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Abstract 

A growing body of literature is beginning to examine how individuals engage 

and interact with others within group contexts. However, no research has examined how 

individuals’ orientations toward coordinating action in groups, their relational 

orientations, alter their behaviour within group interactions. This thesis asserts that this 

gap has potentially been driven by the absence of a framework that captures all facets of 

the relational modules individuals use to coordinate action in groups. In turn, existing 

measures of relational orientations cannot necessarily be applied within the intragroup 

domain. This thesis represents an attempt to bridge this gap. First, a description of 

individual differences in orientations towards coordinating action in groups informed by 

Durkheim (1893/2014) is presented. The description outlines that two distinct 

collections of relational orientations exist, mechanical and organic. Second, across five 

studies this thesis presents the development and preliminary evidence of a measure that 

may capture individual variation in people’s orientations toward coordinating action in 

groups according to a mechanical or organic relational module, the Mechanical and 

Organic Orientations Scales or MOOS for short.  

In an initial pilot study (Chapter 2) preliminary items created to capture 

mechanical and organic orientations are submitted to factor analytic methods to 

examine the underlying structure of the items. While the results of this pilot study were 

promising, a number of issues suggested that further refinement of the items was 

needed. A series of studies were then conducted using a revised set of items (Chapter 3).  

In Study 1, an exploratory factor analysis using the revised set of items was conducted. 

Although the item factor loadings were moderate, the results provided some support for 

a two factor model of relational group orientations reflecting the two predicted 

mechanical and organic orientations, with nine items in each factor. Study 2 then sought 
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to confirm the factor structure observed in Study 1. The results demonstrated good 

indices of fit. The factor structure and loading of items were also shown to be consistent 

through a series of multigroup measurement invariance models. Study 2 also sought to 

establish the convergent and divergent validity of the MOOS from measures that 

capture people’s life-guiding principles. The results provided support for the validity of 

the MOOS, with associations demonstrating that the MOOS captures a dimension of 

sociality that is different to but nonetheless related to broad socially organising 

principles. Study 3 was then conducted to further establish the construct validity of the 

MOOS from existing measures of people’s relational orientations. Only tentative 

support for the MOOS was obtained in this study. While the patterns of convergence 

and divergence found in Study 3 suggested that the MOOS are related to existing 

relational orientation measures, the patterns of results were paradoxical to what theory 

outlined in Chapter 1 would suggest. A considerable discussion is also provided to 

discuss why these paradoxical patterns may have emerged. In Study 4, associations 

between the MOOS and the ties people seek to form with others in their own social 

networks were examined. Again, only weak support for the validity of the MOOS was 

obtained. Although the MOOS do appear to be associated with group level phenomena 

(i.e., how people form their interdependencies with others), some of these associations 

were non-significant. The results of Study 4 were taken to provide only preliminary 

support to the validity of the MOOS. Study 4 also noted that further research is needed 

before the MOOS can be fully utilised in contemporary research.  

The general discussion (Chapter 4) then draws upon the findings of the five 

studies to propose that while there is some evidence to suggest that people’s relational 

group orientations may be relevant to the way people coordinate action in groups, 

further research is necessary to establish the validity of the MOOS. With the recognition 
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that further improvements are necessary, the theoretical and practical implications of an 

improved MOOS are then discussed. Specifically, this discussion draws attention to the 

relevance of these findings for research in relationship science and group dynamics, and 

provides examples of how an improved MOOS may be used to inform theory and 

practice within these domains. Limitations of the research program are discussed and 

suggestions for future research exploring mechanical and organic orientations are also 

outlined.  
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The Modules We Live By in Groups:  

Individual Differences in Orientations toward Coordinating Action in Groups 

On a typical day, people are required to engage with others in a number of group 

situations. In these interactions, they will especially need to decide on how to coordinate 

action with others. They will decide on how they will make decisions with others, they 

will determine how they will share their resources or information with others and, 

amongst other things, they will decide on how they will manage and maintain their 

relationships with others in the group. For example, take a day in the life of an adult 

with two children, living in a middle class suburb and holding a management position in 

a large company in a contemporary, industrialised culture. At home, this person will be 

consistently deciding on how they interact with their children and partner. They will be 

making decisions regarding how to distribute chores to each of their children, such as 

whether to distribute them on an equal basis or according to their children’s ages. They 

will also need to decide on how to manage the relationship that exists between their two 

children, whether they seek to ensure that their children have a strong positive bond 

with each other or allow their children to simply keep an amicable relationship. This 

person will also need to decide on the way in which they weigh up information from 

others when making decisions, whether they apportion equal value to each suggestion or 

if they assign greater weight to their partner’s input. The rest of the day will also be 

punctuated with further instances where this person must coordinate action in groups 

and in doing so, must also decide on how they will interact with others. At work, they 

will need to determine how they are going to manage their relationships with their 

colleagues, whether they choose to maintain strong connections with each of their 

colleagues or only choose to connect with those colleagues that provide useful 

information to them. They will also need to decide on how they share resources with 
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their colleagues, such as whether they allow anyone to take their office supplies or 

whether they engage in more reciprocal tit-for-tat exchange. If tasked with managing a 

small team project, this person will again be required to coordinate action with multiple 

other people. When determining what aspects of a project each member will complete, 

this individual will need to decide on whether to complete tasks together with each team 

members input or to distribute unique tasks to each of the team members. This person 

will also need to decide on how they will respond to queries regarding the task 

distribution, such as whether they will pull rank on their team members or endorse 

healthy debate amongst the team and compromise with them. The need to coordinate 

action with others in groups also arises in time spent on recreational activities, such as 

playing team sports. In discussing the plan of attack against the opposing team, this 

person will need to choose how they weigh up the various opinions provided by their 

teammates, they may apportion greater value to the opinion of teammates who have 

been in the team longer or they may assign equal value to the inputs of each team 

member. The team context will also require this person to decide on a way to manage 

the relationships that exist amongst their fellow team members. For example, they will 

need to decide on whether to ensure that each of their team members are connected and 

remain connected to each other or whether they allow their teammates to only maintain 

relationships with a select few of their team members.  

As the example above suggests, coordinating action with others in groups 

represents a ubiquitous part of social life. It is involved in almost every aspect or 

domain of a person’s life and within each of these domains, people must decide on the 

way in which they will coordinate action with others. The question that arises is how do 

individuals navigate through these varied group interactions; that is, how do they decide 
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on the way in which they will coordinate action with others in groups? The present 

thesis represents an attempt to answer some of these questions.  

A growing body of literature is beginning to examine how individuals respond 

and act within dynamic group interactions. Between 2007 and 2008 a number of 

reviews independently advanced the argument that in order for intragroup research to 

continue to provide insights into human sociality, greater focus was needed exploring 

how individuals specifically engage and interact with others in group contexts (Reis, 

2008; Robins & Kashima, 2008; Smith & Conrey, 2007). In describing how the field 

was to meet these challenges, the reviews collectively pointed to the importance of 

incorporating perspectives from social network theory. The reviews suggested that by 

incorporating social network perspectives, this would provide researchers with the 

opportunity to understand the dynamic nature of interdependencies that exist amongst 

group members and how these factors influence individual action. In taking up this call 

to arms, a steady increase in intragroup research applying this dynamic perspective has 

been observed (Hopthrow & Abrams, 2010; Meleady, Hopthrow, & Crisp, 2013). For 

example, research has sought to explore how individuals pass on information to others 

in group interactions (Kashima & Yeung, 2010; Smith & Collins, 2009) and how 

individuals respond to the social signals of others within group interactions (Ditrich, 

Scholl, & Sassenberg, 2017; Koudenburg, Postmes, & Gordijn, 2016).  

Yet despite insights garnered by examining how individuals interact in social 

group settings, this research has largely been predicated on the assumption that 

individuals in groups behave and coordinate action with each other in the same way 

(Hopthrow & Abrams, 2010; Meleady et al., 2013). For example, research examining 

how people engage in discussions within group contexts assumes that each group 

member is connected to all other members within the group (Meleady et al., 2013), will 
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pass on information to other group members in the same way (Kashima, Bratanova, & 

Peters, 2017), and that group members respond to norm violations in the same way 

(Ditrich et al., 2017). Contemporary perspectives within relationship science suggest 

that this assumption does not accurately represent the relational processes occurring 

within social group interactions. According to relationship science, the way people 

coordinate action with others will depend on their orientation towards coordinating 

action according to a particular relational module (Clark & Mills, 2011; Fiske, 1991; 

Haslam, 2004). Relational modules can be taken to represent a number of innate social 

capacities that exist to facilitate human sociality (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 

1998). These relational modules encompass social motives, emotions, and 

implementation rules and allow for the meaningful coordination of social action with 

others. In this way, relational modules differentially inform how people evaluate, 

organise, interpret, and coordinate action with others, and ultimately serve the purpose 

of structuring the way people solve the various social problems inherent in social life, 

such as how to exchange resources and making decisions with others (Bugental, 2000). 

Crucial to determining which relational module people use within a given 

interaction are their orientations towards employing a particular relational module, their 

relational orientation. Relational orientations are considered to develop from the 

pressures inherent in the social and physical environments within which people reside 

(Conway, Sexton, & Tweed, 2006; Greenfield, 2009; Oishi & Graham, 2010). The 

pressures inherent in people’s social ecologies necessitate the use of a particular 

relational module. Repeated exposure to these pressures then lead to the development of 

a psychological tendency to use this module across situations and contexts. For 

example, residing within an ecological setting defined by a harsh climate and pathogen 

stressors leads to the development of a psychological tendency to coordinate action with 
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others according to strict rules and regulations (Conway et al., 2017; Murray, Schaller, 

& Suedfeld, 2013). The presence of these strict norms then serves to ensure that people 

are tightly bound together and quickly reject anyone who represents a potential 

pathogen threat. Over time, repeated exposure to these kinds of ecological pressures 

lead people to develop a general tendency to enforce tight social boundaries on social 

action whenever they interact with others (Murray et al., 2013; Van de Vliert & Tol, 

2014). On this basis, the relational module people use to guide their behaviour when 

making decisions, maintaining relationships, and coordinating exchanges with others 

are largely determined by the particular social ecologies within which they have resided. 

From this perspective, when attempting to understand how people will behave and 

engage with others within social group interactions, people’s orientations towards using 

a particular relational module to inform the way they interpret and coordinate action 

with others represents an important contributing factor.  

Given the relevance of people’s relational orientations to the way they will 

coordinate action with others in groups, their absence from intragroup research 

represents a considerable gap within the field. One factor which may be contributing to 

the lack of uptake of relational insights into intragroup research concerns the focus of 

existing conceptualisations of the distinct relational modules that can be used to inform 

social action and their associated individual difference measures. Within the extant 

literature, the focus of existing conceptualisations of relational modules has 

predominantly been to outline how these modules inform the way people navigate the 

core foundational social problems that arise within all forms of human sociality (i.e., 

dyads, groups, and larger social configurations; Fiske, 1991; Clark and Mills, 2011). In 

this way, although these theories capture the universal and core forms of 

complementarity that enable cooperation with others, they do not provide a complete 
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description of how these modules inform the way people navigate the additional social 

problems that arise within intragroup interactions. Insights from network science 

suggest that in addition to providing complementarity with other group members, the 

dynamic structure of groups necessitates that individual group members must also 

navigate additional social problems including: how to form and maintain 

interdependencies with others (Krackhardt, 1999), whether to ensure that other group 

members form connections with each other or remain unconnected (Obstfeld, 2005; 

Simmel, 1955b), and determine how to respond to changes in the nature of their 

connections with others (Simmel, 1955b). As navigating these social problems are 

specific to group contexts (Moreland, 2010; Simmel, 1955b), they may not be 

completely articulated in existing conceptualisations of relational modules (i.e., owing 

to their focus on explicating the universal and core components of these modules that 

enable cooperation within all forms of human sociality). Measures of people’s relational 

orientations derived from existing theories of relational modules are also then unlikely 

to be employed within intragroup contexts as they may not address all aspects of the 

phenomena relevant to group interactions.  

On this basis, intragroup research may have overlooked the considerable insights 

to be gained from relationship science as existing theories of relational modules, and 

associated measures of relational orientations, may not address all facets of the 

phenomena relevant to intragroup contexts. To bridge this potential gap, the present 

thesis will first seek to provide a theoretically informed description of the relational 

modules that may be used to inform social action in groups. This aim will be achieved 

by employing a theoretical framework to integrate existing conceptualisations of 

relational modules with concepts from social network research that concern the way 

people manage and maintain interdependencies with others in groups. Second, building 
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from this integrated conceptualisation of relational modules, a measure of people’s 

relational group orientations will be developed and preliminary evidence for the validity 

of this measure will be discussed. In the sections that follow, this thesis will seek to 

explicate this.  

Exploring Individual Behaviour within Groups 

Formally defined, social groups represent instances of social interactions where 

three or more social partners are engaging in interdependent interactions with at least 

one or more of their social group partners (Krackhardt, 1999; Simmel, 1955b). In this 

way, whereas dyads represent interactions occurring among two isolated social actors 

(e.g., romantic relationships), the inclusion of a third social actor to the dyad represents 

the first instance of a social group interaction (Moreland, 2010; Simmel, 1955b). 

Research that broadly draws upon this definition of social groups has demonstrated that 

engaging in social groups are a ubiquitous aspect of human sociality (Brewer, 2004; 

Caporael, 1997) and serve a number of fundamental social functions for individuals. For 

instance, groups fulfil people’s social needs by providing opportunities to cooperate 

with multiple other people to meet their mutual goals (Bugental, 2000). They also serve 

broader epistemic and affiliative functions by allowing people to affirm their 

experiences of the social world and providing a sense of connection to others 

(Echterhoff, 2010; Echterhoff, Higgins, & Levine, 2009). Considering the centrality of 

engaging within groups to social life, exploring how individuals interact and behave 

within social groups has become a focal point of social psychological inquiry (for 

discussion, see Wittenbaum & Moreland, 2008; Moreland, Hogg & Hains, 1994). A 

prominent approach to the study of individual behaviour within groups that fits broadly 

with the notion of group entitativity (Campbell, 1958), has been to treat the social group 

as an entity distinct from the individuals within the group itself (Levine & Moreland, 
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1994, 2006; Postmes, Haslam, & Swaab, 2005). The social group is then considered as 

an exogenous variable that influences the behaviour of individuals (Robins & Kashima, 

2008). For example, in research examining the effect of group composition on work 

performance, the degree of homogeneity in group attributes (e.g., gender, personality, 

group size) is treated as an exogenous variable that has a causal influence on the way 

each individual performs within the group (Bell, 2007; Levine & Moreland, 2006). This 

approach is also present in theoretical work developed to explain individual behaviour 

within groups (Moreland & Levine, 2002; Skvoretz & Bailey, 2016). For instance, 

according to a social identity perspective on intragroup behaviour (Postmes, Haslam, et 

al., 2005), the way individuals interact within groups can be explained by their 

identification with the social group. Specifically, when a group identity becomes salient 

(either naturally or experimentally induced), identification with this social group leads 

an individual to take on the identity of a prototypical group member. In doing so, 

individuals act as prototypical group members, displaying behaviours reflective of the 

group’s commonly held attitudes, values, and beliefs. Thus, as individuals act as 

prototypical members, the behaviour individuals display within social groups can be 

taken to be reflections of the social norms, stereotypes, and attitudes that define the 

social group itself (Jans, Postmes, & Van der Zee, 2012; Postmes, Haslam, et al., 2005; 

Postmes, Spears, Lee, & Novak, 2005). Although this entity approach to examining 

individual behaviour within social groups has fostered important insights, considering 

social groups as entities distinct from the individuals housed within them has received a 

large amount of criticism. According to contemporary scholars, by treating social 

groups as distinct from the individuals that create the group, the interdependencies that 

exist between group members and how these dynamic interdependencies influence the 

behaviour of individuals within the group are largely ignored (Mason, Conrey, & Smith, 
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2007; Robins & Kashima, 2008; Semin & Smith, 2013). By overlooking the interactions 

that occur amongst individuals within social groups, a large component of what defines 

social group contexts is lost.  

In recent years, research and theory in the intragroup domain has moved from 

the perspective of treating social groups as entities to considering groups to be dynamic 

systems of interdependence (Reis, 2008; Robins & Kashima, 2008; Smith & Conrey, 

2007). Within this approach, social groups are considered to be dynamic systems of 

interdependence with individual and system levels of analyses incorporated to study 

group phenomena. A primary benefit of using this dynamic approach to intragroup 

research has been that it allows for a direct opportunity to explore the ways in which 

individuals interact with, and respond to, others within social group settings. Consistent 

with this perspective, in order to explain how these dynamic processes unfold, models 

of intragroup dynamics have been developed that explicitly account for the 

interdependencies that exit amongst individuals in groups. For example, models have 

been developed that attempt to understand how individuals socially influence each other 

within social groups (Mason et al., 2007; Smith & Conrey, 2007; Smith & Semin, 2004) 

and explore how communication networks influence the way people form impressions 

of others within social groups (Smith & Collins, 2009). Similarly, empirical research 

has also begun to explore the dynamic processes involved in how individuals interact 

with, and respond to, others within social group settings (Ditrich et al., 2017; Hopthrow 

& Abrams, 2010; Meleady et al., 2013). An example is provided by a series of studies 

by Kashima and colleagues (Kashima, 2000, 2014a; Kashima & Yeung, 2010) using the 

method of serial reproduction in which social information is transmitted through a chain 

of people within a small social network. The results of this research suggest that 

individuals tend to phase out the transmission of stereotype inconsistent information 
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while transmitting more information that is perceived to be consistent with the groups 

shared values and stereotypes (Lyons & Kashima, 2003). In another body of work, 

Koudenburg and colleagues (Koudenburg, Postmes, & Gordijn, 2013a, 2013b; 

Koudenburg et al., 2016) have studied how communication microdynamics cause 

individuals to modify their attitudes and behaviour within social group interactions. The 

results of these studies have shown that after individuals experience a brief interruption 

or silence from other group members, individuals tend to alter their attitudes and 

behaviour to more closely align with the perceived group norm (Koudenburg, Postmes, 

& Gordijn, 2011; Koudenburg et al., 2016).  

Although this dynamic approach to group research acknowledges the importance 

of social interactions to intragroup processes and has led to important insights regarding 

individual behaviour in groups, much of this research rests upon the assumption that 

people interacting within groups coordinate action with each other in the same way 

(Hopthrow & Abrams, 2010; Meleady et al., 2013) and are embedded within a clique 

structure of ties (Goh, Krackhardt, Weingart, & Koh, 2014; Krackhardt, 1999). That is, 

the majority of research conducted from a dynamic intragroup perspective assumes that 

each group member is equally engaged in social interactions (Meleady et al., 2013), is 

connected to all other social group members (Hopthrow & Abrams, 2010; Johnson & 

D’Lauro, 2017), and will transmit information from one group member to another in the 

same way (Kashima, 2014a; Lyons & Kashima, 2003). Similar assumptions are also 

made regarding how individual group members respond to the social behaviour of 

others within groups. For instance, existing literature largely assumes that each group 

member will interpret norm violations in the same way (Koudenburg et al., 2013b, 

2016) and will respond to conflict using the same type of conflict management approach 

(Chen, Chunhong, & Tjosvold, 2005; Dimas & Lourenco, 2015; Rahim, 1983).  
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Insights from relationship science suggest that these assumptions are unlikely to 

accurately reflect how people engage with others in social group interactions. According 

to contemporary relationship research, people have orientations towards employing a 

specific relational module that embodies a set of social motives, implementation rules, 

and emotions that inform how they seek to coordinate action with others (Clark & Mills, 

2011; Haslam & Fiske, 1999). These orientations govern how people approach social 

interactions to enable cooperation by shaping how they interpret, evaluate, and 

coordinate action with others across situations and contexts (Caralis & Haslam, 2004; 

Clark & Mills, 2011; Fiske, 1991). In this way, people’s relational orientations are 

likely to play a crucial role in how they interact within social group contexts and 

ultimately influence the way intragroup processes unfold. For example, people’s 

relational orientations are likely to shape with whom they form connections (Burt, 

Jannotta, & Mahoney, 1998), the way they allow information to be passed on to others 

(Boer, Berends, & van Baalen, 2011; Kashima et al., 2017), and whether, and how, they 

respond to norm violations committed by other group members (Chen et al., 2005; 

Dimas & Lourenco, 2015). Accordingly, in order to develop a more nuanced 

understanding of intragroup phenomena, greater attention is needed towards exploring 

the role of people’s relational orientations within social group interactions.  

 The Role of Relational Modules in Guiding Social Action 

Relational modules, also termed relational schemata (Baldwin, 1992) or 

algorithms of social life (Bugental, 2000), are central to how individuals coordinate 

action with others (Fiske, 1991; Reis, 2008). As many relationship scholars have put 

forward, effectively navigating through the variety of social problems that arise within 

the social world requires individuals to effectively coordinate, organise, evaluate, and 

interpret social action with others (Bugental, 2000; Clark & Mills, 2011; Fiske, 1991; 
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Reis, 2008; Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000). For instance, in order for a person to 

effectively interact with their colleagues on a team project, this person will need to 

determine how to share their resources and knowledge with their colleagues, determine 

when to raise questions about the project and with whom to do so, how to interpret the 

actions of their colleagues, and decide on the appropriate way in which to manage the 

relationships they have with others in the group. These same decisions will also be 

made when an individual is coordinating action with their family, sporting teammates, 

or any other situation that involves interacting with others in a group. Accordingly, in 

order for a person to effectively navigate these social problems and achieve their 

intentions, each of these interactions necessitates that individuals determine how they 

are to appropriately coordinate action with others. In fulfilling this role, a number of 

distinct, innate relational modules are considered to exist that have evolved to fulfil the 

specific social role of enabling cooperation and facilitating human sociality, such as 

forming coalitions, adhering to authority, and coordinating exchanges with others 

(Bugental, 2000). As described by Fiske and colleagues (Fiske et al., 1998), each of 

these relational modules reflect “motivated, affectively coloured, cognitive schema or 

grammar with reference to which people jointly construct meaningful social relations” 

(p. 950). In this way, these modules inform how people generate action with others, 

understand what their responsibilities are, how to interpret the actions of others, and the 

expectations they have of others within social interactions (Clark & Mills, 1979; Fiske, 

1991). Thus, depending on the module an individual employs to coordinate action 

within a given social interaction, the nature of behaviour displayed by an individual will 

vary (Fiske, 1992).  

While relational modules are central to social interactions and structure the way 

people will coordinate action with others, further evidence from relationship science 
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suggests that it is unlikely that people will always converge on using the same relational 

module to coordinate action with each other on all occasions. That is, beyond contextual 

cues (Bugental, 2000), people’s orientations toward employing a particular relational 

module across situations and contexts is a critical determinant of the way they 

coordinate action with others (Clark-Polner & Clark, 2014; Clark, Boothby, Clark-

Polner, & Reis, 2015). From a measurement perspective, an orientation is understood, 

and defined, as a construct of “medium level specificity” that lies between “a highly 

specific attitude (e.g. toward one task)” and “a general personality trait” (Frese & Fay 

2001, p. 153). Further, as the concept of an orientation is similar to an attitude, it is also 

considered to include affective, conative, and cognitive components (Eagly & Chaiken, 

1993). In this way, a person’s relational orientation can be taken to represent a construct 

of medium level specificity that encompasses the way people are oriented toward 

engaging in social action with others and can be encapsulated by the way people desire 

to act within social relations as well as how they feel and think about social relations 

(Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg, 1987). According to contemporary thought, 

social, cultural, and environmental ecological pressures are considered to have a 

significant influence over how people behave within the social world and consistent 

exposure to these pressures shape people’s psychological tendencies (Conway et al., 

2006; Kitayama, Conway, Pietromonaco, Park, & Plaut, 2010) and in turn, their 

relational orientation. For instance, the ecological pressures that existed in the frontier 

period of the United States are considered to be the critical conditions that necessitated 

the use and expression of individualist cultural values, attitudes, and beliefs within the 

country (for further discussion, see Kitayama et al., 2010). As the frontier was 

characterised by a harsh climate, low population density, and relatively unstructured 

social institutions, these conditions led to the need to make decisions alone, to put the 
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self before others, and to develop an ethos of independent self-reliance. Repeated 

experience within an ecological setting that fostered the use of these independent values 

to guide social behaviour is then thought to have solidified into an implicit 

psychological tendency that is employed across situations and contexts. This implicit 

psychological tendency is then considered to have permeated through to younger 

generations by means of cultural transmission to become a cultural ethos (Kitayama et 

al., 2010). In addition to the influence social ecologies have on cultural values, the 

presence of various ecological pressures is also considered to influence people’s 

orientations towards coordinating action with others. More specifically, the experience 

of specific social, cultural (Markus & Kitayama, 2010), and environmental (Greenfield, 

2009; Oishi & Graham, 2010) conditions are considered to necessitate the use of 

specific relational modules over others. The repeated use of these specific relational 

modules is then considered to become internalised psychological tendencies. People 

then employ these modules across situations and contexts (Keller, 2007; Kitayama, 

Park, Sevincer, Karasawa, & Uskul, 2009). For example, the presence of more pathogen 

stressors and harsh climates have been found to lead people to coordinating action in 

ways that maintain strict boundaries between themselves and others (Conway et al., 

2017; Murray et al., 2013; Van de Vliert & Tol, 2014). Over time, repeated exposure to 

these ecological pressures inherent in social life serves to strengthen their use of a 

specific relational module over others (e.g., consistent experience in a high pathogen 

stress environment leads people to employ a module that enforces tight social 

boundaries across all of their social group interactions). In turn, this repeated exposure 

leads people to develop specific psychological tendencies to coordinate action with 

others according to a particular relational module that is then used across situations and 

contexts.  
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Drawing upon insights garnered from relationship science, contrary to existing 

assumptions within intragroup research, it is unlikely that people will be coordinating 

action with each other in the same way when engaging in social group interactions. 

Instead, people will have a specific orientation toward coordinating action with others in 

groups. In this way, as individual differences in relational modules represent the 

persistent way that people approach, engage within, and interpret social interactions 

with others, they represent a key mechanism through which to understand how people 

behave within social group interactions (Berscheid, 1999; Reis & Collins, 2004). To 

further understand how individuals interact in social group settings, measuring 

individual differences in people’s orientations towards coordinating action in groups 

according to a specific relational module will be crucial. Through measuring individual 

differences, research can begin to examine how individuals’ relational orientations 

influence aspects of intragroup phenomena. For example, research can then begin to 

examine how individuals’ orientations towards coordinating action in groups shape the 

way information is transmitted through a given social network and to whom (e.g., 

Kashima, 2000, 2014; Kashima & Yeung, 2010) and how they respond to the behaviour 

of others (e.g., Koudenburg et al., 2013a, 2013b, 2016) within groups. Further, 

measuring people’s relational orientations may also provide an opportunity to answer 

longstanding questions within early intragroup research. For instance, incorporating 

measures of people’s relational orientations into intragroup research may be particularly 

useful in understanding the behaviour of individuals undergoing socialisation processes 

within groups. According to socialisation theory (Levine & Moreland, 1994; Moreland 

& Levine, 1982), individuals pass through a series of stages of membership within a 

given group, moving from being a prospective member through to an ex-member. 

Within each stage, individuals engage and interact with their fellow group members in 
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ways that are reflective of the former’s stage of membership. However, questions have 

been raised as to whether all individuals experience a similar trajectory through the 

various stages of membership or whether individual differences shape how individuals 

progress through these stages (Moreland & Levine, 2002). Similar questions have also 

been raised regarding whether individual differences shape how individuals interact 

with others within each stage of socialisation (Moreland & Levine, 2006). 

Consequently, examining how people’s relational orientations towards coordinating 

action shape group socialisation processes will provide a strong opportunity to 

investigate these longstanding empirical questions. On this view, to develop a clear 

conceptualisation and understanding of how individuals respond and engage within 

social group interactions, measuring people’s relational orientations represents an 

important line of psychological inquiry.  

Applying a Model of Relational Modules 

However, given the centrality of relational orientations in shaping how people 

coordinate action with others, it remains to be understood as to why insights from 

relationship science regarding the centrality of relational modules and orientations to 

human sociality have rarely been incorporated into research examining individual 

behaviour within groups. This absence has even persisted in spite of evidence directly 

highlighting the relevance of relational modules to the way individuals coordinate 

action within social groups (Chung, Lount, Park, & Park, 2018; Jehn & Shah, 1997; 

Shah & Jehn, 1993). For example, in a series of studies examining lay perceptions of 

social group interactions, Lickel, Rutchick, Hamilton, and Sherman (2006) found that 

individuals naturally consider relational modules to be a crucial aspect of how they 

expect to coordinate action with others in groups.  
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One potential reason for the minimal uptake of relational insights to intragroup 

research concerns the focus of existing theories or conceptualisations of relational 

modules on explicating the fundamental or universal modules employed across all 

forms of human sociality (i.e., including dyads, groups, and large social collectives). A 

crucial aspect of examining how relational modules influence individual behaviour 

within social interactions is to apply a theory that characterises the different relational 

modules that individuals may use to coordinate action with others (Bugental, 2000). For 

example, Clark and Mills’ (1979, 2011) Contingency Theory, Fiske’s (1991) Relational 

Models theory (RMT), Foa and Foa’s (1980) Resource Exchange Theory and Parsons 

and Shils’ (1951) Role Expectations Theory have all been developed to describe the 

distinct relational modules that people can use to coordinate social action with others. 

Each of these theories also hold a different perspective on the number of relational 

modules that exist and differ in their descriptions of the content of each module (for 

review, see Haslam & Fiske, 1992). These theories are then used as a framework of the 

relational orientations that exist and in turn, govern the predictions that are made 

regarding how these relational orientations will shape various aspects of individual 

behaviour within social interactions (Clark & Mills, 2011; Haslam, 2004). Measures of 

individual differences derived from these frameworks are then used to investigate the 

predictions that have been made regarding how individual differences in these relational 

orientations will shape individual behaviour in social interactions (Clark et al., 1987; 

Haslam & Fiske, 1992).  

However, through their focus on deriving the basic collections of social 

coordination principles, motives, and implementation rules common to all forms of 

human social interaction, existing conceptualisations of people’s relational modules 

may not be completely capturing the way these modules inform the way people navigate 
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the additional problems inherent in social group interactions (for further discussion, see 

sections below). That is, although existing theories and measures have clearly 

characterised the core aspects of the relational modules individual group members use 

to provide complementarity of action to others, they may not be completely articulating 

how these modules inform the way individuals navigate the additional social problems 

faced in social group interactions. From this perspective, it is likely that contemporary 

intragroup researchers have refrained from adapting insights garnered from relationship 

science as existing conceptualisations of people’s relational modules, and their 

associated individual difference measures, may not be addressing all facets relevant to 

navigating the various social problems that occur in group interactions. In turn, what is 

needed is a more complete understanding of the relational modules used to coordinate 

action in groups, one that encapsulates both the core and additional social problems 

faced in intragroup contexts.  

In the section that follows, a brief review will be provided of the two 

predominant theories used within the social psychological domain, namely, Clark and 

Mills’ (2011) Contingency Theory and Fiske’s (1991) RMT (while a complete 

exposition of these models is beyond the scope of the current thesis, for a broader 

discussion of these models see Fiske (1991) or for a brief overview of the major models 

used within social psychology see Haslam and Fiske (1992)), a discussion will then be 

provided of why these theories cannot necessarily be applied within intragroup research. 

To do so, a description will first be provided of how each of these theories have 

characterised the relational modules that exist to inform human sociality. Second, the 

empirical evidence found for the utility of these theories in understanding how people’s 

relational orientations shape behaviour within interactions will be presented. Third, the 

critiques that have been raised against the utility of each of these theories as 
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conceptualisations of relational modules will be discussed. Fourth, having outlined and 

described the nature and state of the literature surrounding current theories, a discussion 

will then be provided of how the focus of these theories on explicating the core, 

foundational aspects of human sociality have meant that some facets of these modules, 

specifically relevant to coordinating action in groups, may not have been entirely 

explicated. In turn, it is argued that a more complete explanation of these phenomena is 

required before the role of relational orientations in intragroup contexts can be fully 

explored.  

 Existing Theories of Relational Modules 

Clark and Mills’ Contingency Theory. Initially developed to understand how 

people navigate social interactions within close interpersonal relationships (Clark & 

Mills, 1979), Clark and Mills’ (1979, 2011) contingency theory has been applied as a 

theory of relational modules to examine most, if not all, types of interpersonal 

relationships (Clark-Polner & Clark, 2014). As a theory of relational modules, the 

predominant focus of this theory has been to describe the different ways that people can 

navigate the giving and receiving of benefits between two individuals (Batson, 1993). In 

this way, Clark and Mills’ (2011) contingency theory specifically focuses on describing 

the different relational modules that can be used to inform the nature of 

complementarity sought between two individuals engaging in a social interaction. 

Correspondingly, according to Clark and Mills (1979, 2011), the way individuals 

coordinate action in interpersonal interactions can be informed by a relational module 

that either emphasises that benefits should be given and received non-contingently 

(communal relations) or that encourages the reciprocal giving of benefits (exchange 

relations).  
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In communal relationships, individuals feel a responsibility to meet the needs of 

their social partner and provide these needs without expectation of return. Individuals 

also provide aid to their social partner in order to show their concern and responsiveness 

to their partner’s needs. Individuals also expect that others will attend to their needs in a 

similar way by fulfilling their needs non-contingently as well. In this way, the way a 

mother interacts with their child best exemplifies an individual coordinating action 

according to communal norms. By contrast, in exchange relationships, individuals are 

not explicitly concerned about their partner’s wellbeing. Instead, individuals only 

provide and receive benefits on the premise that they will be reciprocated immediately 

or in the near future. Individuals also feel a strong obligation to maintain evenness 

between the contributions they make and the ones made by their social partner. When 

individuals meet the needs of their social partner, they feel as though an explicit debt is 

incurred and the recipient is expected to provide a comparable benefit in return. On this 

basis, interactions governed by exchange norms are best exemplified by the way an 

individual will interact with a work colleague, acquaintance, or a stranger.  

In support of contingency theory as a valid model of relational modules, a 

wealth of experimental evidence suggests that people naturally employ a communal or 

exchange module to coordinate action with others (for a review, see Clark & Mills, 

2011). For example, when people are led to desire a communal relationship, such as 

interacting with a person who they believe has a romantic interest in them, people are 

found to act according to a communal module, offering support and sharing things non-

contingently (Beck & Clark, 2009; Mills, Clark, Ford, & Johnson, 2004). By contrast, 

when led to desire an exchange relationship, such as being told they will not see their 

social partner again, they behave according to an exchange module, keeping track of 
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benefits given and received and expecting equal rewards in tasks that are completed 

together (Clark & Mills, 2011; Williamson & Clark, 1989).  

As an outline of the distinct collections of relational modules that exist, Clark 

and Mills' (2011) contingency theory has also been shown to be a useful model in 

investigating how people’s relational orientations influence their behaviour within 

interpersonal interactions. In order to explore how people’s relational orientations to 

engage in communal or exchange relationships with others influences their behaviour 

within social interactions, research has predominately used the measures of communal 

and exchange orientations developed by Clark et al. (1987) and Mills and Clark (1994), 

respectively. Both communal and exchange orientations have been found to be valid 

and reliable measures that capture the essence of people’s orientations for coordinating 

action according to communal and exchange principles (Clark & Mills, 2011). In 

keeping with the theoretical perspective of Clark and Mills (2011), the primary focus of 

research examining individual differences in communal and exchange orientations has 

been to explore how these orientations directly influence the way individuals provide 

benefits to their social partners. The results of these studies have led to significant 

insights regarding the role of relational orientations in influencing core aspects of 

human social action, such as the degree of prosociality displayed (Boothby, Clark, & 

Bargh, 2014), and their experiences of interpersonal relationships (Clark & Finkel, 

2005). For example, research finds that irrespective of the person with whom they are 

interacting, communally oriented individuals consistently seek to offer more help to 

their social partners, are more likely to respond to their social partners if they are in 

need (Clark et al., 1987), and also make greater self-sacrifices for the sake of their social 

partners (Righetti, Finkenauer, & Finkel, 2013). Further, with respect to their evaluation 

of interactions, irrespective of the actual amount of support received, communally 
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oriented individuals are found to have a stronger tendency to believe that they have 

received adequate social support from their social partners (Coriell & Cohen, 1995). By 

contrast, irrespective of the social partner with whom they interact, exchange oriented 

individuals are found to actively seek to maintain equivalence with their social partners 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) and refuse the help of their social partner if they know 

they will not be able to reciprocate the help they receive (Mills & Clark, 1994). 

Exchange oriented individuals are also found to be less likely to act prosocially towards 

others (Schindler, Reinhard, Stahlberg, & Len, 2014).  

However, contingency theory is not without its criticisms (Batson, 1993; Haslam 

& Fiske, 1992). One of the earliest criticisms of the theory arose from Batson (1993), 

who argued that rather than a theory of two qualitatively distinct relational modules, the 

differences between them more reasonably represents variation in the strength of a 

single module concerning exchange. Thus, according to Batson (1993), contingency 

theory does not represent an adequate categorisation of the distinct relational modules 

that exist to inform human sociality as the theory merely represents two variations of a 

single relational module (for a response to Batson, see Clark & Mills 1993; for a 

broader discussion see Clark & Mills, 2011). A further critique of the theory questions 

the number of relational modules suggested to exist. According to scholars from the 

more cognate disciplines, contingency theory may not be an adequate representation of 

all the relational modules that can be used to coordinate action within the social world 

(Bugental, 2000; Fiske, 1991). For example, critics suggest that the dualistic theory is 

unable to reasonably explain how these modules, that are predominantly focused on 

governing the giving and receiving of benefits, are able to inform the way people 

navigate interactions that involve hierarchy and power (Bugental, 2000). Related to this 

critique, contingency theory may also be limited by its focus on social transactions as a 
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basis for differences in the relational modules that exist. By purely focusing on how 

each module informs the way that benefits are given and received, other facets of 

human sociality central to how people coordinate action with others are discounted by 

this theory (Fiske, 1991). For instance, the way people make decisions with their social 

partners are not well accounted for by contingency theory. Thus, a further limitation of 

contingency theory as a theory of relational modules reflects the lack of breadth in the 

conceptualisation of the distinct kinds of relational modules people use to navigate the 

social problems inherent in social life.   

Despite these limitations, as a theory that describes the collections of relational 

modules that exist to coordinate action within social interactions, Clark and Mills’ 

(2011) contingency theory has received a large amount of empirical support. From an 

experimental standpoint, the theory reflects a useful conceptualisation of the distinct 

relational modules individuals can use to coordinate action in interpersonal situations. 

The theory has also been useful in exploring how relational orientations shape people’s 

behaviour towards their social partners, particularly with respect to understanding how 

these relational orientations shape the provision, or lack thereof, of benefits to social 

partners (Clark et al., 2015).  

Fiske’s Relational Models Theory. A theory that overcomes some of the 

limitations inherent in Contingency Theory by providing a more nuanced and expansive 

description of the relational modules used to inform human sociality is Fiske’s (1991) 

RMT. Synthesising research from a number of cognate disciplines, such as 

anthropology, sociology, and social psychology, Fiske (1991) put forward that four 

innate and distinct relational modules exist to inform how people evaluate, interpret, 

structure, organise, and coordinate action in social relationships. RMT is also not 

limited to the interpersonal domain (c.f., Contingency Theory) nor symmetrical 
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relations. The four elementary models are considered to provide the relational structures 

that govern complementarity across all levels of human sociality (Fiske et al., 1998). 

That is, RMT asserts that the same four relational models are used to organise how 

people coordinate action in interpersonal relationships as well as structure the way 

people provide complementary actions to others in social groups. For example, these 

models inform how people engage in the decision-making process within groups, 

determining whether people each contribute their ideas to form a consensual decision or 

whether a leader decides and other group members follow. Further, these modules are 

also considered to structure how people think about and engage in more complex forms 

of human social organisation (Fiske et al., 1998). For instance, they can each be used to 

structure how people engage in voting procedures and inform people’s ideas of morality 

(Rai & Fiske, 2011). According to RMT (Fiske, 1991; Haslam, 2004), the four distinct 

relational models are Communal Sharing (CS), Authority Ranking (AR), Equality 

Matching (EM), and Market Pricing (MP), each of which encompass social motives, 

emotions, and coordination principles that enable meaningful cooperation with others 

and allow people to jointly solve many of the social problems inherent in social life. 

Specifically, in addition to coordinating exchanges, each relational model is considered 

to differentially shape how decisions are made with others, how tasks are to be 

completed with others, and who has the most influence within social interactions (Fiske, 

1991). As described by Fiske (1992), the nature of each relational model is analogous to 

the four scales of psychological measurement described by Stevens (1946), moving 

from nominal scaling with high categorical invariance (CS model) to ratio scaling in 

which proportional thinking predominates (MP model).  

When individuals are coordinating action with others in ways that emphasise the 

categorical equivalence of their social partner to themselves, this constitutes a CS 
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relation. In CS relations, individuals see themselves and their social partner as one and 

the same and feel an obligation to contribute what they have with their social partner. 

Individuals also expect that tasks will be completed together and they do not keep track 

of how much their social partner has contributed. When decisions are made, individuals 

following the CS model feel they should be made collaboratively and reached through 

consensus. On this basis, CS relations are most clearly illustrated by the interactions that 

occur between a mother and child and correspond with Clark and Mills’ (1979, 2011) 

conceptualisation of communal relationships.  

People coordinating action in ways that emphasise following rank differences 

with their social partner constitutes an AR relation. In AR relations, individuals’ 

obligations and responsibilities to their social partners depend on where they sit 

according to a status based hierarchy. Individuals who are superior feel an obligation to 

guide and protect their social partner while those who feel lower in status, feel a 

responsibility to respect and abide by their partners’ requests. In the exchange of 

resources, individuals coordinate the trade according to each person’s status, with 

higher ranks accorded the greater value of the resource. In completing tasks together, 

individuals feel that the work should be done by the lower status individual while the 

superior provides a directing role. When decisions are made, individuals feel that they 

should be made by the higher status individual. In this way, AR relations are best 

exemplified by the interactions that occur between a corporal and sergeant.  

For interactions that are informed by a relational module that emphasises the 

coequal but independent nature of each social partner, this represents an EM relation. In 

EM relations, individuals consider their social partner as coequal but distinct and they 

feel obligated to maintain even balance in the relationship. Individuals also provide 

resources to their social partner in a tit-for-tat fashion or through reciprocity. Individuals 
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also feel obligated to complete tasks together and by taking turns, with each person 

contributing equal amounts to the task. When making decisions, individuals following 

EM norms feel a responsibility to reach the decision by democratic vote. From this 

perspective, EM relations closely correspond to Clark and Mills (1979, 2011) exchange 

relationships and best exemplify the types of interactions that take place between two 

work colleagues.  

If individuals follow proportionality and equity when coordinating action with 

others, this constitutes a MP relation. In MP relations, individuals consider their social 

partners as rational contributors and feel an obligation to follow an agreed upon metric, 

ratio or utility to determine the contributions provided by each actor. In these relations, 

individuals feel that things and objects should be exchanged based on ratios or rates. In 

completing tasks, individuals expect that their contributions will be based on the 

principle of equity, with the amount of effort contributed accorded an equitable return of 

the outcome. When making decisions, individuals will feel they should be made by 

rational cost-benefit analysis or by weighing the various options. On this view, 

individuals coordinating action according to a MP relational model are best exemplified 

by the way a customer interacts with a service provider, such as a painter, labourer, or 

shop assistant.  

In establishing support for RMT as a theory of the relational modules 

individuals use to coordinate action with others, evidence has been gathered through a 

number of distinct lines of research, including ethnographic and experimental (for a 

review see Haslam, 2004). For social psychologists though, evaluating the utility of 

RMT as a model of relational norms has been conducted through a social cognition 

perspective (Fiske & Haslam, 2005). This research has established that the four 

relational models reflect the basic, innate social capacities used to inform how people 
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organise, evaluate, interpret, and think about social relationships (Fiske & Haslam, 

1996). For example, research finds that people appear to naturally categorise their 

relationships according to the four relational models (Haslam & Fiske, 1999) and also 

finds that the social errors people make in everyday life naturally reflect violations of 

the four relational models (Fiske & Haslam, 1997; Fiske, Haslam, & Fiske, 1991). 

Similarly, in research supporting the utility of RMT as a cross-culturally valid model of 

relational modules, individuals from culturally diverse backgrounds (e.g., Bengali, 

Korean, and Chinese) are also found to make social errors using the same four relational 

models (Fiske, 1993, 2000). Further, in one of the strongest tests of the utility of RMT 

as a theory of relational modules to date, Haslam and Fiske (1992) found that when 

compared to other competing theories of relational modules, such Clark and Mills 

(2011) and those outlined in the previous section, RMT provided the best 

conceptualisation of the distinct relational modules that individuals use to coordinate 

action with others.  

Although not as extensively applied as contingency theory, RMT has also been 

shown to be a useful theory through which to examine how individual differences in 

these relational models shape the way individuals coordinate action with others 

(Haslam, 2004). In order to capture individual differences in employing the distinct 

relational models, a number of different approaches have been used. For example, some 

approaches capture people’s relational orientations through measuring how frequently 

each relational model is employed across their social relationships with others (Haslam 

& Fiske, 1999), while others use a multilevel model approach to capture people’s 

relational orientations (Simpson & Laham, 2014). Irrespective of their differences, each 

of these measurement methods has been found to be consistent in capturing people’s 

relational orientations towards coordinating action with others that is in line with the 
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with the theoretical framework outlined by Fiske (1991). Within the research that has 

applied such a RMT perspective to the examination of relational orientations, the focus 

of these investigations has been within two domains; the problems individuals 

experience within interpersonal relationships (Allen, Haslam, & Semedar, 2005; 

Haslam, Reichert, & Fiske, 2002) and the socio-moral judgements individuals make of 

others (Simpson & Laham, 2014, 2015). The findings of these investigations have 

further outlined how people’s relational orientations influence the way they behave 

within interpersonal interactions. In research examining the issues people face in their 

personal relationships, peoples’ relational orientations are found to determine when they 

are most likely to engage in interpersonal conflict. For example, an orientation to 

coordinate action according to AR principles leads to significantly more conflict in 

close familial relationships. By contrast, a consistent egalitarian approach to 

coordinating action with others (i.e., an EM orientation) leads to significantly more 

problems in relationships where status is relevant, such as interactions with a boss 

(Allen et al., 2005). More recently, in research examining the socio-moral judgements 

individuals make, research finds that individual differences in relational orientations 

alter the extremity of moral judgements made for a wide array of behaviours within 

interpersonal interactions (Simpson & Laham, 2014, 2015; Simpson, Laham, & Fiske, 

2016). For example, a strong EM orientation is associated with perceiving loyalty moral 

violations as the most wrong, while an AR orientation is strongly associated with 

considering respect violations to be the most wrong. In contrast to this, people with a 

strong MP orientation were not found to consider any acts as moral violations, instead, 

considering most actions to be acceptable (Simpson & Laham, 2015). 

While RMT as a theory of the relational modules that inform the way people can 

coordinate action with others has been well received (Haslam, 2004), criticisms of RMT 
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as a theory of relational modules have also been raised. Primarily driven from an 

evolutionary perspective, RMT has been criticised for its minimal incorporation of 

evolutionary evidence in the development of RMT and the number of relational 

modules suggested to exist (Bugental, 2000). According to evolutionary theorists 

(Bugental, 2000; Curry, 2016), a key feature in the formation and development of 

relational modules is that they develop in response to the frequently occurring problems 

in social life that need to be solved, such as adhering to hierarchies and cooperating with 

others. Thus, the number of relational modules that exist should be informed by the 

distinct social and biological processes that have developed to provide evolutionary 

advantages to humans. From this perspective, these theorists suggest that various 

features relevant to the relational space have been missed in RMT by not incorporating 

a greater evolutionary focus. For example, Bugental (2000) suggests that a major 

relational module missed by this theory is one that is devoted to mating processes (e.g., 

a module that informs the selection and protection of mates). Whereas Curry (2016) 

suggests that RMT conflates distinct and evolutionarily significant aspects of 

coordinating action with others, such as kinship and mutualism which are both 

subsumed under CS relations in Fiske’s (1991) theory. On this view, as a theory 

purported to outline the basic and universal modules that inform human sociality, the 

absence of these components have been suggested to limit the utility and applicability of 

RMT as a universal model of relational modules.  

Taken together, albeit smaller in size to the body of social psychological 

literature surrounding contingency theory, RMT has received a considerable amount of 

evidence to support its socio-cognitive underpinnings, with evidence demonstrating that 

individuals use these models to evaluate, construct, organise, and think about social 

relationships (Fiske & Haslam, 1996). Further, as a model to examine how people’s 
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relational orientations shape individual action, RMT has provided significant insights 

into how these relational orientations shape the types of problems individuals 

experience within their interpersonal relationships and the moral judgements they make 

of others within interpersonal interactions. On this basis, through conceptualising the 

elementary and distinct collections of relational modules that people use to evaluate, 

interpret, construe, and coordinate action with others across a diverse array of social 

contexts, including dyads, social groups, and broader forms of human social 

organisation, RMT represents an important theoretical contribution to contemporary 

researchers’ understanding of human sociality.  

Articulating Additional Aspects of People’s Modules for Social Coordination 

Relevant to Group Life 

Despite the individual criticisms raised against each theory, both Contingency 

Theory and RMT represent important contributions to contemporary knowledge 

regarding the mechanisms that underlie human social coordination. Albeit to varying 

degrees, both of these theories efficiently characterise how people’s modules for social 

coordination enable them to provide complementarity and cooperate with others within 

dyads, groups, and larger social configurations. For instance, they demonstrate how 

each module for social coordination differentially shapes how people cooperate and 

provide complementarity of action with others in order to exchange resources, make 

decisions, and work together. Through the development of theoretically informed 

individual difference measures, these theories have also been effective in exploring how 

individual differences in orientations towards employing these relational modules shape 

individual action within social relationships.  

However, what remains to be addressed regarding contemporary scholars’ 

understanding of these modules for social coordination concerns how they inform the 
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way people navigate the social problems that uniquely arise in group interactions. As 

the previous section demonstrates, the predominant focus of existing theories has been 

to outline how the various modules for social coordination inform the way people solve 

the core social problem of providing complementarity of action with others (Bugental, 

2000; Clark & Mills, 2011). For example, people interacting according to the EM 

relational model evaluate, interpret, and coordinate action with others in line with the 

expectations and understanding that each person contributes to the interaction on an 

equal and reciprocal basis. People coordinating action according to this relational model 

also exchange resources by contributing even shares, form decisions on the basis of an 

equal one-vote policy, and expect that work to be done is evenly distributed to the 

people involved. In this way, existing conceptualisations of the modules people use for 

social coordination have been predominantly focused on describing how these modules 

inform the way people provide complementarity of action to each other. Further 

evidence exemplifying the focus of existing conceptualisations of the modules for social 

coordination is demonstrated through the items used to capture people’s orientations 

toward employing a specific relational module when coordinating action with others. In 

the exchange orientation scale developed by Mills and Clark (1994), people respond to 

items directly capturing their expectations regarding how they give and receive benefits 

within social interactions. For instance, people respond to items such as "I usually give 

gifts only to people who have given me gifts in the past" and "When I give something to 

another person, I generally expect something in return". Similarly, from a RMT 

perspective, items developed to capture people’s orientations toward employing a 

particular relational model in social interactions centre upon capturing the kind of 

complementarity people seek with others (Haslam & Fiske, 1999). For example, people 

are asked to respond to items including "If either of you needs something, the other 
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gives it without expecting anything in return" (CS), "One of you is entitled to more than 

the other" (AR), "If you have work to do, you usually split it evenly" (EM), and "You 

have a right (you are entitled) to a fair rate of return for what you put into this 

interaction" (MP). From this perspective, while existing theories capture the 

fundamental and core aspects of people’s modules for social coordination concerning 

with the way people can provide complementarity of action to others in groups, they do 

not necessarily capture the aspects of these modules which inform the way people can 

navigate the unique social problems that arise in groups. Specifically, these social 

problems concern how individual group members configure and manage their 

interdependencies with others and how they respond to the dynamic changes that can 

occur to their interdependencies with others.  

Interdependencies sought and maintained with others. According to network 

scholars, the dynamic social structure within which individual group members are 

embedded necessitates managing and responding to a number of unique social problems 

(Burt, 1992; Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994). As Simmel (1955b) first described, social 

group interactions represent a structure that exists beyond its constituent elements. The 

presence of multiple social actors engaging with at least one other member means that 

social groups are stable entities (Moreland, 2010; Simmel, 1955b). That is, groups will 

continue to exist and function despite the removal of any one social actor (Moreland, 

2010). The availability and presence of multiple social partners also allows individual 

group members to vary in the connections they form with other group members 

(Krackhardt, 1999; Robins & Kashima, 2008). On this basis, when interacting in 

groups, a variety of options are open to individual group members with respect to the 

configuration of ties they can create with others to meet their needs. For instance, group 

members can differ in the number of connections they have to others (i.e., centrality and 
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popularity; Klein et al., 2004), such that some may be highly connected while other 

group members may be more sparsely connected or even refrain from connecting to 

certain group members (Lusher, Kremer, & Robins, 2013). The nature of relationships 

each group member maintains with those with whom they are connected can also vary; 

they may be strongly connected to some group members and weakly connected to 

others. Depending on the ties of their social partners, group members will also vary in 

their reach or influence over other group members to whom they are not directly 

connected (i.e., geodesic distance; Robins, 2015). For example, individual group 

members may be embedded within tightly bound cliques where their social partners are 

also connected to each other (i.e., constraint and inefficiency) or they may be connected 

to many people with few overlapping ties (i.e., efficiency). As each group member’s 

configurations of ties means that they will be dependent on some group members, hold 

mutually beneficial interactions with others, and may only be able to reach other group 

members through their connections to a mutual third party, social group interactions 

represent complex systems of interdependencies.  

With a plethora of options open to individual group members when forming 

their connections with others, social group interactions pose a series of additional social 

problems for individual group members to navigate. These social problems concern the 

nature of interdependencies individual group members maintain with others to meet 

their needs. For instance, individual group members must navigate how many social 

partners to connect with, the nature of ties to maintain with these group members, and 

whether they should seek to connect other group members together or not. Accordingly, 

given that people’s modules for social coordination represent evolved mechanisms used 

to facilitate human sociality (Bugental, 2000; Fiske et al., 1998), they will be 

particularly relevant to informing the way people navigate the additional social 
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problems concerning the maintenance and management of their ties in social group 

interactions. Yet despite their relevance, as existing conceptualisations of these 

relational modules have predominantly focused on explicating the way these modules 

inform human complementarity, they do not provide a complete description of how 

these modules inform the way people navigate social problems concerning the nature of 

interdependencies sought and maintained with others in groups.  

However, it is important to acknowledge that one existing conceptualisation of 

the relational modules that govern social coordination, RMT, does provide some insight 

into how these modules inform the way people navigate aspects of these additional 

social problems. RMT outlines that an attribute of CS and AR relational models is 

transitivity (Fiske, 1991). Transitivity can be understood to represent a structural 

property of groups where each group member is tied to all other group members (Block, 

2015; Simmel, 1955b). From a relational perspective, this property of CS and AR 

models indicates that group members coordinating action according to these models will 

seek to be connected to all other group members and will ensure that their social 

partners are also connected. RMT also indicates that the nature of transitivity sought 

with others will vary depending on whether CS or AR models are employed. People 

informed by the CS model will seek a transitive structure with other group members, 

similar to Simmelian ties, where all members are connected and mutually reciprocate 

ties to each other (Krackhardt, 1999; Tortoriello & Krackhardt, 2010). In contrast to 

this, individual group members interacting according to an AR model will seek to create 

and maintain a transitive tie structure with others that represents a hierarchy, a three-

cycle in social network terminology (Block, 2015; Davis, 1970). This tie structure will 

mean that individual group members will form unreciprocated ties to others who are 

higher in status than them and will receive ties from lower status group members that 
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they will not reciprocate. Irrespective of the differences in transitivity sought, this 

component of these two models clearly captures how the CS and AR models inform the 

way people will seek to connect to other group members and how they will manage the 

social ties that exist amongst other group members.  

While the CS and AR models provide a useful description of how they inform 

the way people will seek to create their ties with others and manage the connections that 

exist among others within group interactions, the way EM and MP relational models 

inform the way people respond to these social problems is less clearly explicated. As 

Fiske explains in his conceptualisation of the implementation of the EM model in social 

groups, “…a person may think of himself as one of a set of equals who reciprocate 

fairly, share and contribute equally, a partner on par with his fellows” (Fiske, 1991, p. 

89). In this way, Fiske’s description the EM model provides an important contribution 

to understanding how people employing an EM model within social group interactions 

will seek to connect and form ties with other group members. Whereby, people will 

seek to form connections with all other group members and engage in reciprocal, equal 

interactions and exchanges with them. Fiske (1992) further reinforces this view by 

asserting that;  

[e]ach of these expressions of one-to-one correspondence simultaneously builds 

group (or dyadic) solidarity and gives people a sense of self as coequal peer, 

matched to their fellows. But in every case the corresponding actions of the two 

are separate and distinct” (p. 704).  

However, this characterisation of the nature of ties people seek to create with 

other group members when informed by the EM model and the resulting structure of 

ties that would exist in these groups is somewhat inconsistent with network theory. 

According to Fiske’s (1991) description, each group member will be connected to each 
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other and will interact with all social partners in an equal and reciprocal manner. The 

pattern of ties suggested to occur within groups structured according to the EM model is 

then akin to a Simmelian tie structure (Krackhardt, 1999; Simmel, 1955b) featuring the 

structural properties of transitivity and reciprocity of ties. However, a Simmelain tie 

structure directly obstructs the opportunity for equal, and reciprocal interactions to 

occur among group members. According to Simmel (1955b) and others (Burt, 1992; 

Krackhardt, 1999), groups featuring a Simmelian tie structure, or clique, are locked into 

a circular and insular pattern of relations. As each group member is connected to each 

other, group members have limited access to new information or resources that lie 

outside of the clique. In turn, the transitive nature of ties that exist among group 

members means that if two actors contribute equally to each other, then other social 

actors within the group will have lost their opportunity to also contribute equally to 

those same two social partners. Therefore, the type of interactions sought by group 

members informed by the EM model (i.e., continuous, equal, and reciprocal interactions 

with every group member) is then unlikely to be achieved. In this way, the perspective 

that group members interacting according to the EM model will reciprocate ties with all 

other group members and engage in even exchanges with each other is at odds with 

what network theory suggests about the structure needed to provide opportunities for 

equal contributions to be made among group members. Succinctly described, without 

the existence of structural holes (i.e., gaps in the ties among group members) within the 

group structure, there will be limited opportunities for group members to engage in the 

types of interactions that would be sought by group members being informed by the EM 

model (see Burt, 1992 for further discussion on the deleterious effects of Simmelian or 

clique structures).    
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Fiske’s (1991) description of the MP model also provides a useful outline of 

how people informed by this model will seek to create ties with others in groups. 

According to the MP model, people create ties with other group members who 

complement their own specialised functions and will usually represent instantaneous, 

fleeting, or transitory connections (Fiske, 1991). The nature of ties sought with others 

when informed by the MP model is then best typified by the types of relationships 

maintained in groups such as corporations, trade associations, and groups of buyers and 

sellers where disparate individual group members only seek to connect with other 

specialised group members that fulfil their functions. Although the description of an MP 

model in groups clearly defines the nature of ties individual group members will seek to 

form with others, no clear discussion is made regarding how group members will seek 

to manage and maintain the ties that exist among their social partners. For example, it is 

unclear according to Fiske’s (1991) discussion of the MP model whether people in 

groups informed by this model will seek to connect their social partners together or 

refrain from doing so. Instead, the predominant focus in the description of the MP 

model concerns the nature of ties and complementarity sought with other social actors 

within groups. This focus is exemplified in Fiske’s use of Tonnies’ discussion of 

gesellschaft or civil society to characterise the nature of ties sought within groups 

informed by the MP model. “Gesellschaft [MP] relations – often transitory – are 

commonly based on enforceable contracts, and entail a sense of competition, tension, 

and hostility against others. They involve only self-interested exchange of commodities 

among independent individuals who work for their own separate interests.” (Fiske, 

1990, p. 90).   

From this perspective, some components of RMT provide an important 

conceptualisation of how people will seek to navigate the social problems in groups 
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concerning the nature of interdependencies to maintain with others (i.e., CS and AR 

relations). By contrast, other components are at odds with what network science would 

suggest being the way that people will navigate the problem of forming ties within 

groups (e.g., the EM model) or are somewhat absent from discussions of the relational 

model altogether (e.g., the MP model). Irrespective of the variation found in each 

model’s contribution to explaining how they inform the way people seek to maintain 

interdependencies with other group members, the insights garnered from RMT will be 

important aspects to incorporate into any contemporary approach that seeks to 

understand how people’s modules for social coordination are likely to inform the way 

people navigate the additional social problems that occur within social group 

interactions.  

