\ GOVERNMENT OF INDIA
‘I}EPAR’I‘MENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY |

CENTRAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL
LIBRARY

B M $53
Oary No,_ ©01.15 How

DEA 79,










The Human Group



INTERNATIONAL LIBRARY OF SOCIOLOGY
AND SOCIAL RECONSTRUCTION

Founded by Karl Mannheim
Edited by W. J. H. Sprott

ddviwory Board: SIR ALEXANDER CARR-SAUNDLRS, M.A., Dirccior of the London School af
Economics; SIR FRED CLARKE, M.A.. (Oxon), formerly Chalrman of the € entral Adsisory Co
for Edwcation; LORD LINDSAY of Birker, I.'I'{Ir'..l'.lf g i A J



THE

HUMAN GROUP

by

George C. Homans

Associate Professor of Seciology
Harvard University

553
30115
Hom
LONDON

= ROUTLEDGE & KEGAN PAUL LTD
BROADWAY HOUSE: 68-74 CARTER LANE, E.C.4



First published in England 1951

OENTRAL Axiaakid ilUAL
LIBRARY KW D .HL
LSRN S
Bats A5- 1I- 53 ...
e 30| fff[!»tﬁm_...

PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN BY
LUND HUMPHRIES
LONDON + BRADFORD



" To the memory of
Robert Shaw Barlow
Social Philosopher



OEN [ LW ] ﬁJ.'A..L.
|'*{ Y .'\l iw 'I‘:LHL
r B LTI )
D‘t.u. ...... g-.h H’” a-;ﬁ--uﬂ
Malt Xow BOI o ) ! H_.



a 1
A" i‘..-1
Pt
~
\CHAFTER ]
N
11
11
v
v

VI

VIl
VIII

X111
XIV

Contents

Foreword by Bemmard DeVoto
Introduction by Robert K. Merton
Preface

Plans and Purposes

The Elements of Behavior }
The Bank Wiring Observation Room
The External System - -* ' .

The Internal System:
The Group as a Whole ..

The Internal System=-- - -
Differentiation Within the Group
The Norton Street Gang

The Position of the Leader

The Family in Tikopia

A System of Interpersonal Relations
Social Control

The Individual and the Group
Social Disintegration: Hilltown
The Electrical Equipment Company

E&'ﬂhﬁiw

131
156
172
190

281
313

g 8



viii

CHAPTER XV
xXVI

XVI1

XVl

Social Conflict

The Job of the Leader
Summary

CGroups and Civilization

Index

Contents

400
415
441
453
469



Foreword

EARLY in his book Mr. Homans asks a question
of his fellow sociologists: “What single general proposition about
human behavior have we established?” In other words, has sociology
succeeded in making even one statement about the way men act
that can be relied on in all circumstances where it should apply?
Has it made one theoretical formulation that is uniformly de-
scriptive?

Considering that sociology is the study of men living in society,
the question is a startling one, and so is Mr. Homans' admission that
it must be answered “no." Since the question and the answer lie at
the center of his effort in the book, it will be well to try to say
precisely what he means by them. What he has in mind—ultimately,
much thinking, many researches, perhaps many generations be-
yond his book—is a general theory which will be as applicable to
society as any general scientific theory is to the data of its field.
The importance of such a theory is obvious: it is the general state-
ments of science that phrase the uniformities science sets out to
find, that make the results of inquiry and experiment applicable,
that make prediction possible, and that serve to suggest, direct,
and test further research. There is also the importance outside
the field of socielogy itself, that such a general theory would be
incalculably useful in’ what may be called the applied sciences of
government, politics, legislation, industrial management, and what-
ever other practical skills take social data or social functions into
account. No one needs to be told that there have been a good many
general theories of sociology, or that none of them, as a series
of generalized statements about society, holds good throughout.

Perhaps a parallel is called for. There are general theories in, say,
thermodynamics, which fascinates Mr. Homans and from which he
draws a good many examples and analogies herein, or again in
chemistry, but there are none in medicine. Either a research chemist
beginning a new kind of investigation or a chemical engineer set-
ting out to develop a new kind of product works within a gen-
eralized theoretical system to which he can appeal with confidence
and to which at every step he turns for guidance, critical testing,
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prediction, or proof. Neither a medical researcher nor a practising
physician has any such set of basic theoretical statements at his
disposal. Medicine has many adequate limited theories, and it has
complexly interwoven series of them, but there is no General
System of Medicine. There have been such theoretical general sys-
tems in the more or less remote past, but since they were a priori
and deductive they were always overthrown by the advance of
factual knowledge. Whether or not a general medicine consisting
of a single theoretical system will ever be worked out, it would be
idle to speculate: perhaps the nature of the data medicine deals
with forbids, perhaps it does not. But there is none now. Sociology
has not reached the advanced stage of scientific generalization that
medicine has, still less the stage that thermodynamics and chemistry
have. Again, perhaps it never will, perhaps the nature of its data
forbids. But to work in that direction is certainly desirable, and
any advance it can make toward wider generalizations than it now
has will be extremely useful. To try to achieve them is one of the
efforts sociologists must continually make.

What Mr. Homans' statement means, then, is this: so far as that
particular effort is concerned, sociology has so far established no
general proposition about human behavior of a kind sufficiently
valid throughout for a general theory of sociology to be erected on
it. This is not to say that sociology has not established uniformities
or that it lacks limited theories which can be applied satisfactorily
within their fields.

In The Human Group Mr. Homans calls attention to a different
way of looking at familiar sociological data and analyzing them
to the end of discovering a different kind of uniformity. His de-
liberate purpose is to establish, if it can be established, the kind
of general statement about human behavior that can be used to
form increasingly more general sociological theories. That and
that only. His is necessarily a humble effort, since in the present
state of knowledge it must necessarily focus on only a few aspects
of behavior. But, though it is only what is called a first approxima-
tion—that is, a first step—it is also ambitious, since it attempts
to point out the way and the direction in which further steps may
most rewardingly be taken.

That is not to say that the kind of sociology Mr. Homans is
practising here desires or is destined to overthrow any ather kind,
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or that Mr. Homans invented it. He is trying merely to devise more
effective intruments for dealing with the specific problem 1 have
just defined, one which has so far resisted solution. Actually, herein
he is following clues that have been proving fruitful in a variety of
sociological investigations for a full generation, and to some ex-
tent his methods of following them have likewise developed in
response to those clues, wherever they have appeared. In studies
of the peoples it pleases us to call primitive, in studies of industrial
operations, in studies that apply a multiple approach to single
communities, and even in the application of mathematics to ab-
stract sociological data—in all these fields an increasing literature
has been pointing in the same direction. It would be improper to
call this literature a school, though eventually it may create one;
rather, a good many very different minds have found a common
ground. Mr. Homans' originality, and it is impressive, consists of
having stated what the common ground is and having formulated a
theory about it. That is, in this book, besides describing the meth-
ods, pointing out the significance of results, and codifying a pro-
cedure, he derives a theory which makes them systematic. There.
is as yet no name for the kind of sociology which these studies fore-
shadow or for the theory Mr. Homans works out here. We may de-
scribe the latter, however, by pointing to its principal emphasis
and calling it a theory of the dynamic interrelationships in social
behavior.

With that phrase may I for a moment relinquish the vocabulary so
necessary to working sociologists, who must give exact value to
words? What Mr. Homans describes can be expressed simply
enough in the layman's idiom. Sociology has repeatedly tried to
make usable generalizations about large organizations of people—
Comte and Spencer, say, about nations, or Marx about societies,
or Toynbee about civilizations. Such generalizations frequently
yield valuable insights and may roughly describe parts, perhaps
even large parts, of what actually happens. But they do not hold
good throughout. Though they are complete systems, they do not
correspond to all the facts, nor can they be used throughout to
serve the basic scientific functions of criticism, verification, and pre-
diction. They cannot be used as what they were intended to be,
reliable descriptions of men in society; they are always leading to
dead ends, and experience is always proving them wrong. Mr.
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Homans' remarks about the limited and rigorous system of Durk-
heim, for instance, point out that as a general theory it leads to
disappointing results. With such an elaborate system as Toynbee's
there can be no empirical test. The theory is neither “true” nor
“untrue,” and though it may be beautiful or moving, though it may
contain many important observations, it cannot be used as a guid-
ing principle for further inquiry.

The trouble with generalizations about such large units of
people is that we do not know enough to generalize well. The
units are too complex, too many forces are operating for us to
take account of, and we have as yet not developed adequate or
reliable means of analyzing them. What Mr. Homans does is to
reverse the classic procedure, He deals not with the largest or-
ganized aggregations of people but with the smallest ones, groups
that are deliberately formed for specific purposes and, more basi-
cally, those that arise and cohere naturally. He studies five such
small groups here, Each is organized and functional, each has
specific characteristics, but all are so small that it is possible to
subject them to accurate analysis. If they can be satisfactorily an-
alyzed, then perhaps the findings can be extended step by step to
larger groups. If uniformities of the kind I have defined are found
among them, then the same uniformities can be intelligently
searched for in the larger ones. To find any uniformities of that
kind which can be generalized as theory will be important in itself
and will create the hope that they may lead to reliable general
theories. Moreover, Mr. Homans points out, the only historical con-
tinuity of men in society is that of small groups. Trades, guilds,
religions, classes, nations, empires, cultures, civilizations have all
been disrupted, broken, and extinguished, but through every social
disintegration small groups have survived, We know of no society
that does not contain them. Small groups have survived the destruc-
tive forces. The fact is so striking as to suggest that the small group
is the basic social unit. The structure of society may be built of just
these bricks. Anything that may be learned with certainty about
them will be invaluable. And it may be by studying them we can
arrive at theoretical statements which describe society no matter
where, from whatever angle, or in whatever interest we approach it

The study of even the smallest group, however, is exceedingly
complex. The simplest associations of men involve so many actions,
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relationships, emotions, motives, ideas, and beliefs, and there is so
much interpenetration and interdependence, that it is impossible to’
take account of them all. We need a way of investigating groups
and a way of thinking about them that will disclose which of
these are significant for hypotheses that can lead to further studies
which will in turn lead to wider hypotheses. There have been in-
numerable studies of small groups. But what Mr. Homans does is
to concentrate on certain activities and processes he observes in
them, and apply a new kind of systematic analysis. He studies
three of them as static societies, though in doing so he must for
the most part ignore their dynamic components (this is, of course,
the kind of selective, arbitrary procedure that science must adopt),
and two of them as dynamic societies. The first three groups are: a
team of workmen engaged in manufacturing an industrial product,
a metropolitan street-corner gang, and a tribe of Pacific islanders.
One of the groups treated as dynamic is a small New England
town, and it is studied here as a society that is disintegrating.
The other is a company that manufactures electrical equipment,
and it is studied as a society in conflict. In all ive Mr. Homans
selects the same phenomena for analysis, though with a somewhat
different emphasis and elaboration each time. And the import of
his book is that, different as these groups are, their behavior shows
fundamental similarities: they reveal social uniformities.

His procedure is semantically controlled. The limitations of
language require him occasionally to use words which carry a
high if accidental emotional charge, and there is nothing to do
but to keep pointing at the things for which the words stand till
the charge is dissipated. Sociology cannot use the purely denotive
vocabulary of the natural sciences or the symbols of mathematics.
Thus to many laymen, and even to some social scientists, Pareto’s
expression “the free circulation of the élite” seems to carry an
opprobrious suggestion of conservative bias, if not indeed fascism,
whereas they find no such taint in “la cariére ouverte aux talents,”
which expresses precisely the same idea, and accept uncritically
such a phrase as “full opportunity for self-development.” That par-
ticular reef does not lie in Mr. Homans' course, but several similar
ones do. For instance, it is curiously possible for an analyst to
observe the fact that classes exist in society and at the same time
to feel that the word “class” is deplorable or repugnant. Mr.
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Homans has no alternative but to keep on designating the fact, the
thing for which the word stands, till he can be sure it has become
a datum. Again the words “leadership” and “leader™ have an over-
tone of “exploitation” or “subverter,” or even “Il Duce” and “Der
Fiihrer,” and are likely to inject a subjective element into a study
that will fail if it is not kept objective. There is nothing to do but
to keep on pointing to the wholly neutral fact that whenever men
form groups there are always those who initiate or direct or super-
vise and those who accept or act on the initiative or direction of
others—that squads have corporals and armies generals, clubs have
presidents, and orchestras conductors, shops have foremen, and
parliaments presiding officers. It is necessary, even, to point out
repeatedly that forces other than marital infidelity and drunkenness
may have united to produce an increase in the divorce rate, or
that the desire for higher pay may not fully explain unrest or in-
efficiency in a factory’s labor force or the same factory’s board of
experts. Mr. Homans is required to define his terms with great rigor,
and the reader must keep in mind that the definitions always apply.

My job here is not to describe his method or summarize his book,
but I may serve the reader by pointing out the pivotal, recurring
terms. He scrutinizes three elements of behavior: activity, what
members of a group do as members of it; interaction, the relation-
ship which the activity of one member of the group has to that of
another; and sentiment, the sum of interior feeling, whether
physical or mental, that a group-member has in relation to what
the group does. To these he adds another carefully defined con-
cept which he calls “the norms”: the code of behavior which, im-
plicitly or explicitly, consciously or unconsciously, the group adopts
as just, proper, or ideal. He joins to these the concept of “the exter-
pal system,” such relations between a group and its environment as
may affect its behavior, and the “internal system,” such sentiments
of the group toward one another as may affect its behavior. These
elements and processes of behavior are what he studies in each
of his five groups. He finds that in all five they act in the same way
to perform the same functions, and have the same relationships to
one another. In the course of studying them he uncovers two
related, facilitating processes which he calls “the build-up” and “the
feed-back” and which are to be thought of as mechanisms of social
adaptation and elaboration.
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The core of his findings is that in all five groups the forces which
affect behavior are in a constant state of mutual dependence.
“Interaction” and “sentiment” depend on each other; the oftener A
and B do things together, the more they will tend to like each
other; the more they like each other, the oftener they will tend to do
things together; both tendencies affect their behavior and that of the
group. But each is also dependent on all the other elements, proc-
esses, and relationships that have been considered. If either the
liking of A for B ar the way they do things together produces any
 considerable departure from what the group considers proper be-
havior, a reaction will be set up to bring them into line, and this too
will affect other relationships and group behavior as a whole. That is
the external system in operation; but the nature, degree, and extent
of the group action thus required, and of the individual actions sub-
sidiary to it, will be affected by feelings inside the group which have
no direct bearing on the group's relation to the environment, by sub-
groups and cliques, by jealousies and rivalries and admirations.
Moreover, this system of dependent relationships, which reacts on
the environment and may to some extent change it, is itself in some
degree modified by the environment, and is constantly adjusting and
readjusting within itself. If numerical values could be assigned to
these forces, the coefficients would always be changing in relation
to one another. All affect one another, each is a resultant of the
others, the operation of all conditions the working of all.

These are ideas of marked (but deceptive) simplicity and of
extreme importance. What the small group reveals when thus studied
is & social system reacting with its environment as a self-adjusting
organization of response whose parts are mutually interdependent.
What acts, and what reacts, is not any single part or function of
the social system, nor any combination of parts or functions, but the
system as a whole, a totality whose mutual interdependence is the
system. Cause and effect disappear; what must be looked for is the
resultants of complexes of interacting forces. The group is a dynamic
social equilibrium. It sets up its own responses organically, deter-
mines its own measures of control, derives its own possibilities of
adaptation, elaboration, and change. To state just one of Mr.
Homans’ conclusions—I have no space for more—direction or lead-
ership can be imposed on it only so far as the group as such
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is willing to accept either. It will accept them only as they fit its
own pattern of group necessity and only to the degree that fulfills
its own conception of what is proper in its own terms. This is a
startling #llumination of a thesis familiar to us as "government rests
on the consent of the governed.” Given the theoretical statement
it receives here, it is an important idea for sociology. All the prin-
ciples which Mr. Homans finds related to it, and to which his
book is devoted, are equally important.

His first point, then, is that the elements he isolates are true uni-
formities: they appear in all small groups. His second is that the
dynamic equilibrium probably characterizes the larger units of
society with which sociology is ultimately concerned, that his
generalizations probably apply there. If so, then this book is a
first approximation of—a first step toward—a general theory of
society. But what is more important is that these are also prime
forces of adhesion and coherence in society, since they are, so to
speak, the physiology of the smallest units. The inference is
that since the primary groups that people form have these char-
acteristics, they are basic in all human association.

But it is when he turns in his last chapter to applications that
Mr. Homans makes the points which will seem most significant to
readers outside his profession, The vigor and durability of small
groups seem to him to be the stability of society. The almost
universal fear is that ours is an age of disintegration. If it is, or if
it is not to become one, then the problem of so controlling society
that the forces of disintegration will be overcome is paramount.
Metropolitan society has seriously restricted and enfeebled the
natural processes that enable people to form small coherent
groups which live together and share the whole sum of experi-
ence. Industrial society has provided no Functional substitutes.
It may be that the restriction and enfeeblement of the forces that
make such organizations possible are in themselves disintegrative.
It may be that the preservation of our society depends on our
finding ways to strengthen what has been weakened, to make the
natural formation of basic small groups easier and more inevitable,
or on our finding ways to transmit their vital essence to the larger
groups that so tragically lack it.

BERNARD DE VOTO
Cambridge, Massachusetts



Introduction

LIKE OTHER fields of intellectual inquiry, sociol-
ogy has experienced periodic shifts in the problems that are of
central interest to theorists and research workers. Not too long
ago, sociology was devoted largely—never wholly, as it sometimes
seemed—to such worrisome and interesting difficulties of social life
as crime, delinquency, and divorce. At another, when its horizon
was broader and its analysis perhaps deeper, concern centered on
the search for regular sequences of change in cultures and civiliza-
tions. These shifts in interest were more than eddies in the current
of sociological thought. Each left a more or less permanent pre-
cipitate that was caught up in new and, we like to think, accumu-
lating knowledge.

One such recent shift in sociology, and in the affiliated field of
social psychology, is evidenced by the rapidly mounting interest
in the study of the small group. This interest cannot fairly or ac-
curately be called new; it is, rather, a renascence. An earlier genera-
tion of sociologists—Cooley and Simmel are only the best remem-
bered among numerous others—had been much interested in the
small group, within limits dictated by the primitive research meth-
ods and the scantily developed theory of the time. But though their
writings were much quoted, their ideas were little advanced by
those who came after. And since the beginnings they provided
were not systematically followed up, sociological knowledge about
the small group remained stagnant.

Within the past decade or so, this condition has greatly changed.
From the most varied sources there has developed a revival of
sociological interest in the small group, an interest that bids fair
to grow with the accumulation of new empirical findings, inter-
related in systematic theory. Diverse strands of thought have con-
verged in this development. As the sociological implications of

B
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Freudian theory were progressively drawn out, for example, they
were seen to involve numerous hypotheses about interpersonal re-
lations in small groups, notably but not exclusively, the family.
Social psychologists, among whom Kurt Lewin must be accorded
preeminence, began to study the interaction of men in experi-
mentally contrived little groups. Moreno tenaciously followed out
the implications of researches on reciprocal and unilateral attrac-
tions and repulsions among the members of a group and, by his
achievements in what he called sociometry, encouraged further
sociological interest in the study of the small group. Utilitarian as
well as academic considerations have promoted this interest. Prac-
tical concern with the development of effective techniques for con-
ference and discussion groups has lately led to controlled observa-
tion of patterns of interaction in such periodically assembled group-
ings. And empirical studies of industrial, political, and military
bureaucracies—often conducted for reasons extraneous to the ad-
vancement of sociological theory—have unexpectedly rediscovered
the importance of the small groups which typically form, often not
according to plan, at many places in these large social organizations.

This notable convergence of varied lines of theory and varied
methods of research on the small group strongly suggests that this
subject will for some time to come remain one of the chief grow-
ing points in the systematic study of the behavior of men in society.
And the appearance of The Human Group lends weight to that
supposition.

Mr. Homans' major purpose is to work toward a sociological
theory which will state, in convenient and compact form, the in-
terconnected uniformities detected in the behavior of men in groups.
The book is largely based on intensive and systematic scrutiny of
five small groups, and proceeds on the assumption that close study
of these particular groups will enable us the better to understand
the workings of groups in general. What starts as analysis of particu-
lars tentatively ends as synthesis of generalizations.

It will be evident to the reader that Mr. Homans has effected a
mutually advantageous partnership between his theory and his
data. Just as the theory lends significance to the data, the data lend
cogency to the theory. The partnership is strengthened by Mr.
Homans" method of presentation. He first sketches the bare out-
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lines of his conceptual scheme, so that one may have a preliminary
way of looking at the facts. This is followed by a detailed recording
of facts about a particular group. With these facts in hand, he be-
gins their analysis, utilizing the conceptual tools which have been
laid out. Consequently, his conceptions (or abstractions) do not
depart very far or for very long from the facts of observation.
And thereafter, whenever the data require it, new concepts are
introduced to enlarge our understanding of the observed behaviar.
Thus the reader sees sociological theory at work, organizing, clarify-
ing, and benefiting from otherwise inert data.

Because Mr. Homans lets the reader in on his method of analysis,
rather than confronting him with readymade findings, his book be-
comes an effective instrument for training students. It is a docu-
ment which the student of group behavior can use, not merely cite,
For the student who, under Mr. Homans' guidance, conscientiously
works through these five intensive studies of groups should be
able to utilize this same method of analysis and this same general
theory in the study of other groups. Thus the student, with this
work, gains an active skill in sociological analysis rather than a
passive knowledge about the contents of a textbook.

Mr. Homans' book facilitates this kind of active learning in many
ways, of which I can here mention only a few. Underlying the
whole is the sustained practice of systematically analyzing small
groups in terms of specific variables and their mutual relations,
rather than presenting an assortment of splendid but disconnected
insights. Comparison between the analysis of a sociological prob-
lem set forth in this book and in earlier, more discursive, writings
should help the student to appreciate the importance of thinking
in terms of relations between specified variables. The analysis of
social control in Chapter 11 of this book and in the writings of
Edward Ross, for example, provides one such instructive com-
parison.

In its analysis of small groups in terms of variables, this book
profits from not attempting to do too much too soon. L. J. Hender-
son, the distinguished biochemist to whom Mr. Homans avowedly
owes so much of his conception of scientific method, liked to advise
the use of “as few variables as you dare, as many as you must,”
and the wisdom of this advice is here abundantly illustrated. No
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more than other men are sociologists prepared to juggle a score
or so of variables simultaneously and come out with any deter-
minate result. An initial quartet of variables—what he calls inter-
action, sentiment, activities and norms—enables Mr. Homans to go
a long way, though of course not all the way, toward analyzing
basic processes in the small group. And as occasion demands, he
introduces additional variables, so that his frst approximation be-
comes successively closer to the concrete facts of group behavior.
The student who is so often tempted to deal at once with “all the
facts of the case” only to discover that his understanding is dimin-
ished by an excess of facts will gain an instructive lesson in the
virtues of the more modest and more productive procedure of suc-
cessive approximations.

Threaded through Mr. Homans' limited array of analytical vari-
ables is an unflagging emphasis on their mutual dependence. Much,
of course, remains to be done by way of working out sharper tools
for the study of such mutual dependence, but the reader who fol-
lows Mr. Homans' account with care is not likely again to over-
look the salient fact that parts and elements are interdependent,
not only in small groups but in social organization generally. For
by taking account of interdependence in his studies of group be-
havior, Mr. Homans succeeds in converting what has often been an
empty figure of speech into a tool of analysis.

Interdependence not only characterizes the relations of variables
within a group, but also the relations of that group to its social en-
vironment. By recognizing this fact, Mr. Homans has escaped the
tendency, already marked in many sociological researches, to con-
sider small groups as though they were in fact wholly isolated.
To be sure, the sociologists and social psychologists who adopt
this latter assumption would, upon second thought, acknowledge
it to be entirely provisional. They know, of course, that no Chinese
wall shuts off the group from the world about it. Nevertheless,
research, particularly research an experimentally contrived groups,
is still largely carried forward on this assumption, with the result
that there has been little systematic analysis of the interconnec-
tions between the internal organization of groups and their social
surroundings. In Mr. Homans scheme of analysis, however, these
interconnections take a central place, and he has made good prog-



Introduction e

ress in mapping out their character. And in addressing himself to
the question of how groups maintain themselves in their environ-
ment, he relates his analysis to one of the major problems of that
important emerging trend of social theory called functional sociol-
ogy.

Just as the book advances the theory of small groups by taking
into account the often neglected environment of groups, so it ad-
vances that theory by systematic examination of the processes of
change in group structure. This is not merely a study in social
statics. Furthermore, and particularly important, social change is not
considered in descriptive terms only. The processes of change are
bound up theoretically with the internal organization and the en-
vironment of the group. Structure, process, and function, statics
and dynamics, find their integral place in this analytical scheme.

In so tight-knit a book as this, it is difficult to single out passages
or sections of special worth. Exeursus though it is, the handful of
pages dealing with the modern urban family will be judged by
some as having more than its share of seminal ideas rigorously and
methodically stated. Others will regard as most rewarding those
numerous passages in the several case studies that analyze in detail
the mutual dependence of activity, sentiment, interaction, and
norms. They will note that much said here about social norms
emerging from ongoing activities is a refreshing reminder of what
has often been forgotten in current anthropological discussions of
culture as a thing virtually set apart from society. Here, and else-
where, Mr, Homans does not believe in letting abstract nouns—for
example, “culture,” “society,” and “civilization"—get the better of
him.

But though choice is difficult, the student interested in the devel-
opment of functional sociology will want to give topmost place to
that part of Chapter 10 which reconciles the thearies of Malinowski
and Radcliffe-Brown regarding ritual and anxiety, Here Mr. Homans
succeeds, not adventitiously, but through methodical application of
the theory developed earlier in his book, in establishing a linkage
between the functions of social patterns for the individual mem-
bers of a group and for the group considered as a whole. Sociologists
have lately come to recognize that both kinds of function—or dys-
function, if the consequences of the behavior are disruptive rather
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than adaptive—must be taken into account in a functional analysis,
and in this book they have a series of object lessons in how this
can be done. Pursuing the same tradition of social theory, Mr.
Homans points repeatedly to the unforeseen and unintended con-
sequences of human action—another common and familiar fact set-
ting important theoretical problems for functional sociology—and
seeks to show that often these are unforeseen precisely because
significant relations within the group and between the group and
its environment have not been taken in account. Throughout,
special problems of this nature are analyzed, not with the aid of
improvised hypotheses, but through use of the general scheme of
analysis, a practice as sound as it is rare in sociological theorizing.

But it would be a mistake to suppose that readers will uniformly
agree with Mr. Homans' concepts, methods, and results. Indeed,
I myself happen to differ here and there with certain passages;
for instance, the brief and, in my opinion, tendentious discussion
of “manipulation” of men by leaders, and the references in one
study to questionnaire results in which the author attaches sig-
nificance to the sheer percentages of people answering a question
in one way rather than another. (In regarding this as a highly de-
fective procedure, the research sociologists who work systematically
with numerical data on expressions of attitudes are likely to be
more critical than their critics who, like Mr. Homans, make occa-
sional use of such data. For, as is well known, the absolute per-
centages of people responding in a given fashion to a questionnaire
are very largely affected by the mere wording of the questions,
and therefore change appreciably as the wording is slightly modi-
fied.)

Moot points there certainly are in this book, as Mr. Homans
periodically reminds us, but since he is careful to say that his is
only one, and not necessarily the sole, mode of interpretation, and
since he gives us the grounds for his interpretation, his book will
be of value even to those who may occasionally differ with it.
For it forces them—as I believe it did me—to work out and clarify
the bases for their disagreement. In short, the reader who has a
bone to pick with the author will typically find that it is a bone
worth picking and will profit from the lucid exposition of a theory
with which he does not always agree. And because salient theoretical
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issues are thus brought out into the open, the book has great
didactic value for training students in the application of a socio-
logical theory of group life.

But it is not necessary to report further uses of Mr. Homans' an-
alytical scheme; the book itself does that in sturdy and lucid prose.
With proper words in proper places, the book never fights shy of
technical terms when these are really meeded, but is careful to
make each such term genuinely denotive. In this respect, as with
respect to the scientific temper which pervades the whole, it is
reminiscent of that little gem of a book by L. J. Henderson, Pareto’s
General Sociology (recognized as a classic both by those who find
little of merit in Pareto’s immense bulk of sociological writing and
by the dwindling few who still abide by him). And like Henderson,
Mr. Homans is not averse to aphorisms: “To the classic peril of
being impaled on the horns of a dilemma, we moderns should add
a new one, being split by a false dichotomy.” Or another, aptly
self-illustrative in its own unconditional phrasing: “a new statement
" must be an overstatement, and sometimes it is more important that
the statement be interesting than that it be true.” But it would be
a pity if the reader were so taken with Mr. Homans™ frequent
aphorisms as to miss the essentially systematic character of his
sociological analysis. The style may be the man, but the systematic
analysis is the science. And this unpretentious book is first and
last a work of social science, not a collection of epigrams or random
insights.

