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Abstract 
Several scholarly studies have associated strong group performance with a high level of group cohesion among 
the members. In this study, we investigated the impact of group cohesion on organizational performance using 
Carron, Widmeyer, and Brawley group environment questionnaire and Beauchamp, Bray and Carron (2002) role 
perception and acceptance scale administered to 180 employees in four branches of a commercial bank in 
Nigeria. The questionnaire was divided into three sections: demographics, role perception, acceptance and group 
cohesion. Our finding was inconclusive because group cohesion was found to be strong in groups with good 
performance likewise groups with weak performance. Further examination showed that groups with high 
cohesion consisting of members with higher organizational tenure outperformed groups made up of employees 
with lower organizational tenure.  
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1. Introduction  
Groups abound in virtually all human settings and their formation takes different dimensions in relation to the 
interplay of several factors in their environment. Group Dynamics and its construct, group cohesion have 
continually enjoyed the attention of scholars in all disciplines (Greer, 2012) due to the universality of groups and 
the interplay of behavioral variants and dynamics prevalent in groups. The context of group cohesion remains 
broad and scholars have continued to propose varied definitions and conceptual framework for group cohesion 
studies (Cota, Evans, Dion, Kilik, & Longman, 1995; Mudrack, 1989a, 1989b). The group cohesion- 
performance relationship continuum has been broadly investigated and findings by researchers have shown 
varied outcomes on the nature of their relationship mainly due to different moderating variables, sample size, 
contexts, and other yardstick used. While early studies did not present a methodical linkage between 
performance and cohesion (Stogdill, 1972), Evans and Dion (1991, 2012) in their meta-analytic studies posited 
the effect of cohesion-performance to be more positive and stronger in smaller groups than larger groups. Mullen 
and Copper (1994) meta-analysis also confirmed the positive relationship. Conversely, other studies presented 
divergent views by moderating variables such as group size, study design, settings, level of analysis, task 
interdependency, goal acceptance, methodology and group norm (Castaño, Watts, & Tekleab, 2013; Dobersek, 
Gershgoren, Becker, & Tenenbaum, 2014; Gully, Devine, & Whitney, 1995; Langfred, 2000; Levine & Moreland, 
1990).  

The complexity in group cohesiveness is inherent in the difficulty in measuring this construct, the methodologies 
and variables investigated in group cohesion and performance literature (Cota et al., 1995; Mudrack, 1989a, 
1989b). Retrospectively understanding the nature of group dynamics provides a fundamental premise for 
exploring the evolving nature and broad framework of group cohesion. An in-depth appraisal of group dynamics 
analogy can be traced to the pioneer and foundational works of Kurt Lewin, who coined the term ‘group 
dynamics’ and Tuckman’s group development theory, while the latter summarizes group development process 
into five stages, namely forming, storming, norming, performing and adjourning stages, the former provides the 
basic framework of how complex social processes impact members in a group. The stage and life-cycle of 
groups have a positive or negative correlation with the prevalent form of group cohesion and this must always be 
taken into cognizance in evaluating the outcomes of group cohesion and performance. For example, the nature 
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and dimension of group cohesiveness in a group still at its storming stage will definitely be different from a 
similar group at its performing stage due to inherent uniqueness of the stages and their operational contexts. 
These stages are continually influenced by the nature of group dynamics arising from interplay of social, 
structural and task elements. For the purpose of this paper, we adopt some of the most widely used definitions 
for cohesion, starting with Festinger, Schachter, and Back (1950) classical definition of cohesion which asserts it 
“as the total field of forces acting on individuals to remain in the group”. The total field of forces aptly connotes 
the totality of exogenous, endogenous variables and elements that are within and outside the group control. 
Secondly, group cohesion also depicts “a broad and dynamic process which is reflected in the tendency for a 
group to stick, bond together and remain united in the pursuit of its goals and institutional objectives” (Carron, 
Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998). Carron and Brawley (2000, 2012) in their “cohesion conceptual and measurement 
studies” suggested the necessity of evaluating and taking cognizance of the structure and context of groups in 
providing an operational definition for group cohesion. This study intent was to investigate whether Group 
Cohesion has impacts on organizational performance within the Nigerian context by examining the interplay of 
demographics, role perception, acceptance and group cohesion-performance continuum with the aim of 
contributing further evidence to the group cohesion studies.  

