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Thus it may be expected that the more conesive the
Day Caump group the higher the level of performance. in
this thesis the null nypothesis being tested is that of
zero oxr negatvive correlation between cohesiveness and group
performance.

The plaﬁning of the research design involved ta-
king into account certain liniting factors. For instance,
it was not possible to set up an experimentai design to
test the above hypothesis, since "low" cohesive groups were
not desirable from the employer's viewpoint. Another limi-
ting factor was the writer's responsibility as Day Camp
Director to set up and supervise a Day Camp program. Fur-
thermore, the use of participant—-observer techniques wvas
precluded, since neither campers nor Leaders would accept
the Director as sinply another member of the groupe.

In light of these factors a research design was
formulated. At the beginning of the summer it consisted
of three Parts:

(1) In Part A it was planned to administer a Day Camp
Questionnaire to a sauple of campers in order to gain in-
formation regarding their backgrounds and attitudes to-
wards Day Camping. Suca information would be of direct
Practical relevance to Day Camping and only of possible
relevance to the main concern of the project.

(2) In Part B it was planned to administer a Sociometric
Test to all Day Camp groups. ZFrom the responses it would

be possible to investigate the sociometric structure of
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analysis of the results will be presented in
Concluding remarks will be made in Chapterxr V.
following Chapter is relevant for an under-

the background in wanich the research was done.
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Under Cauwp Lore are subsumed the countless skills
involved in outdoor living. At Day Camp children are
taught elementary skills such as firebuilding, cooking,
knotting and lean-to construction.

In the Craft Program children gain familiarity
with tools and materials used in common hobbies such as
clay modelling, sheet metal craft, sewing, leathervork,
mosaic tile work, woodwork, painting and paper sculpture.
Having gained this familierity, children are encouraged
to think up novel ideas for individual and group projects.
Leaders guide campers in their craft activities: they do
not teach a specific craft in a step by step manner,

The Sports Program includes swimming, tean sports
such as soccer, oil-can baseball and stick lacrosse, and
various active gaaes usually aduptéd to the advertised
theme.

A group'’s daily program also includes quiet periods
which are spent in quiet ganes, singing, storytelling ox
simply relaxing.

A Special zvent, by definition any event out of
the ordinary, refers in the Burlington Day Camp prosram to:
(a) a cookout held during the first week of a cump periodj
(b) a campfire program followed by a camp sleepout. This
latter event, which usually taikes the foru of a pageant,
is held on the Taursday night of the second and finnzl woek

of a camp period.
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While presentation of sociometric data in this man-
ner is illustrative, the problem of comparison from group
to group remains, In general it may be said that if socioe
metric data is to be of use in the study of groups as social
systems, researchers must first develop a more adequate
methodology. Systematic investigation of sociometric data
would then be possible. Such investigation should take the
form of a generd inquiry into the implications of inter=-

personal choice and rejection.




CONCLUSION

The present investigation was chiefly concerned with
testing the null hypothesis of zero or negative correlation
between cohesiveness and performance in fourteen Day Camp
groups. Cohesiveness, defined as the resultant of all the
forces acting on all the members to remain in the group, was
measured by sociometric responses. Group performance scores
were based on nonparticipant observer's ratings of groups
engaged 1n making a collage, Groups were unaware of being

under observation for research purposes.

The rank order correlation coefficients between Col,

Coz, 003, coT (cohesiveness scores based on responses made in
terms of "being put into another tribe®™, "going on a hike",
®building a lean-to", and all three criteria, respectively)

and group performance scores were .70, 41, .41, and .58,

respectively. Since only r'.41 was not significant at the 5

per cent point, the other three null hypotheses were rejected,

The main finding is, therefore, that cohesiveness

and performance are rositively related in Day Camp groups,
The significance of this finding is that it bears ocut the

implication of the cohesiveness-attraction formulation for

performance. In other words, it may be said that, given that

to some extent nearly all Day Campers value successful perfor-
mance in Day Camp activities, the more cohesive the group,
58
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was also shown that, in the highest cohesive group, choices
were distributed fairly uniformly among members, while in the
lowest cohesive group choice tended to focus on a small number
of individuals, The groups were also contrasting in their
distribution of rejection: in the highest cohesive group eight
people were not rejected while, in the lowest cohesive group,
only one boy was not rejected.

Limitations of this study may be noted at several
levels. First, Group Dynamics' researchers have by no means
solved the problems involved in reaching an adequate formula-
tion of cohesiveness. For example, cohesiveness as operationzlly
defined; in this study, takes into account only one source of
attraction, that of the members of the group. Other difficulties
have previously been discussed.2

Secondly, it should be noted that, while implications
of the cohesiveness-attraction formulation have been borne
out in this study, the Day Camp group is only one kind of
group, namely, one which members may join or leave with
"relative" ease, Generalization about the relevance of the
cohesiveness-attraction formulation for performance in other
kinds of groups is not yet possible. Mose likely other variables
will have to be taken into account, for example, supervisory
practices in work groups, or the existence of formal discipli-
nary measures in military groups. It may be noted that much
of the confusion in Group Dynamics stems from failure on the
2 See pp.4=6,







































