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AB STRACT
The study df coalition formation has produced a voluminous
body of research encompassing myriad approaches. This
research primarily resides at a desériptive level of
analysis. In contrast, Tooby and Cosmides (1993) suggest
that humans have evolved adaptations that govern coalitional
behavior. The present study hypothesized that individuals
will want to form coalitions to acquire resources ﬁhat‘were
previously unattainable. The amount and type of information
possessed by organizational members led to differences in
the desire to form coalitions. Théée,findings extehd
previous literature by addressing:why‘cdélitioﬁs‘form. This
‘research also establishes infofmation as a;reédurce
contributing to coalition formdtion. Practical implications,

limitations, and directions for- future study are provided.
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INTRODUCTION

Psychological science is currently in conceptual disarray,
characterlzed by un- connected mini theories and isolated empirical o
flndlngs We lack a theory of the functional properties of the human,.'ri
~ mind that could prov1de the needed integration -.a theory about what the"

mechanisms of mind are fde51gned( ‘to do. (Buss, 1995 p.1)

_The studyyofVCOalition formationbis cUrrentlyrinfao
state of‘conceptual disarraylgsocialzpsyChological, game
theoretic, and bolitical models of coalition formation have
prOVided 1ndependent sets of investigations (Murnighan 2
1978); Until recently (Tooby & Cosmides, 1993), this
research has’neglected'a critical functional level'of'
analysis Shackelford‘and Buss (1996) state, “coalitionsvare
cross- culturally universal human relatlonshlps (p 1151) The
prevalence of . coalitions eztends to organizational ‘contexts.

Although researchers have'noted-the importancenof g
coalitions within organizations, the concept of coalition‘
formation has received little attention in the empirical'
study of organizations (Murnighan & Brass, 1990). An
important question for organizations is whether or when
coalitions Wili form (Miller & Komorita; 1986) . Thus; prior
.research sUggests the need to‘examine coalition formation“

" within organizations. | |

Evolutionary psychology provides an integrative
framework for examining coalition‘formation within
organizations. An evolutionary approach is_rare‘among‘

applied psychologists and organizational scientists
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(Co}arelli, 1998) . The evolutioﬁary perspective in appliéd
psychblogy.addresSés *why” and “function”'questions, while
the traditional perspéctive is concerned with “What” and
“how” queSﬁions (Colarelli, 1998). For example, the field 6f‘
organizational'behaviof has eétablished that coalitions form
in Qrganizations, but has not addressed Why‘this behavior
occurs. An evolutionary perspective of coalition formatidn
suggests that humans have evolved a coliectioﬁ of
adaptations that govern coalitibnél behavior. Thgse
adaptations héve evolved to\éolve é recurrent problem of
resource accruai. Organizétions méy be regarded as pools of
resources. Information is an important resource. The present
study suggests that individuals will want to form coalitions
.to aqquire»information. Furthermore, individuals will want
to form cdélitions to acquire informétion_pertainihg,to
cheaters, or those who accept a beﬁefit without paying a
~ cost.
Evoiutionary,Psychology

- Evolutionary psychology proposes causal processes to
account for the origins of complex psychological mechanisms
(Buss, 1995). This level of innate psychological mechanisms
is a crucial link in the causal chain from the evolutionary
process to manifest behavior (Cosmides &'Tooby; 1987). Buss
(1995) states, “all manifest behavior depends on underlying
psychological mechanisms.” (p.1) Rather thah anlying

evolutionary theory directly to the level of manifest
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behav1or, evolutlonary psychology uses evolutlonary theory 'b
as a gulde for the 1dent1f1catlon of 1nnate psychologlcal

mechanlsms=(Cosm1des & Tooby,'1987) Natural selectlon

cannot select for behav1ors, but selects for psychologlcal R

l mechanlsms that produce behav1or (Cosmldes & Tooby,}l987)
Evolutlonary psychology seeks to 1dent1fy, understand andyff
explaln the nature of psychologlcal mechanlsms by B
"‘artlculatlng thelr functlons, or the adaptlve problems theyl;'
Were de51gned by selectlon to solve (Buss, 1995) These
mechanlsms evolve and generate manlfest behav1or in
11nteractlon'w1th envrronmental rnput (Cosmldes & Tooby,
1987) | B o

A central goal of evolutlonary psychology 1s t0':7 y

‘expllcate several forms-of'contextual‘1nput (e.g 1mmed1ate3‘3f

s1tuatlonal 1nputs) that actlvate the operatlon of
fpartlcular psychologlcal mechanlsms (Buss, 1996)

example, Cosmldes and Tooby (1992) emplrlcally support the ;
.~'hypothes1s that the human mlnd 1s 1mbued w1th psychologlcald
1mechanlsms for reasonlng about soc1al exchange One , )

Upsychologlcal mechanlsm 1s capable of detectlng cheaters 1n"

' 'soc1al exchange 31tuatlons ThlS mechanlsm can only'be

ifVactlvated by partlcular contextual 1nput such as the

oy

vnonrec1procatlon of others Buss-(l996) explalns, “Just7asbhg';

callous produc1ng mechanlsms are actlvated only 1f an
51nd1v1dual experlences repeated frlctlon to the skln, so 4'?

dpsychologlcal mechanlsms are actlvated only by partlcular



contextual input.”(p.9) Therefore, evolutionary psychology
presents an interactionist framework. It does not suggest
that a particular behavior is rigid or genetically
inflexible. Rather,‘psychological mechanisms must be
activated by contextual input. Accordingly, “all manifést
behavior is necessarily an interactionai product of
sontextual input and evolved psychological
mechanisms.” (p.10) |

Evolved psychological mechanisms are also domain
specific. That ils, what constitutes a successful solution to
an adaptive problem differs across adaptive domains (e.g.
detecting cheaters vs. évoiding snakés). For example, a fear
of shakes sglves the problem of avoiding a dangerous
environmental hazard bﬁt‘does not solve the édaptive,problem
of which foods too consums (Buss, 1995). Thus, different
adaptive problems select for different adaptive solutions. A

major premise ofl evolutionary psychology is that

psychological mechanisms cannot be completely dgmain—general
because there is no such thing as a géneral problem. We
display great flexibility in dealing with our social
environments because we'possess many-COmplex and specific
psychological mechanisms that can be deployed individually
“and in complex chbinations depending}on éircumstances
(Buss, 1995). To summarize, evolutionary psychology suggests
that a multitude of psychological mechanisms have evolved

because of the large number and diversity of adaptive



probleﬁs faced recurrently over our evolutionary hiStory,
These psychological mechanisms’provide us with a great deal
of flexibility when interacting with our environment. This |
approach radically departs from currently practiced
psychology.

Tooby and Cosmides (1989):enumerate the assumptions of
a successful pSychological‘researchﬁparadigm: 1) che mind is
comprised of a multitude of‘domain—Specific, psychological
mechanisms, organized into a highly intricate architecture;
2) psychological research must ackhowledge function; 3)
research needs to emphasize the discovery and
characterization of psychological mechanisms as‘adaptations,
rather than the description and analysis of behavior;‘4)
“models of psychological phehomena need to be expressed in
ah algorithmic,‘procedural form, or at least as structured
‘and well-specified ‘cause and effect’ models, instead of in
vague, qualitative descriptions, or as patterns found in
behavior;”(p.32) and 5) evolutionary biology’provides the
needed framework to incorporate these notions.

Eﬁoiutionary psychology provides‘a.powerful explanatory
framework capable of integrating isolatedlempirical findings
in.psychological science. Specifically, psychological
science has amassed many interesting descriptions and
importaht empirical generalizations'(Buss, 1996) .
Evolutionary psychoiogy generates reasoned connections among

these disparate empirical findings. Psychological science
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http:behavior;"(p.32

primarily resides at e descriptive levelhof_analysis, while
evolutionary psychology,addfessee,a‘eriticel funetional
level of analysis. | o | -

Harcourt and DeWael (1992) contend that the causal
analysis of most social seientiets resides almest
exclusively at a proximate level of explanation. Proximate
explanations include the difect experiences, stimuli, and
situations that evoke a particular.behevior. In contrast,
nltimate explanations of behavior attempt to account for how
a particular behavior originated. Evolutionary theorists
address both levels of explanation.

According to Buss (1996), “Posing why questions
requires that we turn our attention toward two key issues:
(1) the origins of whatever psychological mechanisms we
possess,” (p.3) and (2) the functions of those mechanisms, or
what problems they were designed by selection to solve. For
example, the field of astronomy not only deals with patterns
of particle metter in the universe, but also with the
origins of those patterns (Buss, 1996). Similarly, Buss
(1996) states, “Just as knowledge of physiological
mechanisms such as hearts, lungs, and livers would be
incomplete without an account of their functions (e.g. to
pump blood, to uptake oxygen, to fiiter toxins), knowledge
of psychological mechanisms is incomplete without knowledge
‘of their functions{"(p.B)_An evolutionary perspective is

obviously indispensable for understanding complex phenomena.



Why, then, have reseafchers neglected this critical
perspective?

Although it has been discredited for decades, the
lingering and;erroneous association.with soéial Darwinism
probably discouragedvapplied researchers from pursuing
practical abplications of'evolutionary theory (Colarelli,
1998) . Schallef and Crandall (1999) argue that scientific
progress “depends on the publication of'ideas that transcend
accepted"wisdom. However, compared with older, more familiar
ideas, brand-new ideas are perceived to have a greaterib
likelihood of being wrong.”(p.778) Colarelli (1998)
emphasizeé the importance_qf an avoiutiqnary'perspective for
ofganizations. J “ | | |

Importance of Evolutionary Psychology fbriorqanizations‘

Applied pSychologiSts wouldiundoubtediy benefit from an
evolutionary perspective. Evolutionafy psychology providés
an integrative framework that is capable of generating
meaningful and reasoned connections between seemingly
disparate‘empirical findings in organizational literature.
In addition, an evolutionary perspective holdsvthe pfomise
of occupying an important plaqeiin organizational theory
becanse organizations presentvmany complex‘and distinct
problems. Colarelii (1998) states, “evolved cognitive
capacities, combined with mundanevexperience, allow people
to builduup-uséful reservoirs of knowledge and decision-

making algorithms. Although fallibie, these reservoirs and
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algorithms allow peoplé to ménage reasonably effectively in
a complex4rea1ity.”(p.1049)_We display great flexibility in
dealing with organizational environments because we have
evolved many'coﬁplex and specificvpsychological mechanisms.
Thereforé, it is important to'explain the nature of those
psychdlogical mechanisms by articulating their functions; or

the specific problems they were designed to solve.

