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1. Introduction

The phenomenon of social loafing, defined as the tendency of individuals to exert less effort when working in groups
collectively compared to working alone individually (Karau & Williams, 1993) or to yield poor-quality work along with
distractive, disruptive behavior (Jassawalla, Sashittal & Malshe, 2009) has garnered significant attention in educational
research, particularly in group learning contexts in recent years. Initially introduced by Latane, Williams & Harkins
(1979), the concept has since been extensively examined across a wide range of disciplines, revealing its potential to
undermine both individual performance and overall group effectiveness.

Social loafing or free riding occurs when individuals contribute less than their fair share to group tasks and exhibit limited
commitment to the group’s collective goals yet still benefit from the group’s outcomes through minimal personal effort
(Dyrud, 2001; Strong & Anderson, 1990). It refers to a psychological phenomenon in which individuals put forth less
effort when working in a group collectively compared to when they are working individually (Ilgin, 2013). This behavior
can negatively impact the productivity, cohesion, and overall learning outcomes of group tasks, which are commonly
used in higher education to promote collaboration and real-world problem-solving skills.

Social loafing poses a critical challenge to the effectiveness and productivity of student group work, including among
those studying in the undergraduate department of tourism guidance. In the context of tourism guidance education, where
teamwork, field research, communication and leadership competencies, and collaborative project completion are
essential, social loafing can undermine both individual learning outcomes and group performance. The literature review
on the research subject resulted in the fact that there are few studies on social loafing in Tiirkiye (Aydemir & Keles, 2019;
Giger et al., 2017; Ilgin, 2013; Kaya Ozbag & Polat Uziimceii, 2018; Pelit & Demirdag, 2021; Siinnet¢ioglu, Korkmaz, &
Koyuncu, 2014) and no research, specifically addressing undergraduate students’ social loafing behaviours and
underlying causes enrolled in the department of tourism guidance. Therefore, more research is needed in this field.

This study basicially aims to examine the prevalence of social loafing behaviors of undergraduate students enrolled in the
department of tourism guidance in group work and the possible reasons behind such behaviours, the effects of these
behaviours on group dynamics, and the students' perspectives regarding social loafing. Understanding the prevalence and
underlying factors of social loafing among students is crucial for designing more effective group work strategies and
fostering a more equitable learning environment for the tourism industry. Besides, the scarcity of research on social
loafing in Tiirkiye, particularly in the tourism industry underscores the significance of this study. The findings of this
study are anticipated to provide valuable insights for educators, curriculum developers, and policymakers in tourism
faculties, enabling them to implement strategies that mitigate social loafing and promote greater engagement and
accountability among future tourism professionals. This study starts with a comprehensive literature review on social
loafing; its definition, content, scope and background and underlying causes and antecedents then it employs a quantitative
research model to investigate the prevalaence of social loafing behaviors of the students in group work. The study further
examines the effects of these behaviours on group dynamics and explores students’ perspectives regarding social loafing.

2. Literature Review

The Concept of Social Loafing and Its Historical Process

The concept of social loafing originates from the "Ringelmann Effect," following a tug-of-war experiment (Harkins &
Petty, 1982), which characterizes the tendency of individuals to decrease their productivity while working within a group
context (Ringelmann, 1913). First identified in 1913 by the French agricultural engineer Maximilien Ringelmann, this
phenomenon, which initially received limited scholarly attention until the mid-1970s, asserts that the collective
performance of individuals in a team is inferior to their performance when working independently (Kravitz & Martin,
1986; Ringelmann, 1913) and describes the tendency for individuals to exert less effort when working collectively in
groups compared to when they perform tasks individually (Latane et al., 1979).

In the 1880s, Ringelmann carried out one of the earliest social psychological studies, observing that performance on a
rope-pulling task declined as group size increased. Initially, these findings were largely dismissed or attributed to
coordination issues rather than reduced motivation. It was not until 1974 that Ringelmann’s results were replicated, and
five years later the motivational aspect was recognized as a distinct and reliable phenomenon, termed "social loafing"
(Karau & Williams, 1995). The study conducted by Ringelmann between 1882 and 1887 at the Grand Juan Agricultural
School is regarded as the first socio-psychological experiment in this field. In his study, Ringelmann instructed voluntary
male participants to pull on a rope connected to a dynamometer, both individually and in groups, exerting maximal force.
He observed that as the number of group members increased, the overall performance diminished (Kravitz & Martin,
1986). In another experiment, voluntary prisoners were tasked with turning a flour mill. It was observed that as the size
of the group increased, individual prisoners increasingly relied on others to exert the necessary effort. While some
participants continued to rotate the mill, others exerted little to no effort in turning the handles. Based on these
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observations, Ringelmann identified an inverse relationship between group size and individual effort, a phenomenon
subsequently termed the "Ringelmann Effect" (Ilgin, 2010; Piezon & Ferree, 2008).

Ringelmann emphasized that the group’s collective output was less than the sum of the individual efforts. Specifically,
he found that individuals exerted 93% of their potential force in dyads, 85% in triads, and only 49% in groups of eight
(Elsaid, 2005). Furthermore, Ringelmann (1913) identified that individuals exert considerably less effort when working
collectively within a team than when working alone in his investigation of the relationship between performance
efficiency, productivity decline and team output. This behaviour, commonly referred to as social loafing or the
Ringelmann effect, fundamentally describes the reduction in individual productivity as the size of the team increases
(Forsyth, 2009).

