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Abstract - This study explores how teams are influenced by decision biases – also known as cognitive or managerial bias. 
There have been many studies that have studied how biases determine and influence individual behaviors. However, there is 
an intellectual void when it comes to how biases play out in small-group and team situations. We report the initial results of 
a case study designed to capture how biases are introduced in team situtations, how they play out and how they are 
recognized and addressed. Based on a case study, we showcase a temi-based view of how a team leader and team members 
interact and how the leam leader‟s decision biases impactd the team as a whole. Moreover, we show the reflexive 
relationship that shows how team behavior influenced the team leader. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Decision biases are “cognitions or mental behaviours 

that prejudice decision quality in a significant number 

of decisions for a significant number of people 

(Arnott, 2006, p. 59).” Decision biases exist at all 

levels in an organization and manifest themselves in 

different forms. For example biases play out in 
multiple ways for individuals, teams and 

organizations (Hirshleifer and Teoh, 2010; Jehiel, 

2018), marketing (Sethi and Iqbal, 2008; Cheng et al., 

2009; Tang et al., 2015; Chen & Zhao, 2015; 

Montibeller and Von Winterfeldt, 2015, Arnott and 

Gao, 2019; Ibanez and Toffel, 2019). Managerial 

biases are increasingly being recognized as 

impediments to individual, team and organizational 

performance not only in the academic literature 

(Beshears and Gino, 2014; Coff and Laverty, 2001) 

but also by practitioners (Greenberg, 2017). 
Given the negative potential decision biases can have 

on organizational performance, it is important to 

develop a thorough understanding of how such biases 

play out in organizations.  The objectives of this 

study are to provide evidence on (a) how biases 

manifst them selves and to (b) how they influence 

individual or collective performance.  

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The 

next section contains a literature review that provides 

the background for this research and identifies the 

main concepts and provides theoretical backdrop for 
the study. We then provide the research model and 

describe the methodology. The case studies are 

presented in the results and analysis section that is 

followed by a section where we discuss the findings. 

In the concluding section we provide implications for 

research and practice. 

 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The main construct of interest in this study is decision 

bias. We provide a brief review of the literature by 

addressing how biases are prevalent in teams and that 

they need to be recognized and addressed; that we do 

not have complete understanding of how biases creep 

into teamwork and decisions and how they affect 

performance. 

 

Overview of Biases 

Biases help to develop a better understanding of 

human behavior with respect to the influence of 

behavioral and cognitive aspects on the decisions and 

consequent behaviors. The stream of research based 
on bias aims to study how individuals make decisions 

and how they interact with and influence others in 

organizations and society (Birnberg and Ganguly, 

2012). After the assumption of perfect rationality was 

questioned by Simon (1955), work of Kahneman and 

Tversky led to Prospect Theory (1972, 1973, 1979, 

1996). Based on this body of work, „heuristics‟ and 

„cognitive biases‟ helped understand how reasonable 

individuals end up making unreasonable choices. 

Heuristics are simplifications used by individuals to 

respond to complex problems (Caputo, 2014) and 
they lead to cognitive biases that are systematic 

deviations in decision-making (Tversky and 

Kahneman, 1974). Three biases that are very 

common and have been scrutinized wee are 

overconfidence, anchoring and confirmation biases. 

 

Biases and Performance 

Individual behavior should, in many cases, can be 

explained as the effect of psychological, cultural or 

biological forces: by socialization effects, by 

cognitive biases, as the outcome of biological 

evolution, as the product of some instinct as the 
instinct of imitation, and similar variables (Petersen, 