In closing these remarks, and despite my occasional disagree-
ment with certain details in the book, concerning which the author
rather than the editor has rightly enough had the last word, I
should like to express this considered judgment: not since Simmel’s
pioneering analyses of almost half a century ago has any single work
contributed so much to a sociological theory of the structure,
processes, and functions of small groups as George Homans' The
Human Group,

ROBERT K. MERTON
Columbia University

August 1950
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Thanks are therefore due to Fritz Roethlisberger and William Dick-
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the University of Chicago Press for permission to reproduce quota-
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and George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., for permission to reproduce
quotations and charts from We, the Tikopia; to Raymond Firth and
Routledge and Kegan Paul, Ltd., for permission to reproduce
quotations and one chart from Primitive Polynesian Economy; to
David L. Hatch for permission to reproduce quotations from his
unpublished Harvard Ph.D. thesis, “Changes in the Structure and
Functions of a Rural New England Community since 1900;," and
to Conrad Arensberg, Douglas Macgregor, and the editors of Ap-
plied Anthropology (now Human Organization) for permission to
reproduce quotations «nd charts from an article entitled, “Deter-
mination of Morale in an Industrial Company.” The concrete field
data cited in this book come largely from these sources. Permission
to use other quotations and figures is acknowledged in the text.
In my thinking, and in some societies, a debt does not divide
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particularly happy to acknowledge my heavy indebtedness to my
friends Florence Kluckhohn and Robert Merton for reading and
criticizing in detail the manuscript of this book, to my friend
Bernard DeVoto for much good advice, not always taken, on pub-
lishing problems, and to my wife, Nancy Parshall Homans, for
redrawing all the charts.

GEORGE CASPAR HOMANS
Cambridge, Massachusetts
August 1950



THE ANCIENT EMBLEM that represents
life by the circle formed by a snake biting its tail gives a
sufficiently just picture of the state of affairs. In effect, the
organization of life in complex organisms does form a
closed circle, but one that has a head and a tail, in the
sense that all the phenomena of life are not equally im-
portant although all take part in the completion of the
circulus of life. Thus the muscular and nervous organs
maintain the activity of the organs that make blood, but
the blood in turn nourishes the organs that produce it.
There is in this an organic or social solidarity that keeps
up a kind of perpetual motion, until a disturbance or
cessation of the action of a necessary vital element shall
have broken the equilibrium or brought about a trouble or
stoppage in the play of the bedily machine.

CLAUDE BERNAND
Introduction a la medicing experimentale:

Paris, 1865.






CHAPTER 1

Plans and Purposes

Why Study the Group? . . . A New Synthesis . . . Socio-
logical Theory . . . What Kind of Theory? . . . How Shall
the Theory Be Built? ., . The Problem of Abstraction

. . . Clinical and Analytical Science . . . Rules of Theory-
Building . . . Social Science and Literature . . . Method
of Presentation . . . Separation of Fact from Theory . . .
The Human Qualities Needed

IN THIS book we shall study the most familiar
features of the most familiar thing in the world—the human group.
We mean by a group a number of persons who communicate with
one another often over a span of time, and who are few enough
so that each person is able to communicate with all the others, not
at secondhand, through other people, but face-to-face. Sociologists
call this the primary group.! A chance meeting of casual acquaint-
ances does not count as a group for us.

The study of the human group is a part of sociology, but a neg-
lected part. As the science of society, sociology has examined the
characteristics and problems of communities, cities, regions, big
organizations like factories, and even whole nations, but it has only
begun to study the smaller social units that make up these giants.
In doing so, it has not followed the order of human experience, for
the first and most immediate social experience of mankind is small
group experience. From infancy onward we are members of fami-
lies, childhood gangs, school and college cliques, clubs and teams—
all small groups. When, as grownups, we get jobs, we still find our-
selves working with a few persons and not with the whole firm,
association, or government department. We are members of these

1 C. H. Cooley, Soclal Organization, 23-31.
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larger social organizations, but the people we deal with regularly
are always few. They mediate between us and the leviathans. The
group is the commonest, as it is the most familiar, of social units,
and on both counts it is at least as well worth study as any of the
others. Sociology might have begun here.

WHY STUDY THE GROUP?

We here—and this is the collaborative, not the editorial we: au-
thor and reader are learning together—will have two reasons for
studying the group: the sheer interest of the subject and the de-
sire to reach a new sociological synthesis. In a utilitarian age, the
first reason must get special emphasis. If we want to study social
behavior at all, we shall want to study the commonest of social
units, and in this book we shall study the group primarily because
the study is interesting and not because it is useful. The story goes
that an English politician came to visit Faraday in his laboratory
just after he had built the first electric motor.* The politician is sup-
posed to have asked him—the business of politicians is to ask these
questions—what the gadget was good for. At this point the story
splits into two versions. One has it that Faraday replied, “Someday
you can tax it.” Another, that he asked the counterquestion, “What
good is a baby?” Either way the moral is clear. For the great men of
science, knowledge was good because it might have a future, but
in the meantime it was, like a baby, good in itself. Knowledge is
power, but it is also, for some men, happiness. Felix qui potuit
rerum cognoscere causas. We must no longer quake at the ques-
tion: “Knowledge for What?"* It need not put us in the wrong.
There is only one paramount reason for studying anything but the
multiplication table. Either you are so interested in a subject that
you cannot let it alone, or you are not. In the end, it is a matter of
intellectual passion. Willard Gibbs, the greatest of American theo-
retical physicists, said of his own work, “Anyone with the same
desires could have made the same researches.” * The stress is on
desire. Accordingly the chief motive for writing or reading this book

=ﬂummryn¢ﬂ|v=rinﬂmshubemtuklo[mhwmimlhts,behﬂfug

# The title of & book by R. 5. Lynd.
* M. Bukeyser, Willard Gibbs, 381.
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is the interest of the subject, and the aim of the book is sheer in-
tellectual enlightenment.

A NEW SYNTHESIS

The second reason for studying the group is that through this
study a new sociological synthesis may be reached. The first gen-
eration of sociologists, the generation of Comte and Spencer, and
the second, the generation of Pareto, Durkheim, and Max Weber,
made great, if inadequate, syntheses. The third generation, which
fHourished between World War I and World War II, shunned the
example of its predecessors, but it followed up their many sugges-
tions and made a number of excellent, detailed studies of particu-
lar social groups. In the course of the work of this generation, many
hypotheses were hammered out, but they remained bound to the
material from which they came. They were so stated as to apply
to the particular groups being studied, but not beyond. They were
not generalized to apply to all, or at least many, groups. Although
this provincialism was wise in its time, the present, or fourth, gen-
eration of sociologists feels once more the need for synthesis, for
putting together, making explicit and general, the ideas that spe-
cial studies have brought out. Sociology has been gorged with
facts; it needs to digest them. And yet, if there is a need for syn-
thesis, the last generation has taught us to be modest in our aims.
We now know something of the endless complexities in the study
of society. Perhaps we cannot manage a sociological synthesis that
will apply to whole communities and nations, but it is just possible
we can.manage one that will apply to the small group, Synthesis
of the microcosm—that may be an attainable end. The group may
be small enough to let us get all the way around it.

SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY

To say that a study is synthetic and general is to say that it is
theoretical. “It is the office of theoretical investigation,” said Wil-
lard Gibbs, “to give the form in which the results of experiment
may be expressed.”* If he had put “observation” for “experiment,”
Gibbs would have stated the purpose of this book. It is to provide

& Ibid., 232.
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one form—not the only possible form—in which may be expressed
the results of observation in sociology. We now have, besides the
treasury of human history and literature, many good studies of
social groups of various kinds, from primitive societies to modern
factories and communities. Granting that these studies are not
everything they may sometime become, for what we see grows with
what we are taught to see and in tun helps the latter to grow,
many of us still feel that they sum up close observation in clear
exposition, In what form, then, can the results of this work be ex-
pressed so that we can see whether or not they apply, not merely
to single groups, but to many or all groups?

If we have a great deal of fact to work with, we also have a
great deal of theory. The elements of a synthesis are on hand. We
shall only put together ideas that have been lying around for some
time in the literature of the social sciences, so that our novelty—if
we are new at all-will consist not in what we combine but how
we do so. Some theoretical work has illuminated the descriptions
of particular groups: it needs to be expressed with full generality.
Some of it has been hinted at in asides and suggestions, eryptically:
it needs to be spelled out. Some of it has been beautifully general
and explicit, but partial: many elements need to be added to make
a satisfactory whole. Yet whatever the weakness of this statement
or that, there have been signs of convergence in the body of theory
as a whole. This book tries to make the most of the convergence
and state one way in which the meeting of minds, the agreement on
a synthesis, might take place.

The behavior of men, usually in small numbers, has inspired the
largest part of human literature and eloquence, If we investigated
no further than we have today, we should have plenty of ma-
terial to study. But until recently this great mass of observation
has led to nothing. Some leaders, perhaps those of the past more
than those of the present, have shown great capacity for handling
men in groups, but their know-how could not easily be communi-
cated in words from one man to another. There have been a few
maxims of practical wisdom, always at odds with one another be-
cause the limits of any single maxim were never stated. Whatever
a man did, he could always find a rule to back him up. But until
recently there has been little growth. Our knowledge is Babylonian,
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Our proverbs are carved on the pyramids. A new fact in physics
or biclogy fits into an old theory, or by not fitting starts a new
theory. Either way one can build on it. Think of the mass of old
work summarized and new work suggested by the periodic table of
the elements. But every adventurer in the science of human be-
havior from Aristotle to Freud has had to make a fresh start, or
something like it.

If the outlook has changed since the opening of this century, the
reason is that we have begun to sketch out systematic theories of
human behavior and to use them. Einstein taught the world, what
it ought to have known long ago, that no theory is permanent. If
an old theory survives new conquests of science, it survives as a
slave. But even the most fragile theory has its uses. In its lowest
form, as a classification, it provides a set of pigeonholes, a filing
cabinet, in which fact can accumulate. For nothing is more lost
than a loose fact. The empty folders of the file demand filling. In
time the accumulation makes necessary a more economical filing
system, with more cross references, and a new theory is born.

But in sociology we have not made as much progress as we
might have, and the reason is clear. We have pursued the higher
branches of our science before the trunk was strong. We have not
grown because we have had nothing to grow from. We have given
ink-blot tests to Navahos; we have computed differential fertility
rates among ethnic groups in Kansas—all worthy subjects if we had
also studied ordinary, everyday social behavior. Make no mistake
about it, that we have not done. Perhaps we were afraid that, if we
studied the commonplace, we should lay ourselves open to the
familiar charge that a sociologist is 8 man who discovers at in-
finite pains what everybody knows. Or, as one novelist put it, a so-
ciologist is a man who spends forty thousand dollars to find a
whorehouse. We should have had enough self-confidence and
enough sense to forget such fears. The fact is that the popular
diagnosis of our shortcomings is wholly mistaken. Far from dis-
covering facts that are too familiar, we have not discovered facts
that are familiar enough. Prostitution is not one-millionth as com-
mon as some of the behavior we shall study in this book. The basic
characteristics of social behavior are well known in the sense that
everyone, so far as he leads a social life, has some intuitive familiar-

LS
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ity with them, but they are not well known in another, and more
important sense. They have not been stated in such a way that a
body of scientific knowledge can be built on them. Above all, the
links between the different aspects of social behavior have not been
made clear. A fact is commonplace or not according to its conneec-
tion with other facts. The fact that an apple would fall was the
dreariest fact in the world until Newton showed that an apple and
a planet obeyed the same laws of motion, The theoretical synthesis
developed in this book will attempt to state some perfectly familiar
ideas about social behavior—the more familiar the better—in such a
way that their relation to other equally familiar ideas will become
clear. We shall try to make the commonplace strange by showing
it in new connections.

This book has, then, a twofold purpose: to study the small group
as an interesting subject in itself, but also, in so doing, to reach a
new sociological synthesis. Since this book will try to state one gen-
eral form in which the results of particular observations may be ex-
pressed, it will be, in Gibbs' sense, a book of theory. These ob-
servations include some excellent modern studies of groups of vari-
ous kinds. The book aims to be true to them, to make explicit what
is implicit in them and to make general what is partial. And the
book will deliberately concentrate on the most familiar aspects of
group behavior,

WHAT KIND OF THEORY?

We have spoken of the need for sociological theory. The next
question is: What kind of a theory shall we try to develop in this
book? The rest of the book is the answer to this question; we ecan
now anticipate our results only briefly. First, group behavior will
be analyzed into a number of mutually dependent elements. Sec-
ond, the group will be studied as an organic whole, or social sys-
tem, surviving in an environment. Third, the relations of the ele-
ments to one another in the system will be found to bring about
the evolution of the system with the passage of time.

Perhaps we can illustrate our meaning by a cursory analysis of
one of the simplest groups: two friends. The two men like one an-
other. If we ask why they do so, we are told that they have inter-
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ests in common or that the personality of the one is compatible
with that of the other. That is, their emotional feeling for one an-
other is not something in itself; it does not exist in a vacuum, but
is determined in part by other factors. What we perceive next is
that the relation between their friendship and these other factors is
a two-way one. They are friends, for instance, because they have
interests in common, but if we are good observers of human be-
havior, we know that the reverse is also true: if they are friends
they will develop interests in common. Which comes first, the
friendship or the common interests? The answer is that neither
comes first, but that they wax or wane together. In this book we
say that the two factors, or elements, are mutually dependent. But
personality, interests, and the sentiment of friendship are not the
only factors that need to be considered. We must also take into ac-
count the number of times the two men meet. If they meet and
have interests in common, they are apt to become friends; on the
other hand, if they are friends, they will find occasions for getting
together. And if they do not meet, their friendship is apt to ebb
away. Absence makes the heart grow fonder for only a short time.
As before, the two factors: the feeling the two men have for one
another and their association with one another, are mutually de-
pendent. But “getting together” is not something in itself, any more
than friendship and common interests are, People do not just get
together; they get together to do something, Let us suppose that the
two friends are interested in camping, and go off on a camping trip
together to the north woods. We now perceive that the emotional
tie between them will be affected by the success of the trip. If
everything goes well, or if difficulties are met and overcome, their
friendship is, we say, cemented. If everything goes badly, they may
get disgusted with one another. Their friéndship and the success
of the joint enterprise are mutually dependent. For if the success
of the enterprise affects their friendship, so their friendship—
their morale we might call it now—affects the success of the enter-
prise, enabling the friends to carry on through difficulties, to make
a success of their trip. Moreover, the success of the enterprise is
determined in part by the environment in which the pair find them-
selves. Does a bear eat the food? Are the rivers low, so that the
canoe is holed on a rock? And finally, the nature of this little group
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will change or develop with time. If the two men associate with
one another, undertake activities in which both are interested, and
are successful in carrying them through, their friendship will grow.

We have not carried the analysis as far, or made it as rigorous,
as we might. After all, we do not want to tip our hand as early in
the book as this. But we have said enough to make our points
clear. What have we done? We have separated the concrete be-
havior of the two men into factors or elements: emotion, personal-
ity, interests, association, activities, and the success of those activi-
ties. We have seen how these elements are mutually related to one
another, and how their mutual relations make a recognizable, on-
going entity: not just two men, but two men linked together; not
just two individuals, but a new kind of unit, a group. We have seen
that this unit exists in an environment, and that some of its char-
acteristics are determined by the nature of the environment. And
- we have seen how the relations between the various factors in the
group life tend to make the group develop or evolve with the
passage of time. The problems we encounter in analyzing this pair
are the problems we shall encounter in analyzing any group.

By way of further illustration, we turn from our statement, which
was tied to a particular group, to a much more general statement
of the nature of a complex whole, Mary Parker Follett, social worker
and one of the most sensitive writers on problems of human or-
ganization, struggled, far more eloquently than we, to say what we
have tried to say. In her study of administrative control, she argued,
as others had done, that in studying any organized social activity
we must study the “total situation.” But we must not merely “be
sure to get all the factors into our problem.” We must examine
“not merely the totalness of the situation, but the nature of the
totalness. . . . What vou have to consider in a situation is not all
the factors one by one, but also their relation to one another.” The
relation is such that the parts make a whole, the elements make an
organism. And Mary Follett affirmed “that the whole determines
the parts as well as that the parts determine the whole.” She recog-
nized that the unity is not a static, finished thing, but an ongoing
process: “The same activity determines both parts and whole. . .
We are speaking of a unity which is not the result of an interweay-
ing, but is the interweaving. Unity is always a process, not a prod-
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uct. . . . I have been saying that the whole is determined not only
by its constituents, but by their relation to one another. I now say
that the whole is determined also by the relation of whole and
parts. . . . It is the same activity which is making the whole and
parts simultaneously.” Finally, the activity, the process, she spoke
of always leads to something new. Something emerges. She sum-
marized her ideas as follows: “My first point concerned the total
situation; my second, the nature of the interacting which deter-
mines the total situation; my third, the evolving situation. We have
come to see that reciprocal adjustment is more than mere adjust-
ment; that it is there we get what the psychologist has called the
‘something new,” ‘the critical moment in evolution.'” Here perhaps
we had better leave Mary Follett, but in the pages to come we shall
be concerned with all three processes she called the interacting, the
unifying, and the emerging.*

_Writers of great sensitivity, like Mary Follett, may give us a vision
of our subject: the unity that is at the same time a process, the unity
whose parts taken separately slip out between our fingers like sand
but in integration are as strong as steel. And yet the vision is not
enough. It is one thing to see where we are going and quite another
to get there: to build up, piece by piece, a picture of the dynamie
unity of a group when, in taking the pieces out of the whole, we
may falsify them and it. In his discussion of “internal relations,” that
is, the relations between the parts in a whole, Alfred Whitehead,
perhaps the greatest of modern philosophers, stated the difficulty
clearly: “The difficulty which arises in respect to internal relations
is to explain how any particular truth is possible. Insofar as there
are internal relations, everything must depend upon everything else.
Apparently, therefore, we are under the necessity of saying every-
thing at once.” * We shall indeed, in the rest of this book, know the
despair that comes when one cannot follow up immediately all the
connections in an interconnected whole, when one cannot ride off
in all directions. But we may take comfort in Whitehead, who went
on to say: “This supposed necessity is palpably untrue. . . . [The

® All quotations from “The Psychology of Control,” in H. C. Metealf and
L. Urwick, eds., Dynamic Administration: The Collected Papers of Mary

Farker Follett, 183-209,
F A N. Whitchead, Sclence and the Modern World, 235.
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general scheme of relationships] discloses itself as being analysable
into a multiplicity of limited relationships which have their own in-
dividuality and yet at the same time presuppose the total relation-
ship within possibility.” * That is, a statement of the relation be-
tween any two parts of a whole is not incorrect just because it says
nothing about the relation of each of the two to all the other parts.
Remember these words of Whitehead’s. We are glad to have his re-
assurance, as we shall be forced in any event to work with limited
relationships. Whether or not it is a philosophical necessity, it is
certainly a literary impossibility to say everything at once.

HOW SHALL THE THEORY BE BUILTP

The group will be described as an organic whole, surviving and
evolving in an environment. We do not want just to get the feel
of this whole. We want to be men and understand. We want to
build up in detail the articulation of the whole, and in these mazes
we shall certainly go astray unless we have a method of attacking
our problem, a method that we can apply patiently, repeatedly,
and systematically, at whatever risk of dullness, The question then
is: How shall we go about constructing our theory of the group?

We shall begin with semantics, the science of tracing words back
to their references in observed fact. In sociology we are devoted to
“big” words: status, culture, function, heuristic, particularistic,
methodology, integration, solidarity, authority. Too often we work
with these words and not with observations. Or rather, we do not
wed the two. No one will make progress with this book who does
not train himself to extensionalize,” who does not habitually catch
himself as he mouths one of the big abstractions and ask: What
does this mouthful mean in terms of actual human behavior that
someone has seen and reported? Just what, in human behavior, do
we see? The question is devastating, and we do not ask it half often
enough. Carefully working out the referents of existing concepts
will help us to reach a simple method of classifying what we see,
and in the classification itself we shall gain a new set of concepts
more adequate than some of the old ones for the purposes we have
in mind.

® A, N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 239,
#See 5. 1. Hayakawa, Language in Thought and Action, 58-80,
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Let us take an example. Let us take the concepts status and role,
which are commonly used in social science. What do they mean?
Ralph Linton, the anthropologist, who gave these concepts an im-
portant place in his social theory, has this to say: “A status, in the
abstract, is a position in a particular pattern [of social behavior]
. + . A status, as distinct from the individual who may occupy it,
is simply a collection of rights and duties . . . A role represents
the dynamic aspects of a status, The individual is socially assigned
to a status and occupies it with relation to other statuses. When he
puts the rights and duties which constitute the status into effect,
he is performing a role. Role and status are quite inseparable, and
the distinction between them is of only academic interest. There
are no roles without statuses or statuses without roles.” '

Now let us try, if we can, to translate these words into observa-
tions, and, leaving out of consideration the fact that a person may
hold several statuses—he may be a father, an officer of a lodge, a
deacon of a church—let us consider only a single status, that of
foreman. Foreman is a status in that the position may be occupied
by a number of individuals in succession; the position does not dis-
appear when an individual leaves it. Let us suppose that a man is
foreman in a factory, and that we are watching him at work. What
do we see and hear? We watch him, perhaps, overseeing a battery
of punch presses, going from one man to another as they tend the
machines, answering their questions and showing them, if they
have made mistakes, where they have gone wrong. We see him
also at his desk making out records. That is, we see that he has a
certain kind of job, that he carries on certain activities. We see also
that he deals with certain men in the plant and not with others.
He goes to certain men and talks to them; others come to his desk
and talk to him. He gets his orders from a boss and passes on the
orders to members of his own department. That is, he communi-
cates or, as we shall say in this book, interacts with certain persons
and not with others, and this communication from person to person
often takes place in a certain order—for instance, from the boss to
the foreman and then from the foreman to the workers—, so that
we can say, in Linton's words, that the foreman occupies a posi-

10 R, Linton, The Study of Man, 113-4.
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tion in a chain of communications. If, moreover, we stay in the
factory and listen sharply, we shall hear remarks to the effect that
‘a foreman’s job is lower or worse than the president’s but higher
or better than the ordinary workingman’s. That is, the foreman's
job is given an emotional evaluation. We shall also hear statements
of one kind or another about the way the foreman ought to be-
have, statements that may come both from the boss he works for
and from the men who work for him. That is, we hear norms of
behavior being expressed. These make up “the collection of rights
and duties” that Linton speaks of: notions of what the foreman's
behavior ought to be, not necessarily what it really is. And finally,
if the foreman’s behavior departs outrageously from the norms, we
shall see his boss and even his own men take action to bring him
back into line. That is, we see men acting so as to control the be-
havior of others.

No doubt we could make other ohservations, but we have cited
enough to illustrate our point. We do not directly observe status
and role. What we do observe are activities, interactions, evalua-
tions, norms, and controls, Status and role are names we give to a
complex of many different kinds of observations, Or, as an expert
in semantics would say, a word like interaction is a first-order ab-
straction: it is a name given to a single class of observations:
whereas a word like status is a second-order abstraction: it is a
name given to several classes of observation combined. Second-
order abstractions are useful for some purposes but for others have
serious drawbacks. They spare us the pain of analysis when we
should not be spared. To speak of a man’s status as if it were an
indivisible unit is a convenient kind of shorthand, but to think of
status in this way may prevent our seeing the relations between its
components. It may prevent us, for instance, from seeing that as a
man'’s position in a chain of communications changes, so the way
he is evaluated by his fellows will change. Since it is just this kind
of relation that we shall be examining in this book, the concepts
that enter our theories will be, so far as possible, first-order ab-
stractions. At least we shall not use the higher abstractions until
we have established the lower ones.™t

1 See GC. C. Homans, “The Strategy of Industrial Sociclogy,” American —
Journul of Sociology, LIV (1849), 336,
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What we have been saying, though it may sound complicated,
is in fact too simple. 1f we follow out its implications, we shall find
it naive. We have implied that we can gaze passively on human
behavior and then, all of a sudden, find it has fallen into several
classes of observations. But no one just “sees” human behavior. The
eye is never quite innocent, but comes to its task sensitized. We
see what our experience and ideas teach us to see—and this is
never the whole story. The world and its meaning are always ne-
gotiating with one another, with experience as the go-between.
Even common-sense language implies a theory of behavior and tells
us, for instance, to look for actions and motives. We have some
notion how to cut the cake. But for the time being we need not
worry about the subtlety of the mutual relation between thinking
and observation, The great point is to climb down from the big
words of social science, at least as far as common-sense observation.
Then, if we wish, we can start climbing up again, but this time
with a ladder we can depend on.

When we divide our observations of social behavior into classes
and give names—our concepts—to the classes, we take the first
step in the analysis of the group. We shall take this step in the
next chapter. When we examine systematically the relations be-
tween the facts to which the concepts refer, we take the first step
in synthesis. We shall take this step in the later chapters of the
book. By “examining systematically” we mean only that we shall
consider in regular order the relation of each set of facts to each
of the others. In so doing, we shall be patient, methodical, and
slow. We must be so if we are to keep control over the whole of
our material while giving special attention to each part of it in
turn, Unless we hold our material down in this way, it may get
away from us. It has a lot of spring,

THE PROBLEM OF ABSTRACTION

Let no one be deceived by our systematic attack. It means that
we shall study methodically the aspects of social life we choose to
take up; it does not mean that we shall study every aspect of so-
cial life. There are always more observations than can possibly be
summed up in any one theory; or rather, if the theory is to be
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formulated at all, it must leave many observations out of account.
Galileo took a fateful step for science when he left friction out
of the study of motion. He framed, for instance, his law describing
the motion of a ball rolling down an inclined plane on the assump-
tion that there was no friction between_the ball and the plane. He
was justified in doing so because he could set up his experiments
in such a way that they approximated this ideal state more and
more closely, although they never quite got there. And he could
not have framed a simple, general law if he had not used this
method. It is, in fact, the necessary method, but its victories are
abstract. As every one of us knows, friction always does exist in
any piece of machinery and for practical purposes must be taken
into account, often by methods far from elegant. Abstraction is the
price paid for generalization.

The method of abstraction seems to create no such mental con-
flict in physics as it does in sociology. Electrons are members of a
group—the atom—, and if we were electrons and knew man’s theory
of the atom, we might be amused by it, as an educated Hindu
might be amused by a missionary’s picture of Hindu culture. The
theory would seem so gross, so statistical, so simplified, even if it
was adequate enough to show man how to split electrons out of
the group, But we are not electrons; we study the atom from the
outside; we have no way of comparing the theory with the reality,
and therefore our shortcomings create no mental conflict in us.
This is not true of our social theory. We have inside knowledge of
- our own society, and this immediate familiarity with group be-
havior is at once an asset and a liability. It is an asset because we
always have our experience to check our theories against. They
must be in some degree true to experience. It is a liability because
people are too easily able to say of any social theory, “You have
left such and such out.” They are quite right: we always leave some-
thing out. We must if we are to make theories at all. But such
people make no attempt to see what we have got in. For them,
the social equivalent of friction is a ghost at the table. They do not
understand that a theory may be true, and yet not the whole truth,
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CLINICAL AND ANALYTICAL SCIENCE

It is high time we knew the difference between clinical and ana-
litical science. Clinical science is what a doctor uses at his pa-
tient’s bedside. There, the doctor cannot afford to leave out of ac-
count anything in the patient’s condition that he can see or test.
He cannot leave it out either in itself or in its relation to the whole
picture of a sick human being. It may be the clue to the complex.
Of course the doctor has some general theories at the back of his
mind, theories of the connections between a limited number of «
physiological factors: what the others will do when one is changed. -
These doctrines may turn out to be useful, but he cannot, at the
outset, let them master his thinking. They may not take into con-
sideration, and so may prevent his noticing, the crucial fact in the
case before him.

In action we must always be clinical. An analytical science is
for understanding but not for action, at least not directly. It picks
out a few of the factors at work in particular situations and de-
scribes systematically the relations between these factors. Only by
cutting down the number of factors considered can it achieve this
systematic description. It is general, but it is abstract. As soon as
he left friction out of account, Galileo’s science became analytical.
To return to our medical illustration, a description of particular
cases of anemia is clinical science, whereas a theory of blood chem-
istry is analytical. When progress is rapid, clinical and analytical
science help one another. The clinicians tell the analysts what the
latter have left out. The analysts need the most brutal reminders
because they are always so charmed with their pictures they mis-
take them for the real thing. On the other hand, the analysts’ gen-
eralizations often suggest where the clinicians should look more
closely. Both the clinician and the analyst are needed. We ought
to be sick and tired of boasts that one is better than the other.
This is a book of analysis, but it relies heavily on work that is
clinical, as the word is used here, and this work was stimulated
by earlier analyses.

