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Abstract This study expanded the superiority of random leader selection procedure on group
decision-making task to actual group performance task, and examined the interaction effects of leader
selection  procedure(LSP) and collective efficacy(CE) on group performance. 2(LSP:
formal/random) x 2(CE: low/high) between subject design was used. The result revealed the significant
main effect of LSP, which showed that groups with random leader performed better than those with
formally selected leader. Further, significant interaction effect of LSP and CE revealed that when
group's CE was high, group with random leader performed better than group with formally selected
leader, and the difference between two groups was not significant when group's CE was low. These
results suggested that LSP should not impair shared social identity of the group in order to maintain
the positive effect of CE on group performance. The necessity for expanding these results to work team

was discussed.

Key Words : Leader, Leadership, Leader Selection Procedure, Collective Efficacy, Group Performance,
Social Identity Theory, Self-Categorization Theory

*This research was supported by the Daegu University Research Grant, 2017

*This paper is an excerpt from the contents of Eun-Nu-Ri Cho's master's thesis (2020).
*Corresponding Author : Dong-Heon Seok(sdh@daegu.ac.kr)

Received March 2, 2020 Revised May 27, 2020
Accepted June 20, 2020 Published June 28, 2020



228 3t=g3etsl=Ex H11d Hes

ARE1gA1”d012(Social identity theory, [1, 2])3} o]
s7oto] Abd A7 HE35lo| E(Self-categorization
theory, [3, 4D & 711 BAlol Mkl 5t /o]
71%=38F A2 K perceiver)7t AA| 1L ofEA IE
AHAE 7Rl 2 ko] YR HoJot=AE dH
shH5]. Aol AAlE JHQIE T ko] oz ¥
33 o, AHRIPA G ETt AFA o] FE AN, 1
ANE Jt FEEE Aol T AHEHEA 0] 34
Hot Jd #4EE0] olE T8 AEAEAES 7H
£ A2 JAdEHY FHE Hlof e o s 2
&oto] Murd o g 22 JUL3PS olF 4= JAL6], o]
3474 ane e vol HHe}t 18 "2 F/44Yo]
EAsk= A} Zo] thget Ao EAYL o= F-A
g3 & & Aotk

J8u et AEEE 7go] ofett F-RE AR
AgE &4AE B, JADFH3E BHAA IFE A
Hr}. ol A|HESo|29] v H5- U] (comparative
fit principle; [7DEFE AlAE = qded], o] Y=
et U7 e Ago] IF 119 AR &
ol& © ZA QUM WA FALUEY AHIFA Aol
Fasta daEog o] f=3o] AsiE Aol At
(8], p. 1699714 AR1E). ol 34 &= g
HA 289 A 18 Y A& PoAREE YE

= e, g8 AE o] HYE 19 A4
FAME =old ARY duet 2YE 1Y TR
ARE] AL |AE £ k. R Y A 37go]
THEE Ate]Y] fAMIETHE Aol 918 HFA
7| F7E ABEASL RolA|H, o]= ko] £
7 @2 2345 7HHE 4 Stk

sfele] AFEE= Ahuja, Srivastava, Padhy &
Yadav[9]9] ¥, Haslam 5[8]9] A+, Henningsen,
Henningsen, Jakobsen & Borton[10]9] ¥, 181l
U9 ATEE 2AH, 5Lt 991119 A7t
44 %0(formal) v AE WHECG FRHQ
(random) Z|¥] A& Wo] =50l o A AFE
7H 4= Sltk= Z2AE Hoj F9l=H), o] d7=2 BF
A2 #A|(decision-making task, [12], p. 61)&
ARERE S0l olo B A= oA AvEdt
283 A|, Fe] $R5717 PR JEE = A
= AA =9 IA|(performance task, [12], p. 61)&
ARgSto] FRRQIAQ] 2r 9] f4/do] P TA R A}

¢

jan

2 % QA AuTA Pk w8, ade] 337
9 FFE & % Y Welolu Shfo] AFeIAE o
S04 2HY WG 7 WAL 24, ok
Se) mEolA AueA Ro e A% Pus ge
w7 4548 wikE Sslugiehs Fold Jled

e ZpRsd & e Aol

il

i

2. 0|2H HiZ

2.1 2|5 M5 WHO| M2 HE 43
e A% upel FAA =, A 53 A4 52 A
AR F o | 3 7Y 5 EE o] /4 o

