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ABSTRACT

A characteristic of all social groups, to some 

extent, is cohesiveness or solidarity* A case study of an 

’’underground" newspaper in a Southern city provides an 

example of this phenomenon in a snail group. Although the 

staff members are harassed and threatened hy other persons 

in the community, and handicapped by the lack of funds and 

equipment, they continue to publish and organize leftist 

activities.

Threat from a soxxrce outside the group has been 

found to increase the cohesiveness of a group. It was 

hypothesized that threat was the primary factor in the 

creation of the great cohesiveness of the newspaper staff.

The method chosen was participant observation, com

bined vzith short, focused interviews and personal data 

schedules. The observer served as a photographer and photo

graphic adviser to the group for approximately one year.

The hypothesis was not confirmed. The threats and 

violence directed at the group do not seem to have been pri

marily responsible for creating the cohesiveness of the 

group. IZhile threat may have enhanced this cohesiveness, 

it seems to be the product of a structure of rewards for 

the group members and devotion to goals which could not be 

realized through their separate actions.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The study of the group is a primary focus for 

sociology. One of the attributes of human groups, vhich all 

possess to a greater or lesser degree, is cohesiveness or 

solidarity. This is a rather amorphous concept generally 

taken to mean the forces which bind the members of the group 

together. Reported here is a case study of a so-called 

"underground” newspaper (Space City News in Houston, Texas), 

and the factors which appear to be responsible for the great 

cohesiveness of the staff.
The staff of Space City News1 is a small, face-to 

face or "primary" group. The individuals who are members of 

this type of group interact with each other directly and 

frequently. The group is the most common form of social 
unit (Homans 1950:2), and thus is an excellent starting 

point for the study of society. Logically, if sociologists 

can understand the processes of the small group, they can 

understand many of the processes which take place in 

society. Perhaps the small group can justifiably be

^Although the name Space City News will be used here 
for convenience, the name of the paper lias actually been 
changed to Space, City! due to the fact that a local 
scientific society"had copyrighted the name Space City News 
for their Newsletter and threatened a lawsuit.

1
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regarded, as society in microcosm. Therefore, much can be 

gained from the study of the small group.

There are many features of the small group which 

deserve the attention of sociologists; group cohesiveness is 

only one, but a very important one. Cohesiveness nay, in 

fact, be the most basic attribute of the group since there 

would be no group at all if there were not forces which keep 

the members together. Generally it is not too difficult to 

discover the reasons for the formation of groups—often they 

are related to the biological requirements of human beings. 

Hunan infants cannot survive without the care provided by an 

older person, and this forms the biological basis for the • 

family. In other Instances the reasons for the formation of 

a group 17111 be explicitly stated by the members; for 
example, "We got together because there’s strength in num

bers." However, it nay be considerably more difficult to 

specify the forces which hold the members together when the 

task which brought them together is finished, or when the 
continuation of the group’s activities subjects the members 

to stresses they could avoid by leaving the group. The 

members of groups dedicated to unpopular causes are often 

placed under stresses they could avoid by simply abandoning 

the group and concerning themselves with other natters; in 

many cases the causes they promote will have little bearing 

on their own lives even if they are successful. Why, then, 

do they continue? The point here is not that there are no 

discoverable reasons for these phenomena, but that the
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reasons are not imnedlately obvious. This is the major con

cern of the present investigation.

The ‘'underground11 newspaper, as it is popularly 

known, seems to provide an opportunity to examine a case of 

this type. It is an example of a small group which con

tinues in spite of the fact that the group is often sub

jected to harassment from persons in the community and must 

endure financial hardships and other deprivations which 

could be avoided—often quite easily. Before persuing this 

further, some attention must be given to the general concept 

of cohesiveness and to the underground newspaper as an 

institution.

THE PROBLK-I: SMALL GROUP COHESIVE1TESS

The study of small groups constitutes one of the 

oldest and most respected traditions in American sociology. 

Charles Horton Cooley was among the first to focus attention 

on the small face-to-face or primary group as a fundamental 

unit of society. He was preceded in this direction by the 

efforts of William Graham Sumner and Ferdinand Tonnies 
(Martindale 1960:545)• George Herbert Mead and W. I. Thomas 

worked along similar lines. Georg Simmel “...treated small 

groups as miniature social systems, worthy of study in their 

own right but also suggestive of insight into the workings 

of larger social structures" (Reickcn and Homans 1954:786).

There are obvious advantages to working with small 

groups. As Reicken and Homans (1954:736) point out,
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investigators can easily manipulate experimental situations 

and. control variables when the size of the group is limited, 

and problems of observation and measurement are reduced to 

manageable proportions. The small group offers insights 

into larger social systems without the overwhelming tech

nical problems involved in attempting to study a whole 

social system.

Cohesiveness (or solidarity) has been a concern of 

sociologists for some time; solidarity ras a central concept 

in Durbheim’s work. The empirical study of small group 

cohesiveness became popular in the United States in the 

early Fifties, when small group research of all kinds became 

popular. A landmark study in this area was that of 
Festinger, Schacter, and Back (1950). In this study of a 

housing project for married students at the Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology, the authors investigated group 

cohesiveness among the residents of the project and dis

cussed the concept of group cohesiveness in general. The 

import of their study for the purposes of the present paper 

is in their discussion. They defined cohesiveness as 

’’...the total field of forces which act on members to remain 

in the group” (Festinger, et al 1950:164). Of the many 

factors which might act on a member to remain in the group, 

they point to two which are easy to distinguish: the attrac

tiveness of the group Itself, and the extent to which a 

member can achieve certain goals through membership in the 

group. In regard to the former, they point to such 
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variables as the number of friends one might have in a 

group, which would, make the group attractive. Regarding 

the latter, they suggest activities, such as bridge-playing, 

which are more likely to be realized as a member of a group 

given to that function. The important idea here is the 

attractiveness of the group, for a number of reasons. This 

is the basis of their concept of cohesiveness, and this con

ception has been the basis for most of the research on group 

cohesiveness (Lott and Lott 1965)*

However, some investigators (including this one) 

disagree with this conception of cohesiveness. Gross and 
Martin (1952) point out that it poses two problems for 

students of cohesiveness. First, it concentrates on the 

attractiveness of the group when cohesiveness really means 

the tendency of the group to ’’stick together.” They propose 

that cohesiveness should be defined as ’’the resistance of 

the group to disruptive forces" (Gross and Martin 1952:553)• 

These things obviously may not be the same; a group might be 

very attractive to members and yet have almost no resistance 

to disruption. Second, they say that the operational defin

itions which stem from the Festinger definition do not meas

ure the dimensions of cohesiveness as defined by the 

investigators, and are empirically deficient because single 

measures of cohesiveness are not correlated. The invest

igators usually measure the attraction to the group with 

socionetric techniques which measure the attractiveness of 

individuals within the group, but not the attractiveness of 
/
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the group itself. Gruen (1965) also points to the repeated, 

failures of investigators to find, correlations between the 

various measures of cohesiveness. Gross and. Kartin claim 

that instead, of asking the question (for operational 

purposes) "How attractive is the group for its members?", 

what should be asked (using their definition) is, "How 

strong a disruptive force will be required before the group 
begins to fall apart?" (Gross and Martin 1952:553).

It would seem appropriate if this definition is 

accepted, to direct attention toward a group which is sub

jected to disruptive forces and to attempt to determine the 

effect of the disruptive forces on the small group.

There have been some previous efforts in this 

direction, since stress may be considered a disruptive 

force, and particularly relevant here is the effect of 

stress caused by threat from a source outside the group. 

Sherif and Sherif (1953) studied two groups of twelve-year- 

old boys in a summer camp and manipulated certain variables 

in order to observe the effects on the cohesiveness of the 

groups. VJhen the twenty-four boys, of similar social back

grounds, arrived in the camp, the "counselors" took note of 

friendship choices and divided the boys into two groups, 

carefully splitting up the friends. Then rivalry was 

created between the two groups by the device of engaging 

them in a series of contests in which.the investigators 

manipulated the points accumulated. After the creation of 

this rivalry, sociograms were constructed on the basis of
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the counselors* observations, and. it "was found that the boys 

now preferred friends they had made in their new groups. In 

addition, the winners of the contest evidenced better 

organization and less disagreement between members of the 

group than the losers. The losers were judged a less 

cohesive group. Then the investigators created a situation 

in which one group seemed to have taken advantage of the 

other in the matter of the distribution of some refresh

ments, and this resulted in the onset of a kind of juvenile 

warfare involving apple-throwing and the like. After 

stopping the warfare, the investigators again measured the 

cohesiveness of the group (based on friendship choices) and 

compared the organization, and number of disagreements 

between members. They found that the losers, during the 

warfare, had become as highly cohesive as the winners had 

been; the threat of defeat by the other group and their con

certed action in defending themselves had apparently 

enhanced their cohesiveness. It seemed that the losing 
team*s involvement in the contest had made it a cohesive 

group, but its constant failure (caused by the manipulation 

of the scores) had created dissension. Then Its success in 

the warfare (which was not manipulated by the investigators) 

again built solidarity. The investigators had thus been 

able to create cohesive groups even though they started by 

dividing friends.

Lanzetta, Haefner, Langham, and Axelrod (1954) 

worked with ROTC candidates in their investigation of the 
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effect of threat on group cohesiveness. They used forty- 

five teams of three men each. Thirty-six teams vrere told, 

that their performance on a simulation of protecting an air

craft carrier from enemy planes (using a plywood grid and 

models) would he entered on their records. The other nine 

teams were told that their performance would not count on 

their records; they provided a control group (no threat). 

Observers, using a modification of Bales1s interaction pro

cess analysis, watched the groups. They found that the 

groups under threat showed significantly greater concern 

with group acceptance and less autocratic and aggressive 

behavior. Other differences, which might have been the 

result of chance but were consistent among the many groups, 

included the finding that the groups under threat were more 

sociable, more cooperative, less competitive, less dominant, 

and showed less conflict and more informal friendliness. 

They summarized their findings by sajdLng that, "Threat 

appears to result in a reduction of forceful, assertive, 

aggressive, interpersonal, as well as task-directed, behav

ior, and in a greater concern with group acceptance."

Lanzetta (1955) used Naval Reserve Officer Trainees 

engaged in a reasoning and mechanical assembly task to 

investigate the effects of stress and motivation on group 

behavior and performance. The twelve groups of four men 

were divided into two classes: low motivation (hourly pay 

but no reward), and high motivation (hourly pay and a twenty 

dollar prize for the best performance). In addition, these 
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two classes were divided into groups performing under con
ditions of "non stress” (no special instructions given), 

"mild stress" (a time limit imposed and reinforced by per

iodic announcements of time remaining), and "high stress” 

(time limit, restriction of work space, subjects badgered 

and belittled by the experimenter). Observers recorded 

social-emotional and problem-solving behavior. The data 

indicated that as stress was increased, negative social- 

emotional behaviors, such as aggression, decreased, as did 

dissatisfaction, competition, and self-oriented behavior. 

