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ABSTRACT

The Moderating Influence of In-Group Collectivism on Social Loafing: An

Experimental Study on a Manufacturing Company

Social loafing is the motivation of individuals to exert less effort when working in a
collective fashion rather than an individual or coactive one. This effect has been widely
discussed in terms of its importance, consequences on working life, conditions on
minimizing or eliminating, and generalizability. Plus, some conditional factors have been
found to moderate the extent to which individuals take part in social loafing, but very little
research has inquired about the influence of personal differences on personal motivations
within groups. In this study, the impact of context on social loafing was investigated. We
examined especially whether cultural context, particularly in-group collectivism, moderates
the social loafing effects. Since 1980, culture and its consequences (Hofstede, 1980) have
become a very powerful variable in most social and organizational studies. However, after
Hofstede’s seminal work, so many researchers studied this phenomenon and came up with
some specific versions of it, one of which is in-group collectivism. In this study, as an
independent variable, House et al.'s (2004) in-group collectivism cultural values were
experimented with within the course of understanding and explaining its causal impact on
social loafing and performance. In this study, House et al.'s (2004)" in-group collectivism
cultural values were employed to understand and explain the causal mechanism between
social loafing and performance. After the experiments were implemented and the causal
mechanism tested with the analyses, the findings and the results demonstrated that all three
hypotheses were supported, meaning that in-group cultural values moderate the relationship

between social loafing and performance.

Keywords: social loafing, cultural values, in-group collectivism, reduced effort, the
GLOBE Cultural Study
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Grup Ici Kolektivizmin Sosyal Kaytarma Uzerinde Diizenleyici Etkisi: Bir imalat

Sirketi Uzerinde Deneysel Bir Calisma

Sosyal kaytarma, insanlarin bireysel veya ortaklasa calismaktan ziyade kolektif bir
sekilde calisirken daha az ¢aba sarf etme yoOniindeki motivasyonudur. Bu etki, 6nemi,
calisma hayati iizerindeki sonuglari, azaltma veya tamamen ortadan kaldirma kosullar1 ve
genellenebilirligi acisindan ¢ok genis capta literatlirde tartisilmistir. Ayrica, bazi durumsal
faktorlerin, bireylerin sosyal kaytarmaya katilma derecesini azalttigt bulunmustur, ancak
kisisel farkliliklarin grup igindeki bireysel motivasyon lizerindeki etkisi hakkinda ¢ok az
arastirma yapilmistir. Bu ¢aligmada baglamin sosyal kaytarma tlizerindeki etkisi arastirilmis
olup, kiiltiirel baglamin, 6zellikle grup igi topluluk¢ulugun, sosyal kaytarma etkilerini azaltip
azaltmadigini incelenmistir. 1980'den beri kiiltiir ve sonuglar1 (Hofstede, 1980), cogu sosyal
ve Orgiitsel calismada ¢ok giiclii bir degisken olarak incelenen bir faktor olmustur. Bununla
birlikte, Hofstede'nin kiiltiirel degiskene yonelik bu ufuk agic1 ¢aligmalarindan sonra, pek
cok aragtirmaci bu fenomeni (kiiltiir) incelemis ve bircok alt boyutlarint ve versiyonlarini
bulmustur. Bunlardan bir tanesi ise, House ve arkadaslarinin (2004) bulmus olduklar1 grup
i¢i toplulukguluk (in-group collectivism) kiiltiirel deger olmustur. Bu ¢alismada bagimsiz
degisken olarak House ve ark. (2004)'nin grup i¢i toplulukculuk kiiltiirel degerlerin sosyal
kaytarma ve performans iizerindeki nedensel etkisi anlamaya ve agiklamaya g¢alisilmistir.
Deneyler yapildiktan ve analizlerle nedensel mekanizma test edildikten sonra elde edilen
bulgular 6ne siiriilen ii¢ hipotezin de desteklendigini, yani grup i¢i kiiltiirel degerlerin sosyal

kaytarma ve performans arasindaki iliskiyi diizenledigini gostermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: sosyal kaytarma, kiiltiirel degerler, grup i¢i toplulukc¢uluk, azaltilan
¢aba, GLOBE Kiiltiirel Calisma
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1. INTRODUCTION

Many of the tasks can only be fulfilled through group work (sports teams, committees,
R&D teams, and quality control teams & circles), and a great many group tasks are collective
tasks that need contribution and the addition of each member’s input. These are all examples
that combine individual efforts to constitute a single output (Karau and Williams, 1993).
With the development of technology after the post-industrialization era, team (e.g., quality
control teams& circles) and group work (e.g., task forces) have become very prevalent and
indispensable. Therefore, determining which factors motivate or demotivate individuals
within these collective type groups or team-based working conditions/contexts has become
far more important thereof (Karau and Williams, 1993).

Research findings of groups indicate that task performance is influenced by the
presence of others (Spector, 2012). People generally think that working with others should
inspire them to maximize their potential and efforts called “the social facilitation effect”.
According to this effect, working with others causes individuals to maximize their potential,
however scholars, particularly scholars of social loafing, argued by providing empirical
evidence that it is not always the case by stating that in some situations/conditions or contexts
the behaviors of individuals vary across by each distinct condition/context (e.g., across
various cultural contexts) (Spector, 2012). Researchers revealed that under certain
conditions, then called “the social inhibition effect”, which was coined as “social loafing”
aftermath, people often put less effort into collective tasks compared to the tasks that are

fulfilled individually or coactively (Latané, Williams, and Harkins, 1979; Williams,

Harkins & Latané, 1981; Klehe and Andeson, 2007). A very common situation in real-world

organizations is co-acting groups, where individuals in workgroups perform similar tasks

independently of one another (Harkins, 1987) and individual performance, rather than group

performance, ismeasured.

Social loafing is simply defined as “the reduction in motivation and effort when
individuals work collectively compared with when they work individually or
coactively” (Karau and Williams, 1993, p.681; Karau and Williams, 1997, p.156).

According to Williams, Harkins & Latane (1981), social loafing “refers to the reduction of



individual effort exerted when people work in groups compared to when they work alone
(p-303)”.

The background of the concept is based on the work of French scientist Max
Ringelmann. In 1880, Ringelmann wanted to determine the impact of humans, animals, and
machinery on agricultural practices. In his experiments with students and a group of
prisoners, he noticed an inverse relationship between the size of the group and the effort
made per person in group work which entered the literature aftermath as the Ringelmann
effect. In the famous rope pulling experiment he carried out, he asked the individuals to pull
the rope with the tension meter at the end with all their strength, and at the end of the
experiment, he found that the sum of the force spent by the individuals alone, and the sum
of the force spent within the group were different from each other. The surprising point in
this experiment was that as the number of individuals in the group increased, the total

performance gradually decreased (Kravitz & Martin, 1986; Ingham et al., 1974).

Several antecedent factors render social loafing before individuals exhibit it. These
factors are associated with internal and external factors. Therefore, it would not be correct
to link the factors or conditions that may cause loafing behavior only to the individual's
characteristics or only to group dynamics and climate. Researchers generally categorize the
factors affecting the social loafing of individuals under four main headings (Ozek, 2015)
a) Personal Characteristics, b) Situational Features, ¢) Group Features and d) Cultural and

Social Norms.

There are so many studies that examined either personal traits of loafer or
situational/contextual factors and group features, however, there is no study that has taken
cultural issues as a variable in nationwide social loafing literature. For example, after
scanning “Ulusal Tez Merkezi”, “Dergipark”, and Web of Science databases on 20 March
2022, we came across 26 Master Theses and 7 Dissertations in “Ulusal Tez Merkezi” and

28 Articles in “Dergipark” databases. These studies are summarized in Table 1.1.



Table 1.1. Studies on variables related to social loafing phenomenon.

(Biroglu, 2018) 2. Personality traits
of employees (Ozkan, 2018)3.
Organizational commitment and
Organizational citizenship
(Yildirim, 2018) 4. Self-efficacy
and Intention to leave (Tiirk, 2018)

Year Dissertations Master Theses Avrticles

2021 1. Job satisfaction and | 1. Work alienation (Yurdakul &
Organizational commitment | Oneren, 2021) 2. Organization
(Yildiz6z, 2021) 2. Neurotic | Cynicism and task visibility
structure of special education staff | (Aydug, Himmetoglu & Agaoglu,
(Cavus, 2021) 3. The mediating role | 2021) 3. Organizational
of the organizational commitment | Tightness-Looseness and
between social loafing and job | Innovation (Ugurlu & Begenirbas,
satisfaction (Mete, 2021) 4. The | 2021). 4. Group Cohesiveness and
quality of work-life on social | Job  Satisfaction (Kaya &
loafing and procrastination | Pazarcik, 2021).
behavior (Kurtoglu, 2021) 5.
Demographic characteristics and
organizational cynicism (Glimiis,
2021)

2020 | 1. Organizational justice, | 1. Employer branding (Inang, 2020) | 1. Personality traits and Service
communication satisfaction, | 2 Group cohesion and Job | Orientations (Ozkan, Yumuk &
and  cultural  tightness- | satisfaction (Kaya, 2020) Demiralay, 2020) 2. Five-factor
looseness (Kara, 2020). 3 Five-factor personality person_ality _trai_ts, and
2. Leaned helplessness, | characteristics and Organizational Organizational justice  (Yavas,
organizational silence, and | justice (Yavas, 2020) 2020) 3.  Cultural tightness-

; Justice 3 looseness, Organizational justice
social  loafing  (Aribas, A , Org - Justice,
2020). 4. Effect of teamwork (Ozbunar, | Communication satisfaction

2020) (Ugurlu & Aydogan, 2020) 4.

5. Employee performance (Avci, | Perception  of  discrimination

2020) (Okur & Balta, 2020) 5.

6. Work alienation and | Organizational ostracism, and

Occupational burnout (Aksan, | Demographic variables (Aydin &

2020) Akn_l, 2020) 6.__Organ|zat|or_1al
Justice, and Political Behavior
(Koksal, 2020) 7. Personality
traits and psychological contract
violation (Kirmanoglu & Erbay,
2020)

2019 | Positive psychological | 1. Organizational cynicism | 1. Role ambiguity, and Political
capital and  perceived | (Sarkaya, 2019) 2. Occupational | behavior (Koksal and Giirsoy,
leadership behavior | burnout  (Ayyildiz, 2019) 3. | 2019)

(Kaytke1, 2019). Organizational commitment (Ersoz, | 2. personality features (Tok, 2019)
2019) 4.  Work alienation
(Yurdakul, 2019) 5. Perceived
organizational support and Work
engagement (Metiner, 2019) 6. The
effect of perceived leadership
(Aydemir, 2019). 7. Perceived task
visibility and Leadership style
(Soylu, 2019)
2018 1. Organizational cynicism | 1.Entrepreneurial characteristics

(Saygin & Mavi Dogru, 2018) 2.
Quality work-life (Kanten, 2018)
3. Compulsory citizenship
behavior, and Organizational
cynicisms (Yakin & Sokmen,
2018) 4. The tendency of conflict
(Aydemir, 2018) 5. Political
Behaviors (Himmetoglu, Aydug
& Terzi, 2018).
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Table 1.1. (Continued) Studies on variables related to social loafing phenomenon.

Year Dissertations Master Theses Avrticles

2017 1. Perceived organizational support | Authentic Leadership and Life
(Cakir, 2017) 2. Effects of | Satisfaction (Simsek, Ozgener &
religiosity (Ozgiiven, 2017) Ihan, 2017)

2016 | Organizational cynicism 1. Hierarchy, and Team trend
and Presenteeism (Balci, dimensions of Organizational
2016). culture (Gok & Koca, 2016) 2.

Impression Management Tactics
(Y1ldiz, Is¢i & Tasc1, 2016)

2015 | Psychological climate 1. Psychological empowerment

(Ozek, 2015). (Kesen, 2015) 2. Turnover
intention and Role overload
(Akgindiiz et al, 2015) 3.
Perceived organizational culture
(Stinnetcioglu,  Korkmaz &
Koyuncu, 2015).

2014 1. Job  satisfaction, and
Organizational commitment
(Sesen & Kahraman, 2014) 2.
Organizational justice (Demir &
Cavus, 2014) 3. Emotional
exhaustion, Workplace incivility,
and Intention to leave (Kanten,
2014)

2012 | Trust and Psychological Task visibility (Dogan, Bozkurt &
empowerment (Bozkurt, Demir, 2012)

2012).

2011 Task visibility and perceived group-

based performance (Buz, 2011)
2010 | Emotional intelligence,
Leader-member exchange,
and Organizational
citizenship behaviors (Ilgin,
2010).
2006 Personality and Justice
perceptions (Ulke, 2006)

It is very clear from Table 1.1. that “Culture” as a variable hasn’t been studied in

domestic social loafing literature enough (Actually there is only one study, that is cultural

tightness-looseness); in international literature, on the other hand, the research is only
very limited, (e.g., Earley (1989) and Klehe & Andeson (2007). Therefore, this study is

significant in terms of its objective to fill in this missing point in the related literature.

Moreover, considering Turkey's collectivist nature (Hofstede, 1980, 1984, and 2001), after

this study is completed, we expect to make theoretical and practical contributions to the

House et al. (2004)’s 62-country wide cultural study, namely GLOBE (Global Leadership

and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness), in which Turkey is also involved.



https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/search?q=+task+visibility

GLOBE is a multinational research project with 17,300 participants in 951
organizations in 62 different societies, with the contributions of 170 researchers. The project
started in 1993 and still continues today. Based on data collected from various sectors, this
study succeeded in adding organization and leadership dimensions to Hofstede's (1980)

groundbreaking work to explain intercultural differentiation.

Social loafing studies have focused mainly on recognizing circumstances under which
the effect can be decreased or removed totally. Previous studies have focused on the social
loafing phenomenon and performance relationships mainly assuming that all sorts of group
combinations, no matter how composed of or whatever the condition (including cultural
contexts) would yield the same result, simply “loafing”. However, as it is known, this
concept and its theoretical framework were constituted within a highly individualistic North
American (including the US and Canada) cultural context (Latane, Williams, and Harkins,
1979). Therefore, previous studies, mainly formulated and tested hypotheses within these
theoretical assumptions. Although there are some cross-cultural studies on social loafing
(Early, 1989), they are very scarce and do not tap into sub-cultural issues such as in-group
collectivism. So, this study will help us understand this cultural variable (in-group
collectivism) effect in the same context (within the same country, not cross-culturally) by
using an experimental design. Finally, to the best of our knowledge, among numerous
moderator variables investigated so far in the literature, this is the first study investigating
in-group collectivism as a moderator variable between social loafing and performance

variables.