Responding to change in interdependencies. Further adding to the complexity 

of social group interactions, and the number of social problems faced by individual 

group members, they are also dynamic in nature. That is, the structure or patterns of ties 

group members hold with each other also change over time (Snijders, van de Bunt, & 

Steglich, 2010). Change can occur quickly or may transpire over a period of time and 

can involve variations in tie strength among connected group members as well as 

change caused by the inclusion of new members or exclusion of existing members 

(Aggarwal & Subbian, 2014). Changes in the configuration of ties an individual group 

member maintains with others can also be driven by their own volition or it can be 

driven by factors external to the individual (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; Fang et al., 

2015). For example, individual group members may actively form a tie to a new group 

member which may then provide a gateway to form other connections, thereby 

fundamentally changing their configuration of ties and structural position held within 

the group (Snijders et al., 2010). Alternatively, due to factors outside of an individual 
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group member’s control, they may lose access to information they were dependent upon 

due to the removal of a group member. Individual group members may also be forced 

into an unwanted pattern of interdependence due to the convergence of two previously 

unconnected social partners (e.g., a triad exhibiting closure; Granovetter, 1973).  

In this way, the dynamic nature of social group interactions also creates 

additional social problems for individual group members to navigate. Whether it is 

through an individual’s own volition or through changes in the surrounding group 

network, these dynamic shifts in individual group members’ configuration of ties can 

either improve or threaten the nature of interdependencies they seek to maintain with 

others (i.e., improving or obstructing individual group members’ opportunities to meet 

their needs). These situations or social problems will then necessitate responses from 

individual group members that either solidify their new configuration of ties or seek to 

restore their previous configuration of ties with others. For example, through changes in 

the presence or absence of ties among social group members, individual group members 

may find themselves in a structural hole (Burt, 1992; Simmel, 1955b). Structural holes 

exist when individual group members represent the conduit between two or more social 

partners that would otherwise remain unconnected (i.e., they reside within a brokerage 

position; Burt, 1992). When residing in this new structural position, individual group 

members are then faced with the social problem of needing to respond to the change in 

the nature of their interdependencies with others. Individual group members can either 

seek to close the structural hole by connecting the two other group members together 

(i.e., closure; Granovetter, 1973) or reinforce the existence of the structural hole by 

ensuring that they remain unconnected (Burt, 2015). Irrespective of the decision made 

when responding to the social problem, both options will have implications for the 

structure and configuration of ties individual group members hold with others and in 
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turn, will shape the opportunities of the individual to meet their needs within the group 

(Granovetter, 1973; Simmel, 1955b). From this perspective, another unique component 

of engaging in social group interactions is interpreting and responding to the dynamic 

changes that occur to the interdependencies held with others. As these problems are 

relational in nature, people’s modules for social coordination will clearly play an 

important role in informing how people navigate these social problems. However, due 

to the focus of existing conceptualisations of relational modules (i.e., on the core forms 

of complementarity and, in some instances, the interdependencies maintained with 

others) existing theories do not provide a complete description of the way people’s 

modules will inform the way they navigate these unique and dynamic social problems.  

Through drawing upon insights garnered from relationship science and network 

dynamics, several social problems are faced by individual group members when 

engaging in social group interactions. As within all forms of human sociality, individual 

group members will need to navigate social problems concerning how to exchange 

resources, distribute items, and apportion work roles with others (Bugental, 2000; Fiske, 

1991). The different options open to people in navigating these particular social 

problems in groups has also been extensively addressed by existing conceptualisations 

of people’s modules for social coordination (Clark & Mills, 2011; Fiske, 1991). 

However, in addition to navigating these core social problems, the complex and 

dynamic nature of social group interactions also necessitates responding to a number of 

social problems unique to group interactions. These social problems particularly 

concern the way individual group members create and maintain their ties to other group 

members as well as how they are to respond to changes occurring in their configurations 

of ties due to the dynamic nature of social group interactions. Given the inherently 

relational nature of these additional social problems - and that people’s modules for 
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social coordination are considered to have developed to solve the social problems 

people face in everyday social life (Bugental, 2000; Fiske, 1991) - people’s modules for 

social coordination will clearly be involved in informing the way people structure and 

configure their ties within social groups. For instance, people’s modules for social 

coordination will inform how they seek to manage and maintain the nature of their 

interdependencies with others, shaping the number of connections they form and how 

they manage the connections that exist among their social partners. Further, people’s 

modules will also inform the way they interpret and respond to changes in their 

networks. They will govern whether changes are interpreted as a benefit or detraction 

from their current configuration of ties and inform whether people seek to solidify the 

new structure within which they are embedded or seek to repair the configuration of ties 

that has been lost.  

However, the way people’s modules for social coordination inform how they 

respond to the unique social problems that arise in social group interactions have not 

been completely addressed by contemporary theories. As the predominant focus of 

current conceptualisations of people’s relational modules has been to explicate how they 

inform the way people provide complementarity to each other, the explanations 

provided by these perspectives may not provide a complete description of how they 

inform the way people navigate the unique social problems that arise in group 

interactions. That is, while the present thesis acknowledges that some attempts have 

been made to capture how these modules inform the way people navigate the additional 

social problems in groups, some aspects of their role in shaping the way people 

coordinate action with others in groups have not been so clearly discussed. For example, 

as previously discussed, the insights garnered from Fiske’s (1991) discussion of the CS 

and AR models regarding how people manage the social problems that arise in groups 
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represent an important resource when seeking to explicate how people’s modules 

inform the way people engage in social group interactions. Other models (i.e., EM and 

MP) are also less clear in their discussion of how they inform the way a person manages 

the connections that exist among their social partners. Further, existing theories may not 

necessarily provide a complete outline of how relational modules will inform the way 

people interpret and respond to the dynamic shifts that occur to their interdependencies 

with others (e.g., whether a shift in their configuration of ties is interpreted as benefiting 

or detracting from their opportunities to meet their needs). In this way, while existing 

models clearly capture the core foundational aspects of people’s relational modules for 

social coordination, they are less clear in their conceptualisations of how people’s 

modules will inform the way people navigate the additional social problems faced in 

group interactions. 

 Explicating how People’s Relational Modules inform Social Action in Groups  

In light of the discussion provided in the previous section, people’s modules for 

social coordination will clearly be involved in informing the way people navigate the 

various social problems that arise in groups. However, as the primary focus of existing 

conceptualisations of relational modules has been to describe the different ways that 

people navigate the core social problems that occur in human sociality (i.e., managing 

human complementarity), the explanations provided by these perspectives may not be 

completely capturing how people’s relational modules inform the way they navigate the 

more peripheral social problems faced in group settings (e.g., the nature of 

interdependencies sought and maintained with others). Accordingly, the absence of a 

more complete conceptualisation of relational modules that captures how they inform 

the way people navigate the entire gamut of social problems that occur in group 

interactions has likely meant that intragroup scholars have refrained from exploring how 



56 

group members’ relational orientations shape intragroup dynamics. As current 

conceptualisations of relational modules do not necessarily capture how they inform the 

way people navigate the various social problems that arise in groups, measures derived 

from these conceptualisations that seek to capture people’s relational orientations may 

not be completely applicable to intragroup research. In turn, this absence of a more 

complete measure is likely to have resulted in the inability of intragroup research to 

explore how people’s relational orientations influence and shape the dynamic social 

processes occurring within groups. For example, this absence could suggest that 

research has been unable to determine how people’s relational orientations will shape 

their reactions to the social signals of other group members (e.g., Koudenburg et al., 

2016). Similarly, within intragroup research more broadly, the absence of a measure has 

also limited the opportunity to explore whether people’s relational orientations alter the 

relational processes described to occur within theories of intragroup processes (e.g., 

socialisation processes; Moreland & Levine, 2006).   

Having described the potential impediment to research investigating how 

people’s relational orientations influence the way they coordinate action in groups, it is 

necessary to bridge this potential gap. In order to do so, it will be necessary to develop a 

measure of relational orientations that captures people’s orientations toward navigating 

both the core and peripheral social problems faced by people engaging in social group 

interactions. However, prior to developing a measure of relational orientations, a more 

complete conceptualisation of the distinct relational modules used to inform the way 

people navigate the various social problems that occur group interactions is first needed. 

Crucial to building a clear conceptualisation of how people’s relational modules inform 

the way they can navigate social group interactions, will be the integration of existing 

knowledge regarding people’s relational modules (e.g., the insights contributed by RMT 
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and Contingency Theory) with concepts from network science and intragroup research 

concerning the various ways people manage and maintain their interdependencies with 

others. Currently though, there is not enough information to clearly integrate the 

insights garnered from these areas of research together. For instance, while RMT 

provides a considerable amount of insight into how CS and AR models inform the way 

people will seek to create and maintain interdependencies with others, it is less clear 

how the EM and MP models inform the way people manage the connections that exist 

among their social partners. That is, little information within relationship or network 

science clearly describes whether people informed by the EM or MP models will seek a 

Simmelian tie structure with others (Simmel, 1955b) or seek to create a more efficient 

and unconstrained network of ties in groups (Burt, 1992). Further, the explanations 

provided by existing conceptualisations of relational modules do not necessarily provide 

a complete insight into the way people will respond to dynamic changes that occur in 

their interdependencies with others in groups. Accordingly, to provide a more complete 

conceptualisation of how people’s relational modules inform the way they coordinate 

action in groups, one that integrates existing knowledge of people’s relational modules 

and concepts from network and intragroup research, a theoretical framework is needed 

that can assist in outlining how these pieces of information fit together.  

Correspondingly, drawing upon theory within the sociological and cultural 

literature will provide a useful theoretical framework from which to conceptualise how 

people’s relational modules inform the way they coordinate action in groups. 

Understanding and describing human sociality within larger social contexts has been a 

predominant focus of the sociological and cultural literature (Oishi, Kesebir, & Snyder, 

2009). For example, a number of theories have provided descriptions of how different 

societies maintain cohesion, broadly outlining the ways that people are expected to 
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behave and coordinate interactions within them, as well as the institutions (i.e., the 

moral, penal, and cultural systems) that have been created to reinforce these structures 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Tönnies, 1887; Triandis, 1995). Accordingly, by virtue of 

their focus on describing the different ways that people are held together and expected 

to interact in larger social contexts, these theories provide a useful framework to outline 

how different forms of complementarity are connected or marry up with particular 

approaches to maintaining and managing interdependencies with others. In turn, from a 

social psychological perspective, as sociological and cultural theories provide a 

structural account of the distinct ways that people coordinate action with others in larger 

social contexts, these structural descriptions can be used as insights into the underlying 

relational modules that are likely to have informed the types of social organisation 

sociologists describe to exist within societies (Fiske et al., 1998; Oishi & Graham, 

2010). Succinctly described, from examining sociological theories of human sociality, it 

will be possible to infer the nature of the underlying generative modules that inform 

how people seek to coordinate action with others in groups and that ultimately give rise 

to the forms of human social organisation observed within sociological and cultural 

theory. Through drawing upon sociological and cultural theory to develop an outline of 

how people’s relational modules inform the way they coordinate action in groups, the 

outcomes of this process will provide a solid framework from which to develop a 

measure of people’s relational orientations that can be used within intragroup research 

contexts.  

Durkheim’s Theory of Social Organisation as an Integrative Framework  

Of the theories that describe different forms of social organisation, the theory 

put forward by Durkheim (1893/2014) will provide a critical framework from which to 

integrate existing knowledge of the content of people’s relational modules with 
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concepts from network science and intragroup research regarding what is also likely to 

be a part of people’s modules when navigating the various social problems that arise in 

groups. Durkheim’s primary objective in explicating his theory of social solidarity in 

The Division of Labour was to understand how people are held together within societies 

(Durkheim, 1893/2014; Lukes, 1975). In seeking to outline the various types of social 

cohesion found in societies, Durkheim examined the varying codes of conduct and 

associated punishments (i.e., the nature of law and legal sanctions) that existed within 

societies and took them as evidence of the kinds of social organisation that can be taken. 

Durkheim believed that by examining the legal codes of conduct employed within 

societies, and the nature of punishment sought for violations of these codes, they would 

provide an indication of the underlying moral systems that govern behaviour in different 

societies (Lukes, 1975; Veitch, 2011). From this analysis, Durkheim provided a 

conceptualisation of the distinct forms of social organisation that can be used to 

structure societies and provided a description of the nature of relations occurring among 

people and the accepted ways of behaving within each form of social organisation. 

While the nature of law and punishment observed within societies served a primary role 

in the development of Durkheim’s theory of the various forms of social organisation, 

Durkheim also discussed various features of the people residing within each form of 

social organisation that complement the way that people are held together. For instance, 

Durkheim discussed the types of psychological identities embodied by people within 

each form of social organisation by outlining the degree to which a shared social 

identity characterises and informs the social behaviour of people within each form of 

social organisation (i.e., Durkheim’s discussion of the conscious collective; Lukes, 

1975). The social processes that should be enacted by people within these forms of 

social organisation were also discussed with respect to the way that people are expected 
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to respond and react to violations of the moral systems that structure each society 

(Whitehouse & Lanman, 2014). In this way, Durkheim’s provision of a structural 

description of the moral systems that inform social organisation in societies alongside 

the psychological and social processes enacted by people residing within these forms of 

social organisation suggests that this theory will be particularly useful when seeking to 

understand the nature of the relational modules that are used to inform how people 

navigate the social problems that arise in larger social collectives. That is, while 

Durkheim’s description is by no means expansive compared to existing theories of 

relational modules, the utility of Durkheim’s theory arises due to the links that can be 

made between his description of the moral, psychological, and social processes 

described to occur within larger social configurations and existing theories of relational 

modules that capture these components (i.e., the nature of complementarity sought). The 

information garnered from this process can then be used to determine the nature of the 

relational modules likely to be informing the social action of people within different 

social collectives.  

 However, it should be acknowledged that Durkheim’s discussion of the moral 

systems as well as the psychological and social processes occurring among people 

embedded within different forms of social organisation does not necessarily make his 

theory any different from others that have been advanced. For example, Tönnies (1887) 

also discussed the psychological processes (e.g., the natural and rational wills of people) 

that complemented the forms of social organisation outlined within his theory. From the 

perspective of the present thesis, Durkheim’s theory is particularly relevant for 

providing an integrative framework because his description of the moral, psychological, 

and social processes occurring within each form of social organisation also coincided 
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with a discussion of the nature of interdependencies that exist among people embedded 

within each form.  

Within many theories that have sought to conceptualise the various forms of 

social organisation that exist, a reoccurring theme within them has been to define the 

different forms of social organisation according to the presence or absence of 

interdependence (Tönnies, 1887; Triandis, 1995). For example, in Tonnies’ (1887) 

theory of social organisation he suggests that two forms of organisation exist, 

Gemeinschaft (community) and Gesellschaft (civil society). Gemeinschaft represents a 

social structure inherently defined by the interdependence of a social collective. Each 

social actor is bound to each other through blood or related ties and these relations form 

a structure larger than its constituent elements to create a natural, living organism that 

acts harmoniously together. By contrast, Gesellschaft represents a social structure 

defined by the complete absence of interdependence with others, negativity toward 

others, and disinterest in the wellbeing of others. As described by Tonnies (1887); 

Everyone is out for himself alone and living in a state of tension against 

everyone else. The various spheres of power and activity are sharply 

demarcated, so that everyone resists contact with others and excludes them from 

his own spheres… (p. 52)  

For Durkheim though, relational interdependence was central to human sociality 

and what varied in the different forms of social organisation was the nature of 

interdependence itself (Gofman, 2014). As Durkheim explains in a review of Tonnies’ 

(1887) theory: 

Beyond purely individual actions there is in our contemporary societies a type of 

collective activity which is just as natural as that of the less extended societies of 

former days. It constitutes a different type, but between the two species from the 
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same genus, as diverse as they are, there is not a difference in their basic natures 

(Aldous, Durkheim and Tönnies, 1972, p. 1198).  

Durkheim clearly rejects the assertion that societies are either organised 

according to the presence or absence of interdependence with others. Instead, Durkheim 

argues that people are inherently connected and bound to others, what varies in each 

form of social organisation is the nature of interdependencies that exist among people. 

Building upon this perspective, within his theory of the different ways that societies are 

organised, Durkheim also describes the nature of interdependencies (i.e., the way people 

are tied to and depend on each other) that exist among people within each form of social 

organisation. Durkheim’s consideration of the role of interdependence is also consistent 

with what contemporary network scholars consider to be the basis of all social systems 

(Robins & Kashima, 2008). According to network theory, the starting point in any 

analysis of the structure of a given social network is to examine the pattern of 

interdependencies that exist among a set of social actors. The patterns of 

interdependencies that exist among these actors are then taken as an insight into the 

dynamic social processes occurring among social actors. A corollary of this assumption 

is that if no ties or connections exist among people within a given network then a social 

structure cannot exist. Accordingly, compared to other theories of social organisation 

(e.g., Tonnies, 1887), Durkheim’s recognition of the role of interdependence within all 

social systems reflects a more accurate representation of the sociality found within 

social collectives, one that is consistent with contemporary network scholarship 

(Robins, 2015; Robins & Kashima, 2008).  

In this way, Durkheim’s discussion of the nature of interdependencies that 

characterise how people are connected to each other within each form of social 

organisation represents a key component in conceptualising the relational modules that 
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inform the way people engage with others in social collectives. Through an analysis of 

Durkheim’s discussion of the way people are tied together and depend on each other 

(i.e., the nature of interdependencies that exist among people) within each form of social 

organisation, it will be possible to map features of his descriptions onto contemporary 

network concepts. That is, as features of Durkheim’s discussion of each form of social 

organisation addresses the nature of ties that exist among people, these aspects will be 

able to be related to network concepts such as density, transitivity, Simmelian tie 

structures, structural holes, and efficiency. The various combinations of these tie 

configurations described to exist within each form of social organisation will then serve 

to build a clear conceptualisation of the different ways that people seek to create and 

maintain their interdependencies with others in social collectives (i.e., the structure of 

interdependencies sought with others in each form of social organisation). Insight can 

then be gained into the nature of the underlying relational modules that inform how 

people navigate the social problems that arise in groups and in turn, generate the various 

structures or configurations of ties observed. More specifically, Durkheim’s discussion 

of the nature of interdependencies among people within a given form of social 

organisation can be related to existing network concepts, such as cliques, transitivity, 

and structural holes. The presence of particular combinations of network features then 

provides an insight into the way people within a given social structure are interacting 

with others, such as with whom they are seeking to connect, the nature of the ties they 

are maintaining with them, and how they respond to changes in their configurations of 

ties. In turn, a conceptualisation can then be formed of the underlying relational 

modules that are informing the way people seek to navigate the unique social problems 

occurring in groups and ultimately give rise to the various configurations of ties 

observed within different social collectives.  
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On this basis, through examining Durkheim’s discussion of the way people are 

tied to each other within each form of social organisation, insight can be gained into the 

different ways that people seek to configure and manage their interdependencies with 

others in social collectives. These insights can then be incorporated with Durkheim’s 

discussion regarding the nature of complementarity (i.e., the psychological states and 

social processes exemplified by people residing within different forms of social 

organisation) people engage in with others within each of form of social organisation. 

The combination of these two aspects of how people engage with others within larger 

social collectives then serves to build a conceptualisation of the distinct ways in which 

people navigate the various social problems that arise in social collectives. This 

conceptualisation can then be used as a framework from which to outline how people’s 

relational modules inform the way they navigate the process of coordinating action with 

others in social collectives. That is, Durkheim’s theory provides an opportunity to build 

upon and expand existing conceptualisations of people’s relational modules to also 

outline how they inform the way people navigate the social problems that arise when 

interacting with multiple social partners (e.g., groups and larger social collectives).  

The relevance of employing Durkheim’s conceptualisation as a framework to 

integrate insights from relationship and network science is also further reinforced by 

contemporary scholars’ usage of this theory as an explanation of the different ways that 

social groups are organised (Koudenburg et al., 2016; Lukes, 2014; Whitehouse & 

Lanman, 2014). Within the extant intragroup literature, to understand the dynamic 

processes occurring within social groups, many social group scholars have used 

Durkheim’s theory to characterise the different types of social groups that exist and the 

way that people interact with each other within each type of social group. For example, 

Leach et al. (2008) used Durkheim’s theory as a conceptual framework to outline the 
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different ways that individual group members can come to identify with others and form 

an in-group identity together. In a similar way, Koudenburg and colleagues 

(Koudenburg et al., 2016) have used Durkheim’s theory to outline how different forms 

of verbal communication can differentially shape the type of commitment people feel 

towards a social group. The perspective that Durkheim’s theory is also relevant to the 

way that social groups are organised is also present within contemporary sociological 

thought (Gofman, 2014). For example, in his introduction to the revised edition of The 

Division of Labour, Lukes (2014) acknowledges that beyond a description of the types 

of organisation observed across societies, the theory also has relevance as a 

conceptualisation of the distinct types of social organisation found in social groups. 

Beyond theoretical discussions of the relevance of Durkheim’s theory to social groups, 

this perspective is also echoed in contemporary sociological research. For instance, in 

an analysis of social policy and social cohesion, Veitch (2011) discusses how both 

forms of social organisation coexist within societies and can be used to inform the 

social behaviour of people within different segments of society (i.e., social collectives 

or groups). On this basis, in addition to the theoretical relevance of Durkheim’s theory, 

the fact that contemporary research has consistently employed this theory as an 

explanation of the way people are organised in social groups further illustrates why 

Durkheim’s theory of social organisation represents the best framework to integrate 

existing knowledge of people’s relational modules with what network science also 

suggests to be a part of these modules.  

Taken together, the focus of Durkheim’s theory on outlining the different ways 

in which individuals are bound together in large social configurations lends itself as an 

integrative framework from which to define the relational modules people used to 

navigate the social problems that arise in social collectives. Contemporary usage of the 
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theory as a description of how social groups are organised also further exemplifies its 

utility as an integrative framework (Leach et al., 2008; Lukes, 2014). More specifically, 

as Durkheim’s theory describes the nature of relations occurring among people and the 

nature of interdependencies that people seek to create with others within social groups, 

this theory represents a useful framework that can be used to merge existing 

conceptualisations of people’s relational modules with what network science suggests 

should also be a part of these modules. By doing so, a clear conceptualisation can be 

formed of the relational modules that inform the way people can navigate the multitude 

of social problems that arise in group interactions.  

Mechanical and Organic Relational Modules 

Having been guided by his analysis of the penal systems that exist within 

different societies, Durkheim converged upon a conceptualisation suggesting that two 

different forms of social organisation can structure societies or social groups. Namely, 

groups can be held together and organised according to a mechanical or organic form of 

social solidarity. In groups organised by a mechanical solidarity, individuals are tightly 

bound to each other by their shared values and commonly held beliefs. Individuals 

embedded within these systems also feel a collective sense of belonging or we-ness with 

other members and this unity informs the actions and behaviours of each person within 

the society (Leach et al., 2008; Whitehouse & Lanman, 2014). In groups organised by 

an organic solidarity, individuals’ diverse values and beliefs characterise the social 

system. Social action is also largely informed by the aspects of people’s identities that 

are independent of others. The diversity in values, beliefs, and identities expressed by 

people within these groups in turn creates a different kind of solidarity that is born out 

of people’s functional interdependence with others. That is, organic groups are held 

together by the complementary functions each individual provides for each other 
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(Gofman, 2014). Accordingly, Durkheim’s analysis suggests that it is likely that two 

distinct relational modules can be used to inform the way people navigate the social 

problems that arise in groups. The contents of which will be explicated in the following 

sections. That is, in the discussion that follows, the present thesis will provide a more 

expansive description of Durkheim’s theory of social organisation as it relates to the 

different ways that people can engage and organise social action with others in groups. 

Durkheim’s theory will then be used as a framework to integrate existing knowledge of 

people’s relational modules and network science. Specifically, links will be made 

between Durkheim’s discussion of the different ways that people engage in social group 

interactions and components of existing conceptualisations of relational modules (i.e., 

RMT and Contingency Theory) that are likely to be informing the social action of 

people within these groups. Links will also be made between Durkheim’s theoretical 

discussion of social group organisation and the likely configurations of ties people seek 

to maintain with others within each type of social group organisation. Through 

integrating these components together, a conceptualisation will then be built regarding 

the content and nature of the relational modules likely to be informing the way people 

navigate the social problems that arise in groups.  

Mechanical groups and coordinating action. In mechanically organised 

groups, individuals are tightly bound to each other by shared values, goals, ideas, and 

are also highly interdependent. That is, they each have specific duties to fulfil and they 

depend on others to be fulfilling their roles as well. Strong social connections also exist 

between people within these social systems with the cohesion of the entire group 

paramount to social organisation. Within mechanically structured groups people possess 

a high degree of a conscious collective, whereby people have a common bond with each 

other, unity in thinking about, and approaching social life. Each person feels deeply 
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connected to and a part of the social collective, defining oneself and identity in line with 

the social group (Leach et al., 2008; Reese, Proch, & Finn, 2015). The tightly bound 

nature of individuals within mechanical systems is also further reinforced by a moral 

system that emphasises loyalty to group members, adherence to authority, and moral 

purity (Haidt & Graham, 2009; Haidt & Kesebir, 2010; Hunter, 1991). Repressive 

sanctions also predominate in these social systems, with punishment accorded in 

response to actions that are against the commonly shared beliefs of the social collective 

(Veitch, 2011). Accordingly, through drawing upon Durkheim’s description of the 

nature of social bonds that exist among people within mechanically organised groups as 

well as the nature of interdependencies maintained with others it will be possible to 

derive a conceptualisation of the first of relational module likely to be informing the 

way people navigate the social problems that arise in groups. Namely, a mechanical 

relational module.  

With respect to the way people provide complementarity of action with each 

other in mechanical groups, it is likely that a relational module representing a combined 

form of Fiske’s (1991) CS and AR models and Clark and Mills’ (2011) communal 

relations is informing the way people navigate these core social problems within 

mechanical groups. This is exemplified through Durkheim’s description of the moral 

system governing the behaviour of group members and the psychological and social 

processes suggested to occur among people within mechanical groups.   

Psychological processes. Through Durkheim’s discussion of the shared social 

identity or collective consciousness that characterise aspects of the thoughts, feelings, 

and actions of people within mechanical groups, this component of Durkheim’s theory 

draws strong parallels with Fiske’s (1991) CS relational model and Clark and Mills’ 

(2011) communal relations. A defining feature of Durkheim’s analysis of human social 
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organisation, was whether a given group expressed a high degree of collective or 

common consciousness or not. Formally defined by Durkheim, the collective conscious 

is described to represent “[t]he totality of beliefs and sentiments common to the average 

members of a society [which] forms a determinate system with a life of its own” (p. 63). 

On this basis, the strength of the collective consciousness represents the degree to which 

people within a social group all hold the same beliefs, values, and sentiments thereby 

representing a homogenous social group. According to Durkheim’s theory, mechanical 

groups are exemplified by a high degree of collective consciousness, that is, a 

characteristic aspect of people within mechanical groups is that they express a high 

degree of homogeneity in their values, beliefs, and sentiments. Due to the high degree 

of collective consciousness group members also see themselves as a homogenous 

tightly bound group. In turn, group members develop a strong psychological connection 

and common collective identity with others (Leach et al., 2008; Postmes, Spears, et al., 

2005). As Durkheim explains;  

…[A]ll members of the group are not only individually attracted to one another 

because they resemble one another, but also linked to what is the condition for 

the existence of this collective type, that is, to the society that they form by 

coming together. (p. 81)  

Beyond causing group members to construe themselves as a part of, and one 

with, a common collective group identity, the collective conscious is also considered to 

inform the way people approach social relations within the group. “[I]t does not consist 

merely in a general, indeterminate attachment of the individual to the group but also that 

concerts their detailed actions.” (p. 81). That is, the commonly held beliefs and 

sentiments of people within mechanical groups also evokes a strong sense of 

commitment to the maintenance and survival of the social group. “They wish for it what 
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they would wish for themselves; they care that it should be lasting and prosperous, 

because without it a whole area of their psychological life would fail to function 

smoothly” (p. 81). In this way, the collective conscious that characterises the 

psychological identity of people within mechanical groups also informs the way they 

engage in social action with other group members. Specifically, people seek to engage 

in social actions with others that benefit the collective, reinforce the unity of the social 

group, and ensure its continuation.  

Accordingly, as Durkheim outlines that people within mechanical groups 

construe their social connections with others to be based on a common bond, a 

homogenous set of beliefs and sentiments, and a mutual recognition of the importance 

of unity, these sentiments are characteristic of the psychological processes suggested to 

exist among people engaging in interactions according to Fiske’s (1991) CS model and 

communal relations (Clark & Mills, 1979, 2011). For instance, Durkheim’s description 

of people as a homogenous unified group that works in concert to bring about social 

goals is consistent with Fiske’s (1991) conceptualisation of the unified social bonds that 

characterise CS relations and the unity moral motive that informs social action in such 

groups (Rai & Fiske, 2011).  

Moral system. Durkheim’s discussion of the moral system that determines the 

boundaries of acceptable social action within mechanical groups illustrates that a 

relational module containing aspects of CS, AR, and communal relations is most likely 

to be informing how people engage in social action with others within these groups. 

According to Durkheim, the commonly held beliefs and sentiments that characterise the 

psychological identity of people within mechanical groups (i.e., their collective 

consciousness) also forms the basis of the moral system regulating behaviour of group 

members:  
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[W]hen a somewhat strong conviction is shared by a single community of 

people it inevitably assumes a religious character. It inspires in the individual 

consciousness the same reverential respect as religious beliefs proper…likewise 

religion corresponds to a very central domain of the common consciousness (pp. 

131-132).  

In this way, the same core beliefs, values, and sentiments held by group 

members that form their identity and concert their actions with each other, come to 

serve as a system of moral edicts regulating the social behaviour of people within 

mechanical groups. Further, to ensure the continuation of the commonly held beliefs 

and sentiments of the group, behaviours that are incompatible with those outlined within 

the collective consciousness (i.e., any actions against the commonly held beliefs and 

sentiments of group members) are then considered to be moral violations. Accordingly, 

a moral system develops which seeks to ensure that individual group members follow 

the social order articulated by the collective consciousness by emphasising the 

importance of individual group members reverence of conformity, adherence to 

tradition, and respect for authority and social order. Succinctly described by Lukes 

(2014), the moral system governing the social action of people within mechanical 

groups is “…focused on belief in transcendent powers that demand unquestioning 

obedience to serve, rigidly enforced rules viewed as imposing sacred duties with little or 

no scope for assessing individual responsibility or culpability or in general for 

discriminating between different individuals” (p. xxxii).  

From this perspective, the moral system described to govern the social actions of 

people within mechanical groups reflects a system based on ensuring similarity in social 

behaviour and that tradition is to be maintained among people within the group is 

consistent with aspects of the unity moral motive of CS relations that informs the way 
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people interpret the social actions of others within social interactions (Rai & Fiske, 

2011). Further, as the transcendental quality the collective conscious takes also leads to 

moral sentiments enforcing social order and respect of authority, these aspects are also 

consistent with the hierarchy moral motive of AR relations. In this way, the moral 

system governing the social action of people within mechanical groups suggests that a 

relational module comprising aspects of CS and AR relations is likely to be informing 

how people within mechanical groups provide complementarity of action with each 

other.  

Social processes. Building upon his discussion of the moral system that serves 

to structure social behaviour within mechanical groups (and analysis of penal law), 

Durkheim also provided an extensive discussion of the social actions group members 

perceive to be transgressions within mechanical groups and how the group seeks to 

punish such actions. Accordingly, these aspects of the relational processes (i.e., 

judgements of others behaviour as transgressions and type of punishment sought) 

occurring among people within mechanically structured groups provide further insight 

into the relational module likely to be informing social action in mechanical groups. A 

defining feature of mechanical groups is that group members follow a homogenous set 

of beliefs, values, and sentiments which also informs how they engage in social action 

with each other. In turn, actions that deviate from these prevailing sentiments and norms 

are considered to represent transgressions. As Durkheim explains, people within 

mechanical groups perceive transgressions to be actions which “…manifest directly a 

too violent dissimilarity between the one who commits them and the collective type; or 

they offend the organ of the common consciousness” (p. 82). To further elucidate his 

description of what mechanical group members perceive to be transgressions, Durkheim 

discusses a variety of social actions that offend the collective consciousness and 
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exemplify instances where group members actions are judged to be against the social 

order. For example, he discusses transgressions that converge on social actions and 

behaviours that threaten or violate the scared unity and purity of the social group 

including; abstention from ceremonial or religious practices, consuming foods that are 

considered taboo by the collective, and engaging in unions with other group members 

(e.g., sodomy) that are forbidden (transgressions consistent with those described to 

occur within CS relations). Durkheim also notes that within mechanical groups 

transgressions also encompass social actions and behaviours that represent a failure to 

follow authority or the inappropriate use of authority. For instance, “plots against 

legitimate authority”, rebellion against authority, and “abuse of authority by officials 

and various offenses relating to a profession” (p. 122; transgressions consistent with 

those described to occur within AR relations).  

Having outlined the behaviours perceived by group members to be 

transgressions within mechanical systems, Durkheim further elucidates some of the 

social processes occurring among mechanical group members by also discussing how 

they respond to these violations and seek to resolve them. More specifically, as 

transgressions represent behaviours that offend the collective conscious or standards of 

social action, a retributive form of punishment predominates in mechanical groups. That 

is, suffering is enacted upon the transgressor as a source of atonement for wrongdoing 

or expiation. This form of punishment serves to reinstate the social order and unity of 

the collective by reinforcing that the commonly held beliefs and sentiments of the social 

group remain central to its organisation. As Durkheim explains;  

[Retributive punishment] does not serve, or serves only very incidentally, to 

correct the guilty person or to scare off any possible imitators…Its real function 

is to maintain inviolate the cohesion of society by sustaining the common 
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consciousness in all its vigor…The sole means of doing so is to give voice to the 

unanimous aversion that the crime constitutes to evoke, and this by an official 

act, which can only mean suffering inflicted upon the wrongdoer. (p. 83) 

In further discussing the process of how people within mechanical groups enact 

retribution upon wrongdoers, Durkheim notes that this can occur in different ways. 

Retributive justice can be meted by the collective whereby the group member who has 

transgressed is judged by the collective who then decide and respond in unison to the 

crime. Punishment for wrongdoing can also be carried out by a person of authority 

within mechanical groups. A group members’ assignment to this role as moral authority 

may be due “either to an ever-increasing growth in cases necessitating the appointment 

of special officials, or to the extreme importance assumed by certain personages or 

classes in society, which authorizes them to be the interpreters of its collective 

sentiments” (p. 62). This authority figure (e.g., a leader of the group) then takes on the 

role as a conduit of the collective conscious to determine the severity of the crime and 

how they are to attain expiation.   

On this basis, through examining Durkheim’s theory regarding the social actions 

mechanical group members perceive to be transgressions and how they seek to resolve 

such violations, further evidence is gained to support the notion that a relational module 

representing a combination of CS, AR, and communal relations informs the way people 

interpret, construe, evaluate, and coordinate action with others in mechanical groups. 

This is derived from the fact that people within mechanical groups perceive 

transgressions to be those actions that offend the social order by violating the commonly 

held beliefs and sentiments of the social group (a perspective that is consistent with a 

CS construal of transgressions; unity; Rai and Fiske, 2011) and actions that directly 
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threaten or challenge the hierarchical order of the social group (judgements that are 

consistent with an AR construal of transgressions; hierarchy; Rai and Fiske, 2011).  

Durkheim’s discussion of how people seek to punish these wrongdoings also 

reinforce the perspective that a relational module incorporating aspects of CS, AR, and 

communal relations informs the social action of people within mechanical groups. For 

instance, the focus of mechanical group members’ desire to employ retributive justice is 

consistent with the type of punishment sought in interactions organised according to an 

AR model of relating, as Fiske (1990) describes “[r]etributive punishment based on a 

harsh notion of expiation is distinctive of heteronomous (AR) morality” (p. 121). The 

way mechanical group members seek to enact this form punishment also speaks to the 

likelihood that both CS and AR relational models are informing their social action as 

retributive justice can be mete through the collective in unison (CS relation) or through 

a single group member imbued with authority (AR relation).   

Interdependencies. Having described the nature of the relational module that 

informs the way people navigate the core social problems of complementarity within 

mechanical social groups, what remains to be addressed is the way in which this 

relational module informs the way people navigate the additional social problems that 

arise in mechanical groups. While RMT does provide some insight into the structure 

likely to be sought by people employing a relational module comprised of CS and AR 

relations (i.e., transitivity), it will still be important to determine whether Durkheim’s 

theory leads to a similar conclusion. Further, as RMT does not provide a clear 

description of how these two models inform the way people respond to changes in 

interdependencies held with their social partners, Durkheim’s theory will provide 

further insights into how a mechanical relational module shapes the way people 

navigate these social problems. Accordingly, to conceptualise how a mechanical 
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relational module informs the way people navigate these additional social problems that 

arise in groups, Durkheim’s description of the interdependencies that occur among 

people within mechanical groups can be interpreted in line with existing network 

concepts to build a structural description of configurations of ties observed among 

mechanical group members. From this structural description, a conceptualisation can be 

developed of the underlying relational module likely to be informing the way people 

navigate the social problems arising in group interactions and that ultimately gives rise 

to the configurations of ties observed within mechanical groups. In the discussion that 

follows, Durkheim’s description of the nature of interdependencies that exist among 

people within mechanical groups is provided and related to network concepts to derive 

the unique configuration of ties mechanical group members maintain with each other. 

The relational module informing the presence of these specific configurations of ties 

will then be explicated.  

In describing the nature of ties that exist among people within mechanical 

groups, Durkheim asserts that the homogenous values and sentiments held by the 

collective (i.e., the high degree of collective consciousness) creates a system of relations 

characterised by collective interdependence among group members. For mechanical 

groups to remain stable entities, they must act, move, and respond together as a social 

unit or collective. Accordingly, each group member is connected to each other and 

seeks to remain connected to each other. As Durkheim explains;  

[A]ll members of the group are not only individually attracted to one another 

because they resemble one another, but also linked to what is the condition for 

the existence of this collective type, that is, to the society that they form by 

coming together. (p. 81)  
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Further support for the nature of interdependencies maintained among people 

within mechanical groups is also exemplified through Durkheim’s discussion of the 

nature and strength of ties that exist among people within mechanical groups:  

It is a family in the sense that all the members who go to make it up consider 

themselves kin to one another…[w]hat is more, they sustain mutual relationships 

that might be termed domestic, since these are to be found elsewhere in societies 

whose family character is undisputed: I mean collective revenge, collective 

responsibility, and…mutual heredity. Yet, on the other hand, it is not a family in 

the true sense of the word, for in order to form part of it, there is no need to have 

a clear-cut blood relationship with the other clan members. (p. 139)  

From this perspective, Durkheim’s discussion of the nature and structure of ties 

in mechanical groups as consisting of homogenous, unified, and mutual relationships 

built upon strong social bonds akin to familial ties is consistent with the network 

concept of transitivity. That is, people within mechanical groups are largely connected 

or tied together to form a cluster of overlapping ties. This description of the 

configuration of ties maintained among people within mechanical groups as familial in 

nature also demonstrates that the strength of ties group members maintain with each 

other (i.e., strong or weak) is likely to be strong. As Segre (2004) explains, due to the 

commonly held sentiments and beliefs of people within mechanical groups, “society is 

present in the individual consciousness to such a degree that everybody may establish 

strong ties with everybody else, and does in fact do so with a particularly great number 

of persons” (p. 222). 

While Durkheim’s discussion of mechanical groups demonstrates that the people 

within them are predominantly connected to each other in configurations that create a 

homogenous and horizontally structured network of transitive ties, Durkheim does not 
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suggest that this is the only configuration that is likely to exist among people within 

mechanically organised groups. Instead, mechanical groups can also exhibit 

configurations of ties that indicate the presence of hierarchy or status differences among 

group members (i.e., three cycles). As Durkheim elucidates;  

Not all [mechanical groups] display that lack of centralization we have just 

observed. On the contrary, some of them are subject to an absolute power… 

[and] the solidarity they express remains mechanical. The difference lies entirely 

in the fact that it links the individual no longer directly to the group, but to the 

one who is its image. But the unity of the whole rules out as before any 

individuality in the parts. (pp. 141-142)  

That is, people within mechanical groups can also form unreciprocated ties to 

other group members who are higher in status to them, thereby creating a network of 

ties that remains transitive and unified in nature but also exhibits features of a 

hierarchical structure between some group members (i.e., three cycles).  

From a network perspective, the interdependencies maintained among people 

within mechanical groups reflect features of Simmelian tie structures where people are 

connected to the predominance of other group members and reciprocate ties to each 

other (Goh et al., 2014). The ties that exist among some people within mechanical 

groups can also represent three cycles where a clear status or hierarchical difference 

exists in the nature of connections between them (i.e., the leader of the group may not 

reciprocate as many ties as other group members). Irrespective of the nature of 

transitivity observed within mechanical groups (i.e., reciprocally or hierarchically tied 

together), what remains important is that group members are tied together.  

Considering the structure observed to exist among people within mechanical 

groups, the aspect of the relational module that informs the way people navigate the 
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social problems that arise in group interactions, and ultimately gives rise to the 

structures of ties observed within mechanical groups, can be encapsulated by a 

relational motive to form tight social connections with others. This aspect of the 

relational module then guides the social action of individuals to seek to form 

connections with most other group members and develop strong social connections with 

them, thereby embedding themselves within a tightly bound social structure with 

overlapping patterns of associations with others group members. That is, within 

mechanical groups, the relational module that informs the way people navigate the 

unique social problems of social groups, such as with whom to connect, the strength of 

social bonds they should maintain with others, and how to manage the relations that 

exist among other group members, is by governing or guiding people to form tight 

social connections with others, seeking to form strong social bonds with them, and 

ensuring that other group members connect and remain connected. Considered from an 

alternative perspective that supports the preceding conclusion, to obtain the structure of 

ties observed within mechanical groups (i.e., transitivity, Simmelian ties, and three 

cycles), the underlying relational module informing social action needs to be 

emphasising the importance of forming and maintaining tight social connections with 

other group members and ensuring that strong social bonds also exist among other 

social group members. It is also noteworthy that the current interpretation of the 

relational module informing the way people navigate the social problems concerning the 

nature of interdependencies to maintain with others in groups is consistent with Fiske’s 

(1991) discussion of the way CS and AR relational models inform the way people 

maintain interdependencies with others in groups, namely, transitivity and three cycles. 

This provides further support to the notion that the module informing the way people 

navigate mechanical groups represents a combination of CS and AR models.  
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Response to dynamic changes. Durkheim’s discussion regarding the segmented 

nature of mechanical groups also provides insight into how the relational module that 

informs social action within mechanical groups informs the way people respond to the 

dynamic changes that can occur in the nature of people’s interdependencies with others. 

Due to the dense transitive connections that exist among people within mechanical 

groups, they are also relatively cut off from other social groups and the influence of 

outsiders. As Durkheim asserts, in discussing a society in which a mechanical solidarity 

organises all social groups or collectives within it, “… society is made up of similar 

segments [mechanical groups] and these in turn comprise only homogenous elements. 

Doubtless each [mechanical group] has its own peculiar features and is consequently 

distinct from the others.” (p. 140). In this way, the commonly held beliefs and 

sentiments among group members differentiate them from other social groups, in turn 

mechanical groups represent distinct self-sufficient segments with relatively few, if any, 

outreaching ties to other social groups. The segmentary nature of mechanical groups 

then has implications for the ability of existing members to depart from, or for outsiders 

to join, mechanical groups. For instance, Durkheim asserts that the dense overlapping 

connections that exist among people within mechanical groups serves to reinforce group 

members ties to each other and further isolates the group from the inclusion of 

outsiders. “[T]he segments form so many small societies more or less partitioned off 

from one another… [and] formed around each social compartment [is] a protective belt 

against the infiltration of foreign elements”. In this way, “…the individual is fixed to his 

native heath by bonds that attach him to it, and also because he is rejected elsewhere. 

The scarcity of the means of communication and transmission is a proof of this 

occlusion of each segment” (p. 229). The ongoing process of binding group members 

together and excluding outside influences then serves to mutually reinforce the isolation 



81 

and segmentary nature of mechanical groups. That is, “the more segmentary the social 

structure the more [mechanical groups] form large, compact masses, indivisible and 

turned in on themselves” (p .229).  

Examining this description of the segmented nature of mechanical groups 

through a network lens suggests that a global property of mechanical groups is a 

structure exhibiting features of a clique. A clique is defined as a network where all ties 

are present among social actors, that is, ties are transitive and completely overlap to 

form a tightly bound cluster of social group members (Robins, 2015). For an example of 

the structure of ties likely to be observed within mechanical group groups, see Figure 1. 

The implications of such a structure also converge with Durkheim’s description of 

mechanical groups. For instance, the dense overlapping ties among group members 

within a clique leave few opportunities for individual group members to leave the group 

or to change their role within the social group. The absence of connections or ties to 

people outside of the group also means that there is little chance of people joining the 

group. In this way, the clique structure of mechanical groups could be described in 

network terminology as a network that lacks structural holes. Consistent with this 

perspective and interpretation of the configuration of ties that exist among people within 

mechanical social groups, relational sociologists also associate mechanical groups with 

a structure of interdependencies that exemplifies a clique structure (Bearman, 1991; 

Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; Segre, 2004). For instance, Bearman (1991) asserts that 

mechanical groups represent;  

…fully integrated homogenous nodes, in which each node is either a full 

member of the group or is out completely…Since there is but one group to 

which the equivalent persons belong, it is possible to represent the structure of 

mechanical [groups] as a fully connected clique. (p. 505)  
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Figure 1. Example of a mechanical social group exhibiting a clique structure. 

Accordingly, the presence of this clique structure in mechanical groups provides 

considerable insight into the underlying nature of the relational module that informs the 

way people within mechanical groups respond and react to dynamic changes in their 

interdependencies. Consistent with preceding discussion, the aspect of the relational 

module informing how people navigate the dynamic social problems that arise in social 

groups, and ultimately leads to the clique structure observed in mechanical groups, can 

also be encapsulated by a social motive to maintain tight social connections with others. 

As people informed by this module seek to form dense and overlapping connections 

among people within mechanical groups, this aspect of the relational module also 

guides their interpretation and responses to the dynamic changes that can occur to their 

interdependencies with others. Specifically, this aspect of the relational module will 

motivate people to avoid the loss of group members by seeking to ensure that their 

social partners remain connected and embedded within the social group. In the 

inevitable instance where a group member does leave the social group, this relational 

module will then motivate people to close the gap that has been created by their 

absence. Further, the nature of this relational module in informing people to maintain 

tight social connections with other group members will also motivate them to perceive 
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prospective group members as potential threats to the solidarity of the group, thereby 

this relational module will motivate group members to avoid forming connections to 

outsiders. Considered from a different perspective, in order for a social group structure 

to be defined by a clique with ties turning in on themselves and reinforced boundaries 

between group members tied together and those seeking to join the group, it is 

necessary that a relational module encompassing a motive for maintaining tight social 

connections with others is informing the social judgements and actions of group 

members. On this basis, the aspect of the relational module informing how people 

navigate the social problems unique to group interactions within mechanical groups is 

encapsulated by a motive to maintain tight social connections with others. This motive 

then informs and governs the way group members seek to create and maintain their ties 

with others (i.e., creating strong ties with others that exhibit transitivity and three 

cycles) and how they respond to the dynamic changes that can occur to the nature of 

interdependencies that exist among group members (i.e., creating a clique structure).  

Taken together, from Durkheim’s description of mechanical social groups, it has 

been possible to gain an insight into the underlying relational module likely to be 

informing how people engage in mechanical group interactions. The frequency with 

which Durkheim’s description of the mechanical form of organisation can be linked to 

features or components of the existing relational modules of CS, AR models, and 

communal relations strongly demonstrates that a relational module representing a 

combination of these appear to be informing how people provide complementarity of 

action with others within mechanical social groups. Further, Durkheim’s discussion of 

interdependencies among people within this form of social organisation also 

demonstrates that this relational module informs people’s navigation of the additional 

social problems that arise in groups (i.e., navigating multiple connections to others, 
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changing in these ties) by motivating people to create and maintain tight social 

connections to most, if not all, other group members. In this way, the relational module 

informing the way people navigate the social problems that exist in groups (i.e., the 

relational module informing the way people navigate the core social problems faced in 

all social interactions as well as the additional social problems solely faced in groups) 

and gives rise to mechanically structured social groups can best be defined as a 

mechanical relational module. The nature of which represents a combination of CS, AR 

and communal relations alongside a motive to maintain tight social connections with 

others.  

Organic groups and coordinating action. In contrast to mechanical groups, 

individuals within organically organised groups have diverse values, goals, ideas, and 

beliefs and only loose connections exist between them. While the collective conscious 

remains in the minds organic group members, its influence over their behaviour and 

group life is considerably weaker. That is, the collective conscious does not directly 

bind organic group members through commonly beliefs and sentiments. Instead, the 

collective conscious serves to remind group members of their common desire for 

dignity, freedom, and recognition of mutual independence (Lukes, 1975). In organic 

groups, group members are connected to those who provide similar or complementary 

functions to their own and refrain from maintaining connections with others who do not 

provide any complementary functions. Individuals are also functionally or mutually 

interdependent within organic groups; that is, they depend on others only to the extent 

to which they provide the functions they cannot fulfil themselves. In this way, what 

holds organic groups together is group members’ recognition of their mutual 

dependence on each other. Durkheim also described that the social institutions which 

reinforce the structure of organic systems largely emphasise the importance of freedom 
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in action and decision making, with a moral system that promotes autonomy, freedom, 

and the pursuit of personal goals (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Hunter, 1991; 

Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997). In organic systems restitutive principles 

also predominate, with conflict and transgressions resolved by restoring what has been 

lost. Seeking resolution through reparative means also serves to preserve everyone’s 

autonomy and ability to engage with others within the social group (Veitch, 2011). 

Accordingly, through further analysis of Durkheim’s discussion of organic social 

groups, insight will be gained into the nature of social bonds that tie organic group 

members together and the nature of interdependencies organic group members seek to 

form with others and the structures within which they are embedded. From this basis, it 

will then be possible to derive a conceptualisation of the second relational module that 

can inform the social action of group members, namely, an organic relational module.  

With respect to the way people provide complementarity of action with others in 

organic groups, it is likely that organic group members are being informed by a 

relational module reflecting a combination of EM, MP, and exchange relations (Clark & 

Mills, 2011; Fiske, 1991). This perspective is exemplified through Durkheim’s 

discussion of the psychological, moral, and social processes occurring among people 

within organic social groups and is explicated below.  

Psychological processes. Durkheim’s discussion of the collective social identity 

that characterises people within organic groups and the way this identity informs the 

way group members approach social relations suggests that organic group members are 

being informed by a relational module comprising aspects of EM, MP, and exchange 

relations. According to Durkheim, organic groups are defined by a low degree of 

collective consciousness and a high degree of the division of labour. That is, organic 

group members are characterised by diversity or heterogeneity in their values, beliefs, 
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and sentiments. Group members also have differentiated roles within organic groups, 

with each group member performing specialised and distinct functions (e.g., occupation, 

skill sets). In this way, the low degree of collective consciousness and high amount of 

division of labour gives rise to a different kind of solidarity, one that is not based on 

resemblances but on differentiation and specialisation of functions. What holds people 

together in organic groups is their mutual recognition of their dependence on others; 

group members depend on each other because they provide each other with the 

functions that they cannot fulfil. As Durkheim explains, organic group members are 

unique organs that each;  

…has its own sphere of action, in which it moves independently, without 

impinging upon the others. Yet from another viewpoint these parts depend much 

more closely upon one another than those in a [mechanical group], since they 

cannot separate from one another without perishing. (p. 150)  

Accordingly, due to the low degree of collective consciousness that exists 

among people within organic groups, organic group members see themselves and others 

as entities that are distinct from each other. However, they also recognise that their 

specialised roles make them ever more dependent upon each other. In turn, these 

conditions give rise to a collective psychological identity reflecting organic group 

members’ mutual interdependence. Contemporary group researchers have also 

described this form of collective identity as self-investment, whereby group members 

consider themselves and others as coequal but independent actors who are bound to 

each other by the complementary functions they provide one another (Leach et al., 

2008; Postmes, Spears, et al., 2005). Durkheim clearly captures the sentiments of the 

collective identity that characterises organic group members when explaining that “each 

one of us has a sphere of action that is peculiarly our own…”, and at the same time 
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“…each one of us depends more intimately upon society the more labor is divided 

up…” (p.102). 

The collective group identity of mutual interdependence that characterises 

people within organic groups also informs the way they approach social relations with 

each other. More specifically, the heterogenous beliefs, sentiments, and specialised 

functions of organic group members motivates them to seek out other group members 

who complement their own functions and cooperate with them. That is, in comparison 

to mechanical groups where people engage in social action with others to benefit the 

unity and health of the collective, organic group members engage in reciprocal 

cooperative interactions to meet each other’s needs (i.e., provide functions for each 

other that social actors cannot fulfil themselves). As Durkheim explains, in his 

description of the processes occurring when organic group members engage in social 

action with each other;  

[T]he obligations to which they give rise are correlative, either through 

reciprocal obligations or through services previously rendered. The undertaking 

entered into by the one party stems either from that entered into by the other, or 

from a service already performed by the latter. Now such reciprocity is possible 

only where cooperation exists and this in turn does not occur without the 

division of labour. (p. 97) 

The cooperative nature of interactions that occur among organic group members 

is further reinforced by Durkheim’s discussion of the sentiments and meaning attached 

to the social interactions occurring among organic group members. Durkheim argues 

that exchange is not the sole basis of interactions in organic groups “…there is also the 

harmonious working of the functions that are cooperating. These are not only in contact 

in the brief time when things pass from one person to another. More extensive 
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relationships necessarily result from them…” (p. 170). In this way, Durkheim’s 

discussion of the way organic group members provide complementary functions to each 

other is emblematic of a rolling system of cooperation (i.e., relations are not necessarily 

always transient). The type of cooperation occurring among group members can also 

vary. As Durkheim explains;  

To cooperate, in fact, is to share with one another a common task. If this task is 

subdivided into tasks qualitatively similar, although indispensable to one 

another, there is a simple or first-level division of labor. If they are different in 

kind, there is composite division of labor, or specialization proper. (p. 97)  

Thus, cooperation can take the form of in-kind reciprocal exchanges, where 

organic group members are equally contributing to achieve their mutual goals. 

Alternatively, the latter form of cooperation Durkheim acknowledges speaks to the 

formation of specific contractual agreements between organic group members with 

respect to goods and services rendered and received. In further explicating this latter 

form of cooperation, Durkheim explains that; 

…[W]hilst still acting in concert with them, each contracting part, whilst having 

need of the other, seeks to obtain at least cost what he needs, that is, to gain the 

widest possible rights in exchange for the least possible obligations. (p. 167)  

Drawing upon Durkheim’s description of mutual interdependence that 

characterises the shared collective identity of organic group members and shapes the 

way they engage in social action with others, it is likely that a relational module 

comprising aspects of EM, MP, and exchange relations is informing the way organic 

group members provide complementarity of action with each other. For example, 

Durkheim’s description of organic group members as seeing themselves as independent 

social actions who rely on each other for their contributions is consistent with the shared 
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identity expressed by people engaging in EM relations (Fiske, 1991). Further, the two 

forms of exchange, reciprocal exchange of qualitatively similar contributions and 

contractual engagements based on ratios, that occur among organic group members is 

also reflective of the way exchange takes place in EM and MP relations, respectively.  

Moral system. The moral system that provides the boundaries on acceptable 

behaviour within organic social groups also suggests that the relational module 

informing the way organic group members provide complementarity of action to each 

other is comprised of aspects of EM relations. Within Durkheim’s discussion regarding 

the nature of organic groups, he outlines that the diminished role of the collective 

consciousness allows for more space for organic group members to engage in social 

actions that are uniquely their own, and in turn develop a personality. This process also 

leads to the heterogeneity in values, beliefs, and sentiments expressed by people within 

organic groups. However, while the collective consciousness is diminished in organic 

group members, Durkheim asserts that it continues to play a role in informing the nature 

of the moral system that governs the social actions of people within organic groups. 

According to Durkheim, while the collective conscious is diminished in the minds of 

organic group members, what remains of the collective consciousness in the minds of 

organic group members is a common belief in the sanctity of the individual:  

[T]he common consciousness…increasingly comprises modes of thinking and 

feeling of a very general, indeterminate nature, which leave room for an 

increasing multitude of individual acts of dissent. There is indeed one area in 

which the common consciousness has grown stronger, becoming more clearly 

delineated, viz., in its view of the individual. As all other beliefs and practices 

assume less and less religious character, the individual becomes the object of a 
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sort of religion. We carry on the worship of dignity of the human person, which, 

like all strong acts of worship, has already acquired its superstitions. (p. 134) 

This common understanding then forms the basis of the system of moral edicts 

that govern and guide the social actions of people within organic groups. Namely, a 

moral system of beliefs that place the rights and dignity of the individual above all else, 

one that emphasises freedom, autonomy, and fairness. Succinctly described by {Lukes, 

1975 #1532@@author-year;  

Durkheim saw this belief system, which he took to be characteristic of the 

modern conscience collective, as placing a supreme value not only on individual 

dignity, but also (and as a corollary) on equality of opportunity, a highly 

developed work ethic and social justice. (p. 157)  

In this way, the heterogeneity in values, beliefs, and sentiments expressed by 

people within organic groups and the nature of the collective consciousness that defines 

their collective identity gives rise to a moral system emphasising priority to the rights of 

individual expression, opportunity, cooperation, and social justice {Haidt, 2009 #484}. 

In turn, this moral system then serves to reinforce the mutual interdependence of 

organic group members and the cooperation that is crucial to the functioning of organic 

social groups.  

Considering the moral system suggested to exist within organic groups, one 

which emphasises fairness and the dignity of individual rights, it is likely that the 

underlying relational module that informs the way organic group members provide 

complementarity of action with others, and in turn forms the development of organic 

groups moral system, reflects aspects of EM relations. This perspective is broadly 

derived from the overlap that exists between the moral system Durkheim describes to 

exist within organic groups and Fiske and colleagues (Fiske, 1991; Rai & Fiske, 
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2011)discussion of the equality moral motive of EM relations. For instance, Rai and 

Fiske (2011) describe that the equality moral motive that is a part of EM relations “…is 

directed toward enforcing even balance and in-kind reciprocity in social relations. It 

requires equal treatment, equal say, equal opportunity, equal chance, even shares, [and] 

even contributions…” (p.63). A description that is consistent with the sentiments of the 

moral system Durkheim describes to exist within organic social groups, namely, even or 

equal opportunity and social justice.  

Social processes. Building upon the moral system governing the social action of 

organic group members, the nature of the underlying relational module that informs the 

way people provide complementarity of action to each other can be further explicated 

through Durkheim’s discussion of the social processes occurring within organic groups. 

More specifically, through Durkheim’s discussion of the types of behaviours considered 

to be crimes within organic groups and the system of law that exists within these groups 

to punish these crimes, insight can be gained into the social actions perceived by 

organic group members to be moral violations and the nature of punishment sought by 

organic group members in response to these violations. The actions perceived by 

organic group members to be antithetical to social interactions and the way they seek to 

punish these wrongdoers can then be linked to existing theories of relational modules to 

provide an outline of the underlying relational module informing the social judgements 

of organic group members.  

According to Durkheim, transgressions within organic groups are not 

qualitatively distinct from those that are moral violations within mechanical groups. 

Instead, the diminished role of collective consciousness and greater heterogeneity in 

values, beliefs, and sentiments among organic group members merely leads to fewer 

behaviours being considered moral violations. That is, there is a contraction of the 
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moral circle in organic groups pertaining to actions considered to be crimes or 

transgressions. For example, in describing the various actions considered to be criminal 

or social transgressions, Durkheim explains that those pertaining to religious (e.g., the 

practice of religion) or traditional sentiments (e.g., ceremonial practices) are not actively 

pursued as violations (See Table V.1, p.123). In this way, “…there are a number of 

varieties of crime that has progressively disappeared, without any compensating factor, 

for no varieties that are absolutely new have arisen” (p. 128). What remains of the moral 

circle are those core behaviours considered to represent violations of the sentiments 

concerning the person of the individual (e.g., murder or wounding, violations of 

individual freedom such as pressure on civil rights, and honour violations) and those 

concerning individual possessions (e.g., theft and various types of fraud; See Table V.1, 

p.123). As Durkheim explains, “…the sole collective sentiments that have gained in 

intensity are those that relate, not to social matters, but to the individual” (p. 130). That 

is, actions that impinge upon the autonomy and rights of individuals and violations of 

the cooperative endeavours occurring among social actors within organic groups. 

Considered from an alternative perspective, the actions argued to represent moral 

violations in organic groups could also be described as those actions which offend or 

violate the mutual interdependence that exists among organic group members who are 

coordinating action with each other. 

Based on the social actions perceived to be transgressions within organic groups, 

the way organic group members provide complementarity of action with others appears 

to be informed by a relational module comprised of a combination of EM, MP, and 

exchange relations. The associations with these relational models are illustrated through 

the various sentiments that can be offended within organic groups. For instance, 

sentiments concerning the person of the individual overlaps with violations of equality 
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moral motive of EM relations. That is, actions that cause physical harm against one 

party or violate individual freedoms can be likened to actions that violate even balance, 

in-kind reciprocity, and principles of distributive justice (i.e., EM relations; Rai and 

Fiske, 2011; Fiske, 1991). Further, sentiments concerning individual possessions, such 

as theft, overlaps with violations of the proportionality moral motive of MP relations. 