2006). The cognitive bias effect hinders the formation 

and adaptation of useful schemas and conversely, 

groups that access new ideas and one of the impacts 

is possible individual productivity hindrance (Colazo, 

2016). Hallion & Ruscio (2011) report that certain 

cognitive biases are selectively associated with 
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anxiety or depression and therefore, it is not 

surprising that the presence of cognitive biases will 
influence individual behavior and performance 

negatively. This argument is supported by by Levin 

and Stokes (1989), ”... high levels of trait negative 

affect are associated with a type of cognitive bias 

through which people approach and interpret their life 

experiences. This affective tendency and cognitive 

style may influence how people experience and 

evaluate their jobs (p. 753).” While such intrinsic 

notions of bias affecting individual performance have 

been studied extensively, how one individual‟s bias 

influences another individual has not received 

adequate attention. For instance, Herman et al., 
(2012) have shown how dyadic standing relative to 

the dyadic standings of other coworkers  in 

workgroups may influence employees' job 

performance. In organizations, there are also a 

number of cognitive biases operating that are likely to 

influence mistakes leaders make (Hunter et al., 2011). 

These mistakes result in influencing the performance 

of others in the organization negatively. 

 

Research Model 

Given that the focus of this research would be teams 
and further given that we were interested in studying 

how team processes played out in the presence of 

biases, we wanted to develop a longitudinal 

perspective where time would be an important factor. 

To that end our research model is essentially process-

theoretic. We framed our approach to research based 

on de Villiers et al. (2016) who note that so far 

studies have neglected to consider the impact of 

“group-interactive decision-making on real-world 

problem-solving and sense-making activities (p. 87).” 

Our conceptual framework (Figure 1) shows the 

process theoretical view of team emergence over time 
(shown as three stages, there could be more). The 

basis of adopting this approach was to capture the 

interplay of managerial decisions, decision biases and 

their injection, their effects on performance and how 

those biases, were recognized, if at all, and how they 

were responded to. This required a longitudinal study 

approach. When it comes to loingitudinal models, 

Tuckman‟s model is among the oldest and „the most 

predominantly referred to and most widely 

recognized in organizational literature‟ (Miller 2003, 

122). The model has been revised many times and the 
complete and revised (Tuckman and Jensen, 1977) 

model is shown below: 

1. Forming: The first stage of the model is „testing 

and dependence‟ (orientation) 

2. Storming: The second stage represents a time of 

intergroup conflict (cathaharsis) 

3. Norming: During the third phase, the group 

develops cohesion (focus, action, limbo, testing) 

4. Performing: In the final stage of the original 

model, the group develops „functional role 

relatedness‟  (purposive) 

5. Adjourning: is when the group disbands or is 

phased out. 
Given that Tuckman‟s model is among the oldest 

models, it has been scrutinized comprehensively and 

one of the identified shortcomings of this model is 

that it is highly linear and that while it is a good 

conceptual model, there is little to show that it works 

in the real world (Gersick, 1988). However, as a stage 

model, it provides a normative basis to conceptualize 

what team development ought to be like. 

Over time the team literature has built upon the ideas 

of Tuckman‟s model, resulting in the input-process-

output (IPO) model (Hackman & Morris, 1975).and 

its extensions -  input-mediator-output-input (IMOI) 
as one of the most influential and useful models 

adopted to understand team effectiveness and 

viability (Ilgen et al., 2005; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006;  

Mathieu et. al., 2014). Kozlowski et al. (1999) relate 

the dynamic nature of team evolvement (Kozlowski, 

2015) and performance with causal interactions 

between the external environment of the team and its 

actions, putting forward the IPO model. Accordingly, 

the team development and performance could be 

defined as a dynamic system within a wider context, 

of people, tasks, and resources. Yet, critics argue that 
the IPO model does not regards the team evolvement 

as complex and adaptative systems, i.e. the model 

implies a single linear cycle of team development 

input-process-output. Moreover, researchers claim the 

weight of mediating processes that reveals the 

relationship between inputs and team effectiveness 

and viability.  