W} ez 1% 2
Bk Hol o] 68 Fog 3
& 5¥o] FoluA] ejEi7} Hela, ek HeolA 3
o7} wth). ol WA A4S Mg THUow
Brke AjRlo R Wasksh ol Hdte] 29 Al
HAo] ol H3, @ol WA We FAo|A
A WSS A A2 4 et ol

Ak ozt 8 AY T BRI %S 2
9l Holeh. vl e A2 o] R Y
gAEo] 43 19| Holo] & WF3H] W] Hete)
A0l RAD 4 U Aol A Age
ooz BHA Blu7t =gl & gtk dust B 4
£ 9% itk Ut Bt 2 Rol} giek), Wass

Fo] FHAA FF= A= &2 Aol Haslam &

oO~-1Tuv OO0

4
ox,
10,

ofl rlo
_O|L
X
o
f‘t i
£
1o
i|>§
=

o i
oY,

ol
()

A](leadership skills inventory)©l
ko AlEE FHR AES I
&, 34 B= AARCE YuE A&ES HAda 77
AZ Yo E A& I 719 £ v|wsho], T2
Ao= ot Aed A9 30| ¥ 5Frh= A
< 93l vtk B8 o] AFAES I89Y =Rl &
AH B AAHCRE FriE AEshke o] 49
HA3AQ 9L ot 99 At s 7S
A5l 93t A2 okl ¥e]aL Qltk &, Haslam

3
rlo
)
n}
N
ol
w
Mo

=9 23] digt FjsiE BABILA sk 2k=el7]



L sgou, Fagdon AaE 2lu7} U] 2
349 A% F 5 Ak A4S APHow A%

3t AxE Cx’:*?d‘:]'—':— 75% “"6‘5—1’5‘]":1' FZof A9 oty
ul
=4 -7t O]
E=p O]IL Atk Aok EE 247 99 7s
o 2479l ﬁq_ 7]. 2 Qi AL :
TN = 2AA lo] FH 9] Holg} B dEH
o] Hd AEA Y Qoﬂ A IdFE A7, 55
g7t A LEET Yo7t B2 2ol 2E7t 72
Hog A& Ydo| u7t AAH R A& Jdr
ok 7] 9] et Jeg o & dasta o A9
gode I3Rc . ARt 23E Hol F2He1E
o= A&d 99 3AH avE HolF3irh Ahuja
(91, Haslam 5(8], 181 A4 5{11]19] A<t &
o] & AFoML:, 7t FAZH R HAEEo] 2ret
Y 29 Ao7}t FxEe AE Frrt 72
o7 MEHo] guet 24Y 1Y fAMIol AREH
A2 A do] FAIEC] B w2 HAYSdo] Aid 5
U= Aol didstal, ol& 7Hd 182 AHstirh

eff1cacy)% gy FEe

BHE 01271 At GA9] P53 2F ot Aot
875= Y9 ¢4 sl it Jd 9=y
TaE Algog AoJHTK([13], p. 477). Bandurall3]
A 85747 A7 858 (self-efficacy)o] Azs})
A9 Aol Mgt e £, AT &570] A7 85
I FARE 9HE 7HA A, FARE 7152 oh, SARE
Alog AEgirtal Bolth E3h 7] &t vRt
7R JAd 8538% A9 T Al gofl & IF

AL (collect1

o rlr
%N

ot

< W=ty Hgith ol=d Jd asi @E}—’F—uoﬂ
AR TS & F U=, 9671 THA Eal)
BA% Stajkovic, Lee, & Nyberg[14]19] < 71%?}

ol A= fogt 3AARA BAE 7T
(r=35% AL 45 = 03, HIe| Capiola,
Alarcon, Lyons, Ryan, & Schneider[15]%= 7]Ql $&
oA 9] A1F] A|ZKtrustworthiness perceptions)¥ &
9 219 TAE o Bl wiigit= A 4
of Z=ggo] tfgk v ?l_i/ﬁJ Ad 5579 a3t
P53 vf Qlok FujollA] =880l gt He 257 o
FE FE ARATE oA A oig=d16], 2