Following experimental findings, Latane et al., (1979) termed the observed decline in performance as "social loafing,"
describing it as a "social disease" (Ilgin, 2013). In other words, social loafing was first introduced into the literature by
Latane et al., (1979). Latane et al., (1979) defined the decline in an individual’s performance when working in a group,
as opposed to working alone, as "social loafing" (Piezon & Ferree, 2008). They described this phenomenon, which leads
to substantial reduction in productivity and produces adverse effects for both individuals and organizations during
collective work, as a "social disease." (Ilgin, 2013). Other researchers have labeled this performance decrement
differently: Harkins & Jackson (1985) referred to it as equity of effort; Kerr & Bruun (1983) described it as the free-rider
social dilemma; Szymanski & Harkins (1987) called it standard evaluation; and Williams & Karau (1991) termed it social
compensation.

Social loafing is defined as a decline in motivation and effort when individuals work collectively, compared to working
individually or coactively. In collective work, individuals combine their input into a single group output, whereas in
coactive work, individuals perform alongside others without merging their contributions (Karau & Williams, 1995). It
posits that individual contributions to a task tend to diminish as the size of the group increases. This is considered
detrimental within organizational settings, as it negatively impacts overall organizational effectiveness and reduces
employee productivity (Tiire Orhan, 2022). The phenomenon of social loafing has been widely recognized as a primary
explanation for productivity losses (George, 1992). It arises from the process of de-individuation that individuals may
experience when working in groups, as opposed to working independently. This finding holds significant implications
for organizations that depend on group-based work to achieve performance levels exceeding those of individual
employees, thereby underscoring the importance of identifying the antecedents of social loafing (Liden et al., 2004).
Social loafing might also result in a range of adverse organizational outcomes, including disengagement from job-related
responsibilities, decreased care and commitment, increased burn out, job dissatisfaction, cynicism and ultimately,
employee turnover (Gtiger et al., 2017).

The Antecedents of Social Loafing

The saying "many hands make light work" is notable for two reasons. First, it reflects how social organization enables
individuals to achieve goals more easily through collective effort. Second, it suggests that having many contributors can
sometimes reduce the effort each person exerts (Latane et al., 1979). Social loafing, a social disease, refers to behavior
and tendency of employees who exert less effort than their full potential, especially in collobrative work enviroments
(Ilgin, 2013) by relying on their colleagues and doing less to complete disproportionate share of the tasks. This behaviour
is characterized by a reduction in individual motivation and effort when working in group settings (Karau & Williams,
1993).

As the significance of the concept of social loafing has increased over time, greater attention has been devoted to
investigating its underlying causes. The primary theories explaining the potential reasons for social loafing include social
impact theory, expectancy-value theory, collective effort model, arousal reduction, evaluation potential, dispensability of
effort, matcing of effort, and self-attention (Ilgin, 2013; Karau & Williams, 1993). A review of the literature reveals that
numerous individual and organizational factors contribute to social loafing. Among the primary underlying causes of this
behavior are gender, culture, task visibility, personality traits, performance evaluation, and various organizational factors
(Kanten, 2014). On the other hand, Latane et al., (1979) proposed three primary causes of social loafing based on their
experiements. These causes are: (i) attribution and equity, refering to participants' perceptions that they or others were
loafing (perceived social loafing), (ii) submaximal goal setting, accounting for the participants who might have assumed
the belief that tasks required optimal rather than maximal effort. Thus, less effort was needed, (iii) lessened contingency
between input and outcome stands for the concerns that participants may have believed that hiding within the crowd
would shield them from negative consequences of loafing or, conversely, that their hard work would not be fairly
recognized due to being lost in the group. Further, Jassawalla et al., (2009) identified two principal antecedents of social
loafing: apathy on the part of the loafer and social disconnectedness. Specifically, they argue that social loafing is driven
by an individual's lack of motivation or concern for the group's objectives (loafer apathy), as well as by a diminished
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sense of connection or belonging to the group (loafer social disconnectedness). These factors collectively contribute to
reduced individual effort within group settings.

Research on Social Loafing in Tourism Industry

The literature review conducted for this study indicates that research on social loafing remains relatively scarce and
predominantly situated within social psychology. This was confirmed in one of the first studies, which was done by Ilgin
(2013) on social loafing in Tiirkiye. The study titled ‘A Social Disease: Social Loafing’ drew attention to the scarcity of
literature on social loafing and revealed that research on this subject was generally limited to the field of social
psychology. Some of the studies conducted on social loafing in the tourism industry are written below.

Stinnetgioglu et al., (2014) investigated hotel employees’ social loafing behavior in Istanbul and its relationship with
organizational culture. Their findings unveiled that perceived organizational culture, particularly its sub-dimensions of
socialization and solidarity, positively influences the perceptions of social loafing behavior. Luo et al., (2021) explored
and validated antecedents of social loafing behavior among undergraduate students at a hospitality and tourism school in
China. The study findings indicate that students’ competencies, emotional relationships, and collective identities serve as
critical determinants of social loafing behavior. The study conducted by Gtiger et al., (2017), examined the relationship
between social loafing and turnover intention among employees of five-star hotels in Antalya. Their findings
demonstrated a significant positive correlation between hotel employees’ perceptions of social loafing exhibited by their
colleagues and their own intention to leave the organization. Another study carried out by Kaya Ozbag & Polat Uziimcii
(2018) investigated employees’ perceived workload and the impact of colleagues’ social loafing on work performance in
hotel businesses in Kocaeli and resulted in a negative relationship between the perception of colleagues’ social loafing
and employees’ work performance.

