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Collective Behavior and Team Performance

JAMES E. DRISKELL," Florida Maxima Corporation, Winter Park, Florida, and EDUARDQ
SALAS, Naval Training Systems Center, Orlando, Flarida

Modern complex systemns require effective team performance, yet the question of
which factors determine cffective teams remains to be answered. Group research-
crs suggest that collective or interdependent behavior is a critical component of
team interaction, Furthermore, anecdotal evidence suggests that some team mem-
bers are less collectively oriented than others and that the tendency to ignore task
inputs from others is one factor that contributes to poor team performance. In this
study we develop a procedure for differentiating collectively oriented versus ego-
centric team members. Experimental results confirm that collectively oriented
team members were more likely to attend to the task inputs of other team mem-
bers and to tmprove their performance during team interaction than were egocen-

tric team members.

INTRODUCTION

Modem complex systems, such as military
combat information centers, space shuttles,
and commercial airliners, require effective
team interaction and coordination. Tradi-
tionally, however, selection, training, and hu-
man factors efforts have focused almost ex-
clusively on individual skills and technical
proficiency. More recently, Foushce (1984),
Foushee and Helmreich {1988), Driskell and
Salas (1991), and others noted an increased
recognition of the importance of team perfor-
mance. In fact, a review of worldwide jet
transport accidents from 1968 to 1970 docu-
mented more than 60 in which breakdown of
crew coordination played a significant part
(Cooper, White, and Lauber, 1979). Neverthe-
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less, group researchers such as Hoffman
(1965), Hackman and Morris {1975), and
Driskell, Hogan, and Salas (1987) have la-
mented the fact that despite decades of re-
search, very little is known about the factors
that determine effective team performance.
One of the most obvious advantages of
teams is that they offer a greater amount and
variety of knowledge and skills on which to
draw. Perhaps more important to team suc-
cess, however, is the interdependent nature of
team dynamics: team members are able to
poel information, share resources, and check
errors in accormnplishing a task. One of the ear-
liest studies of group performance attributed
the effectiveness of groups to the ability of
group members to exchange and coordinate
information (Shaw, 1932). Lanzetta and Roby
(1960) also recognized the importance of co-
ardination in team performance, obhserving
that the way in which skills were utilized was
as important to tcam success as whether
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those skills were presen: or absent. These and
other studies suggest that the ability of team
members 1o exchange information in an in-
terdependent manner is critical to effective
group performance. Indeed, many have ar-
gued that the interdependence or collective
behavior of group members—what Allport
(1962) called reciprocal give-and-take behav-
iors—is the critical essence that constitutes a
functioning group (see¢ Lewin, 1948; Mc-
Grath, 1984; Steiner, 1986).

Furthermore, a lack of collective behavior
is often evident in real-world descriptions of
poor tcam performance. Foushee (1982) re-
ported one flight crew incident in which, af-
ter ignoring repeated flight advisories from a
copilot, the captain responded “just look out
the damn window” (p. 1063). Other studies of
real-world teams have shown that the failure
to exchange information and coordinate in-
teraction is one factor that differentiates good
teams from bad ones (Foushee, Lauber,
Bactge, and Acomb, 1986; Foushee and
Manos, 1981). We argue that the tendency to
attend to task inputs from others in an inter-
dependent manner, which we term collective
behavior, is a critical factor in effective team
performance. We conducted an empirical
study to distinguish collectively oriented
team members from egocentric ones and Lo
examine the effect of collective behavior on
team task performance,

Tearm Coordination and Collective Behavior

One of the central features of a team (and
usually one of the most obvious in terms of
applied work groups) is that it is a group of
people working together. Although group
tasks differ in the degree of cooperation re-
quired (see Shaw, 1981), an essential feature
that differentiates a group from an aggregate
of individuals is that they interact—that is,
one person's behavior forms the basis for the
othet’s response. In fact, McGrath (1984) con-
cluded that “the central feature, the ‘essence’
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of a group lies in the interaction of its mem-
bers—the behaving together . . . of two or more
people’ (p. 12).