Elton Mayo, a pioneer in the field of industrial psychology and
sociology, used to say that it was better to have a complex body of
fact and a simple theory—a working hypothesis—than a simple body
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of fact and a complex theory. Of course it is better, and many a
social scientist has damned himself by taking the second course.
Yet you can be just as damned by the first. You may become a man
who is sensitive and intuitive about people, and yet incapable of
communicating any but your most obvious intuitions; or one who
theorizes in spite of his theories but always at the highest level,
never among those middle-level generalizations that Francis Bacon
felt were the most fruitful.* But we need not, unless we insist,
be impaled on a nonexistent dilemma. There are always more
choices than two. What we need is a theory neither more nor less
complex than the facts it subsumes, but adequate to them. If we
hesitate to generalize, we lose both our generalization and the ob-
servation it might have suggested. If there is a body of fact erying
for theoretical synthesis, no doctrinaire stand need stop us from
making it. Let us follow Rabelais’ advice and do what we like.
Above all, let us not be merely sensitive souls; let us be men and
understand,

HULES OF THEORY-BUILDING

All these ideas can be summed up in a set of rules that, as ex-
perience scems to show, are wisely followed in setting up a theory
of the kind we propose. A theory, we will remember, is a form in
which the results of observation may be expressed. The rules are:

L. Look first at the obvious, the familiar, the common, In a sci-
ence that has not established its foundations, these are the things
that best repay study.

2. State the obvious in its full generality. Science is an economy
of thought only if its hypotheses sum up in a simple form a large
number of facts,

3. Talk about one thing at a time. That is, in choosing your words
(or, more pedantically, concepts) see that they refer not to several
classes of fact at the same time but to one and one only. Corollary:
Once you have chosen your words, always use the same words when
referring to the same things.

4. Cut down as far as you dare the number of things you are
talking about. “As few as you may; as many as you must” is the

12 Nooum Organum, Bk. I, aphorisms bovi, eiv,
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rule governing the number of classes of fact you take into account.

5. Once you have started to talk, do not stop until you have fin-
ished. That is, describe systematically the relationships between
the facts designated by your words.

6. Recognize that your analysis must be abstract, because it deals
with only a few elements of the concrete situation. Admit the dan-
gers of abstraction, especially when action is required, but do not
be afraid of abstraction.’®

SOCIAL SCIENCE AND LITERATURE

The men of letters, novelists and poets, may be, as some tokens
suggest, resentful of the social scientists. They see the latter mov-
ing into their territory. But they have no reason to be afraid. If
the social scientists are to do their job, they must follow a rigorous
code, and it could not be better caleulated to make their books and
articles hard reading. The rules of theory-building contradict the
rules of art at every point. Thus the obvious, or what looks like it,
is the thing that a writer is most careful to avoid. Since most ef-
forts at serious conversation shows that it hurts people to think
about one thing at a time, a writer uses words that refer to several
things at once. He also uses different words for the same thing,
or he will be told he lacks variety. For the same reason, he must
not repeat himself, whereas systematic discussion is notoriously
repetitious, because the same things must be considered in several
different connections. Finally, a writer, in a novel or poem, is always
concerned with evoking a vivid and integrated sense of concrete
reality, either physical or psychological, and his success in doing
so is the measure of his charm. A theory begins by breaking up
concrete reality and ends by leaving out most of it. The social scien-
tists are not competing, and cannot compete, with the literary
artists, They are doing a different job.

METHOD OF PRESENTATION

This is a book on social theory; the theory will show the group
to be an organic whole; and the theory will be built up through
12 See G. C. Homans, “A Conceptual Scheme for the Study of Social Or-

ganization,” Americon Sociological Reolew, XI1 {1947), 13 Many of the ideas
developed in this book were stated briefly in this paper.
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careful examination of the link between social concept and social
observation. These facts determine the method of exposition we
shall use in this book. We shall use a case method.

A case method means, in the first place, that general theories are
shown to arise out of, and to be supported by, specifie, detailed
matters of observation. For this reason, the method is particularly
useful in sociology, where many of the concepts are of so high a
level of abstraction that they have lost their connection with ob-
servation. But we still have not described the method fully. Any
theoretical work has something to do with facts, cites facts. It is
not the mere use of facts but the way they are used that makes a
case method. A theory is usually supported by fact in the follow-
ing way. Suppose a sociologist believes that sexual desire can be
used to reinforce other motives for action. He needs data to clinch
his theory, and he writes: “Thus the natives of North America are
accustomed to seeing pictures of the lightly-clothed female figure
used to induce the purchase of commodities, whereas the natives of
Greece in the fourth century B.c. were accustomed to seeing the
female figure used as a symbol of victory rewarding patriotism.
In both cases, the logical connection does not appear.” Two inde-
pendent facts, one from America and one from Greece, are used
to support the theory. Facts back up theory, it is true, but they are
isolated facts. Many theories, many good theories, have been estab-
lished in this way.

A case method does not deal with isolated, but with connected,
facts. Each case gives a connected body of information about a
particular situation. But we still have not succeeded in describing
the method as we shall use it, and for this purpose let us compare
two ways in which the method is now being used. When they use
case discussion as a method of teaching, many law schools have a
special end in view. The welter of information about a particular
lawsuit is brought into the discussion only in order that the student
may learn to weed most of it out, narrow the issues down to the
crucial one, and pick out the small number of facts that will settle
it. Some schools of business administration also teach by cases,
but with almost the opposite purpose. Instead of narrowing the
focus of the student, these schools want to widen it, to show the
student the large number of factors that must be taken into con-
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sideration if a wise decision is to be reached in the situation de-
scribed. These schools want to make the student aware of the “total
situation.”

The case method used in this book will be nearer to the business-
school practice than to the law-school one. It will be concerned
with the total situation, and more. We must remember Mary Fol-
lett’s warning that we should be interested not merely in the total-
ness of the situation but in the nature of the totalness, If we want
to develop a theory of group behavior that will show every element
of group life related to every other element in a system, then the
material we use must be as connected as the theory. If we are to
show connections, there must be connections. We must not, in the
classical manner, use isolated facts to back up our theory, but re-
lated facts.

What we shall do is examine in detail five studies of social be-
havior. Each is a description of a particular group and deals with
mare than one side of the life of the group. Our theory will arise
out of these cases and not out of a set of isolated facts. It will pro-
vide one form in which the results of this body of observation may
be expressed. By taking only five cases, we shall sacrifice wide
coverage but we shall gain in intensity of analysis, and in impor-
tant places. For the studies we shall use are among the best of
modern sociology and anthropology. We shall try to be true to
the best.

SEPARATION OF FACT FROM THEORY

These cases will be presented in a special way. Each group will
first be described in ordinary common-sense language, or language
as close to that as an academic person can get. This does not mean
that the investigators who originally made these studies were guided
in their work by common sense alone. On the contrary, each in-
vestigator was stimulated and controlled by thoroughly sophisti-
cated ideas. It does mean that in this book the results of each in-
vestigation will be presented so far as possible with no more inter-
pretation than is built into our everyday manner of speaking. They
will be merely reported.

The descriptions of the various groups will be briefer here than
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in the original reports, some of which were very long. This is not
a collection of sources, a set of reprints. There is no room to in-
clude every bit of information about every group, and no need to
do so. Enough will be included to support our theories, but noth-
ing left out that is contrary to them. To be sure, if the original
reports were in any way inadequate, ours must needs be inadequate
in their turn, but we shall try to avoid any other slanting of the
data. Should a reader feel that a crucial fact has been suppressed,
he is perfectly at liberty to consult the original reports. All are in
libraries; all but one are in print. Yet in practice a reader will be
less apt to think that important data have been left out than that
trivial ones have been kept in. Let him remember that the triviality
or importance of a fact in sociology depends on the meaning it has
for the members of the group in question and not on the meaning
it has for him. In the light of eternity, the question whether a girl
should wear a short or a long dress is trivial. It is not trivial if you
are the girl and you are going to a party.

After each group has been described in ordinary common-sense
language, the description will be analyzed in terms of the theory
we shall develop. This separation of the data from their interpreta-
tion is designed to have several advantages, Since he has been pre-
sented with a body of fact to which he can give his own interpre-
tation if he is unwilling to accept ours, the skeptic need not feel
that anything has been put over on him. As we have said so often,
one of the purposes of this book is semantic: to re-establish the
connection between what we see and hear in social behavior and
the concepts with which we analyze our observations. If we begin
by separating the two, we may in the end be able to link them
together more firmly. We sociologists are not trained in making a
report containing nothing more than things actually seen and
heard and then, after the report is in, making an abstract analysis
of it. Too often our fact and our interpretation are confused with
one another, and our thinking is confused as a result. The final
advantage of our method is drill. By watching our method being
applied systematically in case after case, the reader may learn to
use it himself, if he finds it useful, for the analysis of any new
group he may later encounter.
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If our method has some advantages, it has also obvious disad-
vantages. It means that each group will be described twice, first in
an observational report and second in an abstract analysis, Let us
face the fact: although the subject of this book is inherently inter-
esting, its methed is triply dull. Its plan of presentation is inevitably
repetitious. Its emphasis is on the familiar, the obvious, the trivial,
And its abstract analysis may take away what little vividness the
obvious once had. This is not an apology, but a warning of what lies
ahead. No one need apologize for necessity. We can gain our ends
only by adopting these means.

To sum up, this book is a study of the human- group—the primary
group as sociologists call it. All grander sociologies must be true
to the sociology of the group. This book is also a theoretical study
in that it tries to give one general form in which the results of
observations of many particular groups may be expressed. Like any
theoretical study, it begins with analysis, separating concrete ob-
servation into classes of fact. But the analysis is only a step toward
an organic synthesis. The final picture of a group will be one in
which all aspects of group life are mutually dependent, the mutual
dependence forms a system, a total configuration, and the mutual
dependence carries the seeds of emergent evolution. The book will
first report detailed investigations of particular groups and then
make an analysis of each group in terms of the developing theory.

THE HUMAN QUALITIES NEEDED

Finally, something must be said about the human qualities we
shall need in this undertaking. We shall need, first. the innocence
of the child, not the good little boy or girl but the enfant terrible
who stops the conversation by asking the wrong questions. For we
shall have to ask, “What do I actually see?™ And, as we have said,
no question is more devastating.

We shall also need the sophistication of the man of the world in
order to make use of the past experience of the intellectual disci-
plines in dealing with problems of complicated fact. As Mary Fol-
lett said, “I do wish that when a principle has been worked out,
say in ethics, it didn't have to be discovered all over again in psy-
chology, in economics, in government, in business, in biology, and

(1]
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in sociology. It's such a waste of time.” ** The critical attitude is the
heart of sophistication. We must recognize that many of the meth-
ods we should like to follow were late products of old sciences such
as physies, sciences, moreover, whose problems can be made to look
as if they brought in only a few variables. The study of the group is
not an advanced science and can seldom pretend to manage with a
small number of variables. Let us get what help we can, without
feeling that we must imitate everything.

Sophistication includes knowing when not to be sophisticated.
No one is more a creature of fashion than the average intellectual.
He is quite ready to believe, at any moment, that certain kinds of
work are the only respectable anes to go into. We are told, for in-
stance, that our data in sociology should be quantitative, that is,
should be cast in numerical form, and of course they should. But
good observation ought not to be discarded just because it is not
numerical. Sociology may miss a great deal if it tries to be too
quantitative too soon. Data are not nobler because they are quanti-
tative, nor thinking more logical because mathematical. The old-
fashioned naturalist, who used only his eyes, was also a scientist,
and his counterpart in sociology is very useful in the stage the
science has reached. Let us make the important quantitative, and
not the quantitative important. The final emphasis must always be
on the group before us. Lord Nelson, greatest of all admirals, after
explaining to his ship captains the plan of attack he intended to use
at the battle of Trafalgar, went on to say, “No captain can do very
wrong who places his ship alongside that of an enemy.” In the same
way, no one who studies a group will go far wrong if he gets close
to it and, by whatever methods are available, observes all that he
can. Nothing that can illuminate the group should be ruled out
for doctrinaire reasons. We shall be blind enough without willfully
narrowing our vision, At the same time we do not have to learn
the hard way. The older sciences have already struggled with many
of the problems that now face sociology. If the solutions have been
stated mathematically, they are not to be disregarded just for that
reason. No matter where it comes from, we shall need all the help

we can get. The man of the world remembers this and is above
fashion.

14 Dynamic Administration, 16,
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Above all, we need humility. Always, in the end, we must re-
member Francis Bacon's counsel: "The subtlety of nature is greater
many times over than the subtlety of the senses and understand-
ing.” ** The stupendous discoveries that have been made only teach
us how much remains unknown. “If 1 were more sensitive, or more
comprehensive, or even more energetic, what strange truth, with
the strangeness of the new embracing the old, might I not discern?”
The thought is appalling, but it does not appall us often enough.
Nothing we have said already, or will say hereafter, can be taken
to imply that this book tells the whole story about the group, or
anything like the whole story. It will be incomplete partly by reason
of human frailty and partly by design. In any event it will be in-
complete, but incompleteness may be creative, if one man’s lack
becomes another’s incentive.

1® Novum Organum, Bk. 1, aphorism x.



CHAPTER 11

The Elements of Behavior

Events in the Single Group . . . Custom . . . Definition
of Concepts . . . Activity . . . Interaction . . . Sentiment
. . . Sociometry . .. Summary . . . Usefulness of the
Concepts

THIS chapter is a tough one, perhaps the toughest
in the book, but we had better know the worst at once, It tries to
do two things at the same time. First, it tries to show how the
kinds of generalization we shall be interested in are reached: how
we go from simple descriptions of social events to uniformities in
the behavior of a limited number of persons and groups and finally
to generalizations that may apply to all groups. Second, it tries to °
define the words, or concepts, that will come into these highest
generalizations. As we shall see, the two jobs mesh with one an-
other and must be carried on together.

One of the big problems of sociology, as of all social science, is
semantic: the problem of the relation between the words used and
the observations made. The meanings of words are usually given
by definitions, but the trouble with definitions, as one of the first
great semanticists, Lord Bacon, pointed out, is that “the definitions
themselves consist of words, and those words beget others: so that
it is necessary to recur to individual instances, and those in due
series and order.” * Bacon meant that the end of the chain of words
must be anchored in an act something like the one by which a
mother teaches her child the meaning of the word cow: she points
at the beast and says the word. Acts of this kind are not available
to us. We are not In the open air watching a group in action, and
we cannot learn the meaning of sociological concepts by having

t F. Bacon, Novum Orgonum, Bk. 1, aphorism lix.
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someone point to various items in the behavior of the group and,
as he does so, name the concepts. But we can do the next best
thing. We can take the descriptions of group behavior made by
good observers, persons who, unlike ourselves, have been watching
groups in the open air; we can point to certain things they saw and
give these things names. The names are the concepts.

Our work presupposes the direct observation of human behavior.
It does not for the most part deal with what men write in answer
to a questionnaire or what they say when a research assistant has
his foot in the door. It deals with what men say and do on the
ordinary occasions of ordinary life. This kind of fact is surprisingly
hard to collect; it demands an observer who is not himself so much
a part of the situation that he cannot view it with a fresh eye,
and one who does not, by the mere fact of his presence, change
what would otherwise be said and done. Anthropologists who live
with the tribes they study and who back up their lengthy questivn-
ings of native informants with firsthand observations of daily life
collect this kind of material, and so do a few sociologists who study
groups and communities in our own society. Our work relies on
theirs. Some social scientists find this kind of material hard and
unsatisfying to work with: it can seldom be converted into statistics
and always leaves unanswered many interesting questions—and
they shy away from it. Nevertheless it is the stuff of everyday
existence, and we start with it here,

EVENTS IN THE SINGLE GROUP

We are going to begin with a description of everyday social
events in a society not our own. The world is a stage, and one of
its many scenes opens:

The room is low and rectangular, The left wall is filled by a door,
closed, and a big stone fireplace, fitted for cooking. Chairs and benches
are set around the fireplace. Against the back wall a table stan-s, and to
the right of the table a colored picture hangs over a cabinet containing a
small Bgure, The right wall is taken up by a dresser, full of kitchen gear
and crockery, on one side of which is a door and on the other a staircase
leading upstairs. Through a window over the table a yard, with a cart
in it, is seen in dim light.

A woman opens the door, right, and comes into the room. She goes
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to the fireplace, rakes together the ashes on the hearth, some of them
still alive, puts on new fuel, and rekindles the blaze. Then she fills a
kettle with water and hangs it on a hook over the fire. When it boils,
she makes tea; meanwhile she lays out dishes, cutlery, bread, and milk
on the table, and gets ready to cook eggs.

A middle-aged man and two younger ones enter, exchange a few
words with the woman, pull up chairs, sit down at the table, and begin
to eat. The woman herself does not sit, but stands by, ready to bring
up more food and drink if the men ask for them. When the men have
eaten, the older one says to the younger ones, “Well, we'd better be off.”
They go out.

By this time a girl has joined the woman in the room, but not until
the men have left do the two sit down for their meal. Before they have
finished, crying is heard outside, right. The woman leaves and later re-
turns carrving a young child in her arms. She fondles and comforts it,
then feeds it in its tum.

She turns to the girl, who is already washing the dishes, with a re-
mark about making butter. . . .2 l

We need not go on. This scene, or something much like it, has
been enacted millions of times in the history of mankind, and it
shows, of course, a farm family beginning a working day. It is not
an American farm family, though families of this sort were com-
mon not so long ago in America and survive in some places still. It
is a countryman’s family in the southwest of Ireland. Farm families,
differing from this one in some outward appearances, but perhaps
not very different in essentials, have for centuries formed the foun-
dations of socicty in Europe, the Near East, India, China, and much
of the Americas. This social unit is characteristic of many of the
countries that have the largest populations. Only in recent years
and in a few places have we begun to see the appearance of a new
kind of family. The old-fashioned farm family—if we may call it
that—is still the commonest of human groups.

The scene is familiar. We begin and end with the familiar and
are lucky to be able to do so, but the important point at the mo-
ment is not the familiarity of the scene. It is rather that a scene
like this is part of the raw material of sociology: a description of a
series of events, in each of which at one particular place and time

h;hﬂamrdﬂhm C. M. Arensberg and S. T. Kimball, Family ond Commaunity
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a person did certain things, in certain physical surroundings, per-
haps with certain implements and together with certain other per-
sons. All science begins with process, the flux of things, the pass-
ing scene, Generalization must be true to events. We forget their
vividness at our peril. And how refreshing they arel “Here,” we
can say, “is one kind of certainty. No matter how we interpret them,
and no matter how far they fall short of telling the whole story,
these things, at least these things, happened.”

There can be little interpretation of, generalization from, single
events. We can learn much—and it is good" discipline, too—from
trying merely to report, that is, from trying to describe human be-
havior in words altogether flat, simply descriptive, devoid of inter-
pretation. In any strict sense, it cannot be done. Any noun implies
some context; even a word like table implies something about the
use of a physical object. But in the effort to leave out at least the
higher levels of meaning, we can discover how much meaning we
regularly put into our descriptions. Perhaps we shall see how easy
it is to commit ourselves to an interpretation before we know what
we are doing.

Our description of the farm family beginning the day is just such
a flat description as a playwright might write in setting the open-
ing scene of his play. The meaning unfolds only as the action of the
play develops. Thus the older woman is not called the mother of
the family, nor the man the father. “Mother” and “father” assume
a certain scheme of social relationships, and from the single scene
we cannot be sure that we are dealing with that kind of scheme.
It is better to begin with distinctions like those between man and
woman, youth and age. In the same way, the cabinet is not called
a shrine. If we had called it that, we should have been assuming
something that the single scene cannot tell us. Nevertheless, there
are items in the description that might be remembered, should he
run across them again, by anyone anxious to build up a picture of
the relationships between the members of the family. For instance,
the older man gives orders to the two younger ones or at least
gives the signal to go out and begin the day’s work. The woman
likewise points out to the girl the job—making butter—that the two
of them will do in the course of the day. Both women wait for the
men to finish eating before they sit down themselves, The older
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woman comforts and plays with the baby. And so on. An observer
builds up his picture of social relationships from repeated events
like these.

CUSTOM

The next stage in the analysis of human behavior—and it always
implies the first—is reached when we recognize simplé recurrences
in events, recurrences at different intervals. To go back to our farm
family, we note that #most every day the men go outto work in the
felds; that every year, at about the same season, they dig pota-
toes; that in this work the father directs the activities of the sons.
The women do the chores around the house but do not work in
the fields; so long as there is a youngster in the house, the mother
feeds it, goes to it when it cries, comforts and protects jt. And so
on. The behavior of the members of a group is a symphony, a sym-
phony that may have discords. There are different voices—as the
wood winds are a voice in a symphony—each with it4 themes,
which come in at different intervals, sometimes quietly, sometimes
loudly, sometimes in the foreground, sometimes in the background.
Often there is a conductor who is himself a voice, and there are re-
currences in the group of voices, in the movement as a whole. Like
lazy listeners, we who are at the symphony never hear all the
voices and all their harmonies. We hear only the ones we are in-
terested in hearing.

These recurrences in social behavior, when recognized as recur-
rences, are called customs. For the moment we are simply going to
accept custom as a fact, giving notice at the same time that the
fact raises an important question, which will be considered in a
later chapter. We mention the question now only to show we are
aware of it. Some students of society are inclined to take the re-
currences in the behavior of a group for granted. They are inter-
ested in the details of particular customs, but not in custom itself
as an aspect of group life. Other students go further, as Edmund
Burke did years ago, and see custom as useful, even necessary.
Men cannot plan for the future without relying on the massi\:e
regularities of expected behavior. Yet when everything intelligent
has been said about the usefulness of custom, one more profound
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question remains: What makes custom customary? For the brute
fact is that customs do change. In view of the constantly varied
forces playing on society, it is amazing that anything can be recog-
nized as persistent. The recurrences are miracles, not common-
places; and miracles, if they happen often, are just the things we
should study most closely, As soon as we do, we find that nothing
is more defenseless than a custom, alone. Not single customs, but
systems of custom, survive. Anthropologists used to talk about the
“tyranny of custom” as if custom were a mold pressing social or-
ganization into a shape. This view is misleading. Custom is not
something outside of, and apart from, social organization but is
implicit in organization. These are large generalizations. We state
them now, but only in & much later chapter shall we try to back
them up. By that time we hope to have the tools to do the job.

The usual descriptions of groups consist of statements of custom,
that is, recurrences in human behavior at different places or at dif-
ferent intervals. “The Irish countrymen live on isolated farms.” .
“The men of a Tikopia village commonly put out to sea together
when they go fishing.” The books and articles that are our sources,
that we must work with, are full of such remarks. But we must
never forget, having a lively sense of the shifting sands on which
we build, that statements of custom, if they are worth anything,
are founded on repeated observations of individual events in single
scenes. With this in mind, let us return to the Irish farm family,
and now study a description of the relationships between its mem-
bers, particularly father, mother, and son. The description is a
statement of custom: a summary of the recurrences in many single
scenes like the one with which this chapter opened.

The growing child ordinarily sees his father as owner and principal
worker of the farm. When the whole family group of father, mother,
children, and whatever other relatives may be living with them, works
in concert, as at the potato planting, the turf cutting, and the haymak-
ing, it is the father who directs the group’s activities, himself doing the
heavy tasks. . . .

In his earliest childhood, of course, the mother looms larger in the
child’s consciousness than the father. The child’s first duties, as soon as
he can speak and walk, are to run on petty errands to neighbors and
near-by “friends.” Soon he is taking his father’s meals to him in the
fields or going on errands to the nearest shop. Until he is seven and has
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gone through First Communion, his place is in the house with the
women, and his lubor is of very little importance. After First Communion,
at six or seven, he begins to be thrown more with his elder brothers, and
comes to do small chores which bring him more and more into contact
with his father and with the other men of the neighborhood . . . But
not till he passes Confirmation and leaves school (generally at the same
time) does he take on full men’s work. Even then, as he becomes adult
and takes on more and more of the heavy tasks of the Farm work, he
never escapes his futher’s direction, until his father dies or makes over
the farm to him at his mamiage . . .

It goes without saying that the father exercises his control over the
whole activity of the “boy.” It is by no means confined to their work
together. Indeed, the father is the court of last resort, which dispenses
punishment for deviations from the norm of conduct in all spheres.
Within the bounds of custom and law he has full power to exercise disci-
pline. Corporal punishment is not a thing of the past in Ireland, and,
especially in the intermediate stages of the child’s development, from
seven to puberty, it gets full play.

It is during those years that the characteristic relationship between
father and son is developed in rural communitits. The son has suffered
# remove from the previous almost exclusive control of its mother, in
which an affective content of sympathy and indulgence was predominant,
and is brought into contact for the first time with the father and older
men, But the transfer is not completed. There is a hiatus in his develop-
ment through the years of school when his participation in men's work
and his relationship with his father has little chance of developing into
an effective partnership. A real union of interests does not take place
until after Confirmation and school-leaving, when for the first time his
exclusive contacts and his entire day-to-day activity, particularly in farm
work, will be with his father and the older men.

This fact colors greatly the relationship of father and son, as far as
affective content goes. There is none of the close companionship and.
intimate sympathy which characterizes, at least ideally, the relationship
in other groups. Where such exists, it is a matter for surprised comment
to the small farmers. In its place there is developed, necessarily perhaps,
a marked respect, expressing itself in the tabooing of many actions, such
as smoking, drinking, and physical contact of any sort, which can be
readily observed in any small farm family. Coupled with this is the life-
long subordination . . . which is never relaxed even in the one sphere
in which farmer father and son can develop an intense community of
interest—farm work. Nothing prevents the development of great mutual
pride, the boy in his experienced and skillful mentor, tutor, and captain
in work, and the man in a worthy and skillful successor and fellow
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workman, but on the other hand everything within the behavior devel-
oped in the relationship militates against the growth of close mutual
sympathy. As a result, the antagonisms inherent in such a situation often
break through very strongly when conflicts arise . . .

On the other hand, the relationship of mother and son has a very dif-
ferent content. Like that between father and som, it is the product of
vears of development. It is marked, too, by a similar retention of sub-
ordinate status on the part of the son. In Farm work the boy is subject
to the commands of his mother even when, fully adult, he has passed
over exclusively to men’s work. . . . But within the scope of such a
subordination there is a quite different affective history, The relationship
is the first and earliest into which a child enters. It is very close, inti-
mate, and all-embracing for the first years of life; only gradually does
the experience of the child expand to include brothers, sisters, and last,
the older male members of the household.

Until seven, the child of either sex is the constant companion of its
mother. If the family is numerous an elder child, usually a sister, may
take over much of the mother’s role, but the mother is always near-by.
As the woman works in the house or fields, the child is kept by her
side, In the house it usually sits in a crib by the fire or plays about on
the foor, but always within sight and sound. It leams its speech from
its mother, amid a food of constant endearments, admonitions, and en-
courngements, The woman's work never separates her from the child.
Custom imposes no restraints or interruptions in her solicitude. She looks
after its comforts, gives it food, dresses it, etc. She constantly exercises
restraints and controls over it, teaching it day by day in a thousand
situations the elements of prudery, modesty and good cohduct.

The controls she exercises are of a different kind from those of the
father. She is both guide and companion. Her authority most often makes
itself felt through praise, persuasion, and endearment, Only when a grave
breach of discipline demands a restraining power greater than hers, or
when an appeal to ultimate authority is needed, does the father begin
to play his role. Especially in the years before puberty, the farm father
enters the child’s cognizance as a disciplinary force. The barriers of au-
thority, respect, extra-household interests, and the imperatives of duty
rather than of encouragement make it difficult for any intimacy to
develop.

Even after Confirmation the child’s relationship to his mother is not
materially weakened. He becomes confirmed, it is true, in a masculine
scorn for feminine interests and pursuits, but he can and must still look
for protection to his mother against a too-arbitrary exercise of his fa-
ther's power. In family disputes the mother takes a diplomatic, concilia-
tory role. Fram her intermediary position she can eall upon the strongest
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ties between herself and her sons to restore rifts in parental authority

Throughout the years of the son’s hill activity in the farm economy
under the father’s headship, the mother still remains the source of com-
fort and the preparer of food and is still infinitely solicitous of his wel-
fare. It is only at marriage that the bond is broken . . . If the child
must leave the farm for other walks of life, the closest possible relation-
ship is still maintained. When one goes home, it is to see one’s mother.
There is always an attempt to carry on a correspondence. In exile, the
bond lingers as a profound sentimental nostalgia.®

Before we go on to our main purpose, we must get some pre-
liminaries out of the way. This passage describes a relationship be-
tween three persons, not the conventional triangle of a love story
but the triangle that has father, mother, and son at its coners. The
pattern of the relationship is clearly marked—which is a reason
why we chose a description of an Irish family and not one of an
American family. The latter is more familiar to us but its pattern
is not so easily characterized. In the Irish family the relationship
between mother and son is one of warm affection, the relationship
between father and son is one of admiration mixed with respect.
Moreover, these relationships are not peculiar to Ireland: it is inter-
esting how often the pattern repeats itself in farm families, and
indeed in other families, all over the world. Nor are these relation-
ships inevitable. It is not simply “natural” that a son should love
his mother, though we all like to think it is. He loves his mother
because the repeated, thousand-times-repeated, events in which the
two are brought together are of a certain kind. From earliest child-
hood she cares for him; but change her behavior and the emotion
would change too. In like manner, the son's feeling for the father
is colored by the father’s control over him in the many-times-
repeated events of farm work. Nor, to go a step further, are the
two series of events—the events determining these mother-son and
father-son relationships—isolated from the rest of the world. Instead
they are related to the division of labor and assignment of au-
thority in a going farm enterprise, surviving in an environment.

