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A LONGITUDINAL FIELD INVESTIGATION ON THE IMPACT OF

GROUP COMPOSITION ON GROUP PERFORMANCE AND COHESION
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likes and dislikes, etc., of individual group members influence the out-
put of the group? If anigefs could be found to questions like these,

then groups could be ;Ssembled so as to maximize the occurance of desir- {;
able group outcomes.

To thf% end, some research in group compositioﬂ has focused onughe
skills and abilities of individual group members. It was assumed that
éroup effectiveness eould be enhanced by selecting group membg;s on the
basis of technical competence. Standard selection procedures for group
éomposition were based on this assumption. However, in their review of

-

dividual ability appears to:predict individual- performance, there is

-

little evidence that group performance can be reliably predicted from
. .

- .« ._knowledge-of member ability. — S - ."_hm

involves group composition. How do the skills, personality vharacteristies; -

the group literature, McGrath and Altman (1966) concluded that while-in- -

Yet this need not always be the case.. Steiner '(1972) argﬁes that

group performance depends on the adequacy of the resources members have at
RN
theif*ﬂisposal and upon the manner in which these resources are used.

Determination of relevant resources depends on an analysis of the demands

( -

and characteristics of the task. Thus, through consideration of task

demands, it should be possible to assemble effective work groups on.the.

-

basis of relevant individyal abjlities. At the present time, jog analysis

on and placement (ﬁeCormigk, Jeanneret,

L ! . .
-

T . PR 9 PR £ s, P
& Mecham, 1972). It remains to)be determinkd’the dégree to which such °

.approaches‘can be useful for group composition. "
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A second variable of interest to group researchers has been the inter-

» -

personal compatability of the group members. Here it:is assumed that on
U -
tasks where coordination or JOlnt act1v1ty is involved, member compataﬁility

becomes an important determinant of group performance. This is necessary

for,the group;to function q&thout problems ofﬁcommunication or agthority,_".
or any other_interpersonal problems. Available research suggests that'both
actual group gexfornance and anticipated performance and satisfaction can

be increased by assembling group members on the basis of self-selection

.

(Van Zelst, 1952), need compatability (Reddy & Byrnes, 1972), and attitude
- ¥

similarity (Castore & DeNinno, 1972, 1975). The relationship of such
selection proce;ures*to compatability and performance is, however, poorly
delineated and not well understoodt

In an attempt to discover additional characteristics which would affect
Acompatabiliti, the theoretical formulations and supporting research of
é?rne (1971), Heider (1958), and Newcomb (19612 appear oseful. They suggest
that the similarity of attitudes and values which individuals hold may be

' an important determinant of their ability to interact effectively. When a

high concordence on attitude issues ex1sts, interpersonal interaction is

:.oo@position (Helmreich, Bakeman, & Sc¢
4x ! !

—————— e Py e e

facilitated and when a low concordence on attitude issues exists, 1nter-«

..

personal interaction is 1nh1b1ted or can even take the form of hostility.
Continuing this line of reasoning, one would expect that on group tasks

.-which require. member interaction,“attitude-similarity would lead to ‘ef-

fective group performance while attitude dissimilarity might well suppress
1%

effective group performance.

In spite pf the practical value of knowlng the effects of group com-

T

positlon on gﬁoup outcomes,-recent reviews of small’ group research report
. 0

. that in genexal, there exists a lack of attention to the problems of group

vitz, 1973; McGrath & Altman, 1966).
2
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““éIﬁGGt’EXtiustveiy‘in Izboratory-settings ;- (b)—Ad—hoc groups construc;ed.hy

’ 7// - - 4

Purther, these reviews also mentioned “several added’potential problem areas
which characterize groué research and make effective studies of  greup-eom-

position more difficult: * (a) Research on small groups has _been conducted

U0 e of ¢ -y s 90 p b, oy o

AP MM

the researcher for purposes of the experiment have-been'studled moré often -
than natunally occuring work groups, and, (c) th; functioning of the gfbup
ty;ically has been examined at only one point in t;me as opposed to longi-
tudinal research where repeated observations are taken. 'The extent to which
such 13boratory studies with ad-hoc groups working for shoft time durations
“have internal validity as well as external validity is questionable.
Anderson (1961) stated that individuals‘in'groups require a certain amount
of time together before they begin to behave as a éroup. As a result, the

time dura}ian of the experiment may influence the obtainéé\j?sults. Simi~

larly, Lorge, Fox, Davitz, and Brenner (1958) warned against generaliziﬁg

. principles found with ad-hoc groups to groups which interact over time.

