task. Personal factors 

would include orientation motivation (task, social, or 

self motivation), individual satisfaction, and individual 

differences among group members. The third major mediating 

factor proposed by Carron can be categorized as a leader-

ship dimension which would include leadership behavior 

(task versus relationship orientation), leadership style 

(autocratic versus democratic decision making style), and 

coach-athlete interpersonal relationships. The final med-

iating variable proposed by Carron to be associated with 

the antecedents of group cohesion are team factors which 

would include group orientation (balance between the task 

ano. social related forces that exist within a team as well 

as the relative amount of these two forces) and the group 

norm for productivity. The consequences of group cohesion 

in sport teams as proposed by Carron are numerous: Group 

productivity, individual satisfaction, conformity, role 

clarity among group members, and group stability. There-

fore, researchers need to start investigating cohesion as 

a dependent variable (i.e. antecedent conditions affecting 

cohesion) as well as the traditional method of assessing it 

as an independent variable (i.e. performance effectiveness). 

If future research can more precisely define group cohesion 
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in sport teams as well as determine the antecedents and 

consequences associated with the construct, then coaches 

should be in a position to better understand factors asso-

ciated with the development and maintanence of cohesion 

as it relates to their own teams. 



APPENDIX A 

Intercollegiate Basketball Teams that 

Participated in the Study 

California State University at Northridge - Men (N=13) 

California State University at Northridge - Women (N=2) 

Dallas Baptist College - Men (N=12) 

East Texas State University - Men (N=17) 

McClennan Junior College - Women (N=12) 

McMurray Junior College - Men (N=12f) 

Michigan State University - Women (N=l/f) 

Midwestern University - Women (N=13) 

North Texas State University - Men (N=H) 

North Texas State University - Women (N12) 

Paris Junior College - Men (N=8) 

Ranger Junior College - Women (N=lZf) 

Southern Methodist University - Women (N=lif) 

University of Texas at Arlington - Men (N=12) 

University of Texas at Arlington - Women (N=10) 

University of Texas at Austin - Women (N=12) 
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APPENDIX B 

Dear Coach: 

For my doctoral dissertation, i am trying to obtain 
more information about the dynamic nature of group structure 
and group interactions in sport teams. The purpose of the 
dissertation is to develop an instrument that identifies 
those factors which constitute group cohesion in sport teams, 
enclosed are copies of the instrument for each of your 
players to read and complete. 

In order to insure some consistency in the way the in-
strument is administered, the following guidelines are 
suggested: 

T
 G o over the opening paragraph with your athletes. 
Let them know this is part of a research project involving 
over ^00 collegiate athletes throughout the United States, 
ihe instrument should take approximately 15 minutes to complete, 

j-u j. essential that you point out to your athletes 
that their responses will be entirely confidential. Since no 
names are required on the instrument, ask them to be as 
honest and conscientious as possible. Let them know their 
responses will be used for research purposes only. No other 
players or coaches_will ever see an athlete's individual 
responses. Je will be more than happy to share group results 
with you. 

(3) It is extremely important that each question and 
potential answer as indicated on the 11 point anchor scale is 
read carefully before responding. Then your athltes should 
circle a number on a scale from 1 to 11 to indicate that 
response which best expresses their honest feeling about each 
question.^ i-oint out that each question is constructed differ-
ently. jor instance, some scale are worded, "not at all" to 
very much so" while other are worded "very much so" to "not 

at all". Emphasize the fact that they should not breeze 
through the instrumont and respond haphazardly# 

? e a d t h e instructions at the top of page 2 aloud to 
your athletes. Have them read along as you are speaking. 
a.fter completing the instructions, ask your athletes if they 
have any questions. If not, tell them to begin. 

(5) Remind your athletes that they must respond to all 
items on ohe questionnaire. 

54-
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We would like to ask one more favor. Before you mail 
the questionnaire back to us} could you please enclose a 
short note indicating the name of your school, type of sport, 
whether you coach a male or female team, and the' win-loss 
record^of your team at the time the instrument was administered, 
11 postage is a problem, please drop us a note and we will 
reimoerse you. Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dave Yukels 
Division o^Physical Education 



APPENDIX C 

We would like to get your assistance and cooperation in 
helping us gather information to better understand the 
dynamic nature of group structure and group involvement in 
sP°rt teams. Eacil.team and the players that make up a team 
are different, so just answer the question the way you per-
sonally feel. It is important to realize there are no right 
or wrong answers. We would just like your honest response 
to the_questions. In addition, this is a confidential ques-
tionnaire and no other players or coaches will ever see your 
individual results. In fact, it is not necessary for you to 
put your name on the questionnaire since your responses are 
completely anonymous. We appreciate your help in allowing 
us to gather information about sport groups and thank vou 
again for your time and effort. 

Sincerely, 

David Yuketfion 

Bob Weinberg ^ 
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APPENDIX D 

In this survey, you will be asked to give your opinion to a 
number of questions regarding sport group interactions. For 
each question, a scale from 1 to II is provided. In each 

a number from 1 to 11 to indicate that response 
which best expresses your feeling about each question. There 
are no right or wrong answers. Just be as honest as "oossible 
m your responses. Please consider each question carefully 
and be sure you fully understand what each item is askins. 
Please respond to all items on the questionnaire. 

1. Compared to other athletic teams that you have been a 

member of, how much do you value your membership on this team? 

"L, 2 3 k 5 6 - 7 8 9 10 11 • 
at axl v e r y mucil s o 

2. Rate the degree to which your team has well defined roles 

in that each person knows what is expected of them. 