As Fiske (1991) explains, with respect to MP relations, “…it is perhaps theft (piracy) 

that is absolutely antithetical to it. Stealing denies the validity of voluntary choice, 

property, and price” (p. 123). 

Further support for the current conceptualisation of the relational module that 

informs the way organic group members provide complementarity of action to each 

other is derived from Durkheim’s discussion of the type of punishment organic group 

members seek to mete out to those who have committed transgressions within organic 

groups. From Durkheim’s discussion, transgressions within organic groups represent 

those actions which disrupt or offend the mutual interdependence that exists among 

organic group members engaging in social action with each other. In this way, in 

contrast to mechanical groups where the transgression of one group member represents 

a violation of the unity of the collective and necessitates a collective response (i.e., 

punishment by the collective), transgressions in organic groups merely disrupt the 

functions of those organic group members involved in the violation (i.e., they only 

concern the wrongdoer and those who have been wronged). From this perspective, as 

violations only concern specific organic group members and represent disruptions in the 

opportunity for them to provide their functions with others, the form of punishment 

sought within organic groups is that which seeks to repair the broken relationship and 

restore the functions of the involved parties to allow them to return to providing their 

specialised functions within the group. As Durkheim explains, “[a]ll that we require is 
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for the functions to work together in a regular fashion. Thus if this regularity is 

disturbed, we are satisfied if it is reestablished” (p. 100). Accordingly, within organic 

social groups, restitutive sanctions predominate. Restitutive sanctions serve the social 

function of putting back the clock and mending social relations (Veitch, 2011). Wrongs 

are rectified by returning what has been lost by the victims (e.g., through compensation 

or damages awarded) and in turn, allowing the group members involved in the 

transgression to recommence engaging in mutually interdependent relations with others. 

In this way, the sanctions sought as punishment for the types of transgressions 

considered to occur within organic groups are not expiatory and “…comes down to a 

mere restoration of the status quo ante…Damages awarded have no penal character: 

they are simply a means of putting back the clock so as to restore the past, so far as 

possible, to its normal state” (Durkheim, 1893/2014, p. 88).  

Considering Durkheim’s discussion regarding the nature of punishment sought 

within organic groups, further evidence is provided to suggest that a relational module 

comprised of EM, MP, and exchange relations informs the way organic group members 

provide complementarity of action with each other. For instance, according to RMT, the 

restitutive form of punishment that serves to bring organic group members back to equal 

footing or to restore things to what they were before the transgression is consistent with 

coordinating action according to EM relations. As Fiske (1991) explains, the 

appropriate punishment for violations of EM relations “…is restitution (EM), and 

sanctions should bring about (balanced) reciprocity” (p. 121). Further, while the 

predominance of Durkheim’s discussion of punishment does centre upon aspects highly 

consistent with an EM form of relations, aspects of proportionality (i.e., MP relations), 

particularly concerning the consideration of individual circumstances to the seriousness 

of the crime and the outlay of damages, are also present in his discussion of the nature 
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of restitution taken to restore broken social relations. For instance, Durkheim 

acknowledges that “[t]here should at least be some proportionality between the 

punishment and the wrong, and for this one would have to establish exactly the degree 

of seriousness of the wrong” (p. 88). In this way, Durkheim’s analysis and description 

of the nature of punishment sought for wrongdoing within organic systems strongly 

demonstrates that organic group members are being informed by a relational module 

comprised of EM, MP, and exchange relations.  

Through examining Durkheim’s discussion of the way organic group members 

engage and interact with others through several different perspectives, namely, through 

examining the psychological identity expressed by them, the moral system that guides 

their actions, and the way in which they interpret and respond to the immoral actions of 

others (i.e., transgressions and punishment sought) a conceptualisation of the relational 

module that informs the way organic group members provide complementarity of action 

to other group members has been developed. That is, Durkheim’s description of organic 

groups and the processes that occur within them have been able to be associated with 

existing theories of relational models. More specifically, it has been observed that a 

relational module comprising elements of EM, MP, and exchange relations serve to 

inform the way organic group members provide complementarity of action with others. 

However, what remains to be addressed is how this relational module informs the way 

organic group members navigate the social problems concerning the nature of ties to 

maintain with other group members and how to respond to the changes that can occur in 

these ties. Accordingly, in the following section, Durkheim’s description of the nature 

of interdependencies that exist among organic group members will be discussed and 

will be associated with existing network concepts. From this process a conceptualisation 

will be formed regarding how this relational module also informs the way organic group 
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members seek to structure their ties with others and in turn leads to the network 

structure observed within organic groups.   

Interdependencies. According to Durkheim, the heterogeneity in beliefs, values, 

and sentiments expressed by organic group members and the reduced role of the 

collective consciousness means that for organic groups to remain cohesive, group 

members must have the freedom to seek out and form connections to a diverse array of 

social group members whose functions complement their own. Accordingly, the nature 

of interdependencies that exist among organic group members is exemplified by a 

complex system of “…different and special functions united by definite relationships” 

(Durkheim, 1893/2014, p. 101) or mutual interdependencies. That is, organic groups are 

comprised of a multitude of diverse group members who vary in their specialisations or 

functions. To fulfil each other’s needs, group members seek out and form ties with 

different group members whose functions complement their own. Further, as the 

specialisations of some subsets of organic group members will inevitably be similar, 

they will also form ties with one another. While these types of ties formed out of 

similarities are inconsistent with the general notion of complementarity, they are 

analogous to the way people within the same or similar profession form and maintain 

ties with each other, such as a friend of a friend tie formation or professional bodies 

(Baum, Shipilov, & Rowley, 2003; Segre, 2004). Durkheim captures the various and 

complex configurations of ties or mutual interdependencies that exist among organic 

group members by likening the structure of organic groups to an organism whereby 

organic groups can be taken to represent;  

…a system of different organs, each one of which has a special role and which 

themselves are formed from differentiated parts…individuals are distributed 

within it in [configurations] that are formed no longer in terms of an ancestral 
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relationship, but according to the special nature of the social activity to which 

they devote themselves. Their natural and necessary environment is no longer 

that in which they were born, but that of their profession. (p. 143) 

On this basis, organic groups represent complex systems of mutual 

interdependencies where group members have diverse and varied associations with 

other group members. However, Durkheim does not suggest that the ties among organic 

group members are any weaker than those formed among mechanical group members. 

Instead, of the connections that do exist among organic group members, Durkheim 

suggests that they are neither ephemeral nor easily dissipated;  

…[E]ven where society rests wholly upon the division of labor, it does not 

resolve itself into a myriad of atoms juxtaposed together, between which only 

external and transitory contact can be established. The members are linked by 

ties that extend well beyond the very brief moment when the act of exchange is 

being accomplished. Each one of the functions that the members exercise is 

constantly dependent upon others and constitutes with them a solidly linked 

system. (p. 177)  

Further reinforcing the mutual interdependence considered to exist among 

organic group members, Durkheim notes that organic group members’ concern for 

others only extends to those with whom they have formed a reciprocal connection, 

provide specialised functions to each other, or to those with whom their social partners 

are connected. That is, when only very small degrees of separation exist between social 

partners; 

The larger and denser a group is, the more the collective attention, dissipated 

over a wide area, becomes incapable of following the movements of each 

individual, because attention does not become more intense as the number of 
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individuals increases…Moreover, the great motivator of attention, interest, is 

more or less completely lacking. We desire to know the doings and actions of a 

person only if his image stirs up in us memories and emotions that are linked to 

it. (p. 234) 

Considering Durkheim’s description of the nature of interdependencies that exist 

among organic group members from a network perspective, organic groups reflect a 

complex social structure exhibiting transitive clusters of actors who provide similar 

functions as each other and a preponderance of bridging ties (viz. structural holes) 

representing connections between group members who provide different and 

complementary functions to each other. This particular pattern of clusters and bridging 

ties is also consistent with network theorist’s discussion of small world phenomenon 

(Baum et al., 2003). For a visual example of the small world phenomenon and the 

patterns of ties likely to exist within organic groups, see Figure 2. As organic groups 

can also exhibit high numbers of group members (i.e., density or group size) with ties 

only present among those who are connected by their similar or complementary 

functions, organic groups can also be understood to exhibit a low degree of network 

constraint (Baum et al., 2003; Burt, 2004). That is, there are many spaces or absent ties 

within organic groups. The current interpretation of the structure or configurations of 

ties suggested to exist among organic group members is also consistent with what 

contemporary network scholars suggest to be the structure of ties observed within 

organic groups (Bearman, 1991; Burt, 2004; Segre, 2004). For example, Segre (2004) 

explains in a comparison of the structural differences between mechanical and organic 

groups, “[n]etworks are then no longer isolated segments, constituted by homogenous 

individuals fully connected by strong ties, but rather interconnected segments 

(Durkheim) or clusters (network theory) …” (p. 224).  
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Figure 2. Example of an organic group exhibiting a small world with clusters 

and bridging ties.  

From this perspective, the relational module informing the way organic group 

members seek to manage and maintain their interdependencies with others, and that 

ultimately gives rise to the structure of ties observed within organic groups, represents a 

social motive to create and maintain functionally complementary ties with others. This 

aspect of the relational module then guides the social action of people within organic 

groups to seek out and form connections with other group members who provide 

complementary functions to their own and form reciprocal ties. In turn, these unique ties 

form the structural holes described to exist within organic groups. Further, this social 

motive also guides organic group members to seek out and form reciprocal ties to other 

group members who provide similar functions to their own, thereby creating the 

transitive clusters of like-minded group members also observed within organic groups. 

By implication of the preceding, this social motive also leads to the relatively few or no 

ties exist among group members who have no need for each other.  

That this motive should on the one hand guide people to form unique 

connections with others who provide complementary functions and on the other guide 

them to form connections with others who provide similar functions can appear on face 
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value to be somewhat counterintuitive. However, the way this relational module guides 

the way organic group members form interdependencies with others can be explained 

through a consideration of network theorists discussion of the role of these cluster ties 

within small worlds (Baum et al., 2003; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). Specifically, the 

formation of cluster ties with similar or like-minded others represents a preliminary step 

to the formation of complementary ties. According to network scholars examining small 

world phenomena, economic competitors maintain connections with one another for the 

structural stability and advantages they provide. That is, they maintain ties with their 

economic competitors due to the access they gain to their competitors’ economic 

partners, the information they receive on reliable economic partners, and the reciprocal 

contributions and support they provide for one another (Baum et al., 2003; Gulati & 

Gargiulo, 1999). These stable ties then provide opportunities for these competitors to 

branch out to form connections with distinct economic partners outside of the cluster. 

Accordingly, forming cooperative ties to group members with similar specialisations or 

functions represents a preliminary step before ties of a complementary nature can be 

formed. From this perspective, the aspect of the relational module motivating organic 

group members to form unique complementary ties with others motivates them to first 

form cooperative ties with similar group members before branching out to form ties 

with group members who can provide unique and distinct functions.  

Response to dynamic changes. Durkheim’s discussion of the nature of organic 

groups also provides further insight into the relational module that informs the way 

organic group members respond to dynamic changes that can occur to the 

interdependencies they maintain with other group members. Through Durkheim’s 

discussion of organic groups, it has been possible to establish that organic groups 

represent a network structure exhibiting features consistent with small world 
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phenomena (Baum et al., 2003; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). That is, organic groups 

represent various transitive clusters of like-minded group members with similar 

specialisations and bridging ties between these clusters (See Figure ##). These structural 

features also have implications for the way organic group members respond to the 

inclusion of new social partners, deal with ties that no longer serve a purpose, and react 

to the potential loss of complementary ties to other group members. Namely, 

Durkheim’s discussion of organic groups suggests that they are inherently open to, and 

accommodating of, some aspects of change with respect to the ties that exist among 

organic group members while they are less open to other forms of change.  

Due to the presence of structural holes (or bridging ties) within organic groups, 

organic group members are freely able to seek out and form ties with a variety of 

organic group members, including those who are new to the social group. These 

processes are exemplified in Durkheim’s discussion regarding the changes that occur in 

the opportunities to form new ties to a diverse array of social partners when groups 

transition from mechanical to organic structures due to the division of labour:  

Since individuals are no longer restricted to their place of origin and free space 

is opened up, attracting them, they cannot fail to spread out over it…Populations 

mingle together, and this it is that finally causes their original differences to 

disappear. (pp. 229-230)  

In further support of the diversity in opportunity to form connections with new 

social group members, Durkheim further states that;  

…as the fusion of segments becomes more complete, perspectives broaden 

out…From then onward even the inhabitant of a small town lives less 

exclusively upon the life of the small group immediately around him. He enters 
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into relationships with distant localities that are all the more numerous as the 

movement toward concentration advances. (p. 235) 

The expansive nature and availability of multiple social partners within organic 

groups also allows organic group members to freely disengage from relationships that 

are no longer contributing to their needs. As Durkheim succinctly describes;  

…the agreement of individual wills is sufficient to ensure…harmonious 

collaboration between the diffused functions. But if [relations] runs contrary to 

its own purpose, if it is such as to disturb the regular working of the social 

organs, if, as has been said it is not fair, then, since it lacks social value, it must 

needs be stripped of all authority. (p. 169)  

In this way, while the complementary functions organic group members provide 

to each other will ensure that they seek to maintain these reciprocal ties and avoid their 

dissolution, this does not presuppose that they will remain within these relationships 

should they become unhelpful or reduce their opportunity to provide complementary 

functions. 

The small world structure and multiplex nature of organic groups also shapes the 

way organic group members respond to threats to their ties that provide important 

complementary functions. As previously discussed, organic groups are comprised of 

social actors with heterogenous values and each group member depends upon a variety 

of other group members to provide the functions that they cannot fulfil. Consequently, 

threats to the ties that provide group members with complementary functions (e.g., a 

group member impinging upon another’s ties) will face strong opposition. This 

perspective is supported through Durkheim’s discussion of the way organic groups 

respond to the incorporation of new members who threaten the existing status quo:  
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…[W]here society constitutes a system of differentiated parts complementary to 

one another, new elements cannot be grafted on to the old ones without 

disturbing their harmony and changing these relationships. Consequently the 

organism resists intrusions that cannot occur without upsetting its balance. (p. 

119) 

In this way, while the structure of organic groups fosters opportunities for group 

members to develop new ties and reinforce these ties through their subsequent 

dependence upon them for the functions they provide, organic group members will also 

react against possible threats to their unique configurations of associations. However, it 

is also noteworthy that Durkheim acknowledges that the strong reactionary response is 

conditional upon other members threatening those ties. If new ties among organic group 

members do not threaten group members existing opportunities to meet their needs and 

provide reciprocal functions (i.e., ties that do not upset the balance), they will not be 

perceived as threatening and be allowed to persist.  

In this way, Durkheim’s discussion of the patterns of ties that exist within 

organic groups and their correspondence to network configurations has provided 

considerable insight into the underlying relational module that is informing the way 

organic group members respond to dynamic changes in their interdependencies and 

ultimately leads to the small world structure observed within organic groups. 

Specifically, the aspect of the relational module informing the way organic group 

members interpret, evaluate, and respond to changes in their interdependencies with 

others can also be encapsulated by a social motive to seek out and maintain functionally 

complementary relations with others. That is, the same motive which informs group 

members to seek out and develop functionally complementary ties to others, also shapes 

the way organic group members respond to the various changes that can occur in their 
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interdependencies with others. This aspect of the relational module will emphasise the 

acceptance and incorporation of new social group members and to form connections 

with them if they provide functions that are not currently being fulfilled by their other 

connections within the group. As this relational module motivates organic group 

members to maintain ties with others who can reciprocally meet their needs, organic 

group members will also be motivated to dissolve or drop relationships that are no 

longer providing such complementary functions. Further, the nature of this relational 

module will also lead organic group members to react or rile against changes to their 

interdependences that leave them in a worse off position, such as losing a tie to 

someone they need.  

On this basis, the aspect of the relational module informing the way people 

navigate the additional social problems within organic groups can be encapsulated by a 

motive to maintain functionally complementary ties to others. This motive then informs 

organic group members to seek out and maintain ties with like-minded others for the 

stability and opportunities they provide (i.e., access to diverse parts of the group) and 

other group members who provide complementary functions to their own. The motive 

also informs the way they interpret, perceive, and respond to changes to their 

interdependencies with others, motivating them to include new group members but only 

to the extent to which they do not impede upon their own ties and to exit 

interdependencies that are no longer meeting their needs.  

Taken together, through an analysis of Durkheim’s discussion of organic groups 

and the way in which organic group members maintain social cohesion, it has been 

possible to derive a conceptualisation of the relational module informing the way people 

provide complementarity to each other and navigate the additional social problems that 

arise when coordinating action with multiple social partners in organic groups. With 



105 

respect to the way people provide complementarity of action with each other, it is likely 

that a relational module comprising aspects of EM, MP, and exchange relations informs 

social action. This perspective is derived from the frequency with which Durkheim’s 

discussion of the psychological, moral, and social processes that occur among organic 

group members overlaps with aspects of these existing relational modules. For instance, 

the behaviours that organic group members perceive to be transgressions and seek to 

mete out punishment in response to these crimes strongly overlap with the way people 

coordinating action according to EM and MP relations would also behave and react. In 

this way, the consistency with which EM, MP, and exchange relations arise throughout 

Durkheim’s discussion of the relational processes occurring within organic groups 

strongly suggests that organic group members are being informed by a relational 

module containing aspects of each of these existing models. Further, the way this 

relational module informs the way people navigate the additional social problems that 

arise in groups, such as with whom to form connections and how to respond to changes 

in their interdependencies with others, can be encapsulated by a motive to seek out and 

maintain functionally complementary relations with other group members. In this way, 

the relational module informing the way organic group members coordinate action with 

others and ultimately leads to the configurations of ties observed within organic groups 

(i.e., small worlds) can best be defined as an organic relational module. The nature of 

which represents a combination of EM, MP, and exchange relations alongside a motive 

to seek out and maintain functionally complementary relations with others.  

Measuring Individual Differences in Mechanical and Organic Relational Modules  

As previously discussed, research examining the role of people’s relational 

orientations on intragroup processes has potentially been limited due to the absence of a 

measure that completely captures how people’s relational orientations shape the way 
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they navigate the various social problems (i.e., the core problems of human 

complementarity and the additional social problems unique to groups) that arise in 

group interactions. Through employing Durkheim’s (1893/2014) theory of social 

organisation as a conceptual framework, the present thesis has provided a 

conceptualisation of the two relational modules that may inform the way people 

coordinate action with other group members to navigate the social problems that arise in 

groups. Namely, a mechanical and organic relational module. Consequently, with a 

conceptualisation of the relational modules that may be used to coordinate action in 

groups, it is now possible to outline what an orientation towards coordinating action 

according to either of these relational modules will look like. 

For people with a mechanical orientation, when engaging in social group 

interactions, they will have an orientation toward engaging with other group members in 

a way that emphasises the maintenance of tight social connections with others. They 

will feel they have a responsibility to fulfil specific duties and roles within groups and 

expect that other group members will do the same (i.e., CS and AR relations). With 

respect to the way they provide complementary actions with other group members, 

mechanically oriented individuals will feel obligated to share what they have with 

others without expectation of return and expect that others will do the same (i.e., CS 

relations). They will also feel a strong obligation to follow guidance from their 

superiors and provide direction to junior members (i.e., AR relations). Mechanically 

oriented individuals will also be oriented toward punishing or ostracising others that 

violate these expected ways of coordinating action within groups (i.e., CS and AR 

relations). With respect to the way mechanically oriented individuals will navigate the 

additional social problems concerning the maintenance and management of 

interdependencies with others. Mechanically oriented individuals will be oriented 
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toward engaging with other group members in a way that maintains strong and positive 

social connections with others. They will feel obligated to maintain contact with others 

within groups and take steps to avoid any relationships from breaking down. This sense 

of obligation also extends to other group members relations as well, with these 

individuals feeling a responsibility to ensure that good relationships are maintained 

between others. From this perspective, an orientation towards coordinating action 

according to a mechanical relational module closely coincides with employing a tertius 

iungens strategy in social group interactions. That is, mechanically oriented individuals 

seek to form a densely connected network of ties and seek to maintain these ties 

between others as well (Krackhardt, 1999; Simmel, 1955b).  

For people with an organic orientation, when engaging in social group 

interactions, they will have an orientation towards forming functionally complementary 

relations with others. More specifically, organically oriented individuals will seek to 

interact with others who provide similar functions to their own and with those who 

complement their functions. Once connected, they will feel obliged to maintain these 

unique and reciprocal lines of communication. With respect to the nature of 

complementarity sought with others, organically oriented individuals will feel obligated 

to contribute to their social partners, either equally or according to a predetermined 

ratio, and expect that others will do the same (i.e., EM, MP, and exchange relations). 

They also feel a responsibility to determine if they are being cheated or to otherwise 

ensure that they are being treated fairly in social interactions (i.e., EM relations). This 

feeling of responsibility also extends to others within the interaction as well. That is, 

organically oriented individuals feel an obligation to ensure that others within the 

interaction are treated fairly and equitably. Organically oriented individuals will also 

seek restitutive forms of punishment, either to return what has been lost (i.e., EM 
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relations) or in proportion to the crime (i.e., MP relations), in instances where they have 

been unequally or unjustly treated. With respect to the way organically oriented 

individuals navigate the addition social problems concerning the nature of 

interdependencies to maintain with others in groups. Organically oriented individuals 

will seek to form connections with similar others as well as form unique ties, of a 

reciprocal nature, to others who provide complementary functions to their own. 

Organically oriented individuals will also be oriented toward creating and maintaining 

new ties to other group members that lie outside of their existing cluster of ties. They 

will also be motivated to avoid the loss of these unique functionally complementary ties 

when they are threatened by the inclusion of new group members. In this way, 

organically oriented individuals are oriented towards ensuring that they continue to 

reciprocally contribute to their social partners (Burt, 1992). Further, if or when conflict 

occurs, these individuals feel an obligation to maintain the connections they have with 

others and seek to restore the connection they had before the conflict. Thus, organically 

oriented individuals coordinate action with others in groups to create efficient networks 

of ties to benefit their own, and their social partners, needs within groups (Simmel, 

1955b). From this perspective, the way individuals with an organic orientation are 

oriented towards managing and maintaining their interdependences with others in 

groups coincides with employing a tertius gaudens strategy (Granovetter, 1973). 

Accordingly, with an outline of what individual differences in coordinating 

action according to mechanical or organic relational modules is likely to look like (i.e., 

people’s mechanical and organic orientations), the opportunity now arises for future 

researchers to be able to consider how these relational orientations are likely to shape 

intragroup dynamics and processes. For example, while existing research examining the 

processes of how individuals transmit social information to others has been limited to 
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capturing the general patterns of information transmission that exist in groups (e.g., 

Kashima, 2000, 2014; Kashima & Yeung, 2010), future research can now begin to 

consider how individuals’ relational orientations towards coordinating action with 

others according to a particular relational module may shape this basic process of 

intragroup interactions. The opportunity to consider how people’s relational orientations 

influence these processes may then provide a more nuanced description of the basic 

kinds of processes that occur within intragroup interactions. That is, rather than a single 

pathway of sharing and transmitting information to others in a cyclic fashion (i.e., one 

person passing on information to another single person), considering the role of 

individual differences in coordinating action in groups might suggest that two different 

pathways exist. Drawing upon the description of relational orientations outlined, 

individuals with a mechanical orientation may be more likely to willingly share 

information with others and seek to spread this information to all of their social partners 

simultaneously. By contrast, individuals with an organic orientation may be more likely 

to spread information only to those with whom they hold reciprocal ties and may even 

withhold passing information on to other group members with whom they do not 

associate.  

The provision of an outline also means that it is now possible to consider 

longstanding empirical questions that have existed within intragroup research. For 

instance, past research examining the process of how individuals are socialised into 

groups and how individuals move through the stages of socialisation within a group 

have raised many questions regarding the dynamic process that occurs amongst 

individuals and others embedded within the group (Moreland & Levine, 2006). A 

central aspect of these inquiries has been whether the socialisation process of 

newcomers becoming full members and from full membership to becoming an ex-
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member represents a single pathway or if there are multiple pathways that vary 

depending on how individuals respond and react to other members (Moreland & Levine, 

2002). While some research has been able to examine aspects of this empirical question, 

this research has only captured individual characteristics that serve as proxy variables of 

individual’s orientations towards coordinating action according to a particular relational 

module with others (e.g., self-efficacy or personality traits; for discussion, see Moreland 

& Levine, 2006). Without a more complete description of individual differences in 

coordinating action in groups, this research has not necessarily been able to consider 

how individuals’ relational orientations toward coordinating action might influence 

these socialisation processes. Accordingly, the provision of a more complete description 

of the distinct orientations individuals have for coordinating action with others provides 

an opportunity to determine whether distinct pathways of socialisation exist for 

individuals with groups. For example, as individuals with a mechanical relational 

orientation seek to maintain tight social connections with others, ensure that others are 

also connected, and follow strict rules regarding their obligations, their concern for 

keeping social connections may ensure that they move quickly through the stages of 

being a newcomer to a fully fledge member but may not pass through to exiting the 

group with any haste. By contrast, as individuals with an organic relational orientation 

are oriented towards considering others as coequal and seeking to maintain reciprocal 

ties with others who provide complementary functions, these individuals may be more 

inclined to remain as new members within the group. This position may then ensure that 

they keep their distance from the pressures of the group while still maintaining useful 

connections with various group members.  

While a description of the various relational orientations towards coordinating 

action in groups allows future research to consider how they may shape intragroup 
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processes, it is crucial to develop a measure that captures these individual differences. 

Through the development and validation of a measure of mechanical and organic 

orientations, future research may have the opportunity to understand how individuals’ 

orientations towards engaging, interpreting, and coordinating action in groups according 

to a particular relational module shapes aspects of individual behaviour within groups. 

Accordingly, for future research to have an opportunity to explore the role of individual 

differences in orientations toward coordinating action in groups, a measure is required.  

Prior to the development of a measure of relational group orientations, it is 

necessary to first determine an appropriate way in which to capture variation in 

individuals’ orientations toward coordinating action according to a particular relational 

module in groups. Looking towards existing measures of relational orientations, the 

most robust method used to examine individual differences in relational orientations has 

been to aggregate participants responses to a number of specific instances of behaviour 

in social interactions, usually interpersonal (Haslam & Fiske, 1992, 1999). For example, 

a way of examining individual differences in the RMT tradition has been through using 

the 32-item Modes of Relationships Questionnaire (Haslam & Fiske, 1999; Haslam et 

al., 2002). In this measure, individuals are asked to list a number of their acquaintances, 

usually in the range of 20 to 40, and respond to questions regarding the nature of the 

interactions they have with each acquaintance that vary according to the four relational 

models outlined by RMT (Fiske, 1991). For example, “If either of you needs something, 

the other gives it without expecting anything in return” (a CS item) and “One of you is 

entitled to more than the other” (an AR item). Responses to the 32 items for each 

acquaintance listed are then aggregated to form scores that reflect individuals’ general 

tendencies to construe their relationships according to a particular relational model. 

However, while this method represents a useful way to examine interpersonal relational 
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orientations, this method of measurement is unlikely to be useful in measuring 

individuals’ relational group orientations. As Moreland (2010) and others (Dekker, 

2006; Krackhardt, 1999; Simmel, 1955b) have outlined, social group interactions 

involve simultaneously coordinating action with multiple other people, choosing who to 

interact with and determining how to maintain social connections to multiple other 

people. Therefore, approaching the measurement of individual differences in people’s 

relational orientations toward coordinating action in groups according to a particular 

relational module through a similar method to Haslam and colleagues (Haslam & Fiske, 

1999; Haslam et al., 2002) presents a series of challenges. For instance, on average, 

individuals belong to a diverse number of social groups which vary greatly in size (Burt, 

1992; Grossetti, 2005). Using such a task requiring individuals to report on each 

individual relationship they have within a series of social groups is likely to be 

extremely taxing and the size of the task is likely to bring a large degree of inaccuracy 

in participant responses (Marin & Hampton, 2007). Another limitation to utilising this 

measurement method is that it is also unlikely to capture the nuances that exist between 

individual differences in mechanical and organic orientations. In reporting on the groups 

they interact within and the people they interact with in these groups, individuals are 

likely to only be reporting the individuals that they most closely interact with in each 

group and then describing the nature of their relationship (Burt, 1992; Haslam & Fiske, 

1999). However, an important aspect of an organic relational orientation is that they 

tend toward maintaining connections with others who provide similar or complementary 

functions to their own and refrain from forming connections to other group members 

who meet neither of these functions. Thus, the people they avoid coordinating action 

with in groups are just as important as those with whom they do engage, but this aspect 

of an organic orientation is unlikely to be captured by using this measurement method.  
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With the most robust method of measuring relational orientations within the 

extant literature proving to be difficult to implement in the group domain, looking 

towards the approach to scale development taken in the fields of cultural psychology 

and social network analysis may provide a solution. Within both domains of research, 

researchers have encountered considerable problems when seeking to develop self-

report measures that capture people’s orientations toward engaging in complex aspects 

of human sociality. As these measures usually seek to capture the way people engage, 

approach, or interact with others in social group contexts, researchers have either 

encountered issues regarding the appropriate development of items that capture the way 

people navigate multiple social relations (Burt et al., 1998; Obstfeld, 2005) or have 

encountered difficulties in creating items that are correctly interpreted by laypersons 

(Kitayama, 2002). Accordingly, to overcome these issues, some contemporary 

researchers within each of these fields have sought to develop measures that capture 

these complex phenomena by approaching the scale development process in what could 

be described as a general two step approach. In the paragraphs below, the issues faced 

within each of these domains are briefly discussed and examples of the two step 

approach used within each of these fields of research are described. 

Within the cultural domain, self-report measures capturing people’s cultural self-

construal (Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013; Singelis, 1994), or related dimensions 

(Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002), have been noted to have inconsistencies in 

their outcomes across samples (Kitayama, 2002). The primary reason for their 

inaccuracy stems from the fact that culture is a difficult construct to measure. Culture is 

deeply embedded into “daily routines, practices, interpersonal rituals and discourses, 

styles of conversation, and social institutions” (Kitayama, 2002, p .90). In turn, due to 

the embeddedness of culture in the way people experience and interpret their social 
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world, when responding to items seeking to capture their cultural construal (e.g., “If my 

brother or sister fails, I feel responsible”; Singelis, 1994), they are not easily understood 

nor clearly conceptualised in laypeople’s minds. As Kitayama (2002) asserts, culture 

“…[is] often brought to the back of conscious awareness of the people who routinely 

engage in [it]. As a consequence, individuals rarely think explicitly about [it]” (p.90). In 

this way, while early scales capturing individual differences in people’s cultural 

construal were comprised of items that were appropriate for the construct and exhibited 

face validity to other researchers within the domain, they were not well understood by 

laypersons or misinterpreted (Kitayama, 2002). To overcome these issues, revised 

measures of people’s cultural self-construal have approached the scale development in 

two steps. First, the revised scales have sought to capture the central features of people’s 

cultural construal through items capturing general attitudes, beliefs, and statements of 

human sociality that are more easily interpreted and understood by laypeople but that 

still capture central features of the cultural construct (Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013; 

Lu & Gilmour, 2007). For example, Hashimoto and Yamagishi (2013) formed an 

interdependent self-construal scale with items including “I worry about what people 

think of me, and always feel that someone is watching me” and “Sometimes when I do 

things I get so anxious and confused thinking about how everything will turn out that I 

have trouble even getting started”. While these revised scales contain items that can be 

more broadly understood by participants they also inherently lack face validity, that is, 

items that are not directly understood to capture the construct of interdependence 

traditionally defined (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Yamagishi, Hashimoto, & Schug, 

2008). From this perspective, although these researchers recognise that face validity is 

an important aspect of determining a scale’s validity when seeking to capture behaviour 

at a specific level of analysis, to best capture the cultural self-construal construct, face 
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validity was not actively sought in the scale development process. Consequently, due to 

the lack of face validity, the second step of the scale development process is to clearly 

situate the scale within the cultural domain by establishing its construct validity through 

its convergent/divergent and criterion validity. For Hashimoto and Yamagishi (2013), 

this process involved demonstrating that the revised scale predicted cultural differences 

in salivary responses to a social situation and that the cultural construal scale reliably 

differentiated people from two distinct cultures.  

A similar example of this two step approach to scale development and validation 

is also demonstrated in scales that have been developed within social network research. 

While most network research seeks to explore how various configurations of ties shape 

network processes (e.g., structures that inhibit trust relations; Lusher, Kremer & Robins, 

2014), some adopt the perspective of Emirbayer and colleagues (Emirbayer, 1997; 

Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994) and examine how aspects of people’s individual agency 

have an impact on their surrounding network structure. Scholars employing this 

perspective have sought to create self-report measures that capture people’s orientations 

and personality dimensions which are associated with ways of configuring network 

structures (Burt et al., 1998; Obstfeld, 2005). However, a consistent problem 

experienced within this domain has been how to construct items that clearly capture the 

complex configurations of ties people seek to create within social groups but that are 

also understood by participants. Some researchers have avoided this issue altogether by 

presenting people with a battery of personality items (e.g., “In an emergency I take the 

safe approach”) and examining the natural associations that arise between them and 

structural configurations (e.g., network constraint). A scale is then formed from the 

personality items that were found to be associated with specific structural features (Burt 

et al., 1998). For other network researchers though, they have sought to employ a 
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general two step approach to scale development. For example, Obstfeld (2005) sought 

to develop a measure specifically concerning people’s orientation toward forming 

linking ties with unrelated network members within organisational settings. To develop 

this scale, Obstfeld (2005) drew upon the theoretical contributions of Simmel (1955b) 

and Granovetter (1973) to develop a series of items concerning general statements about 

human sociality, general philosophies of interaction, and some behavioural tendencies. 

For instance, Obstfeld (2005) developed items such as “I introduce people to each other 

who might have a common strategic work interest, “I will try to describe an issue in a 

way that will appear to a diverse set of interests” and “I point out the common ground 

shared by people who have different perspectives on an issue”. In this way, although 

this researcher recognised that face validity is important for a scale that seeks to capture 

behaviour at a specific level of analysis, to improve the construct validity of the scale, 

the focus of the item development process was not to create items containing a high 

degree of face validity but a series of items that would be understood by people and still 

capture whether they held an orientation toward joining people together who are 

otherwise unrelated. After establishing the factor structure of the scale, as the scale did 

not contain an overwhelming number of items directly capturing the way people seek to 

manage the ties that exist among other network members, Obstfeld (2005) then 

demonstrated the utility of the measure through its association with various network 

features within an organisation. That is, to demonstrate the validity and relevance of the 

measure to the way people connect other people together, Obstfeld (2005) obtained 

multiple converging pieces of evidence that validated the structure of the scale and 

situated the scale within the group domain by demonstrating its association with 

network features. 
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Taken together, research from the fields of cultural psychology (Hashimoto & 

Yamagishi, 2013; Singelis, 1994) and network science (Burt et al., 1998; Obstfeld, 

2005) suggest that a viable means of developing a measure of people’s orientation 

toward coordinating action in groups according to either a mechanical or organic 

relational module can occur in two general steps. The first step is to create a series of 

theoretically informed items which correspond to people’s general attitudes, beliefs, 

principles that inform their thinking about human behaviour, and agreement with 

statements regarding human sociality that capture aspects of the two relational 

orientations. As scales developed in this vein do not contain a high degree of face 

validity in that the items infrequently address group level phenomena, the second step is 

to then validate the developed scale by obtaining converging pieces of evidence that 

situate it within the group domain. In this way, the approach to scale development 

employed by cultural psychology and network theorists is one that is consistent with 

Cronbach’s (1970) perspective on the trade-off between face and construct validity. As 

Cronbach (1970) explains, “[a]dopting a test just because it appears reasonable is bad 

practice; many a “good looking” test has failed as a predictor.” Cronbach also warned 

“against adopting a test solely because it is plausible” and further suggested that “[i]f 

one must choose between a test with “face validity” and no technically verified validity 

and one with technical validity and no appeal to the layman, he had better choose the 

latter.” (p. 183-184). That is, although face validity is recognised to be an important 

aspect of determining a scale’s validity when considering whether it appropriately 

captures a construct related to a specific level of analysis, at times face validity may 

need to be traded-off to obtain higher construct validity. From this perspective, this two 

step approach to the item development and scale validation process will be an effective 

method through which to develop a measure that seeks to capture people’s orientations 



118 

toward coordinating action in groups according to a particular relational module. That 

is, for the purposes of the current research, the development of a measure that captures 

people’s orientations toward coordinating action in groups according to a mechanical or 

organic relational module will be undertaken in two broad steps. First, a series of items 

will be developed from the theoretical discussion presented in the preceding sections. 

These items will be written to capture the attitudes, beliefs, principles informing social 

action, and statements regarding people’s perspective on human sociality that should 

theoretically capture their orientations toward employing mechanical or organic 

relational modules. These items will particularly relate to how people informed by 

either relational module should think about social relations, the way relations should be 

undertaken with others, and the principles that orient or motivate their social actions. 

The framing of items to be developed within the scale is also consistent with 

contemporary understanding of the term orientation as a construct of medium level 

specificity (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Frese & Fay, 2001).  

Second, the present thesis will seek to demonstrate the structure and validity of 

the scale over a series of studies which provide converging pieces evidence of the 

scale’s validity as a measure of people’s orientations towards coordinating action in 

groups according to a particular relational module. That is, the present thesis recognises 

that no single study will provide a complete answer to the validity or utility of the 

measure. This is especially true considering that the items developed to capture the two 

relational orientations may not contain a high degree of face validity (which is 

recognised to be an important feature of scales explicitly focusing on a specific level of 

analysis). Therefore, to demonstrate the stability or factor invariance of the scale, the 

present thesis will conduct a series of confirmatory factor analyses to establish the 

structure of the scale. The present thesis will then seek to obtain multiple forms of 
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evidence regarding the validity of the scale by establishing the developed measures’ 

convergence and divergence from other measures considered to reside within the same 

nomological net. This process will help to establish whether the developed measure is 

situated within the theoretical space of people’s orientations towards navigating social 

group interactions. These studies will also seek to demonstrate that the measure does 

not strongly overlap with existing scales or constructs. Due to the absence of face 

validity within the items themselves, the most important test of the validity of the 

developed measure will then be through examining the associations between the 

measure and configurations or patterns of ties observed within social networks. Testing 

whether the measure is associated with predicted patterns of ties within social networks 

will provide strong evidence of its relevance and validity as a measure of people’s 

orientations toward coordinating action in groups.  

In this way, through obtaining and examining multiple pieces of evidence 

regarding the factor structure, validities of the scale, and association with network 

structures, these tests will then serve as a basis from which to conclude on the validity 

of the scale as a measure of people’s orientations toward coordinating action in groups 

according to a particular relational module. Consequently, the studies that follow 

present the development and validation of an individual difference measure of 

mechanical and organic orientations, aptly called the Mechanical and Organic 

Orientations Scales or MOOS(e) for short. 
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Chapter 2: Preliminary Examination of Item Structure (Pilot Study) 

Preliminary Item Construction Phase  

The goal of this phase was to create items that would capture people’s 

orientations toward coordinating action in groups according to either a mechanical or 

organic relational module. To achieve this goal, items were created by considering the 

various social problems that people navigate when engaging in social group interactions 

and drawing upon the extensive discussion provided in Chapter 1 regarding the two 

relational modules theoretically considered to be those that people use to navigate these 

various social problems. Consistent with contemporary understanding of the term 

orientation (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Frese & Fay, 2001) and the approach taken toward 

scale development for related constructs (Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013; Obstfeld, 

2005), to capture people’s relational orientations, items were developed that asked 

people to respond to statements that reflected attitudes of a medium level of specificity, 

beliefs, principles concerning human sociality, and motives toward social action. On 

this basis, through drawing upon the conceptualisation of mechanical and organic 

relational modules outlined in Chapter 1, items were created that sought to capture the 

nature of complementarity people with each relational orientation seek to engage in with 

others. For example, drawing upon Durkheim’s discussion of the role of the collective 

conscious, the type of moral system that structures, and social processes that occur 

within organic groups and its overlap with existing theories of relational modules (Clark 

& Mills, 2011; Fiske, 1991), items such as “It is important to think of others as equal 

but distinct individuals” and “I treat a person I’ve just met the same way I treat good 

friends” were created. Items were also created that sought to capture how people seek to 

manage and maintain their interdependencies with others, that is, items that attempt to 

capture people’s orientation toward navigating the additional social problems that arise 
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in groups through either employing a mechanical or organic relational module. For 

example, through drawing upon the extensive analysis of Durkheim’s theory of 

mechanical social groups and its overlap with social network concepts of transitivity 

and clique structures (Bearman, 1991; Segre, 2004), items such as “Each person has 

clear roles and specific duties that they need to carry out” and “Focusing on what is 

around the corner is more important than the here and now” were developed to capture 

aspects related to an orientation toward coordinating action with others according to a 

mechanical relational module. For a complete list of the preliminary items developed as 

well as information regarding the aspect of people’s relational orientation each item was 

theoretically considered to capture, see Table 1.1 and Table 1.2. The theme of each item 

represents its overlap with Durkheim’s theory outlined in Chapter 1 and concept overlap 

with RMT constructs.  

It is also noteworthy that items were also developed that were only peripherally 

related to people’s general beliefs or attitudes about human sociality or their approach to 

social action. That is, some items were developed that centred upon people’s beliefs and 

attitudes toward society, the state of society, and its progression. The rationale that led 

to the development of these societally related items stemmed from the notion that 

people’s orientations toward coordinating action with others according to a specific 

relational module may also be captured in the way people think about the social 

relationships that should exist and be undertaken within society at large. That is, if these 

orientations shape the way people are oriented toward navigating social group relations 

they may also have some peripheral relation to the way people think about relations 

within larger social collectives (i.e., society). On this view, items pertaining to people’s 

attitudes and beliefs about the role of government in organising society were developed. 

For instance, items such as “Society works best when individuals are free from the 
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attention and concerns of others” and “Society would be chaotic if people were left to 

their own accord” were developed.  

From this process, a total of 32 preliminary items were developed, 14 

mechanical and 18 organic, that attempted to capture mechanical and organic 

orientations. In line with contemporary factor analytic authorities (Pett, Lackey, & 

Sullivan, 2003; Watson, 2017), having created a set of 32 items, the items were then 

presented to a small group of social psychological researchers who have experience in 

scale development. This process was undertaken to ensure that the items were clear and 

reflected their intended meaning. Following this discussion, a small number of the items 

were rephrased to improve readability and comprehension. With a revised set of 32 

items developed, the next phase in scale development was to examine the factor 

structure of the items. That is, to conduct a series of Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) 

using the common factor method. Prior to reporting the results of these EFAs, an 

extensive discussion is provided on the approach to the EFA process employed and the 

major decisions to be made throughout the process within the present thesis (i.e., the 

approach to EFA taken in the Pilot Study and Study 1).   
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Table 1.1  

Preliminary Mechanical Orientation Items with Means, Standard Deviations, and Theme of Item  

Item Description M SD Theme 

3 Society would be chaotic if people were left to their own accord 4.23 1.25 Collective Consciousness (CS) 

4 It can be necessary to deny the rights of others 3.35 1.39 Social Processes (CS, AR) 

7 Focusing on what is around the corner is more important than the here and now 3.05 1.07 Interdependencies 

8 The role of government is to create policies which maintain social order 4.07 1.14 Moral System (CS, AR) 

10 People are served at least as well by community leaders than government appointed leaders 4.05 1.10 Interdependencies 

12 Each person has clear roles and specific duties that they need to carry out 3.3 1.22 Interdependencies 

13 The problems one person faces are really problems experienced together with others 3.66 1.01 Collective Consciousness (CS); Interdependencies 

17 The person with the most experience should have the final say 2.65 1.14 Moral System (CS, AR)  

23 It is wrong that someone would not comply with the directives of someone more senior  2.77 1.13 Social Processes (CS, AR) 

24 By just being socially active people should feel connected to others  3.48 1.22 Collective Consciousness (CS) 

25 No matter the circumstances, it is absolutely immoral to deceive another person 3.51 1.27 Moral System (CS, AR) 

27 It seems unnecessary to see people keeping track of what others owe them 3.34 1.12 Collective Consciousness (CS) 

29 Governments should be more focused on their own countries than international affairs 3.62 1.25 Interdependencies 

31 It is assumed that whatever is shared with others will be repaid in some other way or at some other time 3.7 1.23 Collective Consciousness (CS) 
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Table 1.2 

Preliminary Organic Orientation Items with Means, Standard Deviations, and Theme of Item 

Item Description M SD Theme 

1 It is preferable to have separate circles of friends who don't know each other 3.31 1.17 Interdependencies 

2 Once a debt has been repaid there are no further obligations to the person  4.03 1.23 Moral System (EM) 

5 Some level of distance needs to be maintained to have good relationships 3.95 1.24 Interdependencies 

6 Family members should not be given any greater allowances than anyone else 2.94 1.90 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

9 Friends and acquaintances should not be given any greater allowances than anyone else 3.24 1.05 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

11 A person's behaviour in their current relationships is unlikely to affect the ones they have in the future 2.09 1.00 Interdependencies 

14 A society is functioning well when people can easily develop or discontinue relationships 4.00 1.00 Moral System (EM); Interdependencies 

15 For many types of relationships to continue people need to be contributing equally 4.81 0.95 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

16 Conflict between two people must not be left unresolved 4.34 1.21 Interdependencies 

18 No matter the situation there are always long term implications for a person's behaviour  4.3 1.12 Interdependencies; Social Processes (EM MP) 

19 It is important for new relationships to start off well 4.00 1.08 Interdependencies 

20 Government policy should be concerned with achieving freedom of expression for all people 4.27 1.06 Moral System (EM) 

21 It is my responsibility to decide whether I am being treated fairly or not 4.44 1.04 Social Processes (EM, MP) 

22 Society works best when individuals are free from the attention and concerns of others 3.26 1.19 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

26 It is my responsibility to decide what is right or wrong  4.26 1.09 Moral System (EM) 

28 The ability of a person to meet their own goals should be protected 4.57 0.83 Moral System (EM) 

30 A society is progressing when people feel that they have more freedoms than an earlier time 4.23 0.93 Moral System (EM) 

32 It is the responsibility of the government to intervene when inequalities between people exist 4.60 1.07 Social Processes (EM, MP) 
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Approach to Exploratory Factor Analysis Employed  

Although a considerable number of approaches exist regarding the decision-

making processes that inform factor analytic investigations, the approach taken to 

examine the underlying structure of items created to capture mechanical and organic 

orientations in the present thesis involves an iterative procedure. This approach to 

examining the underlying factor structure of items was informed by historical (Cattell, 

1966; Gorsuch, 1974; Kaiser, 1960) and contemporary factor analytic authorities 

(DeVellis, 2012; Pett et al., 2003) and recent best practice guides to conducting factor 

analyses for creating scales (Mvududu & Sink, 2017; Watson, 2017; Worthington & 

Whittaker, 2016). For example, in Pett and colleagues’ (2003) discussion of how to 

reach an appropriate factor solution in the development of a new scale; 

“Our suggestion is that you examine several solutions to your factor solution. 

Look at the eigenvalues, explained variance, and scree plot; decide on the range 

of possible factors to extract; run the different solutions; and examine the 

loadings on the factors. There may be some items that will need to be dropped. 

There may also be some factors that do not have sufficient items loading on 

them to contribute meaningfully to the solution. Critically examine your 

obtained results…and decide which of the initial solutions appears to make the 

most sense theoretically and intuitively.” (p.125-126) 

Accordingly, the steps taken to determine the underlying structure of items that 

were generated to capture mechanical and organic relational orientations in the present 

thesis are as follows;   

Factor extraction. When determining the number of factors to extract, 

consideration will be given to eigenvalues greater than one, visual inspection of the 



126 

scree plot, and the cumulative variance explained by a set of factors (Pett et al., 2003; 

Watson, 2017).  

Eigenvalue > 1 rule. Factors with eigenvalues greater than one are taken to 

mean that the factor explains at least as much repackaged common variance as a single 

variable (Gorsuch, 1974; Kaiser, 1960; Pett et al., 2003). As the factor is considered to 

explain as much repackaged variance as a single variable, this is taken to suggest that 

the factor may be theoretically meaningful or at least relevant to the extent that it 

warrants further examination (DeVellis, 2012; Watson, 2017). In turn, factors should be 

retained that explain at least as much common variance as a single variable. Considered 

from another perspective, factors that are describing less common variance than a single 

variable are unlikely to be theoretically meaningful or relevant and therefore should not 

be considered further.  

Scree Plot. Examination of the scree plot will also be used as a tool to inform 

the determination of the number of factors to retain. The scree test (Cattell, 1966) is a 

graphical representation of eigenvalues and factors from an EFA. Factors are 

represented on the X axis and eigenvalues on the Y axis in descending order. Through 

plotting these values, a natural scree will arise where the size of eigenvalues falls away, 

this descending order also illustrates the falling away of information that each factor is 

contributing. The point between factors explaining much of the information contributed 

by the items and factors levelling off in their contribution of information represents the 

elbow of the scree plot. Cattell (1966) suggested that factors that lie to the left of the 

elbow should be considered for retaining. Accordingly, the factors to the left of the 

elbow in a scree plot will be considered for retention in the present thesis. However, as 

the decision to retain a given number of factors from a scree plot is not always clear and 
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requires a degree of subjectivity (DeVellis, 2012), it will be made in consideration with 

the eigenvalues greater than one decision aid.  

Cumulative Variance Explained. While the common variance explained by the 

factors will be discussed and reported, its role as a decision aid in the present thesis will 

be present but in an attenuated form. The decision to treat cumulative variance 

explained as a secondary source of information in determining the number of factors to 

retain arises from the perspectives of factor analytic authorities who have discussed the 

limitations of examining proportions of variance explained in EFA solutions (Fabrigar, 

Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999; Lorenzo-Seva, 2013; Pett et al., 2003). 

According to these perspectives, determining the number of factors to retain by 

examining their cumulative amount of variance explained plays a fundamental role in 

PCA (DeVellis, 2012; Pett et al., 2003). Within PCA, as the variance of each item is 

equal to one and the sum of these items will always equate to 100%, the cumulative 

variance explained by a set of factors is easily interpretable and important. In turn, most 

guides suggest when conducting PCA to retain factors that cumulatively explain 75-

80% variance (Gorsuch, 1974; Pett et al., 2003). By contrast, in factor analysis, as the 

common variance items share with all other items (i.e., shared variance) is used as the 

starting values in the correlation matrix (c.f. total variance in PCA), the variance 

explained by a set of factors does not provide a good indication as to the number of 

factors to retain (DeVellis, 2012). This problem can be understood to stem from the fact 

that the goal of the common factor model is to “explain correlations among measured 

variables, [whereas] the goal of PCA is to account for variance in the measured 

variables” (Fabrigar et al 1999, p.275). Consequently, when attempting to use a decision 

rule that is helpful for PCA analyses in an EFA context issues arise due to the way 

variance explained is calculated. As DeVellis (2012) explains,  
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“Reducing the diagonal values of the correlation matrix, as one does when 

extracting common factors, reduces both the numerator and the denominator of 

the ratio expressing proportion of variance. But it reduces the denominator to a 

greater degree because of the specific calculations involved in computing the 

relevant variances. As a result, the proportion of variance explained by a set of 

comparable components and factors will not be equal or conceptually 

equivalent. Factors will explain a larger proportion of more restricted variance 

(i.e., shared variance), while components will explain a smaller proportion of 

total variance.” (p. 150-151) 

The considerable distinction between the meaning of variance explained in PCA 

compared to EFA suggests that it should not play as central role in the determination of 

the number of factors to retain. Psychometrician Bengt Muthen (2015, March 26 – 

personal communication) further supports this perspective when he explained that 

“choosing the number of factors shouldn’t be based on [variance explained] (that’s 

PCA) – and it doesn’t generalize to the more common situation of correlated factors. 

Others may disagree, but to me, it is an outdated concept for factor analysis”. 

Accordingly, although the present thesis will report the variance explained by a set of 

factors for completeness and clarity, given the issues associated with using the common 

variance explained by a set of factors as an indication of how many factors to retain, 

greater emphasis will be given to deriving the number of factors from eigenvalues 

greater than one rule and visual inspection of the scree plot (DeVellis, 2012; Mvududu 

& Sink, 2017; Watson, 2017).  

Factor Rotation. Prior to examining the loadings of the items onto their 

respective factors, to allow for the interpretation of the retained factors, they will need 

to be rotated (DeVellis, 2012; Gorsuch, 1974). Rotating or rotation to simple structure is 
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the process of applying a mathematical rotation to the reference axes of a factor analysis 

and allows for the true patterns of covariances that exist between clusters of items or 

variables (i.e., the factors that exist) to be examined. The two options available for 

rotating factor solutions to simple structure are orthogonal and oblique rotations. In the 

former, the reference axes are constrained to be orthogonal dimensions (i.e., at 90 

degrees to each other) and results in a factor solution where each factor is uncorrelated 

with or independent from all other factors. In the latter, the reference axes are 

unconstrainted which allowed for the factors to correlate with each other. This form of 

rotation is defined as an oblique rotation (DeVellis, 2012; Pett et al., 2003). As most 

factor analytic authorities explain, the choice of which rotation to use is primarily based 

on theoretical underpinnings of the research goals, the simplicity of the solution, and the 

interpretability of the results (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991; Pett et al., 2003; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Watson, 2017). However, most also suggest erring on the 

side of employing an oblique rotation within psychological research. As Pett and 

colleagues (2003) assert, “we question whether orthogonal rotation is appropriate for 

use in the development of instruments that measure physiological or psychological 

constructs because most of these constructs have subcategories that are naturally 

correlated to some degree” (p. 164). On this basis, considering that most latent 

constructs within psychological research tend toward being related or correlated 

dimensions (Gorsuch, 1974; Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991) and that mechanical and 

organic orientations are expected to be related dimensions of human sociality in that 

they are both concerned with how people seek to navigate the social problems that arise 

in social life, oblique rotations will be employed in the EFAs conducted.   

Factor evaluation and interpretation. Once the number of factors to retain has 

been determined and rotation to simple structure has been performed, evaluation and 
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interpretation of each factor will be conducted. In this phase, consideration will be given 

to the items that load onto each factor. Items with the strongest loadings on their 

respective factors will be given the most weight when determining the underlying latent 

construct to which the items relate. Interpretation of the factors will also be conducted 

with the theoretical aims and intentions of the research in mind (DeVellis, 2012; Pett et 

al., 2003). Several critical decisions will also need to be made during the factor 

evaluation and interpretation process regarding the items and factors to retain (Watson, 

2017; Worthington & Whittaker, 2016). 

Item removal. As Fabrigar and colleagues (1999) explain, “the goal of the 

common factor model is to understand the structure of correlations among measured 

variables by estimating the pattern of relations between the common factor(s) and each 

of the measured variables (i.e., as indexed by factor loadings)” (p. 275). Accordingly, as 

the role of EFA is to describe the patterns of covariance that exist among clusters or 

groups of items to reveal the underlying latent constructs to which they relate (Gorsuch, 

1974; Watson, 2017), a common feature of the factor analysis process is the failure of 

variables or items to load onto any factor within a given EFA analysis (DeVellis, 2012; 

Pett et al., 2003). Some factor analytic authorities also directly acknowledge that not all 

items developed for a scale will be kept, explaining that “[w]hen developing a scale, one 

typically generates a longer list of items than are expected to find their way into the 

final instrument. Items that do not contribute to the major identifiable factors may end 

up being trimmed” (Pett et al., 2003; p.127). From this perspective, although 

considerable attempts are made to develop items which capture the theoretical 

constructs of interest, it is inevitable that items will fail to load onto the factors 

identified throughout the EFA process (Watson, 2017).  
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A few reasons may explain why items developed to capture a given theoretical 

construct fail to load onto the factors retained within an EFA. For instance, items failing 

to load onto any of the retained factors may illustrate that they are not a part of the 

factor solution and share no common variance with other items. That is, the items are 

not correlating with the underlying latent constructs to which other items relate and may 

instead be related to a completely different latent construct that was not the focus of the 

original intentions of the research (DeVellis, 2012). The failure of items to load onto 

any or all factors retained within a factor solution may also be due to the original items 

written to capture the underlying latent factors. As the starting values of all factor 

analyses is the common variance each item shares with all other items (Fabrigar et al., 

1999), the covariances between items and their identification of the underlying latent 

constructs is solely dependent upon the items initially generated to capture the latent 

constructs (Pett et al., 2003). In this way, the failure of a given set of items to load onto 

the retained factors in any substantial way may also be caused by the failure to create 

and include enough conceptually related items within the analysis (Watson, 2017).  

Accordingly, drawing upon the guidance of factor analytic sources, single items 

that fail to adequately load onto any factor (or substantially load across multiple factors) 

will be removed (Pett et al., 2003; Watson, 2017). Prior to their removal, though, 

consideration will be given to the theoretical relevance of these items. In some 

instances, if items are central to the theoretical core of the scale but are falling below 

conventional thresholds (i.e., below conventional threshold of .30; Gorsuch, 1974; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), they should be retained within the factor solution and 

examined over multiple studies to determine their relevance (Pett et al., 2003). For 

items failing to load onto any factors (or exhibit substantial cross loadings) and do not 

have a strong theoretical case to be retained, these items will be removed from the EFA 



132 

(DeVellis, 2012). The EFA will then be re-run with the remaining set of items. The re-

analysis of data is considered appropriate to account for the changes in parameters 

likely to occur among remaining items and is also a common practice when engaging in 

EFA procedures to develop a new scale (Watson, 2017). For example, as a given EFA is 

dependent upon the patterns of covariances that exist among a set of items, deleting a 

single item will change the pattern of covariances that exist among the remaining items. 

In turn, these changes need to be accounted for before any further decisions are made 

regarding further items to be removed (Mvududu & Sink, 2017).  

Factor removal. Beyond the failure of individual items to load onto any factor, 

after initially determining the number of factors to retain and rotating to simple 

structure, further decisions will need to be made regarding the interpretability of the 

factors and whether any factors (i.e., the items representing that factor) need to be 

removed from further analyses (Mvududu & Sink, 2017; Pett et al., 2003; Watson, 

2017). A common occurrence within factor analytic investigations are factors that 

seemingly appear to account for a good portion of the common variance among the set 

of developed items but only contain a small number of items. That is, upon further 

examination (i.e., after rotation), these factors are only comprised of a small set of three 

or fewer items which are strongly correlated with each other. Two reasons may explain 

why factors such as these tend to arise within EFA solutions. First, the strong 

correlations that exist among the small set of items may suggest that they are genuinely 

capturing a latent factor that is distinct from the other factors within the initial EFA 

solution (Pett et al., 2003). In instances such as these, greater consideration is needed to 

determine why such a factor arose and whether more items should be developed to 

capture this factor (Worthington & Whittaker, 2016). Second, method variance may 

explain the presence of the distinct factor (DeVellis, 2012). For example, a factor may 
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only contain three very strongly correlated items due to the similar word stem of each 

item. Irrespective of the reason for the factor to arise, factor analytic sources suggest 

that factors with three items or less do not contain enough items to reliably capture the 

latent construct to which they are related. Consequently, decisions must be made as to 

whether to retain these small factors or not (Mvududu & Sink, 2017; Worthington & 

Whittaker, 2016).  

Further, clusters of four or more items (i.e., representing a more reliable factor) 

may also form a factor that was unforeseen either from an item development or 

theoretical perspective. That is, unbeknownst to the researchers, various items may 

cluster together to form a factor that was unexpected. In these instances, while a purely 

empirical perspective (i.e., eigenvalues >1 rule) would suggest that the factor should be 

retained within the final solution, most factor analytic authorities suggest that a more 

considered theoretical approach should be taken when determining whether these 

factors should be retained or removed from further analysis (Pett et al., 2003; 

Worthington & Whittaker, 2016). When determining whether to retain these unexpected 

factors, conceptual interpretability should be an important determinate for whether the 

factor is retained within a given EFA solution. Specifically, the pattern of item-factor 

loadings should make sense (Worthington & Whittaker, 2016) and conceptually 

converge with each other. For instance, if the factor is comprised of items with 

meaningless correlations with each other, the items clustered onto the factor should be 

removed (Mvududu & Sink, 2017). Further, the theoretical aims of the research should 

also be used to inform the number of factors that are ultimately retained within the final 

factor solution. That is, the original aims of the research should also inform whether 

additional factors are retained or removed. As Pett et al. (2003) explain; 
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“In test construction, the researcher begins with a conceptual set of beliefs about 

the domain to be explored that is based on theory, previous research, and clinical 

experience. Although factor analysis can help clarify and make specific the 

structure of this domain, oftentimes, the number of factors generated from factor 

analysis is not the number that will eventually be used. The decision as to the 

number of factors to be retained should be based on an artful combination of the 

outcomes obtained from the statistical indicators, …the factors’ theoretical 

coherence, a desire for simplicity, and the original goals of the factor analysis 

project.” (p. 167) 

Accordingly, as the presence of factors with a small number of items with strong 

covariances and factors comprised of an appropriate number of items but are 

theoretically unrelated shape the model parameters within a given EFA analysis, 

decisions need to be made regarding whether to keep these factors or remove them from 

further EFA iterations. With respect to the EFAs conducted as a part of the present 

thesis, factors that only contain three items or less will not be considered appropriate 

and will be removed. This approach is consistent with suggestions provided by a 

number of factor analytic guides who argue that factors with three items or less do not 

appropriately capture the nature of their underlying latent construct to which they are 

related and should be removed (Mvududu & Sink, 2017; Watson, 2017; Worthington & 

Whittaker, 2016). Should instances arise where factors exist that are reasonable from an 

empirical perspective, but are not theoretically relevant, the decision will be made to 

remove these factors on a case by case basis. That is, a discussion and investigation into 

the items embedded within these factors will be provided prior to the decision to retain 

or remove the factor. However, it should be noted that some factor analytic scholars 

suggest that if factors are unrelated to the theoretical goals of the research, these factors 
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should be removed to aid clarity, simplicity, and to remain in keeping with the original 

goals of the research (Pett et al., 2003). Similar to the rationale provided for re-running 

EFAs after removing single items that fail to load onto any factor, as the removal of 

factors that represent an inadequate number of items loading (i.e., three items or less) or 

those that represent factors that are not the focus of the present thesis will change the 

model parameters of a given EFA, the EFA will be re-run to account for any changes in 

parameter estimates (Watson, 2017).  

