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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Everybody knows that when a group has a job to do, it usually
gets the job done. And sometimes, the members become "best friends
in a relationship that outlasts the lifetime of the group while
some groups disintegrate and no member sees any of the others again
Nobody knows exactly why not all groups work, or why in some groups
the members become better friends than in others, Durkheim, over
one-half century ago, said concerning the performance of a group
and the development of friendship:

Everybody knows that we like those who resemble us, 
those who think and feel as we do. But the opposite 
is no less true. It very often happens that we feel 
kindly towards those who do not resemble us, precisely 
because of this lack of resemblance. . . . Difference, 
as likeness, can be a cause of mutual attraction. . . .
Only certain kinds of differences attract each other.
They are those which, instead of opposing and excluding, 
complement each other. . . , there is a type of differ-
AWAA tjV»4 a K MAtVal A MWA^llAW a V » + + A+ A AMA «jVl4 a U" U A V U  *  BUW V ltV 4  RUJkWlt A V V A e V W O  j  V ilO  A1AJLV11

leads to rivalry, another which leads to friendship.
. . . As richly endowed as we may be, we always lack 
something, and the best of us realise our own insuffi­
ciency. That is why we seek in our friends the quali­
ties that we lack, since in joining with them, we parti­
cipate in some measure in their nature and thus feel 
less incomplete. So it is that small friendly associ-
f l f  4 Atae ASMk ^A«S3Al4 9.?Ua « a 4«I AAa U AWA AWA A « a 1 A AAVt^AWAo w a . v i i0  cfca 4 W4i u e u  n i i v i  QJ.&I g a w i t  v u g  y j k a j r  o  a  a w i u v i  m *

able to his character, where there is a true exchange 
of services. One urges on, another consoles; this one 
advises, that one follows the advice, and it is this 
apportionment of functions or, to use the usual expres­
sion, this division of labor which detsrsir.es the rela-
tlons nf— — —  -—  —— — — — r

l
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About one-third of a century ago, there was a renewal of inter­
est in the small group as an arena for research endeavor in which 
relationships could be identified or established. In the latest edi­

tion of the Handbook of Social Psychology (1969) the length of the 
list of references at the end of the chapter pertaining to group struc­
ture was over 400 items. Obviously then, a substantial amount of 
energy has gone into trying to put together the pieces in the puzzle 
of how groups work.

Pieces of the Puzzle 
No attempt is being made here to systematically review all of the 

potentially relevant published work, but instead to focus on a selec­
tive consideration of primarily theoretical rather than empirical work 
with Implications for an investigation of the influences of interaction 
and integration on the functioning of small groups. For operational 

techniques pertaining to the related concepts, a number of empirical 
works were reviewed.

Theories and models
*1VtA AM  ̂VsA A^ «*a! «in w  w u o v ix o o  wi«o v a v *  wuv o v u u j va  ^ a v u p o  a  ojrowout v a  a o x o “

tionships rather than a single relationship are Homans' (1950) internal- 
external system and Parsons' (Parsons and Shils, 1951; Parsons,I960) 
action system, but these have not formed the bases for many empirical

AM A 1 .%aJ«» A ^  M A A A a  **aU  l««k A 1«AA«* ^».?A WA«*4 a!%1 A A^«*«34 AA  A^4<«o w u u jb o o a  j% j L a i g c r  u v u j r  v a  x o o p g T v u  m a o  u o o u  v w v *  v a r l a v x o  S w u u a c r o  o w i u *

ulated by more specific formulations such as the cohesiveness-attrac- 
tion theory by Festinger, Schachter and Back (1950). A considerable 
amount of research effort has also been inspired by Bales' (19501 1965) 
hypotheses concerning interaction process, adaptive and integrative
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strains and the equilibrium problem of groups; but again, the approach 
is specific or focused on a limited aspect of group structure or a 
single relationship rather than being concerned with a system of inter­

relationships.