Aydemir & Keles (2019) investigated the impact of employees’ perceptions of leadership behaviors within the kitchen
department of five-star hotels in Antalya on social loafing behaviors. The results indicated that each dimension of
perceived leadership behavior exerted a significant negative effect on social loafing. The study conducted by Olcay,
Ertiirk & Geylan (2018) examined the perceived social loafing levels among employees of hotel businesses operating in
Gaziantep and it found that employees reported a moderate level of social loafing. Furthermore, the study concluded that
there was a significant relationship between the level of social loafing and employees’ age, educational background, and
income level. Luo, Qu & Marnburg (2013) investigated the relationship between employees’ perceptions of justice and
social loafing behaviours within the hotel industry in China. The findings indicated that social loafing behavior serves as
a primary antecedent to employees’ turnover intentions, while perceptions of organizational justice enhance work
commitment and mitigate social loafing. Pelit & Demirdag (2021) questioned the relationship between employees’
perceptions of empowerment and their perceptions of social loafing behaviors among employees working in hotels in
Istanbul. Their findings revealed a negative and moderately significant correlation between the levels of employee
empowerment and the extent of social loafing exhibited by hotel employees.

In reviewing the existing studies on social loafing within the tourism and hospitality industry, a consistent pattern
emerges; social loafing is influenced by a range of organizational and interpersonal factors. While the phenomenon was
initially examined through the lens of social psychology, more recent research shows that it has important practical
implications in workplace environments, especially in sectors like tourism where teamwork and coordination are essential.
Factors such as organizational culture, leadership behavior, perceived justice, empowerment, and interpersonal dynamics
play a significant role in either reducing or reinforcing social loafing behaviors. The evidence suggests that when
employees feel valued, empowered, and fairly treated, they are less likely to disengage or underperform in group settings.
Conversely, a lack of cohesion, poor leadership, or overwhelming workload can create an environment where social
loafing becomes more common. Overall, addressing social loafing requires a holistic approach that considers both
individual attitudes and broader organizational structures. As the tourism sector relies heavily on collective effort,
reducing social loafing can enhance both employee satisfaction and service quality.

3. Methodology

Research Aim

The aim of this study is to examine, based on the evaluations of students enrolled in the Tourism Guidance Undergraduate
Program at the Faculty of Tourism, Pamukkale University, the prevalence of social loafing behaviors in group work, the
effects of these behaviors on group dynamics, and the students' perspectives regarding social loafing. Additionally, the
study seeks to investigate students' attitudes toward social loafing and their expectations from academic staff in relation
to this behavior. The study intends to understand the causes of social loafing, its negative impacts on group work, and
how students cope with this issue. The research questions have been formulated as follows:
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1. What is the prevalence level of loafing behavior in group work, and to what extent are the effects of loafing
behaviors felt in group work?

2. Does the level of loafing significantly predict the impact of loafing?

3. What are students’ perceptions regarding the reasons for loafing behavior, and what behaviors do students adopt
towards loafers?

4. What sanctions and solutions do students expect from instructors regarding loafers?

Research Model

This study was carried out within the framework of a descriptive survey model. According to Karasar (2023), the survey
model is a research approach that aims to examine a specific phenomenon or situation in its natural conditions without
any external intervention. This model seeks to present a general framework related to the subject by revealing the current
status of individuals or groups within the scope of the research as they are.

Population and Sample

The population of this study consists of undergraduate students enrolled in the Tourism Guidance Undergraduate Program
at the Faculty of Tourism, Pamukkale University. At the time of the study, the program had a total enrollment of 393
students. A sample group of 203 undergraduate students was determined using a simple random sampling, which is among
the most widely used non-probability sampling methods, primarily due to its practicality and efficiency in academic
research involving large populations. This technique involves the selection of informants based on ease of access,
proximity, and availability, rather than randomization. Its main advantages are the rapid, simple, and cost-effective
collection of data, making it especially suitable when time and resources are limited (Baltaci, 2018; Kozak, 2014; Teddlie
& Yu, 2007; Yildirnm & Simsek, 2016). Primary data were collected during the spring term of the 2024-2025 academic
year through both an online survey and face-to-face administration of printed questionnaires. The study received ethical
approval from the Pamukkale University Social and Human Sciences Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Board,
dated 24 July 2023, with approval number 68282350/2023/14, confirming that the research complied with ethical
standards and commenced prior to data collection.

Data Collection and Analysis

The data for the study were collected using a survey method. The questionnaire utilized in this study comprised two
demographic questions, specifically targeting informants’ gender and academic year. In addition to these, it incorporated
the Social Loafing Level Scale (SLLS) and the Social Loafing Impact Scale (SLIS). Both measurement instruments were
adapted from previous validated scales developed by Jassawalla, Malshe & Sashittal (2008) for assessing the levels and
impact of social loafing, and by Biiyiikgéze & Demirkasimoglu (2018) for their adaptation within the Turkish context.
The SLLS and SLIS are Likert-type scales designed to quantitatively evaluate informants’ perceptions of social loafing
behaviors and their effects within group work. These instruments offer multidimensional assessment by exploring various
domains such as apathy, distractive behaviors, disconnectedness, and the consequences of social loafing on overall group
performance. The integration of these tools in the questionnaire enables a comprehensive analysis of both the prevalence
and implications of social loafing among informants. Information on the validity and reliability of these two scales was
presented under the study findings section. Additionally, the questionnaire form consisted of ten items addressing
perceptions of the causes of loafing behavior, nine items examining attitudes and behaviors towards loafers and eight
items regarding students’ expectations of instructors’ sanctions related to loafers.