* Reprinted by permission of the publishers from Conrad Muynadier Arens-

berg and Solon Toothaker Kimball, Family and Communisy in
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1940, pp. 51 _&u"‘ v in Irelond, Cam-
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We shall not be misled by the use of the words “the child,” “his
mother,” and “his father” in the singular. These are shorthand for
“children,” “mothers,” and “fathers.” An anthropologist would say
that the passages quoted above tell us some of the customs of
Irish countrymen, a statistician that they may perhaps express some
kind of average in the behavior of a certain number of groups—
Irish farm families—over a certain span of time. The statistician
might find fault with the passages for not letting him know the
relation between the “sample” and the “universe,” that is, the rela-
tion between the number of groups directly observed and the
larger number for whose behavior the average is supposed to hold
good. He might also find fault with the passages for giving us no
idea of the number of groups—there must be a few—whose be-
havior deviates in some degree from the average. He might say
that the statements are by implication quantitative but that they
do not let an outsider make any judgment of their quantitative re-
liability. His criticisms are good, and they can be answered only
by raising new questions: How much more effort, in men, time, and
money, would be needed to get the kind of data he wants? Given
a limited supply of all three, how far would getting his kind of
data interfere with getting a wider, though admittedly less reliable,
coverage of group behavior? These are questions not of scientific
morality but of strategy and, in the broad sense, economics: get-
ting the most for one’s money. They themselves beg for quantita-
tive answers. And we might finally ask the different and more
searching question: How far does the craving to get the kind of
data a statistician considers reliable lead social scientists to take
up questions for which this kind ot data can easily be secured in-
stead of questions that are interesting for other reasons? To which
the statistician might reply: If we are not getting what I want, are
we getting anything on which we can found a science? We should
keep these questions in mind, for much of the material we shall be
working with is not of the kind the statistician wants.

DEFINITION OF CONCEPTS

Let us go back over our work so far. We began with a flat de-
scription of events within a single group; then we went on to a
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statement of the customs of an unspecified but limited number of
groups: the families of Irish countrymen, The next step is a long
one; in fact it will take up the rest of this book. We shall set up
some hypotheses—and they will remain hypotheses because we shall
only set them up, not prove them—that may sum up a few aspects
of social behavior in an unlimited number of groups all over the
world. There is no use saying now what these hypotheses are; we
shall find out soon enough, and one move in particular we must
make before we can formulate any hypotheses of high generaliza-
tion, such as ours will be. We must define a few of the concepts
that come into them. Though we cannot do so by pointing at ob-
jects and saying the concept, we can take the next best step. We
can examine a passage like the one above, point out certain words
in it, ask ourselves whether the aspects of social behavior to which
the words refer have anything in common, and then, if they do,
give a name to this common element. The name is the concept. We
might have written a passage of our own for this purpose, but any-
one can solve a problem if he sets it up himself. It is much more
convincing to use someone else’s passage, as we have done,

ACTIVITY

Let us look, then, at certain words and phrases in this passage,
and first, perhaps, at words like these: potato planting, turf cutting,
haymaking, corporal punishment, smoking, drinking, gives food,
dresses, looks after, plays, sits, walks, speaks, talks, First Com-
munion, Confirmation. In the passage we can pick out many more
such words, and also some of greater generality, like work and
activity. Let us agree that they have something in common,
without committing ourselves on the question whether this some-
thing is important. They all refer to things that people do: work
on the physical environment, with implements, and with other per-
sons, If we want to be precise, we can say that all these words
and phrases refer in the end to movements of the muscles of men,
even though the importance of some of the muvements, like talk and
ceremonies, depends on their symbolic meaning. We shall speak of
the characteristic they have in common as an element of social be-
havior, and we shall give it a name, as a mere ticket. It might be
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called action, if action had not been given a more general mean-
ing, or work, if work did not have a special meaning in the physical
sciences and may yet have an analogous one in sociology. Instead of
either of these, we shall call it activity, and use it, in much the same
way that it is used in everyday speech, as an analytical concept
for the study of social groups.

We call activity an element, not implying that it is some ultimate,
indivisible atom of behavior, It is no more than one of the classes
into which we choose to divide something that might be divided
in other, and less crude, ways. In fact we call it an element just
because the vagueness of that word gives us room to move around
in, Above all we must realize that activity is not a variable like tem-
perature in physics: it cannot be given a single series of numerical
values, Instead, a number of aspects of activity might be measured.
We are sometimes able to measure the output or rate of production
of certain kinds of activity, for instance, factory work, and some-
times the efficiency of activity, the relation of input to output. We
might even be able to assign an index to the degree of similarity of
one activity to another, And so on. These are true variables, at least
in possibility, though we could not give them numerical values in
every piece of research. In later chapters we shall have to make
sure, when we speak of activity, which particular variable we have
in mind,

INTERACTION

Going back now to the passage we are working with, let us look
at expressions like these: the boy is thrown with his elder brothers;
he comes more and more into contact with his father; he never
escapes from his father’s direction; he participates in the men’s
work; he is a companion of his mother; he goes to see his mother,
and 5o on. The element that these phrases have in common is more
or less mixed with other things, for in our language one word sel-
dom states one clear idea. For instance, what does the word see
mean in the phrase “going to see someone™ Yet there is a common
element, and it seems to be some notion of sheer interaction be-
tween persons, apart from the particular activities in which they
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interact. When we refer to the fact that some unit of activity of one
man follows, or, if we like the word better, is stimulated by some
unit of activity of another, aside from any question of what these
units may be, then we are referring to interaction. We shall speak
of interaction as an element of social behavior and use it as an
analytical concept in the chapters that follow.

We may find it hard to think consistently of interaction as sep-
arate from the other elements of behavior, but we shall have to do
so in this book, and the fact is that in our everyday thinking we
often keep it separate without realizing as much. When we say
“Tom got in-touch with Harry,” or “Tom contacted Harry,” or
“Tom was an associate of Harry's,” we are not talking about the
particular words they said to one another or the particular activi-
ties they both took part in, Instead we are talking about the sheer
fact of contact, of association. Perhaps the simplest example of in-
teraction, though we should find it complex enough if we studied
it carefully, is two men at opposite ends of a saw, sawing a log.
When we say that the two are interacting, we are not referring to
the fact that both are sawing: in our language, sawing is an activity,
but to the fact that the push of one man on the saw is followed by
the push of the other. In this example, the interaction does not in-
volve words. More often interaction takes place through verbal or
other symbolic communication. But when in the armed forces men
talk about the chain of command, or in a business ask what officers
report to what other ones, they are still talking about channels of
communication—the chains of interaction—rather than the com-
munications themselves or the activities that demand communi-
cations,

Just as several variables are included under the concept of activ-
ity, so several are included under interaction. We can study the
frequency of interaction: the number of times a day or a year one
man interacts with another or the members of a group interact with
one another. We can measure the ratio between the amount of time
one man is active, for instance, talking, and the duration of his
interlocutor’s activity. Or we can study the order of interaction:
Who originates action? Where does a chain of interactions start
and where does it go? If Tom makes a suggestion to Dick, does
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Dick pass it on to Harry? * Once again, we shall have to make sure
from time to time that we are talking about one variable under
interaction and not another. Qur observations of this element can
often be rather precise and definite, which gives them infinite charm
for persons of a certain temperament.

When we called the first of our elements activity, we may have
been using the obvious and appropriate word. But in calling the
second element interaction, are we not needlessly using a strange
word when a familiar one is on hand? Why not speak of communi-
cation rather than interaction’ Our answer is: The word com-
munication is neither general enough in one sense nor specific
enough in another. When people think of communication, they
think of communication in words, but here we are including under
interaction both verbal and nonverbal communication. What is
more, the word communication is vsed in several different ways in
everyday speech. It may mean the content of the message, signal,
or “communication” being transmitted, or the process of transmis-
sion itself, as when people speak of “methods of communication,”
or to the sheer fact, aside from content or process of transmission,
that one person has communicated with another. Only to the last
of these three do we give the name of interaction, and the un-
familiarity of the word may underline the fact that its meaning
is specific. Nevertheless we shall, from time to time, when there
is no risk of confusion, use the word communication in place of
interaction, so that our language will not sound hopelessly foreign.

SENTIMENT

Now let us go back to our passage again and consider another
set of words and phrases: sentiments of affection, affective content
of sympathy and indulgence, intimate sympathy, respect, pride,
antagonism, affective history, scorn, sentimental nostalgia. To these
we shall arbitrarily add others, such as hunger and thirst, that might
easily have come into the passage. What can we say these words
have in common? Perhaps the most we can say, and it may not be
very much, is that they all refer to internal states of the human

* For a systematic disenssion of interaction as an element of social behavior,
see E. D. Chapple, with the collaboration of C. M. Arensherg, Moasuring Hu-
man Relations (Genetic Psychology Monographs, Vol. 22 (1840)).
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body. Laymen and professional psychologists call these states by
various names: drives, emotions, feelings, affective statss, senti-
ments, attitudes. Here we shall call them all sentiments, largely
because that word has been used in a less specialized sense than
some of the others, and we shall speak of sentiment as an element
of social behavior.

Notice the full range of things we propose to call sentiments.
They run all the way from fear, hunger, and thirst, to such prob-
ably far more complicated psychological states as liking or dislik-
ing for individuals, approval or disapproval of their actions. We
are lumping together under this word some psychological states
that psychologists would certainly keep separate. Our employment
of the concept sentiment can only be justified by what we do with
it, so that at the moment all we can ask is indulgence for our failure
in orthodoxy. ;

We must now consider a question that may not seem important
but that has come up again and again, in one form or another,
ever since the behaviorists first raised it. We can see activities and
interactions. But if sentiments are internal states of the body, can
we see them in the same way? It is true that a person may say he
feels hungry or likes someone, and that in everyday life, if we are
dealing with him, we take account of what he has to say about his
own feelings. But scientists may be forgiven for believing that
subjective judgments are treacherous things to work with. They are
not reliable; we cannot tell whether two persons would reach the
same judgment under the same circumstances, and reliability is
the rock on which science is built. Some scientists even believe that
they can reach important generalizations, in psychology and sociol-
ogy, without paying any attention whatever to subjective judg-
ments; and they would ask us whether there is anything we can
point to as sentiment that has not already been included under
activity and interaction. Can it be independently observed? Per-
haps in some animals the more violent sentiments can be so ob-
served. In a dog or cat, pain, hunger, fear, and rage are marked
by measurable changes in the body, particularly in the glands of
internal secretion.® We assume that this is also true of human be-

* See W. B. Cannon, Bodily Changes in Pain, Hunger, Fear, and Rage.
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ings, but few of the necessary measurements can easily be made,
For mild sentiments such as friendliness, and these are the ones we
shall be working. with most often here, we are not sure how far
the bodily changes occur at all. The James-Lange theory that a
sentiment and a set of visceral changes are one and the same
thing cannot be driven too far. On an occasion that might con-
ceivably have called for emotion, the undamaged human being re-
acts so as to cut down the amount of visceral change taking place.
The body mobilizes for action, if that is appropriate, and reduces
the merely emotional changes.

Science is perfectly ready to take leave of common sense, but
only for a clear and present gain. Lacking more precise methods
for observing sentiments, since the biological methods can only be
used in special circumstances, have we anything to gain by giving
up everyday practice? Have we not rather a good deal to lose? And
what is everyday practice? In deciding what sentiments a person is
feeling, we take notice of slight, evanescent tones of his voice, ex-
pressions of his face, movements of his hands, ways of carrying his
body, and we take notice of these. things as parts of a whole in
which the context of any one sign is furnished by all the others.
The signs may be slight in that the physical change from one
whole to another is not great, but they are not slight so long as
we have learned to discriminate between wholes and assign them
different meanings. And that is what we do. From these wholes we
infer the existence of internal states of the human body and call
them anger, irritation, sympathy, respect, pride, and so forth. Above
all, we infer the existence of sentiments from what men say about
what they feel and from the echo that their words find in our own
feelings. We can recognize in ourselves what they are talking about.
All those who have probed the secrets of the human heart have
known how misleading and ambiguous these indications can some-
times be, how a man can talk love and mean hate, or mean both
together, without being aware of what he is doing. Yet we act
on our inferences, on our diagnoses of the sentiments of other
people, and we do not always act ineffectively. In this book we are
trying to learn how the elements of our everyday social experience
are related to one another. Leaving out a part of that experience—
and sentiment is a part—would be reasonable only if we had a
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better kind of observation to take its place. Some sciences have
something better; ours does not yet.

We may end with a practical argument. This book is, in one of
its intentions, an effort to bring out the generalizations implicit in
modern field studies of human groups. If the men who made the
studies felt that they could infer and give names to such things as
sentiments of affection, respect, pride, and antagonism, we shall see
what we can do with their inferences, remembering always that a
more advanced theory than ours may have to wait for more pre-
cise and reliable observations, No theory can be more sophisticated
than the facts with which it deals.

Under the element of sentiment, several different kinds of stud-
ies can and have been made, Perhaps the best-known ones are car-
ried on by the public opinion pollsters and attitude scalers using
questionnaires they get people to answer. Especially when they try
to find out the number of persons that approve or disapprove of,
like or dislike, a proposal for action or a candidate for public office,
they are studying at least one variable under this element. Often
they go further and try to discover not only how many persons
approve or disapprove but the conviction with which they do so:
whether they are sure they are right, feel somewhat less sure, or re-
main undecided. The pollsters may also try to find out the intensity
of the sentiments concerned: a man may disapprove of something
intellectually and yet not feel strongly about it. His emotions may
not have been deeply aroused. ;

SOCIOMETHY

Especially interesting from our point of view are the methods of
studying the likes and dislikes of persons for one another developed
by J. L. Moreno and given by him the name of sociometry.® In the
course of his work in the New York State Training School for Girls
at Hudson, New York, a fairly large community but one in which
the girls lived in several small houses rather than under one single
institutional roof, Moreno found himself asking this question: How
can we choose the membership of a house in such a way that the

8 Ses especially J. L. Moreno, Who Shall Survive?, and the journal So-
ciometry.
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girls will be congenial and that the work of the house, its house-
keeping, will be carried on pleasantly and effectively? And he de-
cided to take a very obvious step. He decided to ask the girls whom
they would like to live and work with. In particular, he called all
the girls in the community together, supplied each one with a peneil
and paper, and then gave what he later came to call the sociometric
test. That is, he asked the girls to answer the following question:

You live now in a certain house with certain other persons according to
the directions the administration has given you. The persons who live
with you in thesamahummnotmnhmnhyyﬁumﬂym are
not one chosen by them. You are now given the opportunity to choose
the persons whom you would like to live with in the same house. You
can choose without restraint any individuals of this community whether
they happen to live in the same house with you or not. Write down
whom you would like first best, second best, third best, fourth best, and
fifth best. Look around and make up your mind. Remember that the
ones you choose will probably be assigned to live with you in the same
house,?

Moreno asked a question of the same kind about dislikes. In his
discussion of the test he argues that its results are apt to be mean-
ingless unless the persons taking the test believe their choices make
a difference, and that two conditions must be realized before they
can hold this belief. In the first place, one person does not like
another in a vacuum but in a definite setting, and if the setting
changes the liking may change too. Therefore, the choice of likes
and dislikes must be made according to some definite criterion. At
Hudson the girls were asked whom they would, or would not, like
to live with. In the second place, the person who administers the
test must have the power to put its results into effect: he must be
able to do something about it. At Hudson, Moreno had to have the
power to assign girls who liked one another to the same house.

The two conditions are seldom realized, so that the sociometric
test is not a universal weapon of research and action in sociology.
When it can be used, it may be very helpful. The results of the
sociometric test were used at Hudson in assigning girls that were
fond of one another to the same house, and the administration be-
lieved that morale improved. The test, suitably reworded, was also

*Wha Shall Surcive?, 13-4,
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used during the depression in planning resettlement communities.
Since then it has been put to work in many different situations.

‘But we are not immediately interested in the use that can be
made of the sociometric test in social action. We are interested in
it as a method, available under some circumstances, for mapping
out interpersonal sentiments. From one point of view its results
are crude, yet they could not otherwise be achieved without direct
observation of a group and interviews with its members, carried
out over a long period. The test, in short, is economical. It can
bring out several main types of relationship between two persons:
mutual liking or, as Moreno calls it, mutual attraction; mutual dis-
liking or repulsion; attraction on one side but repulsion on the
other; attraction or repulsion on one side but indifference, that is,
no choice, on the other; and finally mutual indifference. Using suit-
able symbols for these relationships, Moreno can diagram various
simple types of group structure: the isolated individual, chosen by
no one and repelled by many; the isolated pair; the triangle in many
forms; the star, or popular girl, liked by many others; and the in-
fluential or powerful girl with her followers: she likes and is liked
by rather few persons, but they are strategically placed not only in
her own house but in others, and they themselves are chosen by
many persons, so that the original girl is at the center of a complex
web of attraction. We shall want to ask why such a person is in
fact influential, From these simple structures Moreno goes on to
plot out larger emotional networks.® Later we shall look at some
of the other results of his work. At the moment we must recognize
the sociometric test as one simple method of mapping out some of
the sentiments that relate members of a group to one another.

Before we take leave of sentiment for the time being, one more
point needs to be made. Many studies of sentiments and attitudes
are made without any great effort to relate their results to studies
of activities and interactions. Some psychologists study attitudes
alone. In the future, fruitful results will come increasingly from
using several methods in conjunction with one another. 1f social
fact must be analyzed as a mutual dependence of many elements
in a whole, then we shall have to investigate social fact with mu-
tually dependent methods.

# See especially, Ibid., 53, 89, 80, 115,
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And now let us go back to our passage for the last time. Of
course it includes many words besides the ones we have taken
up for serutiny. In particular there are words like status, role, di-
rection, control, subordination, and authority. We all use some of
. these words; we all think we know what they mean, and they all
do mean important things. But carefully examined, they seem to
refer to complicated combinations of our simpler elements: activity,
interaction, sentiment. In Chapter 1 we have already seen that this
is true of status. In the same way, a word like direction refers not
just to the giving of orders by one man to another but to the giv-
ing of orders that are obeyed, which is, if we think about it for
a minute, a much more complex idea. We shall come back to these
things, because they are important in the study of social groups,
but we shall avoid real pitfalls if we do not begin with them.

SUMMARY

To use the language of the sciences, our conceptual scheme con-
sists, so far, of persons and three elements of their behavior: actic-
ity, interaction, and sentiment. We shall add other concepts as we
go along; these we begin with, Using these concepts, we shall try
to reach analytical hypotheses describing the behavior of persons
in groups. These hypotheses are a third level in the process of gen-
eralization, At the risk of repetition, let us take an example from
the material we have just been studying. The first level consists
of descriptions of individual events. Thus, on a certain day in a cer-
tain farm in County Clare, Mary Shaughnessy took up her little
son, fed him, and fondled him. The second level consists of de-
scriptions of the average behavior of a limited number of persons
in a limited area over a limited span of time. Thus, among the
Irish countrymen the women’s work never separates them from their
children, and custom imposes no restraints or interruptions on their
solicitude. The third level consists of descriptions of behavior that
may, we hope, apply to many groups, and to persons in many kinds
of relationship to one another, not necessarily mothers and sons.
Thus, the greater the interaction between two persons, the greater,
in general, the sentiments of affection they feel for one another.
This last kind of description is an analytical hypothesis. We must
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not worry yet about whether it is true. That question comes up
later; at the moment we are only illustrating what we mean. If,
moreover, it does turn out to be true, it will be true only as one of
a series, or system, of such expressions, each of which qualifies the
others, but again this is not a question that need disturb us now.

When all is said and done, let us not delude ourselves. This classi-
fication of the elements of behavior is old and erude, both. The
concepts, sentiment, activity, and interaction, are close to common-
sense ideas. They have all been used by social scientists before,
though not all together. And there are many other ways of break-
ing group life down into its elements, other classifications and cross
classifications far more subtle than this. We may have to elaborate
on this one as the work progresses. It is not the last word but the
first.

USEFULNESS OF THE CONCEPTS

The real question is not whether the classification is old and
crude but whether it is useful, and this can hardly be settled now.
It can hardly be found either useful or useless before it is used.
Here, as at a play, we must practice what Coleridge called “the
willing suspension of disbelief.” However skeptical we may be as
to its worth, we can still take the scheme on trial and give it a
chance to show what it can do.

Even if this particular breakdown or classification does not turn
out to be useful, experience seems to show that some classification
is immeasurably better than no classification at all. It can at least
serve as a check-off list. In making a study of a group, or in reading
a description of one, a classification will help us decide whether a
minimum of important facts has been gathered. It serves as a filing
cabinet or set of pigeonholes where data can collect until they are
needed. It may also help us stick to the subject. In sociology we
tend to wander all over our material; we never quite know what
we are talking about at any particular moment. The reason is not
that we are incompetent, but that we have no device for fixing our
attention. Any classification, no matter how crude, provided only
it is used regularly, forces us to take up one thing at a time and
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consider systematically the relations of that thing to others. This is
one of the roads that leads to generalization.

So much for classification in general. A classification of this par-
ticular kind may help us to extensionalize, that is, to go behind the
big words and phrases so common in this field to the actual ob-
servations to which they refer. We do not want to get rid of the
big words but to give them underpinnings, to show their relation,
through concepts of a lower degree of abstraction, to the things
we see and hear in human behavior. Interaction, sentiment, and
activity are such low-order concepts.

There seem to be two kinds of sociologist, both contributing
much, both running into difficulties, We may call them the pedes-
trians and the intuitives. Take first the pedestrian. Sociology, with
the other social sciences, has completed a large number of re-
searches, scrupulous in method, thorough in execution, and illumi-
nating in results. Yet it is often true that something is lacking. It is
curious how often one reaches the end of a good, stubborn, down-
to-earth research report, crammed with common sense, and finds the
author floundering when, not a moment before, he was sure of his
ground. If you will examine what has happened, you will discover
that, when he tried to state his conclusions in the most general
terms, these terms suddenly could not bear the weight put upon
them.

Take now the intuitive, He has judgments on the evils of the
present social order that we feel sure are great with meaning, yet
the meaning never quite comes to light—once more because the
medium used, the language, breaks down under the strain. Here is
an example; a sociologist writes: “No society can function as a so-
ciety unless it gives the individual member social status and func-
tion, and unless the decisive social power is legitimate power. The
former establishes the basic frame of social life: the purpose and
meaning of society. The latter shapes the space within the frame:
it makes society concrete and creates its institutions, If the individ-
ual is not given social status and function, there can be no society
but only a mass of social atoms flying through space without aim
or purpose.” * We feel that this man is saying something important

*P. F. Drucker, The Future of Indusirial Man, 25.
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and something forgotten by most students of our fearful ills. Yet
the truth is that he uses a lot of big words like “social status and
function,” “the purpose and meaning of social life,” “power,” and
“the basic frame of social life” which are left wholly unrelated to
observed fact.

The “pedestrian” does not get through from fact to adequate
generalization; the “intuitive” does not get through from generali-
zation to adequate fact. For the former, the conclusions, as he states
them, tend to hold good only within the imposed limits of
his research. For the latter, his intuitions, however suggestive, tend
to remain just intuitions, of which there have been millions in hu-
man history. You cannot do anything with them. Neither man
contributes to a growing body of social theory, summing up much
work. Yet without such a theory neither individual research nor in-
dividual intuition can issue in wise social action. A science, like an
army, cannot advance unless it keeps its lines of communication
clear—the lines of communication between its words and its facts.
To this problem our present method is addressed.

Finally, a classification of this kind may help us out of a dilemma
that seems to threaten a science like anthropology. On the one hand,
some of the students of culture—the “design for living” of a society
—emphasize “cultural relativity” so far that each culture, tribal or
national, becomes a unique entity, inherently different from all
others. In one sense each culture is indeed unique, and certainly
this emphasis has been necessary and useful, but carried far enough
it almost implies that the differences between cultures are matters
of kind, not of degree, and that there are no common elements in
which cultures differ by amounts that might be measured, however
crudely. On the other hand, some students have been trying to dis-
cover what specific institutions appear in every society, and they
have found very few. Something that can be recognized as mar-
riage—a man and at least one woman living together—is almost the
only one, and even this is somewhat ambiguous, as some of the
circumstances surrounding marriage itself, for instance, the rules
governing the choice of marriage partner, vary greatly from society
to society. Not that marriage is a small smatter—far from it. But to
say that marriage is the only institution all societies have in com-
mon is a little like saying that the only things we can be sure of
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are death and taxes. It does not take us very far. In comparing
groups, do we have to choose between radical difference and com-
monplace similarity?

Some of the natural sciences have been able to avoid this di-
lemma, largely because their problems have been simpler than
those of the social sciences. For instance, a mixture of fruit juice,
liquor, and ice in a cocktail shaker is a very different thing, looked
at in one way, from a mixture of hot air and gasoline in an auto-
mobile engine cylinder. Superficially they seem to have only two
traits in common: both are mixtures and both exist in enclosed
spaces, In the study of cultures, anthropology has hardly gone be-
yond this kind of comparison. But in the science of thermodynam-
ics, the liquid and the hot gas find a new and different kind of
similarity and difference. On the one hand, some aspects of the
behavior of both can be described in terms of the same three vari-
ables: pressure, temperature, and volume. On the other hand, the
two differ in the values, and in the rates of change of the values,
of these three variables, as also in some constants characteristic
of water, fruit juice, air, and gasoline. The liquid and the hot gas
are alike in that the same kinds of measurement can be applied to
both; they differ in the values that these measurements take. Simi-
larity is no longer superficial, nor difference radical. Anthropology
and sociology have not reached this stage of sophistication, and
perhaps they never will, but they certainly never will if they fail
to recognize the kind of logical problem they face. Pressure, tem-
perature, and volume are true analytical concepts. Activity, inter-
action, and sentiment, though we may call them analytical con-
cepts, are not quite the same kind of thing. Let us be clear about
that. But they may be steps in the direction of such things.

Now we are ready to go to work. We have laid out the job and
our conceptual tools. Remember what our procedure is to be. We
are going to study cases: descriptions of the behavior of particular
groups. First, each case will be stated in ordinary literary language;
it will simply be reported. Then an analysis will be made of the case,
using the concepts defined so far, With each new case, moreover,
the analysis will develop in complexity, and new concepts will be
added as the need for them arises. In this way, the relationship
between fact and theory should be clear at every step.



CHAPTER 111

The Bank Wiring Observation Room

The Plan of the Study . . . The Plan Put into Effect . ..
The Organization of Work . . . Method of Payment .. .
The Output Situation . . . Social Organization . . . Some
Individual Personglities . . . Norms of the Group . . . End
of the Study

OUR FIRST case describes a group of workingmen
in a modern American factory, a group that was studied in the
course of the Western Electric researches, These researches have
become well known to sociologists and businessmen, but we do
not need to explain what they were in detail, even to persons who
have no professional knowledge of them: only a few facts must be
remembered.! They were carried out from 1927 through 1932 at
the Western Electric Company’s Hawthorne Works in Chicago.
This company is a subsidiary of the American Telephone and Tele-
graph Company, and it manufactures, among other things, tele-
phone equipment for the Bell System. In the direction of the in-
vestigations, the research organization of the company worked with
the Department of Industrial Research of the Harvard Graduate
School of Business Administration, The chief aim of the researches
was to inform industrial management about the sources of em-
ployee satisfaction or dissatisfaction at work, but that aim is in no
sense our concern here, We are interested in the researches only so

far as they tell vs how workingmen behave. But perhaps we had
' better be more careful: we are interested in the researches so far
1The chief books in which the = i :
Human Problems of Industrial crwmﬁtiﬁ}wwwﬁ{ghﬁf?ﬁ
Industrial Worker (1938); F. ]. Hoethlisherger and W, J. Dickson, Manage-

mend and the Worker (1939); G. C. Homans, Fatigue of Work Repart
the Committee on Work In Industry, National Itmrzl: Cnu‘:lrdliﬂl'liﬂ ). i
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as they tell us a part of the behavior of a particular group of
workingmen over a particular span of time. We are not interested
in the question whether this is all that might have been said about
their behavior, whether this is the way they ought to have be-
haved, or whether management should have tried to get them to
behave differently. For our present purposes these questions raise
false issues. So long as we can say, “A group of people behaved
in these ways, among others, for a certain period of time,” we are
satisfied.