The objective of this research is to investigate the effect of culture on the relationship
between social loafing and performance in conditions when the individual effort is perceived to
be unidentifiable and/or unaccountable. This study is significant in that, unlike many previous
studies, rather than using the country’s cultural value score as a proxy (Bryan and Christine,
2003; Wasti et al., 2007) for individualism/collectivism based on Hofstede's (1980, 1984 &
2001) country-level cultural value scores, in this study in-group collectivism values, were
directly measured from each participant. Thus, we ensure that our sample bears the traits of and
complies with our research purpose. The vast majority of previous social loafing studies were
conducted in a laboratory setting using students as subjects (the groups were formed only for
study purposes, not a real group) (Liden et al., 2004), yet this field investigation employed
groups from a manufacturing organization which is another important contribution in terms of

generalizability of the concept to the intact organizational work-groups.
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2. CONCEPTUAL / THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES

2.1. The Conceptual Roots of Social Loafing

Social loafing is defined as reduced effort in the performance of individuals who
operate as a member of a group rather than alone (Ingham et al., 1974; Latane, Williams,
and Harkins, 1979). Individuals who are convinced that they are acting on a task with others
reduce their performance, apart from any probable loss that is ascribable to the
distraction or lack of coordination during real group performance (Steiner, 1972). Social
psychological and economic studies investigated the drawbacks of group-based work,

positing that group-based works may induce “reduced effort” under certain situations,

called ""social loafing™ (Latane, Williams, and Harkins, 1979).

In the seminal social loafing study conducted by Latane, Williams, and Harkins
(1979), participants were prompted to perform a task either alone or in **pseudo groups' in
which they were convinced that they were performing the task with the rest of the
participants in the group, though they were performing alone. The performance was found
to have decreased as the group size increased. Subsequent research made by Latané (1986)
and other researchers demonstrated that when outcomes are identifiable, tasks are visible
(George, 1992), and persons are held accountable for their outcomes, the loafing effect is
eliminated or removed totally. In their conclusion, Karau and Williams (1997) wrote "social
loafing is robust across a wide variety of tasks and most populations,” (p.50), and they also
warned saying that “anyone working in a setting in which unidentifiable efforts are pooled

into a single output could fall victim to social loafing” (p.58).

Insights into the nature and possible causes of social loafing can be derived from the
theories that have been advanced so far. In general, the theoretical accounts associated with

the social loafing phenomenon (Karau and Williams, 1993, p. 682-684) are as follows:

1. Social Impact: The basis of social impact theory is the social force field. Individuals
functioning in the presence of others is examined in social impact theory. As social beings,
we are affected by our social environment and the diversity of opinions around us. In Latané's
(1981) view, everyone has the potential to either become the "source” of social influence or

the "target” of it - or both at the same time. The concept of social influence pertains to the



way people are influenced by others in social settings. Social force is made of a) Strength
(power or social status) of the group, b) Immediacy (physical or psychological distance) of
the group, and c) The number of individuals in the group exerting social influence. These
three elements increase the likelihood of someone responding to social influence. Latané
(1981) suggests that source influences target if these three factors are present. Latane (1981)
also stated that if a person is the target of social impact, increasing the number of other

people boosts the social pressure associated with the impact on that person.

2. Arousal Reduction: Jackson and Williams (1985) suggested an explanation of
social loafing based on a “drive theory”. They argue that co-workers serve as co-targets of
outside sources of social impact, so the presence of other workers reduces drive. Jackson and
Williams (1985) also cited studies that showed people who were faced with an inherently
frightening situation tended to prefer being with others and concluded that the presence of
others is not necessarily motivating (as in social facilitation). Supporting their logic in an
experiment combining the characteristics of social loafing and social facilitation, Jackson
and Williams (1985) concluded that other members of the team should only be driving forces

when they are sources of impact, not if they are serving as co-targets.

3. Evaluation Potential: Social loafing is defined by researchers (Harkins &
Szymanski, 1989; Kerr & Bruun, 1983) as motivation loss in groups caused by reduced
identifiability or evaluation. According to these authors, social loafing occurs because
individual inputs can only be evaluated in the condition of coactivity. Collectively,
individual inputs, of course, become one group product. Therefore, in collective tasks,
individuals can avoid taking responsibility for poor performance by "hiding in the crowd"
(Davis, 1969). Collective tasks can also cause individuals to feel "lost in the crowd" (Latane
et al., 1979) so that they are not given the credit for the success of the group effort. As a
result, Harkins and Szymanski (1989) suggested that evaluating an individual's collective

inputs can eliminate social loafing in a variety of circumstances.

4. Dispensability of Effort: Another possible reason for social loafing has been suggested
by Kerr and Brunn (1983), stating that individuals may exert less effort when working together
because they think that their contributions are not indispensable to a quality group outcome.
Individuals also tend to reduce their overall efforts when the group succeeds, as further efforts
are unnecessary. As a result, individuals may be reluctant to exercise effort when they believe

they won't make a significant impact on the group's final product (Kerr & Brunn, 1983).



5. Matching of Effort: According to Jackson and Harkins (1985), when working
together, people tend to match the efforts of their co-workers. Those who engage in social
loafing reduce their efforts to maintain equity because they anticipate others will slack off in
groups. In Jackson and Harkins' (1985) experiment, participants' expectations of the amount
of effort their coworker would exert on a shouting task were manipulated such that
participants thought their coworker might either exert effort or not exert effort. Participants
matched each other's work efforts that determined their social loafing behavior. Researchers
have also found that perceptions of and motivations toward jobs are also influenced greatly
by the assessment of their tasks by peers (Zalesny & Ford, 1990). For instance, a study
conducted by Williams and Karau (1991) found that individuals may increase their collective

effort when they anticipate their co-workers performing poorly on meaningful or

interesting tasks, however, performance may decrease as well in boring or simple tasks.

Itis also significant both theoretically and practically to determine the conditions under
which people engage in social loafing. It may be possible to devise interventions that reduce
or eliminate social loafing in everyday groups and organizations by identification of the
moderating variables. Researchers have found many moderators that moderate social
loafing. The most common ones are presented in the following lines. In their meta-analytic
review of social loafing literature, Karau and Williams (1993) put forth 9 moderators to

social loafing behavior.

1. Group Size: The number of task performers and the size of the group were both
positively related to social loafing. In studies where more individual inputs were combined
into one product and when more people achieved the task in each session, effect sizes were

larger.

2. Task Complexity: In simple tasks, individuals performed better cooperatively than
collectively, but they performed equally well collectively as coactively in more complex

tasks

3. Gender: Study samples that included only male subjects showed greater social

loafing than those that included either mixed samples or only female samples

4. Culture: Subjects from Western cultures were more likely to engage in social
loafing than subjects from Eastern cultures. Their priorities are presumably more group-

oriented than those of Western cultures.



5. Evaluation Potential: Studies indicated that as evaluation potential was held
constant across the coactive and collective conditions, the tendency for individuals to engage
in social loafing decreased. Thus, individuals are more likely to loaf if only their outputs can
be evaluated in coactive conditions, as opposed to when their outputs can be evaluated in

both coactive and collaborative conditions.

6. Task Valence: Individual effort on collective tasks is directly correlated with task
valence. Under low or uncertain task valence conditions, individuals loafed, but not in high
valence situations (Karau and Williams, 1993). As task valence increases, they say, social
loafing tendency decreases. Compared with either high valence or unspecified task valence,
low task valence was associated with a greater tendency to loaf. This maintains that personal
involvement or task meaning eliminates loafing. These results also suggest that task valence
is directly related to individual effort on collective tasks, given that the unspecified tasks

were likely relatively moderate in valence (Karau and Williams, 1993).

7. Group Valence and Group-Level Comparison Standards: The loafing did not
occur when valence was high ina group, but it did occur in all other conditions. The tendency
to loaf was thus lower in groups with high group valence than when the group valence was
medium, low, or unclear. The individual also loafed more when the group's valence was low
or unknown than when it was moderate. Lastly, loafing was reduced when group valence
was high as opposed to when it was low. When participants were provided with a standard
of comparison at the group level, the tendency to loaf was reduced as well. In sum, these
results suggest group cohesiveness or group identity may reduce or even eliminate social

loafing, and that individuals do value group outcomes in some circumstances.

8. Expectations of Co-Worker Performance: When coworkers are expected to
perform well, individuals do loaf; but do not loaf when coworkers are expected to perform

poorly.

9. Uniqueness of Individual Inputs: Individuals may believe their efforts have less
significance in achieving valued outcomes when their contributions are either dispensable
or overlap with those of others. People work just as hard collectively as they do individually

when their contributions are unique, but slack off when their contributions are redundant.

Another argument that relates to social loafing behavior is about its antecedents. An
individual's degree of feeling that their job requires close contact with other group members



(task interdependence), task visibility, and how they perceive distributive and procedural
justice were identified as particular antecedents of social loafing at the individual level.
Group cohesiveness, group size, and perceptions of social loafing were observed as

antecedents at the group level (Liden et al., 2004).

2.2. Antecedents of Social Loafing

Liden et al. (2004) carried out studies to determine the variables that trigger social
loafing. As a result of these studies, they classified the antecedents of social loafing into two
main categories individual level and group level. The antecedents at the individual
level are task interdependence, task visibility, identifiability, evaluation potential, task
involvement, perceived importance of the task, the significance of the task, uniqueness of
individual participation, individuals' perceptions of distributive and procedural justice,
personality traits of individuals, cultural and gender differences of individuals, and
organizational citizenship behaviors. The antecedents at the group level are group size,
group cohesion, and the prevalence of perceived social loafing among group members.

At the individual level, task visibility decreases social loafing whereas task
interdependence increases. Distributive justice is also related to a greater occurrence of
social loafing. An increase in group size and a decrease in cohesiveness are related to social
loafing at the group level. There is also an association between co-worker perceptions of

social loafing and reduced social loafing among group members (Liden et al., 2004).

Liden et al. (2004) found that interdependence between tasks was positively associated
with social loafing, but task visibility and distributive justice negatively correlated with
social loafing. A positive link existed between group size and social loafing, while a negative

link was found between cohesiveness and social loafing at the group level.

Social loafing has consistently been manifested in team settings with various tasks,
such as swimming (Williams, Nida, Baca, and Latané, 1989), sound production (Latane,
Williams, and Harkins, 1979), rope-pulling (Ingham et al., 1974), clapping, brainstorming
and vigilance (Harkins and Petty, 1982; Rietzschel, Nijstad, and Stroebe, 2006), idea-
generating (Stroebe and Diehl,1994) and decision making (Price, 1987).

Group performance is generally based on the additive outputs of individual group

members (Ingham et al., 1974). There are some drawbacks to applying additive group
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performance ratings. For instance, Olson (1965) argued that, albeit group members may
share a benefit in reaching a collective good, they do not share a collective benefit in paying
the cost of reaching it. Researchers pinpoint that participant of the study stated that they
loafed because they thought that their effort would get lost in the crowd so that they would
not get a fair share as a result of their hard work (Kameda et al., 1992).

There are other important factors affecting social loafing like group size. Group size
is an important determinant/motivator of social loafing. Kerr and Brunn (1983) found that
individuals who believed their efforts to be unnecessary reduced their efforts within the
group as the group size increased. As shown in the table, individual effort declines with the
size of group members and reaches half of the original performance when the group makes

8 persons.

Table 2.1. Strength of subject pulling and pushing as a function of group size.

Group Size Expected Pull Actual Pull (Kgs) | Percentage of Actual to
(Kgs) Expected Performance

1 1 1 100

2 2 1.86 93

4 4 3.08 77

8 8 3.92 49

Source: Spector, P. E. (2012). Industrial and Organizational Psychology Research and Practice, John Wiley,
Asia

2.3. Coordination Loss or Reduced Effort?

According to Latane et al. (1979), some of the variances of reduced efforts could be
attributable to coordination loss. In their study of shouting tasks, they found that half the
performance decrement was due to incoordination and a half was due to social loafing.
Therefore, it is of utmost importance to take care of this issue when implementing an

experiment in the course of identifying the social loafing effect.

Steiner's (1972) useful categorization of tasks for social loafing studies are;

maximizing, additive, and unitary tasks. According to him;
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1. In a Maximizing Task: Group success relies on how much or how fast something
is fulfilled and supposedly on how much effort is exerted; in contrast, in an optimizing task,

precision and correctness are crucial.

2. In an Additive Task: Group success is dependent on the sum of all individuals’
efforts in the group. That is each individual's performance is added up to represent the group
score. Groups generally outperform individuals at such tasks, but overall group productivity

rarely meets its maximum potential due to social loafing.

3. Ina Unitary Task: Task cannot be split into distinct subtasks. Each person works

together doing the same task, and neither division of labor nor accountability is possible.

In addition, Kerr & Brunn (1983) suggested that individuals' ability to perform
conjunctive and disjunctive tasks should influence their perception of dispensability in the

opposite direction.

4. In a Conjunctive Task: a group task or project (for example, a factory assembly
line) that cannot be successfully completed until all members of the group have completed

their part of the work. This means that the pace and guality of work are determined by the

least gualified member. On a conjunctive task, in which only the least able member's

performance matters, despite their high ability, the high-ability members tend to reduce
their efforts due to the fact that performance above the least able member’s is
dispensable (Kerr & Brunn, 1983).

5. Ina Disjunctive Task: a group task or project, such as solving a complex problem
that is completed when a single solution, decision, or group member's recommendation is

adopted by the group. This means that the group's performance tends to be determined by

the most skilled member. The predictions suggest that members whose performance is

dispensable become free riders on a disjunctive task, where only one member's
accomplishment counts (Kerr & Brunn, 1983).
2.4. Typical (Low) and Maximum (High) Performance

Performance is usually conceptualized as a parameter of ability and motivation.
Scholars, especially in the last decade, have focused on performers’ reactions to typical (low)

vs maximum (high) performance conditions (Klehe & Anderson, 2007; Sackett, 2007).
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Typical performance conditions stand for lasting work situations in which performers are

not aware of any performance assessment or instruction to exert effort, whereas maximum

performance conditions describe short and evaluative situations during which the

instruction to exert effort is quite salient. Yet, several questions related to the distinction

have not been examined enough, such as the potential overlap with the literature on social
loafing (Karau & Williams, 1993) and the impact of personality and cultural variations on
performers’ motivation in typical vs maximum performance conditions (Klehe and
Anderson, 2007).

Sackett et al. (1988) introduced the difference between typical and maximum
performance to depict variations in job performance. They argued that during typical

performance situations, performers (a) do not realize their performance will be observed or

evaluated, (b) do not try to continually perform their “absolute best” and (c) work on their

task for extended periods. A maximum performance situation, however, requires that

performers (a) are very aware of being evaluated, (b) are aware of and accept explicit
instructions on how to maximize their effort, and (c) is observed for a short enough time to

keep their attention focused on the task at hand.

