
� “I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people” 
� “I can only argue for ideas which I already believe” 
� “I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have 

almost no information.”  

� Group added value.
o 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.

���

Experimental Procedure 

� Obtained informed consent 
� Participants completed questionnaires assessing personality.  
� Depending on the experimental condition,  

o participants either engaged in the forming task or  
o read a brief paper on the stages of group development.  

� After completing the team development activity, participants completed the first decision 
making task; first individually, and then as a group.  

� After completing the first task, participants either received  
o performance feedback  
o process feedback or  
o immediately began the second 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.
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Abstract
Self-Monitoring is an individual’s ability to sense social cues and 
modify behavior in response to those cues.  Self-monitoring 
has been linked to enhanced social performance in group 
settings.  For example, prior studies have found that high self-
monitors better perceive and perform to group requirements 
by seeking outside feedback regarding their performance.  
This study examined the effects of  self-monitoring relative to 
individual expertise and feedback on group decision making. 
Data were collected from 150 participants who completed 
both a desert and winter survival decision making 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 including the Self-Monitoring Scale. A 
3X3 experimental design involving both a forming activity and 
feedback manipulated group development.  Prior to starting 
the second task, participants received performance, process, or 
no 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 began the 
second task after completing the fi rst task.  Univariate analysis 
of  variance showed that there was a signifi cant interaction 
effect between group-level self-monitoring relative to individual 
expertise, forming, and feedback.  These results suggest that 
personality and environmental variables jointly shape group 
performance during decision making tasks.

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

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

Self-monitoring
Self-Monitoring: The ability of  an individual to perceive 
and accurately interpret environmental cues regarding 
their behavior along with the motivation of  that 
individual to adjust their behavior accordingly (Snyder, 
1974).

•

Measures
Individual task expertise. 

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 so that higher scores refl ected 
greater agreement with the experts or higher quality 
decisions.

Self-monitoring:  
Individual levels of  self-monitoring were assessed using 
a modifi ed version of  the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 
1974).  
Participants responded either “true” or “false” to 
questions such as

“I fi nd it hard to imitate the behavior of  other people”
“I can only argue for ideas which I already believe”
“I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about 
which I have almost no information.” 

Group added value. 
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.

  

Experimental Procedure
Obtained informed consent
Participants completed questionnaires assessing personality. 
Depending on the experimental condition, 

participants either engaged in the forming task or 
read a brief  paper on the stages of  group development. 

After completing the team development activity, 
participants completed the fi rst decision making task; fi rst 
individually, and then as a group. 
After completing the fi rst task, participants either received 

performance feedback 
process feedback or 
immediately began the second 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.
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Results

Self-Monitoring, Expertise, and Feedback
 as Predictors of  Group Decision Making Performance

Informal cues: Peer reactions to an individual’s 
behavior.  Appropriate behavior facilitates further 
positive interaction.  Inappropriate behavior causes 
interaction to cease or rapidly deteriorate.  
Formal cues:  Written evaluations, scores, grades, etc.   

High self-monitors are better able to adapt to new 
situations or dynamics (Snyder, 1974).
Higher levels of  self-monitoring are correlated to group-
member’s emergence as a leader (Zaccaro, Kenny, Foti 
1991).

Hypothesis 1: The amount of  self-monitoring present 
in a group will be positively related to group decision 
quality.

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

Equal expression of  ideas
Greater evaluation of  ideas

Interaction with Self-monitoring:  Self-monitoring allows 
group members to take on characteristics that the group 
fi nds most salient (group prototypicality) (Hogg and 
Terry, 2000)

Hypothesis 2: Forming will moderate the relationship 
between the amount of  self-monitoring present in a 
group and group decision quality.

Feedback
Groups problem solving: Groups identify the most 
expert member, then build consensus around that 
person’s 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 & Phillps, 1995).  