Positive group-oriented behaviors such as cooperativeness, 

friendliness, group discussion and integrating acts 

increased. A slight interaction between stress and moti

vation was indicated. The important finding for the purpose 

at hand, is the increase in positive group-oriented behavior 

as stress increased.
Pepitone and Kleiner (1957) investigated the effects 

of threat and frustration on group cohesiveness using a 

design similar to that of Sherif and Sherif. They also 

worked with groups of boys in a summer camp. For the pur

poses of their investigation, they defined threat as "the 

probability the group trill sustain a loss of status,” and 

frustration as "the uncertainty of whether the group will 

gain a status position." They measured cohesiveness by the 

number of positive sociometrio choices made into the team by 

members of the team. They advanced two hypotheses prior to 

their experiment; (1) as the probability of loss decreases 
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(threat is reduced.), cohesiveness increases, and (2) as the 

probability of gain increases (frustration is reduced), 

cohesiveness increases.

They involved the subjects in a series of games, 

which were scored by team performance. There was to be a 

preliminary round and then a play-off. After the prelimi

naries, which created a group of winners and a group of 

losers, the investigators proceeded to manipulate the 

expectations of both winners and losers. The two teams 

consisted of boys from a number of different cabins, and 

each cabin contained boys from both teams. Some cabin 

groups were told (in "casual conversation" by one of the 

"counselors") that the team knovm as the Warriors would pro

bably win the play-off round and thus the vrhole tournament; 

the others were told they would probably lose, although they 

were ahead at that time. This created four experimental 

groups: winners of the preliminaries who thought they would 

eventually lose; losers who expected to win; losers who 

expected to go on losing; and winners who thought they would 

continue to win. Observers watched the play-off games and 

looked for expressions of insecurity or hostility, rough 

group-oriented behavior, self enhancement, vzithdraral, 
and power (emergent leadership). The findings confirmed the 

expectation that cohesiveness was an inverse function of 

threat (expectation of status loss). They questioned the 

generality of this, however, noting that it is important 

that the members of the group feel that the threat is from



11 

an outside source, and not that sone in the group have 

failed in their obligations.

In regard to the second hypothesis, their expec

tations were not confirmed. They found that an increase in 
expectation of gain (reduced frustration) does not increase 

cohesiveness, and they found evidence that low expectation 

of gain (strong frustration) produces a pattern of with

drawal involving reduced interteam competition and 

increased intratean cooperation. There is an implication in 

this last conclusion which should be mentioned. If intra

team cooperation were itself regarded as an indication of 

cohesiveness, or contributory to cohesiveness, then strong 

frustration does aid cohesiveness even though it may not 

enhance competitiveness.

All of these investigations point to one important 

proposition: threat imposed by a source outside the group 

ir/ill result in an increase in the cohesiveness of the group. 

This, then, is the focus of the present investigation—Space 

City ITews provides an opportunity to study a small group in 

a situation Involving threat from an outside source, and to 

examine the cohesiveness of the group, which appears to be 

very high. It may be hypothesized, in view of the previous 

research, that the threat will increase the cohesiveness of 

the group; at the least, it will not affect it adversely.

Although a case study cannot constitute a rigorous 

attempt to replicate any of the laboratory or field studies 

described above, it can add the weight of additional
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evidence in support of the proposition that outside threat 

enhances cohesiveness. Or, this type of study micht suggest 

alternative hypotheses for explaining cohesiveness. It may 

be that there are sone conditions in izhich threat enhances 

cohesiveness and others in vrhich it does not.

The larger issues on which this investigation 

touches are those of group cohesiveness—regardless of the 

presence of threat—and social solidarity. There are fac

tors other than threat from an outside source which are 

believed to contribute to cohesiveness. For example, simi

larity of values and beliefs, commitment to a cause, and 

rewards for the group members.

Some investigators, such as Robert K. Merton, 

believe that rewards are the key element in group partici

pation, while others choose what is known as "balance 

theory" (Lott and Lott 1965)♦ Small group research contrib

utes to the understanding of the larger phenomenon of social 

solidarity by testing general theories of group partici

pation.

Reward theory assumes that people belong to groups 

because they reap rewards from so doing; the re'wards may be 

economic or otherwise. Balance theory, however assumes 

that individuals seek associations with others according to 

vrhether or not their feelings about those others are in 

harmony with their perceptions of them. As Heider puts it, 

a balanced state exists when experienced sentiments and per

ceived units—in this case people—coexist without stress
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(Heider 1953:176), This refers, for example, to the fact 

that one does not like or want to associate with someone who 

has some u^ly or undesirable characteristic.

These two approaches constitute alternative explan

ations or bases for social organization. Reward theorists 

apparently see society as based on a system of rewards, 

while balance theorists view it as a process whereby groups 

of like individuals are created and maintained—a "con

sciousness of kind11 approach in the Giddings tradition.

THE METHOD

As stated, this is a report of a case study. This 

method was selected for several reasons. It is an effective 

method for exploratory research which seeks to describe the 

total situation of a particular group. It provides a wealth 

of detail which may generate hypotheses for further inves

tigation. In this case, the total picture was vitally 

necessary if anything was really to be learned about the 

cohesiveness of this group.

As Burgess said, "Just as in perception any object 

is seen in its total setting as a part of a larger pattern, 

so any act of a person or group gets meaning in its con

figuration, or frame of reference, in the life experience of 

that person or group” (Burgess 1927:107).

Caso studies were first used to describe contem

poraneous data from which inductive generalizations were 
formed. The method was made famous by Frederic Le Play,
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vho used it to study the family and other elements of the 

social structure in order to explain certain economic 

phenomena (Gee 1950;230). The case study as a method of 

sociological fieldxzork was introduced by Thomas and 

Znaniecki in The Polish Peasant in Europe and America 

(Burgess 1927:116). This method has given sociology some of 

its most valuable contributions. In addition to Thomas and 

Znaniecki*s study of the Polish Peasant, one may point to 

William P. Whyte’s Street Corner Society, Anderson’s The 

Hobo, and Thrasher’s The Gang.

The case study method involves the intensive 

analysis of a single case. This is justified because it is 

only through this type of exhaustive study that new rela

tionships are discovered or accurately described, and "every 

individual case has characteristics which may be regarded as 

typical or representative of a large number of cases” 

(Gee 1950:232).

The case study is a distinctive method in social 

research which is of value for reaching objectives that can

not be met as adequately by any other method (Elmer 1939: 
129).

The particular technique used in this case study was 

participant observation, aided by short, focused interviews 

(tape-recorded) and questionnaires directed at biographical 

data.

Participant observation may be defined as "a process 

in which the observer’s presence in a social situation is
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maintained for the purpose of scientific investigation1’ 

(Schwartz and Schwartz in McCall and Simmons 1959:89). The 

observer is face-to-face with the observed and gathers 

data by participating in the activities of the observed. He 

becomes part of the social situation and both affects and is 

affected by his participation. His role as an observer may 

be concealed or not; it may be peripheral or an integral 

part of the social structure (Schwartz and Schwartz in 

McCall and Simmons 1969:91).

There are some obvious problems inherent in partic

ipant observation, not the least of which is the observer’s 

effect on the situation. If he fails to exercise good 

Judgement (or sometimes even if he does exercise it) he may 

change the situation in such a ray that his data become use

less. In addition, the observer’s view of the situation may 

be distorted by the perceptual framework he brings with him, 

and his observations will not be accurate. The reports of 

several observers often must be combined to confirm the 

reliability of the information.

In spite of the problems of participant observation, 

the technique has enabled social researchers to add valuable 

qualitative data to often dry and sometimes meaningless 

quantitative material.

In carrying on this kind of uncontrolled observation 
(uncontrolled in the sense that the investigator does not 

systematically manipulate variables to observe the effects), 

the researcher, obviously, does not observe everything; he 
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brings his particular viewpoint with him to the situation 

and consciously or unconsciously selects from an unlimited 

range of possibilities just what he x-Till observe and try to 

analyze.

In regard to the viewpoint of the investigator, it 

would be misleading to pretend that he enters the situation 

completely objective and unbiased. No individual is without 

his particular biases, and rather than pretending that they 

do not exist, the proper procedure, in the view of the 

writer, is to make them explicit so that those who follow 

can be aware of then in appraising his work. In accordance 

with this, it should be explained how this particular 

observer became involved with Space City News. It is 

important to do this, also, because the way that an observer 

enters the group he studies has implications for the kind of 

information he gathers and the way the members of the group 

react to him.

The writer first noticed Space Cit?z News when a 

street-comer vendor asked him to buy a copy. This second 

issue of the underground newspaper, a new phenomenon to 

Houston, was interesting to the writer and led to a great 

deal of curiosity about what such an organization might be 

like and how entrance into it could be gained. An oppor

tunity came soon; the paper published in a subsequent issue 

a plea for help from the community in getting the paper 

better staffed and equipped. One of the specifics men

tioned was photographic equipment. Photography is a hobby 
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of the vrriter, and. an offer of help in building a darkroom 

iras welcomed by the staff. Friendships were easily 

established.

It soon became apparent that this group of people 

was seriously committed, although they received no financial 

compensation from the paper and lived under rather trying 

conditions. Some time after acceptance as a photographic 

technician had been gained, the members of the full-time 

staff Mere asked if they would object to being made the 

objects of sociological investigation. They reacted 

favorably, and agreed to furnish personal data such as 

family backgrounds and educational experience and to be 

interviewed on tape about their involvement with the under

ground press. They were not told what the focus of the 

investigation would be.
There was no discernable change in anyone’s behavior 

after this, probably because the observer had already been 

accepted as part of the group, and his presence was expected 

at staff functions. The writer visited often with the 

staff, attended meetings, and performed the other functions 

of a part-time staff member, such as preparing the pages on 

the night before printing. He accepted numerous picture 

assignments and covered peace rallies, strikes, and other 

events of interest to the Movement press. His photographs 

appeared often in the paper during the first year of pub- 

lication--the period during which all of the material for 

this study was gathered.



18

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE UNDEHGROUITD PRESS

In the last few years, the United States has been 

undergoing the development of what has sometimes been 

referred to as a "youth rebellion." Some of the manifes

tation of dissent have been demonstrations of various kinds 

and the emergence of a type of sub-culture whose members are 

generally known as "hippies," They are somewhat reminiscent 

of the "beatniks" of the Nineteen-Fifties.

Part of this diverse conglomeration of mostly young 

people is a constantly-changing, almost indefinable coa

lition known loosely as "the Movement." No attempt will be 

made here to specify exactly what the Movement is, but in 

general it constitutes an anti-establishment force which 

opposes the present in Indochina, racism, and middle

class or conservative values in religion, politics, sexual 

matters, and the use of narcotics. In short, it is a 

loosely organized social movement which is mainly composed 

of college-aged youth. iJhether or not the Movement con

stitutes a viable force for social change is not in question 

here, and no attempt will be made to analyze the Movement.

The reason for the above account is that there has 

emerged during this period, and in connection with the Move

ment, a new form of "grass-roots" or community newspaper. 

These papers are commonly known as the "underground press." 

They are not, obviously, truly "underground" since the 

papers are openly sold on street corners or from newsstands 



19

and. mailed, to subscribers.