Homans* Internal-External System
One of the simplest theories proposed for the study of group behav­

ior is that by Homans presented in The Human Group (1950). He postulated 
three interdependent elements of social behavior: activity, interaction

and sentiment (see Figure 1A). Interaction refers to a unit of activity 
of one stimulated by some unit of activity of another. Sentiment per­
tains to internal states of the human body such as feeling or liking, 
while activity refers to the things people do which involve the move­

ments of muscles. Homans suggests that interactions "map out" a group 
and that external to the boundary of the group is the environment, 

which presents problems to be solved by the group if it is to exist 
in that environment. The elements of group behavior directed toward 
solving problems steaming from the environment is the "external system." 
Group behavior directed toward solving environmental problems generates 
an "internal system" which (composed of the same elements of behavior—  

activity, interaction and sentiment) is directed toward solving problems 
developing within the group.

The most general or simplest hypothesis derivable from the elements 

of this theory is the one of mutual dependence. In other words, an 
increase in one element, interaction, is followed by an increase in 
tns otner exemsnns——sentiment and acwiviuyj or conversexy a decrease 
in one is followed by a decrease in the other elements. An acknowl­

edged problem in the use of this model for research is that the
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Figure 1. System Models 

A. Homans' Internal-External System
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interrelation of the internal and external systems is such that oper­
ationalization which keeps the two systems separate is extremely 

difficult.

Parsons’ Action System
One of the most frequently discussed theories (although not as 

often used) is Parsons’ (1951? 19o0) ’’action system” consisting of 
four functional problems (adaptation, goal attainment, integration and 
pattern maintenance) based on the ’’pattern variables” (see Figures lb 
and 2). The orientation base or pattern maintenance of a system can 
be described in terms of the pattern variable dimensions "affectivity- 

neutrality" and "specificity-diffuseness." The dimensions of "quality- 
performance" and ’’universalism-particularism” describe modality or goal 
attainment. The adaptive and integrative functions are composed of com­
binations of all of the pattern variable dimensions obtained by system­
atically rotating the axes. Those variables most frequently associated 

with problems of integration are particularistic, affectivity, diffuse­

ness and quality, while the opposite ends of the dimensions (universal- 
istic, neutrality, specificity and performance) are most frequently 
associated with adaptation (Parsons, I960).

In discussing the applications of the pattern variables, Parsons 
contrasts specificity as referring to the 11 specific, discretely differ­

entiated object” or as "interest in instrumental utilization" with dif­
fuseness as "generalization to a broader category of objects” or "not 
contingent on fluctuations in their specific perforaances or proper­
ties" 11 ! b/71?^ls/7^ 3”   ̂ w ■ »| —• • | y  ̂  0  v««— * v *  •  w* w* m w  v«r» WvgjV Atiwwi

independently of actual or potential inclusion in a system or "having
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properties not dependent on its inclusion in the system," while
particularistic is "defined as belonging to the system" (1960:476).
In terms of the dimension of "performance-quality," the latter

refers to identification of objects in terms of what they are,
or "a given state of affairs or order," while performance refers
to the object’s potential for gratifying in terms of "doing something,"
Affectivity implies that an actor "cannot be emotionally indifferent,"

while neutrality refers to a state of being "not alterable as a

function of specific situational rewards," or existing as "independent
of their potentialities for gratifying the actor" (Parsons, 1960:4/6).
The possible combination of pattern variables given by Parsons in

"Pattern Variables Revisited" are listed in Figure 2. A restriction
imposed by Parsons is that both ends of a single pattern variable
dimension cannot occur simultaneously in one cell of a system problem.

According to Parsons (I960), both the pattern variables and the
four system problems are conceptual schemes, or sets of categories,
for classifying the components of action. They provide a frame of
reference within which such classification can be made. Parsons
has been severely criticized for producing a sterile theory leading
merely to a classifiestory scheme, or filing system rather than a
tool for stimulating research, Karl Deutsch, in defense of Parsons,
claims that even if Parsons "had done no more than this, it! would be
no mean achievement," and goes on to say:

but Parsons has done more. An efficient conceptual scheme, 
like any truly efficient system of organizing information, 
highlights relevant connections and plays down less relevant   4Cn\ujjoS \A7Ut : iuu;#
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Figure :2, Pattern Variables Associated with the Functional Problems of the Action System

