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feedback, considering people with high efficacy dismiss negative feedback (Nease, Mudgett, &
Quifiones, 1999) or make self-serving attributions such as attributing negative feedback to bad
luck (Silver, Mitchell, & Gist, 1995). In contrast, members with low efficacy make self-effacing
attributions by attributing negative feedback to lack of ability (Silver et al., 1995). On one hand,
this is adaptive because members who attribute negative feedback to lack of ability develop new
task strategies to better apply their skills (Sujan, 1986). On the other hand, however, members in
groups with low efficacy that receive negative feedback may despair of performing their task
well and slacken their efforts (Silver et al., 1995).

The consequences of collective efficacy for group performance might also be mediated
by the network structure of the group. Recent research has investigated the effect of teams’
network structure on outcomes such as viability and performance (for a review, see Balkundi &
Harrison, 2006). As an example, dense ties among group members promote mutual consensus
and lack of disagreement that undermine performance (Krackhardt, 1999). Might groups with
high collective efficacy develop stronger and denser ties than groups with low collective efficacy?
Certainly groups with high collective efficacy are very cohesive (Bandura, 2000) and report
being more comfortable with each other and find it easy and enjoyable to work together (Lester
et al., 2002). This kind of atmosphere may be indicative of dense ties among group members
(Reagans & McEvily, 2003). However, groups with high collective efficacy may also be prone to
overlook information that would otherwise be acquired by seeking ties with external individuals
or groups (Granovetter, 1973). Indeed, groups with high collective efficacy might limit their
information search (Whyte, 1998). Hence the double-edge sword of collective efficacy in groups:

It may be problematic when it interferes with the group’s ability to form external ties, but it may
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also be beneficial because dense ties contribute to the development of trust (Krackhardt, 1992;
Williams, 2001).
Conclusion

In conclusion, the dominant view that collective efficacy facilitates group performance
may require modification, taking into account the more nuanced view that feelings of collective
efficacy may be too strong or emerge too soon. This emerging view of collective efficacy and
group performance raises a complex set of trade-offs between feelings of confidence and group
harmony on the one hand, and the need for accuracy and productive conflict on the other hand.
Only when collective efficacy is evaluated for both its costs and its benefits over time can people

make informed decisions about how to manage these trade-offs.
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TABLE 1
Descriptive and Agreement Statistics and Pairwise Pearson Correlations Across Time"
Variable Mean SD a rwWG ICC(1) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Group performance 93.33 420 na na na
2. Collective efficacy (Time 1) 385 059 085 094 0.56 0.08
3. Collective efficacy (Time 2) 383 069 080 092 054 0.03 * 0.67 #kk
4. Group size 3.98 0.35 na na na -0.26 * -0.16 -0.03
5. Percent male 047 022 na na na 0.32 ** 0.22 0.19 -0.17
6. Percent Asian 047 0.24 na na na -0.28 * -0.05 -0.08 0.06 0.21
7. Personal interest 207 033 na na na 0.39 ** 0.09 0.1 0.08 0.34 ** 0.03
8. Full time work experience (months) 18.75 19.97 na na na -0.17 -0.018 -0.09 0.24 -0.15 -0.21 0.05

@ p< 10, ¥ p<.05, ¥**p< .0l



TABLE 2

Results of Hierarchical Regression

Equation Predicting Group Performance®

Group Size

Gender Composition
Percent Asian

R2 A

Average personal interest
Work Experience
R2 A

Collective Efficacy Time 1
Collective Efficacy Time 2
R2 A

R2
Overall F
df

-0.23 *

-0.35 **
0.2

0.26 ***

0.35 **
-0.2
0.13 **

-0.35 %
0.4 #
0.09 *

0.49
4.58 **
7,34

* Entries represent standardized coefficients

*p<.10, ¥ p < .05, #% p < 01
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TABLE 3