Sackett et al. (1988 & 2007) also maintained that the interplay between ability and
motivation was particularly related under typical performance situations. Under maximum
performance situations, however, the performance was initially a function of performers’
abilities, as the characteristics of maximum performance situations obliged motivation to be
high across performers. The choice to perform was high because of individuals’ knowledge
of being tracked. The level of effort was high, as persons were aware of and accepted the
instruction to exert effort. Finally, maximum performance situations should be short enough
to make sure that lack of attention does not become a problem. The basic debate is that
during conditions of maximum performance, when performers are encouraged to invest their
full effort and are assessed based on their performance, the link between performance and
external rewards becomes highly obvious. This promotes performers to be increasingly
motivated in that the outcome becomes a manifestation of their ability, and high effect
(Sackett et al., 1988 & 2007).
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2.5. Group Cohesiveness

Individuals may work as hard collectively as individually when working with
respected colleagues or friends to maintain a positive self-image (Karau and Williams,

1997), which is coined as group cohesiveness.

The American Psychological Association (APA) Dictionary of Psychology defined
group cohesion as “The unity or solidarity of a group, including the integration of the group
for both social and task-related purposes. Group cohesion is indicated by the strength of the
bonds that link members to the group as a whole, the sense of belongingness and community
within the group, the feelings of attraction for specific group members and the group itself
as experienced by individuals, and the degree to which members coordinate their efforts to
achieve goals. In many cases, the higher the cohesion, the stronger the members’ motivation

to adhere to the group’s standards” .

Thus, social loafing can be eliminated through group cohesiveness when efforts are
viewed as valuable to the group’s performance. Group cohesiveness can also moderate social
loafing in a way that's distinct from other attributes such as friendship or teammate status
that may influence loafing behavior. It is also possible to overcome social loafing by
activating individuals' concern for collective outcomes and their reflection on themselves via

factors that increase intragroup attraction (Karau and Williams, 1997).

An experiment made by Karau and Hart (1998) tested whether social loafing could be
reduced or eliminated among groups of cohesive individuals. 59 pairs discussed a matter that
they either agreed strongly with (high cohesiveness), disagreed strongly with (low
cohesiveness), or disagreed mildly with (control), then worked both co-actively and

collectively to generate ideas for a project. As a result, low-cohesiveness and the control

condition participants displayed substantial social loafing effects, rendering them to work

harder coactively than collectively. A group with high cohesiveness, on the other hand,

worked equally as hard collaboratively and co-operatively.

2.6. Personality Traits

In the study made by Klehe and Anderson (2007), the relationship between social
loafing behavior and personality traits was tested. Out of five-factor personality traits, they

found a significant relationship between agreeableness and conscientiousness traits and
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social loafing such that the higher individuals got either agreeableness or conscientiousness
the less they engaged in social loafing. In the other study made by Yavas and Kanten (2020)
in search of five-factor personality traits and social loafing behavior relationship, they found

out that conscientiousness and neuroticism are related to social loafing; on the other hand,

no relationship was found between openness to development, agreeableness, extraversion
and social loafing. In another study, out of the five personality traits, Ozkan (2018) found a

relationship only between neuroticism and openness to development traits. Although the

findings are mixed, there seems to be a certain relationship between some aspects of
personality and social loafing. Thus, we had better take into account personality traits when

we argue about the social loafing phenomenon.

2.7. Reward and Punishment

Latane et al. (1979, p. 830) noted that, since individual scores can't be identified by
groups, people cannot receive accurate credit nor appropriate blame for their performance.
People may have felt ""lost in the crowd™ and unable to obtain their fair share of the positive

consequences of hard work, or they could have “hidden in the crowd” and avoided the

negative consequences of slacking off. As such, individuals may engage in social loafing

because they believe that their efforts will not be rewarded or they will not be punished for
their lack of effort (Latane et al., 1979).

In a study by Podsakoff et al. (1984), contingent rewards were found to be positively
related to worker performance, while contingent punishments did not. Further, they
demonstrated that non-contingent reward behavior did not impact performance, while
non-contingent punishment behavior negatively affected performance. In a contingent
reward, a supervisor or leader transmits several pieces of information to the subordinate.
This is primarily due to the fact that the supervisor has taken note of a subordinate's behavior
or actions and considers them important or valuable. As well as rewarding competence and
work efficiency, contingent rewards provide subordinates with information and feedback.
In other words, when supervisors assign rewards contingent on individual performance,
even if the work is performed in groups, subordinates are likely to perceive that their efforts
are valued and will be rewarded accordingly. It is less likely that individuals will engage in
social loafing under these circumstances since they are more confident that they will be
properly rewarded for their efforts (Shepperd, 1993)
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George (1992) posited that some of the results of laboratory studies of social loafing
are generalizable to ongoing groups of workers in organizations. After that, George (1995)

found out that in ongoing groups, supervisor contingent rewards were negatively related to

social loafing, and supervisor non-contingent punishments were positively related to social

loafing. Accordingly, neither contingent punishment nor non-contingent reward was
significantly related to social loafing. All in all, rewarding and punishing behaviors do not
occur symmetrically, and punishment seems to produce unintended negative outcomes.
Social loafing appears not to be deterred by a supervisor's contingent punishment strategy,
as predicted. While the first reaction of a supervisor may be to reprimand a worker for poor
performance, over the long run, such behaviors are unlikely to be as effective as recognizing

and reinforcing desirable behavior (George, 1995).

2.8. Participant’s Expectations

Another critical aspect of the demonstration of loafing is the participant's expectation
concerning others' behavior (Adams, 1965). Jackson and Harkins (1985) found that
participants contribute to the task in line with the expected contributions of other group
members. According to the result of their study, group members did not loaf if they worked

with other members whom they anticipated to work hard. However, if they anticipated other

members to loaf then they loafed too. This aspect is also manifest in the discussion of the

“matching of effort”

2.9. Providing Feedback

The meta-analysis made by Karau & Williams (1993) found that providing individuals
with feedback about their performance reduces social loafing. Performance feedback,

particularly, has a greater impact when it directly affects their self-evaluation.

2.10. Boosting Involvement

Boosting members' involvement also lowers social loafing, according to Brickner et
al. (1986). A personal involving situation is one in which subjects feel involved because the
event has intrinsic value, personal meaning, or impacts on their lives significantly (Petty &

Caccioppo, 1979). Harkins and Petty (1982) found two additional ways to eliminate the
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loafing effect in their studies. Participants who worked on a difficult task as a group (as
opposed to a simple task) did not loaf, even when their responses were not
measurable. Likewise, in studies where subjects contributed uniquely (rather than
redundantly with coworkers' efforts), the loafing effect was suppressed whether or not

individual contributions were identifiable.

In their study, Brickner et al. (1986) determined that whether or not their products were

identifiable, participants did not loaf when subjects believed they would personally benefit

from the outcomes of their efforts. On the other hand, low-involvement participants were

willing to work only if their outputs could be identified or measured. Otherwise, they loafed.

There are two additional concepts related to social loafing, the free-riding effect and
the sucker effect. They are sometimes used interchangeably, yet they are three distinct
concepts. Before going further in our social loafing literature, we had better shed light on

these differences and clarify their scope not to confound.

2.11. Two Related Effects and Their Scopes

2.11.1. Free-Rider Effect

The conceptual difference between free-riding and social loafing is that the former
develops out of rational calculations, whereas the latter can take place without conscious

intention. However, free riding and social loafing are analogous in their origin and

effects: both results from an unwillingness to cooperate in group endeavors, and both
threaten group well-being and performance (Kidwell & Bennett, 1993). A fear that others
may free-ride is an alternative explanation for the social loafing effect (Orbell & Dawes,
1981). Free-riding is a deliberate attempt to receive a benefit from group membership
without bearing a proportional share of the costs. Specifically, individuals may fear that other
members of the group will withhold efforts and thus benefit from their contributions
(Jackson & Harkins, 1985). People who engage in free-riding generally assume that
"someone else will handle the task” (Orbell & Dawes, 1981). The tendency is most likely
to occur when members feel dispensable (Kerr & Bruun, 1983). In general, subjects who
believe their partners will not loaf do not loaf as well. However, individuals who believe that
others consciously will not perform adequately, although they have the ability to perform,

most probably will reciprocate by free-riding too (Kerr, 1983).
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2.11.2. Sucker Effect

It is defined in The American Psychological Association (APA) Dictionary of
Psychology as “A phenomenon in which individuals reduce their investment in a group
endeavor because of their expectation that others will think negatively of them for working
too hard or contributing too much (considering them to be a sucker)”. The sucker effect
involves a belief that others will benefit from an individual's efforts. Members of groups
often assume that others will withhold effort in group performance, so they withhold effort
themselves as well to avoid being played as suckers (Schnake, 1991). Sucker effects occur
when individuals believe that others in the group will withhold effort, or intend to withhold.
As a result, individuals with this perspective withhold effort themselves in an attempt to
avoid being played for a sucker. People may find being played for a sucker unpleasant, so
they may withhold their efforts themselves if they are convinced others in the group will do
the same (Orbell & Dawes, 1981). A coworker may develop such perceptions as a result of
observing his or her behavior or hearing comments from the coworker that suggest that

withholding of effort is in the works.

During a lab experiment, Kerr (1983) demonstrated the existence of the sucker effect.
People who witnessed a capable partner fail to perform a task consistently displayed reduced
levels of effort. The motivation losses of these subjects were greater than those of subjects
whose failing partner’s performance could be attributed to a lack of ability. Subjects whose
failing partner's performance was attributed to a withholding ability suffered greater
motivation losses than those whose partner's failure could be attributed to a lack of ability.
Since the partner was capable of performing but didn't do so, the observer logically
concluded that the partner withheld effort. Kerr notes (1983, p.823) “Apparently subjects

sometimes preferred to fail at the task rather than be a sucker and carry a free rider.”

Kerr (1983) suggests that the sucker role is averse to many people for three reasons.
The first reason is that suckers violate equity norms. Often, individuals are sensitive to others
receiving the same number of rewards for less work or effort (Adams, 1963). Secondly, it
violates a social responsibility standard: that is, everyone should do their fair share. Finally,
the practice of free-riding may violate a reciprocity norm as well. There is a possibility that
individuals think that their contributions at least indirectly benefit the group. Because they
have done something that has benefited others, they have a moral responsibility to

reciprocate.
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2.12. Contextual (Individualistic vs Collectivistic Culture) Aspect of Social
Loafing

Individuals with a high level of collectivism prioritize the collective's needs and
preferences and are more likely to share their resources with their peers within the group
(Kim et al., 1994; Triandis, 1995). An important disposition of a collectivistic society is that
people subordinate their self-gains to the goals of their group or community (Triandis et al.,
1985). Thus, the motivating factor in a collectivistic culture is collaboration to attain group
ends and guarantee group well-being (Earley, 1989). Each person in the group is aware of
personal responsibility for group success and a sense that he/she has vital contributions to
the group's self-sustaining and survival (Hofstede, 1980). Moreover, through emotional
pleasure, they gain satisfaction with the success of their group’s achievements. On the other
hand, in an individualistic culture, importance and value are given to self-sufficiency, the
desire for individual aims that may or may not be congruent with groups’ aims (Earley,
1989). People from individualistic cultures often quit or drop their groups if being a part of

them becomes a burden or constraint for reaching their personal goals (Earley, 1989).

In an individualistic culture, people often pride themselves on their accomplishments
and achievement and get pleasure and happiness with their high performance (Wagner and
Mosh, 1986). As a result, members of the individualistic culture are very much inclined
to pursue self-interest and achievements by channeling works from reaching collective

benefits to self-interests and goals (Earley, 1989).

The highly individualistic American culture consists of various intracultural
communities. For example, American employers stress strong work ethics underlining
individual achievement and goal orientation (Harris and Moran, 1987). The motive for high
performance and achievement is inevitably tied to self-interest. On the other hand, although
not very high like China or Japan in collectivistic ratings according to Hofstede (1980, 1984,
and 2001), Turkey may be characterized to a certain extent as a collectivist culture. Besides,
according to House et al.'s (2004) cultural values study containing 62 societies, Turkey’s
score is considerably high (5.26 over 7; ranking 10 over 62 countries) in terms of in-group

collectivism.

On the other hand, just simply taking Turkey’s in-group collectivism value by giving
reference to House et al. (2004)’s GLOBE study as a proxy for cultural variance at the
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collective level does not yield valid results since there may be various subcultures within a
country/culture or other types of contextual issues that may affect individuals’ in-group
collectivism ratings. So, rather than taking Turkey’s GLOBE in-group collectivism value as

a proxy, this study aims to measure the value ratings on the individual level for each

participant for the sake of providing more valid and reliable results.

2.13. Linking Cultural Values to Social Loafing

A meta-analysis of 78 studies conducted by Karau and Williams (1993) displayed that
social loafing is robust and can be generalized across diverse tasks. According to these
scholars, several variables are related to social loafing, such as evaluation of potential, other
individuals’ expectations of co-worker performance, task meaningfulness, culture, and so

on...

Researchers generally report that those social dynamics change according to the norms
held by persons concerning proper social behavior and that these norms change across
cultural contexts (Triandis, 1972). For example, confrontation or disagreement with one's
supervisor is avoided in Japan and Turkey, although such behavior is quite welcome in the
United States (Adler et al., 1986; Wasti, S. A., 1998; Danisman, 2010).

The most salient and extensively studied attribute of cultural value is individualism-
collectivism. Individualism vs. collectivism refers to the extent to which a culture promotes
individualistic inclinations as opposed to group or collectivistic inclinations (Triandis et al.,
1985). In his cross-cultural study, Early (1989) found that social loafing behavior did not
occur in highly collectivist Chinese worker’s groups in contrast to highly individualist US
workers' groups within the same context. Thus, it seems logical to further test other types of
specific cultural value aspects (in this study, in-group collectivism) and their interactions

with social loafing behavior.

Plus, Karau and Williams (1993) maintained that individuals with a collectivistic
orientation continue to display effort in contexts although the situation offers them social
loafing. The dimension of individualism-collectivism appears to be relevant to social loafing
and varies significantly across cultural settings (Klehe and Andeson, 2007). Thus, it seems
probable that the antecedents of social loafing—perceived dispensability, identifiability,

accountability, and expectation of others’ efforts— may be related to an individual's
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attributes and be affected by cultural background. Also, a large body of research revealed
that personal responsibility and task visibility are major factors contributing to social loafing
reduction (Williams, Harkins & Latane, 1981; Harkins & Szymanski, 1989; George, 1992).
Hence, conditionally and/or contextually we can safely say that in-group collectivism values
may moderate (Hayes, 2017) the relationship between social loafing and performance
(Exerted Effort). In other words, the more individuals express/exhibit in-group collectivist

cultural orientation, the less they will loaf.

