








Stage 1 Study: Exploration of Students’ Perspective into PEs in Classroom Teams

Stage 1 Data 
Collection

Homework assignment 
and class discussion of 

PEs in classroom 
teams, Sample size: 55

Stage 1 Data Analysis

Homework and transcripts of 
class discussions content 

analyzed based on Miles and 
Huberman (1994 guidelines)

Ensuring Reliability

Transcripts 
independently analyzed 

by coauthors.
Coding and findings 

reconciled.

Stage One Exploratory Findings: Relevant constructs, grounded conceptual 
model (Figure 2), measurement scales (Table 1), and hypotheses.

Starting with the subsequent semester, students were assigned to teams and were required to 
complete a team project (worth 30% of class grade).  New highly consequential PEs were 
designed and implemented at the end of each semester (a total of 17 sections over seven 
semesters).  Questionnaire including scales developed from Stage 1 of the study were 
completed by student participants at the end of each semester. PEs shaped 100% of each 

student’s team project grade.

Stage 2 Study: Testing the Conceptual Model and Hypotheses Der ived from Stage 1

Survey

End-of-
semester 
survey, 

sample size: 
395

Assessing 
Structural 

coherence of 
measurement 

scales

Model purification 
process using Wald 
test and Lagrange 

Reliability and Validity

Cronbach’s alpha and 
construct reliability 

estimated; AVEs to test 
for discriminant validity 

estimated based on 
factor loadings obtained 
from CFA. See Tables 3 

& 4

Path Analysis

Hypothesized 
paths tested using 

Structural 
Equation Model 
procedure (EQS 
software). See 
Tables 5 & 6

Drawing implications from hypotheses tests (see Table 7)

     multiplier test
(Confirmatory Factor
   Analysis (CFA),
      see Table 2) 





We Were 
Careful

The extent to 
which others and 
I exercised care 

in choosing what 
we said and did 

(with each other) 
because we 

knew that peer 
evaluations 

would occur at 
the end of the 

semester

H1a

H1c

H1b

Impression Management

The extent to which other team 
members acted to manipulate and 

manage impressions of others 
without contributing positively to 

teamwork.

Others Contr ibuted More

The extent to which other team 
members took initiative, brought 

good ideas to the team, and worked 
collaboratively with others.

H2

H3a

H3b

Grade Performance

Difference between 
actual points and 

expected points scored 
on the team project.

I Contr ibuted More
The extent to which I 

took initiative, brought 
good ideas to the 
team, and worked 

collaboratively with 
others.
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Negative Contribution Factor  2 β = .123 Grade
Impression t = 2.161 p = .017 Performance
Management Actual less

β = .203 expected
Factor  1 t = 3.06 points on team
We Were p = .003 Factor  3 β = -.284 project
Careful Others (Team t = -5.397 p = .000

β = .385, t = 6.138 Members)
p = .000 Contributed Factor  4
Positive contribution More β = .296 I 

t = 4.088 Contributed
p = .000 More

β = .391, t = 5.316
p = .000

[Model CFI=.965, IFI = .965, RMSEA = .046]
Satarra–Bentler Scaled Chi-square = 132.1409 (72 df, p = .00002)
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Traditional definition Expanded definition after Expanded definition 
(Latane et al., 1979,
Williams, & Harkins,
 1979) 

Jassawalla, Sashittal and in the context classroom
Malshe (2008, 2009) teams in which PEs are used

Social loafing is Social loafing includes Social loafing includes
synonymous disruptivebehaviors that manipulative impression
with slacking off. hurt teamwork. management behaviors.

CONCEPTUAL DOMAIN OF THE SOCIAL LOAFING CONSTRUCT