Organizational coalitions

Coalitions play an integral role in organizations. For
example, coaiitions allow members to exert coﬁsidefably more
influence than they could as individual employees. By
forming a coalition, individuals have the opportunity to
affect organizational decisions, policies, and reward
structures. The concept of‘“coalition” has been prominent in
organizational literature'for‘over 35 yeafs. Stevenspn,
Pearce, and Porter (1985) define a coalition aé “an
interacting group of individualsﬂ deliberately constructed,
independent of the formal sﬁructureJIIacking its own
internal strugture,‘ébnsistiné of‘muﬁually perceived
mémbership; issue oriented;'focused on a goal or goals
external to the coalition, énd requiring concerted member -
action.” (p.261) Although this définition is widely accepted
by researchers, Murnighan‘and Brass (1996) offer amere |
concisevdefinitioni “a coalition is composed of two or‘mofe

individuals who have coalesced as a political unit to

address a particular issue.” (p.285) These researchers



identify;coalition”membersfandfdisCuss the]formatiOnif»_f"“
process.

The founder of an organlzatlonal coalltlon deflnes an

f'1ssue or. 1dent1f1es an 1ssue .as 1mportant Founders

:establlsh themselves as'the center of the coalltlon s}vr
*communlcatlon networkﬁ(Murnlghan.& Brass, 1990) Foundersifc
'must acqulre knowledge of others preferences regardlng a '
zopartlcular 1ssue Pfeffer (1981)vagrees that coalltlon‘
‘dformatlon requires 1nformatlon that one‘member s 1nterests
:arehcongruent w1th another s Thus,,a successful founder

”'jmust be well connected (Murnlghan & Brass,,l990)

Once the founder has 1dent1f1ed an 1mportant 1ssue, the;y

Trecrultment of key allles beglns Murnlghan and Brass (l990)?f&

- state that successful contacts depend largely on prox1m1ty o

_and/or fortultous encounters, but “the founder may calculatef

who to approach flrst who to av01d how to tlme the 1n1t1alt

hE contacts, and how to proceed further*”(p 290) Coalltlons

_form 1ncrementally, by addlng_ ne member at a tlme Thus,“]fnﬂju

71n1t1a1 coalltlon-conta ts are dyadlc Moreover,,founders

":are llkely to seek*justgenough members to'create a
';suff1c1ently powerful coalltlon (Murnlghan & Brass, 1990)
Bii To summarlze, successful coalltlons form quletly and
‘;dlsband qulckly (Murnlghan.& Brass, 1990). They are merely
temporary alllances Coalltlons form in - response to a f

' partlcular 1ssue As 1ssues change, membershlp changes:

(Murnlghan &'Brass, 1990);'Th0mp50n,'Mannix,_and‘Bazerman'

J



h(1988) emplrlcally support the 1nherent 1nstablllty of

'”Coalltlons ThUS, relatlvely weak t1es between membersfffi':‘

‘characterlze coalltlons ane:formed coalltlons do not 1asti,f’~

long (Murnlghan & Brass,'1990) The fleld of organlzatlonal -

behav1or has establlshed the ex1stence of coalltlons injf;lgff o

N addltlon,’organlzatlonal behav1or research has descrlbed '

'-coalltlons and the formatlon process However, thlS research B

,‘has not addressed why organlzatlonal coalltlons form
‘f Coplng effectlvely 1n organlzatlonal env1ronments.“
, requ1res flex1b111ty Evolutlonary psychology suggests that
fwe possess adaptatlons that prov1de flex1blllty‘when_;f
confronted with coalltlon ch01ce 31tuatlons Again,lthe
flex1b111ty afforded by a m1nd comprlsed of many complex and
'spe01allzed psychologlcal mechanlsms allows us t0~‘ |
1'successfully negotlate soclal‘envlronments‘ Evolutlonary
psychology provides‘afframework that is powerful‘enough to;u
interpret,behavior’in an environment‘that poses a’large‘
' number‘of diverse problems - the organization.

| | Coalition Formation
TOoby and'Cosmldes‘(l988- asvcited ianan der Dennen,
‘\1991) state that humans possess the. requ1s1te cognltlve
: mechanlsms for observing, asse531ng, and: regulatlng the
appropriate»pattern‘of response,toward coal;tlons.
| Specifically,‘humans havevevolved‘a‘diverse collection‘of
’complexlyvspeCialired psychologlcalfmechanisms thatfgovernf

coalitional behavior. These adaptationS~“allow coalitions to

10



<1coalesce, function, and'sustaln themselves as Qroups of

B cooperatlng 1nd1v1duals (Tooby & Cosmldes, 1993,‘p;39lg-n

'evolutlonary terms, coalltlon'formation“has enabledaour:
filancestors to out compete those who did not form coalltions
"“-(Buss, 1996) | | | i
\ Over evolutionary history,.situations of'potént151i6r~
r‘actual cooperation allowed more effectlve cooperators to

- gain resources denied to unallled 1nd1v1duals or. less
effectiye cooperators For example, those ancestorskwho>Were~
»less skilledvhunters surv1ved by allylng themselves with
'more skilledlhunters; The formation of coalltions allowed
theseiindiﬁiduals to:acquire resources (i.e., food,“hunting
lskills,fsafety) that were previously-unattainahle,,Ancestral,.r
resource acquisition may haVelbeenva function:of,the extent
"to‘which ourrancestors were reciprocally alliedZWith.others
in the local population (Shackelford & Buss, 1996) lndeed,‘
:poor soc1al connectlons may 1nh1b1t ‘resource acqulsltlon
nQver evolutlonary history,'dlfferentbresources.have been;’.
~gained and-lost from,coalitions (Shackelford & BuSS,>1996)
| The human procllv1ty to form coalltlons has a long
ievolutlonary history (Harcourt & DeWaal 1992), Coalltion‘i
’formatlon clearly affects the dlstrlbutlon of resources Ini
fact, some researchers contend that coalltlons determlne
L'access to.resources (Harcourt & DeWaal 1992) »The notion
‘that coalitlons determlne access to resources stems froml

"earller research regarding coalition formatlon;

11



’Traditional approaChes’to coalition:formation‘

Research regardlng coalltlon formatlon 1s characterlzed
by llttle overlap (Murnlghan, 1978)1 Slmllar to other areas
~ of psychologlcal‘sc1ence, coalltlon research has ylelded ‘
’)bdlsparate emplrlcal flndlngs Three areas have contrlbuted
:1ndependent sets of 1nvest1gatlons soc1al psychologlcal |
game theoretlc, and polltlcal models of coalltlon formatlon:
. Y(Murnighan," 1978) .

Caplow (1956) proposed the flrst soc1al psychologlcal
.model of coalltlon formatlon - He examlned the tendency of a:
 triad to become a coalltlon of two agalnst one. Small
tdlfferences in power, act1v1ty, and other member '
characterlstlcs exert con51derable 1nfluence upon the
formatlon of coalltlons Caplow (1956) states,;ﬁthe
formatlon.of given‘coalitions depends upon the initial
distrihution of power in the triad.?(p.489) He presents a
typology of»coalltions,bFor example, one’triad;might consist
of member A,‘whose power‘(controlling of‘resonrces) exceeds
that of member B, Whose power exceeds‘a thirdbmember[ C: B
Caplow (l956)_suggested that C‘can extract resources from‘B
in return for entering the Coalition BC, “despite the‘fact
that B is stronger.” (p. 492) Thus,'“the nature of the_triadic
s;tuatlon often favors the weak‘oVer the-strong.”(p.490)p

The “weakness—is—strength” effect (Mlller &-Komorita,
'1986) suggests that those who are weak in resonrces are more

likely to be included in coalitions than those who are

12



‘zfstrong in~reSOurCes Mannlx and Whlte (1992) demonstrate

”‘that those w1th fewer resources are more llkely to be ;gnfr;_‘t
) ‘1ncluded 1n a coalltlon In contrast those who must 1nvest
. greater resources are less llkely to jOln a coalltlon‘]]j7.7

- (Mlller & Komor1ta,-l986) Thus,vlnd1v1dua1s are" more‘llkely

‘pto form a coalltlon the more they have to galn by d01ng s_fm)

' Addltlonal soc1a1 psychologlcal approaches to coalltlon

::formatlon are bargalnlng theory and the welghted probablllty

Fﬁrgmodel Bargalnlng theory and the welghted probablllty modellx

f_ﬁjpredlct that coalltlons w1th few members w1ll be the most

‘common;(Murnlghan,,1978). As oppOsed to the statlc =
';predlctlons prov1ded by other models of coalltlon formatroanh
‘bargalnlng theory offers dlfferentlal predlctrons based on !'
fthe quallty of members alternatlves Bargalnlng theory
dpredlcts that members'.rewards w1ll change over tlme Theseu
“predlctfons are basedhon theiuse of alternatlve coalrtlonS'
“as threatsvdurlng coalrtlon bargainlng‘"fﬁurnlghan, 1978
G_-p 1136) An advantage of the welghted probablllty model is:
'Tthat it offers exact predlctlons for the probabllltles of
»”fseveral dlfferent coalltlons ThlS model assumes that
’flnd1v1duals w1ll attempt to maxrmlze thelr rewards Howeverf'f
L unllke bargalnlng theory,_determlnatlon of the predlcted :
‘rewards depends on the quantlty of a member S alternatlves"
'(Murnrghan, 1978) . Avmembervw1th-tm1ce.as manytalternatlves
'vas another membernrs predictedto_receive,aipayofffthatﬂisZf,,,

S 13



tw1ce the s1ze of the other member s (Murnlghan, 1978).'