SHA A EERo], el TRE AREAA

o O;q

o= T
U WA A 2 2 42 UG, RAAH
]'E'j).\,]— L—.O _9__‘:7 AnR=Rud| 5 I

0f ok
Oll

S 7}*P7‘4_§(add1t1vely) 7+
olt}. &, A B570] Wol & F3of|A
Eol= THYER o|FolX Hd
AB1 A do] ErEte A
3E Aot} J8A T A g%

FIO o r_Q m{)l'
4
el
o
N
=
ol
i

4 rlo ol 4 & o
39,
o
pay

.
e
()
1o
OF
%
rlr rin

o
o
i
k")
>,
N
N

@0l o T Sl 2 S Aot 744
S o)l ke, et 24 7k0) ek Xpo]
7 Rztelo] 98 AEAR o] Astel At g
7 5at9lm &wlo] Belwte] Folrt 27 ki A
Z¥jo] 65l Aol SAEE AgelA B 94
50 BY S8o] Kok % 9 Aol ofasio]
olg 714 22 MR
3. 917 2 Y Tk

3.1 7hy

9o o2 Ao £2T 7H9S qotehd thew
2

A, AR AEE eltn FagHoR 45
g o) 344 G9E HolFUY Ahua S
Haslam 58], 2811 A 51119 Oq—TL Az R
g, Jei7t BAHor AEwo] eldet 74 o) %
o} s A9uc A FaAsaoR Aas
ZJeioh FA 70 SAMo] s ASgAo] £
Aglo] o e Wasago] 2uke 4 U ol oy
312 theat gol 7M1 sk

14 1. BAHoE AE A& Jehuc Bage
e A2 Jeel S90] § $& Aol

EA, Stajkovic 51419 A<} Capiola (1519
AgoA =" Aok a7to] L8] st 2-A &

e Yoyt 2AFog AEEo A ?_Aé AE 719
e ARl fAlEE ROl 80l | 54
A2 BVE & 1 Al NI, Y Bl

FePAtel7E olstA] oFE AL



230

St=ggfetel=Ex M11# Hes

2 ostel theat 2ol 7M 28 Agsla

7Hd 2. Jd B0l ¥2 v HEE S4Fe=
A& Jarch FZQE A& Jdo] :80] ¢ $
At A Bso] ¥ v F A 7] sFFjo|7t
HeRtR| eb& Aotk

Door
Member1
leader  Desk
Member2
Experimenter
Experimenter
Desk
Fig. 1. Laboratory setting
-~ o) Fat n
b I.»' . kz.:' "-»3-' '\ir'
h‘ﬁh Fretest of e 15t Trial
Aypeement Selecton
oy ey - "
}5-' ; ) F*l:; A
Maripuiation 3 End of
"ﬁ'm"m' Tnd Trial N b i i

Fig. 2. Experimental Procedure
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Table 1. Time Spent to Complete the Trial 2 as a Function
of Leader Selection Procedure and Collective

Efficacy
Collective Efficacy
Total
Low High
M 194.00 21050  202.25
Leader Formal so 25025 3416 19.621
Selection
Procedure 191.25 159.75 17550
Random
SD 16.460 25.025  24.696
M 192.62 185.13  188.87
Total
Sp 21.380 31.769  25.876
Note. Lower scores mean good performance.
Table 2. Results of Two-way ANOVA
variable df SS MS F p

Leader Selection

Procedure (A) 1 2862.25 2862.25 6.74 023"
Collective Efficacy(B) 1 225.00 225.00 .53 481
AxB 1 2304.00 2304.00 5.42 038"
error 12 5098.50 424.88
total 16 581270.00
“p (.05

Table 3. Results of Simple Main Effect Analysis

variable df SS MS F P
A at B1(High) 1 515113 515113  12.58 004"
A at B2(Low) 1 15.13 15.13 .04 .851
B at A1(Formal) 1 54450 544.50 .89 .363
B at A2(Random) 1 198450  1984.50 3.24 .095

p (.05
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