There are other tabloid-style newspapers which are 

sometimes called underground papers but which are not con

nected Tri.th the Movement; they cater to different audiences 

and rely on sensational stories of crime and sexual 

depravity. The National Enquirer is an example of this type 

of paper. In order to maintain a distinction between the 

type of paper which is the subject of this investigation and 

the latter type of paper, the term "Movement press" will be 

used hereafter to designate the first. Movement papers are 

predominately political in nature; the emphasis is on anti

establishment journalism and reports of the activities of 

the various segments of the Movement. These papers, also, 

should be distinguished from other papers which are con

nected in some manner to the Movement, but which are 

oriented to avant-garde music and art rather than to leftist 

politics, as are the Movement papers like Space City News.

The history of the Movement press begins with the 

Village Voice. The Village Voice was founded in 1955 by a 

group of New Yorkers, including novelist Norman Mailer, 

as an anti-establishment tabloid serving as an outlet for 

imorthodox views in politics, art, and the theatre 
(Sim 1969:140). It was so successful that it soon had 

imitators. The Berkely Barb (Berkeley, California), East 

Village Other (New York), the Los Angeles Pree Press, and 

others followed in the footsteps of the Village Voice. 

These newspapers were all tabloid style and were filled with 
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unconventional material. They were the predecessors of the 

Movement press, at least, in their approach to journalism.

In March, 1967» with the organization of the Under

ground Press Syndicate (UPS), the Movement press began to 

flourish. The UPS is not an organization in the usual 

sense; it began as an alliance of six newspapers. They 

agreed to exchange subscriptions and to allow all UPS mem

bers to reprint all material without concern for copy

rights. By May, 1967, the UPS could claim twelve members 
and a combined circulation of 264,000 (Newsweek, May 1, 

1967). The latest UPS subscriber list includes 123 papers, 

some of which are in Canada and Europe. The combined cir

culation can only be estimated. Liberation News Service 

(LNS), the underground equivalent of the Associated Press or 

United Press International news services, listed 203 sub

scribers in its January 1969, list. Membership in LNS and 

the UPS is often given free of charge to new papers with 

financial problems.

Not all of the newspapers joined by these alliances 

are Movement papers. Some are more concerned with new art 
forms than leftist politics. The great majority of LNS/UPS 

papers are, however. Movement papers to some extent. The 

Village Voice, by comparison, is almost non-political. It 

is not a member of the UPS (which requires members to forego 

copyrights). Movement papers are the voice of the radical 

left, and thus the term "Movement” papers; they are the 

media of the Movement.
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New Movement papers appear regularly near army bases 

and In minority-group communities. Due to the low cost of 

publication, provided by modem offset printing techniques, 

very little capital is required for the establishment of one 

of these newspapers. Almost anyone with the deisre to do so 

can get into the newspaper business on this scale, and the 

present trend seems to be toward more Movement papers.

Space City News was first published in the summer of 

1969» Volume One is dated June 5th. Space City News might 

be considered to have grown directly from the involvement of 

certain staff members vdth The Bag. The Rag, published in 

Austin, Texas, was one of the first members of the UPS, and 

among the first few Movement papers established. Three of 

the editorial staff members of Space City News began their 

involvement with the Movement press on The Rag, and even

tually conceived the establishment of a paper in Houston.

For reasons such as this. Space City News may be 

considered representative of Movement papers as a whole; no 

two are identical, of course, but several of the founders of 

Space City News have been involved with the Movement press 

since its inception and helped to set the style for many of 

the other papers to follow.

The group formed by the editorial staff of Space 

City News, in addition to being representative of Movement 

papers in general, would seem to be an ideal group in which 

to study small group cohesiveness. As will be developed in 

the folloxTing report, it has functioned under conditions of 
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relative hardship and yet has managed to gain, rather than 

lose, staff members



Chapter 2

SPACE CITY ITE-ZS

As was stated in the previous chapter, the focus in 

this study is on the editorial staff of Space City News, the 
members of which refer to themselves as "the Collective.11 

Throughout this work, that term will be used.

THE COLLECTIVE

The number of people working on the paper varies 

from one issue to the next; usually there are ten to fif

teen. Some of them are part-time volunteers and have other 

time-consuming interests or occupations; many are students. 

The seven people who compose the Collective are the only 

full-time staff members. The Collective is the core of the 
paper. Describing the Collective as the '’editorial" staff 

is only partially accurate. This group not only determines 

the content of each issue, but the members write many of the 

stories, take pictures, and perform the bulk of the physical 

labor involved in laying out the pages, taking the material 

to the printer, picking up the papers, and distributing them 

to sales outlets and vendors. They also do much of the 

actual street-corner selling. The others assist the 

Collective, on an irregular basis, by"contributing articles, 

photographs, information, or labor, according to their 

23
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personal inclinations.

The Collective is a remarkably homogeneous group. 

Its members are all young, -white, native-born -Americans. 

There are three females and four males. The range of their 

ages is narrow; five of the seven are twenty-four, one is 

twenty-three, and one is twenty-five. They have more than 

average formal education; each of the seven has attended 

college for at least one year. Three hold the Bachelor of 

Arts degree. Their college studies were usually related to 

the humanities; of the three who were graduated from col

lege, one majored in journalism, one in English, and one in 

psychology.

Most of the members of the Collective have had 

previous experience in some field of communications. Four 

worked on their high school or college newspaper, and one 

was also a reporter for a metropolitan daily newspaper in 

Minnesota. Of the five with previous experience in com

munications, four had worked with other underground media; 

three for The Rag, in Austin, Texas, and for Liberation News 

Service (LNS) in New York, and one for LNS only. The three 

who worked on The Rag were co-founders of that paper; hence. 

Space City Hews was the second Movement paper they helped to 

establish.

The families of the members of the Collective reveal 

further similarities. According to the I960 Census, 72.4 

percent of the workers in the United States belonged in the 

categories of unskilled, semiskilled, skilDed, or clerical 
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occupations. None of the fathers of Collective members 

belong in any of these categories. They are all profes

sionals, managers, or proprietors. Only two of the mothers 

work outside the home, and they are professionals.

Except in one case, these families also receive
o

incomes well above average. In 1959# again according to 

Census information, only 4.6 percent of U. S. families 

enjoyed an annual income of fifteen thousand dollars or 

more. Of the seven families in the present study, only one 

had an income under fifteen thousand dollars. The others 

ranged from fifteen to fifty thousand.

In addition, these parents reveal the attainment of 

higher than average educational levels. Of the seven sets 

of parents, both partners hold at least the Bachelor of Arts 

degree in four cases, and one partner does in another case. 

Only 7.7 percent of the U. S. population twenty-five years
p 

old and over had had four or more years of college in 1959. 

Three of the remaining parents attended college for one to 

three years, and the remaining two (mothers) finished high 

school. In terms of education, therefore, these parents 

again represent an elite group.

According to the members of the Collective, their 

parents tend to be moderately conservative in their 

political views. A few of the parents were reported to be

pCensus data from summaries in Broom and Selznik 
(1955:196-193).



tolerant, however, of their children's Involvement with 

Space City Hews and its leftist politics.
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THE MEI‘3EHS OF THE COLLECTIVE

Kathy

Kathy, one of the three females on the Collective, 

is twenty-four and married to another Collective member, 

Phil. Kathy was born in Madison, Wisconsin, but her family 

moved to Houston when she was four. Her father is a partner 

in a Houston dry-cleaning plant. He has a degree in busi

ness administration. Her mother is a high school graduate 
and a housewife. Kathy estimated the family's annual income 

at five or six thousand dollars.

She said that her parents engaged in no overt pol

itical activity, but that her mother is sympathetic to the 

Movement and occasionally sets type for the paper. Her 

father does not approve of her connection with Space City 

News, but does not actively oppose it.

Kathy attended the University of Texas for three 

years, majoring in English and history. She was active in 

drama and was a member of Students for a Democratic Society 
(SDS). She iras one of the first staff members of The Rag, 

and later worked for LNS In New York. Like the other mem

bers of the Collective, Kathy is very interested in the 
women's liberation movement. She is also concerned with the 

other aspects of the Movement; she regularly reads other 

Movement papers and supports the local Pacifica Foundation
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radio station, which broadcasts dissenting viewpoints. She 

enjoys fiction, too.
Kathy is at present the paper’s bookkeeper; she is 

one of the two people authorized to sign checks, and she is 

responsible for receipts and expenditures. Although she 

does not particularly like the job, she seems to have less 

need to mite than some of the other members of the group. 

The bookkeeping constitutes a major contribution to the 

paper because none of the other Collective members are very 

interested in financial matters.

Though generally in the same good spirits as the 

others, Kathy sometimes seems slightly more sensitive to 

the troubles which beset the Collective, and, on occasion, 

is visible worried. She never asks others to share her con

cern, but she usually provides an indication of the day-to- 

day situation at Space City News.

Phil

Phil, Kathy’s husband, counters her occasional 

gloominess by staying in unshakable good spirits. Nothing 

ever seems to disturb his equanimity. Phil is one of the 

best writers on the paper, and especially loves muckraking 

articles on the Houston power structure. He becomes par

ticularly enthusiastic when the paper is preparing an 

expose of a local institution.

At twenty-five, Phil is the oldest member of the 

Collective. He was born in Austin, Texas, but has spent 
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most of his life in Houston. He v/as quite active in extra

curricular activities in high school; he was involved, in 

service clubs, sports, and the school newspaper. He 
attended the same Houston high school (Bellaire) as Kathy 

and another Collective member, Eric. Phil attended the 

University of Texas for three semesters as an English major. 

Like Kathy, Phil v.’as involved in the establishment of The 

Rag in Austin and worked with L1TS in New York prior to 

returning to Houston. He and Kathy have been married for 

four years.

His father is managing editor for a Houston pub

lishing company and earns approximately fifteen thousand 

dollars annually. Phil’s mother is a housewife. Each of 

his parents holds the B. A. in journalism. He described his 

parents as conservative Democrats, but said that they engage 

in little political activity other than voting. They do not 

approve of his association with the paper.

Eric

Eric, the third Collective member who attended the 

University of Texas and worked on The Rag, has been active 

in the Movement press for several years. He was one of the 

underground newspaper editors who attended the first under

ground media conference in San Francisco in 1967. The Rag 

was one of the six papers which formed the Underground Press 

Syndicate.

Eric is twenty-four and legally single, but he and 

Valerie are constant companions and form one of the three 



29

couples which made up the original six-member Collective. 

Eric sees his involvement in Movement media as a natural 

extension of his long-time interest in drama and communi

cations, combined with his radical politics. He liras editor 

of the yearbook in high school. He completed one semester 

at the University of Texas after enrolling many times and 

withdrawing. He is an articulate spokesman for the group, 

and his flair for dramatic expression suits the tone of the 

paper.
Eric was born in Houston and has spent most of his 

life here. His father is a journalist, employed by one of 

the Houston daily papers. His mother is an artist and 

operates an art gallery on the lower floor of their home. 

She attended college for three years, studying art and 

architecture. Her husband also completed three years, Eric 

estimated the family’s annual income at twenty-five thousand 

dollars.

His family has no political party affiliation, but 

his mother has been slightly involved with organizations 

opposing the present war in Indochina. Their attitude 

toward the paper is positive, even though the paper has pub

lished material highly critical of other Houston media, 

including the paper which employs Eric’s father.