Descriptive and Agreement Statistics and Pairwise Pearson Correlations Across Time*”
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Variable Mean SD ¢ rWG ICCa) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
1. Group Performance 9258 357 na na na
2. Collective Efficacy (Time 1) 74649 10692 na 074 032 -0.03
3. Collective Efficacy (Time 2) 75458 12423 na 078 028 012 081
4. Collective Efficacy (Time 3) 766.78 13652 na 081 040 014 047 088
5. Collective Efficacy (Time 4) 76783 11783 na 079 030 007 071 08 092
6. Collective Efficacy (Time 5) 78461 12554 na 083 032 025 064 08 083 083
7. Process Conflict (Time 1) 155 037 081 079 05 -002 -004 007 019 008 016
8. Process Conflict (Time 2) 148 037 08 072 064 030 -019 -008 012 013 001 047
9. Process Conflict (Time 3) 157 048 084 072 071 -007 -009 006 008 001 006 038 051
10. Process Conflict (Time 4) 157 048 09 072 078 001 -006 004 002 -002 003 042 05 073
11. Process Conflict (Time 5) 156 052 093 070 08 -0.11 -005 007 009 003 008 037 057 054 074
12. Task Conflict (Time 1) 196 055 08 069 070 -015 -006 002 009 -004 018 041 039 051 053 053
13. Task Conflict (Time 2) 189 046 082 069 05 007 -008 -011 -015 -021 029 027 042 043 053 049 069
14. Task Conflict (Time 3) 18 048 083 076 074 -007 -001 -009 002 016 019 025 043 065 058 047 063 064
15. Task Conflict (Time 4) 186 047 088 069 071 004 -005 004 006 012 -0.12 035 049 053 065 057 068 071 077
16. Task Conflict (Time 5) 194 054 08 066 08 003 -006 -006 -008 -015 -021 023 044 045 061 070 058 070 062 073
17. Relationship Conflict (Time 1) 139 053 08 079 072 -011 -007 001 -003 002 006 039 036 035 038 036 047 026 024 024 038
18. Relationship Conflict (Time 2) 131 035 08 078 063 023 -001 001 -001 -008 001 038 058 043 055 052 047 066 054 055 055 046
19. Relationship Conflict (Time 3) 139 046 081 083 074 -014 006 003 -025 -002 003 020 047 061 05 049 034 045 042 060 040 034 052
20. Relationship Conflict (Time 4) 140 043 08 082 074 -012 -011 -001 -009 -014 013 039 05 073 073 063 055 059 059 069 057 037 058 081
21. Relationship Conflict (Time 5) 151 055 08 076 069 -023 -020 -021 -019 -020 032 03 048 05 072 074 057 059 053 059 068 043 052 061 079
22. Surface Level Diversity 044 018 na na na -0.12 -019 022 005 010 -008 004 024 021 009 002 006 -010 -007 006 -012 001 006 003 004 -004
23. Individual Performance 3288 229 na na na 014 -007 006 008 004 -017 -002 -003 -010 -008 001 002 004 000 -006 004 -003 007 020 -010 006 003

* Correlations larger than .13 are significant at the 5 percent level. Correlations larger than .38 are significant at the 1 percent level.
h'Agreemwsnt statistics are not reported for Group Performance and Surface Level Diversity because these variables are calcuated at the group level.

“Cronbach alphas are not reported for Collective Efficacy because the items that comprise Collective Efficacy are surmmed, not averaged.
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TABLE 4
Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Relationship, Task, and Process Conflict at
Times 1-5"
Fit Statistic Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Time 5
o (df=24) 4376 * 48.94 24.64 39.09 * 51.04
CFI 0.951 0.975 0.999 0.976 0.962
RMSEA 0.107 0.120 0.019 0.093 0.125

“ ¥ p <.05, %% p < .01, ¥** p < 001
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FIGURE 1
Path analysis linking surface-level diversity, collective efficacy, process conflict and group performance over time®
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a All of the reported paths are standardized coefficients. Bold arrows indicate paths that are significant.
* p<.05

** p<.01

*H% pe.001
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Appendix
Process Conflict Items
1. How often are there disagreements about who should do what, in your work group?
2. How much conflict is there in your work group about task responsibilities?

3. How much conflict is there about the division of labor in your work group?
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Endnote

! The direct path from collective efficacy at time 1 to group performance was not significant.
This is to be expected, however, since the presumed mediator (process conflict) was included in
the path analysis. Therefore, we conducted a separate linear regression to investigate whether,
when controlling for late collective efficacy (time 5), early collective efficacy (time 1) would be
negatively associated with group performance when process conflict at time 2 is excluded. We
also wanted to rule out two additional alternative explanations for the hypothesized effect. First,
that individual performance might account for the relationship between early collective efficacy
and group performance since individual performance influences both collective efficacy (Tasa et
al., 2007) and group performance (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996). Individual performance was
measured by averaging each group member’s midterm grade since that grade was received while
they were working on the group project. Second, it is possible that one of the other forms of
conflict, not collective efficacy might explain the influence of early collective efficacy and group
performance. The results were not consistent with these alternative explanations and showed
that collective efficacy at time 1 was negatively related to performance ( = -.33, p <.05) and
collective efficacy at time 5 was positively related to performance (B = .47, p < .01), Model R?
=36, F(3,65) = 12.01, p < .01; R*A = .10, p < .01, F(2, 62) = 5.27, p < .01. The controls were
entered in the first step and only individual performance was significant, (f = .50, p < .01).

These results replicate the preliminary study and provide additional support for hypothesis 2.



