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(Bandura, 1997). 98 7oA A71EF70l
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& Putka, 2002).

Powers(1991)9) #3434 19 ti§ Vancouver
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dolXE RAolA gt A3l o) e Wk w2
ﬂ?a"ﬂ"ﬁi AN &5 Bagol 459
S NAFEFAME B2 5ol 2
° *P@’é—‘ zYfste 298 i @t 5
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A 298 F/MA7E dF5S ¥ (Brockner
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Atk ol AYE 222 2 2 AZT £ SUve
ANzl UE £ Uriz| atdFe] ARG
EAZE wYeE 23S TG o2 2
A&e7] gEel Aoz sAdch(Whyte et al.,
1997). @3 Audia, Locke, Z8]1 Smith
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FAT Az Wyt 7HE FAAN FEHLS
2 A M7 Batn AL M vjEg
B A% 9 @o] ol Ao uewd. =¥
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2.2.2 A9asHy #4448

W2l glth(Lindsley et al., ).
hitney(199 4)9] A7 e dEE &

F R FEeR z2sled,
: 5 2349 Jdo] ¢ $-53
AEAAE BT g AolA 49 Al g4 1t
g Fof 488 Gibson(1999)9 AFdx %

=

= ﬁ
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o] & o] o 43 HHE At
(Prussia & Kinicki, 1996).

agvy x}ﬂz{bﬂoﬂﬂ A E
Ado] el A FAHHA JE F= AL 0}
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o7 gg AdolBR, AlEee] & 9 U
Bt Bargol Hdasy LOME Lm»m 2 d

2% 4 9t 3,

el A & B5BE AL AS F4
o] Fol2 AT $28 242 & sdrkn W)
Sl wol} A0e @ FAGA DrrEst, A
2 AYRS W A3 AAE FYEI) 7
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24 o3lel Aue ZALE AN $e7t 9
hoamne oled d3e Fuasiel Wee

Sy 394 JFE Fot J12e drane 4
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E dpolre Juastel 43 $3d £2¢
WA ek Yak 25H9 i
WA ok 99 ot vAA) B Aol
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xobAAM Hog Aoz AR ol 23)g
Ao #RAA g2 74 2 740]1?} Z}/‘ 7‘01
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Aol oFF e BEUT 22 249 Aot
& ANETHE ZEE 22" Jfold et 2
T SHdA o b2 A 24,
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Fchantof oigt HotE

2 del 7o HAd BAZE EAF Folgtn 7t
AaAh. &, el de E7l5Ee] Hol
A2 (Bandura, 1997) &8 57187 (Seligman,
1975)¢ =72 7bsA0] Borx B2 ArER Al wt
2AeA 73 FAsd o] vepd Aol B
stk v g 7ol UR Eolx A9 3ol
zAg 929 A (Miller. 1994)¢]ut A8l o
3 T2 (Whyte et al., 1997) W&ol whgz s}
23 oJAtdA sele] =g Aol 7MY et
o, g B0l 3 AR FEY o uEE
g aAA selo] 7pg o] vehd Aojae A
o] AFAE MGt o] & AFw] SAstq
Tasa® Whyte(2005)% AdATE Foto dig
A H@AAGAA A ARl HAE F1 9
VAR S A sttt o] W FHARMES HEA
3 AES Fo AdasE 2AsEd. aga
= o) 7kl Al F
o At AEE ”37}5}74] sttt 1 A F3H
279 Faut ¥& 210 2 @e 219 3
A upgAsta) 53 AabE siHol o B
U Aoz sy Aagsad 242 9
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247 Az et AEHQY FEdt 2l
& 2ot & AEd FA T JF Jddn
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1996).
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52| X8

aYeR ¥ GPAAE PREST] AY 5F
of 228 WA 712 A7 SRRl A
o) 43l A FFE FAT AUAA £
A 9w 088} Bgo] WY Fojatn e

M1 AREsEe e

dA e o UAEe &

AgheAdolgt FAYo] i ol disteq] =
F o] g e, FHEE T 34
1 A 2 adso UE FHete A
52 28 239 (Hoge, 1992). IA9ES /LO]
At te] Gake A7) Haide T A
o] ZHAR opyz} g FALEY PFol= U}

g At s did HdY 2

m[o u}l

Yol Az ojok Frh(Lee, Tmsley & Bobko,
a3 Adoel $RAY 4% FAdE T
9 QVH\—% Hlg7t oyt (Friedkin, 1993)
1 ataEe vt FAH A 5940tk (Hogg,
1992). metd Heko] $AHRUYSE JLEFHS
FRLE Atolold B FAHAHY W S3d
Aol Egk wEA AgE g
A B Pdo] SIRLF

z
vasztel dueel ala Aol 2ol 7t

1433



24 2

(RatZ ol EMO| THE N}

Y5912 (task interdependence)o] & 7l
A9 HAG A} thE Al wFH o} )& o2
e AXE  on|dth(Wageman & Baker,
1997). APz EE L 49 T2 EXog
A, A4S Bste Amuv A g G
1283 ASYELL BY Y A FAHLE T
B3AE Ard Y& $H(Wageman, 1995).

