
PERSONALITY AND GROUP DEVELOPMENT AS PREDICTORS OF GROUP DECISION MAKING 
David A. Foster, Victor Savicki, Daniel Mutschler, Amanda Zentz, Laura E. Fink & Maegan Christoson 

Western Oregon University

Abstract
Recent research on group decision making has primarily focused on the 
concept of information processing. Researchers, however, have called 
for a closer examination of the impact of both individual differences 
and group processes on group decision making. This study examined 
the effects of both personality characteristics and group development 
on group decision making. Participants completed both a desert and 
winter survival task. In each scenario, the groups were stranded in 
the wilderness with various items that may aid in their survival. 
Participants rank ordered these items in terms of their importance 
for the group’s survival both individually and as a group. Before 
beginning the survival tasks, participants completed a number of 
different personality measures (e.g., self-monitoring, competitiveness, 
desirability of control, communication apprehension, judgmental 
self-doubt, etc.). A 3X3 experimental design involving both a forming 
activity and feedback manipulated group development. In the 
forming conditions, participants became acquainted with other group 
members through a team building exercise. In one forming condition, 
participants took turns answering questions about themselves, while 
in the other condition, the order in which participants answered 
questions was randomly determined. Participants in the control 
condition read a brief paper on the stages of group development. Prior 
to starting the second task, participants in the feedback condition 
received either performance or process feedback. In the performance 
feedback condition, group members were publicly informed as to 
how their individual rankings of the items compared to the rankings 
of experts as well as how their group rankings of the items compared 
to the rankings of other groups from a previous study. In the process 
feedback condition, group members were publicly informed as to how 
much information they shared with their other group members as well 
as how much time they took in solving the problem compared to the 
times of other groups from a previous study. Participants in the control 
condition immediately began the second task after completing the 
first task. After completing both decision making tasks, participants 
completed measures on group consensus and emergent group 
leadership based on their experience in the second task. Key results 
and implications will be discussed.

Introduction
The purpose of this study is to examine how expertise utilization 
impacts decision making. According to the functional theory 
of decision making (Orlitzki & Hirokawa, 2001) groups need to 
accomplish five critical functions. These five functions include: 

1. Problem Definition, 
2. Criteria Selection, 
3. Generation of Alternatives (Expression of Expertise), 
4. Positive Evaluation of Alternatives, 
5. Negative Evaluation of Alternatives 

Some research shows that group decision making is more effective 
than individual decision making, while other research shows just the 
opposite; that groups perform worse working together than working 
individually (Pravitt, 2003). Because of these contradictions, researchers 
have called for a closer look at the impact of individual differences and 
group development on decision making. 

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. 

 

1. Problem Definition,  
2. Criteria Selection,  
3. Generation of Alternatives (Expression of Expertise),
4. Positive Evaluation of Alternatives,  
5. Negative Evaluation of Alternatives

Some research shows that group decision making is more effective than 
individual decision making, while other research shows just the opposite; that groups 
perform worse working together than working individually (Pravitt, 2003). Because of 
these contradictions, researchers have called for a closer look at the impact of individual 
differences and group development on decision making.  

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.  

Input Variables 

Group Development 

     Forming. Forming is the process by which group members begin to learn about one 
another by sharing “personal” information with one another. Forming has been shown to 
be a positive process for group decision making. Foster and Savicki (2008) found that, in 
face-to-face teams, forming is positively related to group decision quality even after 
accounting for the effects of individual member competence. It is not clear by what 
mechanism forming affected group decision quality. 

    Hypothesis Forming affects the groups’ ability to utilize member expertise. 
     –Mechanism 1: Trust 
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Group Development

Forming. Forming is the process by which group members begin to 
learn about one another by sharing “personal” information with one 
another. Forming has been shown to be a positive process for group 
decision making. Foster and Savicki (2008) found that, in face-to-face 
teams, forming is positively related to group decision quality even after 
accounting for the effects of individual member competence. It is not clear 
by what mechanism forming affected group decision quality.

Hypothesis Forming affects the groups’ ability to utilize member expertise.
– Mechanism 1: Trust

Groups that experienced the forming activity in the previous study felt 
more trust within their group. Trust resulted in greater information 
sharing and constructive evaluation of ideas.

– Mechanism 2: Norms
Groups that experienced the forming activity in the previous study may 
have developed norms for sharing information among group members: 
Resulted in greater information sharing and constructive evaluation of 
ideas.

This study will test these competing mechanisms by examining two types 
of forming activity; turn taking (normative) and random (trust building).       

Feedback. Feedback is designed to provide the group with information 
regarding the distribution of expertise and information sharing among 
individual group members. Groups solve problems by trying to identify 
the best member and then forming a consensus around that person’s ideas 
(Tindale, Kulik, and Scott, 1991). Feedback can help groups identify the 
member with the most task expertise. Groups that appropriately weight 
the inputs of its members make more effective decisions (Hollenbeck, 
Ilgen, Sego, Hedlund, Major, and Phillips, 1995).. Groups that rely more 
on their most expert member rather than their least expert member when 
making decisions make higher quality decisions.
   
Hypothesis: Feedback affects the group’s ability to utilize member 
expertise

– Mechanism 1: Performance feedback 
Publicly informing each group member of his or her expertise on the task 
reveals the most/least competent member and informs group members of 
whose contributions to evaluate more positively.