Through conducting an iterative number of EFAs which are in line with the 

decision-making process outlined above, a final EFA solution will be reached which 

appropriately captures the covariances that exist among the items and the number of 

factors to which they relate. However, it should also be noted that while all efforts will 

be sought to provide a clear linear depiction of the decision process conducted during 

the EFA process within the present thesis, these processes are largely iterative in nature 

and are likely to be conducted in multiple steps (DeVellis, 2012; Pett et al., 2003). For 

example, reaching a clear representation of the nature of item covariances that describe 

the underlying latent constructs is likely to occur after successive EFA solutions have 

been conducted. Despite these issues regarding the complexity involved in the EFA 

process, a considerable effort has been made to explain the procedures undertaken in the 

present thesis in the clearest and most linear format possible.  

Method  

Participants. A total of 307 participants were gathered through Griffith 

University's broadcast email. The broadcast email is a centrally run, university wide 

email that is sent to students and staff on a monthly basis. The email contains a 

collection of ethically approved research programs that are seeking participants. 

Students and staff are able to peruse through these studies and read a small blurb that 
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describes the nature of the study, what will be involved should they choose to 

participate, any restriction criteria, and what form of remuneration will be provided for 

their participation. Students and staff can then choose to participate in the study by 

following a link provided in the description or contacting the lead researcher for more 

information. To examine the description provided to staff and students in the broadcast 

email used in the current program of research, see Appendix A. As an incentive to 

participate in the current pilot, participants were given the opportunity to enter a prize 

draw for the chance to win a AUD100 gift voucher. The sample consisted of 246 female 

(Mage = 31.95, SD = 12.72) and 61 male (Mage = 32.1, SD = 13.03) participants, one 

female’s age was recorded as missing as they had incorrectly recorded their year of 

birth.  

Procedure and materials. After reading the participant information sheet and 

agreeing to participate in the study, participants followed a link to an online survey and 

were asked to complete the 32 item MOOS measure. Responses were recorded using a 

6-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). A number of other 

psychological measures were also presented to participations after the MOOS, however, 

these measures were a part of a separate program of research and are not reported here. 

On the final page of the questionnaire, participants were asked to respond to a series of 

questions regarding their demographic information, such as their year of birth, gender 

and marital status.  

Results and Discussion 

Prior to analysis, two participants were found to be responding in manner 

suggestive of a response set (e.g., providing the same response for all MOOS items) and 

were subsequently removed. The 32 items were then examined to determine whether 

there were distributional issues or a lack of variance in responses for any of the items. 
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No such cases were found. The grand mean of responses to the MOOS items was 3.73 

with a standard deviation of 1.15, suggesting that the items generally varied between 

whether respondents agreed or disagreed with the statements (see Table 1.1 & Table 

1.2). Participants were also found to be responding to the items across the scale 

provided, with responses to each item ranging from 1 to 6 suggesting that there were no 

issues with floor or ceiling effects in responses. Histograms for each item were also 

examined, while most suggested no problematic patterns in responses or item 

behaviour, a small collection of items appeared to be negatively skewed and were 

highly endorsed by the participants. However, considering the preliminary nature of the 

results, these items were retained (see Appendix B for details). Prior to conducting an 

EFA, the Kaiser-Myer-Olkin (KMO) sampling adequacy test suggested good 

factorability with a value of .70.  

Following from these examinations, to determine the factor structure of the 32 

items, an EFA using principle factor method with an oblique promax rotation (with 

Kaiser normalization) was performed using Stata 13.1 software. The results revealed 

five factors with eigenvalues greater than one (3.43, 1.42, 1.22, 1.19 and 1.04, 

respectively) which accounted for 93.71% of the variance. Examination of the scree plot 

also suggested between two and five factors were capturing a large amount of the 

common variance among the items (see Figure 3). On the basis of these converging 

pieces of information, the five factor solution was first investigated. The decision to 

examine five factors was also supported by researchers who suggest erring on the side 

of overinclusion when considering the number of factors to retain, such as Gorsuch 

(1974).  
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Figure 3. Scree plot of factors and eigenvalues for 32 items. 

 Prior to examining the content of the items within each of the five factors, 

several items also failed to load onto any of the five factors. Consistent with Watson 

(2017) and Pett et al. (2003), these items were iteratively deleted and a new EFA using 

the remaining items was re-run. In total, nine items were removed. Having removed the 

items that failed to load onto any of the five factors, the results of the new EFA 

demonstrated that only four factors with eigenvalues greater than one were to be 

observed (2.90, 1.28, 1.08, and 1.01) and explained 104% of the variance in the 

unrotated solution. However, caution should be taken when interpreting the amount of 

common variance explained in this unrotated solution, as the four factors appear to 

account for a nonsensical amount of variance. This is a common occurrence in EFA 

solutions conducted using the common factor method, and frequently occurs due to the 

mathematical procedure underlying the calculation of eigenvalues using the common 

method (DeVellis, 2012; Lorenzo-Seva, 2013). Because eigenvalues are derived not 

from each item beginning with 100% variance to contribute, as in PCA, but only that 

part which each item shares with all other items included in the EFA, the reduced 
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correlation matrix that forms the basis of the resulting number of eigenvalues tends 

toward non-positive definite (Lorenzo-Seva, 2013). While the factor solution remains 

appropriate, the presence of a non-positive definite leads to negative eigenvalues and 

positive eigenvalues that cumulatively explain more than 100% of the shared variance. 

The presence of this problem also varies depending on the statistical package used to 

conduct the EFA. As DeVellis (2012) clearly describes;  

…[I]n some statistical packages, some of the output obtained from the extraction 

of common factors will appear nonsensical. In both types of analysis, the 

cumulative amount of variance explained will mount as each successive 

factor/component is extracted. With common factors, this proportion often 

exceeds 1.0 at some point, continues to rise as successive factors are considered, 

and then, as if by magic, returns to a value of precisely 1.0 as the kth (i.e., last 

possible) factor is extracted. Although this looks strange, it is simply an artefact 

of the computation method and can be ignored. If the data analyst has used 

reasonable criteria for deciding how many factors to extract, the number chosen 

will typically precede the point in the extraction sequence where this anomaly 

arises. It is possible, however, for the selected number of factors to explain 

virtually all (i.e., 100%) the shared variance among the original items.” (p. 151)  

Correspondingly, while the present thesis will continue to report the explained 

variance in the unrotated solutions for subsequent analyses in line with reporting 

conventions (Watson, 2017; Worthington & Whittaker, 2016), these values should be 

interpreted with a degree of caution. Examination of the scree plot also suggested the 

presence of three or four factors (See Figure 4). While the elbow of the scree could 

suggest more factors than four, in consideration with the eigenvalues >1 rule, as their 
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eigenvalues suggest that they are explaining less than a single items variance they were 

not considered appropriate to include in further analyses.  

 

 

Figure 4. Scree plot of factors and eigenvalues for 23 Remaining Items 

 

With items failing to load onto any of the factors observed in the initial EFA 

solution removed, an oblique promax rotation (with Kaiser normalisation) was 

performed on the retained four factors. The pattern of item factor loadings for each 

factor was then examined. See Table 2 for patterns of item factor loadings for the four 

factor solution. The first two factors appeared to be reflecting patterns of item 

correlations that could be taken to tentatively suggest that factor one and factor two of 

the EFA are capturing aspects of an organic and mechanical orientation toward 

coordinating action with others, respectively .However, some inconsistencies were also 

present in the content of items within each factor suggesting that further investigation of 

each factor was required.   
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Table 2  

Item Factor Loadings for the Preliminary EFA of Four Factors (Kaiser Normalisation) 

Variable Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

30 A society is progressing when people feel that they have more freedoms than an earlier time 0.60 -0.15 -0.01 -0.03 

20 Government policy should be concerned with achieving freedom of expression for all people  0.55 -0.03 -0.03 -0.10 

21 It is my responsibility to decide whether I am being treated fairly or not  0.46 0.05 -0.02 0.13 

32 It is the responsibility of the government to intervene when inequalities between people exist  0.41 0.01 0.03 -0.03 

31 It is assumed that whatever is shared with others will be repaid in some other way or at some other time 0.40 0.23 -0.03 0.09 

26 It is my responsibility to decide what is right or wrong 0.38 -0.03 -0.14 0.12 

28 The ability of a person to meet their own goals should be protected 0.37 0.14 -0.03 0.03 

22 Society works best when individuals are free from the attention and concerns of others 0.35 -0.03 0.08 0.26 

23 It is wrong that someone would not comply with the directives of someone more senior -0.24 0.63 -0.06 0.07 

12 Each person has clear roles and specific duties that they need to carry out  -0.08 0.58 -0.01 0.09 

16 Conflict between two people must not be left unresolved  0.23 0.44 0.13 -0.20 

17 The person with the most experience should have the final say  -0.03 0.39 -0.06 0.09 

18 No matter the situation there are always long term implications for a person's behaviour  0.16 0.41 -0.04 0.03 

25 No matter the circumstances, it is absolutely immoral to deceive another person  0.07 0.38 0.12 -0.07 

19 It is important for new relationships to start off well 0.24 0.38 -0.06 -0.09 

15 For many types of relationships to continue people need to be contributing equally 0.29 0.34 0.09 -0.07 

6 Family members should not be given any greater allowances than anyone else -0.02 -0.08 0.76 0.04 

9 Friends and acquaintances should not be given any greater allowances than anyone else -0.07 0.05 0.75 0.03 

1 It is preferable to have separate circles of friends who don't know each other 0.11 -0.09 0.01 0.46 

3 Society would be chaotic if people were left to their own accord 0.02 0.15 -0.07 0.37 

4 It can be necessary to deny the rights of others -0.06 -0.09 0.00 0.39 

5 Some level of distance needs to be maintained to have good relationships 0.17 0.07 0.09 0.48 

7 Focusing on what is around the corner is more important than the here and now -0.08 0.10 0.05 0.43 
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Prior to further examining and interpreting the patterns of items that loaded onto 

the first two factors, the content of items on the third and fourth factors suggested that 

further iterations of the EFA procedure were necessary (DeVellis, 2012; Pett et al., 

2003). Upon examination, the remaining two factors were found to be comprised of 

items that mainly suggested that they were trivial factors built upon method variance or 

a cluster of items that were capturing a collection of attitudes, beliefs, and principles 

toward human sociality that was unrelated to the first two factors nor the aims of the 

present scale in development. The third factor was comprised of only two items which 

were strongly correlated with each other. The reason for their strong correlation and the 

likelihood that the two items lead to the creation of a stand-alone factor is their 

considerable overlap in the wording of these items. That is, the presence of this factor 

appears to be due to the similar word stem of each item. The cluster of items loading 

onto the fourth factor were more suggestive of an asocial form of social interaction, 

with items converging on a belief that it was important to keep people at a distinct , 

attitudes encapsulating a large degree of suspicion of others, and beliefs that strong 

sanctions and controls should be imposed on others. It is noteworthy that this factor is 

consistent with Fiske’s (1991) suggested fifth relational model of asocial or null 

relations. This relational model has been relatively absent from contemporary 

relationship research as it largely encompasses the absence of a social interaction taking 

place between individuals (Fiske, 2004). According to Fiske (1991), asocial interactions 

represent instances where individuals do not actively attend to their social partners in 

any way, and in fact do not consider their social partners to be social partners per se. On 

this basis, the cluster of items in the fourth factor may be related to an orientation 

toward coordinating action according to an asocial relational module. However, while 

future research may prove fruitful in examining this potential asocial orientation to 



143 

social interactions., as the focus of the present thesis is to develop a measure that 

captures people’s orientations toward coordinating action according to mechanical and 

organic relational modules, this asocial collection of items was not considered to be 

relevant to current aims of the research. Examining the correlation matrix of the four 

factors also demonstrated that the third and fourth factors were not strongly related to 

either of the first two factors, nor were they strongly related to each other (See Table 3).  

 

Table 3 

Correlation Matrix of Rotated Four Factor Solution 

Factor 1 2 3 

Factor 1 - 
  

Factor 2 0.33 - 
 

Factor 3 0.14 0.16 - 

Factor 4 0.03 0.10 0.08 

 

Accordingly, given that these factors represent an inappropriate factor comprised 

of only two strongly loading items (i.e., factor 3) and a collection of items that represent 

a latent construct that is not the focus of the present aims (i.e., factor 4), the decision 

was made to remove these factors from further analysis. This decision is consistent with 

Pett et al. (2003) and others (Mvududu & Sink, 2017; Watson, 2017) who argue that it 

is reasonable to remove factors that do not have a strong empirical or theoretical reason 

to be included. The removal of each of these factors was iterative to examine whether 

their removal altered the nature of the factor loadings onto the first or second factor, 

such as items no longer loading in a substantial way onto their respective factors. No 

considerable alterations were observed.  
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Conducting an EFA with the reduced set of 16 items revealed two factors with 

eigenvalues greater than one (2.7 and 1.05, respectively). Each of the two factors 

explained 73.86% and 28.80% of the common variance, respectively, and were also 

moderately correlated (r = .35). However, as with the previous EFA analyses, these 

variances should be interpreted with caution (Lorenzo-Seva, 2013). Examination of the 

scree plot also suggested that two factors should be retained as they lie to the left of the 

elbow (Cattell, 1966; DeVellis, 2012). See Figure 5 for the scree plot of the 16 items.  

 

Figure 5. Scree plot of factors and eigenvalues for 16 remaining items 

Table 4 outlines the final set of 16 items and their rotated factor loadings onto 

the two factors. With respect to the item factor loadings, only one item was found to 

cross-load, but considering the preliminary nature of this first EFA, this item was 

retained. The retention of important cross-loading items is also consistent with the 

perspective of Pett et al. (2003) who suggest that items of theoretical relevance but that 

have cross-loadings should be retained. Examination of the items that loaded onto the 

two factors showed some, albeit weak, evidence for the presence of two orientations 

toward coordinating action that were line with the theoretical discussion provided in 
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Chapter 1. That is, that two orientations should exist that reflect people’s orientation 

toward coordinating action according to a mechanical or organic relational module. As 

stated previously, while they may represent a theoretical association with the constructs 

described in Chapter 1, determining whether they truly represent orientations used to 

navigate the social problems that arise in groups will need to be determined by studies 

conducted once the structure of the scale has been established.  
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Table 4 

Preliminary MOOS Items and Pilot EFA Factor Loadings (Kaiser Normalisation)  

  EFA Loadings 

Item Preliminary Items 

Factor 1 

Organic 

Factor2 

Mechanical 

30 A society is progressing when people feel that they have more freedoms than an earlier time 0.59 -0.15 

20 Government policy should be concerned with achieving freedom of expression for all people  0.53 -0.05 

21 It is my responsibility to decide whether I am being treated fairly or not  0.46 0.05 

32 It is the responsibility of the government to intervene when inequalities between people exist  0.42 0.00 

31 It is assumed that whatever is shared with others will be repaid in some other way or at some other time 0.40 0.23 

26 It is my responsibility to decide what is right or wrong 0.37 -0.04 

28 The ability of a person to meet their own goals should be protected 0.37 0.13 

22 Society works best when individuals are free from the attention and concerns of others 0.33 0.03 

23 It is wrong that someone would not comply with the directives of someone more senior -0.24 0.62 

12 Each person has clear roles and specific duties that they need to carry out  -0.09 0.59 

16 Conflict between two people must not be left unresolved  0.23 0.44 

17 The person with the most experience should have the final say  -0.04 0.39 

18 No matter the situation there are always long term implications for a person's behaviour  0.16 0.39 

25 No matter the circumstances, it is absolutely immoral to deceive another person  0.06 0.39 

19 It is important for new relationships to start off well 0.23 0.37 

15 For many types of relationships to continue people need to be contributing equally 0.30 0.35 

*Note. Boldface indicates the strongest loading for each item.  
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In the first factor, some items were found to coincide with the predicted organic 

orientation. For example, some items captured the nature of complementarity predicted 

to be sought with others by people with an organic orientation (i.e., EM and MP 

relations; Fiske, 1990). The moral system predicted to be endorsed by organically 

oriented individuals was also present in this factor through items capturing an 

orientation toward ensuring fairness and equality in social interactions. However, only 

tentative support can be claimed as no items loaded onto this factor capturing the 

interdependencies people with an organic orientation should theoretically seek to form 

with others. There was also a large collection of items in this factor that reflected beliefs 

about broader societal level factors that are important to follow and abide by when 

interacting with others. In this way, while somewhat comparable to the organic form of 

solidarity outlined by Durkheim (1893/2014), the combination of these items did not 

specifically coincide with the underlying relational module predicted to be informing 

the way people with an organic orientation approach social relations. That is, rather than 

items capturing an organic orientation toward coordinating action with others and 

seeking to maintain social cohesion, the theme of items in this factor reflected a more 

specific focus on emphasising individualism, social progress, and attitudes in favour of 

progressive government policy. On this basis, instead of an organic orientation, this 

collection of items was more reflective of a set of ideological beliefs (Feldman & 

Johnston, 2013) or a measure of individualism (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, 2010). This 

appears to have largely been caused by the subset of the items created to tap into the 

social progression and government policy dimension of an organic orientation towards 

coordinating social interactions. While it was thought that this subset of items would 

complement the items tapping into the relational module employed by those with an 
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organic orientation, this subset of items has instead directed this factor away from its 

intended relational basis. 

While the pattern of items loading onto the second factor reflected a clearer 

description of an orientation towards coordinating action according to a mechanical 

relational module, some issues were also present. Examining the items on this factor 

were found to emphasise beliefs in considering that each person has specific roles and 

duties to fulfil (i.e., collective consciousness; CS relations), a desire or need to maintain 

tight social connections with others (i.e., interdependencies domain), and concern for 

behaviour expressed or engaged in by others (i.e., social processes; CS and AR 

relations). These aspects are consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of a 

mechanical relational module. That is, given that the general theme of items in this 

factor broadly reflects a collection of attitudes, beliefs, and statements of human 

sociality that converge upon an orientation toward maintaining tight social connections 

with others and uniformity, this second factor represents a close approximation to 

capturing a mechanical orientation towards coordinating action. However, there were 

still issues with some of the items contained within this factor (See Table 4). That is, the 

mechanical factor also contained many items that were not theoretically meant to load 

onto this factor, such as items 16, 18, and 15. These items did not theoretically match 

what had been predicted to be a part of the mechanical orientation. These items had 

been developed to be a core aspect of an organic orientation and was largely 

incongruent with the other items that also loaded onto this second factor. Further 

examining these items suggested that their focus on the reputational aspects of social 

relationships and concern for others contributions within interactions could have led to a 

spurious association with other items loading onto the mechanical orientation which 

reflect general concern for others in social relationships (e.g., CS relations). Regardless 
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of this interpretation, this incongruence between the items that loaded onto this second 

factor demonstrated that further development of the scale and refinement was needed 

before a clear measure of a mechanical orientation could be achieved (Lambie, Blount, 

& Mullen, 2017).  

Considering the pattern of results observed in this pilot study, while some 

evidence exists to suggest that a measure of mechanical and organic orientations is 

being developed, a clear issue in this pilot study is the incongruencies found between 

the items theoretically developed to capture the two orientations and the observed 

patterns of item loadings in each of the two factors. That is, each factor contains several 

items that were developed for the opposing relational orientation. For example, the first 

factor was dominated by items reflecting individualism and government policy, aspects 

that are not the primary focus of an organic orientation. From a theoretical perspective, 

this represents a considerable limitation in that the two factors do not appear to be 

cleanly capturing mechanical and organic relational orientations. The primary reason for 

this incongruence appears to be because not enough items were developed that 

appropriately capture the core features of each relational orientation. As Lambie et al. 

(2017)and others (DeVellis, 2012; Watson, 2017) have explained, latent constructs can 

only arise in factor analytic investigations when the items developed appropriately 

capture the underlying construct. In this instance, it could be possible that while items 

were indeed capturing some aspects of the relational orientations (i.e., more peripheral 

aspects of mechanical and organic orientations), items capturing the core features of 

each of these latent constructs may still be missing. The absence of these core items has 

in turn lead to factors comprised of mixtures of the two relational orientations. This 

perspective is clearly exemplified in the organic items that are loading onto the 

mechanical orientation factor. Due to the absence of items capturing the core features of 



150 

an organic orientation, instead of these organic items loading onto the organic factor, 

they appear to be sharing more of their covariances with mechanical items which 

feature an expression of concern for others. Considered from an alternative perspective, 

the true underlying patterns of covariances that exist between each cluster of mechanical 

and organic orientation items are not being appropriately captured and expressed due to 

the failure to include items capturing the core features of each of these latent constructs 

(Pett et al., 2003).  

Accordingly, to overcome the limitations of the observed factor solution in the 

present pilot EFA, it is clear that additional items need to be developed to allow for the 

true patterns of covariances that exist among mechanical and organic items to be 

observed (DeVellis, 2012). Specific items need to be developed that capture more of the 

core aspects of peoples' beliefs, motives, and attitudes towards coordinating social 

action with others. Through creating more items that capture the central features of both 

mechanical and organic orientations, it is expected that a clearer factor solution 

representing the two predicted orientations towards coordinating action according to a 

mechanical or organic relational module will be observed. A more robust and 

theoretically appropriate measure of people’s mechanical and organic orientations will 

then be created.   
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Chapter 3: Establishing the Factor Structure and Validity of the MOOS 

Study 1: Exploratory Factor Analysis of the MOOS 

Item Construction Phase 

Following the results of the pilot study, additional items were developed to 

capture a greater proportion of the central features of mechanical and organic 

orientations. To capture a greater proportion of the domains of mechanical and organic 

orientations, greater consideration was given to the different aspects of mechanical and 

organic relational modules outlined in Chapter 1, such as the collective consciousness, 

moral system endorsed, and the nature of interdependencies people seek to maintain 

with others. Items were then developed attempting to capture aspects of both 

mechanical and organic orientations that had not been clearly addressed in the pilot 

study. For example, to capture more of the beliefs likely to be expressed by a person 

with a mechanical orientation, “It is important that everyone follows the same moral 

codes of behaviour” was created. This item was considered to capture aspects of the 

moral system (i.e., Authority [AR] and Unity [CS] relations) endorsed by people with a 

mechanical orientation. The item “People who commit a crime should always receive 

the maximum penalty” was created to capture how people with a mechanical orientation 

are likely to expect punishment to be meted out in response to a transgression (i.e., 

social processes related to repressive sanctions for punishment; Durkheim, 1983/2014; 

Fiske, 1990). To capture a greater proportion of the core facets of an organic 

orientation, as the item “It is important to think of others as coequal but distinct 

individuals” was created to capture a core feature of the collective consciousness 

considered to be expressed by people with an organic orientation. This item also 

considerably overlaps with the nature of complementarity considered to be a part of this 

orientation, namely EM relations (Fiske, 1990). The item “People should try to preserve 
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their relationships even after fighting” was created to capture the aspect of an organic 

orientation related to the beliefs organically oriented individuals are likely to express 

regarding the nature of interdependencies they should seek to maintain with others. This 

item particularly attempts to capture the way that people following an organic relational 

module are likely to attempt to retain or hold on to their ties with others (Baum et al., 

2003; Durkheim, 1893/2014). To examine the full list of items developed for Study 1 

and the aspect of each relational orientation each item was intended to capture, see 

Table 5.1 and Table 5.2. The theme of each item encapsulates which aspect of 

Durkheim’s theory each item was sought to be capturing as well as their conceptual 

overlap with RMT as outlined in Chapter 1. Through this process, 15 additional items 

were created to tap into mechanical and organic orientations resulting in a total of 47 

items. These items were again presented to the panel of social psychological researchers 

with experience in measure development for general feedback. Based on this feedback, 

a number of items were refined and the wording of some new items was changed to 

reflect their intended meaning (see Table 5.1 & 5.2). With a revised set of items 

developed, an iterative EFA process was again conducted to examine the best factor 

solution for the items and to reduce the set of items to a reasonable size (DeVellis, 

2012; Pett et al., 2003).  

It is worthy to note that the 32 items from the pilot study were included again in 

this study alongside the additional 15 items developed for this study. The decision to 

retain the original list of 32 items was related to the concerns raised in the Pilot study 

that the incongruence in patterns of item factor loadings observed in the final solution 

was due to the absence of items capturing more of the central features of each relational 

orientation. As most factor analytic authorities explain, to truly capture the nature of 

underlying latent constructs, appropriate items need to be developed that allow for the 
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covariances that exist among them to be discovered once submitted to factor analytic 

investigation (Lambie et al., 2017; Pett et al., 2003). A corollary of this point is that if 

not enough items have been developed that capture the core of the latent construct, then 

the items which have been created, and are indeed related to the underlying construct, 

will have unclear or incongruent patterns of loadings within each of the factors that arise 

(i.e., loading onto theoretically incongruent factors). In other instances, though, these 

items may just simply fail to load onto any factor at all. As Watson (2017) explains, 

“…factors cannot emerge unless appropriate items were created and are included” (p. 

235). From this perspective, due to the patterns of item factor loadings observed and 

concerns raised within the Pilot, no definitive conclusion could be made regarding those 

items which failed to load onto any of the factors observed within the Pilot study. More 

specifically, while the items which failed to load onto a given factor within the pilot 

study may be truly irrelevant to the underlying latent constructs attempting to be 

captured in the present thesis. It is also possible that these items do capture relevant 

aspects of mechanical and organic orientations and were merely failing to load onto the 

factors that arose in the Pilot due to the absence of additional theoretically relevant 

items. Accordingly, to be sure that the present thesis was converging on the best 

possible conceptualisation of mechanical and organic orientations, the decision was 

made to retain the original 32 items, not only those 16 items which had clustered 

together in the two factors observed in the pilot study.  

Method 

Participants. The sample consisted of 236 participants (174 female; Mage = 

30.12, SD = 12.18) and were gathered from Griffith University's monthly broadcast 

email. Of the sample, 76.60% were of European heritage, 9.36% Asian, 2.13% Middle 

Eastern and 11.91% other. In this way, the sample largely captured the views and 
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opinions of people from a Western, Educated, Industrialised, Rich, and Democratic 

(WEIRD; Henrich, Heine & Norenzayan, 2010) society. For their participation each 

participant was given the opportunity to enter a prize draw to win a AUD50 gift-card.  

Procedure and materials. By following a link in the broadcast email, 

participants were taken to an online survey and asked to read the online participation 

consent form. After providing their consent, participants were presented with the 47 

item MOOS measure and were asked to rate their agreement with each item, using a 1 

(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale. Similar to the pilot study, other 

psychological measures were also presented to participants after the MOOS, but these 

measures were not relevant to the current investigations and are not further discussed. 

The final page of the questionnaire included demographic questions and asked 

participants for their year of birth, gender, and ethnicity.  

Results and Discussion 

Prior to analysis, three participants were removed for failing attention checking 

questions. These participants were found to have responded incorrectly to items that 

were embedded within the broader study. For example, one item drawn from Haidt and 

Graham’s (2009) Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ) asks participants to respond 

to the statement “it is better to do good than to do bad” using a scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Participants who respond using values 1 to 3 are 

considered to have failed the attention check and are not considered to be responding 

appropriately. Considering that new items had been created, the underlying behaviour 

for each of the 47 items was examined by inspecting their means, standard deviations 

and ranges (see Table 5.1 & 5.2). The grand mean of the 47 items was 3.85 and had an 

average standard deviation of 1.11. These values again suggested that the items 

appropriately varied around agreement or disagreement with the items. The majority of 
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items also had values that varied from 1 to 6 and suggested the absence of a floor or 

ceiling effect. It should also be noted that three items had a range of 2 to 6, but this was 

not considered to be negatively impacting the ability to draw conclusions from the 

results.  
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Table 5.1 

Means, Standard Deviations, Theme of Item, and Description of Mechanical Orientation Items for Study 1 

Item Description M SD Theme 

3 Society would be chaotic if people were left to their own accord 4.23 1.25 Collective Consciousness (CS) 

4 It can be necessary to deny the rights of others 3.35 1.39 Social Processes (CS, AR) 

7 Focusing on what is around the corner is more important than the here and now 3.05 1.07 Interdependencies 

8 The role of government is to create policies which maintain social order 4.07 1.14 Moral System (CS, AR) 

10 People are served at least as well by community leaders than government appointed leaders 4.05 1.10 Interdependencies 

12 Each person has clear roles and specific duties that they need to carry out 3.30 1.22 Interdependencies 

13 The problems one person faces are really problems experienced together with others 3.66 1.01 Collective Consciousness (CS); Interdependencies 

17 The person with the most experience should have the final say 2.65 1.14 Moral System (CS, AR)  

23 It is wrong that someone would not comply with the directives of someone more senior  2.77 1.13 Social Processes (CS, AR) 

24 By just being socially active people should feel connected to others  3.48 1.22 Collective Consciousness (CS) 

25 No matter the circumstances, it is absolutely immoral to deceive another person 3.51 1.27 Moral System (CS, AR) 

27 It seems unnecessary to see people keeping track of what others owe them 3.34 1.12 Collective Consciousness (CS) 

29 Governments should be more focused on their own countries than international affairs 3.62 1.25 Interdependencies 

31 It is assumed that whatever is shared with others will be repaid in some other way or at some other time 3.70 1.23 Collective Consciousness (CS) 

33 A healthy society comes from each person feeling a part of a community 4.86 0.89 Collective Consciousness (CS); Interdependencies 

38 It is important that everyone follows the same moral codes of behaviour 3.94 1.18 Moral System (CS, AR) 

40 People should not feel obligated to follow the moral principles of others 4.21 1.15 Moral System (CS, AR) 

41 People who commit a crime should always receive the maximum penalty 2.88 1.32 Social Processes (CS, AR) 

45 Deciding if something is immoral or not depends on the situation  4.64 1.18 Social Processes (CS, AR) 

46 It is alright if some crimes are allowed to go unpunished  3.27 1.27 Social Processes (CS, AR) 

47 I do not see the point in being friendly to people I may not see again 2.09 1.00 Collective Conscious (CS) 
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Table 5.2 

Means, Standard Deviation, Theme of Item, and Description of Organic Orientation Items for Study 1 

Item Description M SD Theme 

1 It is preferable to have separate circles of friends who don't know each other 3.31 1.17 Interdependencies 

2 Once a debt has been repaid there are no further obligations to the person  4.03 1.23 Moral System (EM) 

5 Some level of distance needs to be maintained to have good relationships 3.95 1.24 Interdependencies 

6 Family members should not be given any greater allowances than anyone else 2.94 1.90 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

9 Friends and acquaintances should not be given any greater allowances than anyone else 3.24 1.05 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

11 A person's behaviour in their current relationships is unlikely to affect the ones they have in the future 2.09 1.00 Interdependencies 

14 A society is functioning well when people can easily develop or discontinue relationships 4.00 1.00 Moral System (EM); Interdependencies 

15 For many types of relationships to continue people need to be contributing equally 4.81 0.95 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

16 Conflict between two people must not be left unresolved 4.34 1.21 Interdependencies 

18 No matter the situation there are always long term implications for a person's behaviour  4.30 1.12 Interdependencies; Social Processes (EM MP) 

19 It is important for new relationships to start off well 4.00 1.08 Interdependencies 

20 Government policy should be concerned with achieving freedom of expression for all people 4.27 1.06 Moral System (EM) 

21 It is my responsibility to decide whether I am being treated fairly or not 4.44 1.04 Social Processes (EM, MP) 

22 Society works best when individuals are free from the attention and concerns of others 3.26 1.19 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

26 It is my responsibility to decide what is right or wrong  4.26 1.09 Moral System (EM) 

28 The ability of a person to meet their own goals should be protected 4.57 0.83 Moral System (EM) 

30 A society is progressing when people feel that they have more freedoms than an earlier time 4.23 0.93 Moral System (EM) 

32 It is the responsibility of the government to intervene when inequalities between people exist 4.60 1.07 Social Processes (EM, MP) 

34 Most social relationships will end at some point or another 3.92 1.25 Interdependencies 

35 It is important to think of others as equal but distinct individuals 5.19 0.79 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP)  

36 It doesn't bother me that friendships frequently come and go 3.64 1.32 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

37 I treat a person I've just met the same way I treat good friends 3.69 1.19 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

39 Social relationships are much more than just social interactions 4.81 0.84 Interdependencies 

42 Most relationships can be thought of as cooperative exchanges 4.16 1.04 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

43 Social relationships should be considered to be an exchange of sorts  4.09 0.99 Collective Consciousness (EM, MP) 

44 People should try to preserve their relationships with others even after fighting 4.34 0.96 Interdependencies; Social Processes (EM, MP) 
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Histograms of the items were also examined and suggested that for the majority 

of items there were no severe departures from normality. However, a small cluster of 

items were found to have a large degree of negative skew, suggesting that most 

participants strongly agreed with these items (see Appendix C for details). Further 

examination of this item cluster indicated that they were all developed to capture 

aspects of an organic orientation and all had a strong focus on considering others as 

coequal (e.g., “For many types of relationships to continue people need to be 

contributing equally”). From these observations, it appears as though the strong 

agreement found for this cluster of items is related to the demographics of the sample 

gathered. As the participants were gathered from a university setting, the majority of 

respondents were highly progressive. This is corroborated by the demographic 

information measured on the final page of the questionnaire. Of the sample, 60% 

reported that they would vote for the two major progressive parties in the next federal 

election (i.e., Labor or The Greens) while only 20% intended to vote for a conservative 

party (i.e. Liberal National Party). Further, responses to five statements based on 

politically relevant social issues, such as access to abortion, same-sex marriage and 

recognising aboriginal land rights, were all found to be strongly endorsed by the sample, 

with a M of 7.40 (SD = 1.9) found on a eleven point scale (0 Extremely cold to 10 

Extremely warm). Accordingly, as an aspect of a politically progressive ideology is an 

emphasis on ensuring fairness and equality (Feldman & Johnston, 2013; Graham et al., 

2011), this small cluster of items reflecting norms that encourage considering others as 

coequal social partners appears to have been over endorsed in this politically 

progressive sample. As the over endorsement of these items has been caused by the 

demographic of the sample and is unlikely to represent a ceiling effect of the items 

themselves, the decision was made to keep these items for further analyses. The 
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decision to retain these items in further analyses was also based on the nature of the 

items themselves. These items are considered to have particularly central theoretical 

relevance to the nature of an organic orientation and it was believed that their removal 

would result in the misspecification of the organic orientation itself. Thus, these items 

were retained for further analyses.  

Prior to conducting the EFA, a sampling adequacy test was performed and 

suggested there was an appropriate amount of factorability for the items, with a KMO 

score of .67. To examine the factor structure of the 47 items, an EFA using principle 

factor method with an oblique promax rotation (with Kaiser normalization) was 

performed using Stata 13.1 software. The results indicated that seven factors existed 

with eigenvalues greater than one (4.36, 2.72, 2.19, 1.55, 1.33, 1.27 and 1.02, 

respectively) and together they accounted for 80.28% of common variance. However, 

caution should also be made when interpreting the proportions of common variance 

explained within factor analyses employing the common factor method (DeVellis, 2012; 

Lorenzo-Seva, 2013).  

 Examination of the scree plot suggested the presence of six to seven factors (see 

Figure 6). Consistent with the perspective of some factor analytic authorities (Gorsuch, 

1974; Pett et al., 2003), the decision was made to err on the side of caution and examine 

the seven factor solution. This decision was also made in consideration with the 

eigenvalues greater than one rule (Watson, 2017).  
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Figure 6. Scree plot of factors and eigenvalues for 47 items  

Prior to examining the item correlations of the seven factor solution, several 

items were observed to fail to load in any substantial way across the seven factors. As 

Pett et al. (2003) assert, low loading items as well as items which have substantial cross-

loadings (i.e., items loading .40 on two or more factors) should be removed sequentially 

and a new analysis re-run to examine the updated patterns of item loadings after each 

removal. This iterative process led to the removal of 21 items (15 items failed to load 

substantially on any factor and 6 items demonstrated considerable cross-loadings on 

three or more factors). The EFA was then re-run with the set of remaining items loading 

onto the respective factors, a solution with four eigenvalues greater than one was 

observed, 2.90, 1.77, 1.35, and 1.06, respectively. The four factors explained 90% of the 

common variance in the set of 26 items. Examination of the scree plot with the 

remaining set of items also suggested the presence of four or five factors (see Figure 7).  
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Figure 7. Scree plot of factors and eigenvalues for 26 remaining items 

Examining the item pattern loadings demonstrated that the rotated (oblique 

promax with Kaiser normalisation) patterns of loadings in each factor observed were 

rather consistent with those observed within the Pilot Study (See Table 6). Examining 

the items loading onto Factor 1 illustrated that this factor is comprised of items 

capturing the attitudes, beliefs, and principles of human sociality reflective of an 

orientation towards coordinating action according to an organic relational module. For 

instance, items on this factor reflected an orientation toward providing complementarity 

of action according to EM and MP relations, interpreting conflict through a restitutive 

lens, and a motive to form and maintain functionally complementary relations with 

others. A clearer pattern of item factor loadings also appeared for items 15, 16, and 18. 

These items had initially loaded onto the mechanical factor in the Pilot but were now 

appropriately, and quite considerably, loading onto the organic factor. The loading of 

these items onto the organic factor provides some credence to the perspective that the 

absence of core items from the Pilot were obscuring the true patterns of covariances that 

existed among the items contained within the Pilot. Factor 2 represented a collection of 
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items pertaining to the attitudes, beliefs, and principles of human sociality that would be 

endorsed by people with an orientation toward coordinating action according to a 

mechanical relational module. The items loading onto this factor contained items 

encapsulating an orientation toward providing complementarity of action according to 

CS and AR relations, using repressive forms of punishment, and a motive to maintain 

tight social bonds with others. However, prior to providing an extensive examination of 

the items loading on the first and second factors, the remaining two factors again 

suggested that further iterations of the EFA process were necessary.  
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Table 6  

Rotated Item Factor Loadings of the Four Factor Solution in Study 1 (Kaiser Normalisation)  

Item Description Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

15 For many types of relationships to continue people need to be contributing equally 0.57 -0.13 0.03 0.04 

16 Conflict between two people must not be left unresolved 0.44 0.18 -0.16 -0.03 

18 No matter the situation there are always long term implications for a person's behaviour  0.33 0.12 0.17 0.19 

21 It is my responsibility to decide whether I am being treated fairly or not 0.43 0.00 0.08 -0.06 

28 The ability of a person to meet their own goals should be protected 0.40 0.03 0.02 0.07 

35 It is important to think of others as equal but distinct individuals 0.46 -0.27 0.13 -0.06 

37 I treat a person I've just met the same way I treat good friends 0.39 0.16 -0.01 0.14 

39 Social relationships are much more than just social interactions 0.45 0.05 0.01 -0.08 

44 People should try to preserve their relationships with others even after fighting 0.40 0.06 -0.16 0.00 

7 Focusing on what is around the corner is more important than the here and now -0.22 0.30 0.08 0.27 

12 Each person has clear roles and specific duties that they need to carry out 0.00 0.60 0.16 -0.07 

17 The person with the most experience should have the final say -0.11 0.41 0.24 -0.04 

23 It is wrong that someone would not comply with the directives of someone more senior  -0.01 0.64 -0.02 -0.07 

24 By just being socially active people should feel connected to others  0.12 0.28 -0.03 -0.25 

25 No matter the circumstances, it is absolutely immoral to deceive another person 0.23 0.30 -0.25 0.05 

31 It is assumed that whatever is shared with others will be repaid in some other way or at some other time 0.10 0.27 0.11 0.13 

38 It is important that everyone follows the same moral codes of behaviour 0.18 0.47 -0.18 0.09 

41 People who commit a crime should always receive the maximum penalty -0.08 0.39 -0.10 0.18 

42 Most relationships can be thought of as cooperative exchanges 0.07 0.03 0.64 0.06 

43 Social relationships should be considered to be an exchange of sorts  0.12 0.01 0.61 0.04 

13 The problems one person faces are really problems experienced together with others 0.18 0.26 0.34 -0.21 

14 A society is functioning well when people can easily develop or discontinue relationships 0.06 -0.05 0.42 -0.05 

34 Most social relationships will end at some point or another -0.09 0.05 0.43 0.07 

36 It doesn't bother me that friendships frequently come and go -0.17 0.00 0.38 0.13 

6 Family members should not be given any greater allowances than anyone else 0.07 -0.07 0.04 0.69 

9 Friends and acquaintances should not be given any greater allowances than anyone else 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.71 

Note. Boldface indicates the strongest loading for each item. 
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The items loading onto the third factor appeared to be a collection of items 

concerning a negative perspective on human social relations and human sociality in 

general. For instance, a considerable number of the items on this factor encapsulated 

attitudes regarding a lack of concern for forming social relationships with others, belief 

that relations will end at some point, and considering social interactions solely as 

conduits through which to achieve their goals. In this way, the predominance of items 

on this factor shared similar sentiments to the fourth factor observed in the Pilot study 

which was likened to Fiske’s (1991) asocial model of relations. It is also worthy to note 

that the two strongest loading items on this factor also shared a considerable degree of 

method variance. Both items were very similarly worded and captured people’s beliefs 

about the role of exchange in social relationships. In this way, the presence of two very 

strongly correlated items primarily due to method variance could have also over inflated 

the actual amount of common variance explained by this factor (DeVellis, 2012). The 

fourth factor only comprised of two items that were strongly loading with each other. 

This factor was also present in the Pilot and contained items 6 and item 9 which concern 

beliefs about the giving of benefits or allowances to others. Given the similar wording 

of both items in this factor, it was determined that this factor had primarily arisen due to 

method variance and was not providing any theoretical contribution to the aims of the 

present factor analyses (Pett et al., 2003).  

Considering that the third and fourth factors comprised sets of items that are not 

the focus of the present research, the items loading onto these two factors were 

removed. This decision is consistent with the advice of contemporary factor analytic 

authorities who suggest that factors which have no association with the theoretical aims 

of the research (Pett et al., 2003; Watson, 2017) or factors with fewer than three items 

(DeVellis, 2012; Mvududu & Sink, 2017) should be removed. Accordingly, as the 
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present thesis is interested in people’s orientations towards coordination action 

according to relational modules which facilitate human cooperation within a social 

group context, these two factors were removed from further analysis. Further evidence 

that the third and fourth factors are unrelated to the focus of the present research is 

exemplified by their minimal correlations with the first two factors (See Table 7).   

Table 7  

Correlation Matrix of Rotated Four Factor Solution in Study 1 

  1 2 3 

Factor 1 
   

Factor 2 0.33 
  

Factor 3 0.13 -0.02 
 

Factor 4 0.02 0.09 0.09 

 

Upon removing these unrelated factors, the EFA was re-run with the remaining 

18 items. The results illustrated that two factors with eigenvalues greater than one (2.58 

and 1.14, respectively) were observed in the unrotated solution, together they explained 

87.83% of the variance. Examination of the scree plot (see Figure 8) in consideration 

with the eigenvalue greater than one rule also illustrated that two factors should be 

retained (Cattell, 1966; Gorsuch, 1974).  
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Figure 8. Scree plot of factors and eigenvalues for 18 remaining items. 

 

An oblique promax rotation (with Kaiser normalization) was then performed on 

the 18 items, see Table 8 for the results of the rotated item factor loadings. Visual 

inspection of the item factor loadings revealed that for the first factor, all items loaded 

greater than .30. By contrast, the item loadings for the second factor were generally 

acceptable however three items dropped below .30. The lowest loading item on this 

second factor was .23. However, considering that this item had a strong theoretical basis 

to correlate with the factor, the item was retained (Pett et al., 2003). The two factors also 

showed a moderate positive correlation with each other (r = .32). The alpha of the two 

preliminary scales was also considered acceptable for the current stage of scale 

validation, mechanical α = .63 and organic α = .67.  

Visual inspection of the item loadings revealed the two predicted orientations. 

The items that loaded on the first factor encapsulated items reflecting the attitudes, 

beliefs, and principles expected to be endorsed by people with an orientation toward 

coordinating action with others according to an organic relational module. For example, 
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items loading onto this factor reflected beliefs about the way to provide 

complementarity of action with others (e.g., “it is important to think of others as equal 

but distinct individuals”), attitudes regarding the moral system they follow (e.g., “The 

ability of a person to meet their own goals should be protected”), and a motive to 

maintain their interdependencies with others (e.g., “Conflict between two people must 

not be left unresolved). Accordingly, this factor reflects a combination of items that 

closely corresponds to an organic orientation. Considering the theoretical aspects that 

each item was initially developed to capture (e.g., collective consciousness, EM 

relations, interdependence), a broad array of these aspects also appears to have been 

captured in the final collection of items loading on the organic factor. For example, of 

the items retained within this first organic factor, the various items captured aspects of 

the nature of the collective consciousness expressed by people with an organic 

orientation, the moral system they follow, the punishment sought in response to 

transgressions (i.e., social processes), EM and MP forms of complementarity, and the 

interdependencies sought with others (i.e., functional interdependence). From this 

perspective, the pattern of items loading onto the first factor lends further credence to 

the validity of the factor in capturing the various theoretically relevant aspects of an 

organic orientation.   

Examining the items loading onto the second factor strongly demonstrated that 

this factor was capturing the attitudes, beliefs, and principles of human sociality that 

were predicted to be endorsed by mechanically oriented individuals. For example, the 

items loading onto this factor reflected attitudes toward engaging in complementarity 

with others based on rank (e.g., “It is wrong that someone would not comply with the 

directives of someone more senior”), beliefs endorsing the importance of maintaining a 

uniform and tight social system (e.g., “It is important that everyone follows the same 
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moral code of behaviour”), and attitudes which express a motive to maintain tight social 

connections with others (e.g., Each person has clear roles and specific duties they need 

to carry out”; “Focusing on what is around the corner is more important than the here 

and now”). In this way, this factor represents a clear cluster of items capturing the 

theoretically predicted mechanical orientation. Further, like the first factor, the items 

loading onto the second factor also appear to encapsulate a variety of aspects that were 

theoretically believed to embody the attitudes, beliefs, and principles endorsed by 

people with a mechanical orientation. Across the items that loaded on this factor, items 

were found to capture the nature of complementarity sought (i.e., CS and AR relations), 

the nature of transgressions and punishment sought (i.e., repressive sanctions), the 

collective consciousness expressed by people with a mechanical orientation (i.e., unity; 

CS), the moral system they are motivated to follow, and the nature of interdependencies 

they are motivated to maintain with others. It is also noteworthy that in comparison to 

the item factor loadings obtained in the pilot study, the additional items developed for 

this study appear to have led to a clearer factor solution that fits with the theoretical 

aims of the research. That is, through the development of these additional items, the set 

of organic items loading onto this factor in the Pilot are no longer present and has 

allowed for an appropriate collection of mechanical items to load onto the second factor.   
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Table 8 

EFA and ESEM Factor Loadings for Final 18 Items in Study 1 and Study 2  

 Study 1 EFA  Study 2 ESEM 

Items 

Factor 1 

Organic 

Factor 2 

Mechanical 

 Factor 1 

Organic 

Factor 2 

Mechanical 

It is important to think of others as equal but distinct individuals 0.48 -0.30  0.60 -0.33 

People should try to preserve their relationships with others even after fighting 0.38 0.06  0.59 0.00 

Social relationships are much more than just social interactions 0.46 0.02  0.54 -0.18 

Conflict between two people must not be left unresolved 0.43 0.18  0.52 0.15 

For many types of relationships to continue people need to be contributing equally 0.55 -0.12  0.51 0.12 

The ability of a person to meet their own goals should be protected 0.42 0.03  0.42 -0.03 

It is my responsibility to decide whether I am being treated fairly or not 0.45 -0.03  0.38 0.03 

No matter the situation there are always long term implications for a person's behaviour  0.34 0.14  0.33 0.25 

I treat a person I've just met the same way I treat good friends 0.38 0.19  0.27 0.08 

It is wrong that someone would not comply with the directives of someone more senior  0.02 0.62  -0.02 0.62 

No matter the circumstances, it is absolutely immoral to deceive another person 0.17 0.35  0.22 0.51 

Each person has clear roles and specific duties that they need to carry out 0.05 0.53  0.22 0.40 

The person with the most experience should have the final say -0.04 0.36  -0.11 0.40 

It is important that everyone follows the same moral codes of behaviour 0.14 0.51  0.17 0.40 

People who commit a crime should always receive the maximum penalty -0.12 0.45  0.03 0.39 

Focusing on what is around the corner is more important than the here and now -0.18 0.28  -0.08 0.32 

By just being socially active people should feel connected to others  0.14 0.23  0.22 0.31 

It is assumed that whatever is shared with others will be repaid in some other way or at some other time 0.13 0.27  0.13 0.28 

Note. ESEM loadings are standardised factor loadings and can be interpreted in the same way as EFA loadings. Boldface indicates the strongest loading for 

each item.  

 



170 

However, despite having settled upon an improved factor solution obtained 

through the development of additional items, it is also important to recognise several 

limitations and weaknesses in the present study. First, the average item factor loading 

within the organic and mechanical scales is .43 and .40, respectively. In line with most 

factor analytic authorities, these loading are quite low (DeVellis, 2012; Pett et al., 

2003). The present thesis also directly acknowledges that these low loadings could 

represent a weakness in the item development process arising from the absence of items 

directly related to the group level of sociality to which the current items are theoretically 

considered to be related. Considered from an alternative perspective though, while these 

item factor loadings are low, they are occurring in a context of repeated replication. 

Across two separate samples, both of which have used different collections of items 

(i.e., different amounts of available covariances to factor analyse), consistencies in the 

strength of item factor loadings have been observed. Items have been consistently found 

to moderately load onto their central factor and have small loadings on the other factors. 

This pattern of loadings suggests that while they are lower than the gold-standard, there 

is a high degree of consistency in the variance that these items are capturing in the latent 

constructs and may be indicative of the nature of the underlying construct that the 

present thesis is seeking to capture. More specifically, the latent constructs to which the 

present thesis is attempting to capture are quite complex and as the theoretical 

discussion provided in Chapter 1 alluded, they are comprised of multiple features or 

aspects of human sociality. For example, they encapsulate the forms of complementarity 

(e.g., CS and AR relations) used to navigate the core social problems experienced in all 

social interactions alongside the way people navigate additional social problems 

concerning the nature of interdependencies to maintain with others. Correspondingly, 

given the multifaceted nature of mechanical and organic orientations, it is possible that 
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developing single items which capture the absolute core of these latent constructs and 

strongly load onto these factors (i.e., greater than .70 or .80) is highly unlikely to occur. 

Instead, as has been observed in the present study, the latent construct is more likely to 

be captured by a variety of low to moderate loading items encompassing the different 

aspects of the latent constructs. In this way, while the present thesis recognises that the 

low to moderate loadings are less than standard and could call into question the 

robustness of the factor solution observed in the present study, it may also be an aspect 

of the latent constructs attempting to be captured in the present thesis.  

Second, despite the considerable attempts made to obtain as large of a sample as 

possible, the sample size of this study was low given the number of items included in 

the initial factor analysis. That is, in consideration with several rules of thumb provided 

by factor analytic authorities, the current sample size of 233 for an EFA conducted on 

an initial total of 47 items, either just fits within the boundaries of an acceptable sample 

size or are under the thresholds based on more conservative criteria. For example, the 

current sample is just under the suggested number of participants using Tinsley and 

Tinsley’s (1987) suggestion for at least 5 participants per item. The sample size of the 

present study could also be considered appropriate according to Comrey and Lee’s 

(1992) guidelines, as a sample size of 200 is considered fair. However, the present 

sample is under the suggested number of participants according to those authorities who 

suggest at least 10 participants per item (Nunnally, 1978; Pett et al., 2003) or the 

suggestion of Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) to have at least 300 participants for any 

factor analysis conducted. While there is little agreement on the exact ratios of 

participant numbers to items needed for factor analyses (Gorsuch, 1974), the concern 

with conducting an EFA on a sample that is not large enough is that the patterns of item 

factor loadings may not adequately capture the true nature of covariances that exist 
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among the items examined within the EFA (Watson, 2017). Further, what tends to be 

most concerning for factor analytic researchers is that with small sample sizes there may 

also be problems with the stability of the patterns of covariances observed within EFA 

solutions (DeVellis, 2012). That is, the patterns of item factor loadings may become 

unstable in small samples and in turn, may not be able to be replicated in another 

sample. As the primary goal of factor analysis is to obtain a stable factor structure that 

can be replicated across samples and time, this limitation represents a considerable 

threat to the generalisability of factor solutions observed within small samples.  

Given that the sample size of the present study lies at the boundary of 

acceptability, the present thesis acknowledges the possibility for concerns to be raised 

regarding whether the observed factor solution is reliable or can be replicated. While 

there are no feasible ways to address these concerns within the present study, one way 

to address these concerns is by replicating the patterns of item factor covariances 

observed in the present study in a separate sample. By doing so, concerns regarding the 

reliability and generalisability of the factor solution will be able to be addressed. As 

DeVellis (2012) explains, while “larger samples increase the generalisability of the 

conclusions reached by means of factor analysis. Of course, replicating a factor analytic 

solution on a separate sample may be the best means of demonstrating its 

generalisability” (p. 158). Accordingly, a primary focus of the subsequent study (i.e., 

Study 2) will be to demonstrate the stability and replicability of the factor solution 

currently observed. 

Last, while the present study has provided evidence that the two factors capture 

items reflecting the attitudes, beliefs, and principles of human sociality predicted to be 

endorsed by people with mechanical and organic relational orientations, the absence of 

items that specifically point toward action in groups to which the measure is ultimately 
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to be directed does represent a limitation of the scale (i.e., low face validity). However, 

as outlined in the sections preceding the item development phase of the pilot, the 

approach to scale developed employed in the present thesis is a two step approach and is 

similar to one that has been used to create individual difference measures within the 

fields of cultural psychology (Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013) and network analysis 

(Obstfeld, 2005). Currently, the validation of the scale is still at the first step of this 

approach, where the structure and stability of the factor solution is being established. 

Accordingly, at this step of the scale validation processes, the theoretical relevance of 

the factors observed is enough evidence of the scales’ validity and has been 

demonstrated in the present study through theoretical relevance of the items to 

Durkheim’s (1893/2014) discussion of mechanical and organic solidarity and overlap 

with the theories of relational modules outlined in Chapter 1 (Clark & Mills, 2011; 

Fiske, 1991). Correspondingly, establishing the relevance of the two factors to the group 

domain (i.e., orientations that shape how people navigate the social problems that arise 

in groups) will be the second step of the scale validation process and will occur once the 

stability of the factor structure is confirmed. The second step will involve determining 

the relevance of mechanical and organic orientations to the group domain by obtaining 

converging pieces of evidence that situation the scales within the group domain (i.e., 

Study 2 part 2, Study 3, and Study 4)  

Taken together, despite the limitations raised in this study, the results of this 

study have provided preliminary evidence of a two factor model that corresponds to the 

predicted mechanical and organic orientations scales or MOOS. Accordingly, in the 

study that follows, the final component of the first step to scale development will be 

conducted. That is, Study 2 will seek to replicate the factor structure observed in this 

study and use confirmatory factor analytic methods to test the fit of the two factor 
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solution. Additional analyses will also be presented that demonstrate the invariance of 

the factor solution across several studies. Study 2 will then begin the second step of the 

scale development process by demonstrating the two orientations’ convergence and 

divergence with several theoretically related dimensions of human sociality.   
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Study 2: Confirming the Factor Structure and Some Evidence for the 

Construct Validity of the MOOS 

In order to confirm the factor structure of the MOOS an Exploratory Structural 

Equation Model (ESEM; Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009) was used. Recent evidence has 

suggested that while traditional Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) can be used as an 

appropriate procedure to confirm whether a series of latent factor indicators or items 

load onto a single latent construct, CFA is too restrictive to appropriately evaluate and 

confirm the fit of psychological measures with two or more factors (Guo et al., 2019; 

Marsh, Morin, Parker, & Kaur, 2014). The primary reason is that many multifactor 

measures have small cross loadings and traditional CFA procedures inappropriately 

constrain these cross loadings, and residual covariances, to zero. The constraints placed 

on the cross loadings of items onto latent factors then lead to several issues with the 

model fit statistics and parameter estimates of the CFA procedure (Guo et al., 2019; 

Marsh et al., 2014). As Asparouhov and Muthén (2009) explain; 

Misspecification of zero loadings in CFA tends to give distorted factors. When 

nonzero cross-loadings are specified as zero, the correlation between factor 

indicators representing different factors is forced to go through their main 

factors only, usually leading to overestimated factor correlations and subsequent 

distorted structural relations. (p. 398)  

While the systematic misspecification of the underlying patterns of associations 

among latent construct indicators (i.e., items) represents a considerable limitation of 

CFA procedures in and of itself, these model and parameter estimation errors can also 

cause researchers to over apply post-estimation modifications (Asparouhov & Muthén, 

2009; Guo et al., 2019). For instance, poor model fit from CFA procedures have caused 

researchers to erroneously trim factor indicators and apply unnecessary modifications to 
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the underlying model structure in attempts to reach a solution that meets conventional 

standards of good fit (Browne, 2001; Marsh et al., 2014; Marsh et al., 2009). In this 

way, using a traditional CFA to confirm the factor structure of a multifactor measure 

does not necessarily mean it represents a conservative test of the underlying structure of 

correlations among an observed set of items. Instead, applying this procedure to confirm 

the structure of multifactor measures may lead to considerable estimation errors and in 

turn, errors in the conclusions drawn about the patterns of covariances that exist 

between items and latent constructs. That is, when seeking to confirm the underlying 

structure of a multifactor scale, CFA may not be the best or most appropriate procedure 

to employ (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009; Marsh et al., 2014).  

A strong alternative to traditional CFA approaches is ESEM which combines 

aspects of EFA, CFA, and Structural Equation Modeling (Marsh et al., 2014). ESEM 

overcomes the primary limitation described to occur within traditional CFA procedures 

as items are not constrained to have zero cross-loadings. Instead, in ESEM, items are 

freely estimated onto an a priori specified number of factors. The factor structure can 

then be assessed and confirmed by examining whether the item-factor loadings are 

consistent with a priori expectations and by examining standard goodness of fit indices 

(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009). While ESEM can be used as an exploratory procedure, 

this does not mean that it is substandard to CFA approaches or pseudo confirmatory, in 

all senses ESEM is a confirmatory test procedure. As Marsh et al. (2014) explain “…we 

view ESEM as a primarily confirmatory approach, and the use of target rotation 

formalizes this view, as it allows the analyst much more a priori control on the expected 

factor structure” (p. 88). From this perspective, given that the mechanical and organic 

orientations observed in Study 1 represent two correlated factors that exhibit small cross 

loadings (see Table 8), using a traditional CFA to confirm the two factor solution 
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observed in Study 1 may lead to several issues, including overestimation of factor 

correlations and problems with ascertaining the true structural relations between the 

latent factor indicators and latent constructs (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009). As ESEM 

procedures circumvent the estimation errors observed in CFA models by freely 

estimating items onto a specified number of factors, an ESEM was chosen to confirm 

the factor structure of the scale in Study 2. For further discussion of ESEM procedures 

and the limitations of traditional CFA approaches to the confirmation of multifactor 

scales, see Marsh et al. (2014).  

If the first aim of Study 2 is supported, such that the factor structure of the 

MOOS is confirmed, the second aim of Study 2 was to begin the second step of the 

scale validation process. That is, the second aim of Study 2 was to begin the process of 

obtaining converging pieces of evidence that situate the MOOS within the group 

domain. For an initial examination of the MOOS’ validity, Study 2 sought to examine 

the convergent and divergent validity of the MOOS through its associations with the 

principles people use to organise their social worlds. Within the social psychological 

literature, a number of constructs have been put forward as the life guiding principles 

(Graham et al., 2011), mindsets (Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Oyserman, 2015), or 

motives (Perry, Sibley, & Duckitt, 2013) that people use to organise their experiences 

and make sense of the social world. In different ways, each of these principles are 

considered to have a significant influence over the way that people engage within the 

social world. For example, they are considered to shape how people interpret the actions 

of others, how they respond to others, and how they express themselves. As these 

principles reflect people’s life guiding systems of values or ideologies that transcend 

situations and contexts (Graham et al., 2011; Schwartz, 1992), these principles can be 

taken to theoretically sit above people’s orientations toward coordinating action with 
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others in groups according to a mechanical or organic relational module. Accordingly, 

as these principles are considered to theoretically sit above the MOOS and act as 

guiding systems that explain the social world, they should have a strong influence over 

people’s orientations toward coordinating social action in groups. Each of these 

principles that inform the way people see their social world should then be associated or 

converge with an orientation toward coordinating action in groups that complements 

their perspective on how to engage in the social world. The decision to first examine the 

MOOS’ convergence and divergence from people’s life guiding principles was also 

based on a methodological consideration. As preceding studies have acknowledged, the 

mechanical and organic orientation scales are comprised of items representing attitudes 

of a medium level specificity, beliefs about social action, and general principles of 

human sociality. In this way, while these items are considered to theoretically overlap 

with the constructs of mechanical and organic relational modules outlined in Chapter 1, 

establishing the MOOS’ divergence from existing measures of people’s life guiding 

principles would provide further evidence to demonstrate that it is not reducible to 

another measure of people’s general principles.  