Conceptual Model of The Present Study

Cultural Values

(in-group collectivism)

Performance

Social Loafing

Figure 2.1. Conceptual model of the present study.

Therefore, it seems reasonable to predict and test the following hypotheses under the
condition of experimental design;

Hypothesis 1. Randomly assigned first experimental group’s participants (randomly
assigned mixed group- with the report of low in-group collectivism value) will loaf, so their

additive effort or performance will reduce considerably, if not eliminated.

Hypothesis 2: Although the situation invites social loafing, randomly assigned second
experimental group’s participants (randomly assigned mixed group with the report of high
in-group collectivism value) will not loaf, so their additive effort or performance will not

reduce, if not increase.

Hypothesis 3. Culture (in-group collectivism) will moderate the relationship between
social loafing and performance (exerted effort), such that, the performance differences of the

participants in the low collectivist group will be higher than those in the high collectivist group.
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3. METHOD

3.1. Sample

Meta-analysis made by Karau and Williams (1993), indicates that previous studies of
social loafing were mainly conducted in a laboratory setting (140), some of which were field
setting (23), and “Cultures of Subjects” were largely Western (148) rather than Eastern (15).
Although being very old, it is believed that the trend would follow a somewhat analogous
pattern in the following studies “because of the nature of social loafing phenomenon’s
limitation on not being able to find readily natural settings”. Therefore, other than individual
cultural context, in this study, collectivist cultural context is selected for the sake of
contributing to the richness and diversity of knowledge of social loafing literature. The
population of this study could be any workplace and any worker in the Turkish Business
Context. Just for the sake of accessibility and applicability of the experiment, convenient

sampling was used.

Although being convenient sampling, the criteria that our sample should bear directed
us to find a sample that a) Simple task which is mostly present in an assembly-line type of
jobs found generally in manufacturing companies, b) The number of workers should be large
enough to find enough participants that meet high and low in-group collectivists after the in-
group collectivism scale employed, ¢) In order to be able to observe social loafing the task
should fit the collective type of work, not coactive, conjunctive, disjunctive or any other
type of work, d) In order to be able to attribute reduction in efforts solely to social loafing,
but not any other features, the task should be suitable for working in maximizing condition.
Initially, I looked for many companies that may potentially meet our criteria in many cities
in Turkey and many various types of industrial companies for about three months, however,

I was not able to find a suitable place for the study.

Finally, I could find a company where in the past | myself worked for a period of time
as an HR specialist. The company to be recruited for this study was a porcelain insulator
assembling factory where 200 employees work. All participants were active employees
working in that factory, with no known disease or work-limiting conditions, and with certain

working experience in this line of work.
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3.2. The Experiment Field

Although laboratory experiments have been necessary for refining a theory of social
loafing (Karau & Williams, 1993), field research help to determine whether the results of
the studies can be generalized to intact workgroups in an organizational setting (George,
1992). Thus, to be able to generalize our results, we opted for field research. Moreover, we
wanted to employ experimental research since we wanted to see better “before and after
picture” of participants’ performances to figure out whether there will be any reduction in
the efforts of participants due to social loafing. Another reason why we preferred to apply
experimental research in the present research is that it is the most suitable tool to understand
the causal mechanism between the related variables in the model.

The research field where the experiment was conducted is the largest factory that
produces electro porcelain insulators in Turkey today. It was founded in 1996. The
production started in Ankara Ivedik Organized Industrial Zone, and today it continues in
Sincan Organized Industrial Zone in facilities of modern machinery and industrial robots. It
has a 48,000 square meters production area. 472 Personnel are currently working in that

factory.
The manufactured products are as follows;

+ Porcelain Insulators
* Insulator Fittings

 Transformer Equipment and Protection Tools

Our participants produce the boxes manually to put the above products in them and
send them to the department in charge of dispatching them to the consumers.

3.3. Task

Jackson and Williams (1985) determined in their study that individuals performed less
in group studies where simple tasks were performed and that they performed higher in new
or difficult tasks. Harkins and Petty (1982) maintained that participants who worked on a
difficult task as a group did not loaf, and also, they did not loaf when they believed their
contributions were unique, no matter their efforts were identifiable. Furthermore, Kerr &

Brunn (1983) maintained that the conjunctive or disjunctive tasks matter in terms of the
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dispensability of effort in that they induce free-riding. Therefore, the task in this study
couldn’t be conjunctive or disjunctive as our research focus is social loafing, not “free-

riding” or “sucer effect”.

Taken from the above research findings, the task in this experiment is simple and easy
(not complicated) and does not require a high level of cognitive ability, so neither the
education levels of participants nor personal involvement is not a matter of effect in this task.
Therefore, we abide by two key features of the original social loafing experiments a) The
tasks are simple and easy, and b) Every participant carries out exactly the same activity
(Ingham et al., 1974; Latané, Williams & Harkins, 1979; Harkins and Petty, 1982).

Basically, the task is the real job (making boxes of porcelain insulators in an assembly
line of an industrial factory) which is done permanently in the factory. Research shows that
one of the reasons for reduced effort is that participants think that the given tasks require an
optimum level of effort, not the highest level. Based on these findings, rather than
“optimizing task” in which success is a determinant of how closely the group attained the
"best" or “desired” outcome, and “typical performance task” in which performers are not
aware of any performance assessment or instruction to exert effort; in this experiment
“maximizing performance task” (short and evaluative situations during which the
instruction to expend effort is quite apparent) is applied in which success is based on how
many or how fast a task is accomplished. Maximum performance situations must be short
enough to prevent persistence from becoming an issue (Klehe & Anderson, 2007). Thus,

in the present study, we confined the performance duration to one hour for each attempt.

Shirakashi (1985) instructed Japanese students to shout and clap when they were in
groups that included either strangers or members of their own sports clubs. All participants
in high and low cohesion worked hard cooperatively and collectively (perhaps in

accordance with the cultural emphasis on collectivism). Accordingly, we can infer from

the above findings that culture may confound group cohesiveness in terms of the social
loafing effect and thus must be controlled or disregarded in this experiment. If we look at
our group composition from the perspective of group cohesiveness; since our groups are
formed with mixed individuals from diverse working lines of the factory based on their
culture value scores, we are secure in terms of confounding factors of group cohesiveness

as well.

24



3.4. Design

The design is a “true (pure) pretest-posttest experimental design” in which both
experimental and control groups take place and the assignments to the groups are random.
So, the highest internal validity for experimental design is expected to be secure. Two sets
(conditions) of the experiment (with and without cultural value measurement) were
conducted in succession along with pretest-posttest applications before and after treatments

were made.

3.5. Procedure and Manipulations

There were two sets of experiments that were conducted in separate conditions. One
was fulfilled “with no or low in-group collectivism value” and the other was conducted
“with high in-group collectivism value”. In the beginning; all of the convenient
employees’ (N=50) in-group collectivism cultural values were measured by a questionnaire
developed by House et al. (2004) (known as the GLOBE study). Then, in a timely manner,
each employee’s maximum level of individual performance was measured. After that,

employees with no or low in-group collectivism cultural values were reserved for condition

one, and employees whose in-group collectivism cultural values score high were reserved

for condition two.

3.6. Data Collection Instruments

In the first step, the GLOBE In-Group Collectivism Scale was translated into Turkish
by using Brislin’s translating-back translating method with the help of subject-matter

experts.

In the second step, as per our control variables n (Ach) and n (Aff), Heckert et al.
(2000)’s ‘Needs Assessment Questionnaire’ which was most suitable and applicable to our

study was translated into Turkish by the same method.

GLOBE In-Group Collectivism Scale and translated version are at the
APPENDIX-A. The needs Assessment Questionnaire's original version is at
APPENDIX-B, the translated Turkish version is at APPENDIX-C, and finally, the
Manipulations Check Questions are presented in APPENDIX-D.
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3.6.1. Condition 1 (Low In-Group Collectivist Participants)

1. Participants that have no or low in-group collectivism value were randomly
assigned into two groups.

2. The first group was the experimental group, and the second group was the control
group.

3. In order to impede confounding factors, they were led to work in maximizing effort,
and in a timely manner, within certain stable working physical conditions, such as light, heat,
air condition, etc.

4. For making social loafing conditions, the experimental group was led to think that
their individual performance would not be identifiable and/or accountable by not being
present there as the experimenter during the time they were performing.

5. By not making any treatment, the control group was directed to work in a real
working environment. In other words, each participant’s performance could be identifiable
and accountable; that is, the experimenter was present throughout the experiment and
counted each box they made in front of them. The experimenter also wrote the number of
boxes they produced on his notebook in front of them. Thus, the work setting in which their
performances were identifiable and measurable or accountable and they would be held
responsible for their performance was created.

6. The two groups' total performance was measured additively and compared with the
sum of their previous individual performances to test social loafing if any.

7. If there were any significantly reduced effort in the experimental group than in the
control group, then we would interpret that the difference could only be ascribed purely to
social loafing, but no other factors. In other words, the results of the experiment would be

due to the reduced effort originating from social loafing, and there would be no alternative

explanation other than social loafing.

3.6.2. Condition 2 (High In-Group Collectivist Participants)

1. Participants, with high in-group collectivism cultural values, were randomly
assigned into two groups. The first group was the experimental group, and the second group
was the control group.

2. The experimental group was instructed to work under the same conditions, as in

the previous experiment, so as not to confound again.
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3. To create conditions for social loafing conditions, the experimental group was
directed to believe that their performance would be unidentifiable and unaccountable.
However, using the above-mentioned procedures and instructions, their individual
performances were monitored and noted, and this perception was tried to create in the
participants.

4. By not making any treatment, the control group was directed to work in an actual
working setting which meant each one of their performances would not be identifiable
and/or accountable by not being present there as the experimenter during the time they
were performing.

5. Their individual and additive (total) performance was measured as well and
contrasted with the sum of their individual and group performances to test social loafing if
any.

6. If there occurred any significantly reduced effort in the experimental group than in
the control group, then we would interpret that the outcome was the result of “social loafing”,
which was not anticipated.

Finally, if participants in our experiments perceive making boxes in an assembly line
of an industrial factory as an optimizing rather than a maximizing task, they might feel the
optimal level of boxing output could be reached more easily in groups than alone, thereby
they might reduce their effort (Latane, Williams and Harkins, 1979). Therefore, the
experimenters reiterated their request to yell “we will make boxes as much as we can"* over
and over again during the experiment. The groups were asked just "how many boxes they
were supposed to do before and during the experiment just to make sure that participants
would not perceive the task as anything other than maximal. Lastly, for the sake of
preventing contamination of reduced effort, coordination loss was prevented by sparing

enough place and area for each participant’s working conditions.
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3.7. Manipulations Check

After the experiment was completed, to make sure that the manipulations indeed
worked, the participants of experimental groups were asked if they had ever thought, during
the experiment, that their performance was/could be monitored and tracked and they would
be held responsible for their efforts/performances or outputs. The answer to the question was
a 7-point Likert scale that ranged from 1-Absolutely thought to 7-Absolutely not thought.

To make sure that the prospected reduced effort would take place solely by the social
loafing effect, the participants were asked if they had had any difficulties in coordinating
and executing the task. The question again was a 7-point Likert scale that ranged from 1-
Strongly had, to 7- Strongly hadn’t. They were also asked if they had understood the ask

anything other than maximizing. The answer to this question was: 1- Yes or 2- No
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4. MEASURES

4.1. Independent Variables

There are two independent variables in this study model. One is social loafing, and the

other is in-group collectivism cultural value.

4.1.1. In-Group Collectivism

Table 4.1. Operational definition, concept, and measurement.

Conceptual Definition Measurement Instrument

In-Group The extent to which individuals should The GLOBE In-Group
Collectivism express pride, loyalty, and cohesiveness  Collectivism
(Individual-level) in their organizations, groups, and/or

families. The GLOBE variable name is

“in-group collectivism”.

Traditionally, the self is seen as an attribute of groups in collectivist cultures such as
Japan; however, in individualist cultures such as the USA, the self is perceived as an entity
independent of groups. Consequently, personal goals are prioritized over in-group goals in
individualistic cultures (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). According to this logic, cultural value
dimensions, such as in-group collectivism, also show cross-cultural differences (Hofstede,
2001; House et al., 2004)

Bochner and Hesketh (1994) stated that individualized culture measures within nations
require measurements that tap individual perceptions of culture. The manifestation of
culture at the individual level can be seen in the cultures that individuals bring to the
workplace, based on the environments in which they were raised and socialized (Klehe &
Andeson, 2007). Rather than the collective level, in this study, we measured and obtained

cultural value scores on an individual level. Hence, the GLOBE scale was used instead of

Hofstede’s (1980, 1984, and 2001), because the former was developed specifically to assess

collectivism value at the individual level while the latter was designed to assess the national

level.
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In-Group Collectivism Cultural Value:

Researchers in the fields of management, organizational behavior, and
entrepreneurship has taken an interest in the GLOBE (Global Leadership and Organizational
Behavior Effectiveness) Project (House et al., 2002). By asking each parent to complete the
Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) questionnaire
individually (House et. al, 2004) they were able to find out the cultural values of parents.
Nine cultural value dimensions have been identified as a result of the GLOBE initiative:
performance orientation, uncertainty avoidance, in-group collectivism, power distance,
gender egalitarianism, humane orientation, institutional collectivism, future orientation, and
assertiveness. In addition, the scales are highly reliable and valid in comparison to other
cultural scales, such as Hofstede's cultural dimensions, Schwartz's value scales, and the
World Values Survey (House et. al, 2004).

The scales were developed to explain differences between societies. Scores for each
country (“as is” scores) quantify each culture's existence and scores for individuals (“should
be” scores) reflect what society hopes to achieve. The study measured the values to which
individual parents aspired at the time of the study ("should be"). As parents choose to set up
their child's environment based on their values, attitudes, and beliefs these values should
reflect the activities, routines, and messages they wish to convey (Harkness & Super, 2002).

Cultural values in one's in-group refer to the extent to which one should express pride,
loyalty, or cohesiveness in their group or family (Dorfman et al., 2012; House et al., 2004).
These values are obtained using a questionnaire that asks participants to report their beliefs
about norms and values in their society (Dorfman et al. 2012). According to House et al.
(2004)’s seminal cultural study, namely, GLOBE, the sub-items of this measurement scale
are three levels a) Individual-Level, b) Organizational-Level, and c) Societal-Level. Each

item was rated using a 7-point Likert scale (1-Strongly agree, to 7- Strongly disagree).
The details about the levels of the scale are presented in Appendix-A.

In the present study, in-group collectivism cultural values were measured by the
individual expression of the participants according to House et al. (2004)’s seminal cultural
study, namely the GLOBE scale, which was employed on each of them. The GLOBE's
original scale was adapted to Turkish for this research. Meticulous attention was paid to
avoid loss of meaning by first translating from English to Turkish, then from Turkish to
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English, and again from English to Turkish by applying Brislin (1970)’s “translation-back
translation method”. As in the original scale, in-group collectivism value scores were

measured by 6 items.