2. Literature Review  
The volume of research, lack of integration, inconsistency in measurements and the conceptualization of group 
cohesion can be traced to the milieu of process variables and parameters used and this dilemma can be resolved 
through a systematic approach to the evaluation of parameters used (Drescher, Burlingame, & Fuhriman,2012). 
The dimensionality of cohesion as a one-dimensional or multidimensional construct sheds light on its evolution, 
differences in outcomes and methodology of these schools of thoughts. Proponents of the one-dimensional 
model (Hogg, 1992; Lewin, 1935; Lott & Lott, 1965) use distinct parameters in studying the construct and focus 
more on the individual than the group, using narrow and non-standardized definitions. The deficiencies and 
narrow framework of the one-dimensional model resulted in the emergence of multidimensional school of 
thought. They adopted a rather robust approach asserting that a myriad of factors and variables exert varying 
influences on cohesion in groups and often lead to diverse outcomes (Ariely, 2014; Carron, Widmeyer, & 
Brawley, 1985; Dion, 2000).  

A major hallmark of the multidimensional model lies in its adoption of the task-social group perspective and 
elements (members)-system (group) group perspective as fundamental to understanding the varied nature of 
cohesion in diverse group settings and time. Though research findings of the two schools of thought have 
continued to present conflicting outcomes, yet the robustness of the multidimensional process is relevant to our 
study. Burlingame, Fuhriman, and Drescher (1984) study ‘scientific inquiry into small group process a 
multidimensional approach’ provides four insightful dimensions on the ‘who, what, how and when’ of group 
process and posits that a critical analysis of the interplay of these variables and elements provides signposts to 
explain and justify reasons for the divergence in outcomes of cohesion research in small groups. A key and 
fundamental participant for observation in most groups is the person as depicted by the ‘Who’; the makeup and 
configuration of the person represents an embodiment or personification of an individual made up of a myriad of 
forces ranging from cultural, social, technological, environmental and external forces that have molded and 
influence his personality at different points in time. For instance, two groups with the same number of members 
may perform differently due to several factors and even the level of cohesion among members in groups varies at 
different levels, situations and roles, also the network of dyads and triads in which the person engages has 
positive or negative correlation with cohesion.  

The field of forces that influences a person to remain in a group draws inferences from Maslow’s (1943) need 
theory ,since members of the group have varied needs, personality, pre-conceived perceptions ,experience 
affiliation needs (McClelland, 1961) and motivations. The ‘what’ dimension embodies the totality and 
complexity of process and response variables being studied, it becomes obvious that variables been investigated 
in cohesion studies varies and also a major factor contributing to the divergence in outcomes and methodology. 
Third the ‘how’ dimension determines how the process variables is being measured and how the method used 
has a direct effect on results and findings. In addition the ‘when’ dimension refers to the time when the process 
variables are studied and investigated, the timing of occurrences and investigations in research influences the 
outcomes in group processes. Time and timing horizons must be taken into consideration in evaluating cohesion 
studies, controlling and moderating of variables. Its effect is evident in the distinct nature and group dynamics 
that exists at different levels of a group life cycle and development. 
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2.1 Group Cohesion and Performance  

Performance remains the most widely studied variable in the group cohesion literature and researchers have 
continually explored the cohesion-performance continuum due to its complexity and relevance to group studies 
(Mullen & Cooper, 1994).Studies on the two constructs has been examined within groups at different levels and 
the plethora of meta-analyses conducted on their relationship reinforces the growing attention enjoyed 
(Chiocchio, & Essiembre, 2009; Evans & Dion, 1991; Gully, Devine & Whitney, 2012; Mullen & Cooper, 1994; 
Pescosolido & Saavedra, 2012; Wise, 2014). The divergence in outcomes in these meta-analysis and research 
reinforces the complexity of these constructs and time dimension effect on the findings (Levine & Mooreland, 
1990). The debate on which impacts the others suggest that performance leads to cohesion (Mullen & Cooper, 
1994) and group cohesion leads to performance (Chang & Bordia, 2001). Components of cohesion had different 
levels of effect and correlation between performance and cohesion (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 
2003) .The nature of cohesiveness in a group is a reflection of the level of communication and bonding among 
group members and results in task, role commitment, group pride and interpersonal attraction (Rosh, Offermann, 
& Van, 2012; Shaw, 1981).  