In line with with temporal characteristics of previous 

models, Ilgen and colleagues (2005) proposed a new 

model - IMOI (input-mediator-output-input) as a 

cyclical causal model that shed lights on the influence 

of mediating factors in defining team performance 
and viability. The first stage, Forming (IM phase), 

regards three constructs:  trusting (potency and 

safety), planning (gathering information and 

developing strategy) and structuring (shared mental 

models, transactive memory). Next, Functioning (MO 

phase) embeds three main constructs: bonding 

(managing diversity membership and conflict among 

members), adapting (performance in routine vs. novel 

conditions, helping and workload sharing), and 

learning (learning from minority and dissenting team 

members, learning from the team‟s best member). 
The third proposed stage is labeled as Finishing (OI 

phase).  

However, the relevance of stages is best understood 

in terms of mental models. New groups typically (but 

not always) go through a “forming” stage (Tuckman, 

1965). This stage sees a lot of give and take, shaping 

of perceptions and sharing of ideas. Sometimes this 

sharing and associated efforts in order to bring about 

a consensus leads to conflict (“storming”). Different 

views and priorities tend to clash. But while most 

models of team development refer to this as a 

transition phase, this could be an important phase in 
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determining whether a team remains functional or 

not. Usually, most issues tend to get resolved. And 
the ground rules of teamwork are established leading 

to a new phase (“norming‟). It is at this later stage 

that one can say that some sort of shared mental 

models exist (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). Our 

approach in this study is to avoid using the Tuckman 

model as a normative model, and instead use it as a 

template for emphasizing the temporal states when 

studying a team as shown in Figure 1. As a generic 

model, we employ three stages for studyin any team 

issues – when the issue is introduced, when it is 

recognized and when it is addresed. 

 

 
Figure 1. The longitudinal process-theoretic research model 

 

III. METHODOLOGY AND DATA 

COLLECTION 

 

Our study is based on a longitudinal case study that 

was conducted along with multiple levels of analysis 

to provide better understanding of the ensuing 

dynamics; the research approach is adopted from 

Yin‟s theory (1984). Yin‟s approach is based on 
replicability and not sampling. Our research requires 

some of both. The objective was to capture the 

presence of some key decision bias in the team 

situations and how those biases impact the outcome 

or performance (individual as well as collective) 

associated with the team situation. The approach 

derives from the fact that team situations are nuanced, 

layered and rich in detail. Previous studies (including 

Eisenhardt, 1989) have outlined the process of 

inducting theory using case studies. Eisenhardt 

(1989) initiates a comprehensive roadmap of the 
process of building theory from case study research 

employing prior research on qualitative methods, case 

study design and grounded theory building, and, 

originally placing further the construct into the social 

sciences dimension.  

Case data were obtained from two teams by direct 

observation in a single, natural setting that considered 

both temporal and contextual aspects of the research 

involving an individual embedded in the teams. The 

case study was documented by one of the authors by 

partnering with practitioners embedded in the an 

organization. The action researcher committed to 
documenting the performance of individuals in 

his/her team for four to six months. Thus, in line with 

Eisenhardt & Graebner‟s framework (2007), our data 

provide “rich stories”, comprehensive and 

longitudinal observations for as the basis for analysis.  

The idea behind such documentation was to generate 

stories, from the action researchers‟ standpoint, that 

produced thick detailed descriptions of personalities 

involved, incidents that were critical, and decision 

points that were pivotal in influencing performance of 
individuals and that of the team as a whole. The 

action researcher created notes that were collated 

over time. Thus, the observational data were 

effectively reported by contrasting the standpoints of 

multiple organizations teams/units (top management-

middle-executive) over a four month period.  

Following the procedure of coding data and based on 

content analysis, the codes were refined, generating 

temporal subcategories that emerged from the data. 

Ryan & Bernard (2000) label the process of code 

refinement as „„whole-text‟‟ qualitative content 

analysis (p. 780). Accordingly, complex and 
longitudinal data from our case studies enables us to 

enhance the qualitative analysis considering 

frequency counts where applicable. In line with 

acknowledged procedures for „„investigator 

triangulation‟‟ (Denzin, 1989), each case study was 

initially coded by two independent researchers; 

afterwards, the codes were examined and refined. 