\

Game theoretlc models of coalltlon formatlon focus
l’prlmarlly on game characterlstlcs rather than coalltloth‘
'membersv Spec1f1cally, game theory emphas1zes a coalltlon‘s b
.payoffs,-or the rewards accrued to each coalltlon member |
Lawler and- Youngs"(l975) found that payoff is the leastv“
' lmportant determlnant of coalltlon ch01ces Instead‘
attltudlnal agreement emerged as. . the most 1mportant ba51s of,
lcoalltlonal dec1s1ons ThlS flndlng contradlcts an
assumptlon of evolutlonary psychology Evolutlonary :
'psychologlsts assume that 1nd1v1duals form coalltlons to 3
'yachleve what cannot be achleved alone, regardless of the
‘lattltudlnal agreement between-membersb | | |
Polltlcal models of coalltlonal behav1or empha51ze a‘
‘flong term con51deratlon the expectatlon of outcomes
‘resultlng from the formatlon of a partlcular coalition.
Examples of polltlcal models 1nclude leer s-.size pr1nc1ple,
-the pollcy dlstance mlnlmlzatlon model and the minimum

: range —‘confllct of 1nterest model *ther S. size pr1nc1ple' o
adheres to several strlct assumptlons for predlctlng the
s1ze of polltlcal coalltlons The model predlcts that

mlnlmum w1nn1ng coalltlons w1ll form, whereby removal of a

‘ s1ngle member would render a coalltlon no 1onger w1nn1ng

’(Murnlghan, 1978).‘“A mlnlmum w1nn1ng coalltlon controls the
~dsmallest amount of resources necessary to reallze

hsuccess; (Murnlghan, 1978 p.1139) The policy dlstance o

14



lminimiﬁatlon model‘allowS'for-the possibllity of larger'than'“’
"minimum winning cOalitions. The mlnlmum range»— confllct of
1nterest model is based on the notlon that members w1th
s1mllar 1deolog1es w1ll be:the most llkely coalltlon
:partners (Murnlghan;‘l978);f | it | .

| | thtle overlap ex1stsuin this'bodyrof'literaturen
(Murnlghan, 1978) To apply any of these models to real
coalltlon s1tuat10ns, we must cons1der the utlllty of each
approach Soc1al psychology s emphas1s on a member s
resources, game theory s emphas1s on coalltlonal payoffs,»i
i"and the polltlcal emphas1s on 1deologlcal s1m11ar1ty prov1de'
a. cursory descrlptlon of coalltlon formatlon ThlS research
“has prov1ded 1mportant flndlngs However,‘s1m;laroto_other_
bareas, coalltlon research has falllngs BuSs'(l995)‘States
‘that a descrlptlve level of analys1s av01ds “entlrely the

key questlons of the orlglns and functlons of the soc1al

"“fphenomenon documented ”(p 17) An. evolutlonary perspectlve of

coalltlon formatlon w1ll generate meanlngful and reasoned -
'-connectlons between soc1al psychologlcal and game theoretlc

l’approaches Spec1f1cally, the notlon of coalltlonal

‘d‘ psychology jOlntly addresses coalltlon members ,resourcesl

'n';and the rewards accrued to each member by formlng a

coalltlon Slmllar to other models, evolutlonary psychology
.asuggests that 1nd1v1duals w1ll form coalltlons to acqulre
S resources that were prev1ously unattalnable ThlS propens1ty.‘

'to form coalltlons solved ar spec1f1c adaptlve problem»f
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http:documented."(p.i7

recurrently faced by ouf ancestors over our éVolutionary‘
history - resource accrual. Therefore, an evolutionary
approach will integrate seemingly disparate areas of
‘"research by focussing upon the adaptive function of
coalition formation.

Coalition formation within organizations

Murnighan (1986) views coalitions as a necessity. The
majority of Orgénizational coalitions follow the same basic
process: one individual contacts énother. The individualbwho
cannot achieve what he or she desires without assistance‘
(i.e., without a coalition) typically initiates action
(Murnighan, 1986). Altering resource allocations is a majof‘
goal of coélitions (Steﬁenson, Pearce, & Porter, 1985).

Stevenson, Pearce,-aﬁd Porter (1985) present two
hypotheses: 1) a major éhange - an increase, decrease, or
: reallocation'in resources - increases the likelihood of
coalition formation; and 2) unfavorable contrasts between
one’s own position relafive to comparable others will also
increase the likelihood of coalition formation.

The organization may be regarded as a pool of resources
varying in attainability. This variation, particularly a
scarcity-of resources, “increases the vigor with whicﬂ
differeht parts of'thé.organization conflict withbone
another.” (Notz, Starke, & Atwell, 1983, p.149) Pearce,

Stevenson, and Porter (1986) argue  that the more scarce the

resources, the greater the coalition activity. Pfeffer
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(1981) states that coalition formation_“Will be. more
prevalent to the extent that there is more task and resource;
-interdependence w1thin the organization‘”(p 157) In-
fcontrast coalition formation Will be reduced Wlthlni*
‘enVironments of resource abundance or less interdependence
White-(l974) defines an organization.as a. “formally
constituted collectiVity which utilizes resources (p 367)
He views resources as determinants of organizational ‘;
gbehavior The influence of scarce resources (including
_information) imposes constraints on behaVior (White, 1974)
These constraints on indiViduals are attributable to: 1) the;
"limits of utilization of resources controlled by the:iv
_organization;Zand 2) the flows of~resources-necessary'for‘
theirbutiliZationj»White (1974) prOVides an example of the o
Nambikwara hunters -and gatherers in South America The'
‘population is organized in bands of followers and a leader
(the‘mostiskilled hunter); Those less~skilled in:hunting,"
.mustﬂally themselves‘with more skilled hunters‘if‘they\are
to survivef Coalitions offer,an important source'of‘power )
<and influence | | | | | o
Coalitions form because they allow members to exert
'more influence than they could independently (Stevenson,

Pearce, &'Porter,.l985)‘ Many employees do not possess the ,.

power to acquire resources,‘so they form coalitions (Mannix,~,7f

& White; 1992). The formation of coalitions offers an

lopportunity for disadvantaged employees “to garner power -
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through the pooling of resources with other group

members.” (Mannix & White, 1992, p.201) The more critical and
important the resource, the greater the power of the member
who is instrumental in providing the resource (Pfeffer,
1981) . Thus, power depends on the possession of resources
(Pfeffer, 1982).

To summarize, organizational coalitions form because
théy enable individual employees to achieve what cannot be
achieved alone. Specifically, coalitions serve the imporfant
function of resource accrual. Organizations present an
environment characterized by limited resources. The
individual success of employees depends on their ability to
form coalitions with other employees. The formation of
organizational coalitions provides access to resourées that
are individually unattainable. Important organizational
resources include special:skills, effort, votes, money, and
information (Miller &.Komorité, 1986) .

Information

Information is a source of power within organizations
(Cobb, 1986). The control of information is an important
aspect of the resource allocation process in organizations
(Pfeffer, 1982). The hierarchical arrangement of positions
implies that the organization bestows more information on
the more highly placed members. In addition,. the information
which people have‘acceSS to in organizational contexts is

often limited and ambiguous.

18



Members of an‘organization'have limited access to
information (Pfeffer, 1982). Constraints on communication
among organiiational members can further restrict the
aveilability of information (Miller & Kemorita, 1986) .
Individuals are likely to form coalitions with those‘they
ceh commﬁnicate with directly, rather than with others With
whom they can communicate only indirectly.“

Information is an importantyorganizational resource.
However,‘the organization imposes constraints oh the
availabilit§ of information, such as organizatienal position
and commuﬁication networks. These‘censtraints cah create
“information scarcitiee” and therefore are likely to yield
coalitions.between Organizationai members. Past coalition
theory and research has attempted to determine why
individualsvchoose to join one coalition rather than another
in a forced coalitionecheice situatiOn-fﬁawler & Yeungs,
1975) . Anvimportanthuestion‘iﬁ brganiretionei contexts is
whether or when eoalitions,will form (Miller & Komorita,
1986) .

Similar to other ﬁode;s,‘evolutionary‘psychology claims
that coalition formatien enables individuale to acquire
‘resources that were previously unattainable. A logical
extension of this premise is that those with fewer resources
will have‘a greater need to form coalitions. Thus,v |
indiViduéls*with fewer‘resOurces will be more likely to want

to form a coalition than those possessing greater resources.
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In addition, the “weakness-is-strength” effect'(Milier &
Komerita, 1986).predicts that those with fewer resources are
more likely to be included in coalitions than those
possessing‘greater resources. Conversely; ﬁhose with greater
resources are less'likely to join a coalition (Miller &
Komorita, 1986) . The present study provides a direct test of
these predictions.

Furthermore, ehis’study seeks to demonstrate that
information is an important organizational resource that
contributes to coalition formation. According to Miller and
Komorita  (1986), “few studies ha&e systematically
manipulated information and communication variables.” (p.125)
In addition, “very little is known about‘the effects of
information and communication restrictions on.coalition
behavior.” (p.126) A relationship between information and
coalition formation would lendvfurther credence to the
evolutionary notion of coalitional psychology. The present

study offers a test of the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Differences in the amount of information
will lead to differences in the desire to form coalitions.

Hypothesis la: Individuals with less information will
be more likely to want to form coalitions.

Hypotﬁesis 1b: Individualslwith more informatioﬁ will

be less likely to want to form coalitions.
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The first hypothesis considersptheramountiof'
:zinfornatlon possessed Evolutionary psychology not’only .
'prov1des the framework to examine 1nformat10n as a resource
icontributing-to coalition formatlon, butﬂalsolallows |
predictions'hased on;type;ofcinformationl As‘mentionedi‘fh
previouslyL Cosmiaes and Tooby (1992)‘identifyva _si
psychological mechanism”enabling the detection of cheaters,
‘in'social exchange'situations Over evolutionary historyyili
those ancestors capable of successfully detecting cheaters
were able to out-compete those less skilled at detecting'
cheaters; -

Paleoanthropological'evidence reveals_that;our"
‘ancestors have engaged in social eXchangekfor seyeral
million years (Cosmides &‘Tooby, 1992). “Social'eXChange
behayior is both universal and highly elaborated across allo
human cultures (Cosmides & Tooby, 1992, p.164) Cosmides and.’
Tooby (1992) explore the hypothesis that the human mind
contains psychological mechanisms designed‘for reasoning
about_social exchange, including a mechanism for detecting‘
cheaters in social eXChange situations; |
| ‘COSmidesand Tooby_(1992) define cheating as a
violation'of a social contract. A social cOntract is “a
situation 1n which an 1ndiv1dual is obligated to satlsfy a -

requirement of some kind usually at some cost to him— or
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herself, in order to be entitled to receive a benefit from
another individual (or group).” (p.180) A wealth of empirical
e&idence supports the view that individuals possess
‘éognitive adaptations speciélized for detecting cheaters.

Cosmides and Toob& (1992) provide,evidence that humans
are highly skilled at detecting violations of conditional
rules that express social contracts. Furthermore, this
competency is realized regardless of individuals’
»faﬁiliarity with the content of the social contrgct. These
findings (as well as otheré) Suggest several features of -
social exchange adaptations.