Eric stays informed by reading both of the Houston 

daily papers, other Movement papers, and random periodicals, 

and by listening to Pacifica broadcasts. Eric seems to 

derive a great deal of satisfaction from his radical 



activities, and usually exhibits an irrepressible 

enthusiasm.
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Valerie

Valerie, who cane to Houston with Eric from New 

York, is twenty-four. She was born in South Bend, Indiana, 

and attended the University of Minnesota, where she earned 

the B. A. in journalism. Her family lives in Minneapolis, 

where her father is employed as an engineer. Her mother is 

a houseizife. Valerie estimated the family's annual income 

at eighteen thousand dollars. She said that her parents are 
political independents who worked in Eugene McCarthy’s 

presidential campaign in 1968. She described their attitude 

toward her connection with the Movement as "negative, but 

not hostile."

She worked on both her high school and her college 

newspaper, and was a reporter for the St. Paul Dispatch for 

a short time after college. She left St. Paul to work in 

the SIS national office in Chicago, and then moved to LNS in 

New York. There she met Eric. She said that she disliked 

New York, and a primary reason for her coming to Houston 

with Eric was to escape from New York’s "noise pollution." 

Valerie has an easily aroused sense of humor, but 

occasionally becomes disturbed over political events. She 

is somewhat emotional and takes her work with the Movement 

quite seriously. Valerie is the most" vocal member of the 

Collective on women’s liberation, and likes to write on 

related topics. She is vehemently opposed to male and white



31 

supremacy, "the two pillars of imperialism." She reads the 

Scientific Americeai on a regular basis and occasionally 

reads Fortune and The Wall Street Journal.

Pat

Pat and Dan compose the third couple of the original 

Collective. Pat is tvrenty-three and was born in St. Paul, 

Minnesota. Her father is an attorney and a board member of 

a bank there. Her mother is a housewife. Pat estimated the 
family’s annual income at fifty thousand dollars. Her 

father has a lavr degree; her mother, the B. A. in education. 

Pat said that her parents are Republicans, but that their 

political activity is limited to voting and making small 

contributions. She also said that her parents are negative 

about her association with Space City Hevrs, but are willing 

to accept it.

While attending Stanford University (where she 

received the B. A. in psychology), Pat did volunteer work 

in the black community near the campus. In contrast to the 

other members of the Collective, she and Dan seem to be more 

oriented toward the specific problems of the poor than to 

the Movement itself. They became involved in the Movement 

through their Interest in the problems of poor people rather 

than through radical journalism. Pat worked on her high 

school yearbook but had no other media experience.

Dan-

Dan, Pat’s husband, was born in Houston. He attended
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Stanford. University and. received the B. A. in English. Both 

of his parents hold liberal arts degrees. His father is the 

foreman of a large cattle ranch ovmed by an industrial firm; 

his mother is a house-wife. Dan estimated their annual 

income at fifty thousand dollars. Ee said they are 

"Goldwater Republicans," but their political activity con

sists only of voting. Ee described their attitude toward 

the paper as "somewhat negative."

Dan -yas active in sports in high school and was 

sports editor of his high school paper. Like Pat, he reads 

both the Houston daily papers regularly and as many Movement 

papers as he can. They listen often to the Pacifica radio 

station.

Pat and Dan are both rather quiet, sensitive people 

who appreciate subtle humor. Phil once remarked that he did 

not feel he knew them very well. They are the only two 

members of the original Collective who had not previously 

been involved in radical politics.

Murray

Murray, the seventh member of the Collective, joined 

the group after the paper had been established. He is 

tvrenty-four and single. Ee was born in Springfield, 

Massachusetts, but was reared in Houston. Els parents have 

lived here for nineteen years. He was active in sports in 

junior high and drama in high school.- He attended a Houston 

junior college for a year, but does not plan to continue.

Murray’s father is an insurance agent; his mother.
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a guidance counselor in a local high school. She holds the 

M. A. degree in psychology and has finished the course vork 

for a doctorate. His father, too, holds a master’s degree 

and some doctoral credit in bio-chemistry. Murray estimated 

their annual income at twenty-five thousand dollars,

Murray described his father as being politically 

conservative; he is active in conservative civic organi
zations, and is violently opposed to Murray’s connection 

with Space City Hews. He refuses to discuss it. Murray 

said his mother is a liberal. She supports his radical 

activities but avoids provoking his father.

Before he came to Space City ITews, he had been 

working as a laborer at a local refinery and had become very 

active in union affairs. He said that he decided to leave 

because he felt that his union activity was not going to 

effect the radical social change that he feels is needed in 

this country. Murray works very hard for the paper, and 

lives in a downstairs room at the office so that he can act 

as a night watchman. Because of the fact that he volunteers 

for more projects than he ever finishes, he is teased some

times by the rest of the Collective and used as an example 

of inefficiency. This is strictly a joke, since Murray does 

a great deal of work. He has few interests outside of the 

paper.

THE TSTABLISHZ-IS’T 0? SPACE CITY 1TE/JS

The six original members of the Collective joined 
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Kathy, and Phil had worked together on The Ran; in Austin, 

but had separated to pursue other interests. Kathy and Phil 

went to the West Coast, where Phil worked in a retail store 

and Kathy in a bank. Eric went to Hew York to study acting. 

He started working at LTiS after a few months at odd jobs, 

and he and Valerie met there. Phil and Kathy went to Hew 

York to visit in early summer, 1969, and decided to stay and 

work with LUS.

At an underground media conference in Atlanta, 

Georgia, in the summer of 1969» Eric and Valerie met Pat and 

Dan, who were attending the conference because they were 
interested in starting a "poor people’s” newspaper in 

Houston. They were working there at the time on an anti

poverty project in the black community. Eric and Valerie 

persuaded then that Houston needed a radical paper, and that 

it could serve the interests of poor people, too. Pat and 

Dan agreed to join them. Kathy and Phil had already 

expressed their willingness to come to Houston.

Having agreed to establish a Movement paper in 

Houston, the six members of the original Collective gathered 

in Houston in late April to find an office and to prepare to 

publish. Their preliminary work consisted of finding places 

to live and securing basic equipment such as desks and type

writers. The equipment was obtained mainly by foraging and 

borrowing. They made some advertising agreements and 

arranged to receive LKS material and UPS papers. An old
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House in poor condition was rented (from a university of 

Houston professor) to serve as an office. The first six 

months were free: thereafter rent was to be paid when funds 

were available.
Phil and Kathy found a small apartment not far from 

the office, and Eric and Valerie shared a large old house 

on the north side of the city with Dan and Pat—a good dis

tance from the office.
By the end of May, the office was furnished fairly 

well, the layout tables had been built (of scrap lumber, 

plywood, and old doors), and the staff went to work on the 

first issue. This first issue was twenty-four pages long 

and had a drawing of Pancho Villa on the cover. About half 

of the articles were written by the Collective, and the rest 

were from LNS and other underground papers.

The paper was poorly equipped at that time, and pro

ducing each successive issue was difficult. The Collective 

had to write almost all of the local articles, sift through 

IjMS packets and other papers, choose materials, edit it, lay 

out the pages, have the paper printed, distribute it to the 

newsstands, and sell papers on the street with very little 

help from anyone. After the fourth issue, eight weeks 

later, they decided that things were too poorly organized to 

continue. They elected to skip two issues and start again 

in a month. They spent that month working on the office, 

finding more equipment, and thinking of ways to improve 

the operation. When they began publishing again, they
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were much better prepared.

THE OPERATION OF SPACE CITY 1TK7S

Space City Hews conducts its business In an old 

two-story house in one of Houston’s transitional neighbor

hoods not far from the central business district. The 

neighborhood is transitional because it is now a mixture of 

small businesses, office buildings, and residences; it is 

gradually becoming wholly commercial. It is also on the 

margin between white and Negro areas.

The lower floor of the house has been altered very 

little; there is a kitchen, a bedroom (where Hurray usually 

stays at night), another bedroom now used as a library, a 

bathroom, and a large parlor or living room used for 

meetings and occasionally as a bedroom for out-of-to'.m 

guests.

The second floor has been converted into work rooms. 

Three of the four bedrooms are now offices exhibiting the 

usual paraphernalia—desks, file cabinets, and typevjriters. 

The other bedroom is used as a lay-out room and contains 

long, slanted tables resembling extended drafting tables. 

The upstairs bathroom has been converted into a photographic 

darkroom.

All of the rooms in the house have assorted 
“revolutionary" posters on the i-jalls, including pictures of 

Ch6 Guevarra and ugly caricatures of policemen. The house 

and the offices are usually in disarray, in spite of the 
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efforts made by the Collective to keep them neat. The 

aura of the place is definitely not that of a modern, 

efficient newspaper office; the floor is unpainted, the 

furniture is old and battered and of diverse origins, and 

the darkroom and layout room tables are homemade and in 

need of paint.

Space City Heirs is published on alternate Thursdays. 

On the Sunday folio-wing publication, the Collective and 

those who want to work on the next issue gather in the lay

out room and conduct an ’’issue meeting” to plan the content. 

One of the Collective acts as issue coordinator and chairs 

the meeting. The task of issue coordination rotates among 

the Collective members, with allowances made for vacations 

or other projects. The meeting, very much a social event, 

is conducted informally and the content of the coming issue 

depends largely on what people would like to contribute in 

terms of their particular interests and what issues are 

currently important.

The meetings are very democratic, and the pro

ceedings are slow. There is usually a good deal of joking 

and camaraderie, also, and someone eventually calls for a 

return to business.

A list of the articles planned is made by the issue 

coordinator and later posted on one of the office walls as 

an aid to the Collective in seeing to it that the material 

is ready on schedule. Anyone who is interested can attend 

these meetings and offer his help on any of the projects
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discussed. Frequently, those involved have an interest in a 

particular area, such as ecology or women’s rights. Every

thing is completely voluntary, although an individual is 

sometimes asked to do a certain project.

The deadline for the submission of copy is the 

Thursday or Friday following this meeting, and two or three 

days later for artwork, photographs, and other material 

which does not have to be set into type. The copy is 

sometimes submitted handwritten, but usually typed, and it 

is typeset into columns by one of the Collective.

The typesetting is done on a leased IBM Selectric 

Composer which justifies the margins and provides various 

type styles and column widths. Before there were enough 

funds to lease this machine, typesetting was one of the 

major problems of publication. Commercial typesetters and 

other small newspapers were not very cooperative, because 

they considered the material subversive in some cases, 

pornographic in others; if these problems were resolved, 

typesetters often were reluctant to fit the extra work into 

their regular operation. The volume vias considered too 

small♦

Space City Uevrs, like most tabloid-size newspapers, 
is printed by the offset process. In this process the 

columns of typeset copy, artwork, and half-toned photographs 

are pasted onto sheets of paper the size of the finished 

pages and taken to the printer. The printing plant makes 

a photographic plate of each page and then, through an
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etching process, produces metal plates to fit the printing 

press. The method, is considerably cheaper than conventional 

printing, and the low cost of this process is one of the 

technical developments which has accelerated the growth of 

the underground press. It costs Space City Mews approxi

mately two hundred and fifty dollars to print five thousand 

copies of the twenty-four page paper.

