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Abstract
Typically, researchers examining the effects of personality on group 
performance have focused on group-level personality characteristics. 
Recent research, however, has shown the distribution of personality 
characteristics within a group relative to group members’ task 
competence signifi cantly impact group performance. For example, 
previous research by Foster and colleagues has shown that the 
distribution of personality traits such as self-esteem, neuroticism, 
and agreeableness relative to task expertise predicts group decision 
quality. The purpose of this study is to determine if similar results 
would occur when examining the personality characteristic 
of Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness is characterized as 
deliberation, cautiousness, thoroughness, organization and a 
desire for achievement. The nature of this trait suggests, contrary 
to previous research, that the amount of conscientiousness present 
in groups would affect decision making regardless of how it was 
distributed among group members. Data were collected from 92, 
three-person groups engaged in two intellective, judgment tasks. 
Procedurally, participants either engaged in the forming task or 
read a brief paper on stages of group development. Afterwards 
participants completed two decision making tasks fi rst individually, 
then as groups. Individual and groups performance were assessed 
by comparing the decision against a known standard.  The 
dependent variable was Group Added Value; the amount of variance 
in group performance after controlling for individual member 
competence. Conscientiousness was assessed using the short form of 
the Big 5 Personality Questionnaire. Group Conscientiousness was 
operationalized as the average Conscientiousness score across group 
members. Univariate analysis of variance showed no main effects 
for either Group Conscientiousness or Conscientiousness distributed 
with regards to expertise. There was a signifi cant interaction effect, 
however, between Forming, Feedback and Group Conscientiousness 
(F = 3.86, p < .05). Groups low in conscientiousness that did not 
experience any group development performed signifi cantly worse 
than low Conscientious groups who did experience any type 
of group development. For groups high in Conscientiousness, 
however, the effects of feedback were moderated by whether groups 
experienced the forming activity. Highly Conscientious groups that 
received both forming and feedback performed signifi cantly better 
than highly conscientiousness groups that only received feedback. 
Implications will be discussed.

Introduction
Group performance is typically conceptualized using and input 
mediator output input (IMOI) below (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & 
Jundt, 2005). The current study follows the structure of this model in 
identifying research variables. 

Group performance is typically conceptualized using and input mediator output input 
(IMOI) below (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005). The current study follows the 
structure of this model in identifying research variables.  

The goal of this specific project is to determine how inputs of group member expertise, 
conscientiousness and group development interact to influence the process of group 
interaction and subsequent group decision quality.

Background

Conscientiousness 
� Conscientiousness: characterized as deliberation, cautiousness, thoroughness, 

organization, and a desire for achievement (Barrick, Mount & Strauss, 1993; 
Hough, 1992). 

o Conscientiousness is one of the broadest predictors of positive work 
performance (Salgado, 1997).  

o Conscientiousness is a non-task-specific predictor of positive work task 
performance (Mount, Barrick & Stewart, 1998).  

� Conscientiousness may assist in expertise utilization via process orientation. 
o Groups high in conscientiousness may be more likely to: 

� encourage equal expression of ideas. 
� greater evaluation of ideas. 
� greater likelihood of error detection and correction. 

� Most research on personality and group decision making focuses on the aggregate 
level.

o Group performance seen as the sum of individual abilities. (Steiner & 
Vannoy, 1966) 

o Groups are greater than their individual parts. (Pavitt & Curtis, 1990)  
� Previous research, however, has shown that personality characteristics in 

combination with task expertise are a strong predictor of group decision quality. 
o Self-esteem relevant to group expertise (Foster, et al.). 

The goal of this specifi c project is to determine how inputs of group 
member expertise, conscientiousness and group development 
interact to infl uence the process of group interaction and subsequent 
group decision quality. 

Background
Conscientiousness

Conscientiousness: characterized as deliberation, cautiousness, 
thoroughness, organization, and a desire for achievement 
(Barrick, Mount & Strauss, 1993; Hough, 1992).

Conscientiousness is one of the broadest predictors of positive 
work performance (Salgado, 1997). 
Conscientiousness is a non-task-specifi c predictor of positive work 
task performance (Mount, Barrick & Stewart, 1998). 

Conscientiousness may assist in expertise utilization via process 
orientation.

Groups high in conscientiousness may be more likely to:
encourage equal expression of ideas.
greater evaluation of ideas.
greater likelihood of error detection and correction.

Most research on personality and group decision making focuses 
on the aggregate level.

Group performance seen as the sum of individual abilities. (Steiner 
& Vannoy, 1966)
Groups are greater than their individual parts. (Pavitt & Curtis, 
1990) 

Previous research, however, has shown that personality 
characteristics in combination with task expertise are a strong 
predictor of group decision quality.