- First, the algorithms that govern reasoning about
social contracts include psychological mechanisms that are
specialized for cheater detection. Second, these algorithms
operate even in unfamiliar situations. Finally, the
algorithmé “cannot operate so as to detect cheéters unlessv
‘the rule has been assigned the cost-benefit representation
of‘a social contract.” (Cosmides & Tooby, 1992, p.206)

To summarize, the human mind is imbﬁed with
psychological mechanisms for reasoning about social.
exchange. One psychological mechanism‘is capable of
detecting cheaters in social exchahge situations. This

mechanism can only be activated by particular contextual

input, such as the nonreciprocation of others. This research
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suggests that indiViduals wiil be‘especially cognizant of
information regarding cheating behavior. Furthermore,
individuals may value cheating information more than other
types of‘infofmation. This preference may have had an
influence on ancestral coalition formation. That is,'our‘
evolutionary ancesﬁors might have been more likelyito form
coalitions with those possessing cheating information. This
is'particularly relevant to organizational behavior. For
example, employees may regard equity (eqﬁity theory; Adéms,
1965) as important for success within the organization,
which creates a need to be recognized for their efforts.
Cheaters can be viewed as those employees who accept
recognition without putting forth effort‘(i.e;, pfofitable'
inequity) . Identifying cheaters is‘important for maintaining
an equitable (and satisfying) work environment. The preSeht

study offers a test of the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Differences in the type of information
will iead to differences in the desire to form coalitioﬁs.

Hypqthesis 2a: Individuals will be more likelysto want
to form coalitions with fhose possessing cheating
information than with those possessing other types of

information.
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'METHOD

Participants

- A total of 151 students'were recruited from several
sections of undergraduate psychology COurses at California.
Staterniversity, San Bernardino to participate in the
’study Students received extra credit for their research
part1c1pation. Seventy 51x percent of the partic1pants were
vfenale and 249 were male. Seven percent of the partiCipants
were”African—American, 5% were Asian,;SQ% were Caucasian,
lS%-wereiHispanic, and 10%vof thejparticipants indicated,
other'ethnic backgrounds. The age ofhthe participants ranged
from 18 to 58 (M = 25.29, SD = 7.89), with the majority
(70%).faliing betweenvlé and 25 years of age.

Measure |

Each participant completed‘one form of an
organiZational behavior'survenyThe surveys;consisted of two -
scenarios and several questions (see Appendix) The use of
:scenarios to test the hypotheses was undertaken for several'
reasons. First this scenario based approach is more
. feasible than a field des1gn The‘use of_scenarios provides
an adequate test of the,hypotheses and avoids the)arduouS'
task Of collecting‘coalition data in‘an actual'organization.
In'addition; the organizational scenarios provide abcontekt‘
albelt constructed for the activation of the psychological
mechanism enabling coalition formation. Evolutionary

- psychology maintains that psychological mechanisms are
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context dependent As stated earlier, psychological
‘;mechanisms can’ only'be activated by particular contextual
vinput .\ goal of evolutionary psychology 1s to explicate
several’forms of contextual 1nput (e.g. 1mmediate.
vs1tuational 1nputs) that activate the operation of
1part1cular psychological mechanisms. It lS necessary to
'prov1de a context so. that a psychologlcal mechanism can be
ractivated. |
Organizational'Scenarios~Avand B represent Hypotheses 1
and 2, respectively.vIn-Organizational Scenario A;'eachd‘

participant-read:‘

‘Assume‘you are avmanager'in Xanadu,"nc: Xanadu has recently
“experienced dramatic reductions in. customers The company web page’ has
successfully attracted many new customers in the past HoweverJ-Xanadu’sA
 web page has not been updated for several years. Therefore,ithe o
pres1dent of Xanadu has asked. four department managers to prov1de
vdes1gns for a new company web page The department or departments (1f
managers choose to work together) prov1d1ng the best deSign will receive
an increase in 1mportant resources (like more money and more staff -
p051tions) L If managers work together and. prov1de the best deSign,'they'
will have to diVide the resources among themselves " The department .'
-3managers selected to partic1pate in the des1gn of a new company web page

are A, B, C, and D
dApprOXimately‘halfs(g‘= 74) of‘the-participantsfread‘
‘that theyZWere;the manager of Department A“(who'posSessedf
little information);g

As the manager of Department A, you lack technological

uinformatlon You have only been an’ employee of. Xanadu for three months,
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‘and you are not yet completely famlllar w1th your pos1t10n The manager
of . Department ‘B possesses a s1mllar amount of technologlcal 1nformat10n.

In contrast the managers of departments c and D possess a , ‘
jtremendous amount of technologlcal information. In. fact these managers B
:have been employees of Xanadu for over three years, and are very

famlllar w1th their p051t10ns

Approxrmately half (n = 75) of the partlclpants read
that they were the manager of Department D (who possessed a

‘greatfamOUnt ofnlnformatlon):

As the manager'of'Department D, you possess a tremendous'amount7of;'*'l

'htechnologlcal 1nformatlon You have been an employee of «Xanadu - for over"

three years, and you are very familiar w1th your p051tlon The manager;

of Department C possesses a s1m11ar amount of technologlcal 1nformat10n
In contrast the managers of departments A and B lack :

technologlcal 1nformatlon These managers have only been employees of

_ Xanadu for: three months,‘and are not yet completely famlllar,wrthuthelr

positions.

The two forms of Organlzatlonal Scenarlo A represent‘
two levels of quantlty of 1nformatlon Hypothes1s l states"”
that dlfferences 1n the amount of 1nformatlon w1ll lead tor”i
'dlfferences in the desrre to form coalltlons.‘Part1c1pantS?7
‘read that by prov1d1ng the best des1gn for a new company’;i‘

'web page, they w111 recelve an increase 1n 1mportant

jresources The task of des1gn1ng the web page 1s llkely to?i:f
" be fac1lltated by the posses51on of technologlcal
’fnlnformatlon Those that possess technologlcal 1nformatlonvn'
are‘expected to be v1ewed as ‘more llkely to prov1de the best

.des1gn for the web page (thereby rece1v1ng an 1ncrease in
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important resources) than those lacking technological
ihformation. In adaition; participants afe provided with»an
Oppbrtunity to work with others, which may improve their
likelihood of providing the best design for the web page and
receiving an increase in resources. The amount of
information possessed by managers_is ihtended to captﬁre the
hierarchical arrangemgntvpf‘positidhs Within organizations.
Managers C and D posééSé'mOre'info£ﬁation than managers A
and B'presumably becauSe‘ofitheir job Eehure.

The‘SCénario was followed by four questions that
assessed whether the participants received'the manipulaﬁion‘
as intended. Participants were asked to indicate the amount
_of'technological information possessed by each‘depaftmént
manager. Responses could range from 1 to 5 and Wére anéhoréd
as follows: 1.= No information, 2 =‘Little.information, 3 =
.Mbderate amount of information, 4 = Much information, 5 =
Great amount of inférmation. Participants were also asked to
rate the likelihood of a series of abtions that could be
taken.to design the new company web page. These actions
included working with eaéh department manager and designing
the web page alone. Again, it was expected that those with
less information (the managef of Departmeht A) would be ﬁore
likely to want to form coalitions than those possessing a ‘
great amount of information (the manager ovaepartment’D).

Responses could range from 1 to 5 and were anchored as
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,folloWstfl = Will not do, 2 = th very llkelyy.3 = Somewhat
likely, 4. = Very llkelyy 5 Will do.

In Organlzatlonal Scenarlo B part1c1pants read

_ Assume you are a manager’in Utopfa; iﬁc. ﬁtopiaihas recently
experlenced dramatlc reductlons ‘in customers.,The company web page has
successfully attracted many new customers in the ‘past. However, Utopla s
web page has not been updated for several years Therefore;_the‘n“

fpres1dent of Utopia has asked four department managers to prov1de
‘vdes1gns for a new company web page. The department or departments (1f.

: managers choose to work together) prov1d1ng the best de81gn w111 recelve

an 1ncrease in important resources (llke ‘more money ‘and ‘more staff ‘

_pos1tlons) If managers ‘work together and. prov1de the best" des1gn, they
will have to d1v1de the resources among themselvesl The. department

managers selected to part1c1pate 1n the des1gn of a new . .company web page -
:»are A, B, C, and D. You are ‘the manager of Department D A
‘ Manager A possesses 1nformatlon about graphlc des1gn In fact,
‘Manager A has improved the artlstlc quallty of past prOJects Manager’B
.possesses customer relatlons 1nformatlon Manager B has an understandlng!
of customer needs Manager C possesses 1nformatlon ‘about Wthh managers
‘at Utopla are llkely to use trickery.’ (e g. steallng other managers’

1deas) to compete for scarce resources You are Manager D. As Manager D
-you possess 1nformatlon regardlng only your department and. general job

dutles

This scenarlo presentsldlfferent types of 1nformatlon |
Hypothes1s 2" states that dlfferences in the type of - |
',.1nformatlon_w111»lead to-dlfferences in the de31rezto7form_ﬂ
icoalitfonsr:Participants read{again:that;'by providingbthe;t
‘best des1gn for a new company web page, they w1ll receive an
.1ncrease 1n 1mportant resources.,Prov1d1ng the ‘best des1gn
for the web page - is llkely to be fac111tated by the

possess1on of a partlcular type of 1nformatlon (1 e.
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information about which managers are likely to steal other
managers’ ideas while competing for scarce resources). Those
fhat possess cheating information are expeéted to be viewed
as more likely to provide the best design for the web page
(thereby receiving an increase in important resources) thgn
those possessing other types of information (e.g., customer
relations information). Again, participants are provided
with an opportunity to work with others, which may improve
their likelihood of providing the best désign for thé web
page aﬁd receiving an increase in resources. Over
evolutionary history, those ancestors éapable of
successfully detecting cheaters Were able to out-compete
those leSs skilled at.detécting‘cﬁéaters. This suggests that
individuals may be especially coghizant‘bf’information
regérding cheating behéVior, as bpposed to other types of
information. Furthermore, individuals may value cheating
information more than other types of information.bTherefore,,
our ancestors may have been more likely to form coalitions
with thoseipossessing cheating information than with those
possessing other types of information.