1 , 2 3 ^ 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
well defined ,r A j 

r Q l e o poorly defined 

^ roles 

3« How much do you feel your role or contribution to the 

team is valued by your teammates? 
1 2 , 3 ^ 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 very mucn . x , 
valued not valued 

at all 

4. How much do you feel your role or contribution to the 

team is valued by the coaching staff? 

1 2
1

3 Z f 5 6 7 8 9 l 0 l l 
very much y n 
valued. not valued 

at all 

5- How much do you enjoy playing with this particular team? 

^ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not at all , 
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6. Do you feel you are an accepted member of this team? 

1 2 3 k 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not at all very much so 

7. In general, how much confidence do you have in your 

teammates' capabilities? 

1 2 3 k 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
no confidence a g r e a t d e a l 

of confidence 

8. How good do 'you think the teamwork is on your team? 

1 2 . 3 4 - 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
very good n o t g00cj a]_j_ 

9. Rate the degree of pride you feel in being a member of 

this team. 

1 2 3 k 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
o? S e strong sense 

pnae pri(je 

10. In general, how much admiration do you have for your 

teammates? 

1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
no admiration a E t r o n g s e n s e 

of admiration 

11. Rate the degree of unselfishness on your team (i.e. 

teammates are willing to sacrifice their own glory for the 

benefit of the team). 

1 , 2 3 k 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
extremely 

I l o n selfish 

12. How important is it to you that your teammates are on 

the same wavelength with one another (i.e. teammates are 

thinking alike in order to achieve successful team performance). 

1
 + ? ^ ^ ^ 6 7 8 9 10 11 
no a a^x very much so 
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13. Do you feel your teammates have a clear understanding 

of the goals the team is striving to achieve? 
1 2 _ _ 3 k 3 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not at a n very much so 

l̂ f. Are you committed to the operating procedures your 

coach sets down for your team? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not committed extremely 

al- committed 

15* Rate the degree of support and mutual respect players 

have for one another. 

1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10 11 
extremely no^ supportive 
supportive a t ^ 

16. How well do you think your teammates work together 

within their roles in order to achieve successful team 

performance? 

1 2 „ 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not well extremely 
at al- well 

17. How well does your coach prepare your team, both men-

tally and physically to demonstrate its skills during 

competition (i.e. strategy, roles and operating procedures 

are well understood). 

1 . ^ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

P - P - d " S e r 1 

18. Hon otrong a sense of belonging do you feel you have 

to your team? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
very strong n o t s t r o n g 

at all 
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19. Do your teammates make you feel significant and worth-

while? 

1 2 _ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 

not at ail very much so 

20. Iiow satisfied are you with the friendships that you 

have developed within your team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not satisfied extremely 

at all satisfied 

21. In general, I feel my role or contribution to the team 

is not valued "by my teammates. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 
strongly strongly 

agree disagree 

22. In general, I do not feel much pride in being a member 

of this team. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 
strongly strongly 

aS r e e disagree 

23. In general, I think the teamwork on our team is poor. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
strongly strongly 

aS r e e disagree 

24. Rate the degree of loyalty you have to your team. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

extremely n o t l o y a l 
loyai at all 

25. How much faith do you have in the players who are 

starters on your team in terms of their ability to execute 

the skills that are expected of them? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 
no faith high degree 
a^ a-L<- of faith 
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26. How much faith do you have in the players who are 

substitutes on your team in terms of their ability to 

execute the skills that are expected of them? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
no faith high degree 

a-^ of faith 

27. Rate the degree to which your coach creates an atmos-

phere where players have the right and freedom to express 

their ideas and feelings in a democratic way. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
open, democratic closed 
atmosphere atmosphere 

28. In general, our team seems to fall apart easily, and 

lose its intensity in crucial situations (i.e. when the 

going gets tough). 

1 2 3 Zf 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
strongly strongly 

aS r e e disagree 

29. Do teammates tolerate different behavior by other 

team members off the field? 

1 2 3 Z f 5 6 7 8 9 l 0 l l 
not at all very much so 

30. Conflict never seems to be resolved on our team 

(i.e. teammates argue alot and have trouble getting along 

with one another). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 3.0 11 
not at all very much so 



6 2 
31. Do you feel your team has an effective method by which 

to re-evaluate the goals and objectives the team is working 

toward? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not at all very much so 

32. In general, I do not feel a strong sense of belonging-

ness to this team. 

1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
strongly strongly 
aS r e e disagree 

33* Rate the degree of intensity with which your team 

works toward its goals. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not intense extremely 

a"t intense 

34* To what extent do your teammates pick up the slack for 

one another when certain members are not playing well? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
not at all very much so 

35. Do you feel your team is disciplined in terms of 

carrying out or executing the strategies that have been 

set down by your coach? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 
well disciplined not disciplined 

at all 

36. To what extent does someone on your team take charge 

when things are going bad, which in turn, gets the rest of 

the team to work together in a coordinated manner. 

1 2 . , 3 ** 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
no one takes someone always 
charge takes charge 
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37. Do you perceive your team to be closely knit? 

1
J . ? ^ ^ 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 

not close at all v e r y c l o s e 

38. How well do you feel people on your team get along 

with one another off the playing field? 

^ ^ ^ ^ 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
well at all extremely well 

39. Do you desire to continue to be a member of this team? 

Inf J ll3 ** 3 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1 

very much so 

40. Do you feel your team sticks together well when things 

are going bad? 

not at ill3 k 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 
very much so 

41. Are you committed to your role on the team? 

JL +. 2 ^ 5 6 7 8 9 io ii 
not coMitted extremely 

a z a 1 1 committed 
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