Functional Problems
Pattern
Maintenance Integration

Goal
Attainment Adaptation

L I G A

(a) Categories of
Pattern Variables

Structure L neutrality
diffuseness

affectivity
diffuseness

affectivity
specificity

neutrality
specificity

I quality
neutrality

particularistic
diffuseness

performance
affectivity

universalistic
specificity

Process G universalistic
quality

particularistic
quality

performance
particularistic

performance
universalistic

A diffuseness
universalistic

affectivity
quality

specificity
particularistic

neutrality
performance

(b) Outputs to the 
Environment

L neutrality
diffuseness

quality
neutrality

universalistic
quality

diffuseness
universalistic

Responsible action I affectivity
diffuseness

particularistic
diffuseness

particularistic
quality

affectivity
quality

Expressive action G affectivity
sp9cificity

performance
affectivity

performance
particularistic

specificity
particularistic

Instrumental, action A neutrality
sp9cificity

universalistic
specificity

performance
universalistic

neutrality
performance

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



8

Deutseh emphasized the utility of Parsons’ conceptualization for
examining structural properties.

Parsons has proposed thinking of all social systems as 
fulfilling a minimum of four basic functional require­
ments. One can ask what does a system do, or what ordi­
narily does a system have to do in order to continue 
as a system? (Deutseh, iyok: i8i).
Parsons in his re-examination added direction to the action sys­

tem composed of the four sub-systems t patte m  maintenance (T. ) * inte™ 

gration (Z), adaptation (A), and goal attainment (G).
Within each column the cells in turn are arranged from 
top to bottom in the order L-I-G-A. This constitutes a 
cybernetic hierarchy of control, that is each cell cate­
gorizes the necessary but not sufficient conditions for 
operation of the cell next above it in the column, and in 
the opposite direction the categories of each cell con­
trol the processes categorized in the one below it. For 
instance, definition of an end or goal controls the sel­
ection of means for its attainment (Parsons, I960: h-77).

Synthesis— a Pyramid Model
TJKawa Uatra Kaan r> v«air4 mi el w wavMWAQAMt ttiAAnl neIft tV A  W UACIg*«UMW * V  W V k *  V  V WWVU wv 4W^/« VW V1, V V M W *

they have generally been two-dimensional and lacking in perspective. 
These do have the advantage of focusing sharply on the clarification 

of concepts in terms of a relationship simple enough to study easily. 
But this over-simplification can lead to the type of problem illus­
trated by the well known story told about the description of an ele­

phant by six blind men.
Both the theories of Parsons and Homans have the advantage of a 

system approach and a high level of generalization. In addition, def­
initions indicate that when applied to a group of individuals rather 
than to a unit act, (a level of generalization for which Parsons has 
claimed he was aiming) the concepts of the two theories are compatible.
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It appears that operationalization of Parsons’ functional problems 
of pattern maintenance and of integration for the study of a group 
of individuals would require measurement of variables that would also 

satisfy Homans’ definition of sentiment such as a measurement of feel-
i - -» __ Jh _•• H /, JL.J- - ,  - \iiiga ui- -t (/Uiuuuoa Auî jL/ixig "aiiuuiu" or "ougnu-- V.Fa b ubJtj msinuBnancs,1

or feelings of liking (integration)* The operationalization of 
Parsons * scl&'D̂ ci'&Lon and scsl sttsinssst as f«27icticnal DiroblSmS would 

include measures covered by Homans* definition of activity as "the 

things people do*"
Superimposing the triangular figure representing Homans’ theory 

onto Parsons’ four functional problems of a system produces for the 
examination of the functioning of a group, a three-dimensional model 
in the shape of a pyramid on a rectangular base (see Figure 3).
Each edge of the pyramid indicates a potentially interesting relation­
ship for investigation. As illustrated in Figure 3, interaction is 
the focal point at the apex of the figure with the major relationships 
of interest being those of interaction and the four functional prob­
lems: pattern maintenance, adaptation, integration and goal attain­
ment. The potential use of this model is dependent upon concepts 
defined operationally for use in investigating hypotheses.

Hypotheses Suggested by the Pyramid Model
i

A general hypothesis of the mutual dependence of the five elements 

with the assumption that the direction is positive would generate the 
following list of hypotheses:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



Figure 3. A Pyramid Model

INTERACTION

Adaptation

Pattern
Maintenance
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1. Integration is positively associated with interaction.
2. Goal attainment is positively associated with interaction.
3. Adaptation is positively associated with interaction.
4. Pattern maintenance is positively associated with interaction.

