Why are some groups smarter than others?

Exploring the role of collective intelligence in small group performance.
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Background: Traditional notions of ‘intelligence’ are predicated on individual mental abilities that predict performance in many academic, occupational, and personal settings.! Until recently,? few
had asked whether groups exhibit their own form of intelligence, or ‘collective intelligence.” We report on a quasi-experimental, correlational study that seeks to explore this issue. Our findings suggest
that groups exhibit a form of collective intelligence that is analogous, but largely unrelated, to the intelligence of individual group members. Instead we find factors such as group size, personality
(conscientiousness, openness), common language (e.g., English), conversational sharing, and social sensitivity making significant contributions to what it takes to become a ‘smart group.’
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