The pasted-up pages are taken to the printer the day 

before the paper is to be printed. The papers are called 

for by staff members on Thursday afternoon and brought back 

to the office for the vendors to purchase and for distri

bution to the newsstands and other establishments which 

stock the paper on a consignment basis. A few hundred 

copies are mailed to subscribers and to other Movement news

papers.

When the freshly printed papers are brought back to 

the office, the vendors, whose number varies from issue to 

issue, pay for their copies (half of the selling price of 

twenty cents) and go to their favorite spots to hawk the 

papers. All of the vendors do not appear on the first day 

that papers are available; many come on an irregular basis.

Papers are sold on street corners and anywhere that 

young or Movement-oriented people are likely to be found. 

Theatres showing movies aimed at these audiences, concerts 

by "rock" musicians, and leftist political gatherings 

provide places to sell papers. Many of the vendors are 

high school or college students. There have been some weeks 
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V7hen Collective members were the only vendors. In addition 

to newsstands, a few bookstores and shops which cater to the 

young provide space on their shelves for the paper. Between 

seven thousand and ten thousand copies are presently being 

sold through these various means.

Eric reported that he generally is able to sell 

twenty-five or thirty papers in an hour at one of his 

favorite corners, and as many as eighty per hour at one of 

the youth-oriented movies. He considered this to be a 
vendor1s typical experience. He said that the vast majority 

of those who buy from Mm are young, but that people of all 

ages and descriptions buy papers.

Insulting remarks are occasionally made to vendors, 

but there has never been any serious trouble from the pub

lic. High school administrators sometimes threaten to call 

the police if vendors appear on school property, which is 

seldom.

Space City News is printed at the same plant as 

several other tabloid-size papers, including the University 

of Houston* s Daily Cougar. TMs printing plant is Negro- 

owned. The management has on occasion expressed mild alarm 

at the content of the paper when it was critical of the city 

administration, but so far it has not refused to print it 

except on one or two occasions when technical problems 
arose.

The regular chores, such as picking up and 

delivering papers, are made difficult by the Collective’s 
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lack of help and equipment. There is a chronic shortage of 

supplies, and all of the vehicles are old and troublesome. 

The only truck ovmed, an old van belonging to Dan and Pat, 

caused so many problems by continually breaking down that 

they finally gave it evzay. Space City News has not shown a 

real profit to date, and funds are available for the pur

chase of only the most basic items. The Collective members 

are constantly burdened with broken typewriters, defective 

photographic equipment, and too few ashtrays, erasers, and 

pens. This too is accepted as part of the struggle, and the 

Collective continues to work and meet the deadlines.

There are rewards which seem to help maintain mor

ale. Readers send encouraging letters on occasion, and new 

subscriptions are reassuring. As of this writing, there 

were approximately four hundred and fifty paying sub

scribers. The hostile reactions of certain influential 

people also constitute rewards; the Mayor of Houston was 

reported to have told a local civic club, "Space City News 

is not worth wrapping fish ini" This made the Collective 

members happy, and they re-printed the Mayor’s remark.

The day-to-day routine of the Collective members 

consists of witIng stories, selling papers, answering the 

telephone, attending meetings, reading other Movement 

papers, and going through the packets of news received every 

few days from LNS. A large portion of the copy in each 

issue is taken from these last two sources.

There are no pre-determined hours for anyone on the 
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staff. They often work through the night when the pages are 

being laid, out, but most work is done during the daylight 

hours and the early part of the evening. The greatest dif

ference between this and normal newspaper production is that 

no individual is assigned any specific function such as 

reporting or editing. Routine tasks are shared by the 

Collective members; one person takes the responsibility each 

day for staying in the office and answering the telephone.

Publishing the paper is not the sole activity of any 

of the people connected with it. Some of the volunteers are 

members of Students for a Democratic Society and other radi

cal organizations. Space City Hews has been active in 

organizing political rallies and orher projects not directly 

related to the paper. Even the Collective members have 

other interests which occupy some of their working hours; in 

addition, they have to perform routine chores such as going 

to the market.

At the time of this writing, the Collective is 

sharing a home not far from the office with three other 

people (one single male and a married couple) who work for 

the paper on a part-time basis. They all take turns with 

the routine tasks of managing a household. In spite of the 

fact that they see each other quite often in the course of 

their work, they all seem to enjoy living together. There 

are remarkably few disputes over the division of labor; a 

schedule is regularly made out, and everyone usually follows 

it. When someone does not live up to the rules of the 
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note on the bulletin board. The notes take the form of 

announcements; for example, "Phil left a dirty plate on the 

table this morning—this is the second time this weekl" 

The tasks of cooking and grocery buying are shared 

equally by men and women, and the meals are usually a one- 

dish affair. The house is sparsely furnished; the beds con

sist of mattresses on the floor without bed frames or box 

springs.

Each couple has their oim room, and privacy is 

respected. The sexual relationships are strictly mon

ogamous. The group members enjoy jokes about exchanging 

mates, probably because the public (they believe) has such 

a distorted view of what takes place in the communal living 

arrangements that some young people prefer, and they like to 

pretend that they are even worse than the public pictures 

them. They also like to refer to themselves in the language 

of the opposition. Eric often hawks papers by shouting, 

"Read all about the freaking fag revolution!11

Another way in which these people differ from the 

popular conception of "hippies" concerns the matter of 

narcotics; none of them indulges in the use of drugs beyond 

the occasional smoking of marijuana, and this is nearly 

'always reserved for parties.

Although the paper does not pay any salaries, the 

Collective manages to extract some expense money from the 

treasury, which is spent on their share of the food and 
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other expenses of operating the house. Money for personal 

articles has increasingly become a problem for the 

Collective members since they began to publish the news

paper. They have all earned, money by selling papers, but 

this occupies tine that could, be better spent on the prep

aration of the paper. None of the parents of the Collective 

members contribute to their support, except in the case of 

Eric. His parents occasionally provide articles of clothing 

and a little pocket money, which he shares with Valerie.

Phil and Kathy came to Houston with some money that they had 

saved, but it was exhausted after seven or eight months. 

Murray also had some savings when he joined the staff, but 

he has no means of support except his earnings from selling 

papers. Pat and Dan receive a small monthly salary from the 

anti-poverty project which originally brought them to the 

city.In addition, Dan has a small income from investments 

his parents made for him several years ago.

None of these sources of income provides more than 

one hundred dollars a month for any single Individual, and 

the Collective members have often spent their personal funds 

to keep the paper solvent. They all hope that eventually 

the paper will earn enough to pay small salaries.

In only one instance has a philanthropic organ

ization or individual ever made a gift of any size to the 

paper. On this occasion, an anonymous donor channeled a

^The sponsor of this "project" is not mentioned in 
order to protect the privacy of those involved. 
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two thousand, dollar gift through a local tax-free foun

dation. This was immediately spent for the type-setting 

equipment and payment of outstanding debts. The gift was 

apparently in response to the second of two letters 

appealing for funds which had been sent to subscribers.

Several benefit performances by local musicians have 

been held to raise money for the paper# but no more than two 

hundred dollars have been collected from all of these 

efforts. One other event was such a financial disaster that 

the paper lost money. In this instance, the paper sponsored 

an appearance by one of the defendants in the trial which 

followed the demonstrations in Chicago during the 1968 

Democratic Convention. It had been hoped that this 

appearance, by Abbie Hoffman, would raise enough money to 

aid the paper and provide a donation of twelve hundred 

dollars to the fund for the defense of the accused.

Receipts were so minimal at an afternoon rally and a speech 

the same evening that the expenses totaled three hundred 

dollars more than the gross profit, and nothing was 
available for the defense fund.4

The chronic shortage of money is usually seen by the 

Collective members as one of many problems which slow the 

development of Space City News, and not often as a personal 

hardship.

A
The writer heard a local newscaster announce the 

next day that Hoffman left Houston with a twenty-five 
hundred dollar spealdlng fee. Local news media often made 
gross errors in their reporting of Movement activities.
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In all of the activities of the group, there is a 

lack of any clear-cut leadership; no individual could be 

identified as the central figure. Because of the previous 

experience of a few of the members, they are consulted on 

the technical problems of publication, but decisions about 

the direction of the paper or the allocation of funds are 

always made In group discussion. This arrangement does not 

always work smoothly—sometimes decisions are reached only 

after much discussion or not reached at all. Eric, Yalerle, 

and Phil seem to be more assertive than the others at times, 

but no one consistently fills the role of leader. Work is 

always divided as evenly as possible, and unpleasant tasks 
are rotated. The only exception to this is Kathy1s keeping 

of financial records, which she evidently does not consider 

really unpleasant.

Equality of the sexes is carefully observed. Ho 

jobs are regarded as reserved for males or for females, 

unless there is something heavy to be moved. In this case, 

the males are asked for help. This equality Involves more 

than just work; the females are no less given to outbursts 

of profanity when something Is unpleasant than the males. 

The Collective members realized early in the year 

that the males were assuming more responsibilities than 

the females, especially In contacts with outsiders, and a 

concentrated effort was made immediately to restore full 

participation for everyone. Phil related how difficult 

It had been for them to deal with this, but said that It 
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was necessary; not only were the men doing more than their 

share of the work, but the paper could not be male-dominated 

because male supremacy was one of the faults of American 

culture. In addition, the paper often printed articles on 

the oppression of women, and to have any vestiges of male 

supremacy on the staff would have been hypocracy. They even 

changed the rules of touch football, a frequent Saturday 

afternoon passtime, to enable females to participate on an 

equal basis.

There is almost a complete absence of conflict 

between the members of the group. There are disagreements, 

but they are settled by open discussion of the problem. No 

one displays any serious antagonism toward another member, 
except in instances when someone is tired from a night’s 

work or not feeling well, and these episodes are never taken 

seriously.

The Collective members work very hard on the 

projects they undertake, and sometimes work for several days 

or weeks without stopping, except to eat and sleep. After 

these long sessions, they take short vacations. Generally, 

each couple leaves separately to visit relatives or spend 

some time away together, but on several occasions the whole 

Collective has taken a few days off to camp out as a group 

away from the city. They always seen to be able to leave 

the pressures of operating the newspaper behind.

In general, the Collective members do not seem to 

get very upset about the hardships they suffer, such as the 
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theft of the typewriters, and. the poor financial condition 

of the paper. Nor do they consider the fact that their 

lives could be more comfortable if they had chosen some 

other work to do.

In sum, then, the Collective is a group of people 

dedicated to a cause, living under trying conditions, seeing 

each other almost constantly, and generally being happy with 

their circumstances and seldom at odds with one another.

THREATS AND HARASSMENT

During the first break in publication, on the night 

of July 26th, 1969* the newspaper office was bombed. Two 

people were in the office at the time, but no one was hurt. 

The explosive device was thrown through the front door, and 

the explosion shattered many of the windows on the front of 

the house. This was the first in a series of acts by 

terrorists.

Threatening telephone calls were a common occurrence 

throughout the first year of the paper1s existence. Some 

were serious, such as the one which followed the bombing by 

a matter of hours. According to the Collective, it 

contained the message that, "You’re gonna be dead mother 

fuckers if you don’t quit messing around!" Those who called 

to threaten sometimes identified themselves as "the clan," 

evidently referring to the Ku Klux Klan. Many other calls 

were received from time to time wliich did not threaten 

lives, but merely vented the caller’s hostility toward the 
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paper.