*

L}

Clearly, meaningful group research should be designed with these factors in

> - ' s

mind. .

**——ene~pur?ese—eé—ehe—presentminyestigaLiQn_uaﬁ*Lg_gzégiB§_£h§4?gf?9FS of

Lo

group member ability and attitude similarity on group performance in a longi-

tudinal field experiment. It is hypothesized that (1) -homogeneously high /

ability groups will out perform homogeneously low ability groups, and
{2) attitudinally similar groups will out perform attitudinally dissimilar

»~
&

,gFOUPS..

A second group outcome of considerable importance is the cohesiveness
7z - . N

- of the group. Cohesiveness is assumed to be a desirable group outcome since

it 1is typically associated with accurate communication, high satisfaction,

ané iéw absenteeism and turnover (Lott & Lott, 1965; Stogdill, 197%)»

Further, cohesiveness. is based in ﬁ@ft on the rewards obtained through

©
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group membership (cf. Cartwright, 1968; Lott & Lott, 1965). Therefore,’
if one assumes that high group performance is rewarding and that abiliti

is related to group performance, then it is hypothesized that homogeneously

- - — = - e A

sy

Y

- Subjests - , , *

’

high ability éfoups will express greater cohesivgnegsﬁthapfhomagenannsly_______________
7

/

}pg.abilitx,g:gupstv:Acggrdingly, Q@sedlon the attitude similarity litera- Vs
ture, it is hypothegized that atti;udinally similar TOoups wiil express
greéter cohesiveness than attitudinally dissimilar groups.

Finally, in his review of group performance and cohesion, Stogdill
(1972) concluded that only under conditions of high group drive will co-
hesiver.uss be positively related to p?oductivity. G;yen low group drive,
gohesiveness and productivity w}ll be negatively related. To jump ahead, .
in the bresent experiment group performance comprised one-fourth of the
subject's grade in a college course on land surveying, .Assuming then from '
the beginning éhat tge groups will be motivated to obtain a high course

H N

grade, it is hypothesized that group performance ‘will be positively cor- s

related with igroup cohesion. ’ .

. METHOD
/

The subjects were 127 male and six female undergraduate students en-

rolled in five sections of an introductory course on land surveying. At

the first class meeting, .subjects were told by the course instructors that

the experimenters wefe interested in examining the performance of the survey

groups and'th?}xthe faculty had given permission for the experimenters to

study the students in the course should they (the students) consent. Par-
N ‘ ' '

ticipation was thus voluntary. No student refused to be included in the

study.




- \ .
Description of the Task ) ‘
p .
Three and four-person groups workeq on six field projects which covered

®

basic techniques in land surveying. For each ﬁraject, all members of a group

received the same group grade. Pgrfofmance_on~theselp:ogeecS—eomprisedLoneﬁ——————g—7~

fourth of the student's total Zrade in the course. It was assumed at the- -
outset of the study that this would constitute a situation in. which the

subjects were highly motivated. " ’

/

~ .
Specifically, each project contgined three separaté parts or subtask§.