4.1.2. Social Loafing

In this study, is defined as having occurred when there is a significant reduction in the

number of boxes produced, that’s “reduced effort”, by an individual employee after

experimental procedures applied in comparison with the number of boxes produced by each

employee individually.

Table 4.2. Operational definition, concept, and measurement.

Variable Conceptual Definition Measurement

Instrument

Social Loafing The reduction in motivation and effort Reduced Effort (Decrease in
when individuals work collectively the effort, if any)
compared with when they work

individually or coactively.

4.2. Dependent Variable

4.2.1. Performance

The performance was measured by maximizing (not optimizing) fashion and the
performance criterion was additive which means that the sum of all individual performances
was added (pooled) to the total score of any given group.

4.3. Control Variables

To rule out alternative explanations and not to confound the model, four control variables

were used a) age, b) gender, c) need for affiliation (nAff), and d) need for achievement (nAch).
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Murray (1938) was the first to mention the Need for Achievement, the Need for Power,
and the Need for Affiliation as components of an integrated motivational model. Later,
McClelland (1961) published “The Achieving Society” in which he proposed that these three
needs provide the basis for human motivation in the workplace. The Need Theory and the
Learned Needs Theory are two of his ideas that explain how the three needs (Need for
Achievement, Power, and Affiliation) may influence people's actions in a professional

setting.

4.3.1. Need for Affiliation (nAff)

Need for Affiliation is the desire for a friendly and close interpersonal relationship? The
strongest (nAff) people are social and enjoy working with others (McClelland, 1975). People
who have a high Need for Affiliation love creating and maintaining social relationships, enjoy
belonging to groups, and want to feel loved and accepted (Sokolowski & Heckhausen, 2008).
McClelland (1961) proposes that social needs are linked to a sense of self and a need for
external stimulation in individuals with a high (nAff). People high in this need seek to be
liked by others and to be helped in high regard by those around them. This makes high
affiliation people good team/group members (Cicarelli and White, 2014; Robbins and Judge,
2012). Thus, in this experiment, we propose that the Need for Affiliation (nAff) values of
individuals needs to be controlled. Participants’ (nAff) values were measured by a scale
developed by Heckert et al. (2000) called the ‘“Needs Assessment Questionnaire.”
Participants reflected their opinions on a five-point Likert scale (1= Strongly Disagree; 5=

Strongly Agree).

4.3.2. Need for Achievement (nAch)

People who are high in (nAch) look for careers and hobbies that allow others to
evaluate them because these high achievers also need to have feedback on their performance
along with the success of achieving their goals. Achievement motivation appears to be
strongly related to success in work settings and the quality of what a person produces
(Cicarelli and White, 2014; Spector, 2012). Therefore, (nAch) values of individuals also
need to be controlled. Participants’ Need for Achievement values were measured by a scale
developed by Heckert et al. (2000) called “Needs Assessment Questionnaire.” Participants

reflect their opinions on a five-point Likert scale (1= Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree).
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The coefficient alpha is 0.77 for (nAff) and 0.81 for (nAch), which means that “the
Needs Assessment Questionnaire” is reliable. As per the convergent validity of “the Needs
Assessment Questionnaire” and “the Manifest Needs Questionnaire” developed by Steers
and Braunstein (1976), the correlation between the two scales is 0.56 (p < .001) for the
(nAch) scales, 0.48 (p < .00) for the (nAff) scales. X?(165) = 333.03, p < .001. The other fit
indices (GFI = 0.86 and AGFI = 0.82). However, although the chi-square values remained
statistically significant, both the GFI and AGFI increased in the student sample (0.92 and
0.89, respectively) and the worker sample (0.89 and 0.85, respectively). Taken together, the
results from these four studies provide the support that the NAQ is a reliable and valid
alternative to the Manifest Needs Questionnaire, with both student and worker samples, for

measuring the needs for achievement, and affiliation (Heckert et al., 2000).
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5. APPLICATION OF THE EXPERIMENT AND PROBLEMS
FACED

In the first step, we tried to apply the experiment to the boxing line of production,
however, we saw that only 3 people were working in that line at the same time which was
not a satisfactory number for this study. Then we examined the whole factory in terms of

suitability to our experiment criteria such as size, additive fashion, collective fashion,

maximum performance condition, loss of coordination, identifiability, and accountability

terms.

We looked for production lines that would meet our research criteria, but none of them

was appropriate due to the following reasons;

For example, one line was not suitable for the study because the work was done

coactively rather than collectively,

Another line was not suitable again because only 1 or 2 workers were working there

at the same time, in other words, we could not constitute the required groups,

One of the other lines was not suitable due to the fact that the task was not simple but

complex, in addition, it relied heavily on machine and automation working.

Unfortunately, we could not find an appropriate line that met our experiment criteria,
terms, and conditions. We had to find a solution. Thus, we simply turned to our original idea
of a production line, box making line. We talked with the foreman and workers of box
making line to find out how many workers can work maximum at the same time without
having any loss of coordination, or any other obstacles to working harmoniously. After
trying every possible option and variation, we discovered at last that we could implement
the experiment with as many as 5 people that could work at the same time without

violating our experiment criteria and conditions.

When we started executing the conditions step by step we came across some sorts of

problems. These problems were basically as follows;

First of all, the number of boxes did not decrease in the experimental group of low in-
group condition, in contrast, it increased a little bit. When we searched for the reason we
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found that they changed their work condition by putting the woods nearby them. Plus, they
learned the tips and tricks of the job during the individual performance setting which

accelerated their working speed when it comes to working in a group setting.

Furthermore, their hands and body positioning (ergonomy) become habitual behavior
both physically and cognitively (processing the information from the procedural memory,

but not from declarative memory) (Declarative Memory: involves some degree of conscious

effort, as information must be consciously brought to mind and “declared” (McKee &

Squire, 1993). On the other hand, Procedural Memory: is remembering (but not processing)

previously executed movements, such as the steps of a dance or tying the laces of a shoe. It
is rather an unconscious process (Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994). Using procedural memory,
Individuals learned and exhibited improved performance, but they were not aware that they
had learned. Because of this, our participants accelerated their movements in a group setting

in contrast to an individual setting.

When we corrected and controlled these obstacles (For instance, we had them get
training and repeat the process over and over again for about 1 hour just before the
experiment), we saw that the number of boxes in the group-based setting application (which
was the second one and the workers acquired some experience compared to the first one),
declined only to the same level of individual performance, which was still contrary to our

expectations.

So, we thought that there might be other factors that we did not take into consideration
or we did something wrong. We made a group-based meeting with the participants about
their experiences with our application. And of course, by asking some questions, we tried to

find out the root cause of the unexpected results.

Eventually, both verbally from their mouth of words and from the answers they gave to

our manipulation guestions after the experiment (We asked the participants of experimental

groups if they ever thought, during the experiment, that their performances were monitored and
tracked and they would be held responsible for their efforts/performances or outputs.), We found
out that our manipulations did not work at all. Therefore, after making the required changes
according to the feedback we got, we made manipulations work. Subsequently, we repeated the
same experiment, but this time with different participants, because the first group had already

learned the nature and aim of the experiment.
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6. ANALYSES AND FINDINGS

There are two types of statistics; one is parametric, and the other is non-parametric. A
parametric statistic utilizes assumptions regarding the distribution of a population from
which the sample was taken. For example, the most basic assumption of independent
samples t-test or paired t-test is that the data conform to a normal distribution. Therefore,
these two tests are parametric. Nonparametric statistics do not assume anything about the
characteristics of the sample or whether the observed data is quantitative or qualitative. Plus,
unlike parametric tests, a non-parametric test assumes no distribution assumption, nor
does it assume the data to be analyzed come from any distribution. Therefore, the data can
be collected from any sample that is not characterized by a certain distribution (Giirbiiz
& Sahin, 2014).

Field (2013) stated that “Mann-Whitney U™ and “Wilcoxon T" tests are both non-
parametric tests. “Mann-Whitney U” is a non-parametric alternative to the t-test for
independent samples and the “Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test” for paired or dependent

samples. Under these conditions, two groups, dependent or independent, in comparison, if;

1. Data are obtained with interval and proportional scales, but it does not conform to
the normal distribution,

2. Data are presented as score values on a composite scale (such as points) calculated,

3. Data is calculated on an ordinal scale,

4. The sample size (for a group) is very small, in general n<7.

Then Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test and Mann-Whitney U test should be used instead

of t-tests.

Considering the nature of our data set, we should subscribe to the “Mann-Whitney U

Test” and use it in our analyses since;

1. The sample size is 5 for each group (N=20); consequently, it does not conform to
the normal distribution,
2. The sample size is very small (N=20).

3. The groups are independent.

We employed SPSS 26 version for making our analyses in this study.
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6.1. The Case of Low Collectivist Groups

Table 6.1. Low collectivist control group.

Control Group
Participants Cultural Value | Mean Cultural Value Performance
P Score Over 42 Score Over 7 Ind. | Group | pifference
Perf. Perf.
Participant 1 24 4 28 27
Participant 2 31 5,16 52 52
Participant 3 35 5,83 29 29 -1
Participant 4 34 5,66 40 41
Participant 5 34 5,66 23 22
172 171 99,419

Note: Performance here indicates the number of boxes produced in the given duration. The mean cultural
value score is obtained by dividing the maximum score (42) of in-group collectivism scale to the number of 6
questions in that scale.

The results of the Low Collectivist Control Group are given in Table 6.1. Participants’

individual performances, additive performances, and their performance differences indicate

from the face value that the results (the performance difference) came out to be as predicted.

Table 6.2. Low collectivist experimental group.

Participants Cultural Value | . Experimental Group Performance
sum Ind. Perf. | Group Perf. | Difference

Participant 6 36 6 38

Participant 7 20 3,33 44

Participant 8 31 5,16 38 171 -36
Participant 9 33 55 48

Participant 10 23 3,83 38

206 171 83,01

The results of the Low Collectivist Experimental Group are given in Table 6.2.
Participants’ individual performances, additive performances, and their performance
differences indicate from the face value that the results (the performance difference) came

out to be as predicted as well.

The Mann-Whitney U test is applied to test whether there is a difference between the
performance changes (individual perf. — group perf.) of a total of 10 employees grouped (5

in each group) according to their cultural values.
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Results of The Mann-Whitney U Test:

Table 6.3. Descriptive statistics.

Group Name N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Control Group 5 0,200 0,837 -1,00 1,00
Experimental Group 5 7,004 0,783 6,46 8,16

The descriptive statistics are given in Table 6.3. Before any manipulation was
performed, the average of the individual performance differences of the participants was
0,200, and the standard deviation was 0,837. After dividing them into groups and performing
the necessary manipulations, the average of the performance differences of the participants
within the group increased (Mean: 7,004; Std. Dev.: 0,783).

Table 6.4. Test statistics.

Assessments N Mean Std. Deviation Z P
Individual Performance 5 0,200 0,837
-2,660 0,008**
Group Performance 5 7,004 0,783
*%p<0.05

The test statistics are given in Table 6.4. The findings show that the difference between
the additive individual performances of the participants and the additive group performances
was significant at a significance rate of 0.05, after dividing them into groups according to
cultural values and performing the necessary manipulations (Z=-2,660, p<0.05). So, we can
say that there is a significant difference between the control and the experimental group

(p<0,05). This result indicates that participants whose in-group collectivism is low loafed

considerably when they were performing their tasks.

As a result, Hypothesis-1 is accepted. That’s: “randomly assigned low in-group

collectivist experimental group’s participants loafed, so their additive effort or performance
reduced considerably”. In other words, the additive performances before the cultural
grouping and the additive performances after the cultural grouping and necessary

manipulations applied are not the same.
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6.2. The Case of High Collectivist Groups

Table 6.5. High collectivist control group.

participants | U™ Of Cultural | Control Group Performance
Value Ind. Perf. Group Perf. | Difference

Participant 6 42 7 50 50
Participant 7 42 7 30 28
Participant 8 42 7 40 38 6
Participant 9 41 6,83 26 26
Participant 10 41 6,83 60 70

206 212

The results of the High Collectivist Control Group are given in Table 6.5. Participants’

individual performances, additive performances, and their performance differences indicate

from the face value that the results (the performance difference) came out to be as predicted.

Table 6.6. High collectivist experimental group.

Participants Cultural Value | Experimental Group Performance
Sum Ind. Perf. | Group Perf. | Difference

Participant 1 41 6,83 60

Participant 2 41 6,83 38

Participant 3 41 6,83 45 207 -2
Participant 4 41 6,83 26

Participant 5 40 6,66 40

209 207 99,043

The results of the High Collectivist Experimental Group are given in Table 6.6.

Participants’ individual performances, additive performances, and their performance
differences indicate from the face value that the results (the performance difference) came

out to be as predicted.

The Mann-Whitney U test is applied to test whether there is a difference between the
performance changes (individual perf. — group perf.) of a total of 10 employees grouped (5

in each group) according to their cultural values.
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Results of The Mann-Whitney U Test:

Table 6.7. Descriptive statistics.

Performance Type N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Individual Performance | 5 -1,200 5,020 -10,00 2,00
Group Performance 5 0,418 0,123 0,26 0,60

The descriptive statistics are given in Table 6.7. Before any manipulation was
performed, the average of the individual performance differences of the participants was
-1,2 and the standard deviation was 5,020. After dividing them into groups and performing
the necessary manipulations, the average of the performance differences of the participants
within the group increased (Mean: 0,148; Std. Dev.: 1,14).

Table 6.8. Test statistics.

Assessments N Mean Std. Deviation Z P
Individual Performance 5 -1,200 5,020

-,525 ,599
Group Performance 5 0,148 0,123
p>0.05

The test statistics are given in Table 6.8. The findings show that the difference between
the additive individual performances of the participants and the additive group performances
was not significant at a significance rate of 0.05, after dividing them into groups according
to cultural values and performing the necessary manipulations (Z=-,525, p>0.05). So, we
can say that there isn’t any significant difference between the control and the experimental
group (p>0,05). These results indicate that participants whose in-group collectivism is high

did not loaf when they were performing their tasks.

As a result, Hypothesis-2 is accepted, meaning: “Randomly assigned high in-group

collectivist experimental group’s participants did not loaf, so their additive effort or
performance did not reduce”. In other words, the additive performances before the cultural
grouping and the additive performances after the cultural grouping and manipulations

applied are the same.
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6.3. Comparison of Low and High In-Group Collectivist Experimental Groups

Table 6.9. Low collectivist experimental group.