We should also bear a couple of other points in mind. The re-
searches were carried out in the last years of the boom and the
first years of the great depression. How far was the behavior of the
men in the group we shall study affected by their knowledge that
in their company, as in others, layoffs were impending? The origi-
nal descriptions of the research say nothing on this point, but it is
one that we should be thinking about. Then, too, the reader will
find nothing to show that a labor union was affecting the behavior
of the group, and this may seem odd in view of the importance
of unions in factories today. The fact is that the Western Electric
researches were completed before the great C.1.O. organizing
drives of the mid-thirties. The only union in the Hawthorne Plant
was a so-called company union. Union membership was simply not
a factor in the behavior of the men.

THE PLAN OF THE STUDY

The particular group we shall study is the so-called Bank Wiring
Observation Room group, which is described at much greater length
than here in Management and the Worker, by F. J. Roethlisberger
and W, J. Dickson.® This was the last in the series of researches,
and the fact that it was an end product and not a trial run is im-
portant. The research workers at Hawthorne had been made to feel
perfectly free to follow up the leads given by the facts. Their
scheme for interpreting the behavior of factory workers became
steadily more adequate as it became more complicated. By the

*Fritz Jules Hoethlisherger and William John Dickson, Management and

the Worker, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1939. All quotations
and figures from this book are reprinted by permission of the publishers.
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year 1931 they had decided that they must make a study of a
group of workingmen under as nearly as possible normal indus-
trial conditions, This may seem a strange decision. After all, what
is industrial research trying to do but study normal conditions?
Yet the fact was that the earlier investigations at Hawthorme had
been of men and women under unusual conditions, and the con-
ditions were unusual because, unintentionally, the very process of
setting up the studies had made them so. The story is told in any
of the accounts of the researches. What we must realize is that the
Bank Wiring Observation Room was designed to avoid this par-
ticular pitfall.

To study workers under normal industrial conditions is not easy.
The researchers decided that they could not study a whole shop
department. Too much change of personnel would be going on;
too many research workers would be needed if a thorough job was
to be done; it would be impossible to overcome, in so large a body
of men, the suspicion that the presence of outsiders would arouse.
Therefore only one section of a shop department was chosen for
study. Like most decisions, this made new difficulties while meet-
ing old ones. It was clear, for instance, that the chosen section
could not be studied while still a part, geographically, of the whole
department. The influence of men who knew they were not being
investigated upon those who knew they were might be disturbing.
Therefore the section would have to be taken from the department
and put in a room of its own. The research staff knew from much
experience that the move itself might change those normal indus-
trial conditions they were so anxious to maintain, but they felt
they had to take the risk. There was no other way out. The section
would be put in a room of its own, but in every other respect an
attempt would be made to keep the conditions of work what they
had been in the main department.

The group chosen for study should, the investigators felt, meet
several lesser specifications if possible. It should be a group that
could be removed from the department without undue inconven-
jence and, in particular, without moving bulky and costly equip-
ment to the new room. The members of the group should be ex-
perienced workers, all doing the same job. An operator’s work pace
should be set by his own effort and not by a machine or conveyor,
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and it should be possible to measure individual output exactly. Fi-
nally, it should be reasonably certain that the members of the
group would remain in the room and in the employ of the com-
pany. From these specifications it is clear that the research staff
was particularly interested in factors affecting output and in the
use of output as an index of other characteristics of group be-
havior.

These specifications were not altogether easy to meet. It was
finally decided to study a section from a department that assem-
bled switches for step-by-step central office telephone equipment.
This section was responsible for wiring banks of terminals: hence
the name Bank Wiring Observation Room. Fourteen men were
taken from the department and placed in a room by themselves:
nine so-called wiremen, three soldermen, and two inspectors. The
group was a unit that needed to have no contact with the main
department except through supervisors and a trucker who brought
in materials and removed completed work.

The research staff wanted to be sure that the behavior of the men
while they were in the room was not greatly different from what it
had been in the main department. As a check, and without the
knowledge of the men, records of their output were kept for
eighteen weeks before the beginning of the study. If output in the
room showed any significant change from output in the department,
the assumption would be that conditions in the room had made the
difference. As it turned out, there was no great change, All of the
thirty-two men in the department were interviewed to give them a
chance to express their attitudes toward jobs, supervisors, and work-
ing conditions. This was no new departure. An Interviewing Pro-
gram had been in progress in the plant for some time, and 20,000
interviews had been conducted by methods which came closer and
closer to what is now called the nondirective interview. Finally, for
ten days before the men were asked to take part in the study, an
investigator was placed in the department and given a desk near
the foreman’s in order that he might get an over-all impression of
the men's work habits and behavior. His judgment was that be-
havior in the room was not greatly different from what it had been
in the department.

The plan was to divide the work of studying the group between
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an observer and an interviewer. The observer was put in the room
as a disinterested spectator. Twice a day he took records of out-
put and the quality of work. The operators were used to having
such records kept: this would create no disturbance. The observer
was to keep no other records except a log of events and conversa-
tions that he considered significant. The research staff had a great
deal of experience and reading behind it by the time the Bank
Wiring Observation Room study began, and much more than com-
mon sense guided the observer’s choice of significant events. But
this chapter is a mere report of what was done and not a critique
of the theory behind it. We shall see later what kinds of events the
observer recorded.

The investigation was conceived as a study of the men as they
would have worked in the main department. If they were to work
as they worked there, they would have to feel at ease in the pres-
ence of the observer. He would have to be on friendly terms with
everyone in the room. To this end, it was decided that he should
abide by the following rules: (1) He should not give orders or an-
swer questions if answering implied that he had power to take of-
ficial action. So that he could keep his records, he was given a desk
in the room, but it was put at the back, facing towards a side wall.
Putting him at the front of the room and at a desk facing the oper-
ators would have given him by implication the kind of authority
a schoolteacher has. (2) He should not willingly enter into any
argument. If forced to do so, he should be as noncommittal as pos-
sible. (3) He should not thrust himself into a conversation; he
should not seem anxious to overhear what the men said or over-
interested in what they did. (4) He should not violate any confi-
dence or give any information to supervisors whatever their rank.
(5) He should not by his behavior or manner of speech set him-
self off from the group. The evidence is that the observer lived up
to the letter and spirit of these rules.

Unlike the observer, the interviewer was to keep out of the room
unless absolutely required to be in it. His relation to the men
raised no such problem as did the observer's, since, as we have
noted, the Interviewing Program was a familiar feature of the
Hawthorne scene. The interviewer merely got in touch with, and
interviewed, the men in the room rather more often than he would
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have done had they still been working in the main department.
Apparently the operators accepted the interviewer as doing his
normal job, and they even became rivals in an attempt to hold the
interviewing record, that is, to keep an interview going longest.

THE PLAN PUT INTO EFFECT

The plans were laid; next they had to be set in motion. First the
department foreman told the operators that they had been chosen
for the study and asked their co-operation. He explained that in
every way their life would be the same except that they would be
placed in the special study room. Their work would be the same,
their rates, their method of payment, and their supervision. The
research staff would have no responsibility over them. All they were
asked to do was work as they had been working in the depart-
ment. Then the foreman took them to the observation room and
introduced them to the research director and the proposed ob-
server. The director explained the purpose of the study: that de-
scribing an ordinary department under ordinary conditions seemed
a sensible step to take in industrial research. He said that the ob-
server would be in the room to record output and any other facts
he considered important. He promised, finally, that no record of
what the men did in front of the observer would be used to their
disadvantage.

The research staff believed that it would be hard to get the men’s
co-operation in continuing to work just as they had been working.
It did not turn out to be. Habit may be too strong for people even
when they know they are being watched. In the background, more-
over, were the earlier researches, in which the staff had made pretty
intimate studies of workers’ lives without once violating a confi-
dence. No promises had been broken; no persons hurt. After all,
the observer did not in the least resemble a spy. The operators had
been told just what he was in the room to do, and he did just that.
After a period of constraint and misunderstanding, they first be-
came used to the observer, then friendly with him, and they drew
him into their conversations. The clearest sign that they had lost
all suspicion of him was their willingness to do and say things in
front of him that broke or implied breaking various rules of the

I.
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company. There is little evidence, either in output and earnings, or
in general activities and conversations, that the workers’ behavior
was unlike what it had been in the main department. Perhaps they
were a little more noisy and boisterous. They were in a room by
themselves, and their regular supervisor, who had never incom-
moded them very much, could not remain in the room all the time.
Just as the researchers had hoped, the transfer to the room had not
greatly changed “normal’ industrial conditions.

THE ORGANIZATION OF WORK

Of the fourteen men, or operators, as they were called in the
Western Electric Company, who were regularly in the Observation
Room, nine were wiremen, who will be called Winkowski, Mueller,
Taylor, Donovan, Capek, Krupa, Hasulak, Oberleitner, and Green,
and who will also be numbered, to make the diagrams compact, W1
through W9; three were soldermen, who will be called Steinhardt,
Matchek, and Cermak and numbered 51, 52, and S4: and two were
inspectors, who will be called Allen and Mazmanian and numbered
I1 and I3. In the original report of the research by Roethlisberger
and Dickson, the men were only given numbers. The names have
been assigned for the first time here to add vividness and ease in
identification. They are, of course, not the real names, though they
are appropriate to the national backgrounds of the operators, With
the exceptions of Matchek (Yugoslavia) and Mazmanian ( Ar-
menia), all the men were born in this country, mostly the sons of
German and Bohemian immigrants, but with some sprinkling of
so-called older Americans. With the exception of Mazmanian, who
was 40, all the men were between 20 and 26 years old, and, again
with the exception of Mazmanian, who had completed three years
of college, none had any college education. Their average service
with the company was four years. Matchek had been longest with
the company—nine years. Mazmanian came next with seven. Only
four were married; but each of the others, except one, had some.
one in his family dependent in whole or in part upon him. Two
other persons, a solderman (S3) and an inspector (12) were in the
room for a time, but they did not stay there long and will not bhe
mentioned further.
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Besides these men, two others were in the room a good part of
the time: a trucker, who kept the group supplied with materials
and removed completed equipments, and a group chief, that being
the title of the lowest grade of supervisor in the Western Electric
Company. Above the group chief in the chain of command came,
in this order, a section chief and a foreman, the latter being in
charge of the whole department. Both the section chief and the
foreman visited the room from time to time.

As we have stated, the men were engaged in making parts of
switches for central office telephone equipment. Specifically, they
were connecting wires to banks of terminals, A bank was a piece
of plastic about one and one half inches high and four inches long,
convex in shape, with 100 or 200 terminals or points—the number
varied with the type of bank—sticking out from it fanwise, A fin-
ished equipment was ten or eleven of these banks long and two
or three banks high. A wireman took the necessary number of banks
for an equipment and placed them in a holder or fixture on a work-
bench. Then he connected the terminals of the banks together in a
certain order with wire. He made each connection by looping the
wire, from which the insulation had been stripped at the proper
intervals, over a point and pulling it tight. When all the points of
all the banks had been connected according to plan, he was said to
have wired one level. A wireman worked on two equipments at a
time. Having finished a level on one equipment, he moved to the
second equipment.

In the meantime, a solderman fixed in place the finished connec-
tions of the first equipment, and an inspector tested and scrutinized
the work of both men, He had an electrical test set which he con-
nected to two terminals of the equipment. If the set buzzed, the
circuit was complete, If it was not complete, he had to determine
by close examination what the trouble was. And even if the circuit
was in good order, he still had to inspect the equipment visually
for other defects. As for the wireman, after he finished a level on
his second equipment, he came back to the first and started a new
level on top of the old one, first slipping fiber insulators over the
connections already made, while the solderman and inspector went
on to the second equipment. When ten levels had been completed,
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a second row of banks was placed on top of the first, and the
wiring was continued on them.

Wiring, soldering, and inspecting took different lengths of time.
Thus one solderman could solder the connections made by about
three wiremen, Therefore the company had divided the men into

[ soldering wnit
O inspection unit

Fig. 1. Bank Wiring Room:
Division of the group into inspection ond soldering units

soldering units. Steinhardt (S1) was supposed to solder for Win-
kowski (W1), Mueller (W2), and Taylor (W3), and these four
- men made up soldering unit 1. In the same way, Donovan (W4),
Capek (W5), Krupa (W6), and Matchek (S2) made up unit 2,
and Hasulak (WT), Oberleitner (W8), Green (W9), and Cermak
(54), unit 3. Two inspectors could handle the work of all the
men. Inspection unit A consisted of Allen (11), the frst four wire-
men, and S1; inspection unit B, of Mazmanian (13), the last four
wiremen, and S4. The work of Capek (W5) and Matchek (S2) was
divided between the two inspectors (Fig. 1). Because the in-
spectors and soldermen could work on the equipments only when
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the wiremen were not busy with them, the wiremen as a rule set
the pace for the other operators, but it was quite possible for either
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Fig. 2. Bank Wiring Room: Spatial arrangement

the soldermen or the inspectors to limit output by refusing to keep
up with the wiremen.

The Observation Room was separated from the main department
by high partitions. Fig. 2 shows its layout. The men faced toward
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the end of the room occupied by a row of lockers, and this end
was considered the front. Since he went back and forth between
two equipments, each wireman had two working positions, Solder-
ing unit 1 was at the front of the room, followed by units 2 and 3
and by the observer’s desk at the back. On one side of the room
windows opened on a courtyard.

The wiremen worked on equipments of two kinds, one called
connectors and the other selectors, these being the names of two
different kinds of central office telephone switches, The method of
wiring was the same for both equipments, and aside from the
names, the differences between the two were slight. A connector
equipment was usually eleven banks long, a selector never more
than ten; a connector equipment weighed only about half as much
as a selector, but neither weighed enough to give a young man
any trouble lifting it, and only two equipments had to be lifted
in the course of an average working day. The differences between
equipments were important only because they were associated with
differences between people. In the department, the men who
worked on connectors, the connector wiremen as they were called,
were all placed at the front of the room, with the selector wiremen
behind them, and this arrangement was maintained in the Observa-
tion Room. The men in front worked on connectors, while Hasulak
(W7), Oberleitner (W8), and Green (W8) worked on selectors.
Beginners in the department were soldermen. Later they became
wiremen, with a raise in wage rate. The newer and slower wire-
men usually started “in back” and as they became more skillful
moved forward to connectors. At the same time their efficiency
ratings and earnings were apt to increase, The wiremen in the de-
partment expressed a preference for connector wiring and looked
upon “going on conneclors” as a promotion even if their hourly
rates were not changed. 5

METHOD OF PAYMENT

The men in the Observation Room were paid according to a
system called group piecework; that is, the department as a whole
counted as a unit. For each equipment completed and shipped,
the department was credited with a fixed sum, and from the total
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amount thus earned in a week the individual employees in the de-
partment were paid. Thus the more units turned out by the whole
group, the more pay each employee received.

How was the individual's share of this sum determined? In the
language of industry, a man is on daywork when he is paid by the
time he spends at work; the number of hours or days, and he is
on piecework when he is paid by his output: the number of
“pieces” of work he turns out. In the Bank Wiring Department,
each employee was assigned an hourly wage rate—a certain number
of cents an hour—based largely on his efficiency as shown by his
output record, and this rate, multiplied by the number of hours he
worked during the week, made the daywork value of the work he
accomplished. By adding together the daywork value of the work
of all the employees in the department, and subtracting the figure
thus obtained from the total earnings of the department, the excess
of piecework earnings over daywork earnings was determined. This
surplus, divided by the total daywork earnings, was called the “per-
centage.” The weekly daywork earnings of each man were then
increased by this percentage, and the resulting figure constituted
his weekly take-home wage. The company guaranteed that actual
wages should never be less than the daywork value of the work
done.

Clearly there was a logical reason for each feature of this wage
incentive system. His hourly wage rate remaining constant, a man
could increase his earnings only if the output of the department as a
whole increased. A rise in his own output, unless that of others
rose in the same measure, would hardly show at all in his pay
envelope. A fall in his eutput, if that of others did not fall, would
also hardly affect him. On the other hand, his wages would rise
if he could raise his wage rate, and this did depend, through his effi-
ciency record, on his output. The assumption of the men who de-
signed this scheme was that an employee would work up to the
limit set by fatigue to increase not only his own output but that
of the group as a whole. Only thus could he maximize his earnings,
and this, it was taken for granted, was what he wanted to do. Fur-
thermore, he would do what he could to cut down waste time, since
time that did not go into output did not help the earnings of the

department.
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THE OUTPUT SITUATION

Whether or not the men were expected to behave as described,
the fact was that they did not. They had a clear idea of a proper
day’s work: about two completed equipments, or 6,600 connections,
for a man working on connectors, 6,000 for a man working on se-
lectors. The wiremen in the room felt, as they had felt in the de-
partment, that no more work than this should be turned out, and
this much was well within the capacity of most of them. They
tended to work hard in the morning, until the completion of a day’s
work was in sight, and then to take it easy in the afternoon as
quitting Hme approached. As the pressure lessened, conversation,
games, and the preparation of tools and equipment for the next
day’s work took more and more time. It appears impossible to de-
termine how the figure of two equipments per day was reached.
Perhaps a good round number was wanted, with no connections
left over. Moreover, the figure was not objectively low. The out-
put of the department was considered wholly satisfactory by the
company. The foreman was proud of his “boys” and thought that if
they produced any more output they would work their fingers to
the bone. Yet output was clearly not as great as it would have
been if it had been limited only by fatigue. Only in this sense
could the investigators refer to the men’s adoption of an output
limit as “restriction of output.” Many workingmen would have
called it “doing a fair day’s work for a fair day’s wage.”

If a man did turn out more than was thought proper, or if he
worked too fast, he was exposed to merciless ridicule,. He was
called a “rate-buster” or a “speed king,” but at the same time a
man who turned out too litHe was a “chiseler.” He was cutting
down the earnings of the group. The fact that the men had set an
upper limit on output did not mean they believed in doing no
work at all. And ridicule was not the only penalty a nonconform-
ist had to suffer. A game called “binging” was played in the Ob-
servation Room, especially by Hasulak (W7), Oberleitner (W8§),
Green (W8), and Cermak (S4). If, according to the rules of this
game, a man walked up to another man and hit him as hard as
he could on the upper arm—"binged” him—, the other then had the
right to retaliate with another such blow, the object being to see
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who could hit the harder. But binging was also used as a penalty.
A man who was thought to be working either too fast or too slow
might be hinged.

Together with the belief that a man's output ought not to go
above a limit of two completed equipments a day went the belief
that a man’s output record, that is, his average hourly output,
ought to show little change from week to week. When workingmen
put a plan like this into practice, industrialists speak of it as
“straight-line” output, because output records plotted on a graph
will then approximate a straight line. In the Observation Room,
output records were to be held constant and not eamnings. A man’s
earnings depended on the output of the whole group, not just on
his own, and so were only partly within his control. Nevertheless,
since a man’s output record helped determine his efficiency rating
and this in turn his hourly rate, his record was, in the long run,
not unrelated to his earnings. In keeping his record constant, he
was again acting contrary to the assumption of the wage incentive
scheme, that he would do everything in his power to increase his
hourly rate.

Since average hourly output is calculated by dividing total out-
put by hours of work, the men wishing to keep their output rec-
ords constant had, as they could easily see, two methods of doing
50 open to them. They could manipulate either the dividend or the
divisor—they could claim more or less output than they really pro-
duced, or they could claim that they had taken more or less time.
In practice they used both methods.

As for output, the group chief kept the output records and was
supposed to take an actual count every day of the number of con-
nections made by each wireman. It was a big job, and he did not
have time for it. Instead he let the wiremen themselves report their
output to him. He was aware that their reports were not always
accurate. As he said, “They like to have a few saved up in case
things don't go so good.” If a man was a little ahead one day, he
would not report all his connections but save up a few to be ap-
plied in a slump. Unlike the group chief, the observer kept an ac-
curate record of output by making a count every day at noon and
evening. He discovered that the wiremen always knew just where
they stood and that most of them, in the long run, kept a remark-
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ably close balance between actual and reported output. Most re-
ported more connections than they had in fact completed but ex-
cept for Hasulak (WT7) and Green (W9) the differences were not
large. Taylor (W3) and Krupa (W86) reported a little less than
they had done. Note that this manipulation of the output records
had no immediate effect on the men’s earnings. These depended on
the earnings of the whole department, which were determined by
an accurate and independent count of the number of equipments
shipped out.

The men could also keep average hourly output constant by
controlling the amount of time admitted as available for work.
In the department and in the Observation Room, the employees
were permitted to claim “daywork allowance™ for time lost through
reasons beyond -their control. In making up the output records,
this allowance was subtracted from total time on the job. The rea-
.sons given for lost time were shortage of materials, defective ma-
terials, waiting for another workman, making repairs, and power
turned off. The group chief was responsible for admitting daywork
allowance claims, as he was for keeping track of output. Few of the
reasons for lost time were in fact wholly beyond the men's control,
but as it was impossible to draw any hard and fast line between
those that were and those that were not, the group chief tended to
let most of the daywork allowance claims go through. Once again,
the men varied in the amount of daywork allowance they asked
and got. Taylor (W3) claimed least: 18 seconds per hour on the
average. Hasulak (W7) and Green (W9) claimed most, with 3 min-
utes 42 seconds, and 3 minutes 48 seconds, respectively, Note the
similarity of this pattern to that of differences between reported
and actual output. Men like Hasulak and Green not only reported
a good deal more output than they really completed but also
claimed a good deal of time out. These two facts meant of course
that their hourly output was considerably less in fact than the
group chief’s records showed it to be.

The group chief was in a difficult position. He was a representa-
tive of management, and his duty was to enforce the rules laid
down by management. He was supposed to keep an accurate count
of connections completed and to admit daywork allowance claims
only for stoppages that were beyond the men’s control, In fact he
took the men’s word on both points. As we shall see, there were a
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good many other things going on in the Observation Room, as in
the department as a whole, of which higher management would
not have approved. The group chief knew this, but there was little
he could do about it. To enforce the rules would have required his
standing over the men all day, and by so doing he would have
sacrificed all hope of establishing good relations with them. He
would have lost even that minimum of influence that he needed
if he was to do any kind of a job at all. Under these circumstances
he chose to side with the group and wink at much that was going
on, especially as he was in a position to protect himself. Output
was considered good. There was no easy way of showing that his
output figures were wrong, and he did not have to show them to
anyone, They were not checked against the output of the depart-
ment as a whole, but used only for establishing efficiency ratings.
So indefinite were the reasons for work stoppages that he could
throw the blame where he pleased if someone protested that too
much daywork allowance was being given. The workers liked the
way he treated them and they respected him, but they did not
stand in awe of him.

The men's idea of a proper day’s work—two equipments a day,
or 6,600 connections on connector equipments, 6,000 on selectors,
or about 825 connections an hour—was exactly maintained by few
persons in the room. Taylor (W3) came closest: his output record
as kept by the observer showed an almost straight line at 825.
Capek (W5) and Krupa (W6) fluctuated around 825. Mueller
(W2) was consistently higher, around 900, and the rest were con-
sistently lower. Hasulak (WT7), Oberleitner (W8), and Green
(W9) were lowest in actual hourly output, Green never getting
above 600, though he reported more.

It occurred to the research staff that these individual differences
in output might be connected with differences in intelligence or
dexterity. Wiring seemed to require both. Therefore the men were
given a standard intelligence test (Otis) and a dexterity rating
combining the results of two pegboard tests and a soldering test
in which the subject was asked to solder as many terminals in a
bank as possible, without error, in a given length of time. The re-
sults of neither the intelligence nor the dexterity test correlated
with average hourly output. Green, (W8), for instance, the low-
est man in output, ranked first in intelligence. And Mueller (W2),
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the highest man in output, ranked lowest in intelligence. But Muel-
ler was a difficult person, and there is reason to doubt that he co-
operated in the test. In any event, whatever was determining the
output figures, it was not native intelligence or native dexterity—
if indeed there are such things.

If the men were asked why they tried to keep their output at, or
below, a standard and their output records close to horizontal
straight lines, their replies were rather vague. “Something” might
happen if they did not. The slower men would get bawled out;
someone would be laid off; hours would be reduced; above all, a
rate—it was never specified what rate—would be cut so that the
men would be in the position of doing more work for the same
amount of money. In point of fact, none of the men in the Obser-
vation Room, and some had been with the company for as long
as nine years, had any experience of the things they said they were
guarding against. For instance, the policy of the company was that
piecework rates, once established, would not be changed unless
there were a change in manufacturing process, and restriction of
output, by keeping labor costs up, may actually hasten instead of
delaying the introduction of a new manufacturing process, What
the experience of the men, young men though they were, had been
outside of the Western Electric Company is another question, and
certainly the explanations they gave have been common talk among
American workingmen for years. In order to understand the attitude
of the workers in the room, we certainly need the answer to one
question: About how much money did the group or an individual
lose through every equipment that might have been turned out
but was not? The original report does not answer this question.®

SOCIAL ORGANIZATION

So far we have been looking at the organization of work and
the behavior of the group in the matter of output. But these were
not the only sides of group life studied. The observer kept a log in
which he recorded all events that he thought would be of interest
—interest not being defined by common sense but by the investi-
gators' previous experience in research and by the questions they

® For indirect evidence, see Management and the Worker, 470,
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wanted to answer next. We now turn to this other material and
some further aspects of group behavior that it revealed, but first
we had better cite the very words of Roethlisberger and Dickson,
saying how the material was analyzed:

First, each person entering into the study, whether operator, inspector,
or supervisor, was considered separately. The ohservation material and
interview material were examined carefully, and every entry in which a
particular person was mentioned or referred to was lifted out and listed
under his name. Through this method of classification, the degree and
kind of social participation of each individual in the Bank Wiring Ob-
servation Room became apparent.

Secondly, the material thus listed for each person was examined for
evidence of the extent of his participation. Two questions were asked:
(1) To whom do this person’s relations extend? Does he associate with
everyone in the group, or are his social activities restricted to a fewP
(2) Does he enter a great deal or relatively little into social relations
with the people with whom he associates? In other words, if S1 con-
verses and associates with the men in his soldering unit to the exclusion
of everybody else, does he do so frequently or infrequently?

Thirdly, an attempt was made to determine the kind of participation
manifested by each person. Such questions as the following were con-
sidered: Does he assume a superordinate or subordinate role? Does he
strive for leadership? If so, is he permitted to do so, or are his attempts
in that direction opposed by others? Are most of his social contacts related
to his job, or are they in the nature of arguments, conversations, or
games which have no immediate relation to his work?

Fourthly, each occurrence in which a person entered into association
with another person was examined to see whether the relation thus
manifested expressed an antagonism, a friendship, or was merely neu-
tral. Each incident, of course, had to be related to its social context be-
fore its significance could be determined.

This statement provokes a comment on the side. We can hardly
help noticing that the material was broken down by (a) persons,
(b) the extent of their participation, (¢) the kind of participation,
and (d) whether the relations between persons were antagonistic,
friendly, or neutral. These four correspond at least roughly to the
concepts that we set up at the end of the last chapter and that we
shall use, to start with, in our analysis of group behavior; that is,
persons, and the three elements of their behavior: interaction, ac-

1bid., 4934,
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tivity, and sentiment. In this book we are hardly doing more than
bringing out the unstated implications of some good modern field
studies, and so this chance to show the similarity between our con-
cepts and the way the Bank Wiring Observation Room data were
analyzed has been too tempting to pass up, but we must now go
back to sheer reporting.

Let us now turn to some of the activities, over and above each
man’s special job, that were observed in the room. One of the

Fig. 3. Bank Wiring Room: Men who helped one ancther

commonest was helping another man out by doing some of his
wiring for him when he had fallen behind. Although no formal
rule of the company said that one man should not help another,
helping was in practice forbidden, on the theory that the jobs were
one-man jobs and that each man could do his own best. Neverthe-
less a good deal of help was given. The wiremen said it made them
feel good to be helped. Donovan (W4) said in one of his inter-
views: “It seems like if a fellow is loafing and gets behind, nobody
will help him out, but if he is making an honest effort he will be
helped. . . . Some people are friendlier than others, you know,
and where that’s the case you will find them helping each other
out.”* The observer kept track of instances of helping, and they
are summarized in Fig. 3. In this figure, certain points should be
noticed especially. Everyone took part in helping. Unlike some
other activities, it was not confined to one social group. As for in-
& Management and the Worker, 505.
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dividuals, Taylor (W3), although he was a good worker and did
not need help, was helped more than anyone else in the room.
Krupa (W6), on the other hand, gave more help than anyone else
but rarely received it. Capek (W5) and Matchek (S2) gave help
a few times but never received it.