-

For each subtask, students had to occupyithree positions; one person working

the plumbline, one person working the transit, and one person writing down ¢ -~

et 403

the results. Students were required to rotate thirough the three positions
across assignments so that every student had at least one turn at every

position. Using Steiner's classification scheme (197Z), this taég:zgn best

be conceptualized as a divisible task (i.e., division of labor), with o

specified matching to specified poﬁifions (i.e., students were assigned to

positions), and where group performance was, additive (i.e., performance on

each project was the sum of the three subtasks). In addition, thé task 5ad -

©

disjunctive properties. On a disjunctive task, the performance of the group

U U S - - N [

- h 3 . - ’( 3
is determiried by one group member. This is based on the course instructors .
L . ‘ /’ . :

judgments that the student working the transit had the ‘greatest influence

N 3

on the accuracy and hence grade received on the particular project the groub b

. ]
was working on. ’

| : : ‘

1
'

Assembly of Groups

.

~Groups were assembled to be hoﬁogeneously higﬂ or low on ability and

/ ‘ - ~
/ .

hcmogenéousl§ high or low od attitude similarity fesulting in.2 2 x 2 ’ G}
crossed ANOVA design. ; , ' ' o
.y ¢ ' . - * AR ¥ .,
: - -
Concerning the ability dimension, following discussions_witﬁfﬁourse» 5

« £ »
Jdnstructors, scores on the quantitative section of the Scholastic Aptitude
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. 3
cumulative grade point average (GPA) were selécted on a i
, ‘ 'l
% \ugival basis as indices of task relevant abilities. The following pro- . :
A o . - N H 1
. : - . i
s ‘a was used to-classify-groups. -Fer—each subjegt, -his/her SATQ score - L]
%2 . 3
- 6 ' —— -
Z: T vrﬁ;were—c0nverted—tojg—scefeeh——Assigaiag—equal—weigh;pxcueachﬁ§;~~ - 7 !
5l Wt ) ¥
b [ \v, a weighted sum was computed. Subjects were then placed in’rank ) 3
" . - -!
= :
'§§ ..uor bn the basis of these scores. Homogeneously high ability groups were £
o ‘ . . L .
:gé ,.acibled from students with scores above the median and homogeneously low %
.‘ J . . - _ g.
é%i axtity groups were assembled from students with scores below the median. :
TR . . s :
Ao For attitude similarity; subjects responded on a six-point’scale to 20 ;
Tacges i - . b
il wcrtude statements taken from the Survey of Attitudes Questionnaire (Bryne, | 3
Bere- - : .
B , :
ggg 171). These statements covered .such inoccous topics as state income tax, 3
g ‘ H
’.’?’;é; . @ ) - §
.g% .2gal drinking age, athletics, etc. 1In each of the five class sections, a {
;V\ . [
,ég . :errelation matrix was computed which correlated subjects on the basis ,
‘I ) . . " ,
85 zeir responses to the 20 attitude statements. Within each ability lgével, ,
‘5'4,: N * ’ ° R ’ . o 3
@: onogeneously high attitude similarity groups were as;embled from subjects
% mo had high correlationb'%ith each other and homogeneously low atfitude
B . SN o ) ' . ]
ks tmilarity groups were assembled from subjects who had low correlations with
?gz‘ — i, other+— As a check on the-menipulation, the grand mean of the inter—
T?§€~ srrelations for the similar groups was compared to thé grand mean of the
' ;”é‘? / — . < L
s ~tsrcorrelations for the dissimilar groups.. The two means were signifi-
NN . - A Nid -
e, .. mtl othe’ e . = ,57; S.D:iE.09; o e s =
'ﬁﬁi j }y different from each other (X51m11ar 57, S p?§§ 09; Xd1551m11ar
g /55 §.D. = .10; t = 11.10; df = 40;~p < .001).>
JRis " . o
ALY ) ;
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. four-person groups

2%

Iq all, -there were: 1) 7 three—pe}sgn groups and:

Taas{fied as high ability and high attitude similari;?&féZ) 11 tbfeerperson‘
Tﬁﬂvs and 1,four-person group claséified as high abif%é%ﬁﬁna low atéitude

-

b
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o
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- . 8
similarity, (3) 10 three-person groups and 2 four-person groups classified

as low ability and high attitude similarity, and (4) 7 three—berson groups ;

and 2 four-person groups c1a551f1ed as low ab;lity and low attitude simi-

3 e A e e+ e i - e
.