On this basis, it was predicted that people’s orientations toward coordinating 

action according to a mechanical or organic relational module would converge with 

some principles and diverge from others, respectively. That is, it was expected that each 

life guiding principle would be related to the relational orientation that is most 

complementary to it and would be less strongly related to the relational orientation that 

is least complementary. The specific associations predicted to occur between 

mechanical and organic orientations and each life guiding principle are explicated 

below. It is also important to note that as mechanical and organic orientations reflect 

correlated dimensions of human sociality (See Study 1), it was expected that most 
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principles would be positively associated with both mechanical and organic 

orientations. However, the differences were predicted to lie in the strength of the 

associations between the two orientations. The prediction that mechanical and organic 

orientations would both be positively associated with the various life guiding principles 

was in keeping within the theoretical development of the two relational modules. As 

Durkheim (1893/2014) explains, various groups within societies are likely to either be 

mechanically or organically structured. In turn, while people are likely to express an 

orientation toward employing one relational module more than another, their 

experiences within the social world are likely to expose them to coordinating action 

with others according to both relational modules. This exposure is then likely to result 

in the positive endorsement of aspects of both orientations. Correspondingly, while 

people’s life guiding principles will be more strongly associated with the relational 

orientation that is complementary to the way they see the social world, it is likely that 

an acknowledgement or weak appreciation of the other form of coordinating action with 

others will also be observed.  

Moral Foundations Theory 

Moral Foundations Theory asserts that people see the world through 

individualising or binding moral foundations (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010) and these 

foundations are considered to shape the way people believe the world should be 

organised and how people should interact with one another (Haidt & Graham, 2007). 

People with an individualising worldview are guided by the moral principles of 

care/harm and fairness/reciprocity. They consider themselves and others to be 

autonomous individuals and believe that people can act freely so long as they do not 

impinge upon the rights of others. People with this worldview also approach social and 

economic issues from a social justice perspective and seek to ensure the protection of 
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individual rights and protection from harm (Graham et al., 2009; Haidt & Graham, 

2009). Given the focus of the individualising worldview on seeing people as distinct 

and separate entities, it was predicted that an individualising moral lens would have a 

significant moderate positive relationship with an organic orientation and a weak 

positive relationship with a mechanical orientation (H1a).  

By contrast, people with a binding worldview are guided by the moral principles 

of loyalty, authority, and purity/sanctity. As described by Graham et al. (2011), people 

with this worldview consider themselves and close others to be bound together in a 

moral community. They also follow and emphasise strict rules on social behaviour with 

the aim of maintaining the cohesion of the community. Social and economic issues are 

also approached from the perspective of maintaining social order, with decisions made 

on the basis that they protect sacred values and reinforce the moral order (Haidt & 

Graham, 2009). Accordingly, given the focus on maintaining moral order and cohesion, 

it was predicted that a binding worldview would have a significant moderate positive 

relationship with a mechanical orientation and a weak positive relationship with an 

organic orientation (H1b). 

Cultural Self-Construal  

As defined by Markus and Kitayama (1991, 2010), a person's cultural self-

construal reflects the way that they see themselves in relation to others and these views 

or mindsets can be independent or interdependent in nature. Individuals with an 

independent self-construal see themselves as distinct and separate from others. They 

freely express their opinions, thoughts, and feelings to others and generally desire to 

demonstrate their uniqueness from others (Oyserman, 2015). People with an 

independent self-construal also prefer to make decisions and choices by themselves and 

refer to their own thoughts and beliefs when making decisions. They also interpret the 



181 

behaviour of others by referring to their own experiences and preferences (Hashimoto & 

Yamagishi, 2013). Given that an independent self-construal reflects a focus on 

individuality as well as free-choice and separation from others, it was predicted that this 

construal would have a significant moderate positive association with an organic 

orientation and a weak relationship with a mechanical orientation (H2a).  

Individuals with an interdependent self-construal see themselves as a component 

of a larger social collective and interconnected with others. People with an 

interdependent self-construal refrain from expressing their individual beliefs and 

opinions, instead, preferring to express the collectively held beliefs of the group. They 

also interpret the behaviour of others with respect to the group's values and beliefs. 

People with an interdependent self-construal also show deep concern for what other 

group members think of them and have a willingness to sacrifice the self for the benefit 

of the group (Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013). Accordingly, it was predicted that a 

stronger interdependent self-construal would have a significant moderate positive 

association with a mechanical orientation and a weak association with an organic 

orientation (H2b).  

Conservative World-View 

Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 

1994) and Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA; Altemeyer, 1981) are also predicted to 

have an association with the MOOS. Described as two components of a broader 

conservative worldview (Duckitt, 2001), SDO and RWA are considered to represent 

two distinct motivational goals that each serve to direct the behaviour of individuals 

within the social world. People high in SDO have a motivation towards group based 

dominance and superiority and this is considered to be caused by a view of the world as 

a competitive jungle (Perry et al., 2013). People with this orientation have a motivation 
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for power and control over others and generally see others as competitors to be beaten. 

They also consider strong group boundaries to exist in society, believing that some 

groups are naturally superior to others and actively derogate groups with lower status 

(Zakrisson, 2005). They also endorse social and economic policies which reinforce their 

desire for group dominance and economic inequality (Milfont & Sibley, 2014). 

Considering that SDO has a focus on social group dominance and derogation of 

outgroup members, it was predicted that SDO would be significantly moderately 

positively associated with a mechanical orientation and only weakly associated with an 

organic orientation (H3a).  

People high in RWA, by contrast, have a motivation towards maintaining social 

cohesion and collective security and this is derived from seeing the world as a 

dangerous and threatening place (Perry et al., 2013). People with this perspective have a 

preference for social order and desire authority figures that preserve traditional values. 

They also have a motivation to avoid things which disrupt collective security, such as 

socially threatening groups of immigrants and norm violators (Bilewicz, Soral, 

Marchlewska, & Winiewski, 2017; Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010). Authoritarians also endorse 

social and economic policies which support their preferences for traditional values and 

social security. As authoritarians have a motive towards maintaining social order and 

seeking protection from threatening groups, it was predicted that RWA would also have 

a significant moderate positive relationship with a mechanical orientation and a weak 

association with an organic orientation (H3b).  

Method 

Participants. The sample consisted of 203 participants (154 female; Mage = 

30.53, SD = 12.43) and were gathered through Griffith University’s monthly broadcast 

email sent to staff and students. Of the sample, 74.38% were European, 8.37% were 
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Asian, 2.96% were Middle Eastern and 14.29% were other. Again, the present thesis 

acknowledges that this sample has only been able to capture the views and opinions of 

people from a WEIRD society. For remuneration, participants were given the 

opportunity to enter a prize draw for a 50AUD gift voucher. 

Procedure and materials. After providing consent, participants were asked to 

complete the MOOS along with a number of other psychological measures. See Table 

10 for means, standard deviations and alpha reliabilities of each scale. To allow for any 

further modifications to be made to the MOOS, the original 47 item scale was used. 

Participants were again asked to respond to the items using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 

(strongly agree) scale.  

Moral foundations were measured using the 32 item MFQ (Graham et al., 2009) 

which examines how important each of the five foundations of morality (Harm, 

Fairness, Loyalty, Authority, and Purity) are to people’s moral considerations and 

judgements. The scale contains two sets of 15 items and two items that serve as 

attention checks. The first set of items asks participants whether various considerations 

are relevant when making decisions about right or wrong using a 0 (not at all relevant) 

to 5 (extremely relevant) scale. An example item from this set is “Whether or not 

someone was cruel”. The second set of items ask participants to respond with their 

agreement to a number of morally relevant statements using a scale from 0 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example item from this set is “I am proud of my 

country’s history”. The individualising subscale was created by averaging Harm and 

Fairness items together, while the binding subscale was created by averaging Loyalty, 

Authority, and Purity items together.  

Cultural self-construal was measured using a revised scale (Datu, 2014; 

Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013). This 18 item scale measures the degree to which 



184 

people construe the self as independent or interdependent. Participants are asked to rate 

how well each item describes themselves on a scale from 1 (does not describe at all) to 

7 (describes very well). Items in the independent and interdependent scales include “I 

always express my opinions clearly” and “I act as fellow group members would prefer”, 

respectively.  

Conservative Worldview was measured using two unique but correlated 

measures. RWA was measured using Zakrisson’s (2005) short version of RWA. The 

scale contains 15 items, of which seven are counter-balanced, and measures the extent 

to which people have a preference for social control and collective security. Participants 

are asked to respond to each item with their level of agreement with a scale from 1 

(totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). An example item is "There are many radical, 

immoral people trying to ruin things; the society ought to stop them".  

SDO was measured using the scale developed by Pratto et al. (1994). This scale 

contains 16 items, of which eight are reverse scored, and measures the extent to which 

participants have a preference for group based dominance and control. Participants are 

asked to report how positive or negative they feel towards a number of statements using 

a scale from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very positive). An example item is "To get ahead in 

life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other groups". The final page of the online 

survey contained demographic questions, such as their year of birth, gender, and 

religious affiliation.   

Results and Discussion 

A note about goodness of fit indices and cut-off values. Based on the research 

of Hu and Bentler (1998, 1999), a golden rule has developed amongst researchers 

stating that for models to be considered valid and interpretable they must have goodness 

of fit indices above specific thresholds (Barrett, 2007; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004). 
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Specifically, for incremental fit indices, such as Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), values must be above .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and for 

indices of discrepancy, such as Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 

and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), values must be lower than .05 

and .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1998), respectively. However, while this golden rule continues 

to persist in many fields, there is strong evidence to suggest that the use of these 

stringent cut offs to determine whether a model is valid and interpretable is misguided 

(Markland, 2007; Marsh et al., 2004; Yuan, 2005). Since the research of Hu and Bentler 

(1999), a number of Monte Carlo simulation studies have found these golden rules of 

thumb to be gross over-simplifications that do not generalise well to real data (Cheung 

& Rensvold, 2001), can be unreliable as indicators of good or misfit (Beauducel & 

Wittmann, 2005; Yuan, 2005), and tend to overly punish models for using multiple 

indicators of latent factors (Marsh et al., 2004). For example, the fit indices for simple 

data structures (i.e., minimal cross-loadings and a small number of indicators for latent 

factors) are found to systematically provide higher fit statistics than those found for 

complex data structures (i.e., what is most likely to be found in real data; Cheung & 

Rensvold, 2001; Marsh et al., 2004). The performance of these index cut-offs in 

correctly rejecting misspecified models and accepting appropriately specified models 

has also been found to vary greatly depending on various conditions, such as sample 

size and data structure complexity. For example, Marsh et al. (2004) has shown that in 

some circumstances even acceptable levels of misspecification are rejected on the basis 

of these stringent cut-offs, resulting in an inflation of Type II error rates, while in other 

instances, these goodness of fit cut offs are found to accept models with unacceptable 

levels of misspecification resulting in Type I errors.  
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To this end, many contemporary scholars concerned with these unrealistic and 

unreliable cut-offs have converged on the perspective that fit statistics should not be 

considered as golden rules that decide whether a model is valid and interpretable. 

Instead, they should be interpreted as indicators of approximate fitness (i.e., decision 

aids to determine whether a specified model approximates a good fit) and should be 

considered in balance with the context of specific studies and the complexity of their 

models (Chung et al., 2018; Markland, 2007; Mulaik, 2007). Many of the suggestions 

for future work examining goodness of fit statistics also emphasise the importance of 

maximising the construct validity of models and avoiding the pitfall of simplifying (i.e., 

trimming indicators) models to achieve ostensibly good fit (Marsh et al., 2004; Yuan, 

2005). Further, considering the lack of generalisability of these cut offs, some 

contemporary scholars have even suggested that a loosening of the stringent cut-off 

criteria below .90 would serve to facilitate the creation of models with greater construct 

validity while not compromising the ability to identify model misspecification 

(Markland, 2007). Based on contemporary research regarding goodness of fit indices, 

the present thesis will approach the process of establishing the fit of the current 

measurement model through an approximation framework. That is, instead of relying on 

golden rules and reporting one or two indices, the present thesis will report a 

combination of indices that provide insight into different aspects of the model’s fit and 

areas of misfit. The values of these indices will then be considered with respect to 

whether the two factor model reflects an approximate fit to the data given the 

complexity of the data structure. 

Exploratory structural equation model. To confirm the two factor structure of 

the 18 items found in Study 1, an ESEM was conducted that stipulated a priori that a 

two factor structure would exist. The ESEM was conducted using Mplus (Version 6.12) 
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with maximum likelihood estimation procedure and a geomin (oblique) rotation with 

epsilon value .001 (the default for two factor models) used. As shown in the last two 

columns of Table 8, all items loaded onto their respective factors and were all greater 

than or equal to .27. Only one item had a nontrivial cross loading of -.33, however, 

considering this was a negative cross-loading and the item loaded .60 on the appropriate 

factor this was deemed acceptable (Pett et al., 2003). It is also useful to note the 

consistency of item-factor loadings between Studies 1 and 2, with the majority of items 

loadings similarly on each factor or in most cases loading to a stronger degree in the 

current study (for an empirical examination of the stability of the factor structure across 

these studies, see next section). Examination of the model fit indices confirmed that the 

a priori two factor structure of the scale fit the data, with indices showing that the two 

factor model approximates a good fit, χ2 (118) = 156.10, p = .01, χ2/df = 1.32, CFI .92, 

TLI .89, RMSEA .04, and SRMR .05. Although the chi-square test was significant, 

indices representing the comparative fit of the two factor model (i.e., CFI and TLI) were 

considered appropriate given the number of latent factor indicators and complexity of 

the data. Further, the metrics demonstrating the degree of misfit in model specification 

(i.e., RMSEA and SRMR) were also considered to suggest that the two factor model 

approximates a good fit to the underlying structure of items as relatively small errors in 

model specification were present. Taken together, these results present considerable 

evidence in support of the predicted two factor model and confirm the structure of the 

mechanical and organic orientation scales. However, there is also the possibility that the 

factor structure observed in the present study has occurred by chance and does not 

appropriately represent a good fit to the patterns of covariances observed among the 

items.  
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Multigroup measurement invariance models. To further demonstrate the 

consistent replication of the two factor structure and item factor loadings for the two 

factors across samples, a multigroup measurement invariance model was conducted. 

Specifically, a measurement invariance model will demonstrate that the same two factor 

structure is observed across samples. To establish the measurement invariance of the 

MOOS, evidence of configural and pattern invariance (also termed weak measurement 

invariance) is needed (Marsh et al., 2009; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). That is, 

first the same two factor solution must be shown to adequately fit the two separate 

samples (i.e., configural invariance) and second, the factor loadings of each indicator 

should be the same in each sample (i.e., pattern invariance). To obtain evidence of the 

configural and pattern invariance of the model, the changes that occur in the goodness 

of fit indices between a set of nested models are examined (Marsh et al., 2009; 

Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). In contrast to the arguments raised against using 

goodness of fit indices as tests of exact fit, many scholars have acknowledged that they 

remain particularly useful to compare models in a nested sequence (Marsh et al., 2004; 

Yuan, 2005). The general principle in evaluating whether a measure is exhibiting 

invariance is to examine and compare the changes that occur in the fit indices of nested 

models (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). Small changes or improvements in model 

fit indices between models with more invariance constraints compared to less 

constrained models can be taken as supporting the measurement invariance of the model 

(Marsh et al., 2009).  

As the fit indices in Table 9 (Model 1) suggest, the two factor model appears to 

provide an approximate fit to the data even after applying greater invariance constraints 

on the model. First, the small changes found in the fit of the model between the total 

group ESEM, representing an ESEM conducted on a combined sample of Study 1 and 
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2, and the fit indices found when fitting the model to both groups separately (Model 1 - 

MGI1) provides evidence for the configural invariance of the model. That is, the same 

two factor model fits the data just as well in Study 1 as it does in Study 2. Second, the 

minimal changes, and improvement, in fit indices observed between Model 1 MGI2 and 

MGI1 suggest that the factor loadings are also invariant across the two samples (i.e., 

evidence of pattern invariance). The stability of most indices and, indeed, slight 

improvement found in the TLI and information criterion indices suggest that each of the 

items are loading onto the two factors in the same way for each sample. Together, these 

results strongly support the measurement invariance of the two factor solution and 

provide further support to the perspective that while the loadings may be low, they are 

consistently capturing the underling latent construct to which they have been developed 

to capture. To further demonstrate the strength of these conclusions, separate 

measurement models were conducted incorporating more of the subsequent studies that 

include the MOOS but have not yet been discussed (see Study 3 and Study 4 for 

descriptions). As explicated in Table 9, the results indicate that the same two factor 

structure and item loadings are found when examining the fit of the two factor model 

across three (Model 2) and four (Model 3) separate samples. This perspective is 

supported by the very minimal change in the associated metrics used to determine the 

stability of the factor structure within each of these models.  
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Table 9 

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for Multi-Group Measurement Invariance Models  

 
Chi-Square/df NFParam CFI TLI RMSEA AIC BIC corBIC SRMR Description 

Model 1 (Study 1 and 2) 
          

Total Group (TG) Model 
          

TGESEM 2.068711864 71 0.866 0.826 0.050 22636.978 22926.49 22701.173 0.044 Total group ESEM 

Multiple group invariance (MGI) 
          

MGI1 1.62884322 142 0.847 0.801 0.054 22698.041 23277.067 22826.433 0.055 Configural invar. 

MGI2 1.525428571 91 0.844 0.834 0.049 22649.432 23020.498 22731.711 0.07 Weak mes. invar. 

Model 2 (Study 1, 2, and 3) 
          

Total Group (TG) model 
          

TGESEM 2.433372881 71 0.88 0.85 0.046 35592.543 35913.193 35687.761 0.04 Total group ESEM 

Multiple group invariance (MGI) 
          

MGI1 1.573234463 213 0.86 0.82 0.05 35637.944 36599.894 35923.597 0.053 Configural invar. 

MGI2 1.598785088 111 0.815 0.814 0.052 35606.066 36107.364 35754.928 0.079 Weak mes. invar. 

Model 3 (Study 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
          

Total Group Model 
          

TGESEM 2.678932203 71 0.88 0.85 0.05 41773.841 42106.092 41880.629 0.038 Total group ESEM 

Multiple group invariance (MGI) 
          

MGI1 1.476635593 284 0.87 0.83 0.05 41818.132 43147.139 42245.284 0.054 Configural invar. 

MGI2 1.56236 131 0.80 0.80 0.05 41791.635 42404.663 41988.667 0.086 Weak mes. invar. 

Note. NFParam = Number of free parameters; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; AIC = 

Akaike’s Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; corBIC = Sample-size adjusted BIC; SRMR = Standardized root mean square residual. 
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Convergent and divergent validities. To examine the convergent and divergent 

validity of the MOOS, correlations between the MOOS and measures of broad socially 

organising principles were examined using Stata 13.1 software. Table 10 shows 

descriptive statistics and correlations between mechanical and organic orientations and 

measures of broad socially organising principles. Generally speaking, associations were 

found to support the predictions made, with the strongest support found between the 

principles and orientations that were predicted to converge. However, the principles and 

orientations that were predicted to show weaker, albeit significant, associations received 

less definitive support.  

Consistent with the predictions made regarding the moral lenses people use to 

organise their social worlds, significant positive associations were found between moral 

lenses and the MOOS. Specifically, an individualising moral lens had a significant 

moderate positive association with an organic orientation. This relationship indicated 

that seeing the world through a social justice lens is associated with an orientation 

towards coordinating action according to a relational module that emphasises 

considering others as coequal social partners and ensuring that they maintain 

functionally interdependent social relations with others. This pattern of associations was 

reversed for those with a binding moral lens. A significant moderate positive association 

found between seeing the world through a social order lens and an orientation toward 

coordinating action according to a relational module that reflects a motive to ensure that 

strong social connections are maintained with others and that interactions are based on 

sharing and following rank. 
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Table 10 

Alphas, Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the MOOS with MFQ, Cultural Self-Construal, RWA, and SDO  

Note. * p < .05 , ** p < .01 , *** p < .001. Individualising scale represents average of Harm and Fairness items. Binding scale represents average of Loyalty, 

Authority, and Purity items.  

 

Measures α Mean(SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Mechanical .68 3.36 (0.63) -            

2. Organic .70 4.50 (0.55) .35*** -           

3. Individualising .75 4.69 (0.58) .27*** .49*** -          

4. Harm .58 4.76 (0.66) .21** .46*** .89*** -         

5. Fairness .64 4.62 (0.65) .27*** .41*** .88*** .58*** -        

6. Binding .84 3.37 (0.71) .54*** .19** .18** .18* .15* -       

7. Loyalty .58 3.36 (0.75) .39*** .18** .11 .08 .12 .77*** -      

8. Authority .68 3.62 (0.81) .50*** .17* .08 .10 .02 .85*** .52*** -     

9. Purity .75 3.13 (1.01) .46*** .14* .25*** .23*** .21** .87*** .46*** .61*** -    

10. Independent .77 5.17 (0.83) .09 .20** .11 .07 .14 -.07 -.00 -.12 -.04 -   

11. Interdependent .79 4.41 (0.99) .32*** .23*** .28*** .25*** .25*** .26*** .12 .24*** .27*** -.30*** -  

12. RWA .84 3.07 (0.85) .40*** -.01 -.09 -.12 -.04 .67*** .47*** .57*** .65*** -.15* .13 - 

13. SDO .91 2.51 (0.94) .20** -.27*** -.46*** -.38*** -.44*** .36*** .29*** .35*** .27*** -.10 -.01 .54*** 
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Weak-moderate associations were also found between cultural self-construal and 

the MOOS. As predicted, a higher independent self-construal was positively associated 

with a stronger organic orientation, indicating that a greater propensity to see the self as 

distinct and separate from others is associated with an orientation toward coordinating 

action with others according to a relational module which reflects maintaining unique or 

independent connections with others and engaging in even reciprocal forms of 

complementarity of action. However, this self-construal was unrelated to a mechanical 

orientation. The lack of association may have been caused by the firm focus of an 

independent self-construal to be on the self without reference to others. By contrast, an 

interdependent self-construal was associated with both mechanical and organic 

orientations. As predicted though, a stronger association was found between an 

interdependent self-view and an orientation towards coordinating action according to a 

mechanical relational module. This result suggests that people who consider themselves 

to be a part of a larger social collective have an orientation toward coordinating action 

with others by seeking to maintain tight social connections with others and are 

concerned with following strict moral rules. It is interesting to note that for people with 

an interdependent self-construal, the strength of the associations to both orientations 

were similar in size. This is consistent with literature which suggests that people with an 

interdependent self-construal have a desire or need to fit in with the social groups they 

find themselves within (Markus & Kitayama, 2010). Thus, it may be useful for people 

with an interdependent self-construal to have a certain level of flexibility in their 

endorsement of orientations toward coordinating action with others, and thereby, 

acknowledge both mechanical and organic orientations to a similar degree.   

Weak-moderate associations were also found between the two measures of a 

conservative worldview and the MOOS. Consistent with predictions, a positive 
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association was found between RWA and a mechanical orientation, showing that a 

stronger motivation toward seeking collective security is associated with an orientation 

towards maintaining tight social connections with others and following strict norms 

regarding social behaviour in social interactions. However, no association was found 

between RWA and an organic orientation. This lack of association could be caused by 

the authoritarian motive to avoid interacting in ways that may be likely to unsettle social 

cohesion and security (Perry et al., 2013). A positive association was also found 

between SDO and a mechanical orientation, suggesting that a stronger motive towards 

group-based dominance is associated with a relational orientation that reflects a 

perspective that each person has specific roles and duties in social interactions and 

should seek to maintain tight social connections with others. In contrast to the 

predictions made, a negative association was found between SDO and an organic 

orientation. Given that an organic orientation reflects a motive to see others as equal in 

status and seek to form functionally complementary ties to many others, this negative 

association may be explained by a SDO’s avoidance of situations that may serve to 

disrupt or blur the distinctions that exist between social groups of different status (Perry 

et al., 2013).  

Additional follow-up analyses were also conducted to further support the results 

observed in the present study. As each principle was positively correlated with both 

mechanical and organic orientations, questions could be raised concerning whether the 

differences in strength of correlations observed for each orientation truly reflect 

divergent relationships. These concerns are also compounded by the positive correlation 

that exists between mechanical and organic orientations (See Table 10). More 

specifically, as the positive correlation between the two orientations suggests that they 

have a degree of shared variance, the positive correlations observed between each 
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principle and the two orientations may not reflect convergent and divergent patterns of 

relationships. Instead, it is possible that the positive correlations reflect each principle’s 

convergence with the variance that is shared across the orientations. Accordingly, to 

further demonstrate the convergent and divergent validity of the MOOS from people’s 

life guiding principles, a series of multiple regression analyses were conducted with 

mechanical and organic orientations regressed onto each life guiding principle. 

Including both orientations as predictors in each multiple regression was conducted to 

account for the shared variance between mechanical and organic orientations. These 

multiple regression analyses were also considered to provide a stronger or more 

conservative test of whether different patterns of convergence and divergence exist for 

each relational orientation. That is, to determine whether each relational orientation is 

more strongly associated with some life guiding principles compared to others.  

Together, the two predictors were found to explain a significant proportion of 

variance in each criterion. See Table 11 for the results of these multiple regression 

analyses. Examining the coefficients of each regression illustrated that only one 

regression found that both mechanical and organic orientations were significantly 

positively associated with the criterion, namely, the interdependent self-construal. The 

results of this analysis were consistent with those observed in the correlations table 

(Table 10), such that the orientation expected to be most strongly associated with an 

interdependent self-construal was found to explain the most variance in this analysis. 

However, for all other analyses, while the results were somewhat inconsistent with the 

weak to moderate positive relationships initially expected, the results of these regression 

analyses provided stronger evidence of the convergent and divergent associations 

between the MOOS and life guiding principles. For all other analyses, the orientation 

predicted to be most complementary to each life guiding principle was found to be 



196 

significantly positively related and explained a small to moderate amount of unique 

variance. Further, the orientation predicted to be only weakly associated with each 

principle in these analyses was reduced to non-significance. These null findings are 

likely to be the result of controlling for the shared variance between the two 

orientations. In the few instances where an orientation expected to be only weakly 

associated with a principle was significant, they were negatively related (e.g., SDO and 

RWA analyses) and in turn, provided more support for the divergence of the two 

orientations. Broadly considered, both mechanical and organic orientations were again 

found to converge with the principles that they should be most strongly related and were 

unrelated or diverged from those principles with whom they should be dissimilar. In this 

way, clear patterns of convergence (i.e., appropriately positive and significant 

predictors) and divergence (i.e., appropriately non-significant or negative predictors) for 

each orientation were observed. These additional analyses also illustrate that despite the 

correlation between the two scales, they are associated with different collections of life 

guiding principles and the conclusions to be drawn regarding the convergence and 

divergence of the MOOS are somewhat further strengthened by these additional 

analyses.   
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Table 11  

Mechanical and Organic Orientations regressed on measures of Moral Foundations, 

Cultural Self-Construal, RWA, and SDO 

Variable B SE Beta sr2 95% CI 

Individualising   
   

Mechanical 0.10 0.06 0.11 .01 [-.02, .22] 

Organic 0.48*** 0.07 0.46 .18 [.34, .62] 

R2 .25     

F 33.84***     

Harm      

Mechanical 0.05 0.07 0.05 .00 [-0.09, .19] 

Organic 0.53*** 0.08 0.45 .17 [0.38, 0.69] 

R2 .22     

F 27.72***     

Fairness      

Mechanical 0.14 0.07 0.14 .02 [.00, .28] 

Organic 0.43*** 0.08 0.36 .12 [.27, .28] 

R2 .19     

F 22.84***     

Binding      

Mechanical 0.61*** 0.07 0.54 .26 [.47, .76]  

Organic 0.01 0.08 0.01 .00 [-.15, .17] 

R2 .29  
 

  

F 41.55***  
 

  

Loyalty      

Mechanical 0.44*** 0.08 0.37 .12 [.28, .60] 

Organic 0.07 0.09 0.05 .00 [-.11, .26] 

R2 .15     

F 17.88***     

Authority      

Mechanical 0.65*** 0.08 0.50 .22 [.48, .82] 

Organic 0.00 0.10 0.00 .00 [-.19, .18] 

R2 .25     

F 33.15***     

          (continued) 

Note. N = 203. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. CI = Confidence Interval. 

Individualising scale represents average of Harm and Fairness items. Binding scale 

represents average of Loyalty, Authority, and Purity items. 
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Table 11  

Mechanical and Organic Orientations regressed on measures of Moral Foundations, 

Cultural Self-Construal, RWA, and SDO (continued) 

Variable B SE Beta sr2 95% CI 

Purity      

Mechanical 0.75*** 0.11 0.47 .19 [.54, .97] 

Organic -0.05 0.12 -0.03 .00 [-.29, .19] 

R2 .21     

F 26.94***     

Independent      

Mechanical 0.03 0.10 0.02 .00 [-.16, .22] 

Organic 0.29** 0.11 0.19 .03 [.07, .51] 

R2 .04     

F 4.31*     

Interdependent      

Mechanical 0.43*** 0.11 0.27 .07 [.21, .65] 

Organic 0.25 ⱡ 0.13 0.14 .02 [-.00, .50] 

R2 .12     

F 13.71***     

RWA      

Mechanical 0.63*** 0.09 0.46 .19 [.44, .81] 

Organic -0.26* 0.11 -0.17 .02 [-.47, -.05] 

R2 .19     

F 22.82***     

SDO      

Mechanical 0.50*** 0.10 0.33 .10 [.30, .70] 

Organic -0.66*** 0.12 -0.39 .13 [-.89, -.43] 

R2 .17     

F 20.60***         

Note. N = 203. ⱡ p = .05, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. CI = Confidence Interval.  
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Together, the results of Study 2 have confirmed the factor structure of the 

MOOS, demonstrated that the pattern of item factor loadings of the two factor solution 

shows configural and pattern invariance across several groups (i.e., studies), and 

presented initial evidence of its convergent and divergent validity which may suggest 

that it is capturing aspects of peoples orientations towards coordinating action in groups. 

Specifically, each worldview or broad socially organising principle was found to be 

associated with the relational orientation that most closely complemented the general 

nature of each worldview. The principles that reflect organising the social world 

according to strict traditional moral principles, a group-focused mindset, or a 

conservative worldview, were found to be associated with an orientation toward 

coordinating action according to a mechanical relational module that reflects an 

orientation toward considering themselves and others to have specific roles, obligations, 

and duties, maintaining tight social connections with others, and upholding moral order. 

By contrast, the principles that reflect organising the social world according to 

progressive moral principles and a self-focused mindset were found to have an 

orientation toward coordinating action according to an organic relational module which 

reflects an orientation toward considering others as coequal but independent social 

actors and a desire to maintain functional interdependencies with others. These patterns 

of associations were also found to remain even after accounting for the shared variance 

or potential overlap in explanatory power of the two orientations. That is, each life 

guiding principle was found to be most closely associated with the relational orientation 

that best complements its perspective on the social world.  

The consistent pattern of weak to moderate convergence with some principles 

and divergence from others can also provide some support to the perspective that the 

MOOS is measuring constructs that are at least somewhat divergent from existing 
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measures of people’s life guiding principles and may be related to the group domain. 

That is, while additional converging pieces of evidence will be needed to truly illustrate 

that the MOOS is relevant to the group domain, the evidence obtained of the 

convergence and divergence between the MOOS and these life guiding principles 

theoretically considered to sit above the group domain provides some tentative and 

preliminary evidence that the MOOS is capturing people’s orientations toward 

coordinating action in groups. More specifically, in this study, having established that 

the MOOS do not completely or substantially overlap with existing measures of 

people’s life guiding principles (i.e., diverge from them) demonstrates that the MOOS is 

not reducible to a revised measure of people’s life guiding principles or motives that 

inform their understanding of the social world and may in fact be related to the group 

domain.  

From another perspective, the moderate nature of the correlations found can also 

suggest that the MOOS appear to validly capture a dimension in each of these principles 

that concerns how social interactions should be coordinated and how relationships 

should be maintained within social group contexts. This may have implications for 

future research examining these principles. Broad socially organising principles have 

long been considered to be a part of how people engage and interact within the social 

world. For example, moral principles are believed to be the factors that bind people 

together in social groups (Graham & Haidt, 2010) and are found to be associated with 

social migration patterns within societies (Motyl, Iyer, Oishi, Trawalter, & Nosek, 

2014). Similar has also been suggested of cultural self-construal in its effect on social 

behaviour and social group interactions (Chiu, Gelfand, Yamagishi, Shteynberg, & 

Wan, 2010; Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Postmes, Akkus, & Stroebe, 2015). Yet the 

mechanisms that explain how these broad principles shape such focal aspects of human 
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social behaviour have not been well established or explored. Drawing upon the results 

of Study 2, the MOOS may provide a direct measure of the mechanism through which 

these broader principles have their effect on shaping social group functioning and 

interactions. That is, the MOOS may represent the aspects of each of these worldviews 

that serve to direct how individuals interact and engage with others within the social 

world. Future research investigating the role of these life-guiding principles in social 

group phenomena will be able to test these claims by incorporating the MOOS into their 

investigations.  
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Study 3: Associations between the MOOS and Existing Relational Orientations 

Although the previous study provided some evidence that the MOOS captures 

an aspect of human sociality likely to be related to the way people seek to coordinate 

action with others, in order to situate the MOOS within the group domain further 

evidence of the validity of the MOOS is necessary. Accordingly, this study sought to 

provide another piece of converging evidence that people’s orientations toward 

coordinating action according to a specific relational module may be related to the 

group domain. To do so, the present study sought to demonstrate the convergent and 

divergent validity of the MOOS from existing measures of people’s relational 

orientations.  

As extensively discussed in Chapter 1, existing theories of relational modules 

and their associated relational orientation measures have been primarily focused on 

capturing the different forms of complementarity people use to navigate the core social 

problems involved in social life. For example, Fiske (1991) explains that people can 

exchange resources, distribute justice, and form judgements with others using different 

forms of complementarity, namely CS, AR, EM, or MP relations. However, insights 

from social network science suggested that people’s relational modules are also likely 

inform the way people navigate the additional social problems that arise in groups. On 

this basis, the present thesis built upon these theoretical contributions by integrating 

these insights together to create a conceptualisation of the relational modules people use 

to coordinate action in groups. More specifically, through using Durkheim’s 

(1893/2014) theory of social organisation as a theoretical framework, Chapter 1 

specified how existing conceptualisations of people’s relational modules (i.e., forms of 

complementarity) should marry up with what social network theory also suggests 

should be a part of these relational modules when navigating the additional social 
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problems that arise in groups (i.e., the ways people seek to manage and maintain 

interdependencies with others). Accordingly, given that the MOOS represent an 

integration of existing theoretical contributions from relationship science with what 

network science also suggests should be a part of people’s relational modules, it was 

expected that general patterns of convergence and divergence would be observed 

between the MOOS and existing measures of people’s relational orientations.  

With respect to the patterns of convergence that should be observed between 

existing relational orientations and the MOOS, as discussed within Chapter 1, the 

theoretical development of the MOOS and its overlap with existing relational 

orientations suggests that they will be related aspects of human sociality. As a central 

component of the MOOS and existing relational orientations is to capture the way 

people provide complementary action to others, it is expected that they will be 

positively correlated dimensions of sociality. It is also expected that the strongest 

relationships that will exist between existing relational orientation measures and the 

MOOS will be those that are complementary to each other in nature. For example, as an 

organic orientation is discussed to overlap with Fiske’s (1991) EM and MP relations 

and items in this scale were developed with these relational models in mind, an organic 

orientation should be most strongly correlated with these two relational models. 

Exhibiting a pattern of convergence with existing relational orientation measures will 

also serve to situate the MOOS within the relational domain. That is, if the MOOS 

converge with existing relational orientations it will provide evidence to suggest that the 

MOOS is relevant to the way people seek to coordinate action with others.  

It is also expected that the MOOS will display a pattern of divergence from 

existing relational orientations. As previously mentioned, what is also considered to be 

a part of mechanical and organic orientations are unique facets related to the 
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maintenance and management of social relations within groups. For example, people 

with a mechanical orientation have an orientation toward coordinating action with 

others in a way that ensures that strong connections with others are maintained and 

ensuring that others are also tightly connected. As these facets are unique to the 

theoretical development of the MOOS, it is expected that these aspects of mechanical 

and organic orientations will result in a level of divergence from existing relational 

orientations. Observing such a pattern of divergence will then lend credence to the 

notion that the mechanical and organic orientations are not re-imaginations of existing 

relational orientations, but instead, are likely to be capturing people’s orientations 

toward employing a particular relational module that is likely to be used when 

coordinating action in group contexts. However, while the present thesis also 

acknowledges that this study will only be able to provide additional theoretical evidence 

that the MOOS is related to the group domain, it was considered to be an important step 

in the process of providing multiple converging pieces of evidence that demonstrate the 

validity of the MOOS and situate it within the group domain.   

From this perspective, showing a clear pattern of convergence and divergence 

from existing relational orientations measures will provide additional converging 

evidence that the MOOS reflects a measure of relational orientations and may in fact be 

capturing people’s orientations toward coordinating action in groups according to a 

particular relational module. On the basis of this rationale, the relational orientations 

derived from the two dominant theories within the existing relational literature, namely 

Clark and Mills’ (1979) contingency theory and Fiske’s (1991) RMT, were chosen as 

the primary measures to further establish the convergent and divergent validity of the 

MOOS.  
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 Consistent with the theoretical perspective outlined in Chapter 1, a mechanical 

orientation reflects a combination of seeking complementarity with others according to 

Fiske’s (1991) CS and AR relations, Clark and Mills (2011) communal relations, and a 

motive to create and maintain interdependencies with others to navigate the additional 

social problems that arise in groups (Segre, 2004). Through integrating these insights 

together, a person with a mechanical orientation is exemplified as someone who 

considers themselves and others to have specific roles, obligations and duties within 

social interactions, an orientation or motive to maintain tight social connections with 

others, and seeks to maintain social cohesion or unity when coordinating action with 

others (i.e., clique structures). Accordingly, it was predicted that this orientation would 

be most strongly associated with existing relational orientations that reflect an 

orientation towards contributing or sharing with others communally, seeking unity 

within social interactions and engaging in order and rule driven forms of 

complementarity when coordinating action with others. With respect to Clark and Mills’ 

(1979; 2011) contingency theory, as a strong communal orientation reflects a 

motivation towards helping social partners, expressing concern for their social partners, 

and a general orientation towards meeting other’s needs and expecting help in return 

(Clark et al., 1987). It was predicted that a mechanical orientation would have a 

moderate positive association with a communal orientation and would only be weakly 

positively associated with an exchange orientation (H1a). With respect to Fiske’s (1991) 

RMT, it was predicted that both CS and AR motives would have moderate positive 

associations with an orientation toward coordinating action according to a mechanical 

relational module while both EM and MP motives would only have weak positive 

associations (H1b).  
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By contrast, an organic orientation reflects an integration of providing 

complementarity according to EM and MP relations, exchange relations of Clark and 

Mills (2011), and navigating the additional social problems that arise in groups by 

seeking to form functional interdependencies with others (Baum et al., 2003). In this 

way, a person with an organic orientation is exemplified as someone who has an 

orientation toward coordinating action according to a relational module that emphasises 

considering others as coequal but distinct social partners, ensuring that equal 

contributions are made within social interactions, and seeking to ensure that they 

maintain their interdependencies with others by reducing threats to their existing 

relationships (e.g., reducing conflict among their social partners) or forming ties to new 

social partners who may provide complementary functions (i.e., small world structures). 

Accordingly, it was predicted that existing relational orientations which reflect a 

concern for equality or equity in providing complementarity of action with others and 

meeting each other’s reciprocal needs would be most strongly associated with this 

organic orientation. On this basis, as a strong exchange orientation reflects a motivation 

towards strictly following rule based interactions, expectations based on receiving 

things in return to what is given, as well as seeking reprisal for being underbenefitted. It 

was predicted that an organic orientation would have a moderate positive association 

with an exchange orientation and would only have a weak positive association with a 

communal orientation (H2a). With respect to Fiske’s (1991) RMT, it was predicted that 

both EM and MP motives would have moderate positive associations with an organic 

orientation, while CS and AR motives would only have weak positive associations 

(H2b).  

To further establish the convergent and divergent validity of the MOOS from 

individuals’ orientations toward employing a specific form of complementarity when 
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interacting with others, two additional orientations were included. Namely, Murstein’s 

revised exchange orientation (1977; 1987) and Cross, Bacon and Morris’s (2000) 

measure of relational interdependence self-construal. Theoretically similar to the 

exchange orientation of Mills and Clark (1994), Murstein’s (1977; 1987) revised 

exchange orientation scale was developed from the perspective of equity theory (Blau, 

1986; Emerson, 1976) and focuses on an individual’s orientation towards ensuring 

equality and equity in what is shared in social interactions with others. More 

specifically, this measure focuses on people’s orientation towards concern for being 

underbenefitted, that is, their concern that they will provide things to others and will not 

be reciprocated. As this measure is similar in nature to Clark and Mills’ (2011) 

exchange orientation, it was predicted that Murstein’s (1987) exchange orientation 

would have a moderate positive association with an organic relational orientation and 

only weakly associated with a mechanical orientation (H3).  

Last, Cross et al.’s (2000) relational-interdependence scale is a measure that is 

also considered to be a factor in shaping how people behave in interpersonal 

interactions. In contrast to an interdependent self-construal which reflects the degree to 

which the self is embedded within a social group or category (Markus & Kitayama, 

2010), relational-interdependence reflects the degree to which people define the self in 

terms of their close interpersonal relationships with others. That is, people with this 

orientation consider themselves to be tied to their close relationships with others and 

feel that their emotions are tied to the emotions of their close social connections. 

Research examining this orientation has found that people high in this orientation have a 

motivation towards maintaining close contact with others, nurturing their close 

relationships, and showing greater commitment in their relationships (Cross et al., 2000; 

Cross, Hardin, & Gercek-Swing, 2011). Accordingly, considering that this measure 



208 

focuses upon people’s orientation to consider their close relationships to be a part of the 

self, it was predicted that this measure would have a moderate positive association with 

a mechanical orientation and would have a weak positive association with an organic 

orientation (H4).  

Method 

Participants. Participants were gathered from Griffith University’s broadcast 

email and completed the study online. The sample consisted of 240 participants (185 

female; Mage = 31.54, SD = 12.70). The sample was predominantly WEIRD in nature, 

79.50% were European, 9.21% Asian and 11.29% were other (including Indian, Maori 

and Middle Eastern). For remuneration participants were given the opportunity to enter 

a prize draw for a 50AUD gift voucher.  

Procedure and materials. After providing their consent to participate in the 

online study, participants were presented with the 18 item MOOS. Participants were 

asked to respond to the items using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale. 

In the subsequent pages, participants were then asked to complete several existing 

measures of people’s relational orientations. Table 12 presents the means, standard 

deviations, and reliability coefficients of each measure. 

Communal Orientation was measured using the scale created by Clark et al. 

(1987). Participants are asked to respond to 14 items that examine people's desire to 

respond to the needs of others and their expectations of their social partner in meeting 

their own needs. Participants are asked to rate how characteristic each item is of them 

from 1 (extremely uncharacteristic) to 5 (extremely characteristic). An example item is 

"It bothers me when other people neglect my needs".  

To measure exchange orientation, the 9-item measure developed by Mills and 

Clark (1994) was used. Similar to the communal scale, participants are asked to respond 
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to 9-items that examine their orientation towards interacting according to reciprocity 

norms and direct exchange. Participants are asked to rate how characteristic each item is 

of their own behaviour using a scale from 1 (extremely uncharacteristic) to 5 (extremely 

characteristic). An example item is "When I give something to someone, I generally 

expect something in return".  

To examine exchange orientation from the perspective of social exchange theory 

(Blau, 1986; Emerson, 1976), exchange orientation was also measured using Murstein 

et al's (1987) revised exchange orientation scale. The 21-item measure examines the 

extent to which people are concerned with being underbenefitted in interpersonal 

interactions and the degree to which they prefer interactions to be governed by clear 

norms of exchange. Participants are asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or 

disagree on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale. An example item from 

this scale is "I usually do not forget if I owe someone a favour or if someone owes me a 

favour". In order for some items to be clearly understood by participants, a small 

number of items were changed to more closely reflect the current socio-historical 

context. For example, “I will not send a second letter to a friend unless I had received a 

letter or phone call in response to my first letter” was altered to “I will not send a second 

email to a friend unless I had received an email or phone call in response to my first 

email”. 

To examine people’s motives towards coordinating interactions according to 

each of the four relational models, Haslam and Fiske's (1992) relationship profile scale 

was used. In this measure, participants are asked to read a paragraph description of each 

of the relational models (see Haslam & Fiske, 1992). As an example, the description 

participants read for AR relations was;  
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One of you tends to “call the shots” and take the initiative in this relationship 

and the other tends to follow along. One of you makes most of the decisions and 

the other one goes along with that person’s choices. The one in charge usually 

gets their way and takes responsibility for things. The other person is a follower 

in this relationship and backs the other person up, knowing that they can depend 

on the one in charge to lead and protect them when it is needed. (Haslam & 

Fiske, 1992) 

After each model description, participants are then asked to respond to several 

items that examine the importance placed on coordinating relationships according to 

each of the relational models and people's motives to follow these relational models in 

their interactions with others. For instance, after reading each relational model 

description, participants are asked "How important is it to you to have relationships of 

this kind" using a scale from 1 (not at all important) to 7 (extremely important). To 

facilitate analysis, these two items are standardized for each relational model and are 

combined to form a scale of importance/motivation to coordinate interactions according 

to each relational model.  

Relational-Interdependence was measured using the relational-interdependence 

self-construal scale developed by Cross et al. (2000). The 11-item measure examines the 

extent to which people define themselves by their close interpersonal relationships. 

Participants are asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree with each 

statement using a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). An example 

item is "When I feel very close to someone, it often feels to me like that person is an 

important part of who I am". On the final page of the questionnaire, participants were 

asked to respond to a series of questions regarding their demographic information, such 

as their year of birth, gender, and marital status. 
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Results and Discussion  

To examine the convergent and divergent validity of the MOOS from existing 

relational orientations, correlations between the measures were conducted using Stata 

13.1 software. Table 12 presents descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients 

between the MOOS and interpersonal orientations. Considering the correlations 

observed between the MOOS and existing orientations, very minimal support was 

obtained for the predictions. Only one association was observed that supported the 

predictions. Namely, a mechanical orientation was significantly positively associated 

with providing complementarity in accordance with AR relations. For all other 

associations, the results were in the opposite direction to what theory would suggest. 

That is, the predicted moderate positive relationships between the MOOS and existing 

relational orientations were observed to be weak and the predicted weak positive 

relationships were found to be moderately correlated.  
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Table 12 

Alphas, Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of MOOS with Communal, Exchange, Relational-Interdependence, and RMT Orientations 

Measures and Scales α M(SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. Mechanical .71 3.32(0.67) -         

2. Organic .58 4.53(0.51) .42*** -        

3. Communal .83 3.73(0.51) -.06 .33*** -       

4. Exchange (Mills et al.) .76 2.80(0.58) .45*** .16* -.16* -      

5. Exchange (Murstein et al.) .87 4.14(0.86) .42*** .19** .01 .64*** -     

6. Relational-Interdependence .87 5.16(1.09) .13* .29*** .42*** .10 .11 -    

7. Communal Sharing Motive  0.00(1.50) .08 .30*** .27*** -.05 -.11 .31*** -   

8. Authority Ranking Motive  0.00(1.65) .28*** .06 -.12 .11 .08 .00 .24*** -  

9. Equality Matching Motive  0.00(1.68) .30*** .13* .09 .24** .20** .17** .26*** .40*** - 

10. Market Pricing Motive  0.00(1.75) .14* .05 -.02 .17* .16* -.01 .03 .25*** .29*** 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Relationship motives represent a composite of two standardised items. Considering that Cronbach’s alpha has low 

reliability with a small number of items, alpha reliabilities of these composite scores are not reported.   
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Prior to discussing these results further, a series of regression analyses were also 

performed with mechanical and organic orientations as predictors regressed onto each 

existing relational orientation (See Table 13). Consistent with Study 2, these additional 

regression analyses were conducted to account for the moderate correlation that exists 

between mechanical and organic orientations. The results of these additional analyses 

supported the conclusions to be drawn from the series of correlations presented in Table 

12. In some respects, the patterns of relationships that exist between the MOOS and 

existing relational orientations became clearer. That is, these regression analyses 

reinforced the lack of support obtained for the predictions and, like Study 2, illustrated 

that the weak associations observed in the correlations were reduced to non-significance 

having accounted for the shared variance between the two predictors. 
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Table 13 

Mechanical and Organic Orientations regressed on measures of Communal, Exchange, 

Relational-Interdependence, and RMT Orientations 

Variable B SE Beta sr2 95% CI 

Communal 
  

   

Mechanical -0.18*** 0.05 -0.24 .05 [-.28, -.08] 

Organic 0.44*** 0.07 0.43 .15 [.31, .57] 

R2 .16    
 

F 22.15***    
 

Exchange (Mills et al.)      

Mechanical 0.40*** 0.05 0.46 .18 [.30, .50] 

Organic -0.03 0.07 -0.03 .00 [-.18, .11] 

R2 .21    
 

F 30.58***    
 

Exchange (Murstein et al.)      

Mechanical 0.51*** 0.08 0.41 .14 [.35, .68] 

Organic 0.04 0.11 0.02 .00 [-.18, .25] 

R2 .17    
 

F 24.90***    
 

Relational-Interdependence      

Mechanical 0.02 0.11 0.01 .00 [-.19, .24] 

Organic 0.61*** 0.15 0.29 .07 [.33, .90] 

R2 .09  
   

F 11.13***         

     (continued) 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. CI = Confidence Interval.  
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Table 13 

Mechanical and Organic Orientations regressed on measures of Communal, Exchange, 

Relational-Interdependence, and RMT Orientations (continued) 

Variable B SE Beta sr2 95% CI 

Communal Sharing Motive 
     

Mechanical -0.12 0.15 -0.05 .00 [-.42, .18] 

Organic 0.95*** 0.20 0.32 .09 [.55, 1.35] 

R2 .09 
    

F 11.99*** 
    

Authority Ranking Motive 
     

Mechanical 0.73*** 0.17 0.3 .08 [.40, 1.06] 

Organic -0.20 0.22 -0.06 .00 [-.64, .24] 

R2 .08 
    

F 10.17*** 
    

Equality Matching Motive 
     

Mechanical 0.73*** 0.17 0.29 .07 [.40, 1.06] 

Organic 0.02 0.23 0.01 .00 [-.42, .47] 

R2 .09 
    

F 11.53*** 
    

Market Pricing Motive 
     

Mechanical 0.39* 0.18 0.15 .02 [.03, .75] 

Organic -0.06 0.24 -0.02 .00 [-.54, .42] 

R2 .02 
    

F 2.54         

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. CI = Confidence Interval. Relationship 

motives represent a composite of two standardised items.  
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Considering the results of the correlations and regression analyses together, 

albeit in an unexpected direction, a clear pattern of associations was found between the 

MOOS and existing relational orientation measures. With respect to the associations 

that were observed, a mechanical orientation was found to be significantly positively 

and moderately associated with providing complementarity to others in accordance with 

orientations reflecting a motive to engage in equal contributions in the exchange of 

benefits (i.e., exchange; Clark & Mills, 2011), a concern with being under benefitted 

(i.e., Murstein’s exchange scale), and an orientation towards ensuring that rank and 

order are followed when providing complementarity to others (i.e., AR relations). A 

mechanical orientation also significantly negatively predicted a communal orientation 

(i.e., expressing concern and meeting the needs of others noncontingently). Together, 

this pattern of associations demonstrates that an orientation toward coordinating action 

with others that reflects an understanding that each person has clear roles, obligations, 

and duties within social interactions, an expectation that deviance is to be met with swift 

reprisal, and a motive to create and maintain tight social connections with others was 

associated with orientations toward providing complementarity to others reflecting 

equal exchanges of benefits, expecting that their social partners will also reciprocate in 

these exchanges, and following rank within these social interactions.  

By contrast, an organic orientation was significantly moderately associated with 

providing complementarity of action in accordance with orientations reflecting a motive 

to meet their partners needs noncontingently (i.e., communal relations; Clark & Mills, 

2011), seeking to contribute, share, and make decisions with others as a unified whole 

or in-group (i.e., CS relations), and an orientation toward seeing oneself in terms of 

their close relationships (i.e., relational interdependence). More specifically, this pattern 

of associations exemplifies that an orientation toward coordinating action with others 
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according to a relational module that reflects considering others as coequal but 

independent social partners, a motive to engage in reciprocal and equal contributions, 

and a motive to form and maintain unique ties with others who complement their own 

functions was associated with orientations towards providing complementarity of action 

that reflects contributing to others without the expectation of direct return, a motive 

toward providing for others and expressing concern, and seeing social partners as 

common in-group members.   

Clearly the pattern of relationships observed for both mechanical and organic 

orientations with existing orientations were not expected, paradoxical in some respects, 

and run counter to the actual content of the items within each of the scales developed in 

the present thesis. For instance, given that the MOOS were developed by integrating 

existing theories of relational modules with insights from social network research, each 

scale contains items that were expected to overlap with existing scales of relational 

orientations such as “For many types of relationships to continue people need to be 

contributing equally”. This item was developed to capture an aspect of an EM form of 

complementarity and is observed to load onto the organic orientation scale. Yet, despite 

the item overlap with existing measures, the associations observed in this study were 

largely inconsistent with what theory would predict. Consequently, the patterns of 

relationships observed in the present study necessitate a discussion of the reasons why 

such patterns were found.  

Several reasons may contribute to an explanation of why the current study did 

not provide results consistent with what theory would suggest. First, there may be issues 

with some of the measures employed to capture existing relational orientations which 

may have obscured the true nature of relationships between the MOOS and existing 

relational orientations. For example, due to concerns with overburdening participants, 
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the decision was made to use Haslam and Fiske’s (1992) relationship profile scale rather 

than using the modes of relationship questionnaire (Haslam & Fiske, 1999). Although 

the modes of relationship questionnaire would have provided a clearer opportunity to 

capture individual variance in people’s orientations toward coordinating action with 

others according to a specific relational model, the administration of the questionnaire is 

considerably more involved compared to the relationship profile scale. To administer 

the questionnaire, participants are required to list 40 acquaintances, randomly select 10 

of them and answer 32 items capturing the four relational models for each acquaintance. 

The results are then collated to provide an insight into the frequency with which people 

construe their relationships according to a specific relational model. Given the 

considerable amount of time needed to complete this questionnaire and the potential 

burden placed on participants to fill out the remaining scales in the present study, the 

relationship profile scale was believed to be the best measure to use. However, it is 

possible that reading a paragraph description of prototypical relationships for each of 

the four relational models and then responding to items concerning the frequency with 

which they engage in such relationships may not have been well received by 

participants. For instance, participants may have had difficulty considering how their 

own relationships map onto these four models of relating or they may not have 

accurately understood the profile descriptions. These concerns are supported by the 

relatively low percentages reported by participants when responding to the question “of 

all the people you interact with, estimate how many of your relationships would fit this 

description (from 0 to 100)”. Examining the responses to this question revealed that 

participants did not believe that their relationships considerably overlapped with any of 

the profile descriptions. On average, participants reported that only 15.69% (SD = 

21.69), 10.95% (SD = 18.64), 14.22% (SD = 20.56), and 7.58% (SD = 14.72) of their 
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relationships fit the description of CS, AR, EM, and MP relations, respectively. From 

this perspective, some of the inconsistencies observed in the pattern of results between 

the MOOS and RMT may have been caused by participants lack of understanding 

regarding the profile descriptions or the questions asked of participants for this scale.  

While this misunderstanding may explain the associations observed between the 

MOOS and each relational model, it does not explain the inconsistent patterns observed 

between the MOOS and other relational orientations (e.g., communal and exchange 

orientations). That is, although the scales used to capture the other relational 

orientations included in this study were comprised of items that only require 

participants to either agree or disagree with a series of attitudinal statements, they still 

demonstrated a paradoxical pattern of associations with the MOOS. Accordingly, the 

perspective that the inconsistent results observed in the present study is due to 

methodological issues with existing orientation scales is not compelling considering that 

the pattern of associations observed between the MOOS and existing relational 

orientations were consistent across different methods of measurement. In this way, the 

pattern of relationships observed in the present study suggests that something else is 

likely to be the cause of the inconsistencies observed.  

Second, the inconsistent patterns of associations may suggest that issues have 

occurred in the conceptualisation and item development processes of the MOOS. Owing 

to the two step approach to scale development employed in the present thesis, it is 

possible that issues have occurred in the process of creating items which appropriately 

capture the entire gamut of attitudes, beliefs, and principles of social action that are 

relevant to the theoretical constructs of mechanical and organic orientations. That is, 

since the item development process was not specifically focused on construct items 

referring to how people engage in social relations involving two or more social partners, 
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but instead, on capturing the attitudes, beliefs, and principles which capture theoretically 

meaningful components or aspects of the two orientations, there is the potential for 

crucial items to have been absent from the item development process that need to be 

incorporated into the measure. The absence of these core items may in turn have caused 

the inconsistent patterns of associations observed in the present study as the scales may 

not accurately be reflecting the underlying constructs to which they are purported to be 

measuring.  

However, this explanation is also limited in its utility as a robust explanation of 

the results observed in the present study. The results of Study 2 demonstrated a clear 

pattern of theoretically consistent associations between the MOOS and people’s life 

guiding principles whereby the associations exemplified that the MOOS was 

appropriately converging and diverging from people’s life guiding principles in 

appropriate ways. From this perspective, if the content of the two scales was not 

appropriately capturing the two constructs, then the results of Study 2 should have 

provided considerably less support to the construct validity of the MOOS. The repeated 

replication of the factor structure of the MOOS (i.e., demonstrated pattern and 

configural invariance of the MOOS; See Study 2) across several studies also 

demonstrates that the unexpected associations are not the product of unreliable scales 

either. Further, as briefly noted in the preceding paragraphs, the utility of this 

explanation is also limited given that a considerable number of items within the MOOS 

can be likened to those within existing relational orientation scales. By mere fact that 

the MOOS overlap with many of the features of existing relational orientations (i.e., 

similar item wording and content) there should have been at least a moderate degree of 

positive association between the scales. For example, there should have been at least 

some overlap between items within the organic orientation scale and existing exchange 
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and EM orientations. Instead, these relationships were only minimally observed in the 

correlations table and were not observed once the covariance of the two scales had been 

controlled. On this basis, the lack of association found between the MOOS and existing 

relational orientations that should be fundamentally associated suggests that there are 

other, potentially more systematic, relationships occurring between the orientations 

under investigation.  

The third and final explanation, which may suggest that the MOOS is somewhat 

validly capturing people’s orientations toward coordinating action according to a 

specific relational module, is that these associations may have arisen due to the 

interpersonal focus or framing of the existing relational orientation scales used within 

the current study. Within the present study, the scales of existing relational orientations 

are considerably focused on describing people’s orientations towards employing a 

specific form of complementarity within interpersonal interactions. For example, the 

profiles of Haslam and Fiske (1992) specifically reference interactions occurring 

between two people and Clark and Mills’ (2011) scales also specifically refer to how a 

person expects their social partner to engage in the giving and receiving of benefits. 

Correspondingly, it is possible that the explicit interpersonal focus of these scales has 

resulted in the paradoxical pattern of relations observed between the MOOS and 

existing relational orientations.  

More specifically, if the MOOS accurately capture the way people seek to 

navigate the social problems that arise in groups and shape the structure of ties people 

seek to form with others, then the interpersonal interactions to which they engage in are 

likely to be with those people who are embedded within a specific kind of social group 

structure (i.e., cliques or small worlds). When asked to think about the people with 

whom they do engage in interpersonal interactions, these people are likely to be those 
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situated within a social group context. In turn, the way these people interact with other 

group members on an interpersonal level is likely to be in ways that will reinforce the 

existing structure of ties within the group. Consequently, when asked to think about 

how they provide complementarity of action with others in their interpersonal 

relationships, the types of interpersonal interactions mechanically and organically 

oriented people maintain with others may not necessarily map onto the principles of 

complementarity that inform mechanical and organic orientations. Instead, the types of 

interpersonal interactions mechanically and organically oriented people seek to enact 

with others may be more likely to be conducted in ways that serve to reinforce the 

existing structure of ties among group members (i.e., reinforce clique or small world 

structures).  