Self-esteem relevant to group expertise (Foster, et al.).
Because conscientiousness is hypothesized to enhance group 
processes, we made the following predictions:

Hypothesis 1: The distribution of conscientiousness relative to task 
expertise will NOT be related to group added value.
Hypothesis 2: The aggregate level of group conscientiousness 
WILL be related to group added value. Specifi cally, groups high 
in Conscientiousness will perform better than groups low in 
Conscientiousness.

Forming
Forming: A technique, process or exercise that enhances the 
social cohesion of a group (Tuckman, 1965). 

Forming increased relational development, quality of the decisions 
and speed of group productivity (Tan, Wei, Huang, & Ng, 2000).

Forming may establish a norm of sharing, enhance trust, 
cohesion, and collaboration.

Groups that experience a forming activity may be more likely to 
demonstrate:

encourage equal expression of ideas.
greater evaluation of ideas.

Consequently, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 3: Groups that engage in an initial Forming activity 
will have greater group added value than groups that do not.

Feedback
Groups problem solving: Groups identify the most ‘expert’ 
member and then build consensus around that persons ideas 
(Tindale, Kulik, & Scott, 1991).

How can relatively new groups accurately identify their most 
expert member?

Hierarchical Sensitivity: Sensitivity to the validity of group 
members’ input was positively associated with effective decision 
making (Hollenbeck, Ilgen, Sego, Hedlund, Major, & Phillips, 
1995).

Public performance feedback may enhance “hierarchical 
sensitivity” for all group members.
Groups that receive feedback may weight their most expert 
members’ opinions more heavily in making fi nal decisions.

Consequently, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 4: Groups who received feedback after the fi rst task will 
outperform groups that did not receive feedback after the fi rst task.
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Interaction Effects
Individuals high in conscientiousness are characterized as orderly, 
dependable, illustrating attention to detail, self-discipline, coupled 
with preferences for structure. 
Groups high in conscientiousness display marked attention to 
accuracy, timing, and follow-through (Barrick, Mount & Strauss, 
1993 and Hough, 1992).
Groups high in conscientiousness may already possess many 
characteristic byproducts associated with group development.
Consequently, we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 5: Groups that are low in Conscientiousness will 
benefi t more from group development than groups that are high in 
conscientiousness.

Method
Participants
Participants were undergraduate psychology students. As incentive 
for their involvement, participants were eligible to receive extra 
credit in the psychology courses and a monetary award ($20 for 
the individual and $20 for each member of the group who were 
the most accurate in the task). Data were collected from a total of 
276 participants in 92, three-person groups. Seventy percent of the 
participants were female. Additionally, the mean age was 20.7 years. 

Design
Two experimental manipulations were undertaken: Forming and 
Feedback. For the Forming experimental manipulation, participants 
were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: Forming or No 
Forming. In the Forming condition, prior to the fi rst task participants 
became acquainted with other group members through a team 
building exercise. Each member of the group answered prepared 
questions randomly drawn from different stacks of cards. Examples 
of questions include: “What is your major and why?” and “If you 
could go anywhere in the world where would you go and why?” 
Participants in the control, No Forming, condition read a brief 
paper on the stages of group development. Each activity lasted 
approximately fi ve minutes. For the Feedback manipulation, 
participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: 
Feedback or No Feedback. In the Feedback condition after the 
completion of the fi rst group task, and before initiation of the second 
task, groups were given feedback about the performance of individual 
members on the fi rst task. The feedback took the following form 
“According to the experts, person A, you are the most in agreement 
with the experts. Person B, you are second most in agreement, and 
person C you are the least in agreement with the experts.”  After 
receiving this feedback, participants began work on the second 
task. Those in the No Feedback condition began the second task 
immediately following completion of the fi rst task. For the current 
study, no signifi cant effects were found for the Feedback manipulation, 
thus the two conditions were collapsed for subsequent analyses.

Task
Participants completed two different decision making tasks: a desert 
survival task and a moon survival task. In both scenarios, the groups 
were stranded and left with a number of items that may aid in their 
survival. The groups’ tasks were to rank order these items in terms 
of their importance to the groups’ survival with lower numbers 
indicating greater importance (e.g., an item ranked number one would 
be considered to be most important to survival). The desert survival 
task required the groups to rank order ten items as compared to the 
moon survival task that required the groups to rank order fi fteen 
items. Participants completed each exercise both individually and 
as a group. The order in which the exercises were completed was 
counterbalanced across experimental conditions.
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Measures
Individual task expertise. Individual task expertise 
was assessed by evaluating the quality of the 
decisions made by the individual on the second 
decision making task. Individual decision quality 
was determined by comparing individuals’ ranking 
of each item to the item’s true rank as determined 
by experts and calculating the absolute value of the 
difference between the two rankings. Difference 
scores were calculated for each item and then 
summed to determine a decision quality score. These 
scores were then reversed and then standardized 
(z-scores) so that higher scores refl ected greater 
agreement with the experts or higher quality 
decisions.