1

O oy B i R, PE——— - et s pevas i e s o)

Jlarity. The 51x female students were randomly dispersed among the 42 groups.

. Also, the four-person, groups were distributed as equally as possible among

P e

the four cells given an odd number of four-person groups.

Assessment of Dependent Variables

N

‘* For each of the six projects, group performance and group cohesiveness

Va
s -3

Ty

were assessed as_ dependent measures. Group performance was determlned by in’y

/

structors' grades using'a 20 point greding scale with 20 beingxthe highest '
- T . . //

grade obtainable. Group cohesiveness was based on group meniber responses

to three questions which weére typed on a separate 'page and attached to each
project. The operationalizatipn of cohesiveness used here is similar to

) N that ‘reponted el'sewhere (cf., Schachter, 1951; ‘Schachter, Ellertson, ,McBride',
* “ A ) ’ ; . l . .
& Gregory, 19Y51). Subjects were asked ¢o respond to tne questions indivia-

-

ually.. THe three guestions were: -(1) "How would you describe the way you
and the other members of your survey party 'got along' together ‘on this -

.task?", (2) "Would you socialize with the members of your survey party out-

-
- s

side of class?", and (3) "Wéuld you want to remain a member of this -survey
\ S = .

VN - 4
party on future projects?". Responses were made on a seven point scale with
L4 .

T g

high scores associated with favorable responses. ' For’eaeh of the six pro-~-

3

jects, the three cohesion items were correlated with each other to examine

N

X

: if the items were measuring the same construct. Within each trial, all

items ‘were significantly intercorrelated at the 05 level or better. The'

cohesiveness of a group for any given trial was equal to, the summatlon of
¢ - b
he groﬁb member responses to the three questlons (mlnlmum possible score =

® ' ' 4

9, maximum p0551b1e score = 63). Responsei/from‘four-pérson groups were

2

.computed in the same manner with the exception that four—person group ‘totals
*  were multiplied by .75 sd as to equate their scores with three-person groups.

X




A ' ' 9 ~

In cases of missing data

[
/
* uged in the computation of the group'scéée. Missing data did not exceed.

L -

the mean of the existing members of the group was

seven percent of the total fog any given project. -

- — P - - “ “ -
_— s . - . - . - . - - ’e

’ .« . —tr—.

RESULTS
All\analyseé were conducted with the group as the unit of analysis.

For each dependent variable, a 2 x 2 x 6 between-within uriWeighted means

ANOVA with repeatgq measures on phe’third factor was conducted. The faétors

corfespopded to high/low ability, high/low attitude similarity, and six

trials (projects) respectively., Means and standard deviations are presented

in Table 1s

- am Gw em em ew w wt em em em em v ew

- e e e em, ew em s e wt em me e e

Since the design included unequal sample sizes, prior to ;nalyses, the

homogeneity of variance assumption was examined. Based on Bartlett's Test

-

for unequal S's, the hypothesis of equal cell variance was not rejected for
the variable of group cohesion (b < .15), but was rejected for /the variable

of group pefformanée (p < .01). lTherefore,‘the obtained F-ratios for perfor-

manég data should be interpreted as approximate F-ratios. However, it is not,

known whether the computed F-ratios for- the performance-data are negdtively —

biased/pr positiuer‘biased. ‘As shown in Table 1, the high ability groups

! -
‘

haa smaller standard deviations than the low ability groups. If this res&r;c—
17 . 4 . ——

tion in varianhce for high ability groups was due to a ceiling in possible

o .y ‘ P . . ’

performance rétings (recall that 20 was the maximum performanceWSCOre)}-then

A\

S

5
P

N

R A

the group performance mean for high abiliti groups could be restricted re-

3 sulting in a smaller mean d@fference between groups and a potentially nega-

i b

??’ tively biased test statistic. On the other hand, the existence of a ceiling
% ‘
A
jﬁ‘ effect also could tesult in a positively biased test statistic simply.due
i - o .l .
h .” to the smaller observed variance. In all, for the performance data, the