Job trading between wiremen and soldermen was, like helping,
forbidden in theory but tolerated in practice, Until recently, in-
dustrial thinking has held that the more specialized a man is, the
more efficient he is. Efficient or not, an occasional change of job
was enjoyed by the men in the room. But there was more at stake

INITIATOR-+—ACCEPTOR
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Fig. 4. Bank Wiring Room: Men who troded jobs

in job trading than a bit of variety in the work. In practically
every case, the request for a trade came from the wireman, and
the solderman concerned traded without protest. Records were
kept of job trading, and Fig. 4 summarizes them, the figures in-
dicating the number of times trading took place between each pair
of operators. Note that most of the trading was requested of Cer-
mak (S4), the solderman for the three selector wiremen. In 33 out
of the 49 times job trading was recorded, it was with him. Further-
more, wiremen from soldering units 1 and 2 traded with Cermak,
but no man from soldering unit 3 ever traded outside his own unit.
“In other words, the connector wiremen apparently felt free to
change jobs either with their own soldermen or with the solderman
for the selector wiremen, but the latter did not feel free to trade
outside of their own unit.” *

® Ibid., 504. #
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Something of the same sort came out in the choice of the “lunch
boy,” as he was called, who went out of the room every noon to
order and pick up, from the plant restaurant, the lunches for all
the men. When they first came into the room, Steinhardt (S1) had
reluctantly agreed to do the job. Cermak (54) came into the room
after the study was under way, and when he did, he took over the
duties of lunch boy as a regular part of his job. Cermak was the
solderman for the selector wireman.,

Fig. 5. Bank Wiring Room: Men who played gomes together

In the lunch hour and from time to time during the work, the
men in the room took part in all sorts of games, Almost anything
was an excuse for a bet: matching coins, lagging coins, shooting
craps, cards, combinations of digits in the serial numbers of weekly
pay checks. Pools were organized on horse racing, baseball, and
quality records. In the games, the money at stake was not the im-
portant thing. Bets were small-one to ten cents—except in horse
racing, which was a serious matter. The group picked out a “Test
Room Horse™ and bet on him fairly consistently. The observer also
included under the heading of games the practices the men adopted
of “binging” one another and chipping in together to buy candy.

The pattern of participation in games is shown in Fig. 5. The
arrows connecting the circles indicate that the persons thus joined
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took part in one or more games, either as pairs or as members of
a larger group. The figure demonstrates that participation in games
occurred for the most part within two groups. Allen (I1), Winkow-
ski (W1), Mueller (W2), Taylor (W3), Donovan (W4), and
Steinhardt (51) made up one group, a group at the front of the
room. Krupa (W6), Hasulak (W7), Oberleitner (W8), Green
(W9), and Cermak (S4) made up another, a group at the back.
Capek (W35) is shown participating in both groups, but since the

Fig. 6. Bank Wiring Room: Men who were friends

frequency of participation is not recorded, the figure misrepresents
his position. He took part in only one game with the group in front,
and on one other occasion played a game with Hasulak (WT).
Matchek (W2) and Mazmanian (I3) never took part in games,

The material collected by the observer could also be interpreted
to show that friendships or antagonisms existed between certain
men in the room. These emotional relationships are plotted in Figs.
6 and 7. In Fig. 6 we must note that, except for a friendship be-
tween Steinhardt (S1) and Hasulak (WT), all friendships occurred
within one or the other of the two groups already mapped out on
the basis of participation in games. Several of the men, and it is
worth while to notice which ones, were not particularly friendly
with any of the others. As for antagonisms, a large number of them
centered around Mazmanian (13) and Capek (W5), while neither

G
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Winkowski (W1) nor Taylor (W3), was the object of any an-
tagonism at all. The antagonisms of soldering unit 3, the selector
wiremen, were more marked than those of any other unit. Their
antagonism for Mueller (W2) is noteworthy.

Roethlisberger and Dickson sum up all this evidence by saying
that, although the members of the Bank Wiring Observation Rdom
were pulled together in some ways, for instance, in mutual help

Fig. 7. Bank Wiring Room:
Men who were onfogonistic to one another

and in restriction of output, in others they were divided. In par-
ticular, there were two cligues in the room, whose membership
was approximately that revealed by participation in games (Fig.
8). “The group in front” as it was called in the room, clique A as
it will be called here, had as its nucleus the connector wiremen of
soldering unit 1 but was not identical with that unit, since Don-
ovan (W4), a wireman of unit 2, was also a member. Winkowski
(W1), Taylor (W3), and Donovan (W4) were members of this
clique, as was Steinhardt (51), the solderman of unit 1, and Allen
(11), the inspector who looked over its work. Mueller (W2) took
part in the games of clique A, but otherwise had little to do with
it; he entered little into conversation. “The gromp in back,” or
clique B, had as its nucleus the selector wiremen of soldering unit
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3. Hasulak (WT), Oberleitner (W8), and Green (W9) were mem-
bers, as was Cermak (S4), the solderman of the unit. Krupa (W8)
associated a good deal with clique B. He was always “horsing
around” with the selector wiremen and had little to do with clique
A. Yet he sought leadership; and the selector wiremen resisted and
disliked his attempts to dominate them. In many ways he was an
outsider even in their group. Mazmanian (13), Capek (W5), and

S
CLIQUE A CLIQUE B

Fig. B. Bank Wiring Room:
Division of the group into cliques

Matchek (S2) were in no sense members of either clique, Maz-
manian and Capek attracting much antagonism.

Each clique had its own games and activities, noticeably different
from those of the other group, and clique A felt that its activities
were superior to those of clique B. The members of clique A did
not trade jobs nearly so much as clique B, and hardly entered at
all into controversies with one another as to whether, in the winter,
the windows should be open or shut. Nine-tenths of these con-
troversies took place between members of clique B or between
them and other members of the room (Fig. 9). Most of the gam-
bling games occurred in clique A, most of the binging in clique B.

Both groups purchased candy [from the store of the Hawthorne Club],
but were made separately and neither clique shared with the
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other. Clique A bought chocolate candy in small quantities, whereas
clique B bought a less expensive kind in such large quantities that W9
at one time became ill from eating too much. Clique A argued more
and indulged in less noise and horseplay than clique B. The members
of clique A felt that their conversations were on a higher plane than
those which went on in clique B; as W4 said: “We talk about things of
some importance.”
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Fig. . Bank Wiring Room:
Men who gol inte arguments cbout windaws
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We are still recording facts and not analyzing them, but this
does not forbid our noticing some correlations that were more than
mere coincidence, If, as we have seen, the output rates of the
wiremen could not be correlated with their intelligence or dex-
terity, they could clearly be correlated with clique membership.
Look at Fig. 10. The selector wiremen not only had the lowest
output; they also put in for much more daywork allowance than
the others and reported that their output was much greater than
it really was. If their repﬂrted output was low, their real output
was even lower. The members of clique A came much closer to
attaining the norms of the group in the matter of output. It was
true that Mueller (W2) was first in output and the only man in
the room who consistently went above the agreed standard for
a fair day’s work, but then he was only in a small degree a mem-

T Management and the Worker, 510,
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ber of clique A. Krupa (W6) and Taylor (W3) came nearest to
having output records that were neither too low nor too high but
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Fig. 10. Bank Wiring Room:
The relation between output and clique membership

took the form of straight lines at an average output of 825 con-
nections an hour. They were also the only two men that reported
less work than they really turned out. Krupa was striving after
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leadership, and Taylor, as we shall see, was probably the most
popular man in the room.

SOME INDIVIDUAL PERSONALITIES

The present account of the Bank Wiring Observation Room has
been faithful to the original in saying a good deal about inter-
personal and intergroup relationships, little about the personalities
of the individual workers. This has meant a certain lack of vivid-
ness, for we are used to thinking of group behavior as a matter of
the clash or harmony of individual personalitics. We miss them
when we are told nothing about them. For this gap in the original
report there were good reasons. Besides the observer, an inter-
viewer was assigned to the room, and he had several long talks
with each of the workers, They told him much about their past
histories, their present situations and problems outside the plant,
and all of this material would have added to our picture of the in-
dividual personalities. Nevertheless, in writing their book, Roeth-
lisherger and Dickson decided to leave most of it out. The men
who had worked in the room could be rather easily identified by
other Hawthorne employees. Information about their personal lives
and characters might easily have been embarrassing to them if
it had appeared in print. The result is that for the understanding
of individuals we have to fall back on the much less complete
material collected by the observer in the room, though what he
could add is better than nothing,

Mazmanian (I3), as the chart of antagonisms shows, was the
most disliked person in the room. He was also by far the oldest,
and the only one who had any college education. Though he had
been an inspector for more than seven years, he was a newcomer
to the department. He had trouble at first catching on to the use
of his test set and thus slowed up the men whose work he inspected.
They were irritated and did nothing to help him out. Instead they
made fun of him, arranged their work so that he could not possibly
keep up, and when he was not looking adjusted his test set so that
it would not work. They also made many claims for daywork allow-
ance on the ground that he delayed them. He returned the favor
by finding their work unsatisfactory. Mazmanian did better in his
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job as time went on, but the antagonism between him and the men
increased. Finally he could stand it no longer. He went to the In-
spection Branch Personnel Division and charged that the men were
slowing down and interfering with his work. The Personnel Divi-
sion took the matter to the foreman of the Bank Wiring Depart-
ment, who denied the charges. The news got back-to the men that
Mazmanian had “squealed.” They were furious; co-operation broke
down completely, and Mazmanian had to be transferred out of the
room. He had never taken part in the group’s activities, except for
arguments, and in them he tended to pose as a man of superior
knowledge, who knew big words.

As this incident shows, the inspectors were outsiders in the room.
They were responsible to their own supervisors in the Inspection
Branch of the plant, and not to the supervisors of the Bank Wiring
Department. Since they had to pass on the work of the men, they
were themselves much in the position of supervisors and faced the
same dilemmas: their work became easier at the price of abandon-
ing any hint of superiority over the men. Allen (11), unlike Maz-
manian, who identified himself with the management, decided on
this course. He took part freely in all the activities of clique A.
He was also the man who told the group that Mazmanian had
squealed and let them know of other news affecting their welfare,
and, while the rest of the men were submissive toward the fore-
man, Allen was not so in the least and spoke to him as they would
never have dared to speak.

Mueller (W2) was the fastest workman in the room, earning for
himself the nicknames “Cyclone” and “Phar Lap,” the latter the
name of a famous racehorse of the day. As we have seen, he took
part in games of chance with clique A, but otherwise was rather
unsociable. He worked with great concentration; he was not talka-
tive; he had nothing to do with arguments. The other men left
him alone. He was especially contemptuous of “the group in back,”
the men with low output, and won their antagonism in return. He
seldom helped others, but it may be significant that he often traded
jobs with Steinhardt (S1). Wiremen, we will remember, eriginated
proposals to trade.

Capek (W5) was next in unpopularity to Mazmanian and un-
questionably the least popular of the wiremen. Like Mueller he
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was a fast and efficient worker, contemptuous of those who could
not do as well. Several times he took it upon himself to bawl out
Green (W9) because he was not doing enough work. He thought
Steinhardt (§1) "horsed around” too much and should work harder.
He often referred to Hasulak (WT7) as a “fairy” and petulantly
commanded Krupa (W6) to shut up. To show his disdain for the
selector wiremen he soldered one day for all three positions while
also trying to do as much wiring as Oberleitner (W8) ordinarily
did. But he went much further than this: he did not hesitate to
squeal if he saw fit. “Thus, one day he purposely made a number
of derogatory remarks about Mazmanian (13), so that Mazmanian’s
supervisor, who was in the room, could hear him.” * The only per-
sons with whom he approached friendliness were Winkowski (W1)
and Taylor (W3). He helped Taylor a few times, but was never
helped himself. “The ohserver noted that Capek rarely smiled. He
seemed unhappy and very discontented with his job. He was con-
stantly asking his supervisors for a transfer, and once when he
thought he was going to get one he was more cheerful than he
ever was before or afterwards,”?

Krupa (W6) was so short that he had a hard time wiring the
top levels of his equipment. The foreman suggested that the group
chief hang him up by his heels to stretch him out a little. To his
fellow workmen, he was “Shorty,” “The Shrimp,” “The Runt” In
spite of his low stature, he was an extraordinarily fast workman,
a fact which won him his other title of “Speed King.” Yet he re-
ported less work than he turned out and stayed close to the ap-
proved output limit. At work or off, it was impossible to keep him
still. He talked to everyone, jeering at one moment, friendly at the
next. He helped more persons than anyone else but was seldom
helped himself. Above all, he liked to draw attention to himself
with wisecracks and dirty stories. His imitation of Popeye the
Sailor was celebrated. This tendency of his also showed itself in
a drive for leadership: he could not help telling people what to
do. He thrust himself in on other men’s arguments with the group
chief and pleaded their cause. But the group would not accept his
pretensions. It constantly belittled him with nicknames and made

* Management and the Worker, 468,
® Jbid., 470,
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fun of his national origin—he was of Polish descent—although there
was another Pole in the room, Winkowski (W1}, who was never
called a "Polak.” Krupa helped the men at the rear of the room,
Hasulak, Oberleitner, and Green, and associated with them, but
neither clique fully accepted him. In one incident, Hasulak and
Oberleitner made fun of Krupa while he was arguing with the sec-
tion chief over the rate of pay. Again, "on one occasion Hasulak,
Oberleitner, and Green ordered some candy from the Hawthorne
Club store and asked Krupa to contribute to the purchase price, but
when the candy came they would not give him his share.” '

Like Mazmanian (I3) and Capek (W5), Matchek (52) was a
member of neither clique, but for a different reason from theirs.
He had a speech difficulty, which made him seem backward and
prevented his taking part easily in the activities of the group, al-
though he appeared to enjoy watching and listening to the others.
He was a good solderman and towards the end of the study was
beginning to take a more active part in the life of the room. If the
study had gone on longer, his social position might have changed.

We have looked briefly at the behavior of the men that did not
become, or did not easily become, members of a clique. Perhaps
a word or two about some of the others is needed. Green (W9)
was lowest in output and in the quality of his work and claimed
more daywork allowance than anyone except Oberleitner (W8). Yet
he received the highest score in the intelligence test. He was more
easily distracted from his work than any of the others and was
always going out of the room to get a drink of water. He often
complained of feeling tired and lacking interest in his job, though
physical examination showed he was in good health and he was
always eager to take part in sports after hours, Because he was
so slow at wiring, Green was often razzed by others in the room,
but he took the jeers in good part and was well liked. He was the
room’s intellectual, liking to impress the rest with his use of big
words like “voluptuous.” Once when the group chief asked him
what kind of job he would like best, he said: “I'd like a job read-
ing. Some job where 1 could sit and read all day.” ™

1¢ Ibid., 475.
11 Ihid., 480,
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Still another kind of man was Taylor (W3), whose output was
consistently good, ranking second only to that of Mueller (W2).
He came closer than anyone else to realizing the group's ideal of
a straight-line output record at 825 connections per hour. Like
Krupa (W6) he reported less work than he completed. His quality
was high. He was on good terms with everyone in the room and
always willing to take part in a game or conversation. “All the
men in the observation room had a standing invitation to play
poker at his house.” The men showed the way they felt about him
by helping him more than any other operator in the room, although
he did not always return the favor.

The other important facts about him are well stated by Roeth-
lisherger and Dickson:

Taylor was an indefatigable talker. Whether working or not, he kept up
a continual stream of chatter which he directed chiefly toward Winkow-
ski (W1), Steinhardt (S1), and Allen (I1). He seldom Jost an argument
whether it was about baseball, horse racing, movie stars’ salaries, the
interest rate on postal savings, or the cost of shipping a dozen eEgs A
hundred miles by express. His superiority was demonstrated not only
by the fact that he usually won out in arguments but also by the way
in which he advised and cautioned the men. Thus when Steinhardt said
he was thinking of getting a transfer to a subsidiary of the Western
Electric Company, Taylor told him that he should consider his chances
of getting back on his present job in case he didn’t get along well on
his new job, He told Capek (W5) which horses to bet on in the races.
When Krupa (W8) and some of the others got too boisterous, it was
Taylor who warned them to “pipe down.” If he thought an argument
was going too far, as in an argument about religion between Winkowski
and Steinhardt, he tried to put a stop to it.

The following incident serves well to show Taylor’s position in the
group. The men were complaining about poor wire, but the group chief
told them they had to use it up. Contrary to his orders, Winkowski and
Oberleitner went out to the department and got some wire for them-
selves. They were rather proud of themselves and thought they had
;ﬂt nmm samethingl;:d':l‘a}rlnr then went out to the department

ina time came accompanied by the trucker,
whole truckload of wire.!2 i i

12 Management ond the Worker, 464-5.
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NORMS OF THE GROUP

We have been logking at differences between cliques and dif-
ferences between individuals. At the end we must come back to
the group as a whole, and especially to its norms. Roethlisberger
and Dickson conclude that the men in the Bank Wiring Observa-
tion Room had adopted a definite code of good behavior, revealed
by what the men said and, in different degrees, by what they did.
Even the men who did not live up to the code knew what it was.
It had, like most codes, many articles, of which the following were
the most important:

1. You should not turn out too much work. If you do, you are
a “rate-buster.”

2. You should not turn out too little work. If you do, you are a
“chiseler.”

3. You should not tell a supervisor anything that will react to
the detriment of an associate. If you do, you are a “squealer.”

4. You should not attempt to maintain social distance or act
officious, If you are an inspector, for example, you should not act
like one®

To these we should, perhaps, on the evidence of the group’s re-
action to Krupa's (W7) behavior, add one more: You should not
be noisy, self-assertive, and anxious for leadership.

END OF THE STUDY

The Bank Wiring Observation Room study lasted for six and a
half months, from November 1931 to May 1932, when the deepen-
ing depression and lack of work put an end to it. In this time the
research staff had made no changes in the conditions in the room;
it had simply watched and recorded the behavior of the men. The
short time spent on the study meant that the pattern of social life
did not have much chance to change. Given more time, Matchek
(52) might have participated more often, and Taylor (W3) might
have achieved acknowledged leadership. We do not know. But
what change did take place seems to have been in these directions.

One other point; the amount of space devoted in the report to

13 Ibid., 522.
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descriptions of games, arguments, and breaches of rules may leave
the impression that this was an undisciplined group. It was not.
All these activities were significant in revealing social relationships,
but they tend to make us forget the long hours the men spent tumn-
ing out wired equipments. The men worked hard and produced
much.

When the Observation Room study was stopped, the men went
back to the department where they had been in the beginning,
There they were again interviewed, so that the research staff might
find out whether their attitudes had changed during their life in
the room. Some claimed that working in the room was the same
as working in the department, others, that the illumination was
worse but that they felt freer to do as they pleased. Some who had
said in earlier interviews that the room was small and made them
feel shut in, now asked to be taken back into it, saying that they
liked it much better than the department. The chief change seemed
to have been in the relation of the wiremen to the other workers.
As the study went on, they felt further and further removed from
the department, more and more a group by themselves. This atti-
tude showed itself in claims that the men in the main room dis-
eriminated against them, sending them all the poor wire and taking
all the Microphones (a weekly plant newspaper). In short, the
isolation of the group created some antagonism between the group
and the rest of the department.

We have now carried out for one group the first part of our pro-
cedure for studying group behavior. We have looked at the pro-
ductive and social life of fourteen factory workers. The description
has been made, by design, as flat as possible: a statement in or-
dinary language of what was said and done, avoiding inference or
explanation. Of course the attempt has not been perfectly success-
ful. Inferences always creep in, and the reader who is worth his
salt will make his own as he goes along. But perhaps it has been
successful enough to provide a person who dissents from our in-
terpretation with the material to defend his own position. To this
interpretation we now turn. We analyze what happened in the
Bank Wiring Observation Room no longer in ordinary language but
in terms that may perhaps be applicable to more groups than one,
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IN THE NEXT three chapters we shall make an
analysis of the Bank Wiring group, using the concepts defined in
Chapter 2, and at least one new concept which we shall introduce
when necessary. In the first two of these chapters, we shall try to
establish only a few general ideas, taking the Bank Wiring group
as little more than a point of departure, but in the third chapter
the analysis will get very detailed indeed.

There would be no reason for doing this work, which takes us,
in analysis, over ground we have already covered in common-sense
description, if it did not help us accomplish our main purpose.
Human groups differ greatly in externals: one group is connecting
wires to banks of terminals, while another is hanging out on a
street corner, and a third is gathering coconuts on a South Sea
island. Only if we apply the same scheme of analysis to all groups
can we bring out the similarities in human relationships that un-
derlie these differences in externals. Or perhaps, instead of speak-
ing of similarities, we had better say that a general scheme of
analysis helps us to see that the underlying human relationships
differ from group to group in degree rather than in kind. The Bank
Wiring Observation Room would be nothing to us if it did not let
us show how such a scheme can be set up and used.
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DEFINITION OF THE GROUP

The subject of this book is the human group. We all think we
know what we mean by this word, but if one of our purposes is
to make explicit what we already understand intuitively, perhaps
we should be more rigorous in defining it than we have been so
far. Here, if anywhere, is the place for clarity. How do we deter-
mine that a certain number of persons form @ group? Let us study
one method of determination that is not far different from our in-
tuitive attack on the problem. Suppose we are in a position to ob-
serve, or get records of, the social participation, within a given
community, of a certain number of persons, let us say eighteen
women.' We follow their participation over a period of time, and
we notice that each woman is present on occasions or at events
when some others of the eighteen are also present. The events are
various: a day’s work behind the counter of a store, a meeting of
a women'’s club, a church supper, a card party, a supper party, a
meeting of the Parent-Teacher Association, etc., but we make a
note of the women present at each one. Then, since we are meth-
odical social scientists, we begin to make a chart, divided into
squares by lines and columns. Each column stands for a single
social occasion or event, identified by date; each line, for a single
woman. (See Fig. 11; but this is the chart in its final, not its origi-
nal form.) Then we begin to fill in the squares. If Evelyn, Theresa,
Brenda, and Charlotte were present at a bridge party at Brenda's
house on September 26, we put a cross opposite each of their names
in the column that stands for this social event, and so on for the
other events, until we end with a chart showing for a period of
time which women were present at social events at which at least
one of the others was also present.

The chart in its rough form will not reveal very.much. (If you
do not believe this, try making such a chart for yourself.) For one
thing, the columns are probably arranged in the chronological or-
der of events, and the women are probably in no particular order

1 This is an example from actual field research: see A. Davis, B. Gardner,

and M: R. Cardner, Deep South, 147-51. Fig. 11 is reproduced, with modifi
cations, from this book, by permission of The University of Chicago Press, the
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at all. But then we begin to reshuffle lines and columns. As far
as columns are concerned, we put in the center the columns rep-
resenting events, such as a meeting of the Parent-Teacher Associa-
tion, at which a large number of the women were present, and we
put toward the edges the columns representing the events, such
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as supper parties, at which only a few of the women were present.
As far as lines are concerned, we put together toward the top or
bottom the lines representing those women that participated most
often together in social events, A great deal of reshuffling may have
to be done before any pattern appears.?

The final form of the chart is shown in Fig. 11. It reveals that
there were some events, such as those of March 15, April 8, and

* For the logic of this method, see E. Forsyth and L. Katz, “A Matrix Ap-
ﬁd‘ to the Analysis of Sociometry Data,” Sociometry, IX (Nov., 1846),
=T.
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September 16, at which most of the women were present. It also re-
veals that Laura, to take one example, participated more often in
events at which Evelyn, Theresa, Brenda, Charlotte, and Frances
were present than in events at which Nora was present, and that
Nora participated more with Myra, Katherine, Sylvia, and Helen
than with Laura. Count the participations and see. We can make
the same kind of analysis for the other women, and we generalize
these observations by saying that the eighteen women were divided
into two groups. The pattern is frayed at the edges, but there is
a pattern. The first seven women, Evelyn through Eleanor, were
clearly members of one group; numbers 11 through 15, Myra
through Helen, were just as clearly members of another. Some
women participated about equally with both groups but not very
much with either; Pearl is an example. And some participated,
though not very often, only with the second group. Pearl, Olivia,
Flora, and their like are marginal group members. There may be
a sense in which all eighteen women formed a group, distinet from
the other groups in the community, but that would take further
research to find out.

It should be clear that a modification of this method could have
been used—in fact, was used—to map out the two cliques in the
Bank Wiring Observation Room and to divide the Bank Wiring
group as a whole from the other groups in the department. It
could probably be applied to any group whatever. So let us gen-
eralize the method to give us a definition of the word group. We
have been looking at the persons that participated together in so-
cial events. Our word for “participating together” is inferaction: a
group is defined by the interactions of its members. If we say that
individuals A, B, C, D, E . . . form a group, this will mean that
at least the following circumstances hold. Within a given period
of time, A interacts more often with B, C, D, E, . . . than he does
with M, N, L, O, P, . . . whom we choose to consider outsiders
or members of other groups. B also interacts more often with A,
C,D,E, . . . than he does with outsiders, and so on for the other
members of the group.” It is possible just by counting interactions
to map out a group quantitatively distinct from others, This is

# See E. D. Chapple and C. S. Coon, Principles of Anthropology, 257.
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what we do crudely in everyday life when we say that certain per-
sons “see a lot of one another,” “go around together,” “work to-
gether,” or “associate with one another,” and that they make up a
clique, a gang, a crowd, a group. We are saying that they interact
frequently with one another, irrespective of the particular activities
in which they interact,

A couple of further points about this definition need to be
brought out. The definition certainly does not imply that a person
belongs to only one group. That would run counter to common
sense, and we are here to sharpen common sense, not to outrage
it. In our stalking horse, the Hawthorne Plant, a wireman like
Taylor (W3) was, in his working hours, a member of the Bank
Wiring Observation Room and of clique A within it, but after
working hours he was a member of other groups: his family, his
church, his lodge, interacting in each of these groups only within
limited spans of time.

Note also that our definition of the word group is relative: the
meaning depends on what persons and groups one chooses to con-
sider outsiders to the group in question. For some purposes we
choose to consider cliques A and B in the Bank Wiring Room as
groups in their own right, but they were at the same time sub-
groups of the Bank Wiring Room, which was itself a group. In
like manner, the room itself was a subgroup of the department,
and the department a subgroup of the Hawthome Plant. But we
have now pushed our definition too far. We are especially con-
cerned with those groups—an older generation of sociologists called
them primary groups—each member of which is able to interact
with every other member.

The decision, then, as to what will be called a group and what
a subgroup depends on the level at which we wish to make the
analysis, This does not mean that the division between groups is
merely conventional, that we can draw the line where we please.
Given the reported facts, a sociologist could hardly cut the Bank
Wiring Observation Room into cliques in any other way than
Roethlisberger and Dickson did. The cliques were matters of ob-
servation, not convention. At whatever level we look at the web
of interaction, it always shows certain thin places, and the lines
between groups fall there. Any group with a population larger

H
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than two can be divided into subgroups, but even in a group of
three persons, the question as to which pair makes the “company”
and which individual the “crowd” cannot be settled by a Hip of
a coin.

Perhaps we have gone far enough in spelling out our definition
of the word group. How much of any theory needs to be set down
for the record beyond the possibility of misunderstanding—though
anyone can misunderstand if he is bound he is going to—and how
. much left to the intelligence of the reader is always a hard ques-
tion, but certainly the reader will be insulted if he is not allowed
to do any independent thinking of his own. One point does need
to be made clear. Saying that a group is defined by interaction is
not the same thing as saying that interaction is the whole of group
life. Every page of this book will tell about other elements that
need to be taken into account. Unfortunately one has to begin,
and begin somewhere. The charm of interaction for some sociol-
ogists is that it can be observed rather unambiguously, that it can
in fact be counted. It may be a good place to start.

SYSTEM AND ENVIRONMENT

This definition of the group implies, and is meant to imply, that
the group has a boundary and that outside the boundary lies the
group's environment. A scheme of analysis that breaks down the
phenomena being studied into organized wholes, or systems, and
environments in which the systems exist has turned up again and
again, and has again and again been found useful, in sciences as
far apart as physics and biology. Sometimes the organized wholes
can be easily identified; their boundaries are clear; they have skins,
But even when the wholes are not so definitely marked off from
the environment, much intellectual illumination is gained by stat-
ing what shall be taken as the boundary of the system—by drawing
an imaginary line around it—and then studying the mutual rela-
tions between the system and its milieu. In thermodynamics—the
study of phepomena such as hot, compressed gas in a cylinder—
you may be able to say something about the energy generated by
the system or the work done on the environment: energy and work
are functions of the system as a whole. In biology and physiology
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—the study of animal bodies—you may be able to show how the
system, this time the living organism, reacts as a unit to changes
in the environment. Whitehead says that the idea of an organized
whole, or system, existing in an environment is “a fundamental con-
cept which is essential to scientific theory.” *

Our definition of the group draws a line between the systems
we shall study and their different environments. The activities,
interactions, and sentiments of the group members, together with
the mutual relations of these elements with one another during
the time the group is active, constitute what we shall call the
social system. The rest of the book will be made up of detailed
analyses of social systems. Everything that is not part of the social
system is part of the environment in which the system exists. Note
that, as the definition of the group is relative, so must be that of
the group’s environment. If the group we are interested in is the
Bank Wiring Observation Room, then the rest of the Hawthorne
Plant is part of its environment, but if the Hawthorne Plant itself
should be the group in question, then the environment would be-
come everything outside this new system.