This explanation may be more clearly illustrated through considering the nature 

of mechanical and organic orientations and how these orientations may then inform the 

way people seek to engage in interpersonal interactions. As extensively discussed 

throughout the present thesis, people with a stronger mechanical orientation have an 

orientation toward coordinating action with others according to clear rules, obligations, 

and duties, a motive toward maintaining tight social connections among others, and 

seeking to maintain the unity of the social group (i.e., a motive toward forming dense, 

transitive, and Simmelian tie structures in groups). Accordingly, when asked to think 

about how they engage in interpersonal relationships with others (which are likely to be 

occurring in the context of social groups featuring a clique structure), the forms of 

relations that are likely to complement or reinforce their orientation towards 

coordinating action according to a mechanical orientation are those forms of 

interpersonal interactions that reflect structured interactions involving clear rules and 

obligations (i.e., EM, MP, AR, and exchange relations). This mechanical orientation is 
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then also likely to contrast with those forms of interpersonal relationships which 

represent unstructured relations (i.e., CS and communal relations). Likewise, people 

with an organic orientation seek to engage in coequal interactions with others, and this 

coincides with a motive to form functionally complementary ties to others and attempts 

to ensure that they maintain their unique ties to others by avoiding or downplaying 

conflict occurring within the group. That is, organically oriented people seek to form a 

structure of ties with others representative of a small world exhibiting structural holes. 

In this way, when asked to think about the interpersonal relationships that they do have 

with others, which are those relations which represent unique, independent, and 

functionally complementary ties to others (the consequences of structural holes), it is 

likely that they will engage in forms of complementary that reinforce the freedom of 

themselves and their social partners to provide a variety of complementary functions to 

each other (i.e., communal, relational interdependence, and CS relations). In turn, an 

organic orientation is then unlikely to be associated with engaging in interactions with 

social partners in ways that limit the nature of complementarity that can occur between 

them or risk losing their brokerage position within a given group structure (i.e., those 

based on structure and rules such as EM, MP, exchange relations).  

In this way, the associations observed in this study may in fact reflect genuine 

associations between the MOOS and the types of interpersonal interactions that 

reinforce the structure of ties mechanically and organically oriented individuals seek to 

maintain within social groups. Succinctly described, it is possible that the lack of 

support obtained for the predictions in the present study could be caused by a difference 

between the principles of complementarity that inform the way mechanically and 

organically orientated individuals navigate the social problems that arise in groups and 

the specific forms of interpersonal relationships that mechanically and organically 
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oriented individuals enact to maintain and reinforce the social structure sought within 

groups. However, the present thesis also acknowledges that this interpretation of the 

results is rather complementary to the measure of mechanical and organic orientations 

being developed in the present thesis. Consequently, before such an interpretation can 

be supported, additional evidence of the MOOS will be needed. As this explanation 

relies upon the assumption that the MOOS is appropriately capturing people’s 

orientations towards coordinating action in social groups, evidence of the MOOS’ 

relevance to specific network structures or patterns of ties in groups is needed. If the 

MOOS is shown to be related to the patterns of ties or network structures predicted by 

theory, then this alternative interpretation of the present results may be supported. That 

is, evidence to support the group relevance of the MOOS will lend credence to the 

explanation that the current paradoxical findings are the result of the way mechanically 

and organically oriented individuals seek to reinforce the structure of ties they create 

within groups. By contrast, if the MOOS are not associated with different patterns of 

ties within network structures, then the paradoxical effects observed in the present study 

are more likely to suggest that the MOOS is an invalid measure of people’s relational 

group orientations.  

It should also be noted that this complementary explanation of the results also 

leads to another empirically testable hypothesis for future research in this area and may 

need to be examined before the validity of the MOOS can be completely established. 

Given that the frame of existing orientation scales may be the underlying cause of the 

paradoxical associations observed in the present study, if the interpersonal frame of 

these scales were removed, then the theoretically predicted associations between the 

MOOS and existing theories of complementarity should be supported. That is, instead 

of asking participants about the kinds of interpersonal relationships they enact with 
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others, if they are asked about their agreement with the principles that underlie the 

different forms of complementarity (e.g., unity, equal exchange, or equity) then the 

theoretically predicted associations between the MOOS and existing conceptualisations 

of the different forms of complementarity should be observed. However, as no measures 

are currently known to only capture the principles of the different forms of 

complementarity, this hypothesis is not further examined in the present thesis.  

Taken together, while the MOOS has been shown to diverge from some existing 

relational orientation scales and converge with others thereby illustrating that the 

MOOS is indeed associated with existing relational orientations, these associations were 

inconsistent with what was predicted to occur based on the theory discussed in Chapter 

1. In this way, the results of this study cannot be taken to provide overwhelmingly 

positive conclusions regarding the validity of the MOOS. Instead, the results provide 

mixed support for the convergent and divergent validity of the MOOS at best.   

Although many competing explanations have been put forward for why the somewhat 

paradoxical patterns of associations were found between the MOOS and existing 

relational orientations, one alternative explanation suggests that contrary to the 

conclusion that the MOOS is not valid, the MOOS may still be accurately reflecting 

people’s orientations toward navigating the various social problems that occur within 

social groups. That is, the patterns of associations observed in the present study may 

genuinely reflect systematic relationships between people’s relational orientations 

toward navigating the various social problems that arise in groups and the types of 

interpersonal relationships they seek to maintain with other group members to reinforce 

the structure of ties within their social groups. It has also been acknowledged that to 

derive support for this alternative explanation, further evidence that clearly situates the 

MOOS within the group domain is needed. Specifically, evidence is needed which 
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demonstrates that the MOOS are associated with the types of network structures 

predicted by theory and outlined in Chapter 1 (Bearman, 1991; Segre, 2004). Evidence 

of these associations would suggest that the patterns of relations observed in the present 

study may reflect the true underlying relationships between relational group orientations 

and the types of interpersonal relationships that complement these orientations. 

Accordingly, to lend credence to this explanation of the present findings and to further 

demonstrate that the MOOS appropriately captures people’s orientations towards 

employing a specific relational module within social group interactions, Study 4 sought 

to examine the associations between the MOOS and specific network configurations or 

structures.  
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Study 4: Examining Associations between the MOOS and Personal Network 

Structure 

In light of the preceding studies, the MOOS has obtained evidence to support its 

two factor structure (i.e., Study 1 and Study 2) and evidence to demonstrate that it 

converges and diverges from people’s life guiding principles in ways expected by 

theory (i.e., Study 2). However, less support for the MOOS was obtained when 

examining the associations between the MOOS and existing measures of people’s 

orientation towards using specific forms of complementarity in social interactions (i.e., 

Study 3). In Study 3, a paradoxical pattern of associations was observed such that the 

relationships between the MOOS and existing relational orientations were in the 

opposite direction to what theory would predict. While it was noted that these patterns 

may reflect issues in the theoretical validity of the MOOS, there is also the possibility 

that these patterns reflect genuine relationships between people’s orientations toward 

coordinating action in groups and the types of interpersonal relationships they maintain 

with others to reinforce the structure of ties they seek within groups. It was also 

acknowledged that this explanation rests on the assumption that the MOOS is related to 

the way people seek to structure their ties within social groups. Accordingly, as this 

assumption has not yet received empirical support, to investigate whether any credence 

can be given to this alternative explanation of the results of Study 3, Study 4 sought to 

directly examine the associations between the MOOS and social group phenomenon or 

structures.  

Beyond providing support to the alternative explanation of Study 3’s results, 

obtaining direct evidence that the MOOS is related to the structure of ties people form 

within groups is also an important step in the approach to scale validation outlined in 

Chapter 1. As previously discussed, due to the absence of items specifically capturing 
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group level phenomena, establishing the validity of the MOOS and situating the scales 

within the group domain necessitates multiple converging pieces of evidence. That is, as 

both orientations are comprised of items concerning the general attitudes, beliefs, and 

principles that should theoretically capture mechanical and organic orientations and 

make no explicit reference to group behaviour, evidence of the validity of the MOOS 

must be demonstrated by obtaining multiple converging pieces of evidence that situate 

the MOOS within the group domain. Of the preceding studies reported though, the 

primary focus has been on demonstrating how the MOOS converges and diverges from 

theoretically related constructs. For example, in Study 2 the aim was to examine the 

associations between the MOOS and people’s life guiding principles, and in Study 3 the 

aim was to examine the relationships between the MOOS and orientations towards 

employing specific forms of complementarity with others. While demonstrating 

convergence and divergence from existing constructs represents a critical aspect of the 

scale validation process, the MOOS’ relevance to the group domain has only been able 

to be inferred from the patterns of divergence found in these studies. Accordingly, to 

support the perspective that the MOOS represent measures of people’s orientations 

towards coordinating action in groups according to a specific relational module, direct 

evidence that the MOOS is associated with specific patterns of ties or network features 

in groups is needed. That is, obtaining evidence that mechanical and organic 

orientations are associated with specific patterns of ties or network features predicted by 

the theory outlined in Chapter 1 will clearly situate the MOOS within the group domain.  

 To obtain evidence that the MOOS appropriately captures people’s orientations 

towards coordinating action with others in groups according to a specific relational 

module, social network analysis can be used. Social network analysis explicitly 

examines the relational ties between people within a social system and the nature of 
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these ties can then be collated and used to describe the patterns of relationships that 

exist within the network (Robins, 2015). Analyses can then be undertaken to explore 

how individual differences are associated with particular structural features or patterns 

within social networks (Kalish, 2008; Kalish & Robins, 2006; Robins & Kashima, 

2008). For the current research aims, measuring people’s personal social networks 

represents the focus of examination. Succinctly described, personal networks are 

measured by asking participants (the egos) to list the people that they consider to be a 

part of their own personal social networks (the ego’s alters). They then describe the 

strength of their relationships with each alter (either strong or weak) and describe who 

in their personal network are connected to each other (alter-alter ties; either strong, 

weak or absent). In this way, people’s personal networks represent the unique social 

worlds within which they reside. They reflect the unique ways that people choose to 

structure their social connections and the nature of the relationships they have with 

others (Emirbayer, 1997; Fischer, 1982; Wrzus, Hanel, Wagner, & Neyer, 2013). They 

also reflect the different social groups people interact within and how they coordinate 

social ties across many different contexts and situations. On this basis, by measuring the 

MOOS along with the ways that people structure their personal networks, this will 

provide a clear opportunity to examine whether individual differences in the MOOS are 

associated with the way people manage and maintain their interdependencies with 

others within their own personal social networks.   

Of relevance to the current analysis are the relative proportions of triadic 

configurations that can be derived from each person’s personal networks. Within 

personal networks, triads are the relationships that exist between ego and all possible 

combinations of two alters (Granovetter, 1973; Kalish, 2008) and by their very nature, 

they represent the simplest group structures that exist within individuals’ personal 
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networks (Krackhardt, 1999; Moreland, 2010; Simmel, 1955a). Instead of using basic 

counts of the various configurations of triads that exist in each person’s personal 

network (see below for discussion), the relative proportions of each triad configuration 

within a given personal network are used. Relative proportions are used to account for 

variation in network size (i.e., degree) and to allow for comparisons to be made across 

personal ego networks. To obtain the relative proportions of each triad configuration 

within each person’s personal social network, the counts of the various configurations 

of triads observed in each person’s network are divided by the total number of possible 

triads in their network. This calculation provides a relative proportion of each triad 

configuration within a given personal network.  

By examining how mechanical and organic orientations are associated with 

different relative proportions of triadic configurations, it is then possible to understand 

how these orientations influence individual action within groups at their most basic 

level of existence. For clarity (and following previous work conducted in this area, see 

Kalish & Robins, 2006), each triadic configuration will be referred to by a three letter 

code (e.g., SNW) that denotes the relationship that exists between ego and both alter1 

and alter2, as well as the relationship that exists between alters. The first and last letters 

represent the ego’s relationship to alter1 and alter2, respectively. These two letters 

cannot be absent and can either be Strong (S) or Weak (W) in nature. By contrast, the 

middle letter denotes the relationship or lack thereof that exists between alter1 and 

alter2 which can take one of three values, Strong, Weak, or Absent (N). For example, a 

SNW triad indicates that the ego has a strong relationship with alter1, a weak 

relationship with alter2, and indicates that the two alters do not know each other.  

There are nine possible ways triads can be configured and each of which vary in 

two ways (Kalish & Robins, 2006). First, they differ in the type of social connections 
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that are held with others. That is, whether strong or weak relationships are maintained 

with others within the triad or some combination of both strong and weak. Second, 

these triadic configurations also vary due to the structure of the triadic configuration. 

That is, whether each actor is connected and interacts with each other in the triad or 

whether there are absences in connections amongst the social actors. Variations in each 

of these various relative proportions of triadic configurations provide insight into the 

way in which people structure their social worlds (Kalish, 2008). For ease of 

interpretation and understanding, these nine triadic configurations can be clustered into 

three categories, namely, configurations that involve strong closed triads, weak closed 

triads, and structural holes (Kalish & Robins, 2006). For a visual representation of the 

nine triadic configurations, see Figure 9.  
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Figure 9. Visual representation of the nine triadic configurations that occur within 

personal networks. After Kalish & Robins (2006; Figure 2). 

 

High relative proportions of strong closed triads (SSS or SWS) indicate that 

people maintain strong social connections with others in their network and ensure that 

some type of connection is built between people in their network. Networks observed to 

be structured in this way means that people’s networks reflect closure and cliques of 

associations (Kalish & Robins, 2006). A high relative proportion of these kinds of 

strong closed triads also mean that the incorporation of new social partners is relatively 

uncommon to these networks as interactions are focused inward towards the existing 

group members (Granovetter, 1973). Similarly, access to, and the incorporation of, new 
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information into these kinds of networks is also uncommon, with these networks more 

clearly reflecting echo chambers of similar ideas and information (Burt, 1992).  

High relative proportions of weak closed triads (WWW, WSW, SSW or SWW) 

indicate that people are coordinating action with others within a social world that 

reflects a loosely connected network of social ties. Ties to others are not reflective of 

close relationships and networks of this nature may more clearly represent an emphasis 

on keeping others at a distance. Further, some of these weak closed triads (e.g., WSW 

and SSW) indicate that the ego may be more of a peripheral actor in the triadic 

relationship as stronger relations exist between alters. As networks structured in this 

way also remain closed and exhibit transitivity (i.e., little opportunity for new people or 

information to enter the network), access to distinct aspects of the network or 

opportunities to extend their social network are limited.  

A high proportion of structural holes (SNS, WNW or SNW) represent an 

emphasis on separating people within their network and interacting in many distinct 

social groups. These social structures also reflect an emphasis on trying to maintain an 

entrepreneurial position within their network (Burt, 1992). By keeping ties separated, 

egos have access to unique information from distinct parts of the social group that 

others are not receiving. Particularly within SNS triadic configurations, egos also hold a 

position of control and leverage between others in the network. A high proportion of 

structural holes can also reflect an emphasis on creating bridging ties in their network 

(Granovetter, 1973). By having distinct and non-overlapping ties to others, this allows 

for the opportunity to be introduced to other groups and potentially provide access to 

broader parts of the social world currently outside their social network.  

While the nine triads have been clustered together to provide an easily 

interpretable description of the different kinds of triads that exist, it should also be noted 
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that each of the nine triads represent distinct structural features and processes. For 

example, a closed triad such as an SSS triad represents a pattern of relationships where 

each person within the triad maintains strong relations with each other social partner 

and are tightly connected, representing a clique (Segre, 2004). By contrast, although an 

SWS also represents a strong closed triad, the tie between alters is weak. As weak ties 

lack the intensity, frequency, and intimacy that a strong tie is understood to represent 

(Granovetter, 1973), the nature of relations between people within a SWS triad cannot 

be taken to represent the same type of relationships occurring among people within an 

SSS triad. For instance, this weak tie may indicate that the two alters only infrequently 

speak to each other and are not heavily engaged with each other. Some theorists also 

suggest that a SWS triad configuration may just reflect the naturally occurring, or self-

organising, property of networks to exhibit closure over time (Granovetter, 1973; 

Simmel, 1955b). That is, for a triad that begun as a strong structural hole (SNS) to be 

closed by a weak tie (SWS) over time. Further, while some triads may naturally covary 

with other triads (i.e., homophily or social selection processes; Granovetter, 1973), they 

are not contingent upon one another nor symmetrically related to each other. For 

example, the presence of many SSS triads does not necessarily mean an absence of 

WWW triads. Likewise, an increasing preponderance of mixed triads does not mean 

there will be an absence of weak or strong triads.  

Variation also exists in the degree to which each of these nine triadic 

configurations have been theoretically and empirically examined. While a considerable 

amount of theoretical discussion and analysis has been devoted to understanding 

structural configurations such as structural holes (Burt, 1992, 2015) and closed triads 

(Krackhardt, 1999; Simmel, 1955b), mixed triads have received less theoretical and 

empirical attention (e.g., closed triad configurations of mixed tie strength). This absence 
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is likely to have been caused by the limited capacity of network procedures to compute 

triad census’ for networks incorporating tie strength information. That is, until recently, 

analyses for computing triad configurations have only been available for whole directed 

networks that do not contain tie strength information (Holland & Leinhardt, 1976; 

Wasserman & Faust, 1994). 

On this basis, as each of these distinct triadic configurations outlines important 

information on the types of social groups individuals are engaged in within their own 

social networks, they provide a crucial opportunity to examine how mechanical and 

organic orientations are associated with these triadic configurations (Emirbayer & 

Goodwin, 1994). Ultimately, this will provide an opportunity to examine whether these 

relational group orientations are indeed associated with the ways that individuals seek to 

coordinate action with others in social groups (i.e., type of triadic configurations) and 

whether this is consistent across situations (i.e., high proportions found of the same type 

of triads across their social network). From this perspective, if the MOOS meet its 

central claims, individuals’ relational group orientations should be found to have a 

predominant role in shaping the ways that they configure their social relationships 

within their personal social networks. That is, people’s relational group orientations 

should shape the types of relationships they have with others, the strength of the ties 

they maintain with others, and whether they seek to connect other people together 

within their own social network. Therefore, a strong test of the utility of the MOOS is to 

examine whether individual differences in people’s orientations toward coordinating 

action with others according to a mechanical or organic relational module is associated 

with the way that they structure their relations within their own social networks.  

Based on the preceding description of triadic proportions and in consideration 

with the structures of social relations predicted to be relevant to mechanical and organic 
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orientations by network scholars (for discussion, see Chapter 1), several hypotheses 

were formed regarding the nature of associations that should exist between the MOOS 

and triadic configurations found within personal networks. However, prior to discussing 

the expected relationships between the MOOS and triadic configurations, two points 

need to be discussed. First, although the use of relative proportions of each triad 

naturally allow for comparisons to be made between networks of different sizes and 

allow for meaningful analyses to be conducted, they also mean that there is an inbuilt 

inverse relationship between the proportions. Namely, a higher percentage of one triadic 

configuration will naturally mean lower amounts of the other triadic configurations. 

This means that if a positive association between the MOOS and a specific triad 

proportion is significant, then others will tend toward being negatively correlated due to 

their shared proportional basis. To circumvent this issue, only positive predictions will 

be formed. While negative correlations will still be discussed for completeness, caution 

will also be taken when reporting these results. Second, given the lack of theoretical and 

empirical discussion regarding the nature and meaning of mixed triad configurations in 

social networks, no specific hypotheses were formed for the relationships between the 

MOOS and mixed triad configurations. The expected relationships between the MOOS 

and relative proportions of triad configurations are reported below.   

People with a stronger mechanical orientation have an orientation toward 

coordinating action with others in accordance with specific roles, obligations, and 

duties, expect deviance to be met with repressive forms of punishment, and have a 

motive toward forming and maintaining interdependencies with others and seeking to 

ensure that others are also connected (i.e., a clique structure; Serge, 2004; Bearman, 

1991). See Figure 1 in Chapter 1 for a visual representation of the structure predicted to 

be sought by people with an orientation toward coordinating action according to a 
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mechanical relational module. On this basis, it was predicted that a stronger mechanical 

orientation would be positively associated with proportions of triadic configurations that 

reflect the presence of clique structures (i.e., SSS and SWS) within personal networks 

(H1).  

By contrast, as previously outlined, people with a stronger organic orientation 

have an orientation toward considering others as coequal but independent social 

partners, ensuring that equal contributions are made in social interactions, and an 

orientation toward maintaining functionally complementary ties to others. That is, 

organically oriented people seek to form interdependencies with others reflecting unique 

complementary ties to others and ensuring that they do not lose these ties (i.e., forming 

a small world structure; Burt 2004; Baum et al., 2003). See Figure 2 in Chapter 1 for a 

visual representation of the social structure predicted to be sought by people with an 

orientation toward coordinating action in groups according to an organic relational 

module. Accordingly, it was predicted that an organic orientation would be positively 

associated with the proportions of structural holes (i.e., SNS and WNW; H2) in personal 

networks.  

Method 

Participants. One-hundred and twenty participants (77 female; Mage = 23.13, 

SD = 7.36) were gathered from Griffith University's Mt Gravatt and Gold Coast 

Campuses. Participants were first year undergraduate psychology students and 

participated in return for course credit. Despite careful checking, 14 participants did not 

complete the last page of the questionnaire containing the entire list of demographic 

measures. Of the participants who filled out the final page of the booklet, 67.59% were 

of European heritage, 15.74% were Asian and 16.67% were other (Aboriginal, African, 

Indian, Maori, Middle Eastern, and South American). While this sample was able to 



238 

capture a broader array of ethnically diverse participants, the sample largely remains a 

reflection of the opinions and perspectives of people from a WEIRD society. The study 

was also conducted in the first semester of 2016. This time period was chosen as first 

year students’ friendships are likely to still be forming and was considered to be a prime 

opportunity to examine how individuals’ orientations to coordinating action in groups 

would shape the types of relations they keep within their newfound university social 

networks. This period also provides a unique opportunity to capture relationships that 

reflected an array of strong and weak ties to others.  

Procedure and materials. To ensure the accuracy of the responses provided by 

participants, the study was conducted in person. Groups of participants were asked to 

report to an experimental room on campus at a specified time and once all participants 

had arrived they were briefly introduced to the nature of the tasks involved in the study. 

Following the procedure outlined by Kalish and Robins (2006), each participant was 

given two booklets to complete. The first booklet contained an information consent 

form and the 18 item MOOS measure, responses for the MOOS were recorded on the 

same 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale used in previous studies. Other 

psychological measures were also collected, however, they are the subject of another 

paper in development and are not reported here.  

The second booklet contained a set of instructions and tasks with the aim of 

measuring each person’s social network. Participants were first asked to write down the 

nicknames or initials of at least 6, to a maximum of 20, people whom they considered to 

be a part of their university social network. To help participants with this task, five 

name generators were used to elicit contacts from different aspects of university life. To 

elicit strong ties, two name generators were used that have been found to be robust 

measures of personal networks (Marin & Hampton, 2007) and were adapted to fit the 
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university context. The first asked participants to think about their university network 

and list the people with whom they discuss important matters. The second asked 

participants to list people they enjoy socializing with at university. In order to capture 

participants’ broader and potentially weaker ties within their university networks, 

participants were also asked to list the people they engaged with during tutorials or 

lectures and to also list the people they know from university related activities, such as 

sporting teams or campus life. The last name generator was open ended and asked 

participants to list any other people that had come to mind who had not already been 

listed. In the second task, participants were asked to describe the strength of their 

relationship with each alter they had listed. This was measured using a 1 (very weak) to 

4 (very strong) scale. For the purposes of calculating this data into the various forms of 

triadic configurations that exist within their networks, this scale was recoded into weak 

(old values of 1 and 2) and strong ties (old values of 3 and 4). In the final task, 

participants were asked to describe the strength of the relationships that existed (0 = No 

relationship, 1 = Weak, or 2 = Strong) between the people they had listed as a part of 

their social networks, that is, their alter-alter ties. As this task involved filling in a large 

matrix table, prior to completing this task, participants were asked to stop and were 

provided with extra direction and instructions to help them correctly fill in the table 

provided. This was done to ensure the quality of the data recorded from participants. 

See Appendix D for the written example given to participants before verbal instructions 

reiterated this information. On the final page of the second booklet, participants were 

asked to complete a number of demographic questions regarding their year of birth, 

gender, and religious affiliation. 
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Results and Discussion 

After providing information about their social networks, EgoNet (McCarty, 

2014) was used to create vectors of each participant’s ties to their alters and matrices of 

their alter-alter ties. These vectors and matrices were then read into Octave (v.4.0.0) to 

create a count of the different types of triadic configurations that existed within each 

participant’s social network (See Appendix E for macro used to calculate triadic 

configurations). Version 6.579 of UCINET (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002) was 

also used to calculate global network statistics for each participant. The results were 

then compiled and analysed using Stata (v.13.1) software. Prior to analysis three 

participants were removed for failing attention checking questions. Table 14 presents 

means, standard deviations, and correlations of the MOOS and network features. 
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Table 14 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among the MOOS and Network Features 

 
M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Mechanical 3.50 (.56) - 
             

2. Organic 4.61 (.52) .47*** - 
            

3. Degree 11.03 (4.43) .02 .09 - 
           

4. Density .21 (.10) .14 .04 -.04 - 
          

5. Efficiency .71 (.14) -.13 -.07 -.04 -.95*** - 
         

6. Constraint .31 (.10) .03 -.10 -.85*** .38*** -.31*** - 
        

7. SSS .10 (.11) .20* .09 -.09 .38*** -.54*** .28** - 
       

8. SWS .08 (.08) .14 .15 .09 .39*** -.28** .06 .15 - 
      

9. SNS .17 (.16) .13 .21* -.04 -.36*** .36*** -.14 .21* .07 - 
     

10. SSW .05 (.06) .06 .13 .08 .49*** -.53*** .05 -.03 .01 -.23* - 
    

11. SWW .09 (.10) .09 -.08 .06 .69*** -.56*** .16 -.03 .16 -.37*** .31*** - 
   

12. SNW .31 (.15) -.17 -.15 .06 -.66*** .62*** -.21* -.38*** -.28** -.21* -.33*** -.48*** - 
  

13. WSW .04 (.06) -.04 -.21* -.07 .22* -.18* .15 -.26** -.23* -.31*** .25** .07 .05 - 
 

14. WWW .05 (.08) -.18 -.03 -.15 .22* -.14 .15 -.31*** -.23* -.40*** -.07 .13 -.05 .09 - 

15. WNW .11 (.13) -0.20* -.16 .05 -.35*** .30*** -.18 -.42*** -.38*** -.47*** -.08 -.06 .13 -.01 .21* 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01 *** p < .001 
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Descriptive statistics. Consistent with the previous studies conducted, on 

average participants tended to endorse both mechanical (Cronbach’s α = .59) and 

organic orientations (Cronbach’s α = .67). Most participants’ networks were moderately 

sized (i.e., Degree) and were also relatively loosely connected, indicating that many 

alters within participants’ networks were not tied with one another (i.e., Density). 

Participants’ ego networks were on average also relatively efficient, meaning they have 

access to different sources of information within their own networks and have relatively 

few overlapping ties (i.e., Efficiency and Constraint, respectively). Examining local 

network features indicated that there was a generally balanced array of triadic 

configurations in each participants’ network, with a mixture of strong (35%), mixed 

(45%), and weak (20%) triads. This can be reasonably attributed to a combination of the 

early time in semester when the data were collected and the nature of the name 

generators used to elicit ties from participants.  

Global indices. No significant associations were found between the MOOS and 

global measures of network structure, with neither a mechanical nor organic orientation 

found to be significantly associated with the size, density, efficiency, or constraint in 

participants’ personal networks. The lack of association between psychological 

measures and global network structures has been previously noted, with researchers 

suggesting that individual differences are not greatly associated with broad structural-

level network features (Burt et al., 1998; Kalish & Robins, 2006). The primary reason 

being that there are likely to be many factors outside of the individuals control which 

influence the particular global network structure of a personal network, ultimately 

weakening the association to be found between individual difference measures and 

global network structures. The lack of association may also be explained by the nature 

of the MOOS. From a theoretical perspective, the MOOS is a measure designed to 
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capture individual differences in people’s orientations toward coordinating social 

interactions and maintaining ties with others within social group settings. Because 

global network measures take a snapshot of the overall structure of each personal 

network, irrespective of the social cliques or groups that exist within it, any effect the 

MOOS may have predicting global network features is likely to be washed out.  

Triad proportions. The associations between the MOOS and relative triadic 

proportions were found to support some of the predictions made (See Table 14). The 

results also indicated that both mechanical and organic orientations appear to be 

associated with different triadic configurations or structures within personal networks. 

However, prior to discussing the results further, consistent with the previous studies, a 

series of regression analyses were performed. To control for the correlation between the 

two orientations and provide a more conservative test of the associations between the 

MOOS and each relative triad proportion, both mechanical and organic orientations 

were regressed onto each triad proportion. The results are reported in Table 15. 

Consistent with previous studies, the series of regression analyses provided a clearer 

picture of the nature of relationships that exist between each relational orientation and 

triad proportions. As Table 15 demonstrates, once controlling for the covariance 

between the two orientations, some relationships observed in the correlations table were 

no longer significant while others were found to become clearer or remained stable.   



244 

Table 15 

Mechanical and Organic Orientations regressed on each Triad Proportion within 

Personal Networks 

Variable B SE p Beta sr2 95% CI 

SSS       

Mechanical 0.04 0.02 .055 0.20 .03 [.00, .08] 

Organic 0.00 0.02 .972 0.00 .00 [-.04, .04] 

R2 0.04      

F 2.36  .099    

SWS       

Mechanical 0.01 0.01 .387 0.09 .01 [-.02, .04] 

Organic 0.02 0.02 .291 0.11 .01 [-.01, .05] 

R2 0.03      

F 1.75  .179    

SNS       

Mechanical 0.01 0.03 .670 0.04 .00 [-.05, .07] 

Organic 0.06 0.03 .063 0.19 .03 [.00, .12] 

R2 0.05      

F 2.85  .062    

WSW       

Mechanical 0.01 0.01 .443 0.08 .00 [-.01, .03] 

Organic -0.03 0.01 .018 -0.25 .05 [-.05, -.01] 

R2 0.05      

F 2.96  .056    

WWW       

Mechanical -0.03 0.02 .041 -0.21 .04 [-.06, .00] 

Organic 0.01 0.02 .473 0.07 .00 [-.02, .04] 

R2 0.04      

F 2.17  .119    

WNW       

Mechanical -0.04 0.02 .131 -0.16 .02 [-.08, .01] 

Organic -0.02 0.02 .424 -0.08 .01 [-.07, .03] 

R2 0.04      

F 2.62  .077    

            (continued) 

Note. CI = Confidence Interval. 
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Table 15 

Mechanical and Organic Orientations regressed on each Triad Proportion within 

Personal Networks (continued) 

Variable B SE p Beta sr2 95% CI 

SSW       

Mechanical 0.00 0.01 .984 0.00 0.00 [-.02, .02] 

Organic 0.02 0.01 .209 0.13 0.01 [-.01, .04] 

R2 0.02      

F 1.03  .359    

SWW       

Mechanical 0.03 0.02 .132 0.16 0.02 [-.01, .06] 

Organic -0.03 0.02 .156 -0.15 0.02 [-.07, .01] 

R2 0.03      

F 1.48  .231    

SNW       

Mechanical -0.03 0.03 .218 -0.13 0.01 [-.09, .02] 

Organic -0.03 0.03 .377 -0.09 0.01 [-.08, .03] 

R2 0.04      

F 2.13  .123    
Note. CI = Confidence Interval.   
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Considering the correlations and regression analyses together, only a small 

amount of support was obtained for the predictions made between the MOOS and 

relative proportions of triad configurations. That is, only one out of the two predictions 

for each of the orientations received some support. Further, in the regression analyses 

that controlled for the correlation between the two orientations, the predictions did not 

reach the traditional p-value threshold (i.e., p < .05) to be deemed statistically 

significant. However, given that these relationships remained stable in their direction 

and strength, even after controlling for the moderate correlation between the two 

orientations, these consistent patterns of results may still allow for some inferences to 

be made about the possible relationships between relational orientations and social 

group structures. That is, although the findings of Study 4 are unable to categorically 

determine whether meaningful relationships exist between the MOOS and social 

network structures, these non-significant results do not completely rule out the 

possibility that the MOOS is related to the way people coordinate action in groups.  

The rationale for interpreting these non-significant results in this way is 

consistent with some contemporary social psychological scholars who warn against 

solely using p-value rules to determine the meaning of results (Trafimow, 2003, 2014; 

Trafimow & Rice, 2009). It is also consistent with the American Statistical 

Association’s perspective on the discussion, use, and reporting of statistical information. 

As Wasserstein and Lazar (2016) explain; 

Practices that reduce data analysis or scientific inference to mechanical “bright-

line” rules (such as “p < 0.05”) for justifying scientific claims or conclusions can 

lead to erroneous beliefs and poor decision making. A conclusion does not 

immediately become “true” on one side of the divide and “false” on the other. 

Researchers should bring many contextual factors into play to derive scientific 
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inferences, including the design of a study, the quality of the measurements, the 

external evidence for the phenomenon under study, and the validity of 

assumptions that underlie the data analysis. (p. 131)  

On this basis, although the mixed support for the predictions demonstrates that 

the MOOS are not systematically related to all triadic configurations within people’s 

personal social networks, when all analyses of Study 4 are considered together, the 

results cannot rule out the possibility that the MOOS is related to group level 

phenomena. It is also promising that the most stable relationships observed between the 

MOOS and triad proportions in this study were those which encapsulate the structural 

features purported to be central aspects of mechanical and organic orientations. These 

relationships are further discussed below. However, as this study cannot make any 

definitive conclusions about the presence or absence of the relationships observed due 

to the non-significant findings, future research will be well placed to ascertain the true 

underlying patterns of relationships that exist between the MOOS and personal network 

structures. 

Consistent with the theory outlined in Chapter 1 and the predictions made, a 

significant weak positive correlation was found between a mechanical orientation and 

the relative proportions of SSS triads. However, this result did not reach traditional 

standards of statistical significance when examined in a regression model that also 

included an organic orientation (i.e., p = .055; Table 15). This regression result suggests 

that a mechanical orientation is not associated with higher proportions of strong closed 

triads in people’s social networks. Although this relationship was not found to be 

statistically significant in this study, the pattern of findings observed across analyses 

does not rule out the possibility that a weak positive relationship may still exist between 

a mechanical orientation and proportions of SSS triads. Consistent with Trafimow 
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(2014) and Wasserstein and Lazar’s (2016) perspective on using multiple pieces of 

information (i.e., not just p-values) to form inferences about relationships among 

variables, the stability in the strength and direction of the association observed between 

a mechanical orientation and SSS triad proportions across analyses suggests that a 

relationship between these two factors may still exist. Although no conclusive 

statements can be made regarding the presence of a relationship between a mechanical 

orientation and SSS triad proportions in the current study, future research could usefully 

examine whether this effect is observed. Given the promising and stable results found in 

this study, it may be that future research finds that people with an orientation toward 

expecting that each person has specific roles, obligations, and duties to carry out, have a 

motive to maintain strong relationships with others, and feel obligated to follow moral 

rules are more likely to structure their networks to reflect strong overlapping social 

connections with others (i.e., seek to form clique structures).  

While it was expected that a mechanical orientation would be positively 

associated with any form of clique-like structure (i.e., SSS and SWS triads), the lack of 

support obtained for the association with SWS triads across analyses suggests that a 

mechanical orientation may have a more nuanced relationship with each type of strong 

closed triad configuration than expected. That is, this non-significant result may have 

been caused by the meaningful difference between the two types of clique structures. As 

previously noted, SWS triads differ markedly from SSS triads in that they represent a 

transitive triad where two alters are only weakly (i.e., infrequent contact and lacking 

intensity and intimacy) connected. Given that a mechanical orientation is considered to 

represent an orientation toward forming a clique structure with group members who are 

also tightly bound together, even though SWS triads are transitive cliques, they may not 

represent a triadic structure that is actively sought by people with a mechanical 
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orientation. Alternatively, the lack of association between a mechanical orientation and 

SWS triads may be caused by the natural occurrence for structural holes to exhibit 

closure over time (Granovetter, 1973; Simmel, 1955b). This structural explanation may 

also explain why this triad configuration was also observed to be positively associated 

with an organic orientation.  

A significant weak negative association was also found between a mechanical 

orientation and WWW triads in personal networks. However, given that the present 

study is examining relative proportions of each triad separately, caution should be taken 

when interpreting this negative relationship. This result may suggest that people who 

have an orientation toward maintaining tight social connections with others and concern 

for future events are also more likely to avoid a network structure that reflects loose or 

distant connections with others. That is, they are more likely to avoid the weakening of 

their relationships with others and the weakening of relationships that exist between 

others in their network. Of the remaining triadic proportions which included strong 

structural holes and closed triads (e.g., SNS, SNW, SSW, SWW, WNW, and WSW), no 

significant associations were found.  

Although mixed support was received for the predictions made (i.e., only 

minimal support for one of two predictions were observed), these relationships were 

observed to remain stable across correlation and regression analyses and may still be 

relevant to the current aims of the study. That is, although future research will need to 

verify the findings of the current study given the non-significance of some effects, it 

may be that a mechanical orientation is related to the group domain and may have some 

influence over the structure of ties people form within their own social networks. 

Specifically, with future research clarifying the stable patterns of results observed in this 

study, it may be that people with a mechanical orientation are more likely to structure 
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their social network so they have densely overlapping ties with others and by 

consequence, avoid structures in their network that may weaken their ties to others or 

that may introduce new people into their network. By configuring their social networks 

in this way, this would allow mechanically oriented individuals to ensure that each 

person is following specific roles, obligations, and duties in groups. This network 

structure also allows mechanically oriented individuals to ensure that others are 

following the same moral code of conduct. Further, by avoiding configurations of ties 

that weaken dense cliques of group structures they can ensure that people in their 

network continue to remain strongly bound together and closed off from others.  

With respect to the associations found between an organic orientation and triadic 

configurations, only one of two predictions received some, albeit weak, support in the 

correlation analyses. Less support was obtained for these predictions in the regression 

models, with non-significant findings observed. However, as some of the associations 

observed between an organic orientation and triad proportions were also relatively 

stable across correlation and regression models, these results mean that we cannot rule 

out the possibility that an organic orientation may still be associated with personal 

network structure. That is, when taken together, the results of the analyses are 

considered to provide some credence to the perspective that an organic orientation may 

be associated with group level phenomenon. Nonetheless it is also recognised that due 

to the presence of non-significant findings in this study, future research will be needed 

to determine whether the patterns of relationships between an organic orientation and 

triad proportions observed in this study are accurate. These findings are further 

discussed below.   

Consistent with theory outlined in Chapter 1, a significant weak positive 

correlation was found between an organic orientation and relative proportions of SNS 
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triads in personal networks. However, once controlling for the correlation between the 

two orientations in a regression analysis, the organic orientation no longer significantly 

predicted SNS triads (p = .063). As this result did not reach the traditional cut-off value 

(p < .05) to be deemed statistically significant, it suggests that an organic orientation is 

not associated with a higher proportion of strong structural holes. Although this 

statistically non-significant result must be acknowledged, the stability of the weak 

positive relationship observed across the two analyses also indicates that the current 

results cannot rule out the possibility that an organic orientation is positively related to 

higher proportions of structural holes. Specifically, as the strength and direction of the 

relationship between an organic orientation and SNS triad proportions remained 

consistent across analyses, it may still be reasonable to infer that an organic orientation 

is related to structural holes within personal networks (Wasserstein & Lazar, 2016; 

Trafimow, 2014).  

Although these inferences cannot be confirmed in the present study, future 

research will be particularly well positioned to validate or disconfirm the results 

observed in this study. If future research does find a relationship between an organic 

orientation and SNS triads, it may be that people with an orientation toward 

coordinating action with others in groups according to a relational module that 

emphasises the consideration of others as coequal, an orientation toward maintaining 

functional interdependencies with others, and downplaying conflict among others to 

maintain their relations are more likely to structure their network so that their strong ties 

remain separate from each other (i.e., small world; Serge, 2004). That is, consistent with 

the theory outlined in Chapter 1, future research building on the results of this study 

may find that an organic orientation is positively associated with seeking to form strong, 

unique, and independent ties with others. If future research supports this relationship, 
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the strong nature of structural holes sought by organically oriented individuals would 

also support the prediction that this orientation reflects a motive to form a social 

network representing a small world (Baum et al., 2003; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). 

Through keeping their strong social ties separate they may engage in various types of 

interactions with each other. The strong nature of these ties may also reinforce the 

theoretical perspective developed in Chapter 1 that people with an organic orientation 

will seek to form unique relations with others that are frequent and maintain them over 

time.  

While it was predicted that an organic orientation would be positively associated 

with both types of structural holes, representing the maintenance of distinct ties to 

multiple social partners irrespective of strength, no significant association was observed 

between an organic orientation and relative proportions of WNW triadic configurations. 

The absence of this association may again be related to the different meaning attached 

to maintaining strong ties compared to weak ties when situated within a brokerage 

position (i.e., structural hole). As previously noted, weak ties represent ties of an 

infrequent nature, they also lack intensity and intimacy. In this way, only maintaining 

weak relations with others when embedded within a structural hole may not provide 

many opportunities for people to form functionally complementary ties with others. 

That is, the infrequency of contact and regular interactions may not be beneficial to 

someone with an organic orientation who seeks to form regular and coequal interactions 

with unique social partners. In turn, as an organic orientation may be more appropriately 

understood as an orientation toward forming and maintaining ties with regular social 

partners that provide many unique complementary functions, this orientation is unlikely 

to be associated with the formation of weak structural holes.  
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A significant negative association was also found between an organic orientation 

and relative proportions of WSW triads. Again, this relationship should be interpreted 

with some caution, given the issues with interpreting negative associations when using 

relative proportions. This result may suggest that people with an orientation toward 

coordinating action according to an organic relational module avoid structuring their 

network in a way that would make them a peripheral member to the group. That is, 

people with an organic orientation appear to avoid configurations of ties where they 

would have an absence of opportunity to maintain reciprocal, functionally 

complementarity ties to others. Of the remaining configurations, an organic orientation 

was not significantly associated with SSS, SWS, WWW, WNW, SSW, SWW, and 

SNW triad proportions.  

Considering the results of these analyses together (i.e., correlation and 

regression models), some preliminary evidence has been obtained to suggest that an 

organic orientation may be associated with group level phenomena. That is, while one 

of two predictions received some tentative support (i.e., correlation analyses), these 

predictions did not reach the traditional p-value threshold in other instances (i.e., 

regression models). Despite these non-significant findings, the stable patterns of results 

observed across analyses suggest that this study cannot rule out the possibility that an 

organic orientation is associated with the way people structure their social group 

relations. Although no definitive statements can be made about the relationship between 

an organic orientation and personal network structure in this study, future research 

could usefully examine this relationship and it may be that people with a stronger 

organic orientation are more likely to structure their social networks to exhibit a higher 

amount of separate strong social ties to others and by consequence, avoid structures that 

would make them a peripheral member of group interactions. By configuring their 
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social networks in this way, future research may find that organically oriented 

individuals can act as a conduit or gatekeeper between people in their social network. 

This structure would also allow organically orientated individuals to maintain equal and 

reciprocal relations to others in groups. That is, by keeping their ties separate and 

remaining as central members of interactions, organically oriented individuals can 

obtain new and unique pieces of information from others while also allowing for them 

to contribute unique and new information to their social partners in return. By creating 

networks of strong ties to unconnected social partners, organically oriented individuals 

also reduce the opportunity for conflict to arise within their group interactions. Thereby, 

they avoid the weakening of strong ties and the potential loss of social connections in 

groups.  

While these findings provide an important insight into the potential role of 

people’s relational group orientations on shaping network structure, it is also important 

to discuss the lack of association found between these relational group orientations and 

several triad proportions and to discuss the potential reasons why only weak or non-

significant relationships were observed between the MOOS and triad configurations. In 

considering these results it is likely that they are related to the complexity of personal 

networks and more broadly, social network analysis itself. Although individual agency 

is considered to have a primary role in shaping personal networks (Emirbayer & 

Goodwin, 1994), for many individuals there may also be triadic configurations that exist 

within networks that are not the result of individual volition. For example, people may 

be brought into relationships by others, they may maintain ties out of necessity, or 

perhaps may be born into particular configurations of ties (Granovetter, 1973; Grossetti, 

2005). From this perspective, it is likely that there may be a number of ties and triadic 

configurations within personal networks that are not the result of individual differences 
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but caused by the nature of broader social and contextual factors (Burt, 1992; Emirbayer 

& Goodwin, 1994). To the extent to which these circumstances have occurred within 

personal networks, several triad configurations within people’s networks will be 

uncorrelated with individual differences (i.e., the MOOS). In turn, these external 

processes may have reduced the opportunity to find the true effect of the MOOS on the 

various triadic configurations within people’s personal networks. 

Triadic configurations may also exhibit an amount of self-organisation unrelated 

to the influence of individual differences. Building from balance theory (Cartwright & 

Harary, 1956), central to Granovetter’s (1973) argument was that triads tend to conform 

to particular configurations by the strength of ties that exist between people. In the 

presence of strong ties, triads that were once open begin to naturally exhibit closure and 

transitivity. By contrast, weak ties by their nature remain open and serve to form 

bridging relationships to diverse parts of networks. In this way, social networks may 

also involve a degree of self-organisation which may not be the result of individual 

differences. Accordingly, the presence of these self-organising ties within networks may 

also be a factor which serves to weaken or dilute the relationships observed between the 

MOOS and triadic configurations. 

 As each of these factors represent important underlying components of personal 

networks and influence the analysis of such networks, the lack of association between 

the MOOS and some triadic configurations and the weak, or non-significant, 

relationships in other instances may not necessarily indicate that the MOOS are lacking 

utility. Instead, given that the MOOS were found to be associated with the triadic 

configurations that were complementary to its theoretical underpinnings outlined in 

Chapter 1 despite these prevailing processes, the pattern of results may suggest that the 

MOOS do have some associations with specific network structures. Succinctly 
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described, the weak and tentative support for the predictions obtained may have largely 

been caused by the multiple factors which contribute to the overall structure of people’s 

social networks (i.e., structural and social processes) and, with the aid of future 

research, may still allow for some inferences to be drawn.   

Summary and Limitations  

Although the results of the present study exemplify the need to be tentative in 

the support that can be given concerning the association between the MOOS and group 

phenomena, Study 4 provides some preliminary evidence to situate the MOOS within 

the group domain and may be taken to illustrate that the MOOS do capture some aspects 

relevant to the way people coordinate action in groups. Albeit with less support than 

expected, the associations that were observed to be consistent across correlational and 

regression models and consistent with the theoretical description of mechanical and 

organic relational modules outlined in Chapter 1 were promising. For instance, should 

future research support the inferences drawn in this study, the findings may suggest that 

people who have a stronger orientation towards coordinating interactions according to 

clear roles, obligations and duties, and feel a responsibility to maintain tight social 

connections with others (i.e., a mechanical orientation) tend to also have densely 

connected networks of strongly tied social partners (i.e., clique structures). These 

findings may also illustrate that people who have a stronger orientation towards 

coordinating interactions by ensuring that each person contributes equally, considering 

others as coequal partners, and seek to form unique functionally complementary ties 

with others (i.e., an organic orientation) may tend to create networks of strong ties to 

separate people in groups and by consequence, avoid configurations which reduce their 

opportunity to evenly contribute information with their social partners (i.e., small 

worlds with structural holes).  
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In this way, these results provide some evidence to support the theoretical basis 

of the present thesis and the MOOS as a measure of people’s orientations toward 

coordinating action in social groups. However, despite the potential for these tentative 

findings to support the validity of the MOOS, additional research regarding the 

relationships that exist between the MOOS and social network structures is necessary 

before a clear determination of the validity of the MOOS can be made. Specifically, the 

many non-significant but stable effects observed in this study will need to be validated 

by future research before a clear statement on the validity of the MOOS can be made.  

In addition to providing a test of whether the MOOS represent relational 

orientation measures related to the group domain, a second aim of this study was to 

provide credence to the alternative conclusion discussed in Study 3. Succinctly 

described, the paradoxical findings observed between the MOOS and measures of 

existing relational orientations could have been a function of the framing of existing 

orientation measures. As existing orientations specifically focus on the way people 

provide complementarity within interpersonal relationships, it is possible that instead of 

cueing people to think about the principles of complementarity that complement their 

relational group orientations, these questions cued people to think about the 

interpersonal relationships they maintain with others. Accordingly, when asking 

mechanically and organically oriented people about how they engage in interpersonal 

interactions, the nature of interpersonal relationships mechanically and organically 

oriented individuals enact with others are likely to be those that reinforce the structure 

of ties they seek to form within groups. For instance, people with a mechanical 

orientation are likely to seek interpersonal interactions involving structure and rules to 

reinforce the clique structure they seek to form with others. By contrast, people with an 

organic orientation are likely to engage in interpersonal interactions involving a degree 
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of freedom and movement to reinforce the unique ties they form with others and create 

a small world. As previously noted though, this alternative explanation of the results in 

Study 3 was dependent upon the MOOS being associated with group level phenomena.  

Considering the findings of Study 4, it appears that some, albeit tentative, 

credence can be given to this alternative explanation. Based on the inferences drawn 

from the present study, the MOOS do appear to be related to group level phenomena 

and are at least somewhat associated with the way people structure their social 

networks. From this perspective, it is possible that the paradoxical results observed in 

Study 3 may be the result of the interpersonal framing of existing relational orientation 

measures. Further, the patterns of correlations observed between the MOOS and 

existing relational orientations may indeed reflect genuine associations between group 

and interpersonal level phenomenon. However, considering that only tentative support 

has been obtained for the associations between the MOOS and relative triad 

proportions, further evidence would appear to be necessary before a conclusive 

statement regarding the results of Study 3 can be provided. In this way, while the results 

of Study 4 provide some credence to the alternative explanation provided in Study 3 and 

could suggest that the MOOS represent a valid measure of relational group orientations, 

further evidence examining these associations will be necessary.  

With respect to the results of the present study though, it is also important to 

acknowledge an alternate interpretation of the associations found between an organic 

orientation and the triadic configurations. It is possible that individuals with an organic 

orientation create networks of associations that reflect individuals from the many 

diverse groups within which they engage (Eggins, Haslam, & Reynolds, 2002). On this 

view, rather than a measure of people’s orientations toward coordinating action within 

groups, it may be more reflective of a measure of people’s orientation toward 



259 

interacting and engaging within distinct or unique social groups. Thereby, the 

association found between the proportions of SNS triads and an organic orientation 

reflects more of an orientation toward interacting in diverse social groups rather than a 

way of coordinating action within group contexts. As this represents a valid alternative 

explanation for these findings, this alternative explanation requires further investigation. 

Fortunately, a parsimonious way for future research to test this alternate explanation is 

to conduct a whole network study (Robins, 2015). By examining the relationships that 

exist within a clearly defined network of individuals and exploring whether these same 

network configurations are also found. A similar pattern of network structures to what 

has been established in the current investigation would lend support to the position of 

the present thesis that these orientations reflect people’s orientations toward 

coordinating action within intragroup contexts in contrast to intergroup. Although it will 

require a whole network study to completely test this alternative explanation, the 

present thesis maintains that as an initial exploration into the relationships that exist 

within peoples own personal social networks, the MOOS clearly capture an important 

aspect of how people coordinate interactions within social group contexts.  

In addition to this alternate theoretical interpretation requiring further 

examination, several design limitations also exist within the current study. One primary 

limitation is that the study is correlational in nature. While the results were interpreted 

to suggest that the MOOS shaped network configurations, it is also possible that 

network structure may have in fact caused differences in the strength of mechanical and 

organic orientations. While the present thesis acknowledges this limitation in 

determining the causal direction of the effects found, the direction of causation should 

lie with individual differences in the MOOS shaping local network structures (Kalish, 

2008; Kalish & Robins, 2006). Within the field of social network analysis, theory and 
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research has consistently argued that within all social networks there is a level of choice 

available to people to choose with whom they form relationships and the strength of ties 

kept in those relationships (Burt et al., 1998; Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; Kadushin, 

2002). On this view, while structural factors may play a role in shaping social network 

configurations, individual differences and personal motivations are the predominant 

causal factors that shape the way that people structure and interact within the social 

networks.  

Another aspect of the design limitations is the use of proportions to test the 

predictions made between the MOOS and triad configurations. As previously discussed, 

the present study did not form negative predictions regarding the expected associations 

between the MOOS and triad configurations given that the relative proportions of each 

triad configuration are inversely related to each other. That is, from a mathematical 

perspective, if one relative triad proportion tends to be higher, then the others will tend 

to be lower. In turn, any positive association between the MOOS and triad proportions 

that is supported will mean that other relationships will naturally tend towards being 

negatively correlated due to the proportion issue. Due to the inbuilt inverse relationships 

between the proportions, caution was also taken when interpreting negative associations 

between the MOOS and triad proportions. In this way, to provide a greater 

understanding of the true relationships that exist between the MOOS and network 

structures, future research should seek to employ an approach to network analysis that is 

able to circumvent these proportion issues.  

However, while appropriate caution has been taken when interpreting these 

negative correlations, the approach to predict and meaningfully interpret positive and 

negative associations between individual difference measures and triad proportions is 

consistent with contemporary research employing similar designs (for similar 
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predictions and interpretations, see Kalish & Robins, 2006). Examining this issue in the 

present study also further suggested that the negative relationships observed may still be 

meaningfully interpreted. Table 14 demonstrated that while some proportions were 

positively associated with each other and negatively associated with others, in many 

instances the triad proportions were unrelated to each other. Given the heterogeneity in 

the associations that exist between triad proportions, the issue regarding the inverse 

associations between proportions may not represent a considerable limitation to the 

results observed in the present study. That is, the negative correlations observed 

between the MOOS and triad proportions may still represent meaningful associations 

such that valid conclusions may still be able to be drawn from the negative relationships 

observed between the MOOS and triad configurations.   

The use of self-reported personal network designs also has some inherent 

limitations. Although individuals may have certain ideas about the relationships they 

have with others, these perceptions may not always be entirely accurate and may also be 

different from how a person within their network might describe their relationship. 

Further, it is also possible that individual differences may have a role in influencing 

how people see their own relationships with others and the relations they consider to 

exist between their social partners (Casciaro, 1998; McEvily, 2014). These limitations 

of self-report could ultimately be influencing people’s self-reports of their own social 

networks and by extension the associations found between the MOOS and triadic 

structures. Although the present thesis acknowledges these limitations, the benefits of 

using self-report data in this initial exploration into the utility of the MOOS were 

considered to outweigh the drawbacks associated with this method of data analysis. 

Future research will again play a central role in accounting for these limitations and 

providing further evidence of the validity of the MOOS, particularly if these 
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investigations employ a whole network design. As whole network studies allow for the 

opportunity to gather multiple perspectives on the relationships that exist amongst 

people within a clearly defined social network, this will provide an opportunity to 

overcome some of the limitations inherent in self-reported personal social networks 

(Robins, 2013). In this way, conducting a whole network study will serve to further 

tease apart differences associated with individual differences in the MOOS, network 

structure, and the complex interplay between both.  

Considering the results of the present study and limitations discussed, what can 

be concluded is that this study cannot rule out the possibility that the MOOS is 

associated with the way people structure their social group ties. Although some results 

were non-significant and should be interpreted accordingly, given the stability in 

strength and direction of the associations observed between the MOOS and relative 

triad proportions (Wasserstein & Lazar, 2016), this study may still be taken to suggest 

that the MOOS may have a relationship with social group structures.    

 However, it is recognised that additional research is needed examining the 

patterns of associations that exist between the MOOS and the structure of people’s 

social networks before any categorical conclusions can be drawn about the relevance of 

the MOOS to the group domain. This future research must also strongly focus on 

seeking to determine whether the stable but non-significant predictors observed in the 

present study are able to be replicated. Research that employs a whole network design 

would be particularly useful in determining the overall validity of the MOOS as a 

measure of people’s relational group orientations. Conducting a network analysis on a 

whole network would provide an opportunity to test whether the patterns of associations 

observed in people’s personal networks also extend to a whole network design. This 

type of network analysis would also be able to control for the self-organising nature of 
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social networks, thereby allowing for a more appropriate test of the role of people’s 

relational group orientations on social network structure. Taken together, although 

additional evidence will be needed before the MOOS can be taken to be valid measures 

of people’s orientations that shape the way they coordinate action in groups, the results 

of the present study provide some promising, albeit tentative, evidence in support of this 

conclusion.   
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Chapter 4: General Discussion 

Summary of Findings 

Across a pilot and four studies while strong support cannot be stated to have 

been garnered, preliminary, albeit tentative, evidence has been obtained for the validity 

and utility of the MOOS as measures of individual differences in people’s orientations 

towards coordinating action in groups according to a specific relational module. That is, 

although further evidence to support the validity of the MOOS is necessary, the present 

studies have been able to demonstrate that the MOOS represent measures of people’s 

relational orientations that may in fact be related to the way people coordinate action in 

groups. The present research may also provide a useful scaffold for future research to 

build upon. To briefly summarise, these studies have provided some evidence that the 

MOOS have patterns of associations with other constructs that are theoretically 

consistent with what would be expected by two orientations capturing the way people 

coordinate action in social groups according to specific relational modules (i.e., 

supported in Study 2, but mixed support in Study 3). The MOOS was also shown to be 

somewhat related to group level phenomena in Study 4. That is, although these 

associations were weak in strength and non-significant in some cases, the stability in the 

strength and direction of associations illustrated that both mechanical and organic 

orientations appear to be associated with different types of triadic configurations.  

 More broadly, each study within the present thesis provides an insight into the 

scale development process and provides some preliminary evidence for the validity and 

utility of the MOOS as a measure of people’s relational orientations toward 

coordinating action in groups according to specific relational modules. In an initial pilot 

study, a preliminary set of 32 items were developed to capture the nature and essence of 

mechanical and organic orientations and were submitted to an iterative EFA procedure. 
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The results of this initial exploratory analysis were promising; items were found to 

converge on two core factors and aspects of these items were consistent with what 

would be expected of items capturing aspects of mechanical and organic orientations. 

However, a number of issues existed in the two factor solution. A small subset of items 

within the two factor solution were largely unrelated to orientations toward coordinating 

action in social groups, reflecting beliefs about social progression and the role of 

government. Items in both factors were also incorrectly loading onto the opposite 

theoretical factor. For example, items developed to capture a mechanical orientation 

were loading onto the factor with predominantly organic items. Although the results of 

this pilot study were promising, the findings largely suggested that further item 

developed was necessary to improve the factor structure and clearly capture the essence 

of each relational group orientation.  

 In Study 1, using a revised set of 47 items, the results of an iterative EFA 

procedure demonstrated that two oblique factors clearly captured the attitudes, beliefs, 

and perspectives representative of a mechanical and organic orientation towards 

coordinating action in groups. Each factor also contained a variety of items 

encapsulating the way people seek to provide complementarity with others and the way 

they seek to maintain and manage their interdependencies with others (i.e., those 

additional social problems faced in groups). In this way, the two factors were 

considered to appropriately capture the theoretical content of the two orientations 

towards coordinating action according to a specific relational module. For example, the 

items from the first factor reflected an orientation towards considering other people as 

coequal but distinct individuals, a drive to contribute equally and evenly with others, 

and a motive to form and maintain functionally complementary ties to others. Items 

that, when considered together, reflected the central features of an organic orientation 
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toward coordinating action. By contrast, the items loading onto the second factor 

reflected an orientation towards considering people to have specific roles, obligations, 

and duties, have a motive to form and maintain tight social connections with others, and 

a drive to maintain social order in groups. Together these items clearly reflected an 

orientation toward coordinating action according to a mechanical relational module. 

However, it was also acknowledged that only theoretical support for the two 

orientations could be made at this stage of the scale development processes. As the item 

development process sought to capture mechanical and organic orientations through 

items related to the attitudes, beliefs, and principles of human sociality theoretically 

expected to be endorsed by people with either orientation, the absence of items relevant 

to group level phenomena was acknowledged to be a limitation of the scale 

development processes. In this way, no explicit statements could be made to suggest 

that the MOOS are related to the group domain at this stage of the development process. 

However, it was also asserted that consistent with other scales developed in similar 

domains, situating the MOOS within the group domain could be achieved by providing 

multiple converging pieces of evidence that situate the scale within the group domain.  

Study 2 then provided further evidence for the theoretical validity of the MOOS 

by confirming the factor structure in a separate sample using an ESEM analysis. The 

results demonstrated that the two factor model approximated a good fit and visual 

inspection showed that the factor loadings on each factor were consistent with those 

found in Study 1. As a concern raised in Study 1 was the low item factor loadings in 

both factors, having confirmed the factor structure of the scale, Study 2 also sought to 

examine whether the item factor loadings were consistent across a series of studies or 

were highly variable and unreliable indicators. High variability would indicate that the 

scale is not reliably capturing the same construct across studies. To examine the 
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stability of the factor solution obtained in Study 1 and Study 2, a series of multigroup 

measurement invariance models were conducted. The results of the multi-group 

measurement invariance models suggested that the two factors and their item factor 

loadings demonstrated considerable invariance (i.e., pattern and configural) across a 

series of studies. In consideration with the theoretical relevance of the items, these 

results were taken to suggest that the MOOS do appropriately represent the underlying 

constructs they are meant to be measuring.  