Well-functioning teams are often described
intuitively in terms of coordinated behavior;
We distinguish between the well-coordinated
and interdependent behavior of a set of indi-
viduals who embody the team concept and
that of a set of disparate individuals in a
group context who are perhaps more prop-
erly termed an aggregate. Sports that require
high levels of teamwork, such as basketball,
illustrate this concept vividly: the top teams
that end up competing for the national cham-
pionship usually display a high level of team
coordination, whereas teams that fare more
poorly often contain one or more equally tal-
ented but self-centered ballplayers who arc
usually tagged as “poor team players.” A
more critical example of the necd for effective
team member coordination is aircrew perfor-
mance. In 1982, an Air Florida B-737 rolled
on takeoff and crashed at Washington Na-
tional Airport. The National Transportation
Safety Board recevered cockpit transcripts
that clearly showed that the first officer ad-
vised the captain scveral times of his con-
cerns over instrument readouts but that the
captain ignored this input and continued to
take off {(National Transportation Safety
Board, 1982).

This concept of behavioral interdepen-
dence, which we term collective behavior, re-
fers to the tendency to coordinate, evaluate,
and utilize task inputs from other group
members in an interdependent manner in
performing a group task. Collective behavior
is in fact one of the criteria that define group
perfarmance; Golembiewski (1962) defined a
group as a system of “coordinated behavior”
{p. 97), Shaw (1981) defincd a group as re-
quiring "mutual influence” {p. 8}, McGrath
and Kravitz (1982) defingd a group as inctud-
ing members who are “mutually awarc and
take one another into account” (p. 199), and
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Steiner (1986) referred to a group’s ‘‘mutual
responsiveness” (p. 257).

There is some empirical evidence that col-
lective behavior makes a difference in how
well teams perform. Davis (1969) found that
the preference for working alone versus work-
ing with a group was related to both the
amount of group discussion and group effec-
tiveness. In examining problem-solving
groups composed of those who preferred to
work without a partner or those who pre-
ferred teamwork, he found that the team pref-
erence groups interacted more, solved prob-
lems faster, and were more accurate. Thomas
(1957) found that groups whose members per-
formed a task interdependently (i.e., behavior
was structured so that subjects had to work
together in an interactive manner to solve the
task) were more productive. In fact, Thomas
found that group performance was affected
more by behavioral interdependence than by
whether the task was structured by competi-
tive or cooperative goals. Even those who
worked interactively but were told to strive
for individual goals said that they worked
harder for the group than for themselves. Fi-
nally, studies of flight crew interaction have
found that ineffective crews are characterized
by a relative lack of communication and fail-
ure to exchange information effectively
(Foushee et al., 1986; Foushee and Manos,
1981).

In sum, the concept of mutual interdepen-
dence pervades the literature on team inter-
action. Furthermore, research suggests that
some team members are more collectively
oriented than are others—that is, they exhibit
more interdependent behavior in task
groups—and this may affect team perfor-
mance. Specifically, we argue that collec-
tively oriented team members benefit from
group interaction: they are able to enhance
their own performance (and that of the team)
by attending to others’ task inputs. In effect,
they benefit from the opportunity to pool in-
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formation, share resources, and check errors
that is afforded by the team environment. We
also argue that egocentric team members,
who tend to reject task input from others, will
not benefit from being in a team setting.

The following research examines the influ-
ence of collective behavior on team perfor-
mance. The research was carried out in two
phases. Phase 1 was conducted to identify col-
lectively oriented team players and egocen-
tric or nonteam players. In Phase 2 teams
were composed of either collectively oriented
or egocentric members, and data were gath-
ered to examine the effects of collective be-
havior on team task performance.