This study utilized quantitative analysis method, and all statistical analyses were conducted using computerized statistical
software. A 95 % confidence interval and a significant level of p < 0.05 were adopted for data evaluation. Exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) was performed to determine the structural validity of the scales and to uncover the underlying factor
structure of the measured constructs. Additionally, Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was conducted to assess internal
consistency of the scales. Exploratory Factor Analysis is an appropriate statistical technique for investigating the
underlying factor structure of a dataset and for identifying the latent dimensions represented by observed variables. In the
field of social sciences, EFA is commonly utilized when measurement instruments have not been previously validated or
when established scales are applied within a new cultural or contextual setting. Ensuring that factor loadings reach
acceptable levels and that the total variance explained meets the recommended thresholds in the literature is essential for
establishing the construct validity of the measurement instrument (Biyiikoztirk, 2023; Karau & Williams, 1993).
Accordingly, in the present study, EFA was performed to validate the Turkish adaptation of the measurement scales and
to statistically determine the latent dimensions underlying students’ perceptions of social loafing. Furthermore,
descriptive statistics were used to identify the main characteristics of the evaluations, and simple linear regression analysis
was applied to examine whether individuals’ loafing levels significantly predict the impact of loafing within the context
of group work. The assessment of the normality assumption required for the application of simple linear regression was
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checked through skewness and kurtosis values. These values were found to be within the acceptable range for normal
distribution (+2.00) as suggested by George & Mallery (2020): loafing level skewness = -0.104, kurtosis =-0.818; loafing
impact skewness =-0.122, kurtosis =-1.044. Therefore, the data were considered to exhibit normal distribution.

4. Research Findings

Informants’ Socio Demographic Characteristics

The study findings focused on descriptive statistics of the informants’ socio-demographic characteristics; Table 1 provides
an overview of the informants' characteristics. The authors asked two questions to determine the informants’ socio-
demographic characteristics. Of the informants, 66% were female and 34 % were male. Additionally, 21,2 % of the
informants were first-year students, 29,1% second-year, 26,1 % third-year, and 23,6% fourth-year students.

Table 1. The Distribution of Informants by Gender and Grade Level

Socio-Demographic Characteristics N %

Gender Male 69 34,0

Female 134 66,0

Grade Level First-year 43 21,2

Second-year 59 29,1

Third-year 53 26,1

Fourth-year 48 23,6
Total 203 100,0

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The Findings of Social Loafing and Its Impact Levels on Group Work

The findings regarding the levels of social loafing and its impact on group work were examined through the development
of two scales: Social Loafing Level Scale (SLLS) and the Social Loafing Impact Scale (SLIS). The scale development
process began with an extensive literature review, item pool creation, and consultation with experts. Following these
steps, the structural validity of the draft scales was tested using exploratory factor analysis.

For the Social Loafing Level Scale, exploratory factor analysis was performed using principal components analysis and
oblique rotation techniques. The analysis resulted in a final scale consisting of 12 items that met validity criteria. The
total variance explained by the scale was 63,404 %, which is well above the acceptable threshold of 30 % for
unidimensional scales in the literature (Cokluk et al., 2023). This indicates that the developed scale has a unidimensional
structure and explains a sufficient amount of variance. Moreover, factor loadings for the items ranged between 0,665 and
0,859, exceeding the minimum acceptable loading of 0,32, further supporting the scale’s construct validity (Biiyiikoztiirk,
2023). Reliability analysis showed Cronbach’s alpha of 0,947 for the Social Loafing Level Scale, which according to
George & Mallery’s (2020) classification, represents an excellent level of reliability. Therefore, SLLS is considered
highly reliable.

Table 2. The Validity and Reliability Findings of Social Loafing Level Scale

Items Factor Loadings Eigenvalue Explained Variance % Cronbach’s Alpha (a)
M7 0,859 7,609 63,404 0,947
M 10 0,857
M9 0,856
M6 0,848
M5 0,844
M8 0,822
M 12 0,809
M 11 0,775
M4 0,749
M2 0,733
M3 0,708
M1 0,665

*KMO=0,944; Bartlett’s test of sphericity y*(66)=1871,369; p=0,000.
Source: Authors’ own elaboration

On the other hand, exploratory factor analysis was also performed using principal components analysis and oblique
rotation techniques for the Social Loafing Impact Scale. The analysis revealed that the scale, consisting of nine items, met
the validity criteria. The total variance explained by the scale was calculated as 68,837 %, indicating that the scale
accounts for a sufficient level of variance within the unidimensional structure. Furthermore, the factor loadings of the
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scale items ranged between 0.749 and 0.903, supporting the construct validity of the scale. To assess the reliability of the
SLIS, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was computed and found to be o = 0.943. According to the classification by George
& Mallery (2020), this value falls within the “excellent’’ reliability category, demonstrating that the scale possesses a
high level of reliability.