Study 2 also provided initial evidence of the scales’ convergent and divergent 

validities from constructs considered to be the life-guiding principles or worldviews that 

shape how people organise and interact within the social world. Consistent with the 

predictions made, each life-guiding principle was most closely associated with the 

relational group orientation that complemented the nature of the principle. That is, the 

MOOS were found to appropriately converge and diverge from people’s life guiding 

principles in ways that would be expected by the theory outlined in Chapter 1. These 

patterns were also observed across bivariate correlations and in the more conservative 

regression models conducted with both mechanical and organic orientations regressed 

onto each life guiding principle. For people who believe that the world is governed by a 

moral order (i.e., binding moral principles), that people are a part of a broader social 

collective (i.e., interdependent self-construal), or that the world is a dangerous and 

threatening place (i.e., conservative worldview), each were found to endorse a 

mechanical relational orientation. By contrast, people who believe that the world should 

protect people from harm and injustice (i.e., individualising foundations), that others are 

independent beings (i.e., independent self-construal), or that the world is a place for 

cooperation and exchange (i.e., progressive worldview), were each found to endorse an 

organic orientation. In the discussion of these results, it was acknowledged that 
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although they do represent the expected relationships between broad social principles 

and orientations that may be related to group behaviour, they cannot truly demonstrate 

the validity of the MOOS to the group domain. Instead, the results more reasonably 

demonstrate the important theoretical point that that the MOOS is not reducible to any 

existing measures of people’s life guiding principles.  

In Study 3, the MOOS were found to converge from some existing relational 

orientation measures and diverge from others. However, the pattern of associations 

observed were paradoxical to the relationships and associations expected. These 

paradoxical patterns of correlations observed in Study 3 were also found to be relatively 

stable even after controlling for the correlation between the mechanical and organic 

orientations. Specifically, a mechanical orientation was associated with existing 

relational orientations that emphasise an orientation toward following rules and order 

within social transactions (e.g., AR, EM, and MP relations). By contrast, an organic 

orientation was associated with existing relational orientations that emphasise freedom 

in providing for their social partners and expressing care or concern for those people 

with whom they do maintain connections (e.g., communal and CS relations).  

As these results were in the opposite direction to what was expected, these 

results did not provide clear support for the validity of the MOOS and generally 

suggested that further improvement of the scale is necessary. However, one alternative 

explanation of the results could suggest that the MOOS do have some validity. 

Although at face value these results were antithetical to what was expected, further 

examination of these associations suggested that they may have been caused by the 

framing of existing orientation measures. While mechanical and organic orientations 

were created with the various forms of complementarity in mind (e.g., a mechanical 

orientation with CS and AR forms of complementarity), it is possible that the 



269 

interpersonal framing present in existing relational orientation scales caused people to 

think about the interpersonal relationships they maintain with others rather than the 

principles of complementarity that complement their relational group orientations. That 

is, the patterns of associations observed may be more representative of the types of 

interpersonal relationships mechanically and organically oriented people form with 

others to reinforce the group structures they seek (i.e., cliques or small worlds). From 

this perspective, the seemingly paradoxical associations observed between a mechanical 

orientation and rule driven interpersonal relationships and an organic orientation and 

interpersonal relations that allow for a degree of freedom and concern for others can be 

more easily understood and reconciled. Although additional evidence will be necessary 

before clear conclusions can be made about the paradoxical pattern of results observed 

in this study, if the alternative explanation of the Study 3 results is acknowledged, then 

the MOOS may have again demonstrated a pattern of results that is somewhat consistent 

with the theoretical underpinnings of these two relational orientations.  

Considered together, Studies 2 and 3, which were focused on providing 

theoretical support to the MOOS by demonstrating that it appropriately converged and 

diverged from measures within the nomological net of associated constructs (Cronbach 

& Meehl, 1955), provided mixed support to the validity of the MOOS. Study 2 

supported the validity of the MOOS by illustrating that the MOOS converged and 

diverged from people’s life guiding principles in ways that were expected according to 

the theory outlined in Chapter 1. By contrast, only tentative support could be garnered 

from Study 3, while the associations between existing orientation measures and the 

MOOS did suggest that they are related phenomena, the results were concerning even 

when considering the explanation provided for these paradoxical results. In this way, 

only tentative support can be garnered from Study 3 and may suggest that further 
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development of the scale is necessary before it can be more widely employed. However, 

if future research does suggest that the results of this study have been shaped by the 

interpersonal focus of existing relational orientation scales, then it is possible that 

stronger support for the MOOS could be concluded from this study. 

While demonstrating that scales are appropriately related to some constructs and 

diverge from others is an important component of establishing the validity of new 

scales, these studies were broadly focused on establishing the theoretical validity of the 

MOOS. Accordingly, it was acknowledged that these studies did not provide specific 

evidence that the MOOS is related to group level phenomena or more specifically, the 

way people seek to engage in social group interactions. In the final study, Study 4, 

tentative evidence was obtained to suggest that the MOOS is relevant to the group 

domain and may in fact be related to the way people seek to coordinate action in groups. 

That is, using social network analysis, Study 4 provided tentative evidence that the 

MOOS is associated with the types of interdependencies mechanically and organically 

oriented people seek to form with others. Although these associations were weak and 

non-significant in some cases, they were considered to allow for some inferences to be 

made as they remained stable across correlation and regression models.  

However, it was also recognised that future research will be needed before any 

conclusive statements can be made. Should future research support the findings 

observed in this preliminary study, it may be that people with a mechanical orientation 

create dense cliques of strongly tied relations and by consequence, avoided the creation 

of weak ties. Comparatively, people with an organic orientation create networks of 

strong structural holes and in turn, avoided the creation of ineffective or transitive 

associations. Despite the tentative nature of the results of this study, through 

demonstrating that the MOOS may be weakly associated with variations in the way 
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people configure their social group relationships, these results provided some support to 

the perspective, and theoretical argument outlined in Chapter 1, that the MOOS reflect 

measures of people’s orientations toward coordinating action in groups according to a 

specific relational module. Although the limited support obtained for the associations 

between the MOOS and social network structures does suggest that further research is 

needed, the results of this study do suggest that people’s orientations toward 

coordinating action according to a particular relational module may represent an 

important aspect in the way they navigate the social problems that arise in groups.  

When considering the results of these studies that sought to provide multiple 

converging pieces of evidence to situate the MOOS within the group domain together, 

mixed support has been obtained. That is, there is some evidence to suggest that the 

MOOS is relevant to the group domain and how people coordinate action with others 

but also other evidence which suggests the need for future development of the MOOS. 

For example, the MOOS has shown theoretically appropriate levels of convergence and 

divergence from life guiding principles and, if acknowledging the alternative 

explanation provided for the results of Study 3, may also be appropriately associated 

with existing measures of relational orientations. Further, a more direct test of the 

relevance of the MOOS to group level phenomena in Study 4 also provided promising 

results. The patterns of associations between the MOOS and triad configurations 

suggested that the MOOS may be related to the way people engage in social group 

interactions (i.e., the way people structure their group ties). However, many instances of 

these findings were tentative (i.e., Study 3) and non-significant in others (i.e., Study 4). 

Therefore, although the studies together provide promising preliminary evidence that 

the MOOS do capture people’s orientations toward coordination action in groups, 

further investigation and improvement of the factor structure of the MOOS is clearly 
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needed before the MOOS can be considered a valid measure of people’s relational 

group orientations.  

Implications for Theory and Research 

The present studies have provided preliminary evidence for the validity of the 

MOOS and some evidence regarding the potential utility of examining how the use of 

different relational modules shape the way people navigate the various social problems 

that arise in groups. From this perspective, it is also expected that with further 

development and improvement the scale will represent an important contribution to 

existing knowledge regarding human sociality. Accordingly, based on the promising 

results obtained in the series of studies reported in the present thesis, and the potential 

benefit the MOOS may have to future research once the scale is improved and 

demonstrates further aspects of its validity, the findings of the present thesis have 

several practical and theoretical implications for a variety of domains of social 

psychological research. Specifically, the two areas where the current research may have 

particularly significant implications are the fields of intragroup research and relationship 

science. For most of the recent decades these two fields have largely been independent 

of one another, developing theory and research without cause to incorporate 

perspectives from each other’s domains of research. However, the current research 

suggests that a link potentially exists between these two fields and warrants further 

investigation in both domains of research. Specifically, these findings suggest that 

intragroup researchers may improve the specificity and generalisability of their research 

by considering and exploring how people’s relational group orientations shape 

intragroup phenomena. By contrast, the field of relationship science may also gain 

benefits from considering and exploring how relational processes change as the social 

context of social interactions also changes.  
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Intragroup research. As extensively discussed within Chapter 1, a growing 

body of literature is approaching the exploration of intragroup phenomena from a 

dynamic perspective. Using this approach, research has begun to describe the systematic 

ways that individuals respond and interact with others within social group contexts (e.g., 

Kashima & Yeung, 2010; Koudenburg et al., 2016). However, despite the relevance of 

relational orientations to shaping individual human sociality, contemporary intragroup 

research has not examined how individuals' relational orientations might shape 

individual action in groups. This absence of research has largely been caused by the 

focus of existing theories of relational modules on outlining the forms of 

complementarity individuals employ to navigate the core social problems faced across 

forms of human sociality (i.e., dyads, groups, larger social configurations). 

Correspondingly, measures of individual differences derived from these theories do not 

clearly articulate how these relational modules inform the way people navigate the 

additional social problems faced in social group interactions. That is, those social 

problems involving the need to manage and maintain their interdependencies with 

multiple social actions. The absence of a measure that captures individuals’ orientations 

toward coordinating action in groups according to a particular relational module has 

then precluded any opportunity for contemporary group research to explore, or even 

consider, how individual differences in relational group orientations might shape 

individual action within social group settings. Accordingly, although further 

improvement will be necessary, the MOOS may provide an opportunity for intragroup 

research to incorporate insights from relationship science. Specifically, research may be 

able to begin to explore the role of relational orientations in shaping individual action 

within contemporary social group research. The opportunity to now consider the 

influence of these individual differences in social group contexts also holds a number of 
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implications for intragroup theories that describe the way individuals behave within 

dynamic group processes.  

Practical implications. Albeit after further development, the MOOS may 

provide an opportunity for intragroup research to explore how differences in the 

relational modules people follow when coordinating action with others alters, or indeed 

shapes, the dynamic social processes occurring within group interactions. As previously 

discussed, a growing body of literature within contemporary intragroup research is the 

examination of the dynamic nature of interactions that occur within group contexts. The 

particular focus of this research has been to examine the ways that individuals interpret, 

evaluate, and coordinate action with others when involved in group interactions. For 

example, Kashima and colleagues (Kashima & Yeung, 2010; Lee, Gelfand, & Kashima, 

2014; Lyons & Kashima, 2003) have examined the type and nature of social 

information individuals transmit through a serial chain of people within a social 

network. In another line of intragroup research, Koudenberg and colleagues 

(Koudenburg et al., 2011, 2013b, 2016) have examined how individuals evaluate, 

interpret, and respond to social signals expressed by their fellow group members within 

a social interaction. However, this research has been limited to uncovering general 

patterns of individual action within a clearly defined social network structure . For 

example, the research of Kashima and colleagues (Lee et al., 2014; Lyons & Kashima, 

2003) assert that when individuals are sharing information with others about a third 

party, they will only transmit social information this information to a single third party 

that is consistent with their stereotypes of that third party. In a similar way, Koudenburg 

and colleagues’ (Koudenburg et al., 2016) research asserts that when individuals 

experience subtle silences from their respective group members, they will respond by 

attempting to reinforce their commitment to the group by expressing the attitudes of 



275 

other group members. While the outcomes of these research programs have uncovered 

important insights regarding individual action in groups, they have largely assumed that 

the relational modules individuals use to coordinate action with others do not 

systematically vary. They also assume that social groups are defined by a specific social 

group structure, usually in the form of a clique. In doing so, this research has 

overlooked how individuals' relational orientations might shape with whom they choose 

to transmit social information to others or how they respond to the actions of others in 

groups.  

Accordingly, after further improvement, the MOOS may play an important role 

in developing a more nuanced understanding of individual action within intragroup 

contexts. Through utilising the MOOS, future research examining how individuals 

respond to basic aspects of engaging in intragroup interactions will be able to provide a 

clearer and more nuanced conceptualisation of the ways individuals behave within 

social group interactions. For example, the integrated description of relational modules 

used to navigate the various social problems that arise in groups outlined in Chapter 1 

suggests that people with a mechanical and organic orientation will display different 

patterns of behaviour within intragroup settings. When deciding on what information to 

transmit to their social partners (e.g., Lyons & Kashima, 2003) and with whom to 

distribute this information, it is likely that mechanically oriented individuals will try to 

share information about a third party with most other group members (i.e., distribute it 

to all other members of the clique) and will seek to share information that serves to 

strengthen or reinforce their relationships with their fellow group members. Thus, they 

will try to modify the information they share with others to converge with the 

perspectives of the group. By contrast, organically oriented individuals will be more 

likely to share balanced information about a third party with only those group members 
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with whom they have reciprocal relations (i.e., small world), but will expect that they 

receive unique information from them in return. Further, when responding to silences 

from group members (e.g., Koudenburg et al., 2016), it is likely that mechanically 

oriented individuals will interpret the silence as a norm violation and seek to repair their 

relationships with their fellow group members. By contrast, it is likely that organically 

oriented individuals will respond by weakening their ties to those group members and 

attempting to seek out other unique individuals in the group with whom they can 

reciprocally interact. In this way, using the MOOS within intragroup research will 

provide researchers with a greater opportunity to explicate the underlying mechanisms 

that influence individual action within intragroup contexts. That is, rather than 

providing a conceptualisation of how an average individual might navigate these 

various social problems that arise in intragroup settings (e.g., how to distribute 

information or how to respond to norm violations), it will now be possible to capture 

and describe how basic intragroup processes will vary depending on the relational group 

orientations of the individuals involved in the group interaction.  

Another area of intragroup research where an improved version of the MOOS is 

likely to have significant practical implications is in the study of group composition and 

its influence on group performance (Bell, 2007; Bradley, Klotz, Postlethwaite, & 

Brown, 2013; Moreland & Levine, 1992). Group composition research reflects the 

study of how group homogeneity (or heterogeneity) influences task performance. For 

the majority of research conducted within this vein, the level of homogeneity in groups 

is determined with reference to a single salient attribute, characteristic (e.g., 

demographic factors, abilities), or personality trait held by group members (Bell, 2007; 

Homan et al., 2008). Group composition researchers then examine how the group’s 

level of homogeneity on the focal variable of interest influences task performance 
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directly or on broader aspects of team functioning (Bell, 2007; Bradley et al., 2013). 

However, an assumption inherent within this body of literature is that the level 

homogeneity within a group is meaningfully associated with the degree to which group 

members can work effectively and interdependently with each other (Bell, 2007). For 

example, research examining the role of personality factors on group task performance 

predicts that a group comprised of people with a high amount of openness to experience 

will show a greater level of interdependence amongst group members which in turn, 

will benefit team performance (Bradley et al., 2013; Homan et al., 2008; Kramer, 

Bhave, & Johnson, 2014). From this perspective, the factors used to determine the level 

of group homogeneity largely represent proxies for examining the degree to which 

similarities or differences exist in the ways in which people coordinate action with 

others in groups. Accordingly, after further development, the MOOS may serve as a 

replacement for the imprecise constructs used to capture the way people coordinate 

interaction with others. Given that the MOOS is considered to capture people’s 

relational group orientations, this measure will provide a strong basis from which to 

clearly investigate how coordinating action with others according to a specific relational 

module serves to improve task performance. More specifically, by examining the degree 

to which individuals vary in their orientation toward coordinating action according to 

mechanical and organic relational modules, group composition research will be able to 

directly examine how (in)consistency in orientations toward employing a particular 

relational module serves to influence group task performance.  

An improved MOOS may also serve to improve many longstanding questions 

regarding the measurement of group composition (Bell, 2007; Levine & Moreland, 

2006). Within this domain of research, many discussions have occurred with respect to 

how group composition should be conceptualised and measured. For example, some 
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scholars suggest it should be taken as the average level of homogeneity expressed, 

others suggest the weakest amount, and others again suggest that the total amount of 

variance should be used as a metric of homogeneity (Levine & Moreland, 2006). The 

results found using these various methods of measurement are also often mixed, which 

has led to issues regarding the conclusions that can be drawn from group composition 

research (see Bell, 2007 for review). Accordingly, a measure that captures individual 

differences in the relational modules used to coordinate action in groups means that 

group composition research may then be able to explore which of these methods of 

measurement best capture the levels of homogeneity or heterogeneity present within a 

given group. The provision of a stable measure that captures individual variation in 

orientations toward coordinating action in groups according to a specific relational 

module will also provide an opportunity to examine how these different methods of 

measurement influence the conclusions that can be drawn from group composition 

research.   

Theoretical implications. As the present research has provided some evidence to 

illustrate the importance and relevance of relational group orientations to intragroup 

contexts, the present research also offers a new perspective to theories that describe the 

way that individuals engage and interact within dynamic group contexts. Specifically, 

this perspective asserts that individuals have an orientation for coordinating action with 

others according to a particular relational module and these may influence the way 

people interpret, evaluate, and approach interactions with others in groups. That is, these 

orientations may shape how people navigate the various core and additional social 

problems that arise in social group interactions. While this perspective may not be 

influential to all theories of intragroup dynamics, it holds particularly strong 

implications for two well-established theories of group dynamics that describe the way 
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individuals navigate the various social problems that arise in social group interactions. 

Namely, Socialisation Theory (Levine & Moreland, 1994; Moreland & Levine, 2006) 

and Expectation States and Status Characteristics Theory (Berger & Conner, 1969; 

Driskell & Mullen, 2006; Skvoretz & Bailey, 2016).  

Socialisation theory outlines a general trajectory of how individuals become 

socialised into a group and their experience of resocialisation over the life course of 

interacting within the group (Levine & Moreland, 1994; Moreland & Levine, 1982, 

2002). Socialisation theory asserts that each individual passes through a series of 

membership stages within a group, and each of these stages is punctuated by a cyclical 

process of evaluating their behaviour in terms of the group norms, determining their 

commitment to the group, and engaging in role transitions (Moreland & Levine, 2006). 

Socialisation theory also asserts that within each of these distinct stages of membership, 

the way individuals behave and seek to influence other members within the group 

changes. As new or marginal members, individuals experience a period of socialisation 

and learn the norms of the group. Within this stage of membership, individuals can also 

bring new information to the group and question existing norms within the group. 

Individuals then transition to become full members of the group and a process of role 

negotiation begins. This process of negotiation involves dynamic interactions between 

the individual and the group where they both negotiate to meet each of their needs. As 

fully-fledged members, these individuals also occupy a gatekeeper role in the group, 

vetting prospective members seeking entry to the group and also have a greater 

opportunity to reinforce existing social norms. As more time passes, individuals may 

revert to being marginal members and experience a period of resocialisation to the 

group’s norms or they may exit from the group to become an ex-member.  
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While this domain-general theory has provided significant insights into dynamic 

group phenomena (Moreland & Levine, 2002), incorporating insights from the current 

research suggests a revision to this generalised trajectory of individual socialisation to 

groups. As the current research has shown, individual differences in people’s orientation 

toward coordinating action with others may shape the way individuals seek to manage 

and maintain their interdependencies with others within social groups. Accordingly, 

with respect to individuals’ passage through the stages of membership and the positions 

they hold in the group, this process is likely to vary depending on their orientations 

toward interpreting, evaluating, and coordinating action within social group contexts. 

Mechanically oriented individuals are likely to quickly move from new members to full 

members and remain within this stage indefinitely. By quickly taking up the norms of 

the group and ensuring that others are tightly connected, an orientation toward 

coordinating action with others according to mechanical norms is likely to ensure that 

they remain foundational members to the group and avoid experiencing marginal 

membership or having to exit from the group (i.e., seek to be embedded within a clique-

like structure). Occupying a full membership position within the group also ensures that 

they maintain a position within the group that allows them to enforce social norms and 

ensure that tight connections remain within the group. By contrast, organically oriented 

individuals are likely to ensure that they remain as new or marginal members of social 

groups. Maintaining this peripheral position in social groups is likely to best ensure that 

organically oriented individuals can actively seek useful connections with others and 

avoid the strong pressures of the group norms (i.e. forming a network representative of 

a small world). Maintaining this position within the group is also likely to allow 

organically oriented individuals to have a greater opportunity to connect and influence 

different members of the group.  
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Through incorporating a relational perspective, the passage individuals take 

through the stages of membership are unlikely to represent a uniform trajectory. Instead, 

the passage of socialisation is likely to vary as a function of an individual’s relational 

group orientation. Individuals with a mechanical orientation are likely to quickly move 

through the stages to become a full member and remain in this position indefinitely. By 

contrast, those with an organic orientation are more likely to remain as new or marginal 

members and actively avoid prolonged engagement in a group as a full member. 

Further, as each membership position offers unique opportunities to influence the social 

group, each individual’s opportunity to influence and shape the functioning of social 

groups will be contingent upon their relational orientation. Mechanically oriented 

individuals will have a greater opportunity to enforce existing norms and reject new 

members, while organically oriented individuals will have a greater opportunity to bring 

new information to the group. In this way, in contrast to socialisation theory, the present 

relational perspective suggests that each individual’s experience of socialisation and 

their influence on the group will be dependent upon their relational orientations. 

Accordingly, through acknowledging that the progression of individuals’ membership 

through a group varies as a function of their relational orientations, a more nuanced 

understanding of how individuals behave within, and progress through, social groups 

can be achieved. That is, by considering the role of individual variation in people’s 

orientation toward employing a given relational module in socialisation theory, this will 

provide researchers with an opportunity to develop a more detailed understanding and 

conceptualisation of how individuals progress through the membership stages of social 

groups and how this progression ultimately influences aspects of social group 

functioning.   
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The relevance of individual differences in relational orientations within group 

interactions also has implications for a theory that attempts to describe how individuals 

within a group determine the way they are to behave and interact with others (i.e., 

converge on a group structure). Status characteristics and expectation states theory 

provides a domain general conceptualisation of how individuals converge on an internal 

structure of the group that is then used to guide how individuals coordinate action with 

each other (Berger & Conner, 1969; Berger & Webster, 2006). According to this theory, 

the way individuals decide on how to interact with each other within a social group is 

determined by each individual’s status characteristics. Status characteristics represent 

each individual’s attributes that provide insight into the expected competence they have 

in carrying out a particular task or objective. Individuals are then ranked on the basis of 

their status characteristics and thus, the likelihood that they will be effective in carrying 

out the group’s objectives. The hierarchy of status characteristics of group members 

(i.e., differences in status, prestige, and competence) then serves as the structure of the 

social group that guides how individuals are to interact with others within the group. For 

example, they determine who in the group makes decisions, which individuals are 

allowed to approach one another, the way individuals are to communicate to their 

superiors and subordinates, and who in the group is able to reject the influence of other 

members (Skvoretz & Bailey, 2016).    

However, this theory largely assumes that individuals within a group use the 

same framework to evaluate the status characteristics of each group member and 

ultimately, the structure that governs the way interactions are to be undertaken within 

the group (Driskell & Mullen, 2006). While this perspective is useful in providing a 

generalised account of individual action in groups, this approach largely discounts the 

possibility that individuals may use different frameworks to inform what they consider 
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to be status characteristics of others and what those characteristics mean for competence 

in task performance. Drawing upon a relational perspective, the structure the group 

takes is likely to be highly dependent upon the relational group orientations of the 

individuals that constitute the social group. That is, relational group orientations are 

likely to shape what characteristics individuals consider to be representative of status. In 

turn, these different considerations of status are then likely to influence the way 

individuals then coordinate action with each other within the social group. For example, 

a group with a high proportion of individuals with a mechanical orientation is likely to 

lead to a group structure that emphasises coordinating action with others according to 

seniority or rank. Individuals with a mechanical orientation interpret and evaluate the 

behaviour of others with respect to how well they follow their roles, obligations, and 

show their respect to seniority. On this basis, it is likely that status will be ascribed to 

individuals within the group according to a hierarchy based how strictly individuals 

adhere to their obligations and seniority. Groups defined by this high proportion of 

mechanically oriented individuals are then likely to coordinate action with others 

according to a structure based on authority and rank. Individuals will feel obligated to 

defer to higher ranked individuals and those of a higher rank will feel obligated to make 

the final decisions within the group. By contrast, this is unlikely to be the case for a 

group with a high proportion of organically oriented individuals. As individuals with an 

organic orientation interpret and evaluate the behaviour of others though an equality 

lens, status characteristics valued by organically oriented individuals are likely to centre 

upon the degree to which individuals seek equality and evenness in interactions with 

others. Groups defined by a high proportion of organically oriented individuals are then 

likely to be structured according to egalitarian principles with no real status hierarchy to 

constrain individual interactions with others. From this perspective, the incorporation of 
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a relational perspective provides status characteristics and expectation states theory with 

an opportunity to further clarify how groups form an internal structure. By incorporating 

a relational perspective, this well-established theory that describes how individuals 

determine the structure of their groups now has the opportunity to move beyond a 

generalised description of individual behaviour in groups to provide a more nuanced, 

and theoretically valid, description of individual sociality in groups.   

Taken together, without accounting for the relational modules individuals 

employ when coordinating action in groups, theories that attempt to provide generalised 

theoretical models of individual action and behaviour within social groups are likely to 

be limited in their generalisability. However, by incorporating the role of relational 

modules into intragroup theory, these generalised theories now have an opportunity to 

develop more specific and accurate models that capture how individuals engage and 

interact in social group processes. This will ultimately serve to improve future theories 

of group dynamics.  

Relationship science. While the predominant focus of the present thesis has 

been to highlight the importance of incorporating the role of relational modules into 

contemporary intragroup thought, the current findings also have a number of important 

practical and theoretical implications for the field of relationship science. In particular, 

the current findings have implications for how the field of relationship science seeks to 

further understand the role of relational modules in shaping human sociality. Since its 

inception, relationship science has been heavily focused on the interpersonal context, 

and this can largely be attributed to the pioneering work of Berscheid and Hatfield 

(Finkel, Simpson, & Eastwick, 2017; Reis, Aron, Clark, & Finkel, 2013). Both of these 

scholars argued that close interpersonal relationships represented a core aspect of 

human sociality and focused much of their research on exploring how individual action 
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shifts as a function of the relational processes occurring within interpersonal 

interactions (Berscheid, 1999; Reis et al., 2013). This sole focus on dyadic interactions 

has also carried through to the present day, with the predominance of literature within 

relationship science stemming from, or indeed building upon, the work of these two 

scholars (Reis, 2008; Reis & Collins, 2004). However, the current research findings 

may also suggest that relationship science may benefit by extending beyond only 

considering the relational processes of interpersonal interactions to also incorporating 

thinking about the relational processes occurring in social group interactions.  

Practical implications. From a practical perspective, the provision of the MOOS 

now provides relationship researchers with an opportunity to investigate whether the 

way that relational orientations have been found to influence individual action within 

interpersonal interactions are similar to the way they influence individual action within 

group contexts. A focal point of research interest within relationship science has been to 

explore how individual differences in the way people provide complementarity of action 

to others shape the way they respond and react to their social partners (Clark & Mills, 

2011). The areas that have been particularly well examined are how existing relational 

orientations shape the amount of prosocial actions individuals display to their social 

partners (Bryan, Hammer, & Fisher, 2000; Clark et al., 1987) and their expression of 

emotions to social partners (Buunk, Doosje, M., & Hopstaken, 1993; Clark & Finkel, 

2005). However, a longstanding question has been whether these findings observed 

within interpersonal relationships extend to the way individuals behave within social 

group settings. That is, relationship researchers have questioned whether an individual’s 

relational group orientation will lead them to act prosocially towards all of their social 

partners or whether they will seek to express their prosociality in other ways than that 

observed within interpersonal interactions (Clark-Polner & Clark, 2014; Clark et al., 
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2015). Although these questions are crucial to conceptualising the extent to which 

relational orientations influence individual human sociality, due to the absence of a 

measure that clearly captures individual differences in the relational modules people use 

to navigate the various social problems that arise in groups, these questions have 

remained unanswered. Accordingly, albeit with further improvements to the scale, the 

MOOS may provide researchers within relationship science the opportunity to 

empirically examine these longstanding questions. Further, the opportunity to now 

examine these longstanding questions also serves to extend the field of relationship 

science beyond solely examining interpersonal interactions. This opportunity will 

ultimately serve to improve the breadth and depth of research supporting the centrality 

of relational norms to human sociality.  

Theoretical implications. Incorporating group research within relationship 

science will also serve to further develop existing theoretical perspectives regarding the 

breadth and depth of influence relational modules have on individuals’ social behaviour. 

Theory within relationship science specifies that a number of distinct domains exist 

where relational modules are expected to have an influence over individual action. 

These domains include, among others, the relational module imposed by the situation 

(relationship type), the relationship history that exists between two social actors 

(relationship history), and individual preferences for coordinating action according to a 

specific relational module (individual differences; Clark-Polner & Clark, 2014; Clark et 

al., 2015). However, each of these domains of relational influence has been derived 

from research conducted from an interpersonal setting. Given the theoretical argument 

outlined in Chapter 1 regarding the relevance of relational modules to social groups and 

the preliminary evidence illustrating the validity of the MOOS obtained through a series 

of studies, it is evidence that further research is needed to establish whether these 
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domains of relational influence are also found within social group interactions. 

Establishing whether these domains of relational influence are consistent across 

interpersonal and group contexts will then provide the field of relationship science with 

an opportunity to further specify the breadth and depth of influence relational modules 

have on shaping human sociality. To this end, the current research has provided an 

initial step in establishing the overlap between the existing domains derived from 

interpersonal interactions and their relevance in social group contexts. Specifically, the 

current research suggests that individual differences in relational orientations may play 

as much of a significant role in groups as they do in interpersonal contexts. While these 

findings are tentative, they are promising and further research will be required to 

examine whether other domains of relational influence are also found to shape 

individual action within group contexts. For example, research will need to examine 

whether the relationship history of a group also influences how individuals coordinate 

action with others.  

In addition to considering whether existing domains influence individual action 

in groups, incorporating the examination of social groups into relationship science may 

also uncover other domains of relational influence that, as of yet, remain unknown. For 

example, a dimension that may only be relevant within social group contexts is the 

relational fit that exists between individuals interacting within social group. The 

suggestion of relational fit is largely derived from group composition research. Group 

composition research suggests that the level of homogeneity in a psychological attribute 

is found to facilitate effective team performance (Bell, 2007; Moreland & Levine, 

1992). From this perspective, as each individual is likely to bring with them a particular 

orientation to coordinating action with others in groups, the degree to which individuals 

are all using the same relational module to coordinate action with others (i.e., relational 
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fit) is likely to directly impact the way each individual behaves within the social group.  

Correspondingly, the degree of relational fit found between people within a given social 

group may potentially be a new relational domain that has a significant influence over 

the way individuals behave within social interactions. Irrespective of whether these 

domains of relational influence are found to be the same, different, or if more domains 

are yet uncovered, undertaking these examinations will serve to further improve the 

breadth and depth of existing theory regarding the influence of relational modules on 

human sociality.  

Future Directions for Examining the MOOS 

The current research has provided some evidence to suggest that individuals’ 

orientations toward coordinating action in groups may shape how they behave within 

social group contexts. However, questions remain regarding the validity of the MOOS, 

how these orientations develop, and the extent to which mechanical and organic 

modules are a ubiquitous aspect of social group interactions. To continue to develop a 

solid conceptualisation and understanding of the role of relational modules on shaping 

individual action in groups, future research should be undertaken in three domains. 

First, future research should seek to improve the item content of the scales to develop a 

more robust measure of people’s relational orientations toward coordinating action in 

groups according to a specific relational module and should also use different methods 

to examine the validities of the MOOS. Second, future research should explore how 

individuals come to develop a particular orientation toward coordinating action 

according to a mechanical or organic relational module. Third, future research should 

also examine whether individuals can be experimentally induced to coordinate action in 

groups according to mechanical or organic relational modules. That is, to examine 

whether mechanical and organic norms can also be treated as a contextual variable.  
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Further establishing the validities of the MOOS. As consistently discussed 

throughout Chapter 3, the results of these studies have only been able to provide 

preliminary evidence of the MOOS. In this way, in addition to further improvement of 

the items capturing mechanical and organic orientations (see Limitations for further 

discussion of this suggestion), future research should also employ additional methods to 

demonstrate the validity of the MOOS that have not been utilised in the present thesis. 

One way to show that the MOOS represent a conceptually distinct, relationally focused, 

measure is to conduct another factor analysis that includes the MOOS items alongside 

items that comprise other measures employed in the present thesis (e.g., MFT, SDO, 

and RMT). A factor solution that clearly distinguishes the MOOS items from others 

capturing related constructs would provide a considerable amount of support to the 

validity of the MOOS. Although conducting this kind of factor analysis would have 

been possible in Study 2 or Study 3, the sample sizes in these studies were not large 

enough to accommodate such an analysis. According to most factor analytic authorities, 

to be able to comfortably determine whether the MOOS represents a conceptually 

distinct construct from a considerable number of other measures using factor analysis, a 

sample of one thousand or more participants would be necessary (Comrey & Lee, 1992; 

DeVellis, 2012; Pett et al., 2003). Although it is regrettable that such an analysis was 

not possible in the present thesis, future research seeking to improve on the scale 

reported in the present thesis would benefit from using this method to exemplify the 

construct validity of the MOOS.  

Another form of validity not examined within the present thesis is establishing 

the criterion validity of the MOOS. After improving the item content of the MOOS, the 

merits of the measure would be greatly improved, and illustrated to other researchers, 

by conducting an analysis which highlights the criterion validity of the MOOS. 
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Showing that that the MOOS can predict individual action in groups above and beyond 

existing constructs would clearly exemplify the merits of the MOOS and its relevance to 

intragroup researchers. For example, conducting a longitudinal social network analysis, 

also termed a stochastic actor oriented model (Snijders et al., 2010), would be able to 

determine whether the MOOS is able to predict the types of ties people form within a 

social network independent of the structural and the self-organising processes of social 

networks (Block, Stadtfeld, & Snijders, 2016; Snijders et al., 2010). Evidence of this 

nature would then show that the MOOS are directly associated with behavioural 

differences in the way people navigate and structure their ties within social group 

interactions. Although the present thesis acknowledges that incorporating these forms of 

validity into the present studies would have greatly improved the conclusions to be 

drawn about the MOOS in its current state, due to time constraints and limitations in the 

size of available samples these evaluations of the validity of the MOOS were unable to 

be conducted. Accordingly, the present thesis notes that these two forms of validity will 

be particularly important to the future development and improvement of the MOOS.  

How do Mechanical and Organic orientations develop? Based on the nature 

of the relationship found between mechanical and organic orientations, people appear to 

endorse aspects of both relational group orientations. However, as the series of 

regression models illustrate, meaningful differences exist in the strength of endorsement 

of these two related dimensions of human sociality. These meaningful differences 

suggest that while people have a degree of accessibility to both forms of coordinating 

action in groups, certain factors appear to play a role in determining which orientation 

becomes the psychological framework that people use to interpret, evaluate, and 

coordinate action with others in groups. Accordingly, to build a greater 

conceptualisation of how relational modules influence individual action in group 
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contexts, it is important to determine how these relational orientations develop. More 

specifically, future research will need to determine what circumstances increase or 

decrease the likelihood that one of these orientations will become the stable 

psychological framework that people then use to navigate the various core (i.e., 

complementarity) and additional (i.e., managing their interdependencies with others) 

social problems that arise in groups. Providing an answer to this question may best be 

approached by taking an ecological niche perspective (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Conway 

et al., 2017; Kitayama et al., 2010).  

According to an ecological niche perspective, the experience of particular 

ecological pressures causes people to modify their own behaviour and how they 

coordinate action with others to best suit the environment (Conway et al., 2017). For 

example, the presence of pathogen stressors and harsh climates are found to cause 

people to employ a more authoritarian style to social interactions with others (Murray et 

al., 2013; Van de Vliert & Tol, 2014). This approach is considered to be necessitated by 

the need for people to ensure that their community remains tightly bound together and 

rejects outsiders who may be carrying disease. Over time, repeated experience of these 

pressures within an ecological setting is then considered to lead to the development of 

specific psychological tendencies, such as the endorsement of authoritarian values 

(Kitayama et al., 2009). Accordingly, individual differences in psychological tendencies 

are largely suggested to be determined by the ecological pressures that exist within 

people’s social environments (Oishi & Graham, 2010). Consistent with this perspective, 

a considerable amount of literature has demonstrated that both macro and intermediate 

ecological pressures have a significant influence over individuals’ psychological 

tendencies (Greenfield, 2009). For example, macro-level ecologies such as political and 

economic systems have been found to have a significant role in shaping the social 
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cognition and behaviour of individuals that reside within these particular ecological 

settings. With respect to the influence of economic systems on individual psychological 

tendencies, Henrich and colleagues (2005) find that the type of economic system (e.g., 

involvement in market exchange) that structures a given society shapes the orientation 

people have toward cooperating with others within interpersonal interactions. When 

integration in market exchange is an essential aspect of individuals’ social lives, 

individuals have a greater tendency to cooperate in economic games. In a step closer to 

the everyday social world of individuals, the intermediate social ecologies that people 

reside within (e.g., neighbourhoods and local geographical regions) have also been 

found to be just as impactful on shaping individual social cognition and action as 

macro-level factors (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Oishi & Graham, 2010). For instance, in a 

broad theory of human development, Greenfield (2009) draws together empirical and 

field research to show that variations in the sociodemographic (e.g., degree of 

urbanisation, access to technology, and access to education) of the local ecology shape 

individuals’ psychological tendencies regarding how they interact within their social 

communities and the values they express. From this perspective, as the ecological 

pressures people experience within a particular ecological setting significantly shape 

individuals’ psychological tendencies, it likely that ecological pressures will also have a 

major role in determining the orientation people have toward coordinating action in 

groups. Accordingly, an avenue for future research is to investigate what ecological 

pressures serve to reinforce, or indeed constrain, the development of either a mechanical 

or organic orientation towards navigating the various social problems that arise in 

groups.  

As an initial point of investigation into the macro-level ecological pressures that 

reinforce a particular orientation toward coordinating action in groups. Research may 
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consider drawing upon Durkheim’s theory of social organisation as a useful point of 

reference. As extensively discussed within Chapter 1, Durkheim’s (1893/2014) theory 

suggests that systems of law, particularly the social contracts that exists between 

individuals and state, are an important determining factor in the way social systems 

maintain social cohesion (Lukes, 1975; Veitch, 2011). Durkheim outlined that a 

mechanical form of social organisation is driven, in part, by the presence of penal law 

and social policy that endorses repressive sanctions on individuals who break their 

social contacts with others. By contrast, an organic form of social organisation is partly 

driven by the presence of civil, administrative, and procedural law, and restitutive 

sanctions on individuals who break their social contracts. On this view, an area that may 

be particularly important to investigate is the degree to which the presence of 

progressive or traditional social policies (e.g., same-sex marriage, acknowledgment of 

traditional land rights, the absence of workfare policies, and blocking access to 

abortion) within an ecological setting encourage the development of an organic or 

mechanical orientation toward coordinating action in groups.  

Another point of investigation that will be particularly useful in establishing how 

relational group orientations develop is to examine the local ecological pressures 

experienced by individuals within their neighbourhoods (e.g., median house income, 

unemployment rates, and types of housing). People’s local social ecologies represent the 

persistent and recurrent settings within which they are engaged in frequent interactions 

with others (Greenfield, 2009; Oishi & Graham, 2010). When engaging in everyday 

social interactions, people need to be regularly determining what relational module to 

employ to coordinate action with others. For instance, people need to decide on whether 

they will evaluate another person’s behaviour based on how well they are maintaining 

equal contributions with others or how well they are following their roles and 
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obligations. People also need to decide on whether they will ensure that each person in a 

group has a good relationship with each other or whether they leave each group member 

to form their own connections. Correspondingly, each of these decisions will be 

frequently influenced by the pressures enforced by a person’s local social ecology, such 

that they will employ the relational module that best fit the demands of the social 

ecology. Over time, experiencing these local ecological pressures are likely to exert a 

significant amount of pressure on reinforcing people’s use of a particular relational 

module when coordinate action in groups. Accordingly, the local ecological settings 

within which people reside are likely to be directly related to the development of 

mechanical and organic orientations. To this end, one local ecological factor which may 

be particularly relevant in determining which relational group orientation becomes 

foundational is socioeconomic status (SES), or more specifically contextual SES 

(Pickett & Pearl, 2001). As many studies suggest, the SES of communities and 

neighbourhoods drastically differ and these differences are related to a number of 

interpersonal and group level experiences, including the presence of stressful life events 

(Hatch & Dohrenwend, 2007) and access to social resources (Matthews & Gallo, 2011; 

Matthews, Gallo, & Taylor, 2010). From this perspective, variations in the presence of 

these experiences at the local ecological level may play a role in establishing and 

reinforcing the development of a particular relational orientation. For example, the 

ecological pressures associated with living within a low SES neighbourhood may lead 

to a stronger orientation to maintain tight social connections with others, the need for 

individuals within group interactions to have clear roles, obligations and duties, and 

believing in following a predefined order to the social world (i.e., a stronger mechanical 

orientation toward coordinating action in groups). On this basis, future research oriented 

towards developing a greater conceptualisation of how relational group orientations 
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develop will serve to further clarify and conceptualise the role of relational modules in 

shaping individual action in groups. The opportunity to show that systematic variations 

in ecological settings are central to shaping these relational group orientations will also 

provide further evidence to highlight their relevance and centrality to human sociality.  

Experimental manipulations of relational group context. Future research 

should also examine whether individuals in groups can be experimentally induced to 

coordinate action with each other according to either a mechanical or organic relational 

module. Establishing that mechanical and organic modules can be situationally induced 

would provide further validity to the description of the relational modules that are used 

to navigate the various social problems that arise in social groups outlined in Chapter 1. 

Further, experimental evidence would provide support to the perspective that 

individuals have access to both relational modules and that they represent a core feature 

of human sociality.  

The perspective that experimentally manipulating the use of these relational 

modules will provide evidence to support to the validity of the relational modules 

described to exist in the present thesis is derived from a line of research conducted 

within the interpersonal domain. In the development of contingency theory, in addition 

to examinations of individual differences, Clark and Mills (1979; 2011) asserted that 

experimentally manipulating the relationship context of an interpersonal interaction 

(i.e., either communal or exchange) should induce people to use either a communal or 

exchange relational module when coordinating action with their social partner. Results 

that supported this hypothesis would then be considered to provide further credence to 

the centrality of these modules to interpersonal interactions. Consistent with this 

perspective, a series of studies have demonstrated that when a communal or exchange 

relationship context is induced, people coordinate action with their social partner in 
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accordance with the relational module that complements the context (for review, see 

Clark & Mills, 2011). For example, in a study conducted by Clark, Mills, and Corcoran 

(1989), relationship context was manipulated by assigning participants to either engage 

in a task with a stranger (ostensibly an exchange relationship) or a friend (ostensibly a 

communal relationship). Participants were then asked to keep track of their partner’s 

needs by checking if a light was flashing in the corner of the room. The participants 

were found to alter their behaviour depending on the type of relationship induced. 

Participants were found to express more behaviour consistent with following a 

communal relational module (i.e., by checking the light more often) for their social 

partner in the friend condition compared to the stranger condition. These results were 

taken to suggest that people were employing a communal relational module in the friend 

condition and an exchange relational module in the stranger condition. As these results 

supported the description of relational modules outlined by Clark and Mills (1979; 

2011), this experimental evidence was taken as further support to contingency theory as 

a model of the relational modules individuals use to provide complementarity of action 

to others. Accordingly, a useful direction for future research in examining the relational 

modules that coordinate group interactions would be to examine the changes in 

individual behaviour that occur due to manipulating the relationship context of group 

interactions. This will serve to provide support for the validity of the relational modules 

outlined in Chapter 1 and the relevance of these modules in shaping the way people 

behave within group contexts.  

How might relational context be experimentally manipulated? As an initial foray 

into experimental manipulations of relational group contexts, a simple manipulation of 

relational context may be to vary the task objectives given to groups. That is, 

manipulating whether groups are asked to complete a computational or creative task 
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together. Considered to be two common forms of task objectives for groups (Hambrick, 

Davison, Snell, & Snow, 1998; Lickel et al., 2000), these two types of group tasks 

provide a particularly useful framework to examine how different relational modules 

may be used to coordinate action in groups. This is in large part due the nature of the 

task calling for distinct ways of coordinating action that coincide with mechanical and 

organic principles. Computational tasks involve a predefined answer and decision 

making within these contexts tend to be driven by individuals within the group who 

have established their status as knowledgeable. Other group members then tend to 

provide supporting roles to these central group members. Individuals within these group 

contexts also tend to create a single group identity with others and downplay divergent 

identities in order to keep the focus on the goal at hand (Eggins et al., 2002; Polzer, 

Swann, & Milton, 2003; Swann, Milton, & Polzer, 2000). In this way, the contextual 

demands present when completing a computational task should then necessitate 

individuals to be coordinating action with others according to a mechanical relational 

module (Durkheim, 1893/2014; Koudenburg et al., 2016; Swann et al., 2000). By 

contrast, creative tasks do not have a clearly defined answer and require the use and 

inclusion of diverse information from team members to successfully complete the task 

(Hulsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009). To enhance collaboration and inclusion of 

unique ideas, individuals within creative task groups are found emphasise the diverse 

identities that exist within the group (Swann et al., 2000). This creative task context also 

necessitates the need for group members to consider others as coequal but independent 

from one another, to emphasise the equal contribution of different perspectives to the 

group, and to form distinct patterns of ties to allow for effective collaboration with other 

unique group members. From this perspective, the contextual demands of creative tasks 

largely require individuals to coordinate action with others according to an organic 
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relational module (Durkheim, 1893/2014; Koudenburg et al., 2016). As these two task 

objectives are considered to differentially necessitate the use of mechanical and organic 

relational modules, this task may provide a useful experimental manipulation of the 

relational modules used to navigate the social problems that arise in groups. By 

manipulating the relationship context of groups, research can then use a series of 

behavioural measures to explore whether individuals are differentially using mechanical 

and organic modules to coordinate action in groups. This relatively simple manipulation 

of group task objectives will then provide a strong opportunity to develop a greater 

understanding of how these relational modules serve to shape the behaviour individuals 

display within social group interactions. Further, examining how individuals’ behaviour 

changes as a function of manipulating the relational context of group interactions will 

serve to provide experimental evidence for the centrality of mechanical and organic 

relational modules to human sociality.  

Limitations of the Research Program 

In keeping with the discussions provided for each study conducted in the present 

program of research, while there is some evidence to support the relevance of people’s 

relational orientations to the way they coordinate action in groups, further evidence for 

the utility and validity of the MOOS is needed before strong support can be claimed. 

Accordingly, given the need to be tentative in the support obtained for the MOOS in the 

present thesis, several limitations are also recognised to exist with respect to the current 

program of research.  

The first represents a concern with the weak item loadings observed in the factor 

structure of the MOOS. Although a concerted effort was made to capture the general 

beliefs, principles of human sociality, and attitudes of a medium level specificity that 

would be theoretically expected to encapsulate the orientations towards coordinating 
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action in groups according to the two relational modules, it is possible that more central 

features of each of these orientations have been missed in the item development process.  

For example, these core items could be related to specific behaviours people enact 

within groups. In turn, the low item factor loadings observed may reflect the absence of 

these more core or focal items for each construct. The issues and weak support for the 

MOOS observed in the subsequent studies after developing the scale may then be 

related to the absence of these focal items. For example, it is possible that the 

paradoxical patterns of associations observed in Study 3 were the result of the weak 

items developed to capture the two orientations. If more centrally relevant items had 

been created (i.e., clearly relating to group phenomena), the paradoxical patterns may 

not have been observed. Consequently, the present thesis recognises that it is regrettable 

that additional items were not developed that specifically encapsulated the way people 

seek to form or manage their relationships with multiple social actors. Future studies 

seeking to extend upon the present research may benefit greatly by revisiting the scale 

development process of the present thesis and incorporating items that reference the 

way people enact social relations with others in group settings.  

The concern with the low item factor loadings is also reinforced by the 

consistent under performance of the internal consistency of the scales. As demonstrated 

in each study, the MOOS were observed to only have a marginal Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability. As low Cronbach’s alphas may suggest that the MOOS are not reliably 

capturing the underlying construct across each study, this also represents a considerable 

limitation of the scale development process reported. While future research should 

certainly seek to improve the reliability of the MOOS, it is also appropriate to 

acknowledge that Cronbach’s alpha may not represent an accurate portrayal of the 

underlying reliability of the MOOS. According to contemporary scholars, the 
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theoretical assumptions underlying alpha may mean that it does not accurately represent 

the internal consistency of the scale (Dunn, Baguley, & Brunsden, 2014; Green & Yang, 

2008). To briefly summarise some of the major assumptions made by Cronbach’s alpha 

and their implications; Cronbach’s alpha assumes that constructs are unidimensional 

and are not comprised of multiple dimensions. To the extent to which constructs are 

somewhat multidimensional (e.g., scales seeking to capture orientations encapsulating 

forms of complementarity and interdependencies with others), alpha reliabilities will be 

systematically substandard (Dunn et al., 2014; Socan, 2000). Cronbach’s alpha also 

assumes that each item has the exact same true score variance as each other item in the 

scale (Green & Yang, 2008). This assumption is referred to as tau-equivalence and as 

many scholars have noted is almost impossible to be met for most psychological scales 

(Shevlin, Miles, Davies, & Walker, 2000; Socan, 2000). Given the variability in item 

factor loadings of the MOOS, the assumption of constant true score variance across all 

the items is also unlikely to be met leading to poor alpha reliabilities. Owing to these 

issues, while Cronbach’s alpha was still reported throughout the present thesis to remain 

in keeping with traditional reporting standards, some additional steps were taken to 

address any concerns regarding the stability or reliability of the MOOS. More 

specifically, extensive efforts were undertaken to demonstrate the stability of the item 

factor loadings across studies by conducting a multigroup measurement invariance and 

repeating this analysis using different models (see Study 2).  

Although the limitations regarding the low item factor loadings and reliabilities 

will need to be addressed before strong support for the MOOS can be obtained, it 

should be noted that these limitations do not suggest the invalidity of the MOOS in its 

entirety. Instead, the promising pattern of results observed over the series of studies that 
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occurred despite these limitations suggests that further investigation into the constructs 

outlined in Chapter 1 and the MOOS is a viable area of future research.  

A second concern relates to the number of relational modules suggested to be 

used to navigate the various social problems that arise in groups. Drawing upon 

Durkheim’s (1893/2014) theory of social organisation, the current research has taken 

the position that individuals’ orientations toward coordinating action in groups can 

either represent a mechanical or organic orientation. However, this does not discount the 

possibility that another theoretical framework could be used to suggest that three or 

more relational orientations, and associated relational modules, exist. As previously 

discussed in Chapter 1, within the extant relational literature, various programs of 

research have attempted to outline the distinct relational modules used to navigate the 

social problems that arise in all forms of human sociality. In developing these theories, 

each area of research has drawn from a distinct theoretical perspective and this has led 

to a series of theories that that vary in the number of relational modules suggested to 

exist. For example, Clark and Mills (1979; 2011) drew upon theory within relationship 

science to find that two different relational modules exist. Fiske’s (1991) RMT drew 

upon aspects of anthropological, sociological, and psychological research to find that 

four distinct relational models serve to govern how individuals provide 

complementarity with others across all forms of human sociality. Further, Foa and Foa 

(1980) drew upon exchange theory to suggest that six distinct relational modules exist. 

From this perspective, the theoretical framework employed in the current research could 

potentially be diminishing the opportunity of the current research to correctly uncover 

the number of relational modules that exist and which are used to navigate the various 

social problems that arise in groups. However, this limitation may be tempered by the 

approach used in determining which theoretical framework to use to integrate existing 
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theories of relational modules with insights from social network analysis. In deriving an 

appropriate theoretical framework from which to outline the relational modules used to 

navigate the various social problems that arise in groups, a series of theoretical 

frameworks that discussed patterns of social organisation were examined. While 

Durkheim’s theory was considered to provide the best framework, each of the distinct 

theoretical descriptions of social organisation consistently converged on asserting that 

two broad forms of social organisation most parsimoniously explained human sociality 

in groups and larger forms of social organisation (e.g., Sowell, 2002; Tönnies, 1887; 

Hunter, 1991). Accordingly, the consistency in which various theoretical frameworks 

have asserted that two similar forms of social organisation exist to structure social group 

interactions lends credence to the two factor model of relational modules put forward in 

the present thesis. Despite the suggested reliability of the current theoretical framework 

though, further research will ultimately determine the number of relational modules 

used to govern how individuals coordinate action in groups.  

A related concern in the use of a sociological framework to outline the relational 

modules used to coordinate action in groups is the lack of consideration given to 

culture. While the cross-cultural generalisability has been limited by the predominantly 

WEIRD (Henrich et al., 2010) demographic of the samples used within the present 

research (a limitation that has been noted in the description of each study’s 

demographics), a more critical concern relates to the lack of attention given to the role 

of culture in the description of the relational modules that are used to navigate social 

group interactions. The decision to employ a sociological framework was largely driven 

by the focus of sociological thought on describing the nature of social relationships that 

exist amongst people in social systems. Classic sociology specifically attempts to 

explain human sociality by examining it from a structural perspective (Oishi et al., 
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2009). The focus of sociological inquiry is to describe how the structures of social 

systems exert an influence on the patterns of social relationships that exist amongst 

people in groups and particularly the nature of interdependencies that exists amongst 

them (Lukes, 2001). Accordingly, the structural account of interdependencies provided 

by a sociological perspective was considered to be particularly useful to inform a 

psychologically grounded approach to the description of the relational modules people 

use when coordinating action in groups. 

However, a sociological perspective, by definition, omits considering the 

influence of patterns of shared meaning on human sociality, particularly the classic 

sociological perspective that has been used in the current research program. This 

represents a significant limitation in the approach taken in this program of research. 

Culture is broadly defined as the systems of practices, ideas, symbols, and rituals that 

serve to construct a shared system of meaning. People then use these systems of 

meaning to organise their experience of the social world and ultimately ground people 

to a shared social reality (Kashima, 2014b; Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Oishi & 

Graham, 2010). Research examining the role of these shared systems of meaning on 

individual action has also consistently demonstrated that they significantly shape 

people’s thoughts, emotions, and behaviour (Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Oyserman & 

Lee, 2008). In this way, the systems of meaning that people use to organise their 

experiences of the social world are also likely to shape the nature of relational modules 

individuals use to coordinate action in groups. Consistent with this perspective, a 

growing area of research in the field of Asian social psychology has been to examine 

how specific systems of meaning, practices, and ideas shape the ways individuals 

coordinate action with others (Huang, Bedford, & Zhang, 2017). Defined as Chinese 

relationalism (and associated methodological relationalism; Ho 1998, Hwang, 1987, 
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2015), this domain of research draws upon the role of Confucian thought in Chinese 

culture to examine how Chinese culture has shaped people’s orientations toward 

coordinating relationships with others, managing their ties with others, and the way they 

consider the role of relationships in their lives. On this view, by employing a purely 

sociological perspective the present research has precluded the opportunity to 

incorporate existing insights regarding how cultural systems of meaning might also 

shape the nature of relational norms individuals use to coordinate action in groups.  

While this drawback represents a concern for the utility of the description of 

relational group norms provided, the psychological approach taken in the present thesis 

offers an opportunity to examine the generalisability of the current description of 

relational modules in culturally diverse populations. Although requiring further 

improvement before use, the development of a measure that captures individual 

variation in orientations toward coordinating action in groups will provide an 

opportunity to explore how these orientations are received in culturally diverse 

populations. More specifically, after further validation, the MOOS may be able to be 

used to determine whether people in culturally diverse populations express similar 

orientations toward coordinating action in groups according to mechanical or organic 

relational modules. Similar to Study 4, the measure could also be used to examine 

whether these orientations have the same impact on the way people structure their own 

social networks in culturally diverse populations. Undertaking these investigations will 

ultimately serve to determine whether the two distinct orientations toward coordinating 

action with others appropriately transfers across cultural settings or whether greater 

incorporation of culture is needed.  

  



305 

Concluding Remarks 

A considerable amount of literature has demonstrated that individual differences 

in in the way people provide complementarity of action with others significantly alter 

the way they engage in social interactions with others. However, to date, no research 

had examined how individual variation in employing relational modules shapes the way 

people engage in social group interactions. This absence of research was considered to 

have potentially been caused by the absence of a conceptualisation of relational modules 

that encapsulates the nature of complementarity people seek with others and the way 

they seek to manage and maintain their interdependencies with others. To bridge this 

gap, using Durkheim’s theory of social organisation as a framework, the present thesis 

has integrated existing insights regarding the relational modules people use to provide 

complementarity of action with others with what network science also suggests to be a 

part of people’s relational modules. Building upon this description, the present thesis 

then sought to develop a measure that captures people’s orientations toward 

coordinating action in groups according to a mechanical or organic relational module. 

Correspondingly, across a series of studies, preliminary evidence was obtained for the 

MOOS. That is, while some studies provided support for the MOOS, others were less 

clear in their support. While further evidence is necessary before the utility of the 

MOOS can be completely realised, the results of the present thesis were promising and 

demonstrate that examining people’s relational group orientations is a viable avenue for 

future research. On this basis, it is the hope of the present thesis that by highlighting the 

relevance of people’s relational group orientations to the way people engage in social 

group interactions, future research examining intragroup phenomena will seek to 

incorporate the findings of the present thesis into their investigations.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusion and Summary 

The way people coordinate social action with others is an important aspect of 

how people navigate the social world. Correspondingly, individual differences in the 

relational modules people use to navigate the social problems that arise in social 

interactions has long been a significant point of investigation when attempting to 

understand how people engage in, evaluate, respond to, and interpret behaviour within 

social interactions (Clark & Mills, 2011; Fiske, 1991; Reis, 2008). Yet despite 

acknowledgments that people’s orientations toward employing particular relational 

modules within social interactions shape the way people interpret, evaluate, and 

coordinate action with others (Clark & Mills, 2011), exploring how they shape 

individual behaviour in groups has received considerably less attention. Accordingly, 

the present thesis has attempted to bridge the potential gap that may exist in 

contemporary research’s understanding of how people’s relational orientations shape 

their behaviour in group contexts. Meeting this central aim was undertaken in two ways:  

First, by providing an integrated and theoretically informed description of the 

relational modules people use to navigate the various social problems that arise in 

groups, this would overcome the focus of existing theories on seeking to outline the 

core or universal forms of complementarity used to navigate social interactions and 

facilitate cooperation. Second, developing a measure that captures individual variation 

in people’s orientation toward coordinating action in groups according to a specific 

relational module would serve to provide researchers with a measure that can be 

incorporated into future intragroup research. 

In fulfilling the first intention of this thesis, as discussed in Chapter 1, 

Durkheim’s (1893/2014) theory of social organisation was used as a framework to 

integrate existing knowledge regarding the different relational modules that inform the 
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type of complementarity people employ within social interactions and what network 

theory also suggests to be a part of these relational modules. Durkheim’s theory was a 

particularly useful integrative framework for two reasons. First, in discussing the 

various ways that societies and social groups were organised, an aspect of Durkheim’s 

theory focuses on discussing the various moral, psychological, and social processes 

occurring within each form of organisation. Accordingly, these aspects were able to be 

related to existing theories of relational modules focusing on describing the different 

forms of complementarity people seek to engage in with others. Second, Durkheim’s 

theory was also strongly focused on describing the nature of interdependencies people 

within each form of social organisation maintain with others. By relating these 

discussions to contemporary social network scholarship and theory, a representation 

could be formed of the different ways people will seek to manage and maintain their 

interdependencies with others. Through integrating these insights together, a 

representation was formed of the two relational modules likely to be underlying the way 

people seek to navigate the variety of social problems that arise in groups (i.e., those 

concerning complementarity and how to manage and maintain their interdependencies 

with others). On the basis of this integrative framework, people’s relational orientations 

toward coordinating action in groups were considered to take two forms; people would 

either have a mechanical or organic relational orientation. People with a mechanical 

orientation would be oriented toward maintaining tight social connections with others, 

consider themselves and others to have specific roles, obligations, and duties within 

group interactions (i.e., mutual interdependence), and seek to ensure that strict social 

order is followed (i.e., a clique structure). By contrast, people with an organic 

orientation would be oriented toward ensuring that they maintain functionally 

complementary ties with others, consider other people in interactions to be coequal 
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social partners, and to maintain functional interdependence with others (i.e., a small 

world structure).  

Building upon the description provided in Chapter 1, and to attempt to fulfil the 

second intention of this thesis, Chapters 2 and 3 described the process of establishing 

and validating a measure of people’s relational group orientations. Namely, the 

Mechanical and Organic Orientations Scales or MOOS for short. In Chapter 2, a pilot 

study investigating the factorability of a set of preliminary items was reported. The 

results revealed a two factor solution best represented the collection of items. The two 

factors were each found to reflect essences of the attitudes, beliefs, and considerations 

predicted to be a part of mechanical and organic orientations. However, some 

misspecifications were found in this preliminary investigation. For example, there was a 

general level of low factor loadings in the items and some items developed for an 

organic orientation were found to load onto the mechanical factor. In spite of these 

drawbacks though, Chapter 2 served an important role in providing preliminary 

evidence that the two orientations represent valid constructs to be further examined. The 

preliminary nature of results described in Chapter 2 also strongly suggested the need for 

more items to be developed that would capture the core and peripheral aspects of the 

two orientations.  