Experimental Group
. Cultural Value Performance
Participants Mean Ind .
Sum : Group Perf. Difference
Perf.
Participant 6 36 6 38
Participant 7 20 3,33 44
Participant 8 31 5,16 38 171 -36
Participant 9 33 55 48
Participant 10 23 3,83 38
206 171 83,01

Table 6.10. High collectivist experimental group.

Experimental Group
- Cultural Value Performance
Participants Mean Ind .
Sum : Group Perf. Difference
Perf.
Participant 1 41 6,83 60
Participant 2 41 6,83 38
Participant 3 41 6,83 45 207 -2
Participant 4 41 6,83 26
Participant 5 40 6,66 40
209 207 99,043

The results of the Low & High Collectivist Experimental Groups are given in Table
6.9. & Table 6.10. Participants’ individual performances, additive performances, and
performance differences initially indicate that the results are in the same direction as

hypothesized.

The Mann-Whitney U test was applied to test whether there is a difference between
the performance changes (individual perf. — group perf.) of a total of 10 employees grouped
(5 in each group) according to their cultural values (low and high).
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Results of The Mann-Whitney U Test:

Table 6.11. Descriptive statistics.

Performance Type N Mean | Std. Deviation | Minimum | Maximum
Low-in-Group Experimental 5 7,004 0,837 6,46 8,16
High-in-Group Experimental 5 0,418 0,123 0,26 0,60

The descriptive statistics are given in Table 6.11. After dividing them into groups and
performing the necessary manipulations, the average of the performance differences of the
participants in the low collectivist group is 7,004 with a standard deviation of 0,837, in the
high collectivist group was 0,418 with a standard deviation of 0,123. As a result, the average

of the low collectivist group was higher than the high collectivist group’s average.

Table 6.12. Test statistics.

Assessments N Mean Std. Deviation Z P
Individual Performance 5 7,004 0,783
-2,643 ,008**
Group Performance 5 0,418 0,123
*%p<0.05

The findings from test statistics are in Table 6.12. show that the difference between
the additive individual performances of the participants and the additive group performances
was significant, after dividing them into groups according to extent of in-group collectivism
and performing the necessary manipulations (Z=-2,643, p<0.05). So, we can say that there
is a significant difference between the two experimental groups (High and Low). This result
demonstrates that the participants of the experimental group whose in-group collectivism is
low loafed when they were performing their tasks whereas the experimental group of high

in-group collectivist participants did not involve in social loafing as hypothesized.

As a result, Hypothesis-3 is accepted. That means “Culture (in-group collectivism)

moderated the relationship between social loafing and performance (exerted effort), such
that, the more a participant expressed in-group collectivism cultural value the less he/she
loafed”. In other words, the additive performance difference between the high in-group
collectivist experimental group and the low in-group experimental group’s performance

differences were not the same.
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6.4. The Effect of Control Variables on Performance

In order not to confound the variables in this relationship we initially determined four
variables, age, gender, n (Ach), and n (Aff), however, we ignored gender as there was only
one participant in our sample, which means we controlled the remaining three variables. To
find out if there is any significant effect of these control variables on the dependent variable,
we made a regression analysis of the model. The descriptive statistics results are given in
Table 6.13. below.

Table 6.13. Descriptive statistics.

Variables Mean Std. Deviation N
Performance Difference 1,605 4,026 20
Achievement n(Ach) 6,600 ,658 20
Affiliation n(Aff) 5,170 779 20

Table 6.14. Mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients of the variables.

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 1 2 3
Performance Difference 1,605 4,027 - 0,056 -,285
Achievement 6,600 0,658 0,056 - ,152
Affiliation 5,170 0,779 -,285 ,152 -

The Means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients of the regression analyses

are presented in Table 6.14.

Table 6.15. Multiple regression analysis results.

Variables B Std. Error Beta
Achievement n(Ach) ,624 1,430 ,102
Affiliation n(Aff) -1,553 1,208 -,301
Constant 5,518 10,538 -

Note: R Square= 0,091; Adjusted R Square= -, 015; F (2, 17) = 0,856, p>0, 05
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According to the results of regression analysis in Table 6.15, we see that the results
are statistically insignificant [F (2, 17) = 0,856, p>0,05]. Adjusted R Square is -0,015.
Therefore, we can conclude that two control variables, namely n (Ach) and n (Aff), did not

affect performance, the dependent variable, which we also predicted.

6.5. The Effect of Manipulations on The Performance

In this study, we asked three manipulations check questions, however, the third
question (“Did you understand the task anything other than maximizing?”) was about
whether they knew that their task was to produce boxes in maximum fashion but not
optimum or any other fashion resulted in total “yes” responses from the participants.
Therefore, including it would not have any significant effect on this analysis, so we excluded
this manipulation question from this analysis. The descriptive statistics results are given in
Table 6.16. below.

Table 6.16. Descriptive statistics.

Variables Mean Std. Deviation N
Performance Difference 1,605 4,026 20
Manipulations Check Questions (Q1 and Q2) 3,033 1,288 20

The questions that were asked are as follows;

Q1: Have you ever thought, during the experiment, that your performance was
monitored and tracked, and you would be held responsible for your effort/performance or

output?

Q2: Did you have any difficulties in coordinating and/or executing the task?

Table 6.17. Mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients of the variables.

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 1 2

Performance Difference 1,605 4,026 - 147

Manipulations Check Questions

(Q1 and Q2)

3,033 1,288 ,147 -
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The mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients are presented in Table 6.17.

Table 6.18. Multiple regression analysis results.

Variables B Std. Error Beta
Manipulations Check Questions

,460 ,729 ,147
(Qland Q2)
Constant 212 2,393 -

Note: R Square= 0,022; Adjusted R Square= -0,033; F (1, 18) = 0,398, p>0,05

According to the results of regression analysis in Table 6.18, we see that the results
are statistically insignificant [F (1, 18) = 0,398, p>0,05]. Adjusted R Square is -0,033.
Therefore, the predictor variables, which are manipulations, did not have a significant

effect (p>0,05) on the performance variable as hypothesized. Therefore, we can conclude

that the manipulations we applied did work in the experiments.

6.6. Regression Analysis of Control Variables [n (Ach) and n (Aff)] and
Manipulations Check Questions Made Together

To find out the interactional relationship between control variables and manipulations
on the dependent variable we made regression analyses. Descriptive Statistics results are

presented in Table 6.19.

Table 6.19. Descriptive statistics.

\Variables Mean Std. Deviation N
Performance Difference 1,605 4,026 20
Manipulations Check Questions

3,033 1,288 20
(Q1l and Q2)

Achievement 6,600 ,658 20

Affiliation 5,170 779 20
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Table 6.20. Mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients of the variables.

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 1 2 3 4
Performance

) 1,605 4,026 - ,147 ,056 -,285
Difference

Manipulations Check

) 3,033 1,288 ,147 1 ,310 ,176
Questions (Q1 and Q2)
Achievement 6,600 ,658 ,056 ,310 1 ,152
Affiliation 5,170 779 -,285 ,176 ,152 1

The mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients are presented in Table 6.20.

Table 6.21. Multiple regression analysis results.

Variables B Std. Error Beta
Constant 6,608 10,766 -
Manipulations Check

. 993 N ,190
Questions (Q1 and Q2)
Achievement ,287 1,514 ,047
Affiliation -1,682 1,235 -,326

Note: R Square= 0,123; Adjusted R Square= -0,041; F (3, 16) = 0,750, p>0,05

Having made regression analysis on control variables and manipulation questions
concurrently, we see from Table 6.21. that the results are statistically insignificant [F (3,
16) = 0,750, p>0,05]. Adjusted R Square is -0,041. Therefore, the predictor variables, which
are manipulations, n (Ach) and n (Aff), did not have a significant effect (p>0,05) on the

performance variable.

Therefore, we can conclude that neither manipulations nor control variables,
n(Ach) and n(Aff), altogether did not affect the experiment made, in other words, the

manipulations we applied and the variables we controlled paid off.
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6.7. The Effect of The Age as a Control Variable on Performance

The effect of age on performance can also be examined with regression analysis. In
fact, age could be categorized, but the analysis would be meaningless because the sample is

very small. The descriptive statistics results are given in Table 6.22.

Table 6.22. Descriptive statistics.

\Variables Mean Std. Deviation
Performance Difference 1,605 4,026
Age 34,200 9,105

Table 6.23. Mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients of the variables.

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 1 2
Performance Difference 1,605 4,026 1 -,133
Age 34,200 9,105 -,133 1

The Mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients are shown in Table 6.23.

Table 6.24. Multiple regression analysis results.

Variables B Std. Error Beta
Constant 3,611 3,651 -
Age -,059 ,103 -133

Note: R Square= 0,018; Adjusted R Square=-0,037; F (1, 18) = 0,322, p>0,05

The results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 6.24. The results are
statistically insignificant [F (1, 18) = 0,322, p>0,05]. Adjusted R Square is -0,037.
Therefore, the predictor variable, age, did not have a significant effect (p>0,05) on the

dependent variable performance difference. Thus, we can conclude that age as a control

variable did not affect the dependent variable performance difference in the

experiments.
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Finally, not to confound again between the variables in this relationship besides three
variables, age, n (Ach), and n (Aff) we set gender as a fourth control variable. However,
only one participant was female out of N=20 participants. Consequently, since involving this
control variable would not have any significant effect in this analysis, we did not take it

into consideration.

Having made all the necessary analyses, we saw that all three hypotheses are
supported. In other words, the variable in-group collectivism as a cultural value moderated

the relationship between social loafing and performance.

Note that, we did not apply the typical procedure of analysis in determining the
moderation effect of the moderator variable on the dependent variable in that the independent
variable is not a certain numerical to measure in advance of analysis made and then make
necessary regression analysis to find out the moderation effect if any. Furthermore, our
sample was not suitable enough to find out the relationship between the variables through
regression analysis which is also a part of moderator analysis. Rather, in this study, it is an
inferential deduction we made based on the required analyses we made. Therefore, the
results and conclusion (no reduction in the effort of high in group collectivist experimental

group) from the model after eliminating all the possible alternative explanations through

applying necessary manipulations and controlling certain variables, were derived and

explained as moderator effect of in-group collectivism.
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7. DISCUSSION

Before discussing this study’s results and consequences we better first compare and
contrast the past research results with the results of the present one and try to draw a
parallelism between them by going through them one by one separately. But, keep in mind
that never before there has been a direct study like this one on in-group collectivism and
social loafing, and thus we are not able to compare and contrast any study to find out
convergent and divergent issues and discuss the reasons for divergences or controversies if

any.

The concept of cultural tightness and looseness was mentioned for the first time by
Pelto (1968). He examined the differences between tight and loose societies by researching
how societies express themselves and how they adhere to social norms. For example, he
evaluated Japan as a tight society, where the norms are very strict and precise and severe
penalties are imposed for deviations from these norms, while he evaluated Finland as a loose
society, where the norms and rules are not so strict, they can be stretched when necessary,

and deviations from these are tolerated.

Organizations, like societies, have their unique cultural structures. Employees produce
different results within these different cultural structures. When viewed, in educational
institutions with a strict organizational culture, rules are more effective, trainers expect
obedience, and trainees try to behave like others because they know they are being watched.

The cultural structure of the organization is also effective in social loafing because culture

also determines value judgments. Based on these value judgments, the individual knows

that loafing behavior toward other employees will not be tolerated (Kara & Begenirbas,
2021). In the literature, studies are showing that the tightness-looseness dimension is similar
to the individualism-collectivism dimensions, that individualism is closer to the loose culture
structure, while collectivism is closer to the tight culture structure (Carpenter, 2000;
Triandis, 1989).

Drawing from the above argument by applying to academicians working in
universities, Kara & Begenirbas (2021) postulated that a) Organizational tightness affects
individuals’ perceptions of social loafing negatively and significantly. b) Organizational
looseness affects individuals’ perceptions of social loafing positively and significantly. As a

result, they found that organizational tightness-looseness and perception of social loafing
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among individuals are moderately correlated in hypothesized directions. This result is in
parallel to our findings that culture is a determinant factor in social loafing, and
collectivistic cultural values like cultural tightness negatively affect individuals’ social

loafing behavior.

Social identity theory suggests that individuals are attracted to individuals who are
similar to themselves because these individuals reinforce their self-image, and they perceive
and treat other members of the same group more favorably than those who belong to other

groups (Gémez, Kirkman & Shapiro, 2000). Generally, collectivists discriminate against

out-group members and tend to favor in-group members. Collectivists also provided better

ratings for members of their workgroups when they perceived them as in-group members
than when they perceived them as out-group members. Additionally, studies of differential
treatment have shown that differential treatment leads to larger reward allocations and
decreased social loafing (Earley, 1993; Hui, Triandis, & Yee, 1991).

In collectivist societies, people tend to allocate their rewards more generously to
recipients who are in their group (Hui, Triandis, & Yee, 1991). Positing that “The
collectivist evaluates an in-group member of the team more generously than the individualist
when that team member is part of his or her in-group ” Gémez, Kirkman & Shapiro (2000)
found that, rather than individualists, in-group membership was more important to the

collectivists by adding that “it appears that collectivists tend to behave more positively
and allocate more resources to their in-group when their assignments include colleagues
perceived to be members of their in-group and this pattern emerges across three dependent
measures (social loafing, money allocations, and evaluations) ”. This finding also justifies
our initial arguments and findings that when we grouped participants of our field
experiment according to their in-group cultural values, they behaved more positively
toward their co-workers and hence did not reduce their effort for the collective good of

their group as opposed to the low in-group collectivist participants.

Individuals are more likely to favor their in-group than their out-groups if they have
strong group loyalty. Gampe, Blaumeiser & Daum (2022) investigated the relationship
between parental cultural values, as assessed by the GLOBE Questionnaire (House, Hanges,
Javidan, Dorfman & Gupta, 2004), and children's expressions and attitudes toward group
loyalty. To assess parental cultural values, parents were asked to complete the GLOBE

Questionnaire. The results show that kids' loyalty to their groups is associated with an
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important aspect of group formation, in-group collectivism. Findings from this study suggest
the environmental and cultural niches set by parents affect children's attitudes toward group
loyalty. In other words, parental values in in-group collectivism have a strong effect on
children's loyalty. Consequently, we can predict people’s future behaviors, one of which
Is social loafing as in our case, by measuring their in-group collectivism values and
hence their sense of loyalty stemming from in-group collectivism values to their groups.

Therefore, the results of this study corroborate our findings as well.

People prefer to treat members of their group and discriminate against members of
other groups based on psychological factors, namely in-group favoritism. Discrimination
against out-group members can be explained by people's subconscious beliefs rather than by
a conflict of interests at least partly influenced by the environment they inhabit (YYamagishi,
Jin & Miller, 1998). Individuals give preferential treatment to in-group members because
they have affection for those who share their values and attitudes, or because their
membership in the group gives them a sense of belonging. For instance, workers in Japan
give priority to their company because they expect it will be reciprocated for the favors they
do (Yamagishi, Jin & Miller, 1998). According to this explanation, perhaps it may be
that our participants in the experimental group did not prefer to loaf by their
subconscious belief that their efforts would be reciprocated, which could be another

explanation for the results we obtained.