Table 3. The Validity and Reliability Findings of Social Loafing Impact Scale

Items Factor Loadings Eigenvalue Explained Variance % Cronbach’s Alpha (a)
M6 0,903 6,195 68,837 0,943

M5 0,871

M8 0,862

M7 0,848

M4 0,845

M1 0,806

M9 0,803

M2 0,767

M3 0,749

*KMO=0,944; Bartlett’s test of sphericity *(36)=1510,664; p<0,001.
Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Following the development of the scales, statistical
analyses were conducted to examine informants' levels
of social loafing and the impact of social loafing on

Table 4. The Findings on Social Loafing Level and Its Impact
on Group Work

group work. The analyses indicated that the mean score Score X £s [Min. — Max] Yo*
for informants’ social loafing level was 2.89 + 1.05, Level of Social Loafing 2,89 + 1,05 [1 - 5] 47,2
which corresponds to 47,2 % of the possible score Impact of Social Loafing 2,98 + 1,14 [1 - 5] 49,5

*The percentages were calculated relative to the possible score range of the scale.

range on the scale. The mean score reflecting the ‘ X ’
Source: Authors’ own elaboration

impact of social loafing on group work was calculated

as 2.98 £ 1.14, representing 49,5% of the scale’s score

range. These findings suggest that, generally, informants exhibit a moderate tendency toward social loafing in group
work, and this behavior exerts a moderate level of influence on group activities. The findings imply that social loafing is
neither a completely dominant nor a negligible factor within group dynamics but rather an important aspect that requires
consideration.

Following the presentation of the overall findings related to the level of social loafing, the informants’ responses to the
items of the Social Loafing Level Scale were analyzed to examine the dimensions in which social loafing behaviors were
most concentrated. Although the obtained data indicated a generally moderate tendency toward social loafing, certain
behaviors were observed more frequently. Especially, the high response rates to items such as “having difficulty
concentrating on tasks performed within the group” (85,7%) and “experiencing problems attending group meetings”
(83,3%) suggest that social loafers commonly exhibit tendencies toward inattention and absenteeism within the group
context. This finding implies that social loafing behaviors primarily show up in terms of difficulties in maintaining focus
and physical participation. In addition to this, the high response rates of agreement with items including “coming to group
meetings unprepared” (82,8%), “remaining silent during meetings” (82,3%), “engaging in off-topic side conversations
while group members are working” (78,3%), and “not adequately fulfilling assigned tasks” (76,8%) indicate that social
loafing behaviors are characterized by low responsibility, passivity, and distraction. On the other hand, the relatively
lower rate of agreement with the item “distorting the group from its objectives” (68 %) suggests that social loafers are
less inclined to directly disrupt the group process, although such behaviors cannot be entirely disregarded.

Generally, the findings demonstrate that social loafing behaviors are present to a certain extent within group work but are
not pervasive enough to undermine the holistic functioning of the process. Particularly, passive forms of social loafing,
such as distraction, low participation, and lack of preparation are particularly prominent within group dynamics.

Table 5. The Response Rates to Items of Social Loafing Level Scale

Item [Group Member| n %
Had trouble focusing on group tasks 174 85,7
Encountered problems attending group meetings 169 83,3
Attended group meetings unprepared 168 82,8
Struggled with preparatory work 167 82,3
Mostly kept silent during group meetings 167 82,3
Contributed little to discussions during group meetings 165 81,3
Produced low-quality work 162 79,8
Mostly engaged in off-topic conservations with others 159 78,3
Did not complete assigned group tasks properly 156 76,8
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Mostly refused to take on group tasks 151 74,4
Did not participate in finalizing the work 150 73,9
Frequently diverted the group from its objectives 138 68,0

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

On the other hand, an examination of the responses to the Social Loafing Impact Scale items revealed a significant impact
of loafing behaviors on group dynamics. Informants reported that individuals who engaged in loafing disrupted the
group’s functioning and increased the burden on other members. Moreover, the relatively similar response rates across
the items indicated that the negative effects of loafing behaviors were broadly perceived within the group context.

The high response rates to items such as “other group members had to do more work than their share” (83,3 %), “group
meetings lasted longer than expected” (82,8 %), “the group completed its tasks in a longer time than necessary” (82,3 %),
and “other group members had to redo or review the work done by the loafing member” (82,3 %) demonstrated that
loafing behaviors exerted significant pressure on workload distribution, time management, and task completion processes.
This situation highlights that the insufficient fulfillment of individual responsibilities imposes an additional burden on
group members. Furthermore, responses to items such as “other group members felt fed-up and frustrated” (80,8 %) and
“there was a high level of stress within the group” (80,8%) unveiled that the impact of loafing behaviors extended beyond
task duration and workload, contributing to increased burnout and stress levels among group members. The necessity for
individuals to take extra responsibilities adversely affects not only the workload but also the psychological well-being of
the members. On the other side, the high response rates to items including “the group generated fewer quality ideas
compared to other groups” (79,3 %), “group members lost time explaining to the loafing member” (79,3 %), and “tasks
assigned to the loafing member had to be redistributed among other group members” (77,8 %) indicated that loafing
behaviors negatively affected not only individual and intra-group processes but also the overall quality of group outputs.
Unequal workload distribution within the group disrupts creative thinking and productivity, thereby reducing efficiency.