a8 BT Ego] o FHYE Y
ataFo] FoEA HBZ(Wageman., 1995),
AedBe Adoz Jodde A 7e
2 1 7ed FRHA A el PR A
HrH(Gibson, 1999). wbA #Ygz &40l ¥
o JeFddE] Ha e AP da
Aol AYA T ¥ dF¢E FA BT Aol ut
HE AAEsoE] ol 3 =°] 3
@ q3d dia] kA gle Ade] THYEE 2t
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22 AZATNN B ‘EPJZ’“PJ A7}
Y= AT, Gibson(1999) 7t
g @Al A 4%3’2}14%" °] Q%E%é‘iﬂr
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Aok, 33 Whiteoak, Chalipd—]- Hor 2004)-‘5
AeF ezl g 49 —72?”“43 vl w3k Aol
A Ao ® AT oEY o] ¥ AfollE PR
a4 Wgoit S whet o] 4 vl

A Ggo] 2eAA gevtn Z2XUT. oA
T A FT e uet AeEEHe G
22t £ s Aot o9 A Katz-Navon

7 Erez(2005)= 44978 53 439 E4
ol AVEFHY A 1 T FIgL Fe
Ae FHAAL. &, YAz EN o] & 24
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o] 71%131?_] 5 2 G ste] &9st o wal
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2005 %, LAK] QAR S Bebo 2004W %
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AE2ALE “’\]“}ﬂttﬂ % 49359 AEAE o
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Hetdnio) gt MerasUel ¥

3 A4S Aluw AFE2e AL(UT.6%),
5173(26.5%), W21 (19.0%). A% ©1’3(6.9%)9)

g Asgen, d¥dgEEs

30th(52%) 9 20th(42%)9] HlFe] &t &%
Ao FAFFL gAZ S HoloH(WEAR
67.9%), AEdzE g4l Al g A
th94.0%). AZHo2 357 89 ARE EAl9
At e, 99 3-2799 FHYe] AR &
galdth(Ed BF 9.60%). 123 =A%eR
200613 %, 2005¢ % €4 A#H} 28 YT
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o 3
57, A9eAA, AAGTYED)
=3 WL Likert FA9 J=E AHEsleq &3
A9 7 HeE 74 ALE £ ofF Ak
AT E Fstr] Yt HAFZAA FHE £
Moz g0l& #2383 Verimax 3434 < &
F 2R QRAS AXste] g972E Qs
Adony 7t Ard AT AFE AyBch o
o W4 2o AlRet Fake BE (o AAFHT

Adasz: Adas7e Riggs¥ Knight
(1994)7} Ada AF A 25 AT &=
of MdE e AAF(2000)M AFstdct. B4
A QBN ANG A F /o] 8%l0] FEH
Aoy, T wa 8919 A4 ofojalgke] 1.039
2gargon 238 Zgh(scree plot)s AT
Az R WA 29l o] ol HA 71&7|7 gt
A F e 8Qlol %‘*%51915}” 271 FEU.
a2 shue] 8AWRE FEet=E HFeta A

AASIT M35 M52 20061 109

2948 S A e o | 7 £3o] .56 o}
91 AgH ez 22 AQFRE e Ao veyh

29184 Azxe RE 24 AA). =
Chronbach A% 83302 AuRez EHt. o
of dF 7} EFS EF AMESd JADESH A
g AR

AGSAA 2 AYAzAEY: AHIHAEL
Cartwright$} Zander(1968), Price®t Mueller
(1986)9) #a& Fzselo] 38 670 55 AHE
3] Zastgit} o] ¥ Chronbach ax 84001t
#9439 ZA S Campion, Medsker$ Higgins
(1993)7F AEg A A BFFoez FFIAoH
Chronbach ¢ 6329t}

gel A WFEd et 208N Az 22l
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7] “ﬂ-‘?*"ﬂ E3A4E Fastq RleEd A=y
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3455}5: Bdld s Hgef g A A
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e&dte PPS F2aEr] e A W el
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o A9, F9, 2003). oo ¥ AFdME
ARzt doht 4B e uheol "‘rﬂ‘xb—:x]a
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g oY Ak dm ZYA wdog st
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Lee & Farh, 2004 T2 20043 % Ao 7}
AFE FANTE ALgsld A9 Aayae &
Attt 2elm Jdel FAY £ gt 5 2
AE t27] g Fd JiA7|E £ g2 Equs
AT wiA o g 2005 ke By Aguts sl
ARE FEHFA Al AaAHd ga 233
2 AMEI T