] .' N i . . . ’
‘Yesults should be Anterpreted with these considerations in mind,

. Q '/f/——-v—- v "’ . B —
ERICZ..-~ 10
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o Results of. the ANOVA's forlperformance and cohesion are péesented in
/ ‘ ‘ﬁ Table 2. Specifically, high a illty groups demonstrate’ better overall
i i !
/ g pexfermance than low ab111t¥ roups (xhigh abiliqy = 18. 10, Low ability

- - - 17.22, p = .02).6 Computaticn of the eta—squared'stafiswic«GE~) showed- - — e

' . Insert Tablexz,about here

that ability accounted fo;/thrqe percent of the performance yariance.

Attitude similarity had h% statistical effect on group performance. There

®

. also was a significant main effect for trials (p < .001, ?2 =+,17). There
were no significant interactions. Further, results of the Newman-Keuls

statistic on performance’data indicated that trials 6§ 5, 3, and 4 were all

i

;, . significantly_g}eater thén trial 1 (p < .01); and that trials 5, 3, and 4

i

. were significantly greater, than trial 2 (p < .01). No other comparisons

reached statistical significance.

There was a significant main effect for attitude similarity on cohesion.

Attitddinally similarjgréups expressed greatef cohesion than attitudinally

; e " = o- = - - 02—-
" diss%gilar groups. (Xsimilar = 50.89; %dissimilar = 47.38; p = .04; E” = .10).

!
There were no other significant main effects nor interactions for cohesion.

[

The correlations between attitude similarity and cohesion, and perfor-

mance and cohesion for the six trials are presented in Table 3. Specifically,

Inse(f Table 3 about here

- e e S e e e e e e am e e e

-

the relationship between attitude similarity and cohesion tends to increase
- over.Erials with the last three trials being significant at p < .10 or better.
. Also, cohesion was positively correlated with performance on the first trial

(r = .28, p < .10) and negaﬁively correlated with performance on the last

trial (r = - .30, p < .05). E

(‘

-

. . .
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«* ’ DISCUSSION

"

» ‘ o - . v . 4
|

A o .
The results of this experiment gave support to the hypotheses that
. b

- group performance is dépendent on the’skillsxaﬁd‘ihilifiegnof’fhe‘iﬁ&iﬁiduﬁl"k

group mgghers, and that group cohesion can bé\facilifated by the construction
P '
of attitudinally similar groups. The data also suggest that the impact of

[

such attitude or value compatability on cohesipn is not immediate, but reg
| .4

quires time to take effect, and that over time% performance can be both

‘ A / -

positively and negatively correlateo with Coheeion.: No support was found
for the hypothesized relationships betyeen'group member ability andpéohesion,
nor between group member attitude similarity and'performance.

Adéressing the observed relatipnship between group ability and group

performance, it appears that two factors must be considered when assembling
' oo

1

work groups avcording to standard selection procedures. First, it is ob-
vious that task relevant skills and abilities mustlbe identified and mea-

sured. Some type of job analysis would certainly be usefu1 here.. Second,

, e \J
~ PO

it is suggested that considerable attenticdn be directed toward the charac-

teristics and demands of the task. 1In the present studyr successful’ per-

'
‘ “

formance on the task was largely determined by the ability of the—person
~ . . v

working the transit. Since all group members rotated through this position,

Y .
it is clear that homogeneously high ability groups would perform better.}ﬁén.f

4

homogeneously low ability groups. However, if students were allowed to

permanently place the most capable group member behind the transit, then it
would no longer be necessary for groups to be composed of all high ability
members. In this case, the ehility of one‘group membgr could compensete
for the lack of abilities of orher group memhers. Therefore, it would

appear that the dgmands and characteristlcs of the task be considered so °

as to better specify the technical skill mix required for optimal group .

performance.
-

- ‘ ¢ ' - @5




._ctégr. It was assumed that if ability was related to pexformance, and.if

— '
em— .