Hence, new categories and subcategories have 

emerged.  

The protocol for this data collection required that the 

organizations involved will not be identified. 
Furthermore, the technique that we adopted was non-

intrusive in that the action researcher would do 

passive note-taking outside work hours. This implied 

that there could be possible information loss. 

However, we felt that the advantages accorded by the 

immediacy of observation and the ability of a 

participant to document details would outweigh any 

accompanying information loss, 

 

IV. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

 

We provides data and their analyses drawn from the 

case studiy to examine team dynamics and 

performance as mediated by managerial biases. 

Several cognitive biases and their relationship with 

team dynamics and performance reveal the vital role 

of an effective management in recognizing and 

addressing biases to enhance team development. 

Following a temporal model of team dynamics, 

different stages of team development were 
considered. The case displays a high degree of the 

team leader‟s motivation to reinforce an existing 

team. Here the team leader initially displayed a high 

degree of overconfidence that reduced trust among 

members. In response, the leader reevaluated her 

approach in the initial stages of team development 

that led to growing team cohesion and performance.  

 

Case Summary 

This case documents a sales team member and 

motivator in a large entertainment and resorts 
company. The case showcases the importance of 

motivation key to reshaping team dynamics. This 

case is marked by a great work environment. The 

recently appointed internal leader has been tasked to 
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reinforce an existing team and is very keen and over-

zealous about his job; and displays, in hindsight, 
overconfidence. The team eventually bonds through 

motivation, individually, and learn about the 

importance of trust and safety, re-defining a new 

culture and team performance. 

 

The Story For the Case 

This case is about a team member who is tasked with 

a role that requires learning quickly about her peers 

and act fast to overcome the disadvantages of lack of 

experience. After interning with a leading 

entertainment company for almost a year the action 

researcher had accepted a full time offer and, after six 
months into the full time position, had been tasked 

with finding ways to intrinsically motivate her peers 

on the Admin and Technical team so that everyone 

could rise as a team.  Her boss had convinced her that 

if she could achieve this, she would earn something 

far more valuable than any recognition he could offer. 

From a team dynamics standpoint, this can be thought 

of as a disruptive intervention to an existing team. 

There was nothing wrong, per se, in the existing 

Admin and Technical team. However, her boss 

wanted to improve the overall performance of the 
team. This implied that the existing assumptions 

prevailing in the team need to be redefined; in other 

words, a new normal had to be established, meaning 

thereby that team members had to, individually and 

collectively, agree that there was need to 

improvement and that the team should attempt that. 

The analysis of the case reveals that, within two 

stages of team development, the appointed leader 

started to address the task right away, without 

adequate reflection or planning, which pointed to 
overzealousness and overconfidence. As a result of 

this abrupt interaction, the team members started to 

lose trust, and this showed up in their questioning the 

targeted goals. Some of the disagreements over new 

suggested procedures and the natural tendency of 

individual competitiveness highlighted that the 

team‟s expected resistance to such change. However, 

from this experience, the team motivator learned to 

reconsider, quite early on, that by appraising each 

individual of her plans and evaluating each 

individual‟s potential, she could hope to to maximize 

the planned the impact of increased motivation on 
team competence. Specifically, by maintaining norms 

and integrating genuine feedback from peers, the 

appointed leader successfully built open 

communication and continuous collaboration. The 

leader‟s new approach, when viewed through the lens 

of motivation at individual level and direct dialogue, 

successfully embedded cohesion, thereby reinforcing 

the team.  Moreover, to strategically and accurately 

learn about the real organizational needs, the leader 

took on various tasks as part of her own job, 

including difficult tasks that were denied by 
teammates. Thus, team members started to experience 

a high degree of mutual cooperation and shared 

decision making. By building trust among members 

and nurturing a psychologically safety climate, the 

team leader enabled the team to improve 

performance. Table I summarizes the case.  