Judging from these calls, many Houstonians seem to 

regard Space City Hows as a combination of pornography and 

Communist propaganda. Some time after joining the staff, 

the writer answered the telephone and was treated to a 

stream of invective about the way that newspapers like this 

were “poisoning” children’s minds and would not be tolerated 

in the community; the female caller refused to discuss the 

matter after she had made her allegations and hung up.

The staff members are often interrupted by irate or 

threatening telephone calls, although this does not seem to 

seriously disturb any of them, and by acts of terrorism. 

Some of these are rather extreme. In mid-August—about 

three weeks after the bombing of the office—someone bur

glarized the building, taking typevzriters (which were not 

insured and were very difficult to replace due to the 
financial condition of the paper) and various files con

taining story material and poetry. Even the subscription 

list was taken, but fortunately there was a carbon copy 

which was missed. Other, less serious, incidents occurred 

regularly. The people connected with the paper became very 

careful about unlocked windows and doors, and automobiles 

parked on the street near the office.

At times, when terrorism was expected, such as 

during or near the time of an anti-war rally, the staff 

would post an aimed look-out in a darkened upstairs room of 

the office. No shots were ever fired, but on one occasion 
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Murray intercepted some Intruders and sprayed a chemical 

repellent at them. A firearm and a supply of this chemical 

spray, kuotrn as nmace,n v^ere kept at the office.

The home telephone numbers and the addresses of the 

Collective members are revealed only to trusted friends, and 

never given in a telephone conversation—only face-to-face. 

The telephones at the office are believed to be under sur

veillance, and care is exercised in using them. Repeated 

checks for attachments to the telephone lines on the 

premises have never revealed any such devices, so it is 

supposed that they must be tapped at some other point, such 

as the exchange to which the lines are connected. "Whether 

or not the telephone lines are actually monitored has little 

significance; the staff believe they are. They consider 

this a nuisance.

Although they are careful about using the telephone, 

the Collective members take few precautions to protect them

selves from friendly strangers who appear at the office. 

The lower floor of the house is often made available to 

transients who need a place to sleep, and many people who 

casually walk into the building are presumed to have 

business there and allowed to wander about freely.

For a three or four month period in late 1969 and 

early 1970, the planned activities of the Collective and of 

other local anti-war groups seemed to become known to the 

terrorists in advance. Telephone calls were frequently 

received at Space City News and at the local SDS
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headquarters In which the caller, often identifying himself 

as "the clan," revealed extensive knowledge of matters which 

were "believed to be confidential.

The Collective conferred at length after several of 

these incidents, trying to determine how the information, 

some of which had never been discussed over the telephone, 

could have been learned so quickly. They finally decided 

that a young man known as "Mike" was the best suspect, and 

they accused him to his face of being a "Klan" informer. He 

denied this, but after a heated argument with l-^irray, Dan, 

Phil, and another staff member, he disappeared and the 

knowledgeable callers were not heard from again. Whoever 

the callers were, the people at Space City Mews believed 

them to be the Ku KLux Klan, and lumped various acts of 

vandalism and terrorism together as Klan-*originated.

The activities of these people (the Ku Klux Klan, 

if that is who it is) do not affect just the Collective and 

other Movement groups; innocent bystanders are sometimes 

involved. During an afternoon of anti-war speeches in 

Houston's Hermann Park, on November 9, 1969, the tires were 

slashed on a number of automobiles parked near the site of 

the rally. Some of these belonged to people who were not 

attending the rally, but who were visiting the planetarium 

nearby. This was reported in the local papers, but no 

arrests were ever made.

Very early in the morning of the same day, a car 

belonging to a local SDS member was destroyed in front of 
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the office by an incendiary bomb. The fire department vras 

called to extinguish the blaze, but the police made no 

investigation. Those people who rushed into the front yard 

when the explosion was heard said later that there were two 

police cars parked down the street in the next block at the 

tine the fire started, but the police did not approach the 

scene. Ho report to the police was ever made of most of 

these acts of vandalism, because the Collective members were 

convinced that nothing would be done.

There is one exception to the usual lack of interest 

on the part of the police. While Abbie Hoffman was speaking 

at a hall (a Hegro night club rented for the occasion) on 

Houston’s east side near the University of Houston, a number 

of strange cars were parked across the street in a stadium 

parking lot. The cars each had several men in them, and the 

Movement people who were present assumed that they were 

Klansmen. One of the watchmen outside the hall was hit by a 

rock thrown at him from the dark. Trouble from the Klan had 

been expected for Hoffman’s appearance; a telephone call to 

the paper had warned that he would not leave Houston alive, 

and early in the morning on the day of his arrival an arrow 

from a crossbow had been shot through the front door of the 

newspaper office.

The atmosphere of impending disaster, combined with 

the small number of paying listeners in the hall, had 

everyone disturbed. As Kathy put it, “Everybody is really 

freaked outl" This phrase has several meanings; in this 
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case it neant they vrere worried. However, there ivas 

no trouble. This may have been related to the fact that 

even the Houston Police were concerned that Hoffman might 

be killed in Houston, and, according to one of the 
organizers, ’’create a bad image for the city.” One of the 

Mayor’s assistants had even attended the rally in the park, 

earliex* in the day, and conferred with the organizers about 

security precautions.
The police often reinforced the staff’s impression 

of them as "the enemy” by harassing vendors. In Pasadena, 

a suburb of Houston, two vendors were arrested one day for 

’’blocking traffic.” They were standing on private property, 

not in the street, and the owner of the property had given 

then permission to be there. Dan was one of the two 

arrested; a third person, a juvenile, was released because 

of her age. Vendors have often reported trouble with the 

police, but few are actually arrested.

There are other, more subtle, ways in which the 

Collective has been hindered. Finding retail stores which 

would display the paper is always difficult; many business

men have refused because they disapproved of the content. 

In one instance, a merchant in a suburban shopping center, 

who was sympathetic to the Movement, was forced to refuse by 

his landlord, who threatened to cancel the merchant’s lease. 

He had found a clause in the lease agreement which gave him 

the authority to prevent a tenant from selling any type of 

merchandise which was not of the sane nature as that for
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which the premises were originally let. Since the premises 

had been leased to sell leather goods, newspapers were not 

permitted. As far as anyone knew, this clause had never 

been invoiced to control the merchandise carried in any of 

the other stores in the center. It seemed that the 

neighborhood civic club had brought the matter to the land

lord’s attention.

The Collective accepts these things stoicly as part 

of the struggle against ’’repression." They publish the 

stories of the bombings along with their regular reports of 

clashes between black militants and police in other cities 

and violence on college campuses. The theme of struggle is 

a dominant one in the pages of Space City Hews. Every issue 

has one or more stories which play heavily on oppression. 

Otherwise, the group does not dwell on the threatening 

aspect of their environment. In fact, they seem almost 

always in a good mood to an observer, and often mix 

business with pleasure during their daily activities by 

maintaining an atmosphere of humorous detachment.

THE IHTERVIKJS

When they were interviewed about their involvement 

with Space City News and about the purposes of the Movement 

press, the answers given by the Collective members were 

strikingly similar and revealed common altruistic motives. 

They all seemed to have a very clear sense of what they are 

trying to accomplish in Houston, and about the purposes of
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the Movement press. The two themes that recurred. In these 

interviews were "bringing a community together" and.

"fighting oppression."

Eric’s answer to the question about the functions of 

the Movement press is both enlightening and. typical. He 

said.

The purpose of the Movement press is to further the 
revolution; the media is a tool to reach more people . . 
• to communicate ideas to more people—it certainly is 
not a business to make moneyl

Valerie’s reply was a little more specific:

There are a number of purposes . . . to coalesce a 
community of people, to raise issues, to advocate 
around, issues . . . give communication to a community 
and between communities. The Movement press has no 
future unless it deals with real issues—male and white 
supremacy. They are the basic issues of the revolution. 
These are international issues.

The Collective members are aware that they are 

involved in a kind of combat with certain segments of 

society, and they sometimes stress this in editorials: the 

"letters from the Collective," which they publish from time 

to time, are always signed "Love and Struggle" rather than 

""fours truly."

Whether or not they applied it to their ovm 

situation, they were also of the opinion that struggle 

against a common enemy creates group solidarity. Dan 

mentioned this in his interview. In discussing the 

harassment of Space City News and its vendors, he related 

this to the repression of the Movement In general, saying,

As repression continues, it's that much easier for 
white . . .■ well it's obviously easier for black and 
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brcrwn people to realize that they have sot to stick 
together and. fight together and fight back • • . but 
it's also a lot easier for white people to realize 
what’s going on in the country and exactly how it’s 
turning . . . and that, in one sense, it’s because of 
that repression that the Movement is growing, and is 
learning a lot, and is becoming a real force to deal 
with.”

Dan and Kathy both mentioned the fact that the

Movement press is, as Kathy put it, ”an alternative 

institution which the Movement has created,” and which can 

sustain people and provide a means for them to earn a 

living.

On the subject of this revolution and how it might 

come about, the Collective members unanimously agreed that 

the present politico-economic system in the United States 

must be replaced—that it cannot be made to work because it 

is based on competition instead of cooperation. They were 

not sure exactly what the new system would be like, and felt 

qiuite comfortable with the idea that some experimentation 

would be necessary.

Ko one was convinced that there had to be violence 

involved in this revolution, but they were aware that there 

might be violence at some point. They accepted that possi

bility. As Eric said,

I think that the change has to be structural, 
because I think that most of the problems in the 
society stem from the structure of the economy . . . 
as long as you have an economic system which is based 
on exploitation, on competition, on struggling for 
profit, on the need to exploit foreign markets, you’re 
not going to change anything—all"you’re going to do 
is maybe gloss things over. You can make things better 
for a little while, but they only get worse somewhere 
else. I thinJc ultimately [the change] is going to 
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precedented sort of monster that no one knows how the 
revolution will take over in this country ... I don’t 
think we’re ready for it now, because if it happened 
right now, we don't have enough people on our side. I 
think there has to be a lot more educational work—we 
need a lot more Space Oitys. We need more patience 
. . . more tolerance of people we consider to be 
"rednecks," and things like that. I don’t think there 
has to be violence in a revolution. I don’t think there 
has to be, [but] I tnink there almost always will be, 
because the people who control the wealth just won’t 
give it up; the psychology that comes from being in that 
kind of position is so overwhelming—it so distorts 
their basic humanity that they’re just not able to see 
the demands of the people.

(Hote; The names of the Collective members were changed to 

protect their privacy.)



Chapter 3

A1IALYSIS HW C01TCLUSI01IS

FolloTriLns Gross and. Martin (1952), cohesiveness has 

"been defined, as the resistance of a group to disruptive 

forces. Disruptive forces may stem from any of several 

sources. Internal conflicts constitute a disruptive force, 

as do obstacles to the achievement of the goals of the 

group. Any type of threat to the members, physical or 

otherwise, is also a disruptive force. In short, any force 

which acts as a deterrent to the activities of the group or 

discourages the members from continuing their association 

with the group is a disruptive force; a pressure exists, 

however small, for the members to sever their ties to the 

group.

In order, then, to arrive at an explanation of the 

cohesiveness of a group, there must be an examination of the 

disruptive forces which exist with respect to that group. 