Group pride plays a positive role in situations where the relationship between performance and cohesion are 
positive and often dependent on success in past performances (Rosh et al., 2012). Overall, the relationship 
between cohesion and performance has been found to be positive in some studies and negative in other studies, 
this seeming contradiction confirms the complexity of research in group cohesion (Hornaday, 2014). Mullen and 
Copper (1994) experimental and associational method are relevant in investigating the nature of the relationship 
between cohesiveness and performance, the former suggests the creation of high and low level group 
cohesiveness to examine the effect each type would have on group performance and the latter requires an 
in-depth appraisal of the group’s opinion of cohesion with both methods leading to different outcomes. 
Chiocchio and Essiembre (2009) meta-analysis of cohesion and performance used group type and settings 
(context) as moderating variables to distinguish the cohesion-performance correlations. The two moderators 
identified 33 group cohesion-performance association, they also contrasted cohesion and performance in project 
and work groups from the perspective of effects and behavioral measure of performance and discovered that 
cohesion–performance correlation was stronger and higher in project teams for behavioral measures and stronger 
in work teams for outcome measures. 

2.2 Group Cohesion: The Timing Effect  

Burlingame et al., (1984)study on time dimension highlighted the importance of examining time horizon and 
dimensions in cohesion studies. The timing of the various analyses in group cohesion research has continually 
contributed to the contradictory results. Mulvey and Klein (1998) examined the influence of social perception on 
group processes and performance in two projects over an 8 week time frame and the outcome of their findings 
confirmed that group goals have a strong correlation to group performance. Greene (1989) investigated the 
relationship between group cohesion and performance and affirmed the existence of a common association 
between the constructs. Chang and Bordia (2001) also examined group cohesion and group performance, 
relationship between tasks and social cohesion at the group level and effect of longitudinal changes over 5 weeks 
and posits that performance-cohesion relationship is stronger than cohesion-performance linkage using Time 1 
and Time 2 with group cohesion construed as an antecedent and not a consequence of group performance and 
different time frames used in most studies has not yielded conclusive results. Taylor, Doria and Tyler (1983) 
observed that poor performance by the group can have a negative impact on cohesion which is dependent upon 
the attribution of the group.  

2.3 Cohesiveness and Group Size  

Groups exist in different forms and the size of a group is often a function of the mission and vision for creating 
and joining the group, their size varies in dyads and triad with multiple spatial aggregations (Forsyth, 2009). 
Studies have involved groups with varying sizes and human elements with distinct behaviors, perceptions and 
motives. The fusion of individual behaviors of members and leadership of groups determines the nature of 
cohesiveness and forces compelling members to remain in the group. The effect of size in group dynamics varies 
from small to big groups, closely knitted groups to loosely knit groups and while it should be easier to manage 
small groups, the dynamics of large groups presents an array of in-group and out-group dynamics (Ratner, 
Dotsch, Wigboldus, Knippenberg, & Amodio, 2014) resulting in the emergence of different level cohesiveness 
and sub-groups that are pursuing different objective. Gooding and Wagner (1985) meta-analysis on 
size-performance relationship indicates that there is a sharp difference in relations between subunit size and 
performance, organizational size and performance and concluded that organizational size does not translate to 
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economies of scale.  

Carron and Spink (1995) examination of the relationship between cohesion and group size using four studies 
posited that smaller groups had a greater level of task and social cohesion than big groups. Evaluating the impact 
of size on cohesion in different settings and contexts results in divergent outcomes, this variable is critical and 
one of the most influential variable in determining the structure and motivation levels in groups. The 
presumption that cohesion is presumed to decrease as the size of a group increases in sport (Widmeyer, 
Lawrence, & Carron, 1990) could apply to other fields. This may be an indicator of the emergence of diverse 
group problems like loafing, polarization and group think in the group. Managing the social networks, linkages 
and sociometry in small groups is easier compared to bigger groups where several factors and variable interplay 
to determine the level of cohesiveness in different types of groups.  