Conscientiousness. We assessed individual level 
conscientiousness using 7 items from the NEO Five 
Factor Inventory. Samples items include: “I am 
attentive to details and meet my deadlines” and 
“I am a sensible, competent person who makes 
informed decisions.” All items were measure on a 
5-point Likert type response scale ranging from 1 
“Does not describe me at all” to 5 “Describes me 
very well.” The measure had adequate internal 
consistency reliability (alpha = .76).
Group Conscientiousness. Group conscientiousness 
was assessed by taking the mean conscientiousness 
score across all three group members. Groups 
were classifi ed as either being high or low in 
conscientiousness using a binary split. Groups 
who score below 4.05 were classifi ed as low 
conscientiousness and groups who score above 4.05 
were classifi ed as high conscientiousness.
Group added value. Output is measured not by the 
absolute accuracy of the decision, but by the value 
added to the decision by group processes. Group 
added value is the effect of the group’s process on 
decision quality over and above the contributions of 
individual member expertise. This outcome focuses 
on group dynamics.

Procedure

After giving informed consent, participants completed questionnaires assessing self-
esteem. Next, depending on the experimental condition, participants either engaged in the 
forming task or read a brief paper on the stages of group development. Afterwards 
participants completed the first decision making task; first individually, and then as a 
group. Participants were limited to five minutes when completing the task individually. 
There was no time limit for completing the task as a group. After completing the first task, 
participants completed the same process for the second, counterbalanced task. Each 
group was videotaped while performing both decision making tasks. Only performance 
on the second task will be analyzed. 

Results

� Hypothesis 1: Univariate analysis of variance showed no main effects for 
Conscientiousness distributed with regards to expertise. 

� Hypothesis 2: Univariate analysis of variance showed no main effects for Group-
Level Conscientiousness. 

Procedure

After giving informed consent, participants completed 
questionnaires assessing self-esteem. Next, depending on 
the experimental condition, participants either engaged in 
the forming task or read a brief paper on the stages of group 
development. Afterwards participants completed the fi rst 
decision making task; fi rst individually, and then as a group. 
Participants were limited to fi ve minutes when completing the 
task individually. There was no time limit for completing the 
task as a group. After completing the fi rst task, participants 
completed the same process for the second, counterbalanced 
task. Each group was videotaped while performing both 
decision making tasks. Only performance on the second task 
will be analyzed.

Results
Hypothesis 1: Univariate analysis of variance showed no 
main effects for Conscientiousness distributed with regards 
to expertise.
Hypothesis 2: Univariate analysis of variance showed no 
main effects for Group-Level Conscientiousness.
Hypothesis 3: Univariate analysis of variance showed a 
signifi cant main effect for Forming.
Hypothesis 4: Univariate analysis of variance showed no 
signifi cant main effect for Feedback.
Hypothesis 5: There was a signifi cant interaction effect, 
however, between Forming, Feedback and Group 
Conscientiousness (F = 3.86, p < .05). 

� Hypothesis 3: Univariate analysis of variance showed a significant main effect for 
Forming. 

� Hypothesis 4: Univariate analysis of variance showed no significant main effect 
for Feedback. 

� Hypothesis 5: There was a significant interaction effect, however, between 
Forming, Feedback and Group Conscientiousness (F = 3.86, p < .05).
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High Conscientiousness Groups

Summary

� Results indicate that the effects of group conscientiousness on group performance 
is moderated by group development.  

� In groups that were low in conscientiousness, any form of group development 
(either forming, feedback, or both) was related to higher levels of group added 
value.

� In groups that were high in conscientiousness, the effects of group development 
on group added value were inconsistent.  

� These results provide new context to the existing research surrounding 
Conscientiousness and group performance.  

o Some traits demonstrate greater impact at the group (aggregate) or 
individual levels. 

� Within this study:  
o Conscientiousness appears to impact group performance at the aggregate 

level, irrespective of individual expertise.

High Conscientiousness Groups

Discussion
Results indicate that the effects of group 
conscientiousness on group performance is moderated 
by group development. 
In groups that were low in conscientiousness, any form 
of group development (either forming, feedback, or 
both) was related to higher levels of group added value. 
In groups that were high in conscientiousness, the effects 
of group development on group added value were 
inconsistent. 
These results provide new context to the existing 
research surrounding Conscientiousness and group 
performance. 

Some traits demonstrate greater impact at the group 
(aggregate) or individual levels.

Within this study: 
Conscientiousness appears to impact group performance 
at the aggregate level, irrespective of individual expertise. 
This complements our research that indicates personality 
traits infl uences group performance at the individual 
level.
Overall, this implies that the construct of personality 
is composed of traits that impact group dynamics at 
differing levels. 

Questions for ongoing research:
Why do high conscientiousness groups that receive only 
one type of developmental activity performance worse 
than low conscientiousness groups that experience any 
type of development?
How do highly conscientious individuals respond to 
feedback and forming?
Why does conscientiousness have a larger impact at the 
aggregate level?
Future research will examine how problem solving 
might differ for different groups. 
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