 

Action researcher Issue(s) Synopsis 

Sales team member 

and motivator in a 

large 

Entertainment and 

Resorts company 

 

Motivation as a key to 

reshaping team 

dynamics 

Great work environment. 

Recent internal leader to reinforce an existing team, very keen 

and overconfident. The team bonds through motivation, 

individually, and learn about the importance of trust and 

safety, re-defining a new team development and team 

performance. 

Table I Overview of the case studies 

 

S F N P D 

-Overconfidence 

-Anchoring 

-Confirmation bias   

Too eager and 

inexperienced  is 

draw up a new 

strategy to rebuild a 

genuine team 

-Overconfidence 

-Anchoring 

-Confirmation bias  

Some disagreement 

and lack of trust  

Tendencies of 

scepticism and 

resistance to change.   

Re-considering 

the forming stage 

Growth of 

cohesiveness and 

unity, and trust  

Great team 

development as a 

unity 

High quality of 

information 

processing 

Goal achievement  

Achieving goals 

Increased 

sense of 

belonging and 

confidence  

Table II: Summary of temporal links between biases and their impact 

  

Table II displays the course of team development in 

line with the Tuckman‟s model of team dynamics. In 

this research the primary objective was to study the 

temporal relationship associated with when bias is 
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injected and how bias influences team development, 

and individual and collective performance. The case 
reveals that bias was injected in initial stages of team 

development. However, the young leader in charge of 

change, despite limited experience, was fully 

committed to recognize the presence of her 

shortcomings (that included any biases), and 

succeeded in decreasing the influence of bias on team 

development and performance. The parallel 

examination of the two cases showcases the different 

outcomes associated with regarding or disregarding 

the role of biases.   

 

V. DISCUSSION   

 

The case contributes to the theory on team dynamics, 

by placing the role of motivation as being central in 

terms of generating trust, psychological safety and 

bonding among team members. The appointed team 

motivator successfully draws up a new strategy that 

identified common concerns and purposes, that took 

into consideration individual potentials and concerns. 
The key was to motivate everyone in order to reshape 

team dynamics.  However, the data from the case 

shows that the team leader exhibited overconfidence 

bias within the first stages of team formation (team 

formation as in defined in the context of this specific 

intervention). As the team capacity of information 

processing tends to be limited (as discussed above), 

the team leader had to reconsider her approach in the 

initial stages of team dynamics. This lead her to 

establish direct relationships with each team member 

to learn about their viewpoints. This process also 
helped establish a bond between the team leader and 

each of the individuals in the team. Over time, this 

process led to the growth of team cohesiveness and 

bonding. This led to stronger trust relationships 

between the team leader and team members. Each 

individual member was able to communicate how 

team performance can be improved. By doing so, the 

team leader succeeded in eliciting what it would take 

to improve performance. This process allowed the 

team leader to overcome the drawbacks of lack of 

experience and at the same time, forge strong bonds 

within the team. This case shows that the relationship 
between trust and individual and team performance as 

being mediated by motivation.  

This case study reveals several tendencies in the area 

of cognitive biases, i.e. overconfidence, anchoring 

and confirmation biases. Acting as an internal leader, 

the team motivator is highly enthusiastic to lead the 

change (overconfidence), relying on initial 

information (anchoring), and personal estimation / 

evaluations (confirmation biases). The quality of 

information processing was high in the second stage, 

since the team leader responded to individual and 
collective skepticism. The roots of cognitive biases 

were addressed by the team leader who reconsidered 

and reframed the discourse vis-a-vis the initial stages 

of team formation. By identifying commonalities 

with each team member, the leader re-built a genuine 

team, reinforcing the trust that allowed maximizing 
individual and team performance. This case serves as 

an exemplar of how to recognize the source of biases 

and address them so as to enable decisions that lead 

to effective teams.  