PHASE 1
Overview

Consider a prototype team situation in
which two persons are engaged in a collective
task and must make a series of task decisions.
For each decision, each person makes an
initial decision, the two exchange this infor-
mation, and then each offers a final team de-
cision. Furthermore, they are in a no-
information task environment—that is, they
know nothing about their partner, the task, or
their relative abilities at the task. The team
members know only that they are to work to-
gether as a team. In such a situation, when
team members initially disagree, we may ex-
pect them to resolve the disagreement ac-
cording to an approximate 50/50 decision
rule. In other words, half the time I may be
right, so I will reject my partner’s input; half
the time my partner may be right, so I will
accept my partner’s input. This behavior re-
flects a mutual interdependence, or collective
behavior, in this idealized two-person team
environment.

However, some members may exhibit less
team behavior—that is, they are less likely to
attend to their partner’s task inputs during
group decision making. This type of behavior
is evident in what Foushee and Helmreich
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(1988) call the wrong stuff for flight crew
members: a tendency toward self-sufficiency
and rejection of influence from others. For ex-
ample, a team member may exhibit a more
egocentric decision style by not attending to
the partner’s input and resolving most dis-
agreements in his or her own favor. The first
type of behavior we term collective behavior,
and the second we term egocentric. The pur-
pose of the Phase 1 study was to isolate these
types of behaviors.

Method

Subjects. Participants in this study were 60
male naval technical school students who
volunteered to take part in a study examining
team performance. (Because some were un-
doubtedly “volunteered” by their command-
ing officer, all were given the opportunity to
decline privately and anonymously when
they arrived to take part in the study. One
did, but the rest seemed to view this as an
interesting break from normal activities.)

Procedure. Subjects were seated alone in
separate laboratory rooms, where they were
told that the nature of the study concerned
team problem solving and that they would be
working together as a team making a series of
task decisions. Subjects worked in two-
person teams on a task developed to opera-
tionalize relevant aspects of the group deci-
sion-making process. Each team was
confronted with a series of binary choice
problems: a series of slides was shown depict-
ing two checkerboard patterns, and the sub-
jects’ task was to choose which of the two
patterns in each slide contained the greater
area of white. For each slide, each team mem-
ber made an initial choice as to the correct
answer (either the top or the bottom pattern).
The two then exchanged this information (af-
ter making an initial choice, each subject saw
his partner’s choice), and then, after restudy-
ing the task and considering his partner’s
choice, each member made a final choice. The
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subjects were told that only final choices
would be counted in determining final team
scores. Initial scores were only for exchang-
ing information, and the subjects were to take
their partner’s initial choice as their own fi-
nal choice if they thought this would help
them make a correct final team decision. To
reinforce the team nature of the task, subjects
were told that their final team score would be
compared with that of other teams.

Initial choice feedback was controlled by
computer, so that for 20 of 25 trials, subjects
were faced with initial choice disagreements
(that is, if they chose the top checkerboard,
they saw that their partner chose the bottom
one). Therefore, when initial choices dis-
agreed, a team member could either accept
his partner’s initial choice as his own final
choice (accepting his partner’s influence) or
keep his own initial choice as his final choice
(rejecting his partner’s input). The measure
P(s) is the proportion of resolutions resolved
in favor of self, a measure of rejection of the
partner’s task input.

Phase 1 constituted a baseline, no-infor-
mation task condition. This was achieved
through several means. First, each subject
was seated alone in a laboratory room and
had no direct contact with his partner; this
was done to ensure that subjects did not form
initial task expectations based on their part-
ner’s status, which could have been commu-
nicated by nonverbal or other social cues.
Team members were linked and communi-
cated task choices via a computer network.
Second, the subjects were told the task was
unrelated to traditional skills such as math or
reading, in order to dissociate performance
on this task from their previous experience.
Third, the task was ambiguous. Pretesting en-
sured that the probability of choosing either
answer on any one problem trial was approx-
imately 0.50; therefore there was no objective
basis for making a decision. In this type of
no-information team environment, P(s) re-
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flects a baseline propensity to reject others’
influence.