Four questions assessed Whethér the manipulation was
received as intended. Participants were asked: “Which
manager poSsesses information regarding graphic design?,”
‘“Which manager possesses information about the ways that
other managers might cheat?,” “Which manager possesses

information regarding only their own job duties?,” “Which
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bmanager'posseSses customerhrelationsdinformation?.(
'Participants,were‘aiSo'ashed”to rate‘theylihelihood,of;a.
. series of actions that could bedtakenpto designvthe'new p"
.company webipage'(e.g:'"“How'likeiy are y&ﬁ'tévwofk mith“
'Manager A, as opposed to B or C?7). These actlons 1ncluded
worklng w1th each department manager (as opposed to the'
other managers) and des1gn1ng the web page alone It was
bexpected that 1nd1v1duals would be more llkely to want. to
form coalltlons Wlth those possessing cheatlng‘lnformatlon(
(Manager,C) than W1th ‘those possess1ng other types of
information (managers A or B) It was also expected that
1nd1v1duals would ‘be more llkely to want to form coalltlons
: w1th those possess1ng cheatlng 1nformatlon (Manager C) than
"deslgnvthe web page alone. ResponseS'could‘rangebfrombl to 5
aﬁd Were-anchored as(follows:jl = Will not do, 2 = th,&e:y”
~likely, 3'=:Somewhatolikely)‘4H?-VerY'likeiyj 5 = Willvdo;
Procedure_ - ‘ -
Initiai Versions of'the organiéational‘behavior:saneys
were pilot tested.‘Results.from'these preliminaryutests‘were
satisfactory.'That is,.pilot teStingbrevealed'that the,b |
manlpulatlons for each organlzatlonal scenarlo were recelved
_as 1ntended For the prlmary data collectlon students were
aasked to part1c1pate 1n a study of organlzatlonal behav1or
:ﬂThey were. 1nstructed to read each scenarlo carefully and
'respond to the accompanylng qnestlons Part1c1pants were

also 1nformed that they would be part1c1pat1ng in a
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simulated business exefcise during the last phase of the
study. They were to use fhe information provided in the
scenarios whiie participating in the exercise. Students did
not participate in a simulated business exereise. This
statement Wes included among the directions for completing
the survey to enhance the involvement of the particibants.
Presentation of the two scenarios was counterbalanced
to reduce the pessible‘influence of order effects. Seventy—
five participants completed surveys that presented
Organizational.Scenario A before Organizational Scenario B.
Seventy-four participants were presented with Organizational
Scenario B followed by Organizational Scenario A. Data from
these forms was compared to determine whether the order of
presenting the two scenarios influenced participants’

responses.
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RESULTS
All analyses mere performed us1ng SPSS Mean,”
‘_icomparisons were 1n1t1ally conducted to determlne 1f order
‘effects were present‘(l.eﬂ, the extent to Wthh
counterbalancing-influenCéd partlcipanturesponses); Artotall
of 16 t-tests were conducted between the counterbalanced |
forms Due . to the large number of. tests,ithe Bonferroniir

badjustment for Type I error was‘employed DiViding the -
‘des1red alpha level (o = i05) by the_total‘number of tests
(16) yielded a conseryative alpha level'(a‘= ;003) to
“evaluate each t—testQ As shown‘in:Table l;;no significant
.differences emerged between the two forms.:In'the absence-of
meaningful'orderveffects, only two'forms of the survey wéré"
cons1dered for subsequent analyses those respondents
possessing ”less” 1nformation in Organizational ScenarloiA
and"thbsétrespondents possessing a “great amount” of
information.‘All‘of the respondents‘completed OrganizatiOnal
Scenario B;‘ | | | |
'A'manipulationbcheCk wasvconducted toiensure that thei
'manlpulation for Organizatlonal Scenario A was. received as
,1ntended A within- subjects ANOVA was performed for the:
_‘first four'questlons fOllow1ng Organizational Scenario A
(“How much - technological 1nformatlon does' the. Department A

manager possess° Department B manager7 Department C manager9
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Table 1

Counterbalanced forms (by guestion)

t-tests:

Question Survey férm n M t p-value

Scenario Aqgl 1 38 2.16 1;47 - .15
2 35 1.89

Scehario AQ2 ' 1 38 | 2.18 1.43 .16

2 35 1.97

Scenario Aq3 1 38 4.7s | .15 .88
2 35 4.74 |

Scenario Ag4 1 38 4.76 .67 .51
2 35 4.66

Scenario Ag5a 1 38 o 2.47 2.10 .04
2 36 2.00

Scenario AgSb 1 38 1.87 -.32 .75
2 - 36 102 |

Scenario Agsc 1 38 4.29 -.28 .78
2 36 4.33

Scenario Aghd 1 38 4;24 -.07 .95
2 | 36 4.25

Scenario Bgl 1 38 1.13 .74 - .47
2 36 S 1.01

Scenario Bg2 1 38 2.97 02 98
2 36 2.97
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Tableil (continuedf
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Table 1 (continuéd)

35

Question- -Survey form n M £ p-value

Scenario Ag5a 3 38 16 -1.52 .13
4 37 .51

Scenario(Aqu 3 38 .42 .7i .48
4 . 37 .24

Scenario Ag5c 3 - 38 .76 .85 .40
4 37 .57

Scenario Agsd 3 38 11 ~1.48 .14
4 37 .43

Scenario Bgl 3 39 .08 1.32 .19
4 37 .00

Scenario Bg2 3 l39 .97 .49 .63
| 4 37 .95

Scenario Bq3 3 39 .69 -1.43 .16
4 37 .92

Scenario Bg4 3 39 .97 .03 .98

4 37 .97 |

Scenario Bg5a 3 38 .55 -.56 .58
4 37 .70

Scenario Bqu 3 38 .18 —.73 ;47
4 37 .32

Scenario Bgbc 3 38 .29 -1.08 .29
4 37 .51



Table 1 (continued)

Question Survey form n t p-value

M
Scenario Bg5d 3 38 3.34 .94 .35
4 37 3.14
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 Department D manager?”) ; The overall test was significant,
‘F(3 146) ='299 98.'v 001 Comparlsons employlng the
‘_Bonferronl adjustment evaluated the mean dlfferences between_
each ltem It was expected that respondents would v1ew:,l
managers A and B as possess1ng relatlvely less 1nformatron
whlle managers C‘and D would be v1ewed as posses51ng great
amounts of 1nformatlon ‘The Department A manager was v1ewed,
as possessrng.s1gn;frcantly.less 1nformatlon'(M 2 OO) than {
~ the Department.c manager‘(Mbs 4.52), mean-dlfference'=vf“‘
2.52, p <7JOD1u,The Department A manager-was alsolciewed'as‘
3 poSseSSing'signlficantly.less lnformation (M = 2.00) thand‘
the Department D managere£M»£.4'64),bmean dlfferencelz e‘
2;64,,p»§’;001, Similarly,-the Department B manager was
Hviewedlas;possessing signifrcantlyvless ;nformatlon-(M;=
2.03) than the Department C'manager (ﬂ ;-4;52),7mean "
"dlfference'= —2 50, p < .001. The Department B manager-was o
.also v1ewed as possess1ng s1gn1flcantly less 1nformatlon (M
ntp; 2. 03) than the Department D manager (M = 4 64), mean
‘ldlfference‘% —2 61 p < OOl As expected the quantlty of
.1nformatlon possessed by the managers of departments A and Bi
’dld not s1gn1f1cantly dlffer The manager of Department D;t
was v1ewed as possess1ng a 51gn1f1cantly greater amount oft'
' 1nformatlon (Mf 4.64) than the Department C manager (M =
‘4 52),dmeanvdifference-s 114 p < ;05 ThlS flndlng was
unexpected A close examlnatlon of the two means suggests

'that the dlfference 1s negllglble Thus; the_results
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revealed that the manipulatibn for the first scenario was
received as intended.

A manipulation check er Organizational Scenario B was
conducted. A series of chi—square goodness of fit tests were
conducted for the first four questions following
Organizational Scenario B (“Which manager possesses
information regarding graphic design? Information about the
ways that other managers mlght cheat? Information regardlng
only thelr own job duties? Customer relatlons
information?”). Chi-square tests were performed because
there were “correct” and “incérréct” response options for
each question. This analysis enabled the examination of the
frequenciés of “correét” and “incorrect” responses. For
example, respondents were expected tb correctly identify
Manager A as possessing information regarding graphic
design. SPSS requires a minimum of one‘ekpected frequency. to
be specified for each response category. So, for each
" goodness of fit test, it was specified that the majority of
participants (145 of a possible 151) would endorse the
“correct” option, while twb participants would mistékenly
endorse each of the three remaining “incorrect” options.
Each of the obtained chi-square §alues failed to reach
significance. One—hundred and.forty—five participants

correctly identified Manager A as possessing.informétion
regarding graphic design, %2(3) = 1.00, p > .20. Similarly,
143 participants correctly identified Manager C as
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possessing cheating information, %2(3) = 5.03, p‘> .10.
Manager D was correctly identified as pessessing information
regarding simple job duties by 142 participants, x2(3):=
4.56, p > .20. One—hundred and\forty—threesubjects
correctly identified Manager B as possessing eustomer
relationSvinformation, xX2(3) = 3.03; p > .30. These results

support the goodneSs of fit of'the‘expectedvvalues.
Therefore, the manipulation for the second scenario was
received as/intended,rWith‘reSpOHdents correctly identifying
the type of informatiOn possessed’by”eachfdepartment‘
manager.

To test Hypothesis 1, t-tests were initially performed
to evaluate the mean differences between the two forms |
(participants with less information and those possessing a
great amount of informatien) for responses to Organizational
Scenario.A gquestions. This analysis‘compared responses to
the three-questions that were identical across both forms of
Organizational Scenario A (“How 1ikely are you te Werk with
the Department B manager? Department C manager? Design the
web page by yourself?”). Each t-test wasrbasea on a prieri
expectations. Participants with less information were .
expected to report a greater likelihood of wanting to form a
coalition with the manager of Department Ci(who possessed a
great amount of information) than those possessing a great

amount of information. Those possessing a great amount of
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“information were'ekpectedhto report a‘greater likelihood of _
wanting to design the web page alone»(i e. : not form ais
coalltlon) than part1c1pants w1th less 1nformatlon Flnally,
part1c1pants w1th less 1nformatlon were: expected to report a
greater llkellhood of wantlng to form a coalltlon w1th the
;manager of Department B - (who also possessed 11ttle |
1nformat10n) than those possess1ng a great amount of
‘1nformatlon. As shown in Table 2, thOse w1thjless
.information were more likeiyﬂto’worklwith the Department C:’
managér’(M =‘4.31)_than those possessing a'great amountiof
information (M = 3.67), £(147) = 4.66, p < .001. This result
‘HSupportskHypothesis'i. Also supporting Hypothesis 1, those
‘possessing a‘great’amount of'information‘reported af.v |
‘significantly greater,likelihood ofvdesigning the meb”page‘
'lalone (M.= 3.33)ithan»those'with,less information (M =
‘1.91), £(147) = 8“».33» P < .001. Those with:l"ess information‘v'
dld not report a greater llkellhood of wantlng to work w1th |

‘the. Department B manager (M = 2 24) than those posse551ng a

'?great amount of 1nformatloni(M ='2 33), t(l47) 547 ns,7
;thlCh does not support Hypothes1s l (see Table 2) T
In the flrst test of Hypothes1s l 1t31s p0351ble»thatt
part1c1pants may have chosen only one of_the managers'amongr'
fthe cOalition¥choice1options, asvopposed to'choosing‘to form
“ia coaiitionDWith‘all'of the.managers' Therefore a SeCOnd
test of Hypothes1s 1 was conducted A new varlable was‘ao'

created by 1dent1fy1ng the hlghest value among the




Table 2

Hypothesis 1: t-tests

Less information More information

M sb M  sD t
Work with Manager B 2.24 .99 2.33  1.02 -.55
(less inférmation)
Work alone i 1.91 1.01 3.33 1.08 -8.33%
Work with Manager C 4.31 .66 3.67 .99 4.66%

(great amount of

information)

*p < .001.
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coalition—ehoice options for.each.respondent. it was
expected that participants with less infofmation would
'report a greater likelihood of forming a coalition, once a
choice to form a coalition‘across managers was made, than
those possessing a great amount of informatien. A t-test
was cohducted to assess whether those with less information
were more likely to form a coalition than those possessing a
great amount of information. The resulfs supporeed this |
hypothesis. Those with less information were more likely to
form a coalition with a department manager‘(M = 4.35) than
those possessing a great amount of information (M = 3.83),
£(147) = 3.93, p < .001. Anbadditional analysis was
conducted to determine whether age ef respondents’was
related to reported likelihood oficoalitioh formation. It
was not, ; (146) = .03, p > .10.