It is possible to imagine a group for which no disruptive 

forces exist; one in which the members receive nothing but 

pleasure and satisfaction from their association. However, 

it would seem that at least minor dissatisfactions would 

occur from time to tine in even the most favorable circum

stances. It would be impossible, of course, to determine 

the resistance of a group to disruptive forces if none 
58
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existed.

In the case of the Collective, there are numerous 

disruptive forces. These include the shortage of money and 

equipment, and the harassment of various types. The lack of 

suitable equipment (particularly automobiles) makes the 

physical task of publishing difficult. The harassment from 

the police, the individuals who are annoyed by the paper, 

and (evidently) the radical right makes the environment 

stressful. As detailed in the previous chapter, the 

Collective is engaged in a constant struggle.

In addition, the fact that the parents of these 

young people are almost unanimously opposed to their 

Involvement L’lth the paper would seem to Impose an addi

tional hardship. Murray’s father, for example, refuses even 

to discuss the matter with him, and Murray never mentioned 

visiting his parents, although they lived in Houston. None 

of the members of the group ever voiced any feelings on this 

subject; it may be that they were not distressed by this 

parental rejection.

There is ample evidence, then, that the Collective 

Is a highly cohesive group. In spite of the disruptive 

forces, the group continues to function and generally to 

exhibit a high level of morale. Some of the disruptive 

forces would appear to be quite powerful, as in the case of 

the bombings and death threats.

If this was not a highly cohesive group, the members 

would sixrely have abandoned it; certainly Space City Mews 
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is not a profitable business venture—-the Collective members 

have often spent their personal funds to allow continued 

operation. At the end of the first year of publication, 

they were in worse personal financial condition than they 

had been at the beginning.

For the members to abandon the group would not have 

been difficult; they were occupied with other projects 

before they established the newspaper, and they could have 

returned to those or found others.

A1TALYSIS

The central problem to be addressed here is that of 

explaining the existence of this cohesiveness. That is to 

say, why do these people continue their participation in 

tills group in the face of so many obstacles?

The literature on small groups reveals two theo

retical orientations toward the explanation of group 

participation. Following Lott and Lott (1965), one of these 

may be designated ’’balance theory,” and the other "reward 

theory.”

Reward theory is based on the assumption that 

individuals belong to groups because they reap rewards from 

so doing. There are several forms which these rewards may 

take. They may be economic, as they would be in the case of 

a business organization. They may be psychological; one may 

join a high-prestige organization simply for the ego 

enhancement which would be derived from the fact of 
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■belonging. They may also be social, such as they ■would be 

in the case of one whose esteem from his neighbors is in

creased because of his membership in an exclusive club. 

More than one type of reward may accrue to an individual 

through his participation in a single group; a businessman 

might be economically rewarded through his association with 

other businessmen, and, at the same time, psychologically 

rewarded by the pleasure he derives from their friendship. 

Balance theory, on the other hand, rests on the 

principle that people tend to seek a balanced state between 

their perceptions and the feelings which accompany them. 

According to Holder, who conceived this system, “The concept 

of a balanced state designates a situation in which the per

ceived units and the experienced sentiments co-exist xrithout 
stress..." (Heidcr 1958:176). A unit refers to a set of two 

or more separate entities which are perceived as belonging 
together (Holder 1958:176), This might be a family group, 

a person and his personal beliefs, or a nan and his auto

mobile, to name a few examples. Sentiment "...refers to 

the way a person feels about or evaluates something" 
(Heider 1958:174). A person may evaluate something either 

positively or negatively.

In the context of small groups, this principle of a 

balanced state has several implications. For example, it 

means that people tend to seek the company of others with 

similar values and beliefs. A person and his values and 

beliefs constitute a unit; an individual with values and 
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beliefs vhich differ greatly from one’s otm would usually 

be negatively evaluated. This would mean that if one liked 

this other individual and yet perceived the difference in 

values and beliefs, then an unbalanced state would exist; 

the perceived unit would not be congruent with the 

experienced sentiments. According to the theory, then, 

there would be pressure to change either the sentiments or 

the perception of this unit; one would either start to dis

like the other person or begin to believe tnat Ills values 

and beliefs were not different from one’s own.

Another implication is that a person tends to like 

someone whom he has benefited or who has benefited him. To 

dislike someone who has done one a favor, or to have done a 

favor for one who is disliked, would be incongruous; a state 

of imbalance would exist. Another implication is that a 

person tends to like those who are familiar to him and those 

whose behavior is congruent with his own code of behavior.

Festinger’s theory of cognitive dissonance is very 

similar to Heider’s formulation. The theory of cognitive 

dissonance assumes that if an individual is experiencing 

simultaneous cognitions which are inconsistent (cognitive 

dissonance), then he i-ri.ll attempt to reduce the dissonance 

by changing one of the cognitions in the direction of 

consistency with the other (Festinger 1957)*

As would be the case with balance theory, this means 

that if an individual finds that he is associating with, 

someone he dislikes, he will begin to like the person
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(vhich nay involve altering his beliefs about him) or he 

triLil end the association. As an alternative, he might try 

to change the other person in such a T?ay that he could begin 

to like him.

In addition to the basic principle of a balanced 

state trliich underlies these theories, there is another 

assumption; this is that people belong to groups because 

they like the people in them. If membership in groups were 

not based on liking the other members, it would make little 

difference if people disliked the other members of the 

group. Indeed, there are readily available examples of 

groups in which likes and dislikes must be subordinated to 

other criteria, such as is likely to be the case in a 

business organization. This does not affect the utility of 

the theory for voluntary associations.

It is possible, it appears, to subsume balance 

theory under the reward theory framework. If one accepts 

the postulate that association with others who have similar 

values and beliefs is rewarding, then balance theory can be 

seen as a special category of reward theory. This propo

sition is certainly not difficult to accept; in fact, it 

would be difficult to accept the opposite—that association 

with others of similar values and beliefs is not rewarding.

At least one former proponent of the balance 

theory, T. II. Newcomb, now seems to have accepted reward 

theory as the more powerful of the two theories and cited 

evidence for his contention (Newcomb 1956). ITewcomb 
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conducted, a study of* the friendship choices of college men 

residing in a dormitory in which the residents were provided 

rent-free housing in return for their participation in 

lengthy interviews and the answering of questionnaires. 

Observers lived in the same house to observe friendship 
choices and interaction. The men chosen for the study (from 

an abundance of applicants) were given room assignments 

which paired individuals of dissimilar backgrounds. On the 

basis of friendship choices and the results of observation 

and interviewing, Newcomb concluded that the men chose 

friends on the basis of perceived similarities and that this 

ws due to the fact that association with others of similar 
values and beliefs was rewarding (Mewcomb 1958).

REGARDS

Before preceeding to an examination of the role of 

threat from an outside source in the production of the 

cohesiveness of the Collective, attention should be given 

to the rewards which the members gain via their membership.

The rewards which accrue to the members of the 

Collective take several forms. There is recognition of 

their efforts by other individuals who are sympathetic to 

their cause; people write letters to the Collective praising 

their accomplishments and offering suggestions. A few 

telephone good wishes or appear at the office to offer 

assistance.

These rewards are direct; there are others which 
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nighi; he -termed indirect. The fact that they seem to be 

making enemies of certain persons in the city -would be a 

reward of this type. The Mayor’s derogatory comments about 

the paper were rewarding to the Collective members, as are 

the other negative reactions from particular segments of 

society. These things made the members feel that they were 

reaching someone, at least, and that they were making local 
conservatives uncomfortable. The Mayor’s slap at them was 

an acknowledgment that they had succeeded in striking an 

enemy.

One type of reward which is not available is 

financial; although the Collective is able to save money by 

living communally, the publication of the paper has been 

unprofitable on the whole.

A relevant factor here is that the rewards mentioned 

come to the group as a whole, not to specific individuals. 

The importance of group reward, as opposed to rewards given 

individually, seems to be quite Important in the promotion 

of group cohesiveness. 'When Individuals compete for the 

available rewards, the result is devisiveness and unfa

vorable attitudes toward the group.

A study by Deutsch (I960) exemplifies the studies 

which support this contention. Using volunteers from an 

Introductory psychology course, Deutsch created a number of 

"discussion groups" which were allegedly to help in research 

to improve the coxirse.

The participants were given puzzles and human 
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relations problems to solve as a group. They met for fifty 

minutes each week for five weeks. Half of the groups were 

told that they were competing with the other groups for a 

reward (credit for a term paper with a perfect grade) which 

each member of the best group would receive.

The other groups were told that the competition -was 

based on the contributions of each individual in the group, 

and that the person who contributed the most would be given 

the reward; this competition was not irith other groups, but 

only between individual members of each separate group.

Observers recorded the interaction which took 

place, and rated each group’s performance at the end of 

every meeting. The subjects filled out a questionnaire 

after each meeting, and one more a week after the last 

meeting. The questionnaires elicited responses about the 
member’s experiences and his satisfaction with the work of 

the group. The members of groups in the group-reward 

situation reported more favorable evaluations of the group 

and its products, and the observers reported that these 

groups showed more coordination of efforts, friendliness, 

productivity, and attentiveness to fellow members on the 

part of the participants.

There are, of course, rewards for individuals in the 

Collective. But these are related to individual pref

erences, not achievements. Phil, for example, enjoys 
"muckraking” articles, and probably gets more satisfaction 

from this facet of the group’s activities than anyone else.
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This does not constitute, though, the type of individual 

reward which would be divisive.

Perhaps most important to the Collective members, in 

terms of rewards, is the opportunity they have to express 

their altruism and to pursue their idealistic goals. It is 

quite plain that these are very altruistic individuals. 

Their verbalizations and their willingness to make the 

sacrifices that they do provide ample evidence for this. 

It.must be rewarding, then, for them to be able to pursue 

these ends on a daily basis. In some cases, they are able 

to see the results of their efforts; they have been suc

cessful in creating greater interest in the Movement in 

Houston, and they generally have felt they are making pro

gress toward their avowed goals, which they expressed in the 

interviews. Peutscher and Peutscher (1955) stressed the 

importance of both altruistic membership and the feeling 

of success in promoting the cohesiveness of a group in their 

case study of an organization seeking racial integration in 

restaurants in Columbia, Missouri.

Assuming that association with people of similar 

values and beliefs is rewarding, there must be great 

satisfaction for the members of the Collective in their 

daily association with each other. They are people whose 

values and beliefs are not just similar but almost iden

tical. They unanimously feel that the economic system of 

the United States leads to the oppression and exploitation 

of certain groups in the society, and that a change must be 
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made. They are uniformly an-ti-naterialistic, and care 

little about personal possessions or property. Their styles 

of dress and speech are similar.
There is, possibly, an interaction between their 

shared values and their continual association. As Merton 

and Lazarsfeld say, “Common values make social interaction 

a rewarding experience, and the gratifying experience 

promotes the formation of common values’* (Merton and 

Lazarsfeld in Berger, Abel, and Page 1954:36).

The personal characteristics of the members of 

the group are also important, according to the principles 

of balance theory. The members of the Collective are 

indeed strikingly similar in many respects. They are all 

native-born, white, young people. They have all been 

college students, even though all have not been graduated 

from college. Their families are similar in many respects, 

too. The fathers are all businessmen, excepting the one 

journalist; in most cases the mothers are housewives. The 

annual incomes of the families are in the same general 

range.