3. Methods  
Data for this study was obtained using a questionnaire administered to employees in four branches of a 
commercial bank in Nigeria. Beauchamp’s et al (2002) role perception scale was used to measure types of 
perceived ambiguity experienced by the employees, the scale comprises of 40 items with 5 –item sub –scales to 
measure the four types of perceived ambiguity. Role satisfaction and acceptance was measured using Bray (1998) 
measure model, the model lays emphasis on differentiating the relationship of two fundamental constructs; role 
acceptance and role satisfaction and their impact on group cohesiveness. It comprises of a set of ten questions 
aimed at evaluating employees feelings with regards to their roles and responsibilities in their groups and teams 
using a 10-point Likert scale with ranges from ‘not at all’ at the lowest rung and ‘totally’ at the highest rung. The 
higher the score the higher the level of role acceptance and satisfaction of the members.  

In addition, group cohesion was determined using Carron, Widmeyer, and Brawley (1985) Group Environment 
Questionnaire (GEQ) to measure individual employees of the group as a whole unit and their personal attractions 
to the group. The questionnaire was divided into three sections: demographics, role perception, acceptance and 
group cohesion and was administered to a total of 180 employees from 18 marketing team with a total of 109 
questionnaires returned fully completed, representing a response rate of 60.5%. 56% of the respondents were 
male, while 44% were female. An analysis of the educational qualifications of the respondents shows that 49% 
of the respondents had only Bachelor’s degrees or Higher National Diploma (HND) while 43% had a Masters of 
Business Administration (MBA) or Master’s Degree. The average length of service with the bank for all the 
respondents was 5.98 years. A greater part of the respondents (53.2%) had spent between 1-5 years at the bank 
while 12.8% of the respondents had spent between 11-15 years at the bank. 

4. Analysis and Results  
4.1 Findings on Role Perception and Acceptance  

An individual is more likely to work harder if he/she is happy with his/her assigned role in the group. The first 
hypothesis in this section test the validity of the assumption that an individual is more likely to work hard if 
he/she is happy with his/her assigned role.  

H01: I do not enjoy performing the responsibilities assigned to me  

HA1: I enjoy performing the responsibilities assigned to me  

Using the p-value (0.000) obtained from the one-sample t-test; the null hypothesis is rejected. This implies that 
the respondents enjoy performing the responsibilities assigned to them. Further analysis was conducted to 
understand if length of service with the bank played any role in role acceptance. It was observed that the mean 
value on role acceptance increases as the number of years spent in the bank increases. Employees who had spent 
between 11 to 15 years have the highest mean of 4.36 with a standard deviation of 0.497, while employees who 
have spent between 1 to 5 years have the lowest mean of 2.60 with a standard deviation of 1.337. Another factor 
that was tested was the willingness of the team members to perform responsibilities beyond their assigned roles 
to ensure the group’s success. The hypothesis seeks to test the assumption that a strong team spirit is evident 
when team members are willing to take on additional responsibilities to ensure the success of the team.  

H02: I do not go beyond my assigned responsibilities.  

HA2: I usually go beyond my assigned responsibilities to ensure the success of my team. The p-value obtained 
from the one-sample t-test on team spirit is 0.000. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. This implies that if a 
team member believes strongly in his/ her team, the team member is usually willing to go beyond his/her 
assigned responsibilities in order to ensure the success of the team. 
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Table 1. One-Sample T-test on role acceptance and team spirit 

 Test Value = 0.05  

 

T df Sig. Mean Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference 

 Lower Upper 

Role Acceptance 25.539 108 .000 3.225 2.97 3.48 

Team Spirit 30.996 108 .000 3.418 3.20 3.64 

Information Sharing 30.769 112 .000 3.366 3.15 3.58 

Shared values 25.539 108 .000 3.225 2.97 3.48 

 

4.2 Findings on Group Cohesion 

Group Cohesion was measured using three values: shared values, information flow and willingness to leave the 
team.  

For group cohesion to exist, it is assumed that members of the team must largely share the same values. A 
one-sample t-test was carried out to test this assumption.  

H03: A group member does not share all the values of the team. 

HA3: A group member shares all the values of the team. 