In another study, researchers examined the influence of cultural dimensions on
entrepreneurial orientation in two service sectors, healthcare, and tourism (Nedeljkovi¢ &
Pavlukovié¢, 2020). Within this study, they focused on the cultural indicators (parameters)
concerning tourism and entrepreneurship by using the GLOBE project stating that the
GLOBE had been widely accepted and used in a variety of fields, including
entrepreneurship, therefore, providing insight into the impact of culture dimensions on
entrepreneurial orientation. So, they hypothesized that GLOBE Culture dimensions are
predictors of entrepreneurial orientation dimensions. Based on the results they obtained
through analysis, in-group collectivism was found to be significant on the criterion variable
entrepreneurial orientation. According to this result, they reasoned that in communities
without clearly defined institutional support for entrepreneurship development, group

collectivism implies support from the group and the wider family, which is very significant

support for launching entrepreneurial activities.
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Through empirical evidence, Bao, Zhang & Chen (2015) attempted to identify how
various dimensions of collectivism influence knowledge sharing through the mediation of
in-group identification. An individual's identification with an in-group is based on the value
or emotion of the members of that group and the strength with which they rely on or feel
connected to them. The collectivist believes that his/her fate is tied to the fate of the
collective, and s/he invests heavily in collectives to establish his or her identity. Collectives
must, therefore, verify that their partners are in the same boat before sharing
knowledge (Bao, Zhang & Chen, 2015).

Through in-group identification, they tried to provide insight into how collectivism
affects knowledge sharing from a cultural perspective. According to Hwang & Kim (2007),
knowledge sharing is said to be intrinsically motivated by culturally embedded intrinsic
motivation, and collectivism is said to encourage knowledge sharing. Noticeably, those with
high orientations to collectivism tend to differentiate within and between in-group and out-
group members, and they are more willing to share their knowledge within their groups than
with others (Chow, Deng, & Ho, 2000). A collective need to make sure that the members
they share knowledge with are members of the same group as themselves (Bao, Zhang &
Chen, 2015). Thus, they are required to identify another as an in-group member before
sharing knowledge with them. In light of this, they sought to answer how management can
manage employees' collective orientation to effectively encourage knowledge sharing in

organizations.

Their study revealed valuable information regarding in-group collectivism and
knowledge sharing. According to the cultural approach, the effect of collectivism on
knowledge sharing in organizations is partly mediated by employees' identification with their
groups, which in turn leads to stronger knowledge sharing among organizations. From this
perspective, it may be that one of the reasons that high in-group participants'
performances in our experiment did not decline since they shared their knowledge in
terms of “know-how” with their group members or helped each other when necessary

as they were performing the task.

In their study, Pathak & Muralidharan (2016) examined how informal institutions -
such as societal values of in-group collectivism and interpersonal trust - affect individuals'
likelihood of engagement in Social Entrepreneurship (SE) and Commercial

Entrepreneurship (CE). Collectivist values within groups are defined as the extent to which

52



each individual should show pride, loyalty, and cohesiveness within their group (Dorfman
et al. 2012; House et al. 2004). More specifically, these values reflect how much individuals

feel a sense of belonging to a given society (Dorfman et al., 2012).

Based on the above premise, they predicted the presence of SE to be higher in societies
that demonstrate high in-group collectivist values because of their underlying motivation to
create social value as opposed to creating individual wealth, as in the case of commercial

entrepreneurs. Based on the same reasoning, they suggested that societies that value in-
group collectivism and group cohesion may discourage entry into CE, since such acceptance
signals that the individual is putting his or her interests above those of the group, and
therefore may not need to seek approval from stakeholders outside the commercial

entrepreneur.

In societies where in-group collectivism is valued, social entrepreneurs will receive a

higher level of support when it comes to accessing information and resources from local

social networks since these networks focus on small groups. A society with a higher

proportion of individuals who value group interests over individual interests would support

social _entrepreneurs via in-group collectivist values (Pathak & Muralidharan,

2016). Therefore, they hypothesized and tested “Individual-level ~commercial
entrepreneurial behavior is negatively correlated in-group collectivism” and “The
likelihood of social entrepreneurship behavior at the individual level is positively correlated
in-group collectivism”. According to the results, in-group collectivistic values hinder the
formation of a commercial enterprise driven solely by economic motives, but they facilitate
the formation of social enterprises. Nevertheless, supplementary analyses show that in-group
collectivist values can be conducive to CE which has a social motive as well as an economic
one (Pathak & Muralidharan, 2016). Accordingly, our participants’ underlying
motivation to create social value, noting that they already knew they were the members
of an important experiment for scientific purposes that would serve as social value as
well as the scientific value, might be another cause that they did not reduce their efforts

and thus did not commit social loafing.

Although many cultural studies maintain that social loafing is contextual there is some
exception such as Clark & Baker (2011). Their study contradicted the assertion by some
researchers that individuals from collectivist cultures are less likely to withdraw their efforts

from a group; on the contrary, their findings suggest that some Chinese students were aware
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that they weren't contributing equally to their groups and that it was contrary to their interests

to do so. However, they ascribed this finding that there may well be a reason why social
loafing occurs in diverse student groups due to pragmatism demonstrated by both collectivist
and individualistic students (Clark & Baker, 2011). Chinese students, they suggest, are more

likely than Western students to view education as a means to an end. In most cases, Chinese

students do not see the pedagogical benefit of group work (They say: "l don't see the point"...

"It is time-wasting™). As a result, it is inferred that student samples and school settings may
not fit in workplace settings or contexts of social loafing studies. Thus, we are now more
convinced and confident that the results obtained in this study were not contaminated
with sampling error since our sample consisted of real-life workers working in a

manufacturing company at the time of the experiment.

Having discussed our study with the previous studies in the relevant literature, now we
continue with our discussion of the findings and results regarding this study as well as
underlining the theoretical and practical contributions we made.

Undoubtedly, one of the most counterproductive organizational behaviors is social
loafing. Social loafing is one of the most undesirable organizational behaviors in that it is of
great importance for managers that the employees fully perform the duties they are obliged
to perform in line with their employment contracts. However, managers who are always
concerned about increasing performance and reducing social loafing cannot be as successful
as desired in solving the problem, since they often do not have enough information on this

subject.

Many global tasks are carried out by teams of individuals working together on
collective tasks in which the inputs of each member are combined as a final product. For
instance, Individual contributions are combined into a business committee report, symphony
orchestra members create a piece of music together, and relay racers add their times together
to get a team score. Today, competitive conditions are even getting harder and changes in
dynamic environments are accelerating day by day. Organizations strive to be in continuous
development to keep up with these rapid changes, cope with competition, and survive; in
this case, it becomes more important than ever to be able to increase the performance of
employees and prevent performance losses. In order to increase the performance of the
employees and to prevent the decrease in their performance, the organizations are in different

pursuits both in the selection of new employees and in directing their existing employees.
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According to Latane, Williams, and Harkins (1979), social loafing only occurs when
people believe that their performance is not identifiable because they think that “they can
neither receive precise credit nor appropriate blame for their performance” (Latane” et al.,
1979, p. 830). Consequently, we can say that social loafing behavior is a two-faceted
continuum: reward and punishment in which precise credit is associated with reward whereas
blame is associated with punishment. Therefore, we derive from the above conclusion that
people do not engage in loafing just because they assume that they will not be identifiable
and thus unaccountable for their effort/performance but they may also loaf thinking that they
will not receive any credit for their proper performance since their effort is unidentifiable.
So, before we blame the workers for their reduced effort, we should be aware that their
reduced effort may be the result of our work design and performance evaluation system (note
that “evaluation potential” is one of the moderators of the social loafing effect), and take

actions against these issues and remedy them.

It is also important both from a theoretical and practical perspective to understand the
conditions under which individuals engage in social loafing. In practice, identifying
moderating factors of social loafing suggests ways to reduce or eliminate social loafing

through intervention processes in everyday workgroups and organizational settings.

People who grow up in individualistic cultures tend to become autonomous, unique,
and separate. Individuals' needs, wishes, desires, and goals are given priority over group
goals in these cultures. Conversely, collective cultures promote interdependence between
individuals within a group. The individual in these cultures sacrifices personal goals and
needs for the sake of the common good (Klehe & Anderson, 2007). Therefore, as we
presented and shed light in the current study, being aware of the cultural aspects of
individuals and acting accordingly in designing the workgroups or teams would certainly

add value to the organizations.

The results of the present study highlighted several important concluding points. Our
first conclusion is that these results showed strong support that culture as a variable could
play an essential role in the social loafing behavior to the extent that individuals who hold
in-group collectivist cultural values will not engage in social loafing. Second, although
laboratory experiments have been necessary for refining a theory of social loafing (Karau &
Williams, 1993), field research help to determine whether the results of the studies can be

generalized to intact workgroups in an organizational setting (George, 1992). As laboratory
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studies with student participants predominate in the vast majority of social loafing studies,
we believe that our study is valuable in that it was designed to investigate social loafing in
organizational settings which were intact workgroups and generalizable across industrial
work settings. Third, certain management practices, such as self-managing work teams
(Kirkman & Shapiro, 1997; Nicholls, Lane, & Brechu, 1999), have been on the rise. The
members of these sorts of teams are often responsible for setting goals, inspecting their work,
and even evaluating their own performance. Hence, the managers, for sure, would like to
have employees in their self-managing work teams or workgroups that have collectivistic
cultural values, as in in-group collectivism, against reducing their effort and productivity
that originates from social loafing. Fourth, virtual teams or groups working remotely have
been dramatically on the rise during the pandemics era and are predicted to increase
exponentially even in the post pandemic era worldwide. Consequently, since close
observation and monitoring of workers will suffer in remote working conditions, managers
need to have employees more than ever that have proper collectivist orientation. Fifth, since
values have changed dramatically for nearly 40 years since Hofstede (1980) collected his
data, studies need to include actual measures of values to decrease the possibility of making
errors in assumptions (Kirkman & Shapiro, 1997). For instance, Smith, Dugan, &
Trompenaars (1996). found that the United States was not the most individualistic nation
despite ranking as the top individualistic country in Hofstede's study. Taken from this point
of view, rather than relying on data collected nearly 20 years ago by House et al. (2004)
named the GLOBE study, in the present study the data were collected directly from the
participants.

In theoretical terms, we contribute to the literature in the following ways. First, to the
best of our knowledge, among several moderator variables researched so far, this is the first
study investigating in-group collectivism as a moderator variable between social loafing
and performance variables. Next, we believe we contribute to the literature in the sense that
we tapped into the subculture and used one of the cultural aspects of a widely known and
accepted GLOBE study as a variable apart from the previous research and found evidence
that supports our hypotheses. Third, we also believe that our findings can make a significant
theoretical contribution to House et al. (2004)’s 62-country-wide cultural GLOBE study
since Turkey is one of the countries to be examined in this ongoing groundbreaking
project. Fourth, rather than relying on the fact that Turkey's score is high in terms of in-

group collectivism value and taking it as a proxy, this study aimed to measure the value
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ratings on the individual level for each participant for the sake of providing more valid and

reliable results which also served as theoretical contribution regarding previous research
method that relies on upon and use these data for their research. Finally, both the meta-
analysis by Karau and Williams (1993) and subsequent studies show that studies on social
loafing are mostly done in a laboratory setting while only a limited number of studies are
done in the field, and also the context and participants were largely highly individualistic
North American culture. For that reason, it is considered that this study will contribute
significantly to the richness and diversity of information in the social loafing literature, due
to the cultural context, the cultural values of the participants, and the fact that it is a field

study conducted in a real working environment.

The primary goal of the present study was to understand the properties of certain
cultural values that influence the widely searched social loafing phenomenon in the Turkish
context. Our findings provided evidence that in-group collectivist cultural values have a
significant determinant effect on the relationship between social loafing and exerted effort
or performance. All in all, we have provided a more detailed and refined articulation of how
in-group collectivism influences performance (exertion) through social loafing, contributing

to the existing body of literature on the cultural influence on social loafing.
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8. PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

In contemporary work life, group assignments are popular. However, social loafing
negatively affects the quality and quantity of work done by workers. This study provides
valuable new insights into addressing the issue of social loafing. The results indicate that
collectivism within the group is very important for social loafing, such that a low level of
collectivism within the group contributes to social loafing. It is crucial for managers or team
leads to focus on building collectivist group compositions so as to promote cooperation and
participation, especially when they are working collaboratively, to reduce social loafing

behavior.

It is therefore essential to consider cultural factors when distributing group
assignments, especially when supervisors or managers are not present or when close
supervision isn't possible or feasible. Otherwise, other factors such as shared responsibility,
accountability, and identifiability should nevertheless be taken into account in situations
where social loafing is a problem because these might still act as that necessary "push™ to
motivate workers to actively participate in group work. For organizations to gain and
maintain an advantage in today's competitive world, they must closely monitor changes in
socio-cultural areas. Likewise, organizations must also be able to change their strategies in

response to change.

The problem of social loafing extends beyond the lost productivity of the participants.
In addition, those who engage in social loafing may reduce their own efforts to avoid being
seen as “sucker” (Kerr, 1983). Jackson and Harkins (1985), for example, found that when
group members expect others to engage in social loafing, they may lower their own efforts
to keep up with the loafers. Social loafing may thus cause others to lower their own efforts
when working in a group or team setting other than the factors and situations that offer to

loaf.

As a result of working with others within the organization, individuals are likely to
develop several attitudes and behaviors. Social loafing tends to be among these behaviors.
The perceived culture of the organization should be created in such a way that prevents the
social loafing behavior of these individuals, reveals their actual capabilities, and leverages

them to the organization's advantage (Kara & Begenirbas, 2021).
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The managers should be aware of the fact that on the positive side there is a tendency
for in-group members to be more cooperative and cohesive and to be more committed to,
satisfied with, and trusting of their teams; however, on the flip side, as Kirkman & Shapiro
(1997) underlined achieving fair performance evaluations between team members may
suffer as in-group collectivistic raters may not be willing to distinguish between the good
and bad performance of their in-group members.

People who work in an environment where their unidentified efforts are combined into
one output may be prone to social loafing. Thus, business practices that merely group
workers into teams to enhance group spirit, job satisfaction, and productivity may not be
effective or may not lead to any benefits. Therefore, we suggest that business people or
practitioners should be particularly wise, and pay attention to the factors that increase in-
group attraction or commitment, or those that activate individuals' concerns about self-

validation collectively that contribute to the reduction of social loafing.