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

Interaction with Self-monitoring:  High self-monitors 
seek out cues in the form of  feedback, and subsequently 
perform closer to group’s functional requirements 
(Schachter and Singer, 1962). 

Hypothesis 3: Feedback will moderate the relationship 
between the amount of  self-monitoring present in a 
group and group decision quality.
Hypothesis 4: Both Forming and Feedback will 
moderate the relationship between the amount of  self-
monitoring present in a group and group decision 
quality.
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Distribution of Self-Monitoring Relative to Expertise
Previous studies have shown that the distribution of  
personality characteristics relative to task expertise was 
signifi cantly related to group decision quality (Foster, et 
al., 2010). Consequently, we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 5: The distribution of  self-monitoring 
relative to task expertise will account for signifi cant 
variation in group decision quality above and beyond 
that accounted for by the amount of  competitiveness 
within a group.

Previous research has also shown that the effects of  
personality characteristics relative to task expertise 
on group decision quality were moderated by group 
development experiences such as forming and feedback 
(Arnold, et al., 2007). Consequently, we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 6: The effects of  self-monitoring relative 
to task expertise on group decision quality will be 
moderated by group forming and feedback.

Method
Participants

Data were collected from a total of  450 participants in 
150, three-person groups. 

Eighty-two percent of  participants were Caucasian
Seventy-fi ve percent of  participants were female. 
The mean age of  participants was 20.1 years. 

Design
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 by answering 
questions about themselves either by 

taking prescribed turns or 
answering the questions in a randomly determined 
order. 

Participants in the feedback condition received either 
performance or process feedback. 

Performance feedback was provided by publicly 
informing each member

how their individual rankings compared to the 
rankings of  experts 
how their group rankings compared to the 
rankings of  other groups from a previous study. 

Process feedback was provided by publicly informing 
each person of  

how much information they shared with their 
other group members
how much time they took in solving the problem 
compared to the times of  other groups from a 
previous study. 

Task
Participants completed two different decision making 
tasks: a desert survival task and a winter survival task. 

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

Self-monitoring

� Self-Monitoring: The ability of an individual to perceive and accurately interpret 
environmental cues regarding their behavior along with the motivation of that individual 
to adjust their behavior accordingly (Snyder, 1974). 

o Informal cues: Peer reactions to an individual's behavior.  Appropriate behavior 
facilitates further positive interaction.  Inappropriate behavior causes interaction 
to cease or rapidly deteriorate.   

o Formal cues:  Written evaluations, scores, grades, etc.  
� High self-monitors are better able to adapt to new situations or dynamics (Snyder, 1974). 
� Higher levels of self-monitoring are correlated to group-member's emergence as a leader 

(Zaccaro, Kenny, Foti 1991). 
o Hypothesis 1: The amount of self-monitoring present in a group will be positively 

related to group decision quality. 

Forming

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

� Forming increased rational 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: 

o Equal expression of ideas 
o Greater evaluation of ideas 
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� Hypothesis 5: Univariate analysis of variance showed that the distribution of self-
monitoring relative to expertise was not significantly related to group added value (F (1, 
136) = 0.46 p > .05).

� Hypothesis 6: Univariate analysis of variance showed that the effects of the distribution 
of self-monitoring relative to expertise on group added value were not moderated by 
forming (F (2,135) = 0.37, p > .05), feedback (F (2,135) = 0.83, p > .05) or both forming 
and feedback (F (4,133) = 0.30, p > .05). 

Summary

� Results suggest that the amount of self-monitoring within a group impacts group decision 
quality and that these effects are moderated by group development experiences such as 
forming and feedback.   

� As self-monitoring in groups increases: 
o Group Added Value increased for groups that received both forming and feedback 
o Group Added Value decreased for groups who received random-turn forming, but 

no feedback. 
o In groups that received no forming, high self-monitoring groups that received no 

feedback performed significantly well, while groups that received performance 
feedback (feedback most relevant to the task) performed significantly worse.   