Data from Driskell (1982) and others show
that in such an idealized task situation, when
one has no information on the task or on one’s
partner, P(s) approximates 0.60 (this reflects
a slight baseline tendency to stay with one's
own choices when resolving task disagree-
ments). Thus in an ambiguous task situation,
knowing only that they are working together
with a partner as a team, group members
tend to reject their partners' task inputs
about 60% of the time. However, in any par-
ticular subject population, this figure will
range from 0.0 (representing a team member
who accepts his or her partner’s initial task
decisions on every trial) to 1.0 (representing a
team member who rejects information pro-
vided by the partner on every trial).

The purpose of Phase 1 was to establish this
P(s) metric for the subject population and to
trisect this population into three subgroups
based on P(s) scores: (a) those in the highest
range who constituted the egocentric group,
rejecting their partners’ opinions most of the
time; (b) the group around the mean who con-
stituted the collectively oriented group, and
(c) those in the lowest tripartition who repre-
sented the altercentric group, accepting their
partners’ decisions on most all occasions.

Results

Sixty subjects took part in the baseline
study. Data for four subjects were excluded
from analysis because of equipment failure (n
= 2) and failure to follow instructions (n =
2). The P(s) measure for the subjects ranged
from 0.0 to 1.0, with a mean of 0.66. On the
basis of the P(s) score, subjects were parti-
tioned into three groups: (1) egocentric—19
subjects with the highest P(s) (range = 1.0
0.75, mean = 0.82); (2) collectively oriented—
the 21 subjects in a median P(s) group (range
= 0.70-0.60, mean = 0.65); and (3) altercen-
tric—the group of 16 subjects with a lower
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P(s) (range = 0.55-0.0, mean = 0.43). Be-
cause the purpose of this study was to iden-
tify and examine the effects of collectively
oriented versus egocentric team members on
team performance, the altercentric group
members were dropped from further analy-
sis. The question of how to deal with the al-
tercentric team member, who abdicates al-
most every decision to other team members,
was not examined in this study.

PHASE 2
Overview

In Phase 2, egocentric teams, collectively
oriented teams, and a control group of indi-
viduals who had not participated in Phase 1
performed a team task similar to that in
Phase 1. However, there were two critical dif-
ferences on this task: (a) it was not ambigu-
ous but contained items that had correct an-
swers, so that performance on the task could
be evaluated; and (b) team members received
actual rather than controlled initial choice
feedback from their partners. Because team
members made initial choices, received team
member input, and then made final choices,
Phase 2 allowed us to examine the gain in
performance from initial choice to final
choice for each team and to test the hypoth-
esis that collectively oriented team members
are more likely than egocentric team mem-
bers to improve their performance by attend-
ing to their team member’s task inputs.

Method

Subjects. Participants in Phase 2 were those
subjects identified in Phase | as either collec-
tively oriented or egocentric, in addition to a
separate group of new participants from the
same initial subject pool, who were selected
to perform the Phase 2 task as individuals.

Procedure. In Phase 2 new two-person
teams were composed according to P(s)
scores from Phase 1. Condition 1 comprised
egocentric teams, Condition 2 comprised col-
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lectively oriented teams, and Condition 3
comprised the group of subjects who worked
on the task as individuals, making initial and
final choices as in Conditions 1 and 2 but
without another team member’s input.

As in Phase 1, team members were seated
alone in laboratory rooms. They again per-
formed a team task, making initial choices,
receiving their partner’s initial choice feed-
back, and then making final choices on a se-
ries of checkerboard-patterned problems.
However, in Phase 2 there were two changes
in procedure as previously noted. First, the
problems contained correct answers; slides
were chosen on the basis of pretesting that
yielded an average correct response of 66%,
representing a task of intermediate difficulty.
Second, each subject received information on
his partner’s initial choice prior to making a
final choice.

Initial and final choices and response la-
tency were recorded for each subject over 25
trials. At the conclusion of this task, subjects
completed a questionnaire, which contained
items assessing subjects’ preference for work-
ing as a team member and general satisfac-
tion with the group. After completing the
questionnaire, each subject was interviewed
individually, fully debriefed, and thanked for
his participation.