Overall, the findings from the Social Loafing Impact Scale demonstrated that loafing behaviors in group work led to
imbalances in workload, time loss, and delays in task completion. Moreover, these behaviors contributed to increased
stress and decreased motivation among group members, as well as diminished output quality. Particularly, factors such
as task repetition, redistribution of responsibilities, and prolonged meeting durations emerged as significant obstacles to
group efficiency.

Table 6. The Response Rates to Items of Social Loafing Impact Scale

Item n %
Others had to do more than their share 169 83,3
Group meetings lasted longer than expected 168 82,8
Tasks took longer to complete than necessary 167 82,3
Others had to redo or check the loafers’ work 167 82,3
Group members felt fed-up and frustrated 164 80,8
Group stress levels were high 164 80,8
Fewer quality ideas were produced compared to other groups 161 79,3
Time was wasted explaining matters to the loafing members 161 79,3
Loafers’ tasks had to be reassigned among the other group members 158 77,8

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The Predictive Role of Social Loafing Level on the Impact of Social Loafing on Group Work

A simple linear regression analysis was conducted to determine whether informants' levels of social loafing significantly
predict the impact of social loafing on group work. The results indicated that the regression model was statistically
significant, F(1,201) = 135.53,p < .001, explaining a substantial proportion of the variance with R? = .514. This
suggests that approximately 51% of the variance in the perceived impact of social loafing on group work is accounted for
by the level of social loafing. The Durbin-Watson statistic (1.88) evidenced the absence of autocorrelation issues, while
Cook’s distance (.106) indicated that no influential outliers adversely affected the model fit. Furthermore, the level of
social loafing significantly predicted the perceived impact on group work (f =.717,t = 14.57,p < .001), with a large
effect size as per Cohen’s (1988) criteria (f2 =~ 1.06). These findings imply that increases in individuals’ social loafing
levels correspond to a substantial rise in the perceived negative impact of social loafing on group work. Although the
model demonstrated strong explanatory power, future research should incorporate additional goodness-of-fit indices, such
as adjusted R?, AIC, and BIC, as well as alternative effect size metrics, to provide a more comprehensive evaluation of
the regression model’s performance.

The analysis results indicated that the individual level of social loafing positively (B = 0.778) and significantly (p <0.001)
predicted the impact of social loafing on the group. Analysis of the regression coefficient showed that for every unit rise
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in the perceived level of social loafing within the group, the impact of social loafing on the group increased by 0.778
points. The model demonstrated a high explanatory power (R>=0.514), indicating that approximately 51.4% of the
variance in the impact of social loafing on the group was explained by informants' social loafing levels. This finding
suggests that informants’ tendencies toward social loafing constitute a fundamental factor directly influencing group
dynamics.

Table 7. The Predictive Role of Social Loafing Level on the Impact of Social Loafing on Group Work

Dependent Variable Independent Variable b S.H. B t P
The Impact of Social Loafing on (Constant) 0,735 0,164 4,472 <0,001
Group Work The Level of Social Loafing 0,778 0,053 0,717 14,569 <0,001

* F(1-201)=135,527; p<0,001; ¥’=0,514; Durbin-Watson=1,877; Max. Cook’s=0,106.
Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The Perspectives on the Causes of Social Loafing Behavior

Among the 203 students surveyed regarding the underlying causes of social loafing behavior, the most frequently reported
reason (86,7%) was that social loafers spend their time on other activities and fail to adequately engage with group work.
This finding indicates that a considerable proportion of social loafers do not prioritize group-related tasks adequately and
struggle to fulfill their individual responsibilities.

Subsequently, 84,7% of the informants expressed their perception that, notwithstanding the absence of individual
contributions from social loafers, the collaborative task would be completed via the efforts of the remaining group
members. This aligns with the concept of social loafing. Additionally, 82,8% of informants stated that group work was
not important to social loafers and that they did not care about the task. 81,8% of informants indicated that social loafers
were uninterested in the subject matter, while 80,8 % reported that social loafers felt excluded within the group or had
difficulty adapting to the group. Moreover, 80,3% of informants acknowledged that social loafing behavior is directly
related to personal laziness. In addition to these, other reasons identified for social loafing included laziness (80,3%), lack
of concern for achieving high grades in the course (79,3%), insufficient ability to fulfill assigned group tasks (71,4%),
dislike of one or more group members (70,9%), and inability to get along with one or more group members (69,5%).

Table 8. The Perspectives on the Causes of Social Loafing Behavior

Item [Loafers] n %

Focused on other things instead of group work 176 86,7
Expected others to cover for their laziness 172 84,7
Showed no interest in the task 168 82,8
Were not interested in the group’s topic 166 81,8
Did not engage or integrate with the group 164 80,8
Were completely lazy, entirely unmotivated 163 80,3
Did not care about getting a good grade 161 79,3
Lacked the skills to complete assigned tasks 145 71,4
Disliked one or more group members 144 70,9
Could not get along with one or more members of the group 141 69,5

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The Behaviors towards Loafers

The behaviors of 203 students participating in the study toward individuals exhibiting loafing behavior within group
settings were investigated. The most frequently employed method, observed in 68,5% of informants, involved implicitly
signaling disapproval of loafing through their behavioral responses. This finding indicates that the majority of informants
preferred to respond indirectly to loafing behavior rather than engage in direct conflict. However, 62,6% of the informants
reported efforts to involve the individual exhibiting loafing behavior in group meetings. This rate suggests that a
considerable number of informants endeavor to preserve group cohesion and actively integrate the loafer into the
collaborative process.