� The results suggest that there is no single best way to create a successful group. 
o Strong considerations must be given to both group composition and development.   

Table 1
Analysis of  Variance for Amount and Distribution of  Self-Monitoring and Group Development on Group Decision Quality

Source Type III SS df  Mean Square F p
Corrected Model 3061.55a 29 105.57 3.61 .00
Intercept 9.47 1 9.47 0.32 .57
Best member expertise 673.01 1 673.01 23.02 .00
Middle member expertise 6.81 1 6.81 0.23 .63
Worst member expertise 688.33 1 688.33 23.54 .00
Forming 108.29 2 54.14 1.85 .16
Feedback 16.93 2 8.46 0.29 .75
Amount of  self  monitoring 6.30 1 6.30 0.22 .64
Forming * Feedback 305.81 4 76.45 2.62 .04
Feedback * Amount of  self  monitoring 13.84 2 6.92 0.24 .79
Forming * Amount of  self  monitoring 109.18 2 54.59 1.87 .16
Forming * Feedback * Amount of  self  monitoring 329.15 4 82.28 2.81 .03
Distribution of  self  monitoring 4.69 1 4.69 0.16 .69
Distribution of  self  monitoring * Feedback 48.54 2 24.27 0.83 .44
Distribution of  self  monitoring * Forming 21.43 2 10.72 0.37 .69
Distribution of  self  monitoring * Forming * Feedback 34.74 4 8.68 0.30 .88
Error 3128.54 107 29.23  
Total 47989.00 137   
Corrected Total 6190.10 136   
a. R Squared = .495 (Adjusted R Squared = .358)

Hypothesis 1: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that the 
amount of  self-monitoring within groups was not related to 
group added value (F (1, 136) = 0.22 p > .05). 
Hypothesis 2: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that the 
effect of  the amount of  self-monitoring within groups on 
group added value was not moderated by forming (F (2,135) = 
1.87, p > .05).
Hypothesis 3: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that the 
effect of  the amount of  self-monitoring within groups on 
group added value was not moderated by feedback (F (2,135) = 
0.24, p > .05).
Hypothesis 4: Univariate analysis of  variance showed there 
was a signifi cant interaction effect among amount of  self-
monitoring within a group, forming, and feedback (F (4,133) = 
2.81, p < .05)
Hypothesis 5: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that the 
distribution of  self-monitoring relative to expertise was not 
signifi cantly related to group added value (F (1, 136) = 0.46 p 
> .05). 
Hypothesis 6: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that 
the effects of  the distribution of  self-monitoring relative 
to expertise on group added value were not moderated by 
forming (F (2,135) = 0.37, p > .05), feedback (F (2,135) = 0.83, 
p > .05) or both forming and feedback (F (4,133) = 0.30, p > 
.05).

Summary

Results suggest that the amount of  self-monitoring within a 
group impacts group decision quality and that these effects are 
moderated by group development experiences such as forming 
and feedback.  
As self-monitoring in groups increases:

Group Added Value increased for groups that received both 
forming and feedback
Group Added Value decreased for groups who received 
random-turn forming, but no feedback.
In groups that received no forming, high self-monitoring 
groups that received no feedback performed signifi cantly 
well, while groups that received performance feedback 
(feedback most relevant to the task) performed signifi cantly 
worse.  

The results suggest that there is no single best way to create a 
successful group.

Strong considerations must be given to both group 
composition and development
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� Hypothesis 5: Univariate analysis of variance showed that the distribution of self-
monitoring relative to expertise was not significantly related to group added value (F (1, 
136) = 0.46 p > .05).

� Hypothesis 6: Univariate analysis of variance showed that the effects of the distribution 
of self-monitoring relative to expertise on group added value were not moderated by 
forming (F (2,135) = 0.37, p > .05), feedback (F (2,135) = 0.83, p > .05) or both forming 
and feedback (F (4,133