Whenever we use the words organized whole or, still worse,
organism in connection with groups and societies, we are laying
ourselves open to misinterpretation. People will at once think we
mean that a group is an organism like that most familiar one, the
living body, and of course it is not. Organized wholes have some
things in common with one another but also differ greatly among
themselves, especially in the capacity to maintain a steady state
in the face of changes in the environment. A thermodynamic sys-
tem like hot coffee, cream, and sugar in a thermos bottle does
pretty well in solving this problem, but only for a short time and
for small changes in outside temperature. The healthy human body
does very much better, Indeed the steady state kept by its internal
organs sets it free to take aggressive action on the environment.
Somewhere in between, if we were arranging systems in the scale
of their organicity, would come social systems, The group is never
quite passive. The various attempts to show that it is the mere
creature of its surroundings have never been clinching, though

* A. N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 88,
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they have helped social scientists to be tough-minded. The de-
mands of the environment cannot be disregarded, but they by no
means wholly determine the constitution of the group. In fact, in
the favorable instance, the group spontaneously evolves the be-
havior necessary to improve its standard of living in the environ-
ment. In the curious coincidence between the needs for survival
and the organism’s capacity to meet those needs, the group and
the animal body are the same in kind if not in degree. The ability
of the group to survive gross changes in its milieu seems less than
that of the animal body, but both are struggling toward the free
life.

THE NATURE OF THE ENVIRONMENT

We are getting too philosophical, though it is a man's philosophy
that makes what he sees. In our standard procedure for analyzing
social behavior, we ask first: What is the nature of the group’s
environment? and next: Given that the group is surviving in the
environment, what are the limits that this condition places on the
interactions, sentiments, and activities of the group? If you prefer
the latter question in the form: What is the response of the group
to the demands of the environment? you are welcome to it, but
it is probably less rigorous. Answering these questions, in what-
ever form they are put, is the first step in the study of a social
system.

The environment may be broken down into three main aspects:
physical, technical, and social, all of which are interrelated, and
any one of which may be more important than the others for any
particular group. But let us get back to the Bank Wiring Observa-
tion Room, and first take the physical and technical aspects to-
gether. The men were working in a room of a certain shape, with
fixtures such as benches, oriented in a certain way. They were
working on certain materials with certain tools. These things formed
the physical and technical environment in which the human rela-
tionships within the room developed, and they made these rela-
tionships more likely to develop in some ways than in others, For
instance, the sheer geographical position of the men within the
room had something to do with the organization of work and even
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with the appearance of cliques. In just the same way, we should
begin with the physical and technical environment if we were
studying some other kind of group, say a primitive tribe or a medi-
eval village. Thus we might observe that the villagers worked in
a coal, wet climate, on clay soils, using a wooden plow drawn by
eight oxen to till the land for planting winter wheat. Then we
should ask ourselves how these physical and technical factors
helped determine the relationships between villagers. Note that
we say “helped determine.” Seldom does the environment wholly
determine social relationships in the sense that, if the group is to
survive, only one scheme of organization is possible.

As for the social environment, the Hawthorne Plant and the
Western Electric Company in general was, through its supervisory
force, an important influence on the wiremen. The management
had chosen the men; it wanted them to accomplish results of a
certain kind; it had an organization plan for reaching these re-
sults; it had a method of wage payment by group piecework, and
so on. We do not need to repeat what we have said already. The
management tried to put these plans into effect, and in a large
measure succeeded, though not altogether. In output, in helping,
in exchanging jobs much was going on in the room of which the
higher-ups in the company would not have approved. In this re-
spect, again, the environment set limits on the behavior of the
group, which would certainly have been broken up if it had not
conformed to the company’s plans to some degree.

Another important influence—we cannot say which is the most
important—came from the other workers that the wiremen met in
the plant and department. Many of the ideas about the restriction
of output must have been picked up from them. Important also
was the Chicago of the early years of the depression, and so were the
groups in which the men participated outside of their work. Their
membership in families certainly had a direct effect on their be-
havior, particularly on their motives for work, and so did their
looser membership in neighborhoods, social classes, and churches.
We mention these aspects of the environment, not because we know
enough about their effect on the wiremen, but because they ought
to be looked at in the study of a group. We are not just analyzing
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the environment of the Bank Wiring Observation Room but set-
ting up a check list for future use,

Another and pervasive environmental influence on the Bank
Wiremen was culture, to use a word some anthropologists have
taken as their central concept. The wiremen were Americans, and
they were soaked in American culture: the values and norms of
American society. We shall have something to say about culture
later; it can be taken up most conveniently at another point in
the study of the social system, so let us say no more about it now,
except to underline its importance.

THE EXTERNAL SYSTEM

We have studied the nature of the environment and the kinds
of influence the environment may exert on the behavior of a group.
The environment and its influences will be different for each group
considered, but we are now focusing on the Bank Wiring Observa-
tion Room., We turn next from the environment to the behavior
of the group itself; we note that the group is, at the moment we
study it, persisting or surviving in its environment: and we infer,
not unnaturally, that the behavior of the group must be such as
to allow it to survive in the environment. Then we turn to the ele-
ments of group behavior: sentiment, activity, and interaction, and
we say that the external system is the state of these elements and of
their interrelations, so far as it constitutes a solution—not neces-
sarily the only possible solution—of the problem: How shall the
group survive in its environment? We call it external because it
is conditioned by the environment; we call it a system because in
it the elements of behavior are mutually dependent. The external
system, plus another set of relations which we shall call the in-
ternal system, make up the total social system. :

At the risk of anticipating some later steps in our argument, let
us take everyone into our confidence on what we are trying to do.
When we study a group, one of the first observations we can make
is that the group is surviving in an environment, and therefore we
say of the group, as of other organisms, that it is, for the moment
at least, adapted to its environment. But this word adaptation is
ambiguous. Does it mean that the characteristics of the group are
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determined by the environment? No, it does not, for the second
observation we can make is that the characteristics of the group
are determined by two classes of factors and not one only. These
characteristics are determined by the environment, in greater or
lesser degree according to the nature of the environment and of -
the group in question, and also by what we shall call for the time
being the internal development of the group. But we are not yet
at the end of our difficulties, for the third observation we can make
is that the two classes of factors are not independent of one an-
other. Full explanation of our meaning will take the rest of this
book, but we can outline our argument now. Assuming that there
is established between the members of a group any set of relations
satisfying the condition that the group survives for a time in its
particular environment, physical and social, we can show that on
the foundation of these relations the group will develop new ones,
that the latter will modify or even create the relations we assumed
at the beginning, and that, finally, the behavior of the group, be-
sides being determined by the environment, will itself change the
environment,

In short, the relationship between group and environment is es-
sentially a relationship of action and reaction; it is circular. But
perhaps it is safer to say that it sounds circular when described in
words and sentences. When we describe a phenomenon in ordi-
nary language, we are bound to start with a particular statement,
going on from there to a sequence of further statements, and if
the phenomenon is complex and organic, the sequence has a way
of coming back sooner er later to the statement with which we
started. No doubt a series of simultaneous equations could describe
the characteristics of the group more elegantly than words and
sentences can, but we do not yet have the equations, and it may
be that the equations cannot be set up before the verbal descrip-
tion has been made. If, then, we are limited to ordinary language,
and if the tendency of ordinary language is to make the analysis
of complex organic wholes sound circular, we propose in this book
to relax, to fall in with this tendency of language rather than fight
against it, and to analyze the relationship between group and en-
vironment as if it were a process having a beginning and an end,
even though the point at which the process ends may be the point
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from which it started. Let us be candid and admit the method is
clumsy, though it may be the best we have.

Our method has many analogies in the verbal description of
physical processes. In describing a group, our problem is, for in-
stance, a little like the problem of analyzing without the help of
mathematics what happens to a set of interlinked springs when
one of them is compressed. How shall a man deseribe in words
what happens to a set of springs in a cushion or matiress when
he sits on them? If he begins by sitting on any one spring and tries
to trace from there the changes that take place in the rest of the
springs, he will always find that the last spring in the series is
linked back to the first and prevents the first from giving way un-
der his weight as much as he thought it would. This, in fact, is the
virtue of the set of springs.

Now let us use a more complicated analogy. We are all more
or less familiar with the operation of the gasoline, or internal-com-
bustion, engine. Let us ask ourselves how the operation of this en-
gine was originally explained to us, or, better, how we should go
about explaining it to someone else. We should, perhaps, begin
by considering only one cylinder, instead of all the cylinders a real
engine would have, and we should, just to get our exposition going,
assume the cylinder and its contents to be in a certain state. We
might, for instance, assume that the piston has reached the top of
its stroke, and that the mixture of air and gasoline above the piston
is hot and compressed. From then on, we should describe the op-
erations of the engine as proceeding in sequence. A spark explodes
the hot mixture; the explosion drives the piston downwards, and
the moving piston transmits turning energy to the shaft. As the
shaft turns, a system of cams opens valves in the cylinder head
that admit a fresh mixture and allow the burnt gas to escape. The
turning shaft also causes the piston to rise once more in the cylin-
der, compressing and heating the fresh mixture; and we are back
where we started from, except that we have yet to account for the
spark that set the whole process going. A generator is turned by
the shaft, and this generator produces the electric current that ex-
long as the gasoline holds out.

The point we want to make is that although these operations in



The External System 93

fact take place in a continuing cycle, we must nevertheless, lan-
guage being what it is, describe them as if they took place in a
sequence having a beginning and an end. Therefore we must as-
sume a certain state of affairs at the beginning of our exposition,
the existence of which we can account for only at the end. Thus
we assume at the beginning the hot, compressed gas and the spark
that ignites it, but we cannot account for the gas being in the cylin-
der, and being heated, compressed, and ignited, until we have
reached the end of our explanation. At our convenience, we can
choose any point in the cycle as the point from which our exposi-
tion starts, but, whatever point we choose, the problem of describ-
ing a cycle as a sequence of events still remains,

Now a group is obviously not an internal-combustion engine—
our analogy is only an analogy—but we shall analyze the character-
istics of the group as if we were dealing with some kind of ongoing
circular process. No doubt this is not the only way in which the
group could be analyzed, and no doubt, once we have finished
making our analysis in this way, we shall be able to adopt a better
way and throw away the old, just as one discards the scaffolding
that has surrounded a house during construction. But having
adopted this method of exposition, we encounter the same kind
of difficulty we encountered with the gasoline engine. In describ-
ing the circular process in ordinary language, we are at liberty
to begin at whatever point in the process we choose, but no mat-
ter what point that is, we must still assume at the beginning of
our description the existence of certain conditions that we can
account for only at the end. We choose to begin the analysis of
the group with the external system, which we have defined as a
set of relations among the members of the group that solves the
problem: How shall the group survive in its environment? We do
not say that the external system is the only possible solution to
the problem. We do not say either that the group could do no
worse or that it could do no better and still survive. We merely
say that the external system is one solution of the survival problem.
For us it is the equivalent of the assumption we made in describ-
ing the gasoline engine that the mixture was originally hot and
compressed and that a spark was ready to explode it. Then, having
assumed that some set of relations such as the external system must
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exist, we shall go on, as we did with the gasoline engine, and try

to show why they do in fact exist or why the assumed relations are

modified. The emphasis had better be on modification, for there is

one great difference between describing the gasoline engine and

describing the group. With the gasoline engine we show how the

later events in the cycle create the very conditions we assumed in

the beginning, whereas with the group we shall show that the

later events in the cycle may modify the conditions we assumed

in the beginning. We shall have to allow scope for emergent evo--
lution.

Thus the external system first gives us a set of initial conditions
from which our exposition can take its departure and then takes
account of the fact that the adaptation of the group to its environ-
ment is partly determined by the nature of the environment, while
leaving us free later to show how this adaptation is also in part
determined by the internal development of the group.

To return from the general problem to the particular group we
are studying at the moment, the first question we ask of the Bank
Wiring group is this: What does this group need to have in order
to keep going in its particular environment? It needs motives
(sentiments) on the part of its members, jobs (activities) for them
to do, and some communication (interaction) between them. In
other words, the members of the group must meet in some degree
the plans of the Western Electric Company, and they must be
adequately motivated to do so. We shall first take up each element
of the external system separately and then in its mutual relations
with the others. Until we have done this job we had better not
try to define the external system any more rigorously. We must
show, and not just say, what we mean.

SENTIMENT

The Bank Wiremen came to the Hawthorne Plant in the first
instance with certain motives, The motives were generated by the
circumstances of their lives outside the plant, but they were also
part of their behavior within it. Some of the motives the men would
have recognized: they were working for money, money to get
Eood,tosupportahmﬂy.mhuyandkeapaear,mta];aagiﬂ
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to the movies. These motives were the only ones the planners in
the company took into account in devising the wage incentive
scheme. Perhaps these were the only motives they thought they
could successfully appeal to. At any rate, the men must have had
many other reasons for working at Hawthorne that they might
not have admitted so easily: a feeling that a man was not a fully
self-respecting citizen unless he had a job, a desire for the prestige
outside the factory that comes from working up to a good job
within it, the wish to belong to a company that was said to be a
good place to work, and so on. These are all, by our definition,
sentiments, and these were the motives for work that the men
brought to the Bank Wiring Observation Room. Whatever other
sentiments their association with their fellow workers might release
in the men, these would still have had to be satisfed in some de-
gree. Man does not live by bread alone, but he lives by bread at
least. These sentiments were assets to the company in that they
led to hard work; they were liabilities in that the company had to
satisfy them. Sentiment as an element of co-operation always has
this double aspect.

The sentiments we have been talking about are part of what is
often called individual self-interest. Let us be clear as to what we
mean by this famous phrase. In the first place, it may be that all
motives are motives of self-interest in the sense that, given the situa-
tion in which he is placed, 2 man always tries to do as well as he
can for himself. What he does may look to outsiders as if it were
hurting rather than helping him; it may look impossibly altruistic
rather than selfish, and yet modern psychology teaches us that, if
we knew the full situation, both the social relationships and the psy-
chological dynamics of the person concerned, we should find all
his actions to be self-enhancing. But this is an aside; let us take up
the question from another point of view. If we examine the motives
we usually call individual self-interest, we shall find that they are,
for the most part, neither individual nor selfish but that they are
the product of group life and serve the ends of a whole group not
just an individual. What we really mean by the celebrated phrase is
that these motives are generated in a different group from the one
we are concerned with at the moment. Thus from the point of view
of the Bank Wiring Observation Room, the desire of a2 man to eam
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wages was individual self-interest, but from the point of view of
his family it was altruism. Motives of self-interest in this sense are
the ones that come into the external system. Sentiments, on the
other hand, that are generated within the group we are concerned
with at the moment include some of the ones we call disinterested.
Friendship between wiremen is an example. While sentiments of
sell-interest affected or influenced the behavior of the men in the
room, they did not solely determine that behavior. If these senti-
ments had been alone decisive, output would perhaps have been
higher. That both self-interest and something else are satisfied by
group life is the truth that is hardest for the hard-boiled—and half-
baked—person to see. As Mayo says, “If a number of individuals
work together to achieve a common purpose, a harmony of inter-
ests will develop among them to which individual self-interest will
be subordinated, This is a very different doctrine from the eclaim
that individual self-interest is the solitary human motive.” *

ACTIVITY

The activities of the group were in the first instance planned by
the Western Electric Company engineers. Some of the men, with
tools and fixtures, wired one kind of equipment; some of the men
wired another. Some of the men soldered the connected wires into
place on the terminals. Two men inspected the completed switches,
both visually and with testing sets. A group chief supervised the
whole. A trucker brought supplies into the room and took com-
pleted equipments out. Here were a number of different kinds of
activity, ranging from manual work with tools through visual ob-
servation to activity that was largely verbal: supervision and direc-
tion. The activities were in theory different for different persons,
and they were organized: each had a part in the production of a
completed whole. Furthermore, the men were paid for their work
in different amounts, according to a complicated system of group
piecework. Note that the Western Electric organization tried to
control more of the activities of the group than it was actually
able to control. Nevertheless, it did to a very large extent settle
what the men should do.

2 E. Mayo, The Political Problem of Industrial Civilization, 21,
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INTERACTION

In the same way, observing the behavior of the men, one could
have mapped out a scheme of interaction among them, in abstrac-
tion from their sentiments and their activities, and one could have
recognized that a part of the scheme was set by the company.
There were the necessary interactions between a solderman and
the three wiremen he worked for, between an inspector and the
wiremen and soldermen whose work he passed judgment on, be-
tween the group chief and all the men in the room. Then there
were the almost inevitable interactions between the men who were
thrown together by the physical geography of the room, especially
between the wiremen and soldermen who worked together, some
at the front, some in the middle, and some at the back of the room.
Finally, the mere fact that all the men were together in a single
room tended to increase interaction between each member of the
group and every other,

FPAIR RELATIONSHIPS

~ So far we have been doing with the description of the Bank
Wiring Observatidn Room no more than we did, two chapters
back, with the description of the Irish countryman’s family. We
have, to be sure, limited ourselves to that part of group behavior
that is under the direct influence of the environment, but within this
field what we have been doing is the same. We have been making
a crude analysis, breaking the behavior of the men down into its
elements of sentiment, activity, and interaction. We shall now take
a new step in the application of our method, the first step, in syn-
thesis. What has been separated must be put together again. We
shall study the relationships of mutual dependence among senti-
ment, activity, and interaction in the external system. More par-
ticularly, we shall study the relationships between pairs of ele-
ments, of which there are, logically, three: sentiment-activity, ac-
tivity-interaction, and interaction-sentiment.

There is nothing complicated about the idea of mutual depend-
ence. Just the same, we had better say what we mean by it, as it
will come into our thinking over and over again, In physics, Boyle’s
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law states that the volume of a gas in an enclosed space varies in-
versely with the pressure upon it. The greater the pressure, the
smaller the volume of the gas. This statement, which is usually put
in the form of an equation, expresses a relationship of mutual de-
pendence, mutual because if either pressure or volume changes,
the other variable will change too. If pressure is increased, volume
will decrease, But if we choose to begin with volume instead of
pressure, we say that if volume increases, pressure must decrease.
This kind of relationship is most elegantly expressed in an equa-
tion, but in the field of sociology we should not pretend to use
equations until we have data that are thoroughly guantitive. In-
stead we shall have to describe this kind of relationship in ordi-
nary language, and here we are at once in trouble, because this
is just the kind of relationship that ordinary language—at least any
of the Western languages—is least well equipped to desecribe. Or-
dinary language, with its subjects and predicates, is geared to han-
dling only one independent factor and one dependent factor at a
time: someone is always'doing something to somebody, Cause-and-
effect thinking, rather than mutual-dependence thinking, is built
into speech. Yet a situation that can accurately be described in
cause-and-effect terms is just the kind that is encountered least
often in sociology. Here the cause produces an effect, but the effect
reacts upon the cause. In these circumstances, the very first effort
to use ordinary language shows how crude a tool it is. Yet we shall
do what we can with it, as we have nothing else, We may, for in-
stance, say that an increase in the complexity of the scheme of ac-
tivity in the external system will bring about an increase in the
complexity of the scheme of interaction, but that the reverse is
also true. The two are mutually dependent.

One other point should be made but not elaborated at this time.
According to Boyle's law, the volume of a gas in an enclosed space
varies inversely as the pressure put upon it only if the temperature
is held constant during the process. If the temperature does vary,
the relationship between volume and pressure will not have the
simple form stated by the law. When we study the mutual depend-
ence of two variables, we must somehow take account of the effect
on these two of the other variables that enter the system. In the
same way, when we make a statement about the mutual depend-
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ence of, for instance, interaction and activity, we must never for-
get that sentiment also comes into the system and may effect the
relationships described. It is never enough to say that the relation-
ship holds good “other things being equal.” We must try to say
what these other things are, and where they are “equal.” This
raises immense problems, which we shall not try to cope with at
this time, if indeed we can ever cope with them adequately in so-
cial science.

MUTUAL DEFENDENCE OF SENTIMENT AND ACTIVITY

When we are thinking of the relationship of mutual dependence
between sentiment and activity, we speak of sentiments as mo-
tives or drives, In the simplest form of the relationship, a motive
gives rise to activity, and once the activity is successfully com-
pleted, the motive disappears. A man feels hungry; he gets some-
thing to eat and his hunger disappears. If his activity does not re-
sult in his getting something to eat, new sentiments, which we call
frustration, will be added to his original hunger, and we say that
the activity was unrewarding or even positively punishing. He may
then try a new one; if it ends in his getting something to eat, his
hunger is allayed, and he will tend to repeat the activity the next
time he feels hungry. We now say that the activity is rewarding,
but do we mean anything more by this word than that we saw the
man eat the food and repeat the activity leading to it?

This is the relationship at its simplest. It is much more compli-
cated when the motive is not something like hunger but something
like a man’s fear that he will be hungry in the future, Suppose that
a man is afraid he will be hungry in the future if he does not now
start plowing his field and doing other tasks in co-operation with
other men that will lead in the end to loaves of bread on his table.
The man’s hunger is allayed when he gets food, but the fear does
not necessarily disappear when the appropriate activities are car-
ried out. Future hunger is still a threat. In these circumstances,
both motives and associated activities persist, both continuously
recreated, but if either side of the relationship is changed, the other
will be affected. Returning to our example, we can say that, if for
any reason the man is less afraid he will be hungry, he may not
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work so hard. And if, on the other hand, he finds some new set of
activities that will yield more food than the old, he may become
less fearful. The relationship between motive and activity is mu-
tual.

This relationship seems to hold good whether the activity in
question is obviously and directly useful or, like magic, takes the
place of a useful activity that is unknown or impossible. In the
absence of anything better to do, men must find even magic re-
warding. The relationship also seems to hold good hoth for the
sentiments we share with all men, such as fear, hunger, thirst,
cold, and the like, and for the sentiments generated in a particular
social situation, such as the need to be paid wages. Note how in
the Bank Wiring Observation Room the company’s wage incentive
plan tried to establish a particularly close link between one senti-
ment (the desire for money) and one set of activities (production).
That the plan did not altogether achieve its intended results does
not mean that this link was unimportant. 1t means that other sen-
timents besides the need for money affected output. It is clear, for
instance, that the sentiments of Green (W8)—"I'd like a job read-
ing”—, sentiments that presumably were generated by his whole past
history and experience in groups outside the plant, were among
the forces making his output the lowest in the room. If the inter-
views with the workers had been reported more fully, we should
know much more about the outside influences on the motives of
the men.

We need not go further into the mutual dependence of senti-
ment and activity. After all, most of the science of psychology, and
particularly that part called “learning theory,” is devoted to study-
ing it, and if we tried to compete with psychology our hopeless
inadequacy in that field would be revealed even more clearly than
it is already. All we can do is show how some of the problems
studied by psychology fit into a general scheme for analyzing group
behavior. Remember also that we are now considering only the
sentiments that come into the external system. The sentiments of
the internal system are rather different in kind, though their mu-
tual dependence with activities is the same as that we have just
described.
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MUTUAL DEPENDENCE OF ACTIVITY AND INTERACTION

In the external system, the relationship of mutual dependence
between activity and interaction links the division of labor with
the scheme of communication in the group. In the Bank Wiring
Observation Room, the total job of turning out completed equip-
ments was divided into a series of separate activities: wiring, sol-
dering, inspection, trucking, and, not least in importance, super-
vision. Each separate activity was assigned to a different individual
or subgroup, and in many of the activities each unit of work—for
instance, completing a single level of connections—took a certain
length of time. But what has been broken up must be put together
again, If finished equipments were to be turned out, interaction
had to take place in a certain scheme between the men doing the
different jobs.

Thus when a wireman had completed a level on one equipment
he moved over to a second one, and that act was the signal for
the solderman to begin soldering in place the connections of the
first terminal. The wireman had interacted with the solderman:
remember that by our definition interaction takes place when the
action of one man sets off the action of another. And note that, in
this instance, the wireman originated interaction with the solder-
man: he gave the signal to which the other responded. We can
without danger call interaction communication provided we re-
member that communication is not necessarily verbal, There was
no need for words to pass between wireman and solderman in or-
der that communication between them shounld be effective. In the
same way, the solderman’s completion of his part of the task was
the signal for the inspector to go to work, and if he discovered any
defect, he would initiate interaction, almost necessarily verbal this
time, with the workman responsible. Thus a continuous process of
interaction brought together the separate activities that went into
the completion of the product. Finally, if one of the company's
regulations was too flagrantly violated, or the process of co-ordina-
tion failed at any point, the problem would come to the group
chief's attention. Someone would bring the matter up to him, or
he himself would initiate interaction to restore the established or-
der.

i
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Generalizing from the Bank Wiring Observation Room, we can
say, then, that any division, among the members of a group, of the
partial activities that go into the completion of some total activity
implies a scheme of interaction among the persons concerned, and
that if the scheme of activities is changed, the scheme of inter-
action will, in general, change also, and vice versa, The two are
mutually dependent. Sometimes, and this is perhaps the more com-
mon situation, a man who is organizing a piece of work begins by
dividing it up into separate activities, and then makes the scheme
of interaction conform to his division. That is, he treats the scheme
of activity as the independent or governing factor. Thus the man-
agement of a plant may decide how an operation shall be divided
among the workers and then devise an appropriate method of co-
ordination. But this presupposes that an appropriate method of
co-ordination can be put into effect, and the presupposition may
be wrong. That is, the scheme of interaction may sometimes be
the governing factor. Surely certain forms of the division of labor
among the members of an industrial group were prohibitively ex-
pensive in the days before the conveyor belt was invented and
made new schemes of interaction possible. In most circumstances,
both factors are important.®

The division of labor makes the cost of work less in human ef-
fort or money. For this reason all societies have gone some dis-
tance in making their members specialists,. From Adam Smith to
Henry Taylor the uncriticized assumption was apt to be that the
further the division was carried, the greater were the savings ef-
fected, that the further a job like shoemaking was broken down
into its component specialties, and each assigned to a workman
who did nothing else, the less would be the cost of making the
shoe. Now we have begun to understand that the division of labor,
like any other process, has its point of diminishing returns. Peter
Drucker has shown how, in World War II and in some kinds of
industrial work where conventional assembly lines could not be
set up, the assigning of all the component specialties of any one
job to one person or a group of persons, rather than to a number
of separate individuals, turned out to be a cheaper way of manu-

®1In this and the following discussion, much relionce is placed
Barnard, The Functions of the Executive, ch. VIIL e
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facturing than any other.” Why the division of labor may reach
a point of diminishing returns should be clear from our analysis.
The division of labor is not something in itself; it always implies
a scheme of interaction by which the different divided activities
are co-ordinated. The indirect costs of setting up this scheme, in-
cluding the costs that arise if supervision is inadequate, may off-
set the direct savings from specialization.

THE PYRAMID OF INTERACTION

What we said two paragraphs ago we must now take back in
part. It is not universally true that as the scheme of activity changes,
the scheme of interaction will change too. It is not true when the
activity in question is supervision or leadership: the process by
which departures from a given plan of co-operation are avoided
or new plans introduced. In groups that differ greatly in the ac-
tivities they carry on, the schemes of interaction between leaders
of different levels and their followers tend nevertheless to be strik-
ingly similar. Let us see what this means by taking up the problem
of the span of control, as organization experts call it: How many
men can be supervised by a single leader? When the activities of
a group are of such a kind that they can be co-ordinated largely
through one-way interaction from the leader to the followers, then
the leader can supervise a rather large number of persoms. An ex-
ample is the conductor of a symphony orchestra, who may direct
as many as a hundred men. But in general the interaction must
be two-way: the leader gives orders, information, and exhortation
to his followers, but they must also supply him with information
about themselves and the situation they face. In these circum-
stances the span of control becomes much smaller. It is significant
how often a group of between eight and a dozen persons crops up
under the supervision of a single leader in organizations of many
different kinds. The old-fashioned squad in the army is an ex-
ample. And since the same kind of considerations govern the re-
lations between the leaders of the first level and their own leaders,
and so on for higher and higher leaders in groups of larger and

*P. F. Drucker, “The Way to Industrial Peace,” Harper's Magasine, Vaol.
183 (Nov., 1946), 390,
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larger size, it is easy to see how the scheme of interaction, espe-
cially in big organizations, piles up into its characteristic pyramid-
ical, or hierarchical, form. The leader-in-chief appears at the apex
of the pyramid, working with a small group of lesser leaders; each
lesser leader, level by level, works with his own small group of
leaders of still lower rank, until finally at the broad base the rank
and file are reached.