– Mechanism 2: Process feedback
Publicly informing each group member of the amount of information they 
shared with their group allows group to know who is sharing the most  
information and who is withholding information.

Individual Characteristics and Expertise
 
Previous studies looked at the effects of group-level personality variables 
on group decision making. The results of these studies, however, were 
generally mixed and inconsistent. Newer research shows that personality, 
relative to group member expertise, can influence group decision quality 
(Foster & Savicki, 2008). For example, individuals with persuasive 
personalities (e.g., more extraverted, high self-esteem, etc.) and low levels 
of expertise can lead to poor group decisions.

Our previous study focused on broad personality characteristics (e.g., 
Big Five). This study focuses on more specific traits that may influence 
expertise utilization in groups. See the list of measures under the methods 
section.

Mediating Variables
The effects of group inputs on group outputs may be mediated by the 
manner in which groups process information. Effective information 
processing is hypothesized to include both the expression of and the 
accurate recognition of member expertise by all group members. Previous 
research on group decision making suggests that when groups do not 
experience forming, the expression of expertise may greatly depend upon 
the personality characteristics of the group members. For example, group 
members who are more extraverted, less agreeable, and have higher self-
esteem will be more likely to express their ideas and opinions, regardless 
of their actual level of expertise. In contrast, group members who are 
less extraverted, more agreeable, and have lower self-esteem will be 
less likely to express their ideas and opinions, regardless of their actual 
level of expertise. Consequently, group inputs may affect how expertise 
is expressed in decision making groups. In addition to appropriately 
expressing expertise, effective decision making groups will be more likely 
than ineffective groups to evaluate the quality of the information being 
provided by various group members.

Output Variables
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.
 

 

Mediating Variables 

     Information processing includes the perceived expertise, basically who appeared to 
know the most, regardless of whether or not they actually did. Sharing information 
involved how much the group actually shared with one another, whether or not they 
discussed their decisions and how much each person shared. One person may have shared 
a great deal of information, but it could have all been inaccurate, whereas the quietest 
person, who shared little to no information, may have been the most accurate in terms of 
information. The information sharing may have included why each member chose what 
they chose, and giving some reasoning for their decisions. Evaluating the alternatives 
would be considering what other options there are for that same answer.  
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  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.

Method
3X3 Design
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Measures

     Several individual difference variables will be assessed as inputs which were collated 
into an 88 item questionnaire that participants completed prior to the survival tasks. 

Input measures and sample questions 

� Judgmental self-doubt (Mirels, Greblo, & Dean, 2002): “I have difficulty making 
decisions” 

� Self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974): “I’m not always the person I appear to be” 
� Desirability of control (Burger & Cooper, 1979): “I enjoy making my own 

decisions” 
� Hierarchical  thinking (Wielkiewicz, 2000) : “A leader should take charge of the 

group”
� Systemic Thinking (Wielkiewicz, 2000):  “Leadership processes involve the 

participation of all organization members.” 
� Communication Apprehension (McCroskey, 1982): “I am tense and nervous while 

participating in group discussions 

Measures 

Several individual difference variables will be assessed as 
inputs which were collated into an 88 item questionnaire that 
participants completed prior to the survival tasks.

Input measures and sample questions

Judgmental self-doubt (Mirels, Greblo, & Dean,  2002): “I 
have difficulty making decisions”
Self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974): “I’m not always the person I 
appear to be”
Desirability of control (Burger & Cooper, 1979): “I enjoy 
making my own decisions”
Hierarchical  thinking (Wielkiewicz, 2000) : “A leader should 
take charge of the group”
Systemic Thinking (Wielkiewicz, 2000):  “Leadership 
processes involve the participation of all organization 
members.”
Communication Apprehension (McCroskey, 1982): “I am 
tense and nervous while participating in group discussions
Personal need for structure (Leone, Wallace, & Modglin, 
1999): “I don’t like situations that are uncertain”

We are also collecting participant self-reports of several process 
variables including: group consensus and emergent leadership. 
Other group processes will be assessed using independent 
coding teams. These processes include group interaction 
behavior, language usage, and creativity.

Procedure

1. Participants are randomly assigned to a condition. Every 
participant fills out questionnaire. 

2. Then they engage in either: Random Forming, Turn Taking 
Forming., or Read a paper on team development (control)

Forming: Designed to help participants get to know each other 
better. Each participant reads and answers three questions 
selected by spinning the wheel of colors. Sample question 
“What is your dream job and why?”  They will answer 
questions by turn or randomly (rolling dice).

3. Each condition fills out both survival tasks individually and 
as a group.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

4. In-between the tasks participants are given one of two types 
of feedback or move immediately into the second task.

Feedback: Given in relation to other members in the group, 
past groups and survival experts. Performance feedback 
reflects how well they performed their task in relation to 
other participants and expert scores. Process feedback informs 
participants who spoke the most and how long they worked 
on the task in relation to past results.

5. After tasks are complete every participant fills out process 
questionnaire. Participants are video taped through group task 
work.

Research Questions
Group Development

Will turn taking forming exert stronger effects on group 
decision quality compared to random forming?
Will performance feedback exert stronger effects on group 
decision quality compared to process feedback?

Individual Differences
Will the combination of individual differences and task 
expertise influence group decision quality?
Will the effects of individual differences/task expertise 
combinations on group decision quality be moderated by 
group development?
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