4 c  r v v «4 H  v o l  t r  o e c s v r»4 o  +  m a n

6. Integration is positively associated with goal attainment.
7. Integration is positively associated with adaptation*
8. Goal attainment is positively associated with pattern 

maintenance.

9. Goal attainment is positively associated with adaptation.
10. Adaptation is positively associated with pattern maintenance.
The pyramid model also points toward the importance of multivari­

ate rather than two-dimensional studies. For example, the diagram 

indicates that interaction, pattern maintenance, adaptation and goal 
attainment would be expected to simultaneously influence integration. 
Similarly, interaction simultaneously influences pattern maintenance, 
adaptation, goal attainment and integration. Using the multivariate 

approach, a general hypothesis of mutual dependence would generate 
the following hypotheses:

1. Integration is influenced by interaction, goal attainment, 
adaptation and pattern maintenance.

2. Adaptation is influenced by interaction, goal attainment, 
pattern maintenance and integration.

3. Goal attainment is influenced by interaction, pattern 
maintenance, integration and adaptation.

b. Pattern maintenance is influenced by interaction, integration, 
adaptation and goal attainment.

5. Interaction is influenced by pattern maintenance, integration, 
adaptation and goal attainment.
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In the operation o? groups, the interaction is probably not 

equally distributed across the A-G-I-L set of functional problems 
at any given point in time; but is directed first toward one point 

or dimension and then toward another until a balanced state is 

eventually achieved. A static, as opposed to dynamic, examination 
of points in the process of change or of structure would look at 

slices from the pyramid model. Diagonal slices indicate unbalanced 
or unstable states subject to change while parallel slices represent 

balanced or stable situations. A study focusing on the processes 
of change from one to another point or dimension would look at the 
spiral or helix formed within the limits of the pyramid by the series 

of unbalanced states. Homans, in speaking of the processes of feed­
back going on continuously said, Mbeneficient or vicious circles—  

•spirals* would be a better word are characteristic of all organic 

phenomena” (1950:153).
A further examination of Parsons' clarification of the relation­

ships between the pattern variables and the paradigm of four func­
tional problems indicates some modification for the hypotheses stated 

above. Parsons arranged the A-G-I-L action system in different columns 
and rows to show direction of response to environmental stimulation, 
direction of implementation, direction of limiting conditions and 
direction of control. Figure 2A illustrates the arrangement of pat­
tern variables for investigations of structure in terns of properties 
of the actors (L), and integrative standards (I), or of process in 
terms of symbolic representation ©f ©sternal objects (A), and the
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13
internal meanings of objects (G).* Figure 2B is ordered in terms 
of outputs to the environment; instrumental action (A), expressive 
action (G), and responsible action (I). Parsons does not consi­
der pattern maintenance as making an output to the environment.

The direction of control is from top to bottom, L-I-G-A, while the 
direction of limiting conditions is from the bottom to the top, 
A-G-I-L (Parsons, I960).

One of the theoretical propositions stated by Parsons pertains 
to the direction of processes categorized as "performance processes" 
compared with those described as "learning processes.”

A "law of inertia" may be stated: Change in the rate or 
direction of process is a consequence of disturbance in 
the relations between an actor or acting system and its 
situation, or the meanings of objects. If this relational 
system is completely stable, in this sense there is no 
process which is problematical for the theory of action. 
Whatever its source, such disturbance will always "show 
up" in the form of "strain" or difficulty in the attain­
ment of valued goal states.
a) "Performance" processes: These are processes by 

which the disturbance is eliminated or adequately 
reduced through adaptive mechanisms, leaving the 
integrative standards— the most directly vulnerable 
aspect of the structure of the system— unchanged.
. . .  the directionality of such process is clock­
wise relative to the goal focus, from A to

b) "Learning" processes or process of structural change 
in the systems: . . . whereas in performance pro­
cesses goals are given, in learning processes they 
must be redefined. Relative to the goal-focus, then, 
the directionality of such process is counter clock­
wise, from I to G (Parsons, I960: 1&3-U8b).

The implication for the mutual dependence hypothesis is that the
effects of each element would not necessarily be equal. Where

AParsons usually orders the problems as L-I-G-A or the reverse. 
A-G-I-L except in terms of the progression from structure to process 
where he reverses the position of A and G (L-I-A-G).
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