Finally, a third test of Hypothesis 1 was conducted. A
within-subjects ANOVA was performed to ekamine differences
regarding which managers the participants Wanted to form a
coalition with to design,the webbpage. Analyses were
initially conducted for participants with little
infermation.'Again;-the two forms of the scehario were
constructed so that approximately_half (n = 74) of the
participants read that they were‘the manager of Departmeht A
(who1possessed little_information). These participants were
asked a question‘regarding the likelihood of working with

the Department D manager. In contrast, approximately half (n
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= 75) of thé participants read that they were the manager of
Department D (who possessed a great‘amount of informatioh).
These participants were asked a question regarding the
1ikelihood of working with the Department A maﬁager. Thus,
the differences between the two forms required analyzing the
respohses to the four questions separately for each form.
Participants With lessvihformation were expécted to reporf a
- greater likelihood of forming a coalition with the managers
of depértments C'and D (who posSesséd’great amounts of
iinformétién) than with the manager of Department B (who
possessed little,infofmation). The overali test was
significant, F(2, 72) = 97.49 , p < .001. Participants with
less information did report a greater likelihood of working
with the Department C manager, who possessed a great amount
of information (M = 4.31), than working with manager B, who
possessed less information (M = 2.24), mean difference =
2.07,'pv< .001. Similarly, participants with less
information weré more likely to work with,managef‘D, who

possessed a great amount of information (M = 4.24), than.

with manager B (M = 2.24), mean difference 2.00, p < .001.
‘'There waé not a significant difference regarding the

- likelihood of working with mahagers C or D. These resﬁlts
support the expectations. Analyses were repeated for those
possessingva great amount of information. It was expectedb

that those possessing a great amount of information would

not report a preference for forming a coalition with the
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managers of departments A, B, or C. The’overall test
statistic was significanf, F(2, 73) = 41.36, p < .001.
Interestingly, those respondents'possessing aygreat amount
of information reported a greater likelihood of working with
the Department C manager (M = 3.67), who alsobposseSSed a
great amount of information, than the Department B manager
(M = 2.33), mean difference = 1.33, or the Department A

- manager, who possessed 1itt1e information (M = 2.27), mean
difference = 1.40, ps < .001. This result Was unexpected.
There was not a significant difference regarding the
likelihood of working with managers A or B, who possessed
similar amounts of information.

To test Hypothesis 2, a within-subjects ANOVA was
conducted for responses to Organizational Scenario B-
qﬁestions. Again, respondents were éxpected to report a
~greater likelihood of forming a coalition with Manager C
(who possessed cheating-information)‘than with managers A or
B, or designing the web page alone. As shown in Table 3, a
priori contrasts revealed that participants wérelless likely
to work with Manager C, who possessed information regarding
cheaters (M = 2.39), than work with Manager A, who possessed
graphic design information (M = 3.58), F(1, 149) = 87.34, p
< .001l. Participants Were aléo less likely to work with
Manager C (M =‘2.39) than with Manager B, who possessed
customer relations information (M = 3.31),.2(1, 149) =

78.38, p < .001. These results do not support the
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Table 3

Hypothesis 2: Means and standard deviations

3

=

SD

Work with manager A 3.58 1.11
(graphic design
information)
Work alone - 2.17 .96
Work with manager C 2.39 .94
(cheating information)

3.31 .94

Work with manager B
(customer relations

information)
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Table 4

Hypothesis 2: F-values and estimates of‘maqnitude

Source SS df MS

atf F R?
Comp. 1 211.23 . 1 - 211.23 87 .24*%* .37
Comp. 2‘> 7771‘ 1 S 7.71 5.51*% .04
Comp. 3  125.13 1 125.23 78.38%** .35
error ﬂ
Comp. 1 360.77»" 149 o .2.42
| Comp. 2 208.29 ‘ 149 1.40
‘Comﬁ. 3 237.87 149 1.60

Note. Comp. 1 = work with manager A (graphic design
information) compared-to manager C (cheating information);
Comp. 2 = work with manager C, compared to work alone; Comp.
3 = work with manager B (customer relations information)

compared to managér C.

*p < .05. **p < .001.
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hypothesis. Subjects Were; howeyer; m6fe‘iikely to work with
Manager C (M = 2.39)Jtﬁan’design:thétwéﬁ pagé’alone (M =
2.17), E(L, 149) = 5.513, p < ;O5V.AF—va;‘11ue's and estimates of
the magnitude of eaéh single—df compariéon'are presented in
Table 4. An additional analysis was conducted to determine
whether the respondénts’ gender was related to reported
likelihood of coalitioh formation. Each of ﬁhe interactions
between the aforementiqned contrasts‘and gender failed to
reach significance. Therefore, gender Was not related to

reported likelihood of coalition formation.
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- DISCUSSION

The results support Hypothesis 1, which states that
differences in the amount of information will lead to
differences in the desire to form coalitions. HoweVer, a
lack of support was found for Hypothésis,Z. As stated
earlier, individuals,were expected to be more likely to want
to form coalitions with those.possessing cheating
information than with those posseséing other types of
information. This was not the case. Results of the tests of
these hypotheses will be discussed in terms of prior
research. Practical implications of this research, |
1imitations{ and directions for future research will also be
provided.

Results from three sets of analyses support Hypotheéis
1. The first test revealed that individuals possessing a
great amount of‘information are more likely to work alone
(i.e., not form a coalition) than those with léss
information. Evolutionary psychology‘suggeSts’that
individuals will form coalitions to acquire resources that
werevpreviously unattainable. Coalitions allow individuals
to’achieve what cannot be achieved alone. IndividualsWare
more likely to form a coalition the‘more they have to gain
"by doing so. IndividUals already posaessing large amounts of
resources have little to gain by forming a coalition,

relative to those possessing few resources. Therefore,
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forming a coalition is less necessary for those possess1ngp,
large amounts of resourcesw

V‘Ind1v1duals w1th lessiinformation were more likely to
‘ Want to form a coalition w1th one who possessed a great |
amount of information, as compared to those who already ,
possessed a great amount of 1nformation ThlS finding
supports an evolutionary perspective Similar to other
models,.evolutionary psychology maintains that forming
coalitions allows members to acquire resources that they
were previously denied as unallied’individuals The
propensity to form coalitions solved the adaptive problem of
resource accrual recurrently‘faced by our ancestors. Again,.
‘individuals are more likely to form a coalition the more
they have to»gain_by doing so. It»islnot surprising that_
those with fewer resources (less information) were more:
likely to want to form a coalition-With‘one who poSsessed
more resources'(a great amount of information)_than
individuals who already-possessed a large amount of
resources. | | r

» It'was eXpected‘that individuals with less information
would report a greater likelihood of wanting to form‘a
coalition with others;‘regardless of the amount‘ot‘resourceSr
they possessed as compared to. 1nd1v1duals with a great
. amount of 1nformation Although this was the case in
relation to the Department C manager, who possessed a great

amount of information (as discussed previously), this was
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»not the case Wlth the Department B manager IndividUals'
possess1ng less 1nformatlon dld not" dlffer from thosef
possess1ng a great amount of 1nformatlon regardlng thelr |
'reported llkellhood of wantlng to form a coalltlon w1th the‘
Department B manager. This result was unexpected.vWe form
~coa1itions to achieve what oannot,be achieved alone. For
'“example, those employees who are less skilied,can
SucCessfully complete tasks‘by allying themseIVes with more‘v
skilled employees (rather than allying themselves w1th
other, less skiiled.employees). The relatlve reluctance of
individuals'with less information to form a coalition with‘
:one similarly situated is oonsistent with an evolutionary-~
perspective. In~addition, the seoOnd test of Hypothesistl‘
reveaied that individuals with less information did report a
greater likelihood of wanting to form a coalition (across
managers)-than.those‘possessing a great amount of
information,‘This reSult supports the expeotationithat
individuals with less‘information would be.more likely to.
want to formha coalition than'those_with a great'amount of .
information;‘ |

SpecifiCally;’it was expected thatvindividuals With‘
. 1ess 1nformatlon would report a greater llkellhOOd of
formlng a coalltlon (once a ch01ceoto formva coalition was
made) than‘those possess;ng‘a great‘amountlof~information,
Individuals with less information expressed a greater |

“.likelihood of forming a coalition than those\posSessing a
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great amount;of information, as revealed by the highest
value among the coalition- chOice options for each
~respondent. This finding demonstrates thatl upon expreSSing
a desire to want to form a coalition, those with fewer
fresources (less information) report a greater likelihood.ofﬁ
‘wanting to form’a:coalition than‘those posseSSing relatively
greater amounts of resources- Again, individuals are‘more
likely to form a coalition the more they have to gain by
dOing so. ‘Our underpriVileged ancestors who formed
fcoalitions were able'to outfcompete_those whoiwere similarly
situated and did not‘form coalitions To summarize,ﬂthe-
finding that indiViduals With less information expressed a.
greater likelihood of forming a coalition (once a chOice to
form a coalition was made) than those possess1ng a great
amount of information prov1des additional support for
HypotheSis l