high performance was rewarding, then ability should influencefcoheéﬁon.
r 4

Although ab111ty did have 'an effect on performance, the actual difference
A

in grades was less than one point on a 20 point scale Although admittedly 5

-

post-hoc, it mlght be suggested thzt this difference }n obtained scores
d 1]

may nQt have been sufficient to elicit differential feelings of task re~-
: ,-pards and acccmplishment. 7 |
The impact of éttitude similarity on cohesion again demonstrates the
pervasive effect_of this variable. Congruence of attitudes has been found

to influenge jury decisions (Mitchell & Byrnme, 1973), dating behavior, ° J

| p ‘ ‘ ’ '
r A | \ 12
..-. ‘:’ The findiqg that group’ability was not related tb'cohesion is less } .'
(Bryne, Ervin & Lamberth, 1970), the dollar amount of loans (Golightly,
?qffman & Bryne, 1972), and inter&éﬁg.decisions (Peters, & Terberg, 1975) . J
to name just a few. Giwen thet gronp cohesion is reieted to communication, ‘ {
8atisract}on, turno;erf'and absenteeism (Lott &'lott, Lgdf;,Stogdlli, 19/2) ]
the use of_th}s in¢xpensive and easily edministered tecnnigue for assessing ‘. %
. . ] .-
this aspect” of group cpnposition would seem to merit furtner investigation.
Aieng tnese lines, a post-~hoc analysis was made on the frequency of ‘
missing data (one type of withdrawdl behavior) @Fccording to‘condit}ons. The |
“ ' J

observed percents were: (1) high ability/higﬁ simiiarit§ = 2.87 petcent,

-

€2) high ability/low similarity = 2.25 percent, (3) low abllity/hlgh simi-

\v‘N

.1arity 3.41 percent, and (4) low 5hz&i_z!low 31milar1ty 7.14 percent.
Computation of the overall Chl—square statistic approached signxfiqpnce . P
.f?fg" (X = 7.15,w £ =3, pc< .06). Since the low sbllltyllow similarity conditien’ |
Yie . . ' - . .
- had;byhfer the greatest amount of missing data,,on additional Chi-squate was ‘ |
conphted which compared Eézg,cﬁﬁdition toxrhe compination.of the remaining
| . ‘ three coadieionngnTﬁ;siéhi-sgpare.was’significent (X2 = 6.72, df = 1,

p< {01) indicating that gr?éps composed of low ability members who are

‘.

. 13 .
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, attiglidinally dissimilar show greater withdrawal behavior than all of ‘the
other groups. Finally, the low ability groups had 97 percent more missing

data than the high .ability groups, and the dissimilar groups had 37'percent

more missing data than 16 similar groups. Again, these data are strictly

" . pést-hoc, yet if one assumes that missing data represents a form of with-
R .
drawal behavior as do turnover and absenteeism, then these results support
. * Y
previous findings and certainly point toward further research where this

better can. be examined. .

- -~

The observation that attitude similarity did not influence group per-

formaﬂce‘may be best explained by considering the nature of the task. It
. e
was assumed that similarigy of attitudes would 'minimize dysfunctional be-

*

haviors among group members. To use Steiner's terms, attitude similarit§ S

. would be expected to reduce losses due to faulty group processes (1972).

. . .
|
|
\
.
.
. ¢ . -
___.—.__-_———_—__-—_-———-h————-&——h—_——-:——-—-

AR S Y

.
-

-However, Steiner also states that when grovp members are assigned to posi-

., tions; as was done in this-experiment, that the effect of group processes

- .
.

on performance is truncated. Therefore, the/nature of the task may have

limited the degrege to which attitude simiianity:could influence group .

performance. Lo ' ' . ¢

¢ - . : ‘ . i . .
- ¢ . . .
L Although no predictions were made for a txiads main effect, there was
\ ’- * - .'7‘ . ) i . . .' .
¥ \m\\\ . a'significant difference for performance. Gradés tended to be lowest on
> N\

~ Y . > - .