Results
Table | presents task performance data for
each of the three conditions for the 25 task
trials.
TABLE 1

Performance Scores by Condition
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Performance scores. Performance scores
(the number of correct responses out of the 25
trials) were derived for both initial choices
and final choices for each subject in each of
the three conditions. The primary analysis
applied to the performance scores was a 3
(Condition) X 2 (Scores: initial and final) re-
peated-measures analysis of variance
(ANOVA). This analysis revealed no signifi-
cant main effect for condition, F(2,60) = 0.38,
p = 0.69. There was a significant main effect
for scores, F(1,60) = 20.25, p < 0.0001. Fi-
nally, there was a significant Condition X
Scores interaction, F(2,60) = 5.92, p < 0.005.

An analysis of simple effects was carried
out using a priori contrasts within the com-
plete design (Kirk, 1982). First, results indi-
cate that there was no significant change
from initial score to final score for the ego-
centric team members of Condition 1, F(1,60)
= 1.17, p > 0.1; the mean gain in perfor-
mance score from initial to final choice for
the 25 trials was 0.36.

Second, for the collectively oriented team
members (Condition 2), there was a signifi-
cant gain in performance from initial to final
score, F(1,60) = 29.20,p < 0.001, with a mean
performance gain of 1.71. The improvement
in performance for collectively oriented team
members was almost five times that of the
egocentric team members.

Third, there was no significant perfor-
mance gain for the individual performers
(Condition 3), F(1,60) = 1.66, p > 0.1; the
mean gain in performance scores for this con-

: - P(s) Mean Initial Mean Final Mean
Condition n Phase 2 Score (SD) Score (SD) Gain
1. Egocentric 19 0.84 16.32 (2.68) 16.68 (2.21) 0.36
2. Collectively

oriented 21 0.60 15662  (2.31) 17.33 (2.18) 1.71
3. Individuals 23 — 1578  (235) 16.17  (2.37) 0.39
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dition was 0.39. Furthermore, the mean gain
score for the individual task performers did
not differ from that of the egocentric teams,
F(1,40) = 0.002, p = 0.96. This indicates that
the egocentric teams, given the opportunity
to work in a team setting, benefited no more
than did those who performed the task alone
(see Appendix).

Finally, analysis of the P(s) data for Phase 2
reveals that the subjects retained their pat-
tern of attending or not attending to partners’
input demonstrated in Phase 1. The egocen-
tric team members rejected their partners’
input when initial choices disagreed an aver-
age of 84% of the time, compared with 60%
for the collectively oriented performers. A
simple ANOVA indicates that this difference
is statistically significant, F(1,38) = 18.59, p
= 0.0001.

Response latency. Coordinated team behav-
for involves the pooling of information—an
information-processing function whereby
team members evaluate others’ input, reeval-
uate their own choice, and gather all avail-
able information to make a task decision. In-
deed, one of the factors that allow teams to
outperform individuals in certain instances is
this ability to pool information and check er-
rors (see Hill, 1982; Shaw, 1981). To assess
this process, data were gathered on the la-
tency or interval between initial and final
choices for both agreement trials and dis-
agreement trials. Following an initial choice,
each subject was presented with his partner’s
initial choice. Subjects were instructed to
look at their partner’s choice, look again at
the slide, and then make a final choice. Re-
sponse latency was computed as the interval
between initial choice and final choice.

A repeated-measures ANOVA produced a
significant main effect for agreement/
disagreement trials on response latency,
F(1,38) = 8.08,p = 0.007, with disagreement
trials resulting in a longer response latency
than agreement trials. Thus, in general it
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takes longer to make a task decision when
team members disagree than when they
agree. Of more interest is that the data also
indicate a marginally significant interaction
between type of group (collectively oriented
vs. egocentric) and type of trial (agreement
vs. disagreement), F(1,38) = 3.56, p = 0.07.
The collectively oriented team members took
significantly more time to make a final choice
on a disagreement trial (M = 6.04 s) than on
a trial in which initial choices agreed (M =
5.40), F(1,20) = 8.83,p = 0.008, reflecting the
additional cognitive processing necessary to
evaluate contradictory team member infor-
mation and make a task resolution.