Conversely, another common approach involved directly sanctioning the loafer. Specifically, 51,2% of the informants
stated that they assigned low grades to the loafing member during end-of-term evaluations conducted by the instructor.
Social isolation was also observed as a response to loafing. Among the informants, 48,8 % reported ignoring the loafer
during group meetings, while 48,3 % indicated that they spoke individually with the loafer after class to request a change
in this behavior. Nevertheless, a notable proportion of informants remained completely indifferent to loafing; 45,3% of
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informants expressed that they did not react in any way. The rate of informants who adopted more formal or radical
responses was comparatively low. For instance, 32,5% of informants reported sharing the problem with the instructor,
and 23,6 % stated that they expelled the loafer from the group-by-group decision. Additionally, 14,8% of informants
indicated that, with the instructor’s permission, they left the group and formed a new one.

Table 9. The Behaviors towards Loafers

Item n %

I showed disapproval of their behavior 139 68,5
I tried to involve the loafers in group meetings 127 62,6
I gave them a low peer evaluation 104 51,2
[ ignored the loafers during group meetings 99 48,8
I spoke to them privately and asked for a change 98 48,3
1 took no action 92 45,3
I reported the issue to the instructor 66 32,5
We removed them from the group 48 23,6
I left the group with the instructor’s approval 30 14,8

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The Expectations from Instructors on Sanctions to Loafers

Among the 203 students surveyed, there was a collective appeal for the implementation of various sanctions by instructors
aimed at mitigating loafing behaviors in group assignments and promoting a more equitable assessment framework. The
highest expectation, expressed by 92,1% of the informants, was the preparation of individual reports detailing each group
member’s contribution. Similarly, 91,6% of the informants indicated that a mid-term group report specifying "who did
what" should be required. These demands reflect informants’ emphasis on making individual contributions clearly visible
and ensuring equitable assessment.

The informants, 89,7%, believed that individual efforts in group work should be evaluated through different methods and
that they should be allowed to choose their own groups. However, 78,8 % expressed that the freedom to choose group
members should be removed, noting difficulties in combating loafing when placed in groups with friends. In addition to
these, additional expectations included granting the right to withdraw from groups, requiring all members to present a
written report evaluating each member’s contributions, and determining 50 % of the course grade based on peer
evaluations within the group. Broadly, students expect instructors to implement assessment mechanisms that clearly
identify individual contributions and to develop sanctions that effectively deter loafing behavior.

Table 10. The Expectations from Instructors on Sanctions to Loafers

Item [Instructor should] n %

Require a report outlining each member’s contributions 187 92,1
Include a mid-term report detailing "who did what" [individual tasks] 186 91,6
Evaluate individual efforts using diverse methods 182 89,7
Allow self-selection of groups to avoid known loafers 182 89,7
Grant members to leave if someone does not fulfill duties 181 89,2
Require written peer evaluations from all group members 180 88,7
Base 50% of the grade on peer assessments 179 88,2
Prohibit self-selected groups to avoid unproductive friends as loafers 160 78,8

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

6. Conclusion

The present study investigated the prevalence of social loafing behaviors among students enrolled in the Tourism
Guidance Undergraduate Program at the Faculty of Tourism, Pamukkale University, within the context of group work.
Additionally, the study investigated the impact of these behaviors on group dynamics and explored students’ perspectives
on social loafing. The findings of this study reveal that social loafing behaviors among students significantly influence
both individual experiences and the overall group dynamics within collaborative academic work. Informants reported
experiencing a moderate degree of social loafing, alongside its observeable effects on group assignments. This suggests
that social loafing is a prevalent issue in group work, though not so pervasive as to entirely disrupt group processes. These
findings imply that, although social loafing is a notable concern within group work, its prevalence does not reach a level
that would wholly compromise the functioning of group processes. Passive forms of social loafing such as distraction,
low levels of participation, and inadequate preparation are especially prevalent within group dynamics.
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Data analysis shows that social loafing among students mainly appears as passive behaviors such as inattentiveness, poor
meeting attendance, lack of preparation, and disengagement that undermine group motivation, increase individual
workloads, and add stress. These findings indicate that loafing behaviors do not entirely prevent group success, they strain
workload distribution and group morale, ultimately reducing both individual and group performance. Similarly, Hassanien
(2006) observed that poor attendance and unequal contribution are common challenges in group assessments, impacting
fairness and workload balance. Furthermore, the study identified several key causes of social loafing, including loafers’
failure to prioritize group assignments, a perception that individual contributions are non- essential to group success, lack
of interest in the topic, personal laziness or low motivation, and issues relating to group cohesion. This echoes findings
from Luo et al. (2021) which indicate that motivation, equity perceptions, and group commitment significantly influence
social loafing behavior. A notable portion of informants believed that the group would successfully complete the
assignment despite some members' lack of engagement, highlighting the "free rider" phenomenon central to social
loafing theory. The findings of this study align with earlier research by Karau and Williams (1993), which indicated that
disengaged members often go without consequences, allowing some individuals to rely on others to complete group
tasks. Therefore, social loafing in this context is closely associated with the diffusion of individual responsibility within
group settings.