A third test of HypotheSis 1 prov1des further support
and amplification ‘IndiViduals With less. information -
reported a greater likelihood of wanting to form a coalition;
i-With managers C and D, ‘who possessed great amounts of
information,pthan form a coalition With manager B who-’
possessed little information As discussed preViously,
' coalition formation allows us to achire resources thatvare
indiVidually unattainable Forming coalitions-allows‘

indiViduals to achieve what cannot be achieved alone

Although coalition formation enabled our ancestors to out-
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d‘compete those who dld not form coalltlons, 1t rs reasonable
to suspect that 1t would have been more advantageous for our
Tunderpr1v1leged ancestors to form coalltlons w1th thoset3"d
'posses51ng great amounts" of resources, as.opposed to thoseh
who possessed few resources Parallel flndlngs were obtalnedp
‘:for those part1c1pants posses51ng great amounts of | |
1nformatlon Ind1v1duals w1th a great amount of 1nformation
;reported-a greaterblikeiihood‘of‘wanting to form a‘coalitionf
w1th manager C Swho possessed a. great amount of 1nformatlon,
than form a coalltlon Wlth managers A or B, who possessed |
vllttle~1nformatlon. ThlS flndlng was»unexpected. It suggests,

that regardless of the amount of resources that we possess,

-‘.when we choose to form a coalltlon we choose to form w1th

‘those who possess a‘great amount of resources The'
k":“weakness 1s strength” effect (Mlller & Komorlta, 1986)

ssuggests that those w1th fewer resources are more llkely to =

“be 1ncluded in coalltlons than those possess1ng greater o
amounts of resourceS‘ In contrast the present flndlng
fdemonstrates that those possess1ng greater amounts of
Vresources are more, llkely to be 1ncluded in a coalltlon thand

,those w1th fewer resources‘ It 1s reasonable tO»expect that

‘h llttle beneflt can be derlved from formlng a coalltlon w1th =

fone ‘who possesses few resources Those ancestorsrwho formed1h-
,coalltlons w1th 1nd1v1duals possess1ng great amounts of :
.resources probably fared better than those who formed

: coalltrons‘w;th 1nd1v1duals-possess1ng,few‘resources._:
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e
Addltlonal research 1s needed to further eﬁplaln thls
f1nd1ng | | |

‘Results from these three sets of anal?seslsupport
Hypothes1s 1. leferences in the‘amount-ofllnformatlon didg
lead to dlfferences 1n the des1re to form coalltlons
'Cons1stent w1th an evolutlonary perspectlve, those w1th
vfewerrresources were more 11kely to form coalltlons than
those possess1ng greater amounts of resources; Furthermore;p"
‘when confronted w1th an env1ronment of scarce resources,h‘v
those possess1ng few resources were‘more llkely to form i
‘coalltlons than fend for themselves These results not onlyd
support an evolutlonary perspectlve,_but also demonstrate
that 1nformatlon is an 1mportant organlzatlonal resourceh?
that contrlbutes to coalltlon formatlon Agaln, these"“
resultsxoffer two 1mportant'contrlbutlons:*l) the“results_j
lestablishpinformation as a resource‘involved inoCOalition
formation, and 2) the results address why 1nd1v1duals form
‘coalltlons - to adapt to env1ronments of llmlted resources
f Practlcal 1mpllcatlons of these flndlngs w1ll be prov1ded :lfs
‘later | . | | | :

The results falled to support Hypothes1s 2 Ind1v1duals
were not more llkely to. want to form coalltlons w1th those;’
_posse551ng cheatlng 1nformatlon than w1th those posse551nglt
. other types of 1nformatlon Instead 1nd1v1duals were more.5 .
llkely to want to form a coalltlon w1th Manager A vwho

possessed graphlc de31gn‘;nformatlon, or Manager B, who



possessed'cﬁstemervfelations information, than form a
coalition with Maneger'c, who peSSeseed cheating
information. They‘were, however, more likely to form a
coaiition with Maﬁager C than work alone. Several
explanations may account for this finding.

Cosmides and Tooby (1992) provide empirieal support for
a psychological mechanism‘capable of detecting cheaters in
social exchange situetions, If humans possess the innate
capability to detect cheaters, it is reasonable to assume
that we have little need to seek information-regarding
cheaters-ffoﬁ other, secondafy sources. That is, since we |
can detect cheaters ourselves,‘we presumably will not neea
to seek this information from others.

‘ Furthermore, the peyChologiCal mechanism capable of
detecting cheaters can only be activated by particular
eontextual input, such as the nonreciprocation of others

- (Cosmides & Tooby, 1992). Similar to other psYchological
mechanisms, the ability to detect Cheaters ie context-
vdependent. The present study did not provide an adequate
context for the activation of this psychological mechanism.
The organizational scenarios succeeded in providing a
context only fer the activation of the psychological

- mechanism enabling coalition formation. A critical eiement'
of the Cosmides and Tooby (1992) study Wes the.violation of

soclal contracts, as evidenced by the nonreciprocation of
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others. There was nQvindication of nonreciprocationvin the
scenario.

| Another explanation that may account for the failure to
suppnrt Hypothesis 2 concerns a methodological
consideration. The content of Organizational‘Scenario B may
have confounded the reaults;(Participants may have viewed
information regarding graphic design as more relevant to the
"task of designing a new company.web page than cheating
information; Theréfore, participants expressed a greater
likelihood of wanting to form a coalition with Manager A,
who possessed graphic design information, than Manager C,
who pqssessed cheating information. Indeed, the scenario
states, “In fact, Manager A haa improved the artistic
quality of.past projects.” Similarly, participants may have
viewed customer relations information'as extremely relevant
to the task of designing_a new web page to attract new
customers. The scenario states, “Manager B has an
understanding of custbﬁer nééds.” Participants likely viewed
this information as.moré taak—relevant (and, therefore, more
important) than cheating information. it is not surprisingi
that participants expressed a greater likelihood of wanting
to form a coalition with Manager B, who possessed customer
relations information, than Manager C, who possessed
cheating information. Partitipants only reported a greater

likelihood of forming a coalition with Manager C in relation
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hto de51gn1ng the web page alone ThlS 1nterpretatlon
».prov1des 1nd1rect support for Hypothes1s 1.
Agaln, the flrst hypothes1s suggests that 1nd1v1duals
,will-want to form coalltlons w1th those possess1ng resourcesl'
'that may be v1ewed as crltlcal to success. TestS‘of'” e
Hypothes1s 2 revealed that part1c1pants reported a greater 8
”llkellhood of wantlng to form coalltlons w1th those |
_posse551ng resources that may have ‘been v1ewed as more
. crltlcal to,success lgraphlc des1gn and customer relatlons ]"
:information),‘compared‘to:those posses51ng resources that'
may have been v1ewed as less crltlcal for successv(cheating’”
.1nformat;on)v In short 1ndlv1duals may to want touformv~
coalitions'wlth thosevpossessfng resources that:are:viewed
asvcritical to successfully completingtavparticular task.
These arrangementsfare expected to be the:mostvfruitful;

| 'fTo summarize, the-results failed'to‘support.Hypothesish
. 2; Two explanatlons addres51ng theoretlcal concerns were |
prov1ded »as well as a methodologlcal con51deratlon As.jv
")stated earller we' possess many complex and spec1f1c. |

ipsychologlcal mechanlsms that can be deployed 1nd1v1dually

'v_and in complex comblnatlons dependlng on c1rcumstances

~ (Buss, 1995) Attemptlng to demonstrate the 1nteractlon of

'two psychologlcal mechanlsms (one that enables coalltlon
,formatlon and another that 1s respons1ble for detectlng
cheaters) is a complex,endeavor;.strewn w1th-theoret1cal and

methodological‘pitfalls;,The-majority of prior research has
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'focused on the 1dent1f1catlon and explanatlon of a slngle
'psychologlcal mechanlsm,‘as well as the’context in which
that mechanlsm may be actlvated ThlS research has
collectlvely prov1ded a greater.understandlng of the human
mlnd Evolutlonary psychology is best characterlzed as a'
serles of tlght theoretlcal artlculatlons subsumed under - the
rubrlc of evolutlonary theory The hallmark of evolutlonary
_psychology is par51mony Therefore, future endeavors shouldv
strlve to malntaln th1s standard and conduct research that
is theory—drlven -To~th1s end~vthe 1mportance of
evolutlonary psychology for other areas, such as y
.organlzatlons, w1ll be fully: reallzed The results of the
current study prov1de practlcal 1mpllcatlons for -
organlzatlons,
Organizations present an‘envlronment ofrllmited
'fresources The hlerarchlcal arrangement of pos1tlons 1n
.organlzatlons and ‘the prevalence of social networks (e g
: the 1nformal grapev1ne);1mplles that the more hlghly placed
or well connected employees w111 have access to resources’
.denled to entry level or 1solated employees ThlS creates a
“fs1tuat10n of 1nequa11ty 1n resource dlstrlbutlon ResourceS'
Tare a determlnant of organlzatlonal behav1or Thejpresent-d
vstudy.demonstrateS}that,one outcome of,resourceflnequalityh
.'is’the fOrmation Ofdcoalitions. When proVided an'opportunity:,_
vto work alone or form a coalltlon w1th another employee,.

' 1nd1v1duals were more llkely to want to form a coalltlon
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‘with‘one whovpossessed,a_greatbamountfofiresources than one
possessing_few resources‘JThe conteXt provided to,f
'participants-Wasfcharacterizedvby task—and resource
interdependenCef,ltﬁis;reasonablebtofassume-thatvfew
organizatiOnsiarefqharaCterizedvby environments of resource
‘abundance or little'task'interdependence; Therefore,,'
coalition formation’appears tohbe a staple oflorganizatiOnal
life. 'Organizations must c0nsider'the‘political‘advantages
-and disadvantages of the formation of groups not formally
-sanctioned by the organization when prov1ding access to
limited resources. |

There’Were Several limitationsvto this Study.bThe use’l
of self-report measures has often been criticized; The‘
present study isfnot exemptifrom this criticismv of
particular concern is the accuracy with Wthh part1c1pants
completed the surveys

A statement was included among the directions for .
completing the surveys to enhance the 1nvolvement of the’
partic1pants‘ Subjects were informed that they would be‘
using the information prov1ded in the scenariOS'during a
isimulated'business ekerciseiiIt was expected that the
fstatement would 1ncrease the partic1pants care and
attention. Although the manipulation checks for each
scenario demonstrated that part1c1pants received the

‘1nformation as 1ntended it is impossible to assess the
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aCcuracy Wlth_Whiéh,subjectsfrespondedlto thefcoalitionve
~questionsy" N o | “
Another llmltatlon concerns.student sampllng

vprocedures, Data was collected from several sectlons of
g‘undergraduate psychology[courses.'The majorlty of the
students were Caucasian: females 18 to 25 years of agev The
3 relatlve homogenelty of thlS sample not only challenges the
representatlveness of the partlclpantsf responses, but also
‘limlts.thebgeneralizabilityvof'the'findings.p ne

A similar llmitation is thebscenario—based approach.