As a result, this study offers an enhanced framework regarding the aspects of in-group
cultural values that influence performance as well as an in-depth analysis of how
performance reduction in groups/teams in organizations can be effectively eliminated by
promoting in-group collectivism. Since there is no other study in the national literature that
deals with the variables in question as a whole, it is considered that it will contribute to the
literature and will also lead to changes in the managerial behaviors of managers and

practitioners.

Latane et al. (1979) suggested that social loafing is a kind of social disease that causes
negative consequences for individuals, social institutions, and societies, such as inefficiency,
low motivation, and decreases in profitability. In this case, it is of great importance for
organizations to combat social loafing. The tools to be used in this struggle are hidden in the
elements that make up social loafing. Group cohesion and group size are the primary
factors that organizations can easily evaluate to reduce or, if possible, eliminate social
loafing. The level of social loafing is expected to decrease in organizations that encourage
group cohesion as well as keep groups as small as possible. Although there is a tendency
in organizations to assign interdependent tasks to group employees, reducing
interdependent work as much as possible is an important step in coping with social loafing
(Liden et al., 2004).
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Rothwell (2004) suggested group motivation as a solution to social loafing. For
motivation, he suggested the application of the concepts of "collaboration,” "content," and
"choice,” known as the "3 Cs of motivation”. What Rothwell (2004) means by
""collaboration™ is the assignment of specific and meaningful tasks to all group members.
""Content" on the other hand, represents the importance of the individual's task to the group.
The concept of ""choice™ also represents allowing group members to choose the task they
want to perform. According to him, when these three concepts are applied, a significant

decrease in social loafing is observed.

On the other hand, eliminating social loafing is not as easy as in experiments performed
in artificial environments. Social loafing is widespread in task and effort types, and also it is
not limited to tasks aimed at the highest level. This problem is also experienced in tasks
where the most appropriate level is targeted. Social loafing can be valid for cognitive,
physical, and perceptual efforts. In addition, although it has been determined that it is less
common in Eastern cultures and women; however, it does not disappear entirely under these
conditions. Moreover, although the potential of the participants to be evaluated separately or
the significance of the tasks is tried to be kept high, as in real-life laboratory conditions, it is
not always possible to easily distinguish individual inputs and to assign inspiring and

exciting tasks to individuals.

Even in occupations with high intrinsic value, at least some essential parts of the job
can be repetitive or boring. Finally, it was observed that even when all participants were
trained with very close friends, high levels of group cohesion did not eliminate, if not reduce,
loafing all the time (Karau and Williams, 1993). Plus, in real life, individuals often do not
know their colleagues well enough to socialize, and thus they may not be together. In this
case, it would be logical for organizations to use as many of the factors that alleviate social

loafing together as possible to at least reduce this problem as much as possible.

All in all, in addition to what scholars found in the previous studies such as giving
individuals feedback about their performance or the performance of their workgroups,
monitoring individual performance or identifying such performance, assigning meaningful
tasks, and making tasks unique enough for individuals to feel more responsible for their
work, improving the cohesiveness of the workgroup, and allowing individuals to feel that
they have an important role, paying close attention cultural factors, namely in-group

collectivism, could also eliminate or limit social loafing.
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9. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This study has several limitations which open up research avenues in the future. This
study is limited in the sense that the sample is restricted and convenient which may pose a
threat as a form of sampling error. Although they are control variables, having a sample size
of 20 may also pose a threat to our findings, since the threshold for making regression
analysis is 25 (Jenkins & Quintana-Ascencio, 2020). Furthermore, not being able to include
any female participants in the analysis we made can be counted as a limitation as well.
Consequently, there may be questions regarding the generalizability of the findings from this
study based on the sample used. Thus, it is premature to generalize findings from this study
until they have been replicated in other samples. Another issue is that the result of the
experiment is bound to the respondents’ candid and honest responses to the GLOBE in-
group collectivism cultural value scale and their understandings/perceptions of the meaning
of the mentioned terms, concepts, and/or wordings/meanings of the items given in the
questionnaire. The study is also limited in terms of researchers’ assumptions about control
variables that are taken into account since there may be other missed potential control
variables which in return would threaten and contaminate our resecarch’s results as well.
Finally, in our study, we only had one female participant whose performance was not taken
into consideration due to statistical reasons as discussed earlier. Thus, our sample consists
of male participants. Consequently, future studies had better involve females in their sample
as well.

There are several levels at which future research can be productive. To begin with,
the sample is of a limited scale, the size of the group could be increased and the results should
be seen as well since our group was small. Hence, future empirical studies would be well-
served by using a larger sample to examine the effects of in-group collectivism on social
loafing and performance in many dimensions. Secondly, the empirical result of our study is
based on samples taken from a typical collectivist culture, however, since collectivism is a
behavioral orientation applicable to any culture, cross-cultural observations further

substantiate the results of our study.

The fact that this study is the first study that examines the relationship between in-
group collectivism and a social loafing relationship to date, future studies should replicate
the study with or without the same context to further support this research. In addition, for
the sake of the generalizability of in-group collectivism and a social loafing relationship, this
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relationship would be further addressed by additional research examining the related
variables cross-culturally since this was conducted only in one country with a moderate in-
group collectivism cultural value score.

Many organizations rely on virtual teams and groups to function. As compared with
their face-to-face counterparts, virtual team members performed less well and scored lower
in satisfaction. The popularity of virtual teams stems from the fact that they allow people
from diverse locations to work together. By assembling asynchronously geographically
distributed groups, virtual teams can solve problems efficiently (Taras et al, 2018). However,
Pillis & Furumo (2007) concluded that virtual teams often encounter free-riders who fail to
carry out their share of the responsibilities. Thus, future researchers should figure out
whether in-group collectivism is still in effect for virtual teams as well.

As far as we know, to date, this is the first cultural study that attempted to find this
relationship using the GLOBE study. Future research should also attempt to identify the
GLOBE’s other components as potential moderators of social loafing, such as performance
orientation (the degree to which an organization or society encourages and rewards group
members for performance improvement and excellence) (p.42), or humane orientation (the
degree to which individuals in organizations or societies encourage and reward individuals
for being fair, altruistic, friendly, generous, caring, and kind to others) (p.42) which may
provide valuable and insightful avenues to the literature as well.

Having established that social loafing is a phenomenon, researchers set about
identifying what contextual and personality factors are associated with it and ways to curb
it. A variety of factors, such as increasing group size (which decreases individual visibility),
the degree to which individuals view themselves as unique compared to their peers, fatigue,
and even gender, have all contributed to individuals engaging in social loafing. Additionally,
researchers discovered that identifying a collaborator's contribution to a project, increasing
the difficulty of the task, and even self-evaluating the task all led to a reduced incidence of
loafing (Simms & Nichols, 2014).

In conclusion, as previous researchers suggest we believe that there may be many more
moderators for social loafing. We also believe that a better understanding of these
moderators, one of which is in-group collectivism according to the results of this study,
would serve to identify the conditions/context where group performance or team effort is
most likely to suffer from a process loss.
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11. APPENDICES

APPENDIX-A

Name: Surname: Age: Gender:

IN-GROUP COLLECTIVISM CULTURAL VALUES SCALE

Info About In-Group Collectivism: Cultural values in one's in-group refer to the
extent to which individuals should express pride, loyalty, or cohesiveness in their groups or
families. These values are obtained using a questionnaire that asks participants to report their
beliefs about norms and values in their society.

This scale contains 4 statements that may describe you, your beliefs, and your values.
For each statement, indicate your agreement or disagreement by filling in the corresponding
space on the answer sheet. Use the following scale to indicate your agreement.
1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3= Somewhat Disagree 4= Neither Agree nor Disagree

5= Somewhat Agree 6= Agree 7= Strongly Agree

1. In society, children should take pride in the individual accomplishments of their parents.
2. In society, parents should take pride in the individual accomplishments of their children.
3. It should be important for your society’s members to be seen positively by the other
society’s members. __

4. The Members of this society should take a great deal of pride in being a member of the
society.

5. In this organization, group members take pride in the individual accomplishments of their
group_

6. In this organization, group managers take pride in the individual accomplishments of group

members_

79



APPENDIX-A

Name: Surname: Age: Gender:

LEVELS OF IN-GROUP COLLECTIVISM SCALE

Individual-L evel:

1. “In a society, children should take pride in the individual accomplishments of

their parents,”

Strongly agree Strongly disagree

1 2 2 4 5 6 7

2. “In a society, parents should take pride in the individual accomplishments of
their children,”

Strongly agree Strongly disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Organizational-Level:

3. “In this organization, group members should take pride in the individual
accomplishments of their group”

Strongly agree Strongly disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. “In this organization, group managers should take pride in the individual
accomplishments of group members”

Strongly agree Strongly disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Societal-Level:

5. “It should be important to members of your society that your society is viewed
positively by persons in other societies,”

Strongly agree Strongly disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. “Members of this society should take a great deal of pride in being a member
of the society”

Strongly agree Strongly disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX-A

Ad: Soyad: Yas: Cinsiyet:

GRUP iCi TOPLULUKCULUK KULTUREL DEGER OLCEGI

Bu olgek sizin bazi konulardaki degerlerinizi tanimlayabilecek 6 ifade
icermektedir. Her bir ifade i¢in, ilgili ifadenin yaninda yer alan bos birakilan alana o ifadeye
katilma ya da katilmama derecesini belirten rakami (1’den baslayip 7’ye kadar uzanan)

yaziniz.

1= Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum 2= Katilmiyorum 3= Biraz Katilmiyorum 4= Ne Katiliyorum
Ne Katilmiyorum (Ortadayim) 5= Biraz Katiliyorum 6= Katiliyorum 7= Kesinlikle

Katiliyorum

1. Bir toplumda ¢ocuklar, anne ve babalarinin bireysel basarilarindan gurur duymalhidir. ___

2. Bir toplumda anne ve babalar, ¢ocuklarin bireysel basarilarindan gurur duymalidir.
3. Toplulugunuzdaki iiyelerin diger topluluklarin iiyeleri tarafindan olumlu goriilmesi
onemli olmalidir.

4.  Bu toplumun iiyeleri, i¢inde yer aldiklart bu toplumun bir iiyesi olmaktan gurur
duymalidir. ___

5. Buis yerinde grup tiyeleri kendi gruplariin bagarilarindan gurur duymalidir. __

6. Bu is yerinde grup liderleri, yonettikleri grubun iiyelerinin kisisel bagarilarindan gurur

duymalidir_
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APPENDIX-B

NEEDS ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Info About “Need for Affiliation (nAff)”: is the desire for a friendly and close
interpersonal relationship. The strongest (nAff) people are social, and enjoy working with
others. People who have a high Need for Affiliation love creating and maintaining social
relationships, enjoy belonging to groups and want to feel loved and accepted.

Info About Need for Achievement (nAch): People who are high in (nAch) look
for careers and hobbies that allow others to evaluate them because these high achievers also
need to have Feedback on their performance along with the success of achieving their goals.
Achievement motivation appears to be strongly related to success in work settings and the
quality of what a person produces.

This scale contains 10 statements that may describe you and the types of things
you may like to do. For each statement, indicate your agreement or disagreement by filling
in the corresponding space on the answer sheet. Use the following scale to indicate your
agreement.
1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3= Neither Agree nor Disagree 4= Agree 5= Strongly
Agree
1. I try to perform my best at work (nAch).

2. | am a hardworker (nAch).

3. It is important to me to do the best job possible (nAch).

4. | try very hard to improve on my past performance at work (nAch).
5. I push myself to be “all that I can be.” (nNAch) ___

6. | spend a lot of time talking to other people (nAff).

7.1am a “people” person (nAff).
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8. When | have a choice, I try to work in a group instead of by myself (nAff).
9. I prefer to do my own work and let others do theirs (nAff). (R)

10. I try my best to work alone on a work assignment (nAff). (R)
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APPENDIX-C

IHTIYAC (BASARMA VE iLiSKi KURMA) DEGERLENDIiRME ANKETI

Bu 06lgek, sizi ve yapmaktan hoslanabileceginiz seyleri tanimlayabilecek 10 ifade
icermektedir. Her bir ifade i¢in, ilgili ifadenin yaninda yer alan bog birakilan alana o ifadeye
katilma ya da katilmama derecenizi belirten rakami (1’den baslayip 7’ye kadar uzanan)

yaziniz.

1= Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum 2= Katilmiyorum 3= Biraz Katilmiyorum 4= Ne Katiliyorum
Ne Katilmiyorum (Ortadayim) 5= Biraz Katiliyorum 6= Katiliyorum 7= Kesinlikle

Katiliyorum

[EEN

. Isimde elimden gelenin en iyisini yapmaya ¢alisirim.

N

. Ben ¢ok ¢aliskanim. __

w

. Iste olabildigince en iyisini yapmak benim igin énemlidir.

S

. Isimdeki son performansimi gelistirmek i¢in gercekten ¢ok ¢aba sarf ederim.

(62}

. Elimden gelen her seyi yapmaya kendimi zorlarim.

6. Diger insanlarla konusurken ¢ok zaman harciryorum.

~

. Ben sosyal bir insanim. ____

8. Segme sansim olsaydi, kisisel olarak ¢alismak yerine grup i¢inde ¢alismayi zorlardim.
9. Kendi isimi yapmayi, baskalarimin da kendi islerini yapmasina izin vermeyi tercih
ederim.___

10. Isimle ilgili bir gorevde tek basima calismak icin elimden geleni yaparim.
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APPENDIX-D

MANIPULAYONLARIN KONTROLU

1. Bu uygulama siiresince performansinizin gozlemlendigini, takip edildiginizi,
yaptiklarmmizin sayildigini/hesaplandigimi ve performansiniz nedeniyle size hesap

sorulabilecegini hi¢ diisiindiiniiz mii?

1- Kesinlikle Diisiindiim 2- Diisiindiim 3- Biraz Diisiindiim 4- Ne Diisiindiim Ne de

Diisiinmedim (N6tiiriim) 5- Biraz Diistinmedim 6- Diisiinmedim 7- Kesinlikle Diistinmedim

2. Isi yaparken yer darh@ yasama, diger cahsanlarla ¢arpisma, yaptigin iiriinleri
koyacak yer bulmada zorlanma ve benzeri nedenlerle duraksamalar, yavaslamalar
yasadinmiz m?

1- Kesinlikle Yasadim 2- Yasadim 3- Biraz Yasadim, 4- Ne Yasadim Ne Yasamadim
(Notiirtim)

5- Biraz Yasamadim 6- Yasamadim 7- Kesinlikle Yasamadim

3. Bu uygulamada sizden istenen seyin, ¢ahisirken elinizden gelenin maksimumunu
yapmak oldugunu, bundan baska bir sey olmadigin1 biliyor muydunuz? (Size uyan
maddeyi yuvarlak icine alimz)

1- Evet 2- Hayir
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