- \‘w, projects one and two, highest on projects‘three and four, and then drop ofif

\' “ sl gh\\? on projects five and six. A post- experimental discussion with the

-

- ) C , course 1ﬂsgfuctors suggested one possible reason for theSe findings. While
\ PRI N

, : all of the pro}ects were tated as equal in diffipulty, the instructors

™~
~

stated that projetrs three and four covered the most 1nteresting material;

o
v » - .

! projects five and Six, the least interesting material, while pr03ects one
[ . ’ ) !

and two covereg material that could be con51dered of intermediate interest.

T P T T Ty T T T

.- C .. A : - e = ey L e —— S— . —— - — - e v ey o
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. rl
1f these judgments are correct, then these results are in partial agreement

£

. with the findings of Pepimnsky, Pepinsky, and Pavlik (1960). They concluded

that group performance is highest on tasks which are characterized by

variety, decision making, and coordination. Factors which all can make the

task more in{eresting. This finding again emphasizes tEe need to consider

the task as a determinant of group performance (see Hackman; 1968, 1969 for

a more complete discussion of the importance of task characteristics).
Finally, of considerable interest were the obtained correlations between

attitude similarity and cohesion, and between cohesion and performance.

4

Examination of Table 3 shows that attitude similarity and cohesion were not

.

significantly correlated until the fourth project. Had the study ceased

after one or two projects, no relationship between attitude sjmilarity"%nd '

cohesion would have been observed. This,Certainly questf%ns,the findings,

'3 . ’
or lack of findings, sometimes found in the typical group experiment done
. - I -

« - . . . L] .. ¢
WwWilil aUTHULC Xioupd uvesr siwrt Llwe uuratrvus.

The correlations between cohesion and performance are just as striking.

Stogdill (1972), in his review of cohesion and productivity, reported 12

significant positive correlations, 11 significant negative correlations, and

11 nonsigniflcant correlations. The results obtained in this study'providé

& /

additional evidence for the equivocality between cohesion and performance.-

N In this- instance, had the experiment stopped after the first project, the

. hypothesized positive correlation between group performance and cohesion’

v

" would have received some_support. However, by the time of ‘the sixth and

final project, the two variables vere S1gn1ficant1y'negative1y correlated.,

a
d -

Unfortunately, in the present experiment it was,6assumed that all- groups

would have high drive, and independent measures of drlve were not assessed. )

-

If they had, then Stogdillns predictions concerning the moderatlng effect -t

.

. of group drive on the performance/cohesion relatlonship could have been
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examined: On an ad-hoc basis, conversations with the instructors suggested
two re}ated reasons fo ’the'findings. First, tBe students, after some

shor; time in the coyrse, might have become aw;re that almost no group

would receive a gradé lower than a "B"'for'this portion of the co;rse: Also,
the high ability grouéé\ﬁad virtually aésured a high grade ﬁy.the end of

the third-fourth project?\ Both factors, although not verifiable by direct
recourse to the subjects' impression, would have, ala’ é;ogdill's model,
produced the fesults obtained. Research where group drive and cohesiveness
can be experimenta manipQlated is required in order té better understand
how cohesion and performance are related.

*

In all, the results of this field experiment suggest that groups can .

(A ES
R be assembled so as to maximize the occurance of desirable group outcomes.
' But perhaps more importantly, the results also stress the imppftance of

1ongitgdinal'research. While this type of data collection usually is more
costly (and messy) than one-time laboratory studies, the épility of the

data §?r understanding group behéyior may well be worth the added expense

. .
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FOOTNOTES }

Degree of attitude similarity also was computed by examining the
difference scores between group member response profiles to the 20 attitude
statements (see Blum & Naylor, 1968, pp. 72-74). The two procedures showed
over 90 percent agreement in classification of groups. The correlation
index ‘was used for all analyses.

- -
A

So as not to.penalize those students who were placed in low abiliti
groups, the course instructors were asked to add one point to these students’
project grades prior to computation of their final course grades.