The educational achievements of the parents are also 

quite similar. Only one of the fathers has not completed 

at least four yours of college, and this one has finished 

three. Five of the seven mothers also attended college, 

although one did not finish. None of the parents are 

particularly active in political matters, and most were 

described by their children as moderately conservative.
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Certainly none vere radical leftists like their progeny, 

Newcomb’s study (1958) showed the importance of per

ceived similarities.
In view of the foregoing, it would be difficult to 

conceive of the Collective as anything other than a close- 

knit group. It is, of course, possible to imagine instances 

in which a person would not like someone who vra.s similar to 

him. For example, if he saw in the other person a quality 

which he did not like in himself—but this would seem to be 

the exception rather than the rule.

THREAT raa-I AN OUTSIDE SOURCE

The findings of earlier investigators in this area 

point to a positive relationship between group cohesiveness 
and threat from an outside source. Lanzetta, et al (1954) 

and Lanzetta (1955) offer impressive evidence for this 

conclusion. The studies by Sherif and Sherif (1953)> 

Pepitone and Kleiner (1957)> and Sherif (1958) indicate that 

there is a causal relationship between these variables; the 

imposition of threat appears to have created cohesiveness in 

the groups involved.

In the case of the Collective, however, it is not 

possible to posit a causal relationship. There is con

vincing evidence of the great cohesiveness of the group, and 

certainly there was threat from an outside source, but no 

concomitant variation was seen in these two variables as the 

immediacy of the threat changed from time to time during the
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course of tills study.
Since there was no control group (a Space City Hevrs 

Collective which was not threatened), It Is not certain that 

the cohesiveness of the group was affected at all by the 

threat. However, the threat apparently did not reduce the 

cohesiveness of the group, and quite likely It helped to 

maintain It.

The threat does provide an additional shared char

acteristic for the members of the group (they are all 

threatened), and the presence of a common enemy nay minimize 

conflicts within the group. Conflicts between group 

members would be a disruptive force, and anything which 

which minimized a disruptive force would thereby contribute 

to cohesiveness.

OTHER RELEVANT FACTORS

Superordinate Goals

In addition to a common enemy (the radical right), 

the Collective also shares common goals, and these goals 

can only be achieved through group cooperation. There is 

evidence that common goals which require cooperation for 

their realization will minimize intergroup conflicts, and 

there is no reason why this should not also apply to intra

group conflict. In fact, if factions developed within a 

group, the situation would be more analagous to intergroup 

than to intragroup conflict.

In the third of his series of studies of boys in 
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summer camps, Sherlf* (1958) vras able to demonstrate that 

cooperation between groups in the attainment of super

ordinate goals reduced conflicts which had been created 

between the two groups. Superordinate goals are:

. , . goals which are compelling and highly 
appealing to members of two or more groups in conflict 
but which cannot be attained by the resources and 
energies of the groups separately (Sherif 1958:3^9)•

Having created conflict between two groups of 

campers, Sherif and his assistants placed the boys in a 

series of situations which required then to cooperate to 

achieve solutions to shared problems. One of these problem 

situations, for example, required the boys to act in concert 

to pull a truck which would not start and -vias needed to 

secure food. Observers noted a cessation of name-calling 

and derogatory remarks by the boys, and questionnaires 

before and after the series of problem situations revealed 

a significant decrease in the strength of negative stereo

types of members of the opposing group.

A commitment to clearly defined goals was mentioned 

by Deutscher and Deutscher in their study of the group 

dedicated to racial integration (1955)« A common sense of 

purpose was also found to be relevant to group solidarity in 

a historical study of American communal-living experiments 

by Kanter (1968).

The Collective, of course, is committed to the goals 

of the 1-lovement, which, shared by the group, provide a sense 

of purpose. In addition, due to the character of these 
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goals, they also add. to the willingness of the Collective 

members to endure hardship and privation. The Movement 

stresses optimism, hope for the future, building a better 

society, and cooperation and love. This optimism and belief 

in building a better vzorld could account for their lack of 

concern about their present situation.

Primary Group Relationships

The Collective is a face-to-face, or primary, group 

and this is also relevant to their individual willingness to 

remain in a stressful situation. In discussing the charac

teristics of successful 19th-Century utopian communities, 

Kanter (1970) states that, "Possibly because they developed 

such strong group ties, successful...groups stayed together 

in the face of outside persecution, financial shakiness, and 

natural disaster."

Previous investigators have reached similar con

clusions about the ability of individuals to withstand 

extreme stresses when they are enmeshed in a web of primary 

group relationships.

Shils and Janowitz, after examining the reasons 

given by German soldiers for their resistance to Allied 

propaganda, concluded that:

When the individual’s immediate group, and its sup
porting formations, met his basic organic needs, offered 
him affection and esteem from both officers and com
rades, supplied him with a sense of power and adequately 
regulated his relations with authority, the element of 
self-concern in battle, which would lead to disruption 
of the effective functioning of his primary group, was 
minimized (Shils and Janowitz 1943:231).
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Samuel Stouffer, et al, in studying American combat 

veterans, reached essentially the same conclusion:

The group in its informal character, tzith its close 
interpersonal ties, served two principle functions in 
combat motivation: it set and enforced group standards 
of behavior, and it supported and sustained the 
individual in stresses he would othcrvrf.se not have been 
able to withstand (Stouffer, et al 1949:130).

The importance of primary group relationships, then, in 

addition to superordinate goals and the other factors 

related to group cohesiveness, should not be minimized in 

attempting to explain why the Collective members continue 

their activities in the face of so many obstacles.

Democratic Structure

As related in the last chapter, the Collective 

members believe in the principle of democratic decision

making, and structure their activities accordingly. 

Evidence exists that democratic structure increases the 

attractiveness of a group for its members, which may be 

assumed to increase the group’s cohesiveness. In fact, the 

attractiveness of a group for its members has often been 

used as a measure of cohesiveness (Lott and Lott 1965)•

A study of several groups of boys working on class

room hobby projects, conducted by White and Lippit, reveals 

the effect of different decision-making methods on the 

attractiveness of the group. The boys (age ten) were 

organized into four groups of five boys each. They met 

weekly to work on their projects, and were subjected to 

different leadership patterns. Each group experienced 
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"democratic,11 "authoritarian,” and "laissez-faire" leaders. 

On the basis of conversations irlth the boys and observations 

of their behavior, the investigators reached the conclusion 

that while the boys produced slightly more under an authori

tarian leader, the democratic leadership condition produced 

much more friendliness, group-mindedness, and satisfaction 

among the boys. The authoritarian system produced hostility 

and aggression while the laissez-faire pattern was ineffi

cient and much less satisfying than democracy (ifhite and 

Lippit I960). A study of government and industry conference 

groups by Berlcowitz (1953) supports this conclusion.

The Collective, of course, not only practices 

democracy, but also rotates unpleasant tasks. Ranter 
(1963), in her study of communes, reported a positive re

lationship between task-rotation and the longevity of the 

commune. This practice would appear to reduce member-dis- 

satisfaction caused by unequal sharing of unpleasant duties, 

and to increase the members* sense of participation.

CONCLUSIONS

The evidence indicates that the Collective is a 

highly cohesive group. The group has resisted numerous 

disruptive forces and continues to function effectively. 

This cohesiveness, which may have been enhanced by the 

existence of a threat from an outside source, does not 

appear to have been caused by this threat.

Instead, it appears to be the product of several
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factors. First, there are the rewards provided by the group 

for its members. The members of the group may be rewarded 

by the opportunity to associate with people of similar 

values, beliefs, and backgrounds, and by the chance to 

express their idealism and altruism.

Second, the cohesiveness of the group is probably 

promoted by the minimization of internal conflicts through 
the member’s commitment to a common purpose and the 

existence of superordinate goals.

In addition, the attractiveness of the group may be 

enhanced by its democratic structure. The willingness of 

the members to endure the privations they suffer is probably 

increased by their optimism and their strong ties to their 

primary group.



Chapter 4

SU1-2-IARY

The primary group seems to be an excellent start

ing point for the study of society; it may be said to 

represent society in microcosm. A characteristic of all 

human groups, to some extent, is cohesiveness or solid

arity. Groups which lack this element do not survive. At 

times, groups survive for long periods in spite of forces 

which tend to disrupt them.

An "underground” newspaper in a Southern city 

provides an excellent example of this phenomenon. Although 

the staff members are handicapped by poor equipment and lack 

of operating funds, and are harassed and threatened by other 

persons in the community, they continue to publish and to 

organize leftist activities.

Earlier investigators have found that threat imposed 

by a source outside the group will increase the cohesiveness 

of the group, and this vzas hypothesized to be a primary 

factor in the great cohesiveness of the group under consid

eration.

Gross and Martin (1952) defined cohesiveness as the 

resistance of a group to disruptive forces. Using this 

definition, it was decided that the proper foci of the 

present study would be the disruptive forces and the 
76
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evidence of the group’s cohesiveness. The method chosen was 

participant observation, combined with short, focused inter

views and personal data schedules.

The seven-member, full-time staff of Space City 

Mevrs, known as "the Collective,11 provided the small group 

which was the object of this investigation. Space City Hews, 

is one of numerous "underground” newspapers which are the 

communieating and proselyting media of a social movement 

known simply as "the Movement.”

Because of their left-leaning, anarchistic editorial 

stance and their affiliation with the youth-oriented sub

culture often called "hippie," these Movement newspapers 

frequently arouse extreme reactions from the conservative 

elements of society. Space City ITews is no exception. The 

newspaper office has been bombed, burglarized, and shot at 
(with a cross-bow). A staff member’s automobile was des

troyed by an incendiary bomb. The collective has been the 

target of many threatening telephone calls.

In addition, those who publish the paper receive no 

salary for their efforts, and suffer from the problems of 

poor equipment and a chronic shortage of money.

The Collective established Space City Mews in 

Houston with full knowledge of the difficulties they might 

encounter. They are a group of dedicated young people with 

more than average formal education who come from quite simi

lar social backgrounds. Their families are nearly all in 

the upper income bracket. The members of the Collective 
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agree almost completely on the purposes of the Movement 

press and the necessity of a social and economic restruct

uring of the United States, They feel that corporate capi
talism is the main cause of America’s social problems, and 

believe that it must be replaced. The newspaper openly 

advocates this goal, and does not pretend to be unbiased 

in its viewpoint.

Although the Collective members have had to endure 

continual harassment and a poverty-level existence, they 

have continued to maintain the group. They have published 

for one year and begun the second at the time of this 

writing.

In view of their resistance to numerous disruptive 

forces, the Collective must be judged a highly cohesive 

group. Previous studies have shorn that group cohesiveness 

can be created or enhanced by threats from a source outside 

the group. In this case, however, the threats and violence 

directed at the group do not seem to have been the primary 

factor in creating this cohesiveness. Instead, it seems to 

be mainly the product of a structure of rewards for the men- 

bers of the group, and their devotion to goals which could 

not be realized through the efforts of each of the indi

viduals acting alone. It could not be determined if the 

threats contributed to the cohesiveness of the group, but 

it is probable that they did.
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