Actionably, our research complies with Fisher and 

Aguinis‟s (2017) recent adopted framework of theory 

elaboration (per Bacharach‟s criteria, 1989) 

addressing three complex approaches and key-

specific tactics, i.e. contrasting, specifying and 

structuring both theoretical constructs and relations.  

The case complies with Fisher and Aguinis‟s frame 

(2017) indicating the implications of those three 
complex approaches: contrasting, construct 

specification and structuring. Firstly data reveal key 

specific tactics in contrasting different observations 

across different contexts (horizontally) and across 

different level of analysis (vertically). The action 

researcher has been entitled to gather and examine 

data across different settings. Such evidence further 

contributes to enhance the theory competence, i.e. 

logically and empirically. Consequently, the construct 

specification approach brings new specification 

(identifying new angles of team reinforcement), and 
the technique of construct splitting in terms of 

realignment the core goals with team re-forming 

stage (the need to break the construct into specific 

units). Thus, this approach supports the construct 

validity and scope in terms of providing a more 

accurate outline. The third complex approach, 

structuring approach sheds light on successful 

handling of multiple team membership, specifically, 

sequentially and recursively. Given the consideration 

of re-forming stage of team development, the action 

researcher fully succeeded to define and redefine 

specific relations. Furthermore, handling multiple 
memberships in a sequence and recursive manners, 

data jointly support the explanation of relations and 

the looping of relations. Hence, the data contribute to 

the alignment of theoretical relations with empirical 

observation, enhancing the explanatory potential and 

accuracy of the theory.  

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

 

Through case research strategy the present study 

provides evidence of the influential role of cognitive 

biases in determining team performance in 

organizational settings. Our research is based on a 

case study that showcases how an inexperienced team 

leader is able to learn quickly from her mistakes. The 

case highlights how cognitive biases play out. The 

case reveals how becoming keenly aware of 

individual biases and organizational needs and by re-

considering and reviewing many early decisions and 
actions (during team formation) allows a novice team 

leader to overcome biases and impact collective 

performance positively. Learning bias-aware 

prediction, i.e. when the biases are being injected, 
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labeling them and addressing them makes a 

significant impact on future actions. Trust via 
motivation as mediator is also a crucial determinant 

of team performance. Furthermore, trust mediates the 

top management‟s influence upon team performance.  

In terms of managerial practice, drawing insights 

from our research outcomes, supervisors within teams 

could design process improvement programs to 

reinforce the team performance.  The case study 

reveal practical insights for supervisors to approach 

how to handle biases that impact their own and 

others‟ decision making. Of importance is the 

presence of bias during the initial stages of team 

development. As a learning issue, the case shows that 
addressing biases early on has hugely beneficial 

results. The case shows that overconfidence bias is 

often injected during team formation. However, if, as 

the experienced team showed, such overconfidence 

bias is not recognized and addressed early, it can 

fester and compromise organizational performance. 

The onus for recognizing and addressing this bias, 

therefore lies with team leadership. Although we have 

attempted to address a challenging research problem, 

there are some weaknesses or shortcomings that need 

to be pointed out. The research is based on only one 
in-depth case studiey which might be considered 

inadequate under some circumstances. To that end, 

we propose that further research could consider a 

larger number of case studies and additional sources 

of data. Clearly, more research on cognitive biases 

and their effect on collective performance is needed. 

With the primary focus of this research has been on 

teams biases and their relationship with team 

performance, more rigorous longitudinal designs are 

needed to better understand the nature of bias in 

decision making, the cycle of team evolution and role 

of supervisors/leader in handling the adaptive life 
cycle. In-depth research cases offer deeper insights 

into the evolution of bias and its intervention on team 

performance over a period of time. Studies exploring 

the consideration or rejection of bias influence on 

performance can provide important insights.  In 

gauging the influence of bias on team performance 

we urge scholars to consider multiple sources of data 

in cross-cultural settings. Such evidence will enable 

organizations to systematically design team 

development programs across the organizations 

towards embedding a team shared vision in decision 
making.   
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