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Abstract
Much of the research on groups has been driven by the input-process-
output (IPO) or similar types models (e.g., McGrath, 1984). According to 
the IPO model, inputs affect outputs via group processes. Group inputs 
include individual characteristics (e.g., personality), team characteristics 
(e.g., cohesiveness), and task/situation characteristics (e.g., intellective vs. 
decision tasks). Group processes refers to how group members interact 
and the procedures they use to accomplish their tasks. Group outputs 
include such variables as productivity or group decision quality. A large 
body of research has examined the effects of group communication 
on group outcomes. In general, the results of this research show that 
group communication has a signifi cant impact on group performance. 
Several methodological shortcomings, however, limit the utility of these 
fi ndings. First, most studies examining the relationship between group 
communication and group outcomes did not objectively measure group 
communication but rather relied on participants’ self-reports of group 
communication. Self-reports, however, are prone to many kinds of 
response bias (see Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Graham, Collins, Donaldson, & 
Hansen, 1993; Stone et al., 2000) that may limit their utility. Second, studies 
that have relied on more objective measures of group communication (e.g., 
Hirokawa, 1988) have been criticized for failing to account for the direct 
effects of input variables on group outcomes (Hewes, 1996). This study 
addresses both of these issues by using more objective measures of group 
interaction as well as testing a full mediational model that incorporates 
each element of the IPO model. Specifi cally, this study examines the effects 
of the input variables task competence, individual self-effi cacy about group 
performance (ISE), and group development on both group processes and 
decision quality. Previous research examining the effects ISE on group 
decision making showed that ISE, in combination with individual task 
competence and group development, directly affects the quality of group 
decisions (Truong, 2007). Groups whose most competent member had 
lower ISE and engaged in a “forming” task performed signifi cantly better 
compared to the other groups. Consequently, this study will examine 
the effects of these input variables on group communication and the 
subsequent effects of group communication on group decision quality.

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. 
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The goal of this specific project is to determine how inputs of group member expertise, 
individual self-efficacy about group performance (ISE), and group development interact 
to influence the process of group interaction and subsequent group decision quality.

Background

Previous research examined the effects of the task expertise, ISE, and group development 
in the form of performance feedback and a forming (ice breaker) task on group decision 
making. We hypothesized that (1) The combination of ISE and task expertise would 
affect group decision quality; and (2) The effects of the combination of ISE and task 
expertise would be moderated by group development. The results of our study showed a 
significant main effect for the combination of ISE and task expertise (F (6, 85) = 3.85, p 
< .05). As seen in Figure 2, groups where the most expert member had high ISE had 
lower levels of group added value compared to groups where the most expert member 
had low ISE. 
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The results of our study also showed that participation in the forming activity moderated 
the effects of ISE/Task expertise on group decision quality (F (7,84) = 3.80, p < .05). As 
seen in Figure 3, groups characterized by their  most expert member having low ISE and 
having engaged in a “forming” task performed significantly better compared to the other 
groups.
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One major limitation of this study is that we only examined the direct effects of inputs on 
group decision quality. In contrast, the IMOI model suggests that the effects of inputs on 
outputs are potentially mediated by group processes and other factors (e.g., cohesion). 
One possible mediating process is group interaction.  

Previous research has shown group interaction has a significant impact on group 
performance (Hirokawa, 1988; Hirokawa, 1985; Hirokawa, 1982). Several 
methodological shortcomings, however, limit the utility of these findings. First, most 
studies examining the relationship between group communication and group outcomes 
did not objectively measure group communication but rather relied on participants’ self-
reports of group communication. Self-reports, however, are prone to many kinds of 
response bias (see Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Graham, Collins, Donaldson, & Hansen, 
1993; Stone et al., 2000) that may limit their utility. Second, studies that have relied on 
more objective measures of group communication (e.g., Hirokawa, 1988) have been 
criticized for failing to account for the direct effects of input variables on group outcomes 
(Hewes, 1996). This study addresses both of these issues by using more objective 
measures of group interaction as well as testing a full mediational model that incorporates 
each element of the IMOI model. 
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Proposed Study
The proposed study will address both of these issues by using more objective measures 
of group interaction as well as testing a full mediational model that incorporates each 
element of the IMOI model. Specifi cally, this study will examine how task expertise, 
individual self-effi cacy about group performance (ISE), and group development 
interact to affect group interaction processes and decision quality. 

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.

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.

Individual self-effi cacy about group performance. Individual self-effi cacy about 
group performance was assessed using a fi ve-item questionnaire with a seven-
point Likert response scale ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 7 “Strongly 
Agree.” Sample items include: “My participation in work groups is effective” 
and “I can perform well in small work groups.” The scale had adequate internal 
consistency reliability as indicated by a Cronbach’s alpha of .70.

Group interaction. Each group was videotaped while performing both decision 
making tasks. Group interactions were transcribed from these videos and 
the transcripts were organized Group interaction will be assessed using a 
six category coding system developed for this study. The categories include: 
Problem-Solving Facilitation (PSF), Problem-Solving Inhibition (PSI), Positive 
Maintenance Behavior (PMB), Negative Maintenance Behavior (NMB), 
Self-Disclosure (SD), and Blurbs (BL). The PSF code is applied to behaviors 
hypothesized to move the problem solving process forward. The PSF category 
includes such codes as providing information, seeking information, and 
proposing solutions. For a behavior to receive a PSF code, thought units must 
be delivered with positive or neutral tone. The PSI code is applied to behaviors 
hypothesized to hinder the problem-solving process. The PSI category includes 
behaviors such as nonengagement, criticizing ideas, and forcing information. 
a behavior to receive a PSI code, they are delivered in a negative or neutral 
tone. The NMB code is applied to behaviors that break down or retard the 
development of positive relationships between group members through 
mocking, disagreeing, undermining, criticizing, or guilt inducing. For a 
behavior to receive a NMB code statements can be delivered with any affect; 
but typically the affect is negative or neutral. The SD code is used for statements 
that provide descriptions of the self. These statements can be either positive or 
negative. BL is use for any speech dysfl uencies (e.g., ah, um, er), or incomplete 
sentences or sentence fragments too small to code and are not negative in affect.

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.
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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. 
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Potential Research Hypotheses:
Groups where the most expert member has low ISE and did not experience 
forming will show:

Hypothesis 1: a more unequal distribution of PSF behavior across group 
members.

Hypothesis 2: greater amounts of PSI behaviors.
Hypothesis 3: fewer evaluation statements.
Hypothesis 4: less divergent thinking.

compared to groups where the most expert member has low ISE and DID 
experience forming.

Groups where the most expert member has high ISE will be more likely to:

Hypothesis 5: a more equal distribution of PSF behavior across group 
members.

Hypothesis 6: use evaluation statements.

regardless of whether they experienced forming.