After developing a refined set of items based on the results of Chapter 2, 

Chapter 3 reported the findings of four studies which attempted to examine the validity 

of the MOOS as a measure of people’s relational group orientations. In Study 1, the 

results of an EFA suggested that the revised set of items improved the measurement of 

the underlying constructs of mechanical and organic orientations. The factor structure of 

the revised set of items revealed that two factors existed with nine items in each factor. 

Although the item factor loadings were moderate, each cluster of items also clearly 
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represented items reflective of an orientation toward coordinating action according to 

mechanical and organic relational module. However, owing to the nature of items 

developed to capture these two constructs, the items lacked a considerable degree of 

face validity. It was also recognised that due to this issue, the validation of the MOOS 

would necessitate obtaining multiple pieces of evidence that situate the scale within the 

group domain. In Study 2, using a separate sample, the factor structure found in Study 1 

was confirmed and revealed indices approximating good fit. The stability of the factor 

structure was also demonstrated through a series of multigroup measurement invariance 

models. These analyses specifically exemplified that the same factor solution and 

loadings were observed over consecutive studies. With the factor structure and 

invariance of the MOOS established, Study 2 also sought to provide initial evidence for 

the construct validity of the MOOS. Specifically, this study sought to demonstrate that 

the MOOS appropriately converged and diverged from other measures that capture the 

life-guiding principles, orientations, and worldviews that serve to organise how people 

see the world around them. Consistent with the predictions made, the MOOS was found 

to appropriately converge and diverge from these related constructs. Although it was 

noted that this evidence would not be able to ascertain whether the MOOS is related to 

the group domain, it was considered an important step in the validation process to 

demonstrate that the MOOS was not reducible to existing measures of life guiding 

principles.  

In order to further establish the construct validity of the MOOS, Study 3 sought 

to demonstrate that the MOOS appropriately converged and diverged from existing 

measures of people’s relational orientations. That is, orientations that capture people’s 

orientation toward employing a specific form of complementarity. The results of this 

study provided less support for the validity of the MOOS. While the MOOS did appear 
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to be related to existing relational orientations, the patterns of associations observed 

were paradoxical to what theory would suggest. Multiple explanations were provided to 

understand these paradoxical findings. Although addition research is needed to 

determine the cause of these paradoxical findings, one explanation, which was 

complementary to the validity of the MOOS, was that the associations may reflect a 

product of the interpersonal focus of existing relational orientation measures. If this 

alternative explanation of the results is supported in future research, then it is possible 

that the MOOS may still represent a valid measure of people’s relational group 

orientations. In this way, the results of Study 2 and 3 provided mixed support for the 

construct validity of the MOOS. While the MOOS illustrated that it sits appropriately 

within the nominological net (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) of related constructs, some of 

the patterns of convergence and divergence were not expected by what theory would 

suggest.  

In Study 4, the MOOS was found to be weakly associated with the group 

domain and more specifically, the way people maintain their interdependencies within 

their own social networks. Although the associations between the MOOS and triad 

configurations were weak and non-significant in some instances, they were still 

considered to represent useful insights. Although future research is required to support 

the patterns of results observed, it may be that people with a mechanical orientation 

seek to maintain strong closed groups of relations and in turn, avoided the weakening of 

those ties. By contrast, people with an organic orientation may maintain strong but 

distinct relationships with others and by consequence, avoid configurations where they 

would not be usefully contributing to others. Additional evidence for both patterns of 

maintaining social connections in groups would then be consistent with the behaviours 
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that would be expected by people with orientations toward coordination action in 

groups according to a mechanical or organic relational module.   

Taken together, the findings from Chapters 2 and 3 provided preliminary 

evidence for the validity of the MOOS. That is, while some studies were found to 

provide support to the factor structure of the MOOS and some evidence of its construct 

validity (i.e., Study 2), there were also areas of the validation process that demonstrated 

further improvement of the MOOS to be necessary (i.e., Study 3). Despite these 

weaknesses, the associations observed between the MOOS and group level phenomena 

(i.e., Study 4) were promising and suggest that further examining relational group 

orientations would be fruitful.  

In Chapter 4, a summary of each study and a general discussion was provided. 

The general discussion discussed the need for further improvement of the MOOS but 

also outlined the practical and theoretical implications the MOOS may have for several 

fields of social psychological enquiry once the validity of the MOOS has been improved 

and more formally established through different methods. Future directions for research 

examining the MOOS were also discussed with particular emphasis placed on 

suggesting the need to understand how mechanical and organic orientations develop. 

The utility for future research to consider experimentally manipulating the relational 

contexts of groups was also discussed. Finally, a considerable number of limitations 

inherent in the present thesis were also discussed, particular emphasis was given to 

discussing the limitations inherent in the item development process and how future 

research might serve to rectify these limitations.    

Concluding Remarks 

To date, little research has sought to examine how people’s relational 

orientations shape the way they engage in intragroup contexts. The findings of the 
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current research provide some evidence to suggest that people’s orientations toward 

coordinating action in groups according to a specific relational module may play a role 

in the way they engage in social group interactions. Accordingly, it is the hope of the 

present thesis that by providing a theoretically informed description of the relational 

modules likely to be employed when navigating social group interactions and a 

preliminary measure of individual differences in orientations toward employing these 

relational modules in groups, contemporary scholars will begin to consider their role in 

intragroup processes. 
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Appendix A  

Blurb used for Volunteering for Important Research Email Broadcast 

 

Volunteer for Research Projects  

 

Project title Participation in the social world: How do people think about the world 

around them? 

 

Key aims People have very complex social systems and preferred ways of interacting 

with individuals throughout their daily lives. We are interested in understanding the 

diverse attitudes and opinions people have about the social worlds that they reside 

within  

 

Type of volunteers needed Any adult (including undergraduate students)  

 

What would I be asked to do? How much time would it take? You will be asked to 

complete an online survey and respond to a number of statements regarding your 

general attitudes and beliefs about various aspects of social life. The survey should 

take no longer than 20-25 minutes to complete 

 

What’s in it for me?  

Should you choose to participate, you will have the opportunity to enter a prize draw for 

the chance to win a $100 Coles-Myer Gift Card 

 

How can I volunteer or find out more? To find out more please contact Martin Wood 

at martin.wood@griffith.edu.au; To complete the online survey, please click on this link: 

http://griffithbbh.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_bkOir52RZeoY1eZ 

 

Research element School of Applied Psychology 

 

Ethics clearance PSY/26/12/HREC 
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Appendix B 

Pilot Study Histograms of 32 item MOOS  
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Appendix B (cont) 

 

 



350 

Appendix C 

Study 1 Histograms of 47 item MOOS measure 
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Appendix C (cont) 
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Appendix C (cont) 
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Appendix D 

Instructions provided to participants for alter-alter matrix table 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXAMPLE TABLE 

 

First name/ Nickname         

Marcus 1        

Charlie 2 S       

Arthur 3 W S      

Stephanie 4 NA W W     

Tracy 5 W S NA S    

 6        

 7        

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

First name/Nickname  Marc Char Arth Steph Tracy   

Explanation of Example: 

In this example a participant has listed five (5) people in their social network. Although the table includes spaces for 

up to seven (7) people this does not matter. The task is completed in the same way no matter how many people 

have been listed and only uses the spaces needed, in this example it is for the five (5) people in their network. 

As per the instructions, the names have been placed down the first column and along the bottom row.  

The table has then been filled in one column at a time. In this example, an ‘S’ has been placed in the box for the 

relationship between Marcus and Charlie to say that they have a ‘strong’ relationship with each other. A ‘W’ has 

been placed in the box for the relationship between Marcus and Arthur to say that they have a ‘weak’ relationship 

with each other. This process is continued until all the relations between the listed people have been described. 

 

Task Instructions 

 

The final task is to describe the strength of relations between the people you have listed. You do this by filling 

in codes in the table. This may seem overwhelming at first but do not worry, answering the questions is a 

simple task when taken one column at a time. The table over the page is indeed large, but this is just to give 

people enough room if they need.  

 

You will find it easier to complete this task if you copy the names of the people you nominated earlier to the 

columns marked ‘first name/ nickname’ (the first column on the left and the last row at the bottom).  

Begin with the first person listed. Relations with the person are listed in the first column. Indicate his or her 

relationship with the person in each row in one of three ways:  

 

Write S if there is an especially STRONG relation between the row person and the first person.  

Write W if there is a WEAK relation between the row person and the first person, in the sense that 

they rarely spend time together in any social setting, or do not enjoy one another’s company. 

Write NA if the two people don’t know each other. 

 

An example of how to fill in the table has been provided below.  
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Appendix E 

Social Network Analysis Triad Macro used in Octave 

A = []; 
B = []; 

 

printf(["Rows A: " mat2str(rows(A)) "\n"]) 
printf(["Cols A: " mat2str(columns(A)) "\n"]) 

printf(["Rows B: " mat2str(rows(B)) "\n"]) 

 
WNW = 0; 

WWW = 0; 

WSW = 0; 
SNW = 0; 

SWW = 0; 

SSW = 0; 
SNS = 0; 

SWS = 0; 

SSS = 0; 
 

breakflag = false; 

 
for i = 1:(rows(A)-1)  

 
 for j = (i + 1): rows(A) 

  if (A(i) == 1 & A(j) == 1) 

     if (B(i, j) == 0) 
       WNW = WNW + 1 

     elseif (B(i, j) == 1) 

       WWW = WWW + 1 
     elseif (B(i, j) == 2) 

       WSW = WSW + 1 

          endif 
  elseif (A(i) == 1 & A(j) == 2) 

     if (B(i, j) == 0) 

       SNW = SNW + 1 
     elseif (B(i, j) == 1) 

       SWW = SWW + 1 

     elseif (B(i, j) == 2) 
       SSW = SSW + 1 

          endif 

        elseif (A(i) == 2 & A(j) == 1) 
     if (B(i, j) == 0) 

       SNW = SNW + 1 

     elseif (B(i, j) == 1) 
       SWW = SWW + 1 

     elseif (B(i, j) == 2) 

       SSW = SSW + 1 
     endif 

        elseif (A(i) == 2 & A(j) == 2) 

     if (B(i, j) == 0) 
       SNS = SNS + 1 

     elseif (B(i, j) == 1) 

       SWS = SWS + 1 
     elseif (B(i, j) == 2) 

       SSS = SSS + 1 

          endif 

  endif 

 endfor          

   
endfor 

printf("\n"); 

WNW  #   
WWW  #   

WSW  #   

SNW  #   
SWW  #   

SSW  # 

SNS  # 
SWS  # 

SSS  # 
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Appendix F 

Full Manuscript Submitted for Publication 

 

Introducing the MOOS:  

A Measure of Individual Differences in Orientations toward Coordinating Action in 

Groups 

 

Martin W. Wood and Stefano Occhipinti 

School of Applied Psychology and Menzies Health Institute Queensland, Griffith University, 

Brisbane, Queensland, Australia 

 

Word Count: 8,607 (inc. abstract, text, and endnote) 

 

 

Corresponding Author:  

Martin Wood 
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Abstract 

Research has begun to examine how individuals’ behave within intragroup contexts. 

However, due to the absence of a framework of relational group norms, no research has 

examined how individuals’ relational group orientations influence individual action in 

groups. Here, we provide a theoretically informed description of the relational norms 

individuals use to coordinate action in groups and across four studies present a measure of 

individual differences in these norms, the Mechanical and Organic Orientation Scales 

(MOOS). First, we establish and confirm the factor structure of the MOOS. We then establish 

the convergent and divergent validity of the MOOS. Last, we show that these orientations 

shape the way people configure their own personal networks. Together, these results 

demonstrate the significance of relational group orientations to human sociality and provide a 

valid tool for future research. 

 

Keywords: Relational Orientations, Individual Differences, Intragroup Processes, Social 

Network Analysis 
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The last decade has seen a steady increase in research examining how individuals 

coordinate action in groups (Postmes, Akkus, & Stroebe, 2015). For example, research has 

begun to examine how individuals transmit social information to other group members 

(Kashima & Yeung, 2010) and how they respond to the behaviour of other group members 

(Ditrich, Scholl, & Sassenberg, 2017; Koudenburg, Postmes, & Gordijn, 2016). However, a 

factor that is also likely to play a significant role in shaping individual action within 

intragroup contexts concerns individuals’ relational orientations. Relational orientations 

reflect the preferences people have for coordinating action with others across situations and 

contexts (Caralis & Haslam, 2004; Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg, 1987). A 

considerable amount of literature also finds that relational orientations shape how people 

interpret, evaluate, and coordinate action with others (Clark & Mills, 2011). Accordingly, the 

aim of the present research is to examine the role of relational orientations in the context of 

intragroup interactions.  

Currently though, the frameworks of relational norms used to describe the orientations 

that exist may not apply to intragroup contexts. By focusing on describing the norms used to 

coordinate action in dyads, existing frameworks do not clearly articulate the norms that 

govern how individuals manage and maintain connections to multiple social partners 

(Moreland, 2010). This absence represents a significant gap in intragroup research. Without 

an appropriate framework, research cannot examine how relational orientations shape 

individual action within intragroup settings. To bridge this gap, we draw upon Durkheim 

(1893/2014) to develop a framework of the relational norms individuals use to coordinate 

action in groups. We then present the development and validation of the Mechanical and 

Organic Orientation Scales (MOOS), a measure that captures individuals’ preferences for 

mechanical and organic norms. 
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Exploring Individual Behaviour in Groups 

Despite a longstanding absence of research examining intragroup phenomena 

(Wittenbaum & Moreland, 2008), the last decade has seen a growth of interest within this 

domain (Postmes et al., 2015). A prominent area of investigation in this domain has been to 

explore how individuals interact with others within intragroup contexts. For example, using 

the method of serial reproduction where social information is transmitted through a chain of 

social partners, Kashima and colleagues (Kashima & Yeung, 2010; Lee, Gelfand, & 

Kashima, 2014) have examined how individuals choose to transmit social information to 

others within a social network. The findings from these studies have revealed that individuals 

are more likely to transmit information along a chain of social actors when it is consistent 

with their views and to phase out the transmission of inconsistent information. In another line 

of research, Koudenburg and colleagues (Koudenburg et al., 2016) have examined how 

individuals modify their behaviour in response to norm violations (i.e., a brief silence) within 

group interactions. Their findings reveal that after experiencing a brief silence from other 

group members, individuals are more likely to modify their attitudes to be closer to the 

established group norms. In this way, intragroup research has become a significant point of 

social psychological inquiry and a number of distinct lines of research are serving to uncover 

the basic patterns of behaviour individuals’ display within intragroup contexts. However, a 

factor that is likely to be highly relevant to understanding individual action in groups and 

comparatively understudied concerns the relational norms they are using to coordinate action 

with others. 

Relational Norms and Orientations  

Human sociality largely requires people to coordinate action with others in such a 

way that they provide complementary functions for one another. To do so, humans have 

developed a number of discrete collections of relational norms that are used to solve many of 
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the recurrent problems inherent in social life (Bugental, 2000; Reis & Collins, 2004), such as 

negotiating exchanges and forming coalitions. People then use these relational norms within 

their interactions with others to govern how they share resources, make decisions, and form 

judgements (Fiske, 1991). On this basis, relational norms are a central determinant of how 

people behave in social interactions (Clark & Mills, 2011; Reis & Collins, 2004) and are 

likely to have a significant role in shaping how individuals interact with others in intragroup 

settings.  

Of particular relevance to investigations examining the effect of relational norms in 

intragroup interactions will be individuals’ relational orientations. People’s social 

environments require them to coordinate action with others in ways that complement the 

various ecological pressures that exist (e.g., pathogen stressors; Oishi & Graham, 2010). Over 

time, persistent experience of these pressures result in the development of a psychological 

tendency to apply the same collection of relational norms across situations and contexts 

(Conway et al., 2017; Kitayama, Conway, Pietromonaco, Park, & Plaut, 2010). In this way, 

relational orientations reflect the characteristic ways that people approach and coordinate 

interactions with others across situations and contexts (Clark & Mills, 2011; Haslam, 2004). 

For example, people’s orientations are found to alter their prosocial behaviour (Thompson & 

DeHarpport, 1998), their interpretations of others’ (im)moral behaviour (Simpson & Laham, 

2015), and their willingness to express emotions in social interactions (Clark & Finkel, 2005). 

As relational orientations are a central determinant of the way people interact with others 

across situations and contexts, they are likely to be a core mechanism that shapes how 

individuals’ behave in social group interactions. For instance, individuals’ relational 

orientations are likely to influence how they interpret social information from others and how 

they choose to pass on information within a group (e.g., Lee et al., 2014; Koudenburg et al., 

2016). 
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Dyadic Norms ≠ Group Norms 

However, the current frameworks of relational norms used to examine relational 

orientations cannot necessarily be applied within intragroup contexts. Within the existing 

literature, two frameworks have been used to examine how relational orientations shape 

human sociality are Clark and Mills’ (2011) contingency theory and Fiske’s (1991) 

Relational Models Theory (RMT). In both of these frameworks, the focus of these models has 

been to outline the collections of relational norms that individuals use to coordinate action in 

interpersonal interactions and do not clearly articulate the relational norms used to coordinate 

action in group contexts. 

In contingency theory, Clark and Mills (1979) specifically sought to define the 

relational norms that govern the giving and receiving of benefits in close interpersonal 

relationships. According to this framework, Clark and Mills (1979) asserted that people will 

either feel a responsibility to meet the needs of their social partner without expectation of 

return (i.e., communal norms) or expect that their social partners will directly reciprocate the 

benefits they provide (i.e., exchange norms). In RMT, although Fiske (1991) sought to 

outline a framework of relational norms that would govern not only exchanges but all aspects 

of human social interactions (c.f., Clark & Mills, 1979), he also focused on describing the 

norms used in dyadic interactions. From this perspective, Fiske (1991) specified that four 

discrete collections of norms are used to coordinate interpersonal interactions, each of which 

also correspond with a scale of measurement (Stevens, 1946). Specifically, people coordinate 

interactions according to norms that emphasise either the categorical equivalence between 

social partners (Communal Sharing [CS]; Nominal), assigning roles according to status and 

rank differences (Authority Ranking [AR]; Ordinal), expecting equal and reciprocal 

contributions (Equality Matching [EM]; Interval), or interacting according to an equity 

principle where proportional thinking predominates (Market Pricing [MP]; Ratio).  
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Although these frameworks have been instrumental to examining the importance of 

relational orientations in shaping human sociality (Clark & Mills, 2011; Haslam, 2004), both 

clearly focus on describing the norms used in well-defined interpersonal interactions. As 

many scholars have argued, social group interactions are structurally and functionally distinct 

from dyadic interactions (Krackhardt, 1999; Moreland, 2010; Simmel, 1955). By extension, 

the norms used to coordinate action in groups are qualitatively distinct from those used in 

dyads, thereby precluding the use of existing relational frameworks in intragroup contexts.  

In dyads, both partners have equal opportunity to remove themselves from the 

interaction and disband the relationship (Moreland, 2010). Power is also balanced between 

the social actors as they require contributions from each other for the relationship to continue 

(Krackhardt, 1999). As dyadic interactions are symmetrical and balanced, the relational 

norms needed to coordinate action purely reflect the different ways in which complementarity 

of action can be achieved (e.g., communal norms). By contrast, the presence of three or more 

social partners allows for coalitions to form amongst group members (Moreland, 2010). 

Power is also diffuse in these contexts as it can shift depending on the ties that exist amongst 

group members. Group interactions are also relatively stable entities, able to persist in spite of 

the absence or removal of any one or more group members (Moreland & Levine, 1992, 

2002). Interacting in groups also requires individuals to manage the ties they have to multiple 

people and the relations that exist amongst other group members (Granovetter, 1973; Simmel, 

1955). For instance, individuals can choose to ensure that group members are tied to each 

other or to ensure that they are separated from each other (Krackhardt, 1999; Simmel, 1955). 

While complementarity remains important, the added structural complexity of group 

interactions necessitates the use of additional relational norms that govern how to maintain 

and manage connections with others in groups.  
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Correspondingly, it is these unique features of social groups that current frameworks 

of relational norms, and associated individual difference measures, do not clearly articulate. 

Therefore, in order for intragroup research to examine how relational orientations influence 

individual action in groups, a measure that captures individual variation in preferences for 

relational group norms is needed. However, prior to developing a measure, a theoretically 

informed description of what relational group orientations look like is needed.  

Durkheim’s Theory as a Framework 

To this end, Durkheim’s (1893/2014) theory of mechanical and organic solidarity 

provides a useful grounding from which to develop a framework of relational group norms. 

Durkheim asserted that distinct types of social groups coexist within societies and sought to 

provide a structural description of the ways that people are held together within these groups 

(Gofman, 2014). Durkheim also sought to describe the nature of interdependencies that 

existed amongst people within each type of social group. Based on this approach, Durkheim 

outlined two distinct ways that groups are structured, mechanically or organically. In 

mechanical groups, individuals are tightly bound to each other by their shared values and 

beliefs and express a collective sense of belonging or we-ness (Leach et al., 2008; 

Whitehouse & Lanman, 2014). Individuals within these groups are also mutually 

interdependent; each person has specific roles, obligations, and duties and they depend on 

each other to fulfil their specified roles. In organic groups, the diversity of individuals’ values 

and beliefs characterise the group, with cohesion amongst group members maintained by the 

complementary functions each member provides (Gofman, 2014). Individuals are also 

functionally interdependent (Whitehouse & Lanman, 2014); they interact with others for the 

functions they provide and engage in reciprocal interactions. From a social psychological 

perspective, as Durkheim’s theory provides a description of the ways that groups are 

structured to maintain cohesion and the nature of interdependencies that exist amongst people 
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within them, the relational norms used to coordinate action in groups should reflect 

complements to the structural descriptions provided by Durkheim. In this way, two distinct 

collections of relational group norms should exist, mechanical and organic.  

Durkheim’s theory also suggests that people will vary in their preferences for these 

two distinct collections of norms. According to Durkheim, a particular group’s structure is 

determined by the economic pressures inherent in people’s social ecologies. Therefore, from 

an ecological niche perspective (Oishi & Graham, 2010), people’s preferences for 

coordinating action in groups according to mechanical or organic norms will vary depending 

on the group structure necessitated by the ecology within which they reside. Building from 

this perspective, we draw upon Durkheim’s structural description of groups to provide a 

social psychological description of what individual differences in preferences for 

coordinating action according to mechanical and organic norms will look like.  

For people with a stronger mechanical group orientation, when coordinating action 

with others, these individuals will feel an obligation to fulfil their specific roles and maintain 

tight social connections with others. They will also feel obligated to share resources with 

others without the expectation of direct return, but they will expect that others will do the 

same for them. Individuals will also expect that decisions will be made by senior group 

members while junior members will be expected to comply. In this way, mechanically 

oriented individuals provide will complementarity to others similar to communal (Clark & 

Mills, 2011), CS, and AR norms (Fiske, 1991). Mechanically oriented individuals will also 

feel a strong obligation to maintain tight social connections with others. They will feel 

obligated to ensure that others within the group also connect and remain strongly tied to one 

another. These individuals will actively seek to form a densely connected network of ties in 

the group (Granovetter, 1973; Simmel, 1955).  
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By contrast, for people with a stronger organic group orientation, when coordinating 

action in groups, they will feel an obligation to consider others as equal but distinct social 

partners and to maintain amicable connections with others. When interacting with others, 

these individuals will expect that resources will be contributed evenly and they will feel an 

obligation to ensure that they are not being cheated in interactions. In this way, organically 

oriented individuals will provide complementary action to others similar to exchange (Clark 

& Mills, 2011), EM, and MP (Fiske, 1991) norms. In managing connections with others, 

organically oriented individuals will feel obligated to only interact with others who they 

consider to provide complementary functions to themselves. That is, organically oriented 

individuals will seek to create a network of non-overlapping ties that facilitate meeting their 

needs while also allowing for the opportunity to evenly contribute to others in the group 

(Granovetter, 1973; Simmel, 1955).  

Current Research 

By drawing upon Durkheim’s theory of social organisation, we have provided a 

theoretical description of what relational group orientations will look like. In the studies that 

follow, we present the development and validation of a measure of relational group 

orientations, the Mechanical and Organic Orientation Scales (MOOS). First, we present the 

development and validation of the MOOS using exploratory and confirmatory methods. 

Second, we establish the construct validity of the MOOS by highlighting its convergence and 

divergence from individual difference measures capturing related aspects of human sociality. 

Last, we provide evidence of the predictive utility of the MOOS by showing that mechanical 

and organic orientations predict the way people configure their group relations within their 

own social networks. 
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Study 1 

In total, 47 items were created to capture the attitudes, beliefs, and perspectives that 

would reflect people’s preferences for coordinating action according to mechanical or organic 

norms. For example, to capture aspects of an organic preference for interacting in groups 

items such as “Conflict between two people must not be left unresolved” were developed. To 

capture aspects of a mechanical preference items such as “Each person has clear roles and 

specific duties to carry out” were developed. The 47 items were then presented to a panel of 

social psychological researchers with experience in measure development and were revised 

on the basis of their feedback. An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to 

determine the clearest factor solution to the items.  

Method 

Participants. The sample consisted of 236 participants (174 female; Mage = 30.12, SD 

= 12.18) gathered from Griffith University's monthly broadcast email. The monthly broadcast 

is a university wide email that invites staff and students to participate in various research 

studies being conducted within the university. Willing participants then follow a link 

embedded within the email to participate in the study. The sample was also predominantly 

from a Western, Educated, Industrialised, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD; Henrich, Heine & 

Norenzayan, 2010) society, 76.60% were European, 9.36% Asian, 2.13% Middle Eastern, 

and 11.91% other. For their participation each participant was given the opportunity to enter a 

prize draw to win a AUD50 gift-card.  

Procedure. By following a link in the broadcast email, participants were taken to an 

online survey. After providing their consent, participants were presented with the 47 item 

MOOS measure and were asked to rate their agreement with each item using a 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale. The final page of the questionnaire included 

demographic questions and asked participants for their age, gender identity and ethnicity.  
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Results and Discussion 

Prior to analysis, three participants were removed for failing attention checking 

questions. To determine the factor structure of the 47 items, an EFA using principle factor 

method with an oblique promax rotation (with Kaiser normalization) was performed using 

Stata 13.1 software. This EFA revealed that several factors with eigenvalues greater than one 

existed. The items found in the first two factors were consistent with an organic and 

mechanical orientation, respectively. However, the subsequent factors were unrelated to 

relational group orientations. For example, some factors were comprised of method variance, 

while others contained items capturing people’s interpersonal preferences for coordinating 

action. As these items are unrelated to the current research, they were removed from further 

analysis.  

With 18 items remaining, a second EFA was conducted. Two factors with eigenvalues 

greater than one (2.58 and 1.14, respectively) were observed in the unrotated solution, 

explaining 87.83% of the variance. An oblique promax rotation (with Kaiser normalization) 

was then performed on the 18 items. Although the strength of item loadings in each factor 

was acceptable, two items dropped below .30 (See Table 1). However, considering the 

exploratory nature of this study and that these items had a strong theoretical basis to remain 

in the factor solution, the items were retained. The two factors also showed a moderate 

positive correlation with each other (rfactors=.32).  

Visual inspection of the item loadings revealed the two predicted orientations. The 

items in the first factor were found to emphasise a belief in the coequal nature of individuals, 

a motivation towards ensuring that each person meets their own goals, a responsibility to 

downplay conflict, and to maintain amicable relations with others. This factor clearly reflects 

items that correspond with an organic group orientation. By contrast, the items loading on the 

second factor were found to emphasise a motivation towards uniformity, a feeling of 
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responsibility to follow authority, to set moral boundaries, and a need to maintain strong 

connections with others. All items which correspond with a mechanical group orientation.  

It is also noteworthy that the average item factor loading across the two factors was 

.40. Although these loadings are relatively low, it is possible that these loadings reflect an 

underlying dimensional structure that is not comprised of orthogonal factors. Instead, they 

may be reflecting a structure that is made up of multiply determined items. If these items are 

multiply determined they are unlikely to provide a factor solution that reaches conventional 

standards of strong item factor loadings. Accordingly, in order to confirm the dimensional 

structure of the current scales, it will be necessary to employ a statistical technique that can 

account for the multiply determined nature of these items. From this perspective, despite the 

low loadings observed, these results provide strong preliminary evidence of a two factor 

model that corresponds to the two predicted dimensions of a mechanical and organic 

orientation towards coordinating action in groups. 

 

[Table 1] 

 

Study 2 

In Study 2, we sought to confirm the factor structure of the MOOS using an 

Exploratory Structural Equation Model (ESEM; Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009). Recent 

evidence suggests that a traditional Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is too restrictive to 

appropriately evaluate the fit of multifactor psychological measures and those that exhibit 

aspects of multiply determined items (Marsh, Morin, Parker, & Kaur, 2014). A strong 

alternative to traditional CFA approaches is ESEM which combines aspects of EFA, CFA, 

and Structural Equation Modeling (Marsh et al., 2014). The benefit of using ESEM is that 

items are freely estimated onto a specified number of factors. The factor structure can then be 



Individual Differences in Preferences for Coordinating Action in Groups 

 369 

assessed by examining whether the item-factor loadings are consistent with a priori 

expectations and by examining standard goodness of fit indices (Asparouhov & Muthén, 

2009).  

Construct Validity 

Study 2 also sought to establish the convergent and divergent validity of the MOOS 

from the people’s life-guiding principles. A number of constructs have been put forward as 

the life-guiding principles (Graham et al., 2011) or belief systems (Feldman, 2013) that 

people use to make sense of the social world and are considered to govern individual 

sociality. Accordingly, it was expected that these principles would be associated with 

individuals’ preferences for coordinating action in groups. Specifically, it was predicted that 

each life-guiding principle would be most strongly associated with the relational group 

orientation that best complements its vision of the social world.  

Moral Principles. As people guided by the individualising moral principles of 

care/harm and fairness/reciprocity approach social life by considering themselves and others 

to be autonomous free agents (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Haidt & Graham, 2009), it 

was predicted that they would have a stronger organic orientation to coordinating action in 

groups. By contrast, for people who are guided by the binding moral principles of loyalty, 

authority, and purity/sanctity who consider the social world to be organised by strict moral 

rules and need to maintain a strong moral community (Haidt & Graham, 2009). It was 

predicted that they would have a stronger association with a mechanical orientation.  

Cultural Mindsets. As those with an independent self-construal see themselves as 

distinct from others, seek to demonstrate their uniqueness from others, and interpret the 

behaviour of others through their own experiences (Singelis, 1994). It was predicted that they 

would have a stronger organic orientation. As those with an interdependent self-construal see 

themselves as a component of a larger social collective and organise their experiences of 
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social life through the collectively held beliefs of the group (Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013). 

It was predicted that they would have a stronger a mechanical orientation.  

Conservative Worldviews. For people with a high Social Dominance Orientation 

(SDO; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) who see the world as a competitive jungle 

(Perry, Sibley, & Duckitt, 2013) and approach social life by considering that some groups are 

naturally superior to others (Zakrisson, 2005). It was predicted that they would have a 

stronger mechanical orientation. Similarly, as people high in Right-Wing Authoritarianism 

(RWA; Altemeyer, 1981) see the world as a dangerous place and approach the social world 

by attempting to maintain social cohesion and collective security (Perry et al., 2013). It was 

also predicted that they would have a stronger a mechanical orientation. 

Method 

Participants. The sample consisted of 203 participants (154 female; Mage = 30.53, SD 

= 12.43) and were gathered from Griffith University’s broadcast email. The sample again 

reflected the views of people from a predominantly WEIRD society, 74.38% were European, 

8.37% were Asian, and 17.25% were other. For remuneration, participants were given the 

opportunity to enter a prize draw for a AUD50 gift voucher.  

Procedure and Measures. Upon following a link to an online survey and providing 

consent, participants were first asked to complete the MOOS. To allow for any further 

modifications to be made to the MOOS, the original 47 item scale was used. Participants 

were again asked to respond to the items using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) 

scale. Participants were then asked to complete a number of measures capturing individual 

differences in their life-guiding principles.  

Moral principles were measured using the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (Graham 

et al., 2009) which measures the five foundations of care/harm, fairness/reciprocity, loyalty, 

authority, and purity/sanctity. The scale contains two sets of 15 items and two items that 
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serve as attention checks. The first set asks participants about the factors relevant to their 

moral judgements using a 0 (not at all relevant) to 5 (extremely relevant) scale. An example 

item is “Whether or not someone was cruel”. In the second set, participants respond to a 

number of morally relevant statements using a scale from 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). An example item is “I am proud of my country’s history”.  

Cultural self-construal was measured using a revised 18-item scale (Datu, 2014; 

Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013). Participants are asked to rate how well each item describes 

themselves on a scale from 1 (does not describe at all) to 7 (describes very well). Items in the 

independent and interdependent scales include “I always express my opinions clearly” and “I 

act as fellow group members would prefer”, respectively.  

Authoritarianism was measured using Zakrisson’s (2005) short version of RWA. The 

scale contains 15 items, of which seven are counter-balanced. Participants are asked to 

respond to each item with their level of agreement with a scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 

(totally agree). An example reverse-code item is "It is better to accept bad literature than to 

censor it”. 

SDO was measured using the scale developed by Pratto et al. (1994). This scale 

contains 16 items, eight are reverse scored. Participants are asked to report how positive or 

negative they feel towards each statement using a scale from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very 

positive). An example item is "Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups”. 

The final page of the survey contained demographic questions, such as age, gender identity, 

and religious affiliation.   

Results and Discussion 

ESEM. To confirm the factor structure of the 18 item MOOS, an ESEM was 

conducted using Mplus (Version 6.12) with maximum likelihood estimation procedure and a 

geomin (oblique) rotation with epsilon value .001 used. Examination of model fit indices 
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confirmed the good fit of the scale’s two factor structure, χ2(118)=156.10, p=.01, χ2/df=1.32, 

RMSEA .04, and CFI .92. All items consistently loaded onto their respective factors and were 

all ≥.27 (See Table 1). The consistent replication of item loadings across separate samples 

also provides strong support to the perspective that the low loadings reflect an underlying 

dimensional structure that is made up of multiply determined items.   

Convergent and Divergent Validity. Albeit with minor variations, the associations 

between the MOOS and life-guiding principles supported the predictions (see Table 2). The 

moderate nature of the associations found also indicates that the MOOS is not reducible to 

any pre-existing life-guiding principle. A preference towards following binding moral 

principles, a group-focused mindset, or seeing the world as a dangerous or competitive place 

was associated with a stronger orientation towards coordinating action in groups according to 

mechanical norms. Seeing the world through these principles was associated with a stronger 

preference for considering themselves and others to have specific roles, obligations and 

duties, maintaining tight social connections with others, and upholding moral order when 

interacting in group contexts. By contrast, interpreting the social world through moral 

principles that emphasise treating others fairly or a mindset to see oneself as distinct from 

others was associated with a stronger preference for coordinating social group interactions 

according to organic norms. That is, these principles were associated with a preference for 

considering others as coequal but independent social actors and a desire to maintain amicable 

connections with others when coordinating action with others in groups. However, some 

associations were inconsistent with the predictions. A stronger interdependent self-construal 

was found to be equally associated with both relational group orientations. This finding 

suggests that in order to easily fit within different group contexts, people with an 

interdependent self-construal are familiar with both kinds of relational group norms (Markus 

& Kitayama, 2010).  
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The results of Study 2 have provided strong support for the two relational group 

orientations predicted to exist. Specifically, this study confirmed the structure of the MOOS 

and showed that it appropriately converges and diverges from people’s life-guiding 

principles. However, in order to further establish the validity of the MOOS, it will also be 

necessary to show that it is distinct from people’s interpersonal relational orientations.  

 

[Table 2] 

 

Study 3 

To this end, Study 3 sought to establish the construct validity of the MOOS from 

people’s interpersonal orientations. By showing that the MOOS appropriately converges and 

diverges from people’s interpersonal orientations, this would serve to solidify the validity of 

the MOOS as a unique measure of people’s relational group orientations. Although it was 

expected that both group and dyadic orientations would be positively correlated dimensions 

of sociality, it was predicted that the strongest relationships would exist between the 

orientations that are complementary to each other in nature.  

Contingency Theory. According to Clark and Mills’ (1979; 2011) contingency 

theory, a strong exchange orientation reflects a motivation towards strictly following rule 

based interactions that are driven by in-kind reciprocity and seeking reprisal when 

underbenefitted. By contrast, a strong communal orientation reflects a motivation towards 

actively helping social partners without expectation of return and expressing concern for their 

social partners (Clark et al., 1987). On this basis, it was predicted that a mechanical 

orientation would be positively associated with an exchange orientation, while an organic 

orientation would be positively associated with a communal orientation.  
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Relational Models Theory. According to Fiske’s (1991) RMT, four distinct 

relational orientations exist, CS, EM, AR, and MP orientations. A CS orientation reflects a 

motive to openly share what they have with their social partners and to consider others as 

sharing a common in-group. An EM orientation reflects a motive towards ensuring that 

equality is maintained in relationships, with the expectation that even contributions are to be 

made by social partners. By contrast, an AR orientation reflects a motive towards conducting 

interactions according to a status hierarchy, with resources expected to be contributed and 

received based on rank differences. Last, an MP orientation reflects a motive to ensure that 

equity is maintained within interactions, that the benefits for each social actor are 

proportional to their costs. Accordingly, it was predicted that a mechanical orientation would 

be positively associated with AR and MP orientations, while an organic orientation would be 

positively associated with CS and EM orientations.  

Method 

Participants. The sample consisted of 240 participants (185 female; Mage = 31.54, SD 

= 12.70) and were gathered from Griffith University’s broadcast email. The sample was also 

from a predominantly WEIRD society, 79.50% were European, 9.21% Asian, and 11.29% 

were other (including Indian and Maori). For remuneration, participants were given the 

opportunity to enter a prize draw for a AUD50 gift voucher. 

Procedure and Materials. After following a link to the online survey and providing 

their consent, participants were presented with the 18 item MOOS measure. Participants were 

asked to respond to the items using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale. 

Participants were then asked to complete a number measures capturing their interpersonal 

orientations.   

Communal orientation was measured using the 14-item scale created by Clark et al. 

(1987). Participants are asked to rate how characteristic each item is of them from 1 
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(extremely uncharacteristic) to 5 (extremely characteristic). An example item is "It bothers 

me when other people neglect my needs".  

To measure exchange orientation, the 9-item measure developed by Mills and Clark 

(1994) was used. Participants are asked to rate how characteristic each item is of their own 

behaviour using a scale from 1 (extremely uncharacteristic) to 5 (extremely characteristic). 

An example item is "When I give something to someone, I generally expect something in 

return".  

To examine peoples motives towards coordinating interactions according to each of 

the four relational models, Haslam and Fiske's (1992) relationship profile scale was used. 

Participants are first asked to read a paragraph description of each of the relational models 

(see Haslam & Fiske, 1992). After each description, participants respond to two items 

examining the importance of coordinating interpersonal relationships according to that 

relational model. For example, participants are asked "How important is it to you to have 

relationships of this kind" using a scale from 1 (not at all important) to 7 (extremely 

important). In order to facilitate analysis, the sets of two items were standardized. 

Results and Discussion  

Both mechanical and organic orientations were found to be most strongly associated 

with the dyadic orientations that are complementary in nature (See Table 3). A mechanical 

group orientation was found to have significant moderate positive associations with 

interpersonal orientations that reflect a similar preference to follow specific rules and 

obligations within social interactions. Specifically, a mechanical orientation was associated 

with an exchange, AR, EM, and MP orientation. In this way, a preference for coordinating 

action in groups according to norms that emphasise the maintenance of tight social 

connections and expecting that each person has specific obligations is associated with a 

preference for interacting in interpersonal relationships according to clear rules and order.   
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By contrast, an organic orientation was found to have significant moderate positive 

associations with a communal and CS orientation and significant weak positive associations 

with an exchange and EM orientation. In this way, a preference for coordinating action in 

groups according to norms that emphasise treating others coequally and maintaining amicable 

connections is associated with a preference for expressing concern for others and engaging in 

reciprocal interpersonal interactions. Although the weak positive associations were 

unexpected, this pattern of associations is broadly consistent with the nature of an organic 

orientation. By expressing a preference for fairness in interactions but not to the extent that 

rules are enforced on others, this allows for a degree of freedom for individuals to meet each 

other’s needs without expectations placed on the nature of exchange.  

These results show that both relational group orientations are associated with the 

dyadic orientations that closely complemented the central features of each group orientation. 

In this way, these findings have provided further evidence of the MOOS’ construct validity 

and serve to establish the MOOS as a unique measure of people’s preferences for 

coordinating action in groups. However, while Study 2 and 3 have served to establish the 

construct validity of the MOOS, we still do not know whether the MOOS can predict the 

ways that people coordinate action with others in intragroup contexts.  Accordingly, the 

purpose of Study 4 was to examine utility of the MOOS as a measure of people’s relational 

group orientations.  

 

[Table 3] 

 

Study 4 

To examine whether the MOOS can predict the ways that people coordinate action in 

intragroup contexts, personal network analysis was used. Personal networks represent the 
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unique ways that people choose to structure their social connections and the nature of the 

relationships they have with others (Emirbayer, 1997; Wrzus, Hanel, Wagner, & Neyer, 

2013). Through measuring people’s personal networks, a series of metrics can be derived that 

describe the nature of ties people hold with others and the various groups within which they 

interact (Robins, 2013). Individual difference measures can then be used to predict these 

various metrics (Kalish & Robins, 2006). From this perspective, personal network analysis 

provides an opportunity to examine whether people’s relational group orientations predict the 

way they coordinate action in groups within their own personal networks.  

Central to the aims of the current study are the proportions of triadic configurations 

within each participant’s personal network. Triads are the relationships that exist between ego 

and all possible combinations of two alters (Granovetter, 1973; Kalish, 2008). They also 

represent the various social groups within which a person interacts (Krackhardt, 1999; 

Moreland, 2010; Simmel, 1955)1. There are nine ways triads can be configured within valued 

personal networks and the proportions of each reveal details about how people structure their 

social worlds (Kalish & Robins, 2006). A high proportion of strong closed triads (SSS or 

SWS) suggest that people seek to maintain strong social relationships with others and 

emphasise strong connections to be built between the people within their network 

(Granovetter, 1973). By contrast, high proportions of weak closed triads (WWW, WSW, 

SSW, or SWW) indicate a preference for interacting within a social world that reflects a 

loosely connected network of social ties. As these networks also remain closed and exhibit 

transitivity, opportunities to broaden their social network are also limited. A high proportion 

of structural holes (SNS, WNW, or SNW) represent an emphasis on separating people within 

their network and interacting with distinct individuals within social groups.  

On this view, it was predicted that mechanical and organic orientations would be most 

strongly associated with the triadic configurations that complement the nature of each 
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relational group orientation. A stronger mechanical group orientation would positively 

predict the proportions of strong closed triadic structures and would negatively predict triadic 

structures which reflect loose ties to others or structures which reflect sparse associations. By 

contrast, a stronger organic group orientation would positively predict the proportions of 

structural holes and would negatively predict triad proportions reflecting inefficient or 

transitive configurations.  

Method 

Participants. One hundred and twenty first year undergraduate psychology students 

(77 female; Mage=23.13, SD=7.36) from Griffith University participated in this in-person 

study in return for course credit. Despite careful checking, 14 participants failed to fill in the 

final page of the questionnaire containing the entire list of demographic information. Of the 

participants who filled out the final page of the booklet, 67.59% were European, 15.74% 

were Asian and 16.67% were other (e.g., Aboriginal and Maori) reflecting a predominantly 

WEIRD sample.  

Procedure and Measures. Participants received two booklets to complete. The first 

booklet contained an information consent form and the MOOS, responses for the MOOS 

were recorded on the same 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale used in previous 

studies. Other psychological measures were also collected however they are the subject of 

another paper in development and are not reported here.  

The second booklet contained the network questionnaire. Participants were asked to 

write down the nicknames or initials of 6-20 contacts that they considered being a part of 

their university social network. Five name generators were used to help participants with this 

task. To elicit strong ties (Marin & Hampton, 2007), participants were asked to think about 

their university network and list contacts with whom they discuss important matters and to 

list contacts with whom they enjoy socialising. To capture participants’ weaker ties, 
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participants were asked to list the people they engaged with during tutorials or lectures and 

university related activities. The final name generator was open-ended. Participants were then 

asked to describe the strength of their relationship with each contact listed. This was 

measured using a 1 (very weak) to 4 (very strong) scale that was recoded into weak and 

strong ties for analysis. In the final task, participants described the strength of the 

relationships (0=No relationship, 1=Weak, or 2=Strong) between the contacts they had listed.  

Results and Discussion 

The results were analysed using Stata (v.13.1) and version 6.579 of UCINET 

(Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002). EgoNet (McCarty, 2014) and Octave (v.4.0.0) were 

also used to assist in creating counts of the triadic configurations within each participant’s 

social network.  Prior to analysis, three participants were removed for failing attention 

checking questions.  

Global indices. Most participants’ networks were moderately sized and represented 

small worlds of loose ties (i.e., Density; See Table 4). They were also relatively efficient with 

few overlapping ties (i.e., Efficiency and Constraint; See Table 4). Participants’ networks 

also reflected a balanced array of triadic proportions, with a mixture of strong (35%), mixed 

(45%), and weak (20%) triads. Although not predicted, associations between the MOOS and 

global indices were examined. Neither a mechanical nor organic orientation was found to be 

significantly associated with global indices of personal networks. These null associations also 

broadly fit with previous work which has demonstrated that individual differences are not 

strongly associated with global network features (Burt, Jannotta, & Mahoney, 1998; Kalish & 

Robins, 2006).  

Triad proportions. The associations between the MOOS and triadic proportions 

were found to generally support the predictions made. Both mechanical and organic 

orientations predicted unique and non-overlapping structures within personal networks (See 
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Figure 1). These results suggest that the two relational group orientations predict the ways 

that people coordinate action in social groups.  

People with a stronger mechanical orientation were found to have a significantly 

greater proportion of SSS triads and lower proportions of WWW, WNW, and SNW triads in 

their social networks. These results indicate that people with a preference for coordinating 

action in groups according to norms that emphasise the maintenance of tight social 

connections with others, consider each person to have specific duties to fulfil, and to follow 

moral rules structure their networks to form dense cliques of overlapping social connections 

with others. Concurrently, these people also structure their networks in a way that avoids the 

dissolution of strong ties and avoid structures that may lead to the incorporation of more 

people into their groups. From this perspective, people with a mechanical orientation 

structure their social networks in a way that complements their preferences for coordinating 

action in groups. Through maintaining strong social connections between people and 

avoiding their dissolution, this network configuration allows mechanically orientated 

individuals to ensure that group members remain closely connected and to develop a strong 

understanding of the specific roles, obligations, and duties of each person within their 

network. 

 

[Table 4] 

 

[Figure 1] 

 

By contrast, people with a stronger organic orientation were found to have a 

significantly higher proportion of SNS triads and a significantly lower proportion of WSW 

triads in their social networks. These results indicate that people with a preference for 
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considering others as coequal social partners, maintaining amicable relations, and 

downplaying conflict amongst others in groups structure their networks so that their strong 

ties remain separate and avoid structures that make them a peripheral member of group 

interactions. In this way, people with an organic orientation are found to structure their 

networks in a way that complements their preferences for coordinating action in groups. By 

configuring their networks to reflect sparse groups of non-overlapping ties, organically 

oriented individuals can ensure that they can contribute unique insights to others, maintain 

amicable connections by avoiding the need to mediate between their social partners, and 

avoid the potential loss of useful connections.  

It is also noteworthy that a number of triads did not have an association with the 

MOOS. It is likely that this has been caused by the complexities of personal networks. Many 

configurations exist within personal networks that are not the result of individual volition 

(Burt, 1992). For example, people may need to maintain ties out of necessity (Granovetter, 

1973; Grossetti, 2005). These external factors are likely to have weakened the opportunity to 

observe the true effect of relational group orientations on triadic configurations. Future 

research may overcome these external factors by employing a whole network design (Kalish, 

2008). Whole network designs capture a snapshot of the ties that exist within a well-defined 

social network (e.g., a football team). Analyses can then be conducted to examine how 

individuals’ relational group orientations have directly shaped the types of ties that are 

formed with others within the network (i.e., how people’s orientations shape the 

configurations of ties they have with their teammates).  

Overall, Study 4 has shown that people’s preferences for coordinating action in 

groups shape the way they structure their social networks. In this way, Study 4 provides 

strong support for the validity and utility of the MOOS as a measure of people’s relational 

group orientations.  
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General Discussion 

Across four studies we established the validity and utility of the MOOS as measure of 

people’s relational group orientations. In the first two studies, we found evidence for the two 

relational group orientations predicted to exist. Namely, the two factors represented the 

attitudes, beliefs, and motives predicted to be endorsed by people with a preference for 

mechanical or organic norms. The construct validity of the MOOS was then established in 

Study 2 and 3. These studies demonstrated that relational group orientations are distinct from 

the life-guiding principles people use to navigate through their social worlds and from 

people’s interpersonal orientations. Study 4 then revealed the utility of the MOOS by 

showing that mechanical and organic orientations shape the way people structure their group 

interactions in their personal networks. Together, these studies demonstrate that the MOOS 

represents a unique measure of people’s relational group orientations and that these 

orientations are involved in how people coordinate action with others in social groups.  

Implications and Future Directions 

The current research has a number of implications for the field of intragroup research. 

For contemporary intragroup research, the current findings suggest that the transmission of 

social information to others within social group interactions (e.g., Lee et al., 2014) will vary 

depending on the relational group orientations of the respective participants. For instance, it 

is likely that mechanically oriented individuals will only seek to transmit information that 

serves to reinforce the bonds that exist amongst group members. By contrast, organically 

oriented individuals are only likely to share information with unique group members who 

they believe will also provide unique information. These findings also suggest that the way 

people respond to silences from other group members (e.g., Koudenburg et al., 2016) will 

depend on their relational group orientations. While mechanically oriented individuals are 

likely to quickly fall in line with the group’s norms and seek to reinforce their ties to others, 
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organically oriented individuals are more likely distance themselves from the group members 

and seek out other useful ties in the group. The current research suggests that relational group 

orientations will shape how individuals interact with others in groups. In this way, in order to 

develop a more nuanced understanding of intragroup phenomena, future intragroup research 

will need to incorporate the role of relational group orientations. Correspondingly, the MOOS 

will serve as a useful tool to examine the role of relational group orientations in future 

intragroup research.  

The current research also has implications for theories of intragroup processes. A 

number of theories have sought to describe the basic patterns of behaviour individuals’ 

display within intragroup contexts (Driskell & Mullen, 2006; Levine & Moreland, 1994). For 

example, socialisation theory (Levine & Moreland, 1994) suggests individuals move through 

a series of stages of group membership, beginning as new members, moving to full members, 

and subsequently becoming marginal or ex-members. Within each stage, individuals’ roles 

within the group also vary (Moreland & Levine, 2006). As new or marginal members, 

individuals’ have opportunities to bring new information to the group and learn the norms of 

the group. As full members, individuals negotiate their needs with the group and also serve as 

gatekeepers, enforcing group norms. However, the current findings indicate that rather than 

displaying a uniform pattern of behaviour, individuals’ behaviour in groups will be shaped by 

their relational group orientations. For instance, in socialisation theory, mechanically oriented 

individuals are likely to quickly take up the norms of their social group to remain as fully 

fledged group members and ensure others remain tightly connected in the group. By contrast, 

organically oriented individuals are more likely to remain as new or marginal members, 

reaping the rewards of marginal group membership by connecting with others in a 

functionally interdependent way. From this perspective, the current findings call for theories 

of intragroup dynamics to move beyond describing generalised patterns of individual 
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behaviour to develop more nuanced theories by incorporating factors relevant to shaping 

individual action in groups, such as relational group orientations. By doing so, a greater 

understanding of individual action in intragroup contexts will be achieved. As a first step in 

this process, the MOOS will serve as a useful tool to investigate the role of relational group 

orientations in existing theories of intragroup dynamics.  

Future research should also examine what socioecological pressures lead to the 

development of these particular relational group orientations (Oishi & Graham, 2010). One 

ecological factor that may be particularly important in the development of these orientations 

is the degree to which individuals reside within high or low socio-economic status (SES; 

Matthews & Gallo, 2011) communities. Local SES is inherently tied to a collection of 

ecological pressures, such as the experience of stressful life events and access to social 

resources and housing (e.g., outer suburban townhouse). These pressures may then serve to 

shape the nature of relational norms individuals use to coordinate action with others. For 

example, residing within a low SES community may lead to a preference for coordinating 

action in groups according to mechanical norms. Future research examining the ecological 

pressures that give rise to particular relational group orientations will ultimately serve to 

further improve our understanding of the role of these relational norms in human sociality. 

Limitations 

A significant limitation of the current research concerns the lack of cultural variation 

in the samples used to validate the MOOS. Culture broadly reflects the systems of practices, 

ideas, and symbols that people use to construct a shared system of meaning with others 

(Kashima, 2014; Oyserman, 2017). Decades of research have also shown culture to have a 

profound influence over human social thought and action (for review, see Markus & 

Kitayama, 2010). In this way, by only capturing the responses of individuals from a WEIRD 

society, which tends toward an independent cultural system of meaning (Triandis, 1995), it is 



Individual Differences in Preferences for Coordinating Action in Groups 

 385 

unclear whether the current research findings generalise to other cultures. While we 

acknowledge this limitation, the development of the MOOS provides future research with an 

opportunity to examine the generalisability of the current findings. By examining the 

underlying structure of the MOOS within culturally diverse samples, this will provide an 

opportunity to establish whether mechanical and organic orientations reflect an accurate 

depiction of the elementary forms of relational group orientations or whether revision of 

these constructs is needed.  

From a theoretical standpoint, it is also a limitation that we have drawn from a single 

theory (Durkheim, 1893/2014) instead of incorporating perspectives from a number of 

cognate disciplines (e.g., Sowell, 2002, Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982). Integrating theoretical 

work from a number of distinct frameworks of social organisation may have suggested that 

more than two relational group orientations exist. Although we are confident regarding the 

robustness of the results shown across samples, future research should expand upon the 

theoretical basis employed within the current research with a view to understanding whether 

the number of group orientations is limited to two.  

Conclusion 

To date, no research had been undertaken to examine the role of relational 

orientations in intragroup interactions. The current research has attempted to bridge this gap. 

First, by providing a theoretically informed description of relational group orientations, this 

serves to overcome the inability of existing models to articulate the norms used to coordinate 

action in groups. Second, by developing and validating the MOOS, we have established that 

relational group orientations have a unique and important influence on individual action in 

groups. It is our hope that future research examining people’s relational group orientations 

will serve to improve our understanding of the ways people navigate the complexities of 

social group life.  
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Table 1 

EFA and ESEM Factor Loadings for Final 18 Items in Study 1 and 2  

 Study 1 EFA  Study 2 ESEM 

Items 

Factor 1 

Organic 

Factor 2 

Mechanical 

 Factor 1 

Organic 

Factor 2 

Mechanical 

It is important to think of others as equal but distinct individuals 0.48 -0.30  0.60 -0.33 

People should try to preserve their relationships with others even after fighting 0.38 0.06  0.59 0.00 

Social relationships are much more than just social interactions 0.46 0.02  0.54 -0.18 

Conflict between two people must not be left unresolved 0.43 0.18  0.52 0.15 

For many types of relationships to continue people need to be contributing equally 0.55 -0.12  0.51 0.12 

The ability of a person to meet their own goals should be protected 0.42 0.03  0.42 -0.03 

It is my responsibility to decide whether I am being treated fairly or not 0.45 -0.03  0.38 0.03 

No matter the situation there are always long term implications for a person's behaviour  0.34 0.14  0.33 0.25 

I treat a person I've just met the same way I treat good friends 0.38 0.19  0.27 0.08 

It is wrong that someone would not comply with the directives of someone more senior  0.02 0.62  -0.02 0.62 

No matter the circumstances, it is absolutely immoral to deceive another person 0.17 0.35  0.22 0.51 

Each person has clear roles and specific duties that they need to carry out 0.05 0.53  0.22 0.40 

The person with the most experience should have the final say -0.04 0.36  -0.11 0.40 

It is important that everyone follows the same moral codes of behaviour 0.14 0.51  0.17 0.40 

People who commit a crime should always receive the maximum penalty -0.12 0.45  0.03 0.39 

Focusing on what is around the corner is more important than the here and now -0.18 0.28  -0.08 0.32 

By just being socially active people should feel connected to others  0.14 0.23  0.22 0.31 

It is assumed that whatever is shared with others will be repaid in some other way or at some other time 0.13 0.27  0.13 0.28 

Note. EFA = Exploratory Factor Analysis; ESEM = Exploratory Structural Equation Model. ESEM loadings are standardised factor loadings and can be 

interpreted in the same way as EFA loadings. Boldface indicates the strongest loading for each item.  
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Table 2  

Alphas, Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of the MOOS with Moral Foundations, Cultural Self-Construal, RWA, and SDO 

Measures α M(SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 

14. Mechanical .68 3.36 

(0.63) 

-          

15. Organic .70 4.50 

(0.55) 

.35*** -         

16. Harm .58 4.76 

(0.66) 

.21** .46*** -        

17. Fairness .64 4.62 

(0.65) 

.27*** .41*** .58*** -       

18. Loyalty .58 3.36 

(0.75) 

.39*** .18** .08 .12 -      

19. Authority .68 3.62 

(0.81) 

.50*** .17* .10 .02 .52*** -     

20. Purity .75 3.13 

(1.01) 

.46*** .14* .23*** .21** .46*** .61*** -    

21. Independent .77 5.17 

(0.83) 

.09 .20** .07 .14 -.00 -.12 -.04 -   

22. Interdependent .79 4.41 

(0.99) 

.32*** .23*** .25*** .25*** .12 .24*** .27*** -

.30*** 

-  

23. RWA .84 3.07 

(0.85) 

.40*** -.01 -.12 -.04 .47*** .57*** .65*** -.15* .13 - 

24. SDO .91 2.51 

(0.94) 

.20** -.27*** -.38*** -.44*** .29*** .35*** .27*** -.10 -.01 .54*** 

Note. MOOS = Mechanical and Organic Orientation Scales; RWA = Right-Wing Authoritarianism; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation.  

* p < .05 , ** p < .01 , *** p < .001 
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Table 3 

Alpha, Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of MOOS with Communal, Exchange, CS, AR, EM, and MP Orientations 

Measures and Scales α M(SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

11. Mechanical .71 3.32(0.67) -       

12. Organic .58 4.53(0.51) .42*** -      

13. Communal .83 3.73(0.51) -.06 .33*** -     

14. Exchange .76 2.80(0.58) .45*** .16* -.16* -    

15. CS   0.00(1.50) .08 .30*** .27*** -.05 -   

16. AR   0.00(1.65) .28*** .06 -.12 .11 .24*** -  

17. EM   0.00(1.68) .30*** .13* .09 .24** .26*** .40*** - 

18. MP  0.00(1.75) .14* .05 -.02 .17* .03 .25*** .29*** 

Note. MOOS = Mechanical and Organic Orientation Scales; CS = Communal Sharing; AR = Authority Ranking; EM = Equality Matching; MP 

= Market Pricing. Relationship motives represent standardised scores. As Cronbach’s alpha reports low reliability with a small number of items, 

alpha reliabilities of these composite scores are not reported. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 4 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the MOOS and Network Features 

 M (SD) Mechanical Organic 

MOOS    

Mechanical 3.50 (.56) -  

Organic 4.61 (.52) .47** - 

Global Features    

Size 11.03 (4.43) .02 .09 

Density .21 (.10) .14 .04 

Efficiency .71 (.14) -.13 -.07 

Constraint .31 (.10) .03 -.10 

Triad Proportions    

SSS .10 (.11) .20* 0.09 

SWS .08 (.08) 0.14 0.15 

SNS .17 (.16) 0.13 .21* 

SSW .05 (.06) 0.06 0.13 

SWW .09 (.10) 0.09 -0.08 

SNW .31 (.15) -.17ⱡ -0.15 

WSW .04 (.06) -0.04 -.21* 

WWW .05 (.08) -.18^ -0.03 

WNW .11 (.13) -.20* -0.16 

Note. MOOS = Mechanical and Organic Orientation Scales. 

* p < .05, ** p < .001, ^ p = .052, ⱡ p = .064 
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Figure 1. Correlations between Mechanical and Organic Orientations and Local 

Network Features. After Kalish & Robins (2006; Figure 2). Note. * p < .05, ** p < .001, 

^ p = .052, ⱡ p = .064.  
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1 Following previous research (see Kalish & Robins, 2006), each configuration 

will be referred to by a three letter code. This code denotes the relationship that exists 

between the participant (ego) and all possible combinations of two contacts (alters). The 

first and last letters represent the ego’s relationship to alter1 and alter2, respectively. 

These two letters cannot be absent and can only reflect a strong (S) or weak (W) 

relationship. The middle letter denotes whether a relationship is present or not between 

alter1 and alter2. This letter can take one of three values, Strong, Weak or Absent (N). 

                                                           