The test results indicated that group members shared the values of the team. A negative relationship was 
observed between shared values and turnover intentions amongst team members using simple regression analysis. 
This indicates that if a team member believes strongly in his team, he/she is more likely to share the same values 
with his/her team members.  

 

 
Figure 1. The relationship between shared values and team turnover intention 

 

Another key assumption of a very cohesive team is that members share information freely with their team 
members. This helps to increase team member’s productivity as members have access to all the necessary 
resources needed to succeed. The one-sample t-test used to test this assumption indicated that team members 
share information freely with other members of their team. In order to corroborate our hypotheses on group 
cohesion, a question was asked on intention to leave their present group-turnover intention.  

Out of the 109 responses received for this question, 17 respondents indicated their interest in leaving their 
current teams while 7 respondents were indifferent to staying or leaving their current teams. Indifference to 
staying or leaving their current team may be interpreted as having a weak connection to their current team; 
therefore, these indifferent respondents were grouped along with members who expressed their interest to leave 
their present teams. 77.98% of the respondents indicated their interest in remaining in their current team. The 
simple regression analysis plot between team turnover intention and team identity shows that team identity has a 
negative association with turnover intentions. A team member who identifies highly with his team is less likely 
to quit the team. 
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Figure 2. Relationship between team identity and team turnover intention 

 

4.3 Findings on Team Performance 

In line with enhancing the empirical and theoretical attention to the group cohesion dynamics in different strata 
of groups (Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009; Greer, 2012) and though many studies have linked strong team 
performance with high level of cohesion among the team members. The finding from this study was inconclusive 
because group cohesion was found to be strong in teams with good performance as well as teams with weak 
performance. Further analysis showed that a negative association exists between organizational tenure and team 
performance.  

 

 
Figure 3. Relationship between organizational tenure and team performance 

 

This means that teams with employees who had spent more years working for the organization showed better 
performance when compared with teams made up of employees with shorter organizational tenure. 

5. Discussions  
Nigeria with its estimated population of 165 million presents one of the attractive investment opportunities for 
multinationals looking to open new markets. Since its return to civil rule in 1999 after over 20 years of military 
rule, Nigeria has removed various barriers in order to encourage foreign investment in its economy. The 
government initiative to attract foreign investment has recorded some success by attracting multinationals mainly 
from South Africa, India, China and the United States to open offices in Nigeria. While these multinationals seek 
to transfer their organizational culture of their home country to Nigeria, it is equally imperative for them to 
understand the Nigerian work culture. The Nigerian workforce presents a new set of challenges to these 
multinationals because Nigeria has over 250 ethnic groups with distinct work and cultural ethics. Working in 
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groups is not a foreign concept to the Nigerian workforce. As multinationals grasp with the various challenges in 
growing their business in a developing country like Nigeria and managing their Nigerian multicultural work 
force, it is important to identify the factors that impact the success of work groups and the organization. Group 
cohesion was observed to be very high amongst the team members observed in this study. However, findings 
from this study were inconclusive because group cohesion was found to be strong in teams with good 
performance as well as teams with weak performance. It was observed that teams with high cohesion and 
members who had higher organizational tenure outperformed teams made up of employees with shorter 
organizational tenure. This finding presents a major opportunity for organizations operating in Nigeria to depart 
from the current norm where older employees are not considered valuable.  

In most of the layoffs by government offices and private companies in Nigeria, majority of the affected 
employees are usually employees with long tenure. Organizations need to take various initiatives to motivate 
employees with long tenure in order to increase the performance of their workforce. Research shows that 
intrinsic compensation is also an important part of one’s compensation package. This is important for 
organizations operating on a tight budget in a developing country. Programs can be set up to recognize 
employees with long tenure who are still making a valuable contribution to the organization’s success. In 
addition, organizations can benefit from the wealth of experience of these long tenure employees by setting up 
formal mentorship programs with the organization. This will ensure that newly hired employees benefit from the 
experience of these long tenure employees. The scope of this research covered mainly four branches of a 
financial organization and the results are reflective of the contextual dimension and the setting. A major 
limitation of this study was the influence of the environmental context, variables measured and timing which 
makes the results not generalizable. Future researchers should include more variables and conduct cross-country 
study in similar settings to investigate the effect of context on the findings. 
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