Part1c1pants were asked to assume they were managers worklng'
in a partlcular organlzatlon Obv1ously, thlS approach is
',less ecologlcally Valldvthan collectlng data from a sample
of managers actually confrontedlwith the situations
~described in each'scenario. As stated earller; this
‘scenario-based approach was undertaken because it is more
feasible than a field study.
'Finally, organizations present a much more complex
_environment than is capable of being adequately described in
a‘scenario. For example, the 1nformatlon to Wthh people
have access in organlzatlonal contexts 1s ~often amblguous
ConStraints on communlcatlon among organlzatlonal members
ecan further restrict the avallablllty‘of 1nformatlon (Miller
& Komorita, 1986) . Thus, employees are likely to form
coalitions with those they can communicate with directly,

rather than with others with whom they can communicate only
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1nd1rectly The present study d1d not address these dynamlc
qualltles of organlzatlons . |
‘Future research would beneflt from a fleld de51gn ThlS
hides1gn would address llmltatlons regardlng the use of self—
'report measures, student sampllng procedures, and scenarlo—
'fbased approaches A fleld study of coalltlon formatlon would
Talso address many dynamlc qualltles of organlzatlons that
are typlcally neglected in survey research |
'In addltlon,vresearch is needed to further demonstrate
‘the utlllty of examlnlng organlzatlonal behav1or from an
'vadaptlve perspectlve As stated earller, the evolutlonary |
perspectlve in applled psychology addresses “why"’and
°’“functlon”’questlons, whlle the tradltlonal perspectlve is g
g concerned w1th “what” and “how"‘questlons (Colarelll, 1998)
1The organlzatlonal llterature has prov1ded a wealth of

-,research demonstratlng-coalltlonnformatlon The present~

: study not only demonstrates coalltlon formatlon, 1t offers a‘_,_

1powerful explanatory framework for th1s phenomenon
Spec1f1cally,‘th1s research suggests that coalltlon

"formatlon serves an’ 1mportant adaptlve functlon - resource

'Aaccrual Although thlS approach is’ rare among organlzatlonal P

h_sc1ent1sts (Colarelll, 1998) the present study demonstrates

: that applled psychologlsts would beneflt from an adaptlverﬂw
ﬂ,perspectlve |

For example; the valence 1nstrumentallty expectancy

(VIE) theory of work motlvatlon ‘assumes that our behav1or
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results from choices amongvalternatives; and that “these
choicesd(behaviors) are systematically related to |
psychological‘processes partlcularly perceptlon and the‘h
formation of‘bellefs ”(Plnder, 1996,'p.69)'Thevexpectancy
“component of‘VIEitheOry*assumes that‘people,believe‘that if_
they put‘forthfeffort,lthe effort will.leaddto performance. .
. The instrumentality componentisuggests that this performance
will_lead to a'particular outcome. Valencejis the value
people ascribeyto outcomesQ‘VIE theory presents a’hedonistic
view. That is,'individuals‘are motivated to“maximize
pleasure and av01d paln Therefore, VIE theory predlcts that
"people w1ll attempt to maximize thelr outcomes.
An adaptlve perspectlve can focusfon the evolutionary.x_

significance of this behaVior» Anbunderstanding.of~why |
*1nd1v1duals seek to max1mlze thelr outcomes may fac111tate
-lpractlcal appllcatlons of VIE theory In addltlon to work
motlvatlon, an adaptlve perspectlve may inform .
,organlzatlonal development |
| Organlzatlons have hlstorlcally overlooked employee

‘ res1stance to large scale change Employees:react negatlvely.b

fﬂto dlsruptlons-1n’theaworkplace-'Surv1vors of large scale h

;changes experlence a lowered sense of morale and
'-_organlzatlonal commltment Consequently, the overall
Ty;product1v1ty of the organlzatlon decreases S |
| Evolutlonary psychology can address the 1nherent

;‘dlff1cult1es of adaptlng to a- changlng env1ronment ThlS
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abproach can also address the consequences of employees’
inability to adapt to organizational changes. An
understanding of why employees are resistant to large-scale
change may help organizations and employees adapt to changes
more successfully. |

Finally, increased interest in team building suggests
the need to examine the adaptive functioning of team-
building strategies within organizations. In particular,
self-managed teams represent an innovative approach within
organizational deyelopment. These teams are autonomous and
adaptive to Qrganizational éhange. An evolntionary
perspective can examine the adaptive nature of self—managed
- teams.

To summarize, an evolutionary perspective‘holds an’
important place in organizational theory (Colarelli, 1998).
The application of evolutionary psychology to organizational
contexts‘is a new area of reééarch. It is hoped that the
'present study will serve as an impetus for future |
applications of annadaptive pefspectivé to organizational
behavior.

The present study establishes the‘importance of
inﬁormation as a resource contributing to coalition
formation. This research‘responds tb Miller and Komorita
(1986), who state “very little is known about the effects of
information and communication restrictions on coalition

behavior.” (p.126) They also state that few studies of .
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"‘coalition formation “have systematically manipulated
‘1nformation andrcommunication variables "(p. 125) The
imajority of research regarding coalition formation w1thin
organizations 1ncludes resources such as votes or money .
N _ More research examining the 1mpact of informatlon on |
‘coalltion formation 1s sorely needed

| ThlS research prov1des an empirical test of an.
evolutionary perspective of coalition formation This area
‘1s at an. 1n1tial stage of development and, therefore,
.demands further testing Future study would prov1de a
greater understanding of the nature of the psychological o
mechanism contributing to- coalition formation,‘as Well as
further articulating the forms of contextual input that
tactivate the operation of this mechanism

| In conclus1on5 the.present‘study contributes to the
areas of evolutionary psychology, social psychology, and'
’1ndustrial/organizational (I/O) psychology. This research’
demonstrates the 1mportance of evolutionary psychology for
organizations in understandlng organizational behav1or
‘Evolutionary'psychology provides an explanatory framework‘
vpowerful‘enough‘to interpret behavior in a complex
environment such as- the organization Applied psychologists
‘would greatly benefit from invoking an adaptive perspective
to understand the infinite number of diverse problems posed

by organizations.
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APPENDIX

| OrganiZational Behavior Survey

Directions:

On the following pages are two organizational scenarios. Please read each

scenario carefully and respond to the accompanying questions. In the last

phase of this study, you will be participating in a simulated business exercise.

You will be using the information provided in the following scenarios while

participating in this exercise. Keep in mind that there are no right or wrong
answers. Circle only one response for each question. It is 1mp0rtant to try to

~ respond to every statement.
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(‘)r}g‘anizati’onal Scenario A

Assume you are a manager in Xanadu Inc Xanadu has recently experrenced

: dramatrc reduct1ons in customers The company web page has successfully attracted. many

- new customers in the past However Xanadu’s web page has not been updated for several‘

years Therefore the pres1dent of Xanadu has asked four department managers to provrde
desrgns for a new company web page. The department or departments (if managers -
choose to work together) provrdmg the best desrgn will receive an increase in 1mportant o |
| resources (like more money and more staff posrtlons) If managers work together and |

_ provrde the best design, they wrll have to divide the resources among themselves The
department managers selected to participate in the desrgn of a . new. company web page are
A B, C, and D. You are the manager of Department A,

‘ As the manager of Department A, you lack technologrcal information. You have

| ;only been an employee of Xanadu for three months and you are not yet completely

;v familiar with your pos1t1on The manager of Department B possesses a similar amount of
' technologrcal 1nformat10n - ‘ _ .

| . In contrast, the managers of departments C and D possess a tremendous amount of )
technologlcal 1nformat1on In fact these managers have been employees of Xanadu for -

: '_ over three years, and are very famrhar with their posrtlons

” | Pleasei'fesf)ond to questioﬁs 1:-4'a_cic‘ording to a S-point.scale: o

No information - ‘Little -~ Moderate amount Much = ‘Great amount
’ inforrnation : . of L information : . of -

- .information = = n information

65



1. How much technological irifofmation does thé Departfriént A Managér possess?
| | 123 45 o
2. How much technological information does the ’Depanmént B Manager possess?’
| 123 45 | |
3. How much tech'nologic'al information does the Department C Managér possess?
| 123 45 o
4. How much technological information does the Department D Manager possess?

1 2 3 45

5. The'following questions list actions you could take as the manager of Department A to

design the new company web page.

‘ P‘lease rate the following actions according to a 5-point scale:

1 2 | 3 4 5
- Will not do Not very likely Somewhat likely Very likely - Will do

>  How likely are you to...

a) work with fhe Department B manager to design the new web page?

| 1 2 3 4 5
b) design the‘new company web page by yourself?

| 1 2 3 4 5

¢) work with the Department C manégér'té design the new web page?
1 2 3 4 5

d) work wifh the Department D m_émager to design the new web page?
1 2 3 4 5

!
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Organizational Scenario B

Assume you are a manager in Utopia, Inc. Utopia has recently experienced
dramatic reductions in customers. The company web page has successfully attracted rhany
new customers in the pasf. However, Utopia’s web page has not been updated for several
years. Therefore, the president of Utopia has asked four department manégers to provide
designs for a new company web page. The department or departments (if ﬁanagers

‘choose to work together) providing the best design will receive an increase in important
resources (like more money and more staff positions). If managers work together and -
provide the best design, they will have to divide the resources among themselves. The
department managers selected to participate in the design of a new company web page are
A, B, C, and D You are the ménager of Departmént D.

Manager A possesseé i‘nfofrﬁation,about graphic-design. In fact, Manager A has
improved the artistic quality of past projects. Mahager B possesses customer relations -
information. Manager B has an understanding of customer needs. Manager C possesses
information about which managers at Utopia are likely to use trickery (e.g. stealing other
managers’ idef;s) to compete for scarce resources. You are Manager D. As Manager D,

you possess information regarding only your department and general job duties.

6. Which manager possesses information regarding graphic design?
A B CD

7. Which manager possesses information about the ways that other managers might cheat?

A B C D

8. Which manager possesses _inforr'nation‘ regarding only their own job duties?
A B C D

9. Which manager possesses customer relations information?

A B C D
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10. The following questions list actions you could take as the manager of Department D

to design the new company web page.

Please rate the following actions according to a 5-point scale:

1 . 2 3 .4 5
Willnotdo  Not very likely Somewhat likely Very likely Will do

> How likely are you to...

a) work with manager A, as opposed to B or C? 1 2 3 4 5

,._.
&}
w
N
)]

b) design the new company web page by yourself?
c¢) work with manager C, as opposed to A or B? 1 2 3 4 5

d) work with manager B, as opposed to A or C? 1 2 3 4 5
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