V. & o}

ZA R R E{‘r‘li}. :Lah FBAF
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2 Aol woll W}, FAdasga u“&%@*é, a
2l A Jdd e

BTt 23 8 $AH R foaixle g
v 7IE 4T Ade 2o Jdawde dAg g
SRt go FHAAS e Ao Jspo
olefdh Abdoll A E5a A Alolof o &3t Y2
HAE @A EAske Aol o}‘év} e 5%
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o AL dhdle e 5'.9";\:}. g

g AA izt A9 BAS Ak
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do
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)
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Negative effect of group-efficacy on group performance

Won-Woo Park - Yonjeong Paik

Abstract

Group-efficacy is an extended concept of self-efficacy into the group level. It refers to the
group members shared beliefs in their conjoint capabilities to achieve certain levels of
outcomes(Bandura, 1997). Much literature has shown that group-efficacy facilitates group
performance(Gibson, 2001 Prussia & Kinicki, 1996 Seijts, Latham, & Whyte, 2000).

In this study, however, we propose a non-linear relationship between group-efficacy and
group performance. This is based on established theories about efficacy beliefs. On the one
hand, low efficacy damages performance as it tends to lower the motivation level(Bandura,
1997). On the other hand, if the group members wrongly believe that they have enough
capabilities to achieve successful outcomes, they are in danger of making less efforts or
assigning less attention(Powers, 1991). Thus, if group-efficacy increases excessively, it may

give rise to overconfidence and result in poor performance.

Hypothesis 1. Group-efficacy will have an inverted U-shape relationship with group

performance.

To have an influence on group performance or group decision-making, group-efficacy belief
of each member should be shared within the group to create group-level attitudes and
behavior(Lee, Tinsley, & Bobko, 2002). In cohesive groups, communication among members
takes place more frequently(Friedkin, 1993), and is more positive and favorable(Hogg,
1992). Thus,

* Professor, College of Business Administration, Seoul National University
** Doctoral student, Robert H. Smith School of Business. University of Maryland
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Hypothesis 2. High group cohesiveness will strengthen the relationship between group-

efficacy and group performance.

Because low task interdependence decreases the frequency of communication among group
members(Wageman, 1995), group performance depends entirely on each member's skills and
the fit of the skills and the task with weak interdependence(Gibson, 1999). In other words,

Hypothesis 3. High task interdependence will strengthen the relationship between group-

efficacy and group performance.

Methods

Data were collected from an electronics company in South Korea. We defined a group as a
work-team which is a basic unit of business operation and performance evaluation in the
company. We measured group-efficacy, group cohesion, and task interdependence in April
2005 by a survey, and acquired annual team performance evaluation data of 2004 and 2005

as a control and an outcome variable each.

Results

Using the data of 35 groups, we conducted hierarchical regression analyses to test the
hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 was supported with statistical significance(p<.01, two-tailed) and
Hypothesis 2 was marginally supported(p<.1, two-tailed). Although the regression coefficient
of the interaction term of task interdependence was significant(p<.01, two-tailed), the
direction of the coefficient was opposite to the hypothesis.

Discussion

The inverted U-shape relationship between group-efficacy and group performance proven
in this study has both practical and academic implications. It implies that managers should
be cautious not to implant too much confidence in employees, especially when there has
been a repetition of successful performances. The finding of this study also provokes future
researches on the possible negative effects of excessively high group-efficacy on various
aspects of group effectiveness. which have been disregarded thus far.

According to the result, group cohesion plays a role like a double-edged sword. It can
strengthen the negative effect of extreme-high group-efficacy as well as the positive effect of
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moderate efficacy. More research is needed to identify additional moderators. In addition,
the result of task interdependence in this study remains to be determined by future
research.

Group-efficacy has been regarded to have positive effects on several aspects of group
effectiveness. However, although it is true that low efficacy lowers motivation level of a
group, extremely high efficacy may incur unnecessary overconfidence. Moderate high efficacy
thus may be most helpful in improving performance. Group cohesiveness and task
interdependence will strengthen this curvi-linear relationship. In a longitudinal study. an
inverted U-shape relationship between group-efficacy and group performance was supported
with statistical significance, and group cohesiveness had moderating effect in the direction
as expected. Task interdependence also moderated the relationship, but in the opposite

direction. Implications, limitations, and suggestions for future research are also discussed.

Key words: group-efficacy, group cohesiveness, task interdependence, group performance
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