When confronted with social loafing, the majority of the informants reported employing non-confrontational strategies or
behavioral cues of disapproval, as well as efforts to reintegrate the loafers into the group process. Other informants
indicated that they resorted to more punitive measures, including assigning lower peer evaluations, socially excluding the
individuals exhibiting loafing behaviors, or discussing the issue privately. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that a significant
proportion of informants chose not to respond to social loafing at all, highlighting the persistent difficulty of collectively
managing this issue within group environments. The coping strategies reported, ranging from non-confrontational cues
to punitive measures like peer evaluations and exclusion, reflect similar responses in other research that emphasize the
difficulty of managing loafing effectively in group settings (Rajaguru, Narendran & Rajesh, 2020). These findings suggest
that while various strategies are adopted to address social loafing, a lack of direct action remains a considerable barrier to
effective group functioning. This underscores the need for clearer guidelines and support mechanisms to empower
students to address social loafing more constructively and collaboratively.

Finally, the informants consistently expressed a strong necessity for transparent assessment procedures and mechanisms
of individual accountability in group work assessment. They proposed the adoption of systematic preacautions including
compulsory individual contribution reports, periodic self and peer progress documentation, and more vigorous instructor
interventions to mitigate loafing. Importantly, the need for transparent individual accountability mechanisms such as
contribution reports and peer evaluations aligns with calls by George (1992) and Buz (2011) to enhance fairness and
reduce loafing by increasing task visibility and individual responsibility within groups. It can therefore be inferred that
circumstances lacking clear evaluation criteria of individual effort undermine informants’ perceptions of fairness and
motivation, which in turn may further perpetuate social loafing behaviors. In summary, the study corroborates prior
research regarding: (a) the prevalence and passive nature of social loafing behaviors (Hassanien, 2006; Luo et al., 2021)
(b) the role of perceived inequity and motivation in loafing (Karau & Williams, 1993) (c¢) challenges in managing loafers
and group cohesion issues (Rajaguru et al., 2020) (d) importance of transparent evaluation and formative feedback to
reduce loafing (George, 1992; Buz, 2011).

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

The present study, while offering valuable insights into social loafing among tourism guidance students, is subject to
certain limitations that should be considered. These limitations primarily revolve around the data collection methodology
and scope of the research. First, the reliance on self-reported data constitutes a key limitation, as findings depend heavily
on informants’ subjective perceptions and self-reports regarding the occurrence, causes, and responses to social loafing.
This approach may be vulnerable to social desirability bias, where students underreport their own or peers’ loafing
behaviors, as well as recall bias, potentially affecting the accuracy of reported prevalence and impact. Second, the
study’s context is limited to a single institution, Undergraduate Program of Tourism Guidance, Faculty of Tourism,
Pamukkale University, which may restrict the generalizability of findings to other tourism programs or academic
disciplines with differing group dynamics and student compositions. Third, the exclusive reliance on student
perspectives without multi-source evaluations such as instructor assessments or direct behavioral observations limits the
ability to triangulate data and present a more objective and comprehensive understanding of social loafing behaviors
and their actual effects on group performance. These limitations should be addressed in future research to strengthen the
robustness and applicability of findings.

In the light of the study findings, the following recommendations are proposed to mitigate social loafing among
undergraduate tourism students:
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= Enhance Task Visibility; instructors should design group activities that allow for monitoring of individual
contributions. This may include the use of digital collaboration platforms with tracking features or requiring
students to submit individual task logs (Buz, 2011).

= Incorporate Mixed Appraisal Methods; to address fairness concerns, a hybrid approach that combines group
performance with individual evaluations, such as peer assessments or self-reflections, should be implemented
(George, 1992).

= Establish Clear Group Norms; defining roles, responsibilities, and performance expectations at the outset of
group projects can reduce ambiguity and promote accountability (Ozek, 2014).

= Limit Group Size; smaller group configurations are recommended to reduce social loafing tendencies and foster
greater interpersonal accountability (Buz, 2011).

= Utilize Peer Evaluation Tools; anonymous peer evaluations can enhance accountability and reduce tolerance
for free-riding, thereby promoting equitable contribution among group members (Karau & Williams, 1993).

= Foster Group Cohesion; team-building exercises at the beginning of group work may enhance interpersonal
trust and group cohesion, both of which are associated with reduced social loafing (Ozek, 2014).

=  Provide Formative Feedback; instructors should deliver regular feedback on both individual and group
processes. This will allow early identification of disengaged members and foster a sense of progress and
accountability throughout the task.

Similar to the previous literature noted regarding the scarcity of social loafing research in Tiirkiye, the present study
acknowledges the need for further research in the context of tourism industry. Future research could benefit from multi-
source evaluations, potentially including instructor appraisals or direct observation, to provide a more comprehensive
picture of social loafing behaviours and their impacts. Additionally, exploring the moderating impacts of cultural
dimensions in the Turkish context, could provide deeper insights into the complex interplay between individual
differences, justice perceptions, and group dynamics in educational settings. Instructors should deliver regular feedback
on both individual and group processes. This will allow early identification of disengaged members and foster a sense of
progress and accountability throughout the task. This study highlights the critical role of evaluation structure, task design,
and group dynamics in shaping student behaviour in collaborative academic contexts. As group work is a central
component of tourism education, instructors must be intentional in designing interventions that minimize the risk of social
loafing. Future research may benefit from exploring the longitudinal impact of such interventions or expanding the scope
to other academic disciplines.
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