~ € -
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L K . . S ' Table 1, '
S ) - Zm¢mm.w=& Standard Deviations for Dependent Variables .
S B A / HIGH ABILITY © -~ - LOW ABILITY
, / . HIGH ATTITUDE . LOW ATTITUDE HIGH ATTITUDE  ° ° LOW ATTITUDE :
. S © . SIMILARITY . SIMILARI'Y . SIMILARITY . SIMILARITY
- X(§y=9) ° s.o. * X(¥-12) . s.D, X(N-12)  s.D. X(N=9) . s.D. .
Trial 1 . \ : / .
. ., Pefformance, 17,17 .- 1.97 .97, 16.00 3.64 15.00 - 4.47 .,
. - : Y . . ) L : .
Chhesion 48:79- 6,65 6.40 . . 50.17 5.31 48.89 4.68" S
. rial 2 ~ // . ) s .
) Performance _ / 17.00 2.40 1,56 16.17 _ 3.69  15.33 4.15 :
. "Cohesion 50.00 6.27 6.92 50.42 . 4.54 47.89  6.97 .
. ’ o ) > -« ) - i i
Trial fi - : N, .
" Performance, - , 1911 1.36 1.24 18.33  2.61 18.22 3.19 X .
S Cohesion /  51.00 6.06  48.08] 5.33 52.75 3.28 48.56 4,72 o
" Trial 4 , - y_ L ,,,, . RE v
T - / . ; . -
~~._ Performghce 19.56 1.33 19.17 .94 18.75 . 1.29 18.56 159 -
- Cohedthn 51.22 5.85 47.25\\  6.74 52.67 ' 4.98 47.78 5.85 .
" Trial 5 : Y . IR
Performance 18.89 1.27 18,58 . 2.02 17.25 2.56 17.56 2o T
: Cohesion 50.56 7.45  46.75 6.78 51.68 5.57 _  45.78 5.9 ,/h. :
. e . _ =
. Trial 6 . }
L > . — " - R . w
- . Performance 17.33 1.73 17.87 197 17.58 1.08 17.89 '1.90 : ,
: " Cohesion 6.87 46.67 50.50 ©  9.38 46.78 5. of
[ ! R EW
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. : - Table 2 .
. Al ¥ .
' .\\ o . Summary of ANOVA's for Performance and Cohesion
o .- . M.S. df F -
+ . .  Performance _ , )
Led =~ %. -. . K ) . . S
- 9. Abiliry (A) 48.26 1 5.33%
. _ © Att. Sim. (B) 2.22 ° "1 .25
© A xB .26 1 .03
- - ' s ’ ’ s
™~ Error 7 9.05 38
N "
o .mwwﬁm/z./v X . 54.89 5 11.76%%
) 4 ’ » . N ~ - )
: , AxT - 4.29 5 .92
.- . BxT . ©1.78 5 .38
,, > # , .
“\, AxXxBxT" . 1.33 5 > .29
N .
: - Error , . 4.67 190
- ‘Cohesion ’
- Ability' (A) 30.56 - i .18
. . Att. Sim. (B)} —~ 76402 1 /
" -A x B "3.31 1
- Error 172.86 . 38 .
I
‘ /
Trials (T) - < 15.63 5
boOH.» * m
: - -
* 16.82 -5 -
R . 3.44 5 \
: ¥ . FA.
- . 42.19 190
~ - 53
AR

>
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. Table 3 _ S
) Stx;mnaty of Gorrelations
4 Trials
_ Vasiables’ 1 2 3 4 5" 6 ’
‘ Attitude Similarity/ 12 20 23 27% . 3ukk 28k -
Cohesion ‘ \ *
» : ™
) /
" Cohesion/Performance 28% 12~ -16 -22 05 -30%%
f ' m
— ¥pecimal ‘points omitted (N~-42) : '
*p < .10. (two-tailed test)
*%kp < ,05 (two-tailed test)
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