No matter what activities an organization carries on, this char-
acteristic form of the interaction scheme tends to appear; it ap-
pears in the Catholic Church as surely as it does in an industrial
firm or an army. Therefore we must modify our earlier rule and
say that whatever changes occur in the scheme of activities of a
group, the scheme of interaction between the leaders of various
levels and their followers tends to keep the same general pyra-
midical form. Yet the modification is more apparent than real. 1f
the conflict between the two rules distresses us, we can readily
reconcile them. The pyramid scheme of interaction seems to make
possible the supervision of the activities of a large number of per-
sons, through two-way interaction between them and leaders of
different levels. Whenever, therefore, this particular activity, super-
vision, remains largely the same from organization to organization,
then the scheme of interaction—the pyramid—through which su-
pervision is exercised remains largely the same too. Our rule stated
that if the scheme of activity changed, the scheme of interaction
changed too. But the rule also implies that if the activity does not
change—and the job of supervision is much the same from group
to group—the interaction does mot change either. The first rule
holds after all, the second rule being merely one of its special
cases.

The relation between the scheme of activities and the scheme
of interaction in an organization is usually represented by the
familiar organization chart, which shows the organization divided
into departments and subdepartments, the various officers and sub-
officers occupying boxes, connected by lines to show which per-
sons are subordinate to what other ones. Every such chart is too
peat: it tells what the channels of interaction ought to be but not
always what they are. The pyramid-type chart is particularly mis-
leading because it shows only the interaction between superiors
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and subordinates, the kind of interaction that we shall eall, fol-
lowing Barnard, scalar.® It does not show the interaction that goes
on between two or more persons at about the same level of the
organization, for instance, between two department heads or, in
the Bank Wiring Room, between a wireman and an inspector. This
kind of interaction we shall call lateral interaction, though we must
remember there are borderline cases where the distinction between
scalar and lateral interaction disappears. The conventional organi-
zation chart represents the scalar but not the lateral interaction.
If it were not for the unhappy association with predatory spiders,
the facts would be much better represented by a web, the top
leader at the center, spokes radiating from him, and concentric
circles linking the spokes. Interaction takes place along the con-
centric circles as well as along the spokes. But even the web is
too neat a picture.

It is a mistake to think of the pyramid—or the web—scheme of
interaction as always created by conscious planning. It is so cre-
ated in only a few instances, for example, the large formal organi-
zations of modern Western society, and these, in their origins, mod-
eled themselves on previously existing patterns. The pyramid occurs
not only where it is planned, as in the Western Electric Company,
but also where it is not planned, as in a street gang or primitive
tribe. Sometimes the pyramid is imposed on a group, as supervision
was imposed on the Bank Wiremen; sometimes, as we shall see, a
group spontaneously creates its own pyramid. Sometimes a group,
if it is to operate successfully on the environment, needs the pyra-
mid; sometimes a group does not need the pyramid but creates it
anyhow. In any event, the fact that a pyramid of interaction may
be a practical necessity of effective operations on the environment
is no guarantee that the pyramid will appear. As we mentioned
earlier, the possibility of coincidence between the practically nec-
essary and the spontaneously produced is one of the fascinating
discoveries that comes from the study of groups as of other or-
ganisms, but we shall never explain the existence of the pyramid
of interaction or any other such item of group behavior by point-
ing out that it helps the group to survive in an environment. Even

#C. 1. Barnard, Organization and Management, 150.
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if we assume for the moment that it does help the group to sur-
vive, we shall sooner or later go on to examine in detail the me-
chanisms by which the item in question is produced. We shall
study what the philosophers call efficient, rather than final, causes.
But we are again running ahead of our argument. The immediate
point is that the principles of organization are universal; they are
not an invention of the Prussian general staff or of American big
business.

The relationship between the scheme of activities and the scheme
of interaction is the problem of organization, in the narrow sense
of that word. When the leaders of military, industrial, and other
concerns speak of organization, this is what they mean. For us
the word has a much broader meaning, but the narrow one will
do no harm so long as we know what it is. Since our concern is
with the small group, we had better not try to attain the higher
reaches of organization theory, which apply only to large concerns.
But one last point should be made. The complexity of organization
does not end with the appearance of the hierarchy of leadership.
In big concerns, several different hierarchies arise and intersect one
another. The pyramid, from being two-dimensional, becomes three-
and multi-dimensional, with several different chains of interaction
between the followers and the upper leaders. In the jargon of the
experts, a line-and-staff form of organization develops, and we shall
have something to say about it in a later chapter, where the sub-
ject comes in naturally. For the moment we can summarize in the
words of Eliot Chapple and Carleton Coon: “The coordination
needed in any complex technique is impossible without interaction.
As we have seen, most complex techniques involve the activities
of more than one person, and, in fact, where people practice a
number of complex technigques, extensive interactions must take
place to coordinate the work of manufacturing, to secure raw ma-
terials, and to exchange the goods produced. In other words, the
growth of complexity in technical processes goes hand in hand
with an increase in the amount of interaction and in the complexity
of the interaction pattern.”*®

* E. D. Chapple and C. S. Coon, Principles of Anthropolgy, 250,
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CONCLUSION

Logically, of course, a third relationship of mutual dependence
exists: the mutual dependence of interaction and sentiment, but
we shall choose to consider this a part of the internal system, to
which we turn in the next chapter. The two aspects of group life
that we call the external and the internal systems are continuous
with one another. The line between them can be drawn where we
choose, arbitrarily, and we choose to draw it here. The only reason
for drawing a line at all is to save words: we now can talk about
the external system without repeating everything we have said in
this chapter.

What goes into the external system is what we have shown goes
in: the best definition is a process of pointing. If we must have a
definition in words, we can say that the mutual dependence be-
tween the work done in a group and the motives for work, be-
tween the division of labor and the scheme of interaction, so far
as these relationships meet the condition that the group survives
in an environment—this we shall regularly speak of as the external
system. But remember that when we talk of a group’s survival in
an environment we always deceive ourselves to some degree. The
group is not passive before the environment; it reacts. It even de-
fines what its environment shall be. Its purposes make different
aspects of the environment important. The relationship between
group and environment is never a one-way matter. But we are
weak creatures, and our tools of language and analysis are soft.
We ought to say everything at once, yet in our desperation we
find we have to start somewhere, We have chosen to begin with
the environment and its influence on the group. We shall then
show how the group, on the foundation of the relationships thus
established, elaborates further tendencies of its own, which react
so as to modify the adaptation to the environment. This again is
not the truth, but a manner of speaking. Yet it is forced on us.
What we need now is a willing and provisional suspension of dis-
belief. Until we have said everything, we shall have said nothing.
We shall have to keep many balls in the air at the same time. Re-
gard all our statements as partial truths until the last word and
the last modification are in.



CHAPTER V

The Internal System: The Group as a Whole

The Elaboration of Group Behavior . . . Mutual Depend-
ence of Interaction and Sentiment . . . The Nature of
the Hypotheses . . . Mutual Dependence of Sentiment
and Activity . . . Mutual Dependence of Activity and In-
teraction . , . Elaboration and Standardization . . . Norms
. «. Culture . . . The Relation aof Norms to Behacior . . .
Assumptions or Values . . . Technical, Social, and Reli-
gious Systems

LONG ACO Aristotle wrote: “The city comes into
existence in order that men may live; it persists that they may live
well”* For Aristotle the city meant the small Greek city-state,
such as Athens, which was much closer to the small group we are
studying in this book than to the mass cities of modern times. At
Jeast the members of the governing class could have some direct
contact with one another. For Aristotle the city was also the most
familiar and important of organized human groups, and much that
he says about it, including the remark just quoted, applies to all
human groups. Elton Mayo used to make Aristotle’s point in dif-
ferent language. He said that there is a tendency for any group
of men to complicate the conditions of their life, to make the con-
ditions more interesting, and that any circumstances interfering
with the complication were felt emotionally as frustration. Chester
Barnard's statement is still more elaborate.

When the individual has become associnted with a cooperative enter-

prise he has accepted a position of contact with others similarly asso-
- ciated. From this contact there must arise interactions between these
persons individually, and these interactions are social. It may be, and

1 Polities, 1, 1, 1252b12.
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often is, true that these interactions are not a purpose or object either
of the cooperative systems or of the individuals participating in them.
They nevertheless cannot be avoided. Hence, though not sought, such
interactions are consequences of cooperation, and constitute one set of
social Factors involved in cooperation. These factors operate on the in-
dividuals affected; and, in conjunction with other factors, become in-
corporated in their mental and emotional characters. This is an effect
which makes them significant. Hence, cooperation compels changes in
the motives of individuals which otherwise would not take place. So far
as these changes are in a direction favorable to the cooperative system
they are resources to it. So far as they are in a direction unfavorable to
cooperation, they are detriments to it or limitations of it.®

THE ELABORATION OF GROUF BEHAVIOR

Each of these men—Aristotle, Mayo, Barnard—is talking about
the same phenomenon. When a number of persons have come to-
gether to form a group, their behavior never holds to its first pat-
tern. Social life is never wholly utilitarian: it elaborates itself, com-
plicates itself, beyond the demands of the original situation. The
elaboration brings changes in the motives of individuals. This is
the point that Barnard stressed especially; and the change in the
attitudes of persons, brought about by their membership in groups,
is perhaps the central topic of social psychology. But the elabo-
ration also means changes in their activities and interactions—
changes, in fact, in the organization of the group as a whole.

This elaboration is the subject of the present chapter and the
one following. In the last chapter we studied the external system
—the behavior of a group so far as that behavior represents one
possible answer to the question: How does the group survive in
its particular environment? In the present chapter we shall begin
the study of the internal system—the elaboration of group behavior
that simultaneously arises out of the external system and reacts
upon it. We call the system “internal” because it is not directly
conditioned by the environment, and we speak of it as an “elabo-
ration” because it includes forms of behavior not included under
the heading of the external system. We shall not go far wrong if,

2 Reprinted by permission of the publishers from Chester Trving Barnard,

The Functions of the Ezecutive, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1638, p. 40. See also pp. 45, 52, 120, 256.
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for the moment, we think of the external system as group behavior
that enables the group to survive in its environment and think of
the internal system as group behavior that is an expression of the
sentiments towards one another developed by the members of the
group in the course of their life together.

In analyzing the internal system, we shall, as before, use the
Bank Wiring Observation Hoom to illustrate our points, and we
shall do so according to a delinite plan, In the present chapter we
shall take up the internal system as exemplified in the behavior
of the group as a whole; in the next chapter we shall take it up
as exemplified in the division of the group into cliques. In Chapter
8 we saw that the group was in some sense a unit and in some
sense also a grouping of sub-units. :

We shall again work with the three main elements of group be-
havior: activity, sentiment, and interaction, but in describing the
internal system we shall find that these elements do not take
quite the same form they do in the external system. Instead of
the motives for getting a job, we shall have to deal with senti-
ments developed on the job, such as liking or disliking for other
persons, approval or disapproval of the things other persons do.
Instead of activities demanded by the job, we shall have to deal
with activities spontaneously evolved that serve to express the
attitudes of persons toward one another. And instead of inter-
actions required for the co-ordination of practical activities, we
shall have to deal with interaction elaborated socially—for fun,
so to speak. We call the internal system a system, just as we called
the external system one, because in it all three of the elements of
social behavior are mutually dependent, and we shall, as before,
take account of the mutual dependence by considering three pair
relations: interaction-sentiment, sentiment-activity, and activity-in-
teraction.

MUTUAL DEPFENDENCE OF INTERACTION AND SENTIMENT

By the very circumstances in which they were placed, working
together in the same room, the Bank Wiremen almost inevitably
interacted with one another. They were, as we often say, thrown

together. In our description of the external system, we did not go
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beyond statements like this, but the internal system takes up where
the other leaves off. Interaction in the external system gives rise
to sentiments that we treat as part of the internal system because
they are not brought into the group by its members but released
in the members by their life in the group. Specifically the Bank
Wiremen, interacting with one another frequently, also became
friendly. No doubt there were social isolates in the group, like
Capek (W5) and Mazmanian (I3), and no doubt the specially
close friends were also members of the same clique, but it is all
too easy in emphasizing the cliques and the anti-social individuals
to lose sight of the wide-spread friendliness within the group as
a whole. The relationship between association and friendliness is
one of those commonly observed facts that we use all the time as
a guide for action in practical affairs but seldom make an explicit
hypothesis of sociology. We assume that if only we can “get people
together,” they will like one another and work together better.
We also assume that the relationship between interaction and senti-
ment works in the other direction. If it is true that we often come
to like the persons with whom we interact, it is also true that we
are prepared to interact with persons we already like. That is, inter-
action and this particular kind of sentiment are mutually dependent.

Now let us try to make the hypothesis a little more explicit. We
can begin by saying that persons who interact frequently with one
another tend to like one another. But this does not do justice to
the quantitative and relative aspects of the relationship. Our words
“like” and “dislike,” “friendship” and “antagonism,” are misleading.
They make us think that there are only two values on the scale.
We should think instead of a continuous gradation from hatred to
love, with our usual words for the sentiments representing many
different values on the scale. And even if we think in these terms,
we are still in difficulties, When we say that Hasulak (W7) liked
Steinhardt (51) and disliked Mueller (W2), we may only mean
that he liked Steinhardt more than he liked Mueller. If forced to
choose between Mueller and some outsider as a companion, he
might have found that he liked Mueller well enough. All our words
for liking and disliking have relative and not absolute values. We
cannot say how much Hasulak liked the men he knew, unless we
have determined a zero point on the scale, a point, perhaps, where



112 The Internal System: The Group as a Whole

one man is indifferent, neither friendly nor hostile, to another.
Setting up such a point and measuring the strength of sentiment
with reference to it is not an easy task, as the social psychologists
who study attitudes know, and we shall not undertake it here.
Instead we shall allow for the quantitative aspect of sentiment
and the other elements of social behavior by stating some of our
hypotheses in differential form; for instance, by stating what small
change will take place in the strength of sentiment if there is a
small change in the Frequency of interaction. Thus we can restate
our original hypothesis as follows: If the frequency of interaction
between two or more persons increases, the degree of their liking
for one another will increase, and vice versa. This kind of hypothesis
takes account of the fact that some sentiments form a scale without
raising the question where the zZero point on the scale lies, We
should probably state all our later hypotheses in differential form,
but we shall not in fact be tediously careful to do so.

~ But our hypothesis still does not take adequate account of the
facts of group behavior. It does not take account of group elabora-
tion or development. For instance, it is not hard to think of the
original relationships among the Bank Wiremen being those of
the external system. The members of the group began by being
thrown together in a certain room and working on certain jobs.
But obviously the observed behavior of the Bank Wiremen went
far beyond the original plan of work set up by the company. How
shall we describe the process of growth and development? We can
at least reformulate our hypothesis as follows: If the interactions
between the members of a group are frequent in the external sys-
tem, sentiments of liking will grow up between them, and these
sentiments will lead in turn to further interactions, over and above
the interactions of the external system. The interactions between
Bank Wiremen were in fact more frequent than the setup of work
required. It is not just that favorable sentiments increase as inter-
action increases, but that these sentiments then boost interaction
still further. Our theory is that through processes like these a social
system builds up or elaborates itself. But how far can the elabora-
tion go? Clearly it cannot go on indefinitely; there must be forces
bringing it to a halt; for one thing, the limitations of time will pre-
vent the frequency of interaction from going beyond a certain level.



Mutual Dependence of Interaction and Sentiment 113

But what is the level and what determines it? We raise these ques-
tions without being able to answer them.

A further complication can now be brought in. It was observed
that the Bank Wiremen, after a time in the Observation Room,
found themselves to some degree antagonistic toward the men re-
maining behind in the department, and that they expressed their
antagonism in claims that the men in the department were in vari-
ous small matters discriminating against them. In this instance,
then, as in so many others, the liking of friends within a group
carries with it some dislike of outsiders. The greater the inward
solidarity, the greater the outward hostility. As before, this hypoth-
esis is familiar. It is almost the principle of organization in some
primitive tribes. A dictator may try to use it, believing that if he
can cut down his subjects’ interaction with, and inflame their dis-
trust of, foreigners, he can maintain his own power and a primitive
unity in his nation. Stated more precisely, the hypothesis is that
a decrease in the frequency of interaction between the members
of a group and outsiders, accompanied by an increase in the
strength of their negative sentiments toward outsiders, will in-
crease the frequency of interaction and the strength of positive
sentiments among the members of the group, and vice versa. This
hypothesis is in turn a special case of a more general one, which
we shall consider later and which may be stated as follows: the
nature of the relationships between the individuals A, B, C, . . .
is always determined in part by the relationships between each
one of them and other individuals M, N, O, . . . In the present
case, A, B, C, etc., are members of a particular group; M, N, O,
etc., are outsiders, and we are considering, in the relationships be-
tween these persons, only the elements of interaction and sentiment.

THE NATURE OF THE HYPOTHESES

The hypothesis that an increase of interaction between persons
is accompanied by an increase of sentiments of liking among them
is one of those analytical statements about the behavior of human
groups that it is an aim of this book to make. Undemneath their
obvious differences, human groups are alike—this is our belief—in
that some parts of their behavior will sooner or later be summed
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up in a series of such hypotheses, though it may be a very long
series. Perhaps, then, we need to take a little time to explain the
nature and limitations of a hypothesis of this kind.

In the first place, let us be clear that it is only a hypothesis, not
a theorem. We have offered no proof, except what is provided by
the behavior of the Bank Wiremen, and a statistician would say
that‘a single instance is not nearly enough. Plenty of confirmatory
evidence could be found in anthropological and sociological studies
of small groups. What is more important, the hypothesis could
conceivably be tested by an experiment using modern methods of
measuring interaction and attitude. In fact one of our aims is to
state hypotheses in such a way that they can be tested by experi-
ment. To quote Willard Gibbs once mare: “It is the office of theo-
retical investigation to give the form in which the results of ex.
periment may be expressed.”

In the second place, we do not pretend that the hypothesis is
original with us. Why should it be? Men have not been studying
atoms for thousands of years, but they have been studying their
own behavior, and passionately too. We have no doubt that they
have intuitively known and acted upon all the hypotheses we
shall present. Many of the hypotheses have also been explicitly
stated in the literature of social science. The relationship expressed
in our present hypothesis is, for instance, a part of the phenomenon
that sociologists call “in-group solidarity.” Make no mistake about
it—we are not trying to be original here. Our aim is of another
kind. We are trying to develop a general sociology, and therefore,
on the assumption that the most familiar phenomena are apt to
be the most general, the banal and obvious hypotheses are just
the ones we want to state. We are also trying to state the hypoth-
eses in such a way that the observations to which the words in
the hypotheses refer are unmistakable—something which, we sub-
- mit, is not true of “in-group solidarity.” And we are, finally, trying
to state the hypotheses in a language or conceptual scheme com-
mon to them all, so that their relationship to one another is ex-
plicit and they form a coherent series, each one illuminating the
others instead of wasting its light in isolation. Unless we do all
of these things we shall never have the foundations on which a
developing science of sociology can be built. Too easily have soci-



The Nature of the Hypotheses 115

ologists assumed that the foundations were already laid, for there
are still good reasons for asking the question: What single general
proposition about human behavior have we established? And we
shall find ourselves waiting for an answer.

In the third place, in stating that an increase of interaction be-
tween persons-is accompanied by an increase of sentiments of
friendliness between them, we have offered no explanation why
this should be so. Perhaps we could begin to make an explanation.
“Friendliness” unquestionably conceals a complicated process. For
one reason or another, you associate with someone for a period
of time; you get used to him; your behavior becomes adjusted to
his, and his to yours; you feel at home with him and say he is a
good fellow. The friendliness may be no more than the emotional
reflection of adjustment, and it is perhaps for this reason that your
liking for someone is so often independent of his personality. You
can get to like some pretty queer customers if you go around with
them long enough. Their queerness becomes irrelevant. Along such
lines as these we might begin to make an explanation, but even
if we make none our hypothesis is not invalidated. A hypothesis
sums up certain facts; so long as it does so it stands, whatever the
explanation of the facts may be. For instance, the force of gravita-
tion was long used to “explain™ such things as the path of a planet
around the sun. Then the physicists saw that they could, by New-
ton’s laws, simply describe the paths of the planets and the mo-
tions of many other bodies, without invoking any gratuitous ex-
planation such as “gravitation.” The science of mechanics “dropped
the question as to the ‘why’ and inquired into the how’ of the
many motions that can be observed.”* In a much less exact man-
ner than mechanics we ask how .the elements of interaction and
sentiment are related, and drop the question why they are related
in a particular way. No doubt a more general hypothesis than
ours will provide the explanation, but it will do so by including
or subsuming ours as a special case and not by invalidating it.
Only fact can invalidate.

Finally, this hypothesis, like all our hypotheses, holds good only
so long as “other things are equal.” Nothing is vaguer than this

" E. Mach, The Science of Mechanics, T. J. McCormack, trans., 155.
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commonplace phrase. In order to make sense of it, we need to know
what the “other things” are and what we mean by their being
“equal.” We have conceptually isolated interaction and sentiment
in order to investigate the relationship between the two, but in
real social behavior interaction and sentiment cannot be isolated
from the third element, activity, and from other factors we have
not yet considered. Activity is one of the “other things.” Two per-
sons that interact with one another tend to like one another only
if the activities each carries on do not irritate the other too much.
If either of them behaves in an irritating way, the mere fact of
bringing them together, increasing their interaction, may increase
negative rather than positive sentiments. Interaction and friendli-
ness are positively associated, not on the assumption that the ele-
ment of activity is out of the concrete phenomenon, for we know
it comes in, but rather that this element is at least emotionally
neutral.

Again, interaction and friendliness are positively associated only
if authority is not one of the “other things” and does not enter the
situation being considered. When two men are working together
and one is the boss of the other, as, for instance, when a son is
working for his father on an Irish farm, the interaction between
them, required by the job they are doing together, may be fre-
quent, and yet the superior and the subordinate will scarcely be-
come friends. Instead their sentiments toward one another are apt
to be ambivalent, and ambivalent for a perfectly good reason: two
influences are at work and not just one. There may be an element
of friendliness in the feelings of the subordinate or perhaps, if
the boss is capable and wise, one of admiration, but there is also
an element of constraint, respect, or even awe, which seems to
derive from the authority the boss exercises over the subordinate,
Moreover, the interaction between the two, instead of tending to
increase, is held close to the amount strictly required for “business™
—that is, to the amount required by the external system. This kind
of behavior we can observe in the Irish farm family; we can ob-
serve it also in different degrees wherever authority is strong, as
in armies and on ‘ships. We shall have much to say about it later,
but one point cannot be made too strongly at the outset. To have
authority it is by no means enough that a man should give orders



The Nature of the Hypotheses 17

to others. He must give orders that they will obey, and the process
by which obedience to orders is secured is not a simple one. In
studying it we shall be led into the whole problem of social control.

Interaction is accompanied by friendliness among the members
of a group only if the group as a whole is maintaining itself in its
environment. If the group fails in its purposes and starts to break
up, its disintegration will be hastened by the increasing antago-
nisms and mutual incriminations of the members. On the other
hand, the warmth of feeling between companions may be vastly
heightened by their joint and successful confrontation of a danger-
ous environment.! Hence the particularly intimate fellowship of
shipmates, of fliers who are squadronmates or crewmates, of part-
ners working underground in a coal mine. In short, certain char-
acteristics of the group as a whole may modify in one way or an-
other each one of the relationships within the group.

We have brought forward a number of factors—and there must
be others—that may modify the relationship between interaction
and sentiment expressed in our hypothesis. Some of these factors,
such as authority, tend to nullify the relationship: frequent inter-
action is not accompanied by friendliness. Others, such as the suc-
cessful confronting of danger, tend to make interaction especially
frequent and sentiment especially intense. The fact that these “other
things” cannot be disregarded in the behavior of many groups does
not invalidate our hypothesis, but does require that the influence
of these factors be stated in further hypotheses. These become,
with the original one, a series or system of hypotheses in which
the degree of applicability of any one hypothesis to any particular
group is limited by the applicability of all the others. In this book
we are trying to set up such a series of hypotheses, or make a start
at doing so. What we have had to say about one of them applies
to all the others and need not be repeated. The logical problem
we are wrestling with is, in the end, the mathematical problem of
setting up and solving a system of differential equations. Our sys-
tem cannot be as elegant as that, but it can at least take the mathe-
matical system as a model of what it would like to be.

“R. R. Grinker and J. P. Spiegel, Men under Stress, 21.5.

K
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MUTUAL DEPENDENCE OF SENTIMENT AND ACTIVITY

In the Bank Wiring Observation Room group as a whole, we
can see the mutual dependence of sentiment and activity most
easily in the wide web of helping. There were few occasions when
helping another man was required by the necessities of the work
—indeed it was forbidden by the company; yet it took place just
the same, and many of the men testified that helping and being
helped made them feel better. Everyone took part in helping; it
was not confined, as were some other activities, to soldering umits.
In fact it was one of the activities that united the whole group in-
stead of dividing it into cliques, though there were some men, like
Taylor {W3), who were helped more than others. On the basis
of the Bank Wiring Room, we can, therefore, state the hypothesis
that persons who feel sentiments of liking for one another will ex-
press those sentiments in activities over and above the activities
of the external system, and these activities may further strengthen
the sentiments of liking. In the same way persons who dislike one
another will express their disliking in activity, and the activity will
increase the disliking. The circle may be vicious as well as benef-
icent. Stating the relationship quantitatively, we can expect that
any change in the sentiments of persons for one another will be
followed by a change in the activities in which they express those
sentiments. And the reverse will also be true: any change in the
expressive activities—for instance, in the amount of help given—
will be followed by a change in the sentiments of liking.

All sentiment seeks expression in action, and if the action is re-
warding it will be repeated. The mechanism we are describing here
is universal; it applies to the external system as much as it does
to the internal. But in the external system the sentiments being
expressed are those a person brings to the group from his life out-
side the group, whereas in the internal system the sentiments—fay-
orable or unfavorable attitudes toward other members of the group
—are generated or released in a person by his experience within
the group. The activities in which the latter sentiments find ex-
pression may be of many kinds. In the Bank Wiring Room they
took the form of mutual help. In other groups we shall see other
ways of exchanging gifts and favors, and we shall see the appear-
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ance of new co-operative activities undertaken by the group as a
whole.

MUTUAL DEPENDENCE OF ACTIVITY AND INTERACTION

The intimate relation between activity and interaction is obvious,
here as in the external system. In fact it takes an uncomfortable
effort of mind to separate them only to put them together again.
In the Bank Wiring Room an activity like helping clearly implied
interaction between the persons who helped one another and,
moreover, an increase of interaction beyond what the wiring job
demanded. The process is general. A great deal of social activity
—dances, parties—is enjoyed less for the sake of the activity itself,
which may be trivial, than for the possibilities of social interaction
it affords.

ELABORATION AND STANDARDILZATION

In describing the mutual dependence of sentiment, interaction,
and activity in the internal system, we have so far been exclusively
concerned with what we may call the mode of elaboration. Inter-
action between persons leads to sentiments of liking, which express
themselves in new activities, and these in turn mean further inter-
action. The circle is closed, and by the very nature of the pair re-
lations the whole system builds itself up. How far it can build it-
self up we do not know, and of course it can build itself down. If
for any reason interaction in the internal system decreased, then
activity would decay and sentiments of friendliness weaken. In de-
scribing the process we could begin with any other one of the ele-
ments instead of interaction, but the important point is that the
circle, or better the spiral, can be vicious as well as beneficent. The
same relationships that cement the group may dissolve it, provided
the process once gets going in the wrong direction. In most groups
there is a precarious balance between the two tendencies.

We have been emphasizing the appearance of new sentiments,
activities, and interactions. In the internal system there is another
kind of development, which we may call the mode of standardiza-
tion, and which we mention here, not because we have evidence
from the Bank Wiring group as a whole to illustrate it, but because



120 The Internal System: The Group as a Wlhole

of its general importance. The more frequently persons interact
with one another, the more alike in some respects both their ac-
tivities and their sentiments tend to become. Moreover, the more
a person’s activities and sentiments resemble those of others, the
more likely it is that interaction between him and these others
will increase. The process as usual works both ways. Whatever may
be the explanation of this relationship—and it may not be necessary
to assume a general tendency to imitate—the relationship exists.
The social climber knows all about it and, consciously or uncon-
sciously, uses it for all it is worth. He wishes intimate and frequent
interaction with members of a certain social class. When he has
that, he will by definition be a member himself. To gain this end,
he models his behavior and attitudes on those of the members of
the class. So far as he is successful in doing so, social interaction
will follow. On the other hand, the more extensive his interaction,
the more extensive will be his awareness of the “right” activities
and sentiments, and therefore his ability to imitate. These connec-
tions hold good even if the class members pride themselves on
their unconventionality. The unconventional can be as conventional
as anything else,

A spectacular example of the mode of standardization is given
by another one of the Western Electric researches, the so-called
Relay Assembly Test Room. In this room, five young women sat
in a row at a bench doing identical work: assembling small elec-
trical relays. Each relay took only about a minute to complete, and
the output and output rate of each girl was measured precisely
over a period of years. Many interesting understandings came out
of the Relay Assembly Te