For the egocentric team members, there
was no difference in response latency be-
tween agreement (M = 5.56) and disagree-
ment trials (M = 5.69), F(1,18) = 0.69, p =
0.42. In other words, when team members’
initial choices agreed, no task resolution was
necessary. However, when initial choices dis-
agreed, subjects faced the cognitive task of
pooling discrepant information, evaluating
partners’ input, and making a team decision.
These data suggest that only the collectively
oriented team members were making this
effort.

The latency data suggest that the egocen-
tric team members were ignoring their part-
ner’s input—or, perhaps more specifically,
simply ignoring the disagreements. This pos-
sibility can be evaluated by examining per-
formance scores for both egocentric and col-
lective groups on agreement trials versus
disagreement trials. For collectively oriented
team members, the improvement in perfor-
mance from initial score to final score on dis-
agreement trials (M = 1.67) was significantly
greater than the improvement on agreement
trials (M = 0.03); F(1,20) = 28.26, p < 0.001.
In other words, the response of collectively
oriented team members to disagreement was
different from their response to agreement.
This suggests that collectively oriented team
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members were attending to their partner’s in-
puts and were more likely to reevaluate their
initial choices when they found that they dis-
agreed.

For egocentric team members, the im-
provement in performance on disagreement
trials was much smaller (M = 0.4) but still
significantly greater than the improvement
on agreement trials (M = —0.05); F(1,18) =
7.15, p = 0.015. If egocentric team members
were simply ignoring their partners, we
would expect no difference in performance
improvement between disagreement trials
and agreement trials. However, these results
suggest that the egocentric team members at
least distinguished between when their part-
ner disagreed with them and when they
agreed, and thus they were not completely
oblivious to their partner’s actions.

These data provide a bit more insight into
egocentric behavior. Although egocentric
team members do not show a reliable overall
improvement in performance during team in-
teraction, they do show more of an improve-
ment on disagreement trials than on agree-
ment trials. This analysis suggests that
egocentric team members do not completely
ignore their partners, but they may be less
likely to use or act on the information pro-
vided by their partners when they disagree.
The critical difference seems to be not that
egocentric individuals ignore their partners
and collectively oriented team members
don't but that when collectively oriented
team members disagree, they attend to that
information and improve their performance,
and when egocentric members disagree, they
do not.

One further analysis of these data supports
this general profile. There was no difference
in the extent of initial choice disagreements
between the egocentric teams (M = 10.4) and
the collectively oriented teams (M =
F(1,38) = 1.50, p > 0.1. However, there was a
significant difference on final choice dis-

9.4); -
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agreements between egocentric teams (M =
8.2) and collectively oriented teams (M =
5.1); F(1,38) = 26.32, p < 0.001. In other
words, the collectively oriented teams were
more’ likely to agree or converge on final
choices than were egocentric teams.

Questionnaire data. The postexperimental
questionnaire included two items presented
on a 6-point scale that asked each subject
how valuable he felt his partner’s input was
on the task (where 1 = extremely valuable and
6 = not at all valuable) and how useful he
thought it was to work on the task as a team
(1 = extremely useful, 6 = not at all useful). A
simple ANOVA was performed to examine
differences between egocentric and collec-
tively oriented team member responses to
these items. The implication that egocentric
team members are poor team players is bol-
stered by the fact that egocentric team mem-
bers saw their partners’ input as less valuable
(M = 3.84) than did collectively oriented
team members (M = 3.15), F(1,37) = 4.29,p
< 0.05. Furthermore, egocentric team mem-
bers believed that it was less useful to work as
a team (M = 3.63) than did collectively ori-
ented team members (M = 2.65), F(1,37) =
74,p = 001.

Finally, subjects were asked how satisfied
they were with the group (this was assessed
on a 7-point scale, where 1 = extremely satis-
fied and 7 = extremely dissatisfied). There was
no significant difference between egocentric
(M = 2.6) and collectively oriented team
members (M = 2.6), F(1,38) = 0.002, p > 0.1.
This suggests that the collective behavior
construct is distinct from cohesiveness and
other affective measures that assess attrac-
tion to the group.

DISCUSSION

. The pattern of decision behavior in egocen-
tric teams reflected what Meeker (1983) has
termed mutual noncooperation (p. 228). Re-
sults indicated that the performance of ego-



COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR

centric teams could be no more accurate than
the initial individual inputs. In other words,
egocentric team members showed no im-
provement in performance through the op-
portunity to work as a team. Further analysis
suggested that egocentric team members
were less likely to use the information pro-
vided by their partner and that they viewed
the opportunity to work as a team, as well as
their partner’s input, as less valuable than
did collectively oriented team members.

By contrast, collectively oriented teams
were shown to outperform the initial individ-
ual scores of their members. In collectively
oriented teams group members benefit from
the advantages of teamwork, such as the op-
portunity to pool resources and correct er-
rors—factors that make teamwork effective.
In this sense these teams were more than sim-
ply an aggregate of two individual perform-
ers, and the increase in team scores reflects
this fact. The increase in performance in col-
lectively oriented teams is a measure of this
process gain—that is, performance stemming
from team interaction beyond that expected
on the basis of individual input or initial abil-
ity alone.

The present results indicate that collective
behavior is one factor that determines perfor-
mance in a team setting. However, it is likely
that the effects of collective orientation on
group effectiveness will vary according to the
task at hand. Tasks differ in the degree to
which they require interdependence among
group members, a fact recognized in the task
typologies of Shaw (1973), Steiner (1972), and
Herold (1978). Tasks that can be accom-
plished with little exchange of resources are
likely to be unaffected by the collective be-
havior of group members. It is also likely that
collective behavior'is less relevant to tasks
with simple technical and social demands
(see Herold, 1978). However, for tasks that re-
quire interdependency of team members,
transfer of information, and coordination of
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member activities to achieve a group prod-
uct, the interdependent behavior of group
members should be a significant determinant
of group success. Therefore we would expect
to find a greater effect of collective behavior
on difficult tasks and on tasks that require a
high level of interdependence.

A second factor that may moderate the ef-
fect of collective behavior on group perfor-
mance is the ambiguity of the task. Van de
Ven, Delbecq, and Koenig (1976) argued that
one way in which groups coordinate activi-
ties to accomplish a task is through mutual
adjustments among members in response to
new task information. In a study of organiza-
tional work groups, they found that as task
uncertainty increased, a greater amount of
mutual adjustments, or coordination among
group members, was required. Therefore it is
likely that collective behavior is particularly
important for tasks marked by high levels of
uncertainty or unpredictability, such as those
encountered by teams performing under
stressful conditions.

Third, whereas the egocentric group mem-
ber is shown to be a bad team player, he or
she is likely to be an even worse team leader.
When the egocentric individual is placed in
the position of coordinating group activities,
the group is less likely to capitalize on the
heterogeneous skills and viewpoints avail-
able to the group to accomplish tasks.

Finally, it is important to note limitations
of the present research, which was conducted
in an experimental laboratory setting. This
setting was chosen because of increased con-
trol and precision in isolating collective be-
havior and in testing the effects of collective
behavior on team member performance.
However, this setting was devoid of factors
that may affect collective behavior in more
natural settings. Certainly these real-world
factors, such as experience with one’s team-
mates or confidence in one’s own ability, will
affect the degree of mutual interdependence



286—June 1992

in decision making. Further research is re-
quired to examine the effects of collective be-
havior in real-world settings.

Goldstein (1986) noted the scarcity of infor-
mation of a prescriptive nature to offer for
training effective teams. The present research
suggests that collective behavior is one criti-
cal factor in effective team performance.
However, in order to propose interventions to
enhance collective behavior in teams, one
must first consider the nature of egocentric
behavior. What impelled the egocentric indi-
viduals in this study to disregard the experi-
menter’s instructions to work together as a
team and to interact more as individuals than
as team members?

Foushee and Helmreich (1988) noted that
pilot selection has traditionally been based
on the "“wrong stuff’ as far as group perfor-
mance is concerned: the selected individuals
are self-sufficient, somewhat egotistic, and
less prone to sharing responsibility with oth-
ers. This may have been the “right stuff” for a
single-seat test pilot, but this approach is less
likely to produce the good team players re-
quired by modern multipiloted aircraft. Fur-
thermore, they noted that most pilots, who
were selected on the basis of individual pro-
ficiency, have little real experience in situa-
tions that require teamwork. This supports
our supposition that egocentric team mem-
bers may have little experience as effective
team players. Sampson (1977) noted that al-
though humans are socialized from birth to
be autonomous and self-sufficient, they re-
ceive little training at any time in interdepen-
dence. Indeed, team researchers have noted
that when teams receive training, they invari-
ably receive training in individual skills to
the neglect of team skills (Swezey and Salas,
1992). Therefore it is likely that egocentric
team members have not developed the proper
schema for effective team interaction. Simu-
lations that emphasize team coordination
may be one effective means for building col-
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lective team behavior. Further research is
needed examining whether relatively simple
interventions focused on training team mem-
bers to coordinate task inputs in a more ef-
fective manner will be successful in promot-
ing collective behavior in teams.

APPENDIX

1t should be noted that the collectively ori-
ented group differed significantly from the
other two groups in final score performance,
F(1,60) = 10.89, p = 0.0008. However, it
should also be recognized that the collec-
tively oriented group was marginally signifi-
cantly different from the other two groups in
initial score performance, F(1,60) = 2.46,p =
0.061. This suggests the possibility that the
improvement in performance reported for the
collectively oriented group is attributable to
the fact that they were, by happenstance,
lower on initial scores. If this argument were
true, then when we remove the lower-scoring
performers in Condition 2, there should no
longer be a significant improvement in per-
formance from initial to final score. However,
this plausibility receives no support from ad-
ditional analyses.

To assess this possibility, we first derived a
frequency ranking of all scores within Condi- .
tion 2, from low to high. We then eliminated
the data for the three subjects who performed
most poorly on initial score in Condition 2
(approximately 15% of this sample). This re-
sulted in an overall mean initial score for
Condition 2 of 16.28 and a mean final score of
17.78. Results of a repeated-measures 3 X 2
ANOVA indicate no main effect for condition,
F(2,57) = 1.22,p = 0.304, a significant main
effect for scores, F(1,57) = 15.35, p = 0.0002,
and a significant Condition X Scores interac-
tion, F(2,57) = 3.93, p = 0.025.

Next, an a priori comparison of initial
scores for Condition 2 (the collectively ori-
ented group) versus the combined egocentric
and individual groups indicates that Condi-
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tion 2 is equivalent to the other two condi-
tions on initial score performance, F(1,57) =
0.67, p = 0.21. Finally, an a priori compari-
son of initial and final scores for the collec-
tively oriented group shows that the improve-
ment in performance for this group is still
significant, F(1,57) = 20.25, p < 0.0001.
Therefore this more fine-grained analysis,
eliminating the extreme low performers so
that the collectively oriented group was in
fact equivalent to the other two groups in ini-
tial score performance, still shows a signifi-
cant improvement in performance for the col-
lectively oriented group. Therefore the
overall improvement from initial to final
score, and the significant difference from the
other two conditions at the final measure-
ment, cannot be attributed to the fact that
collectively oriented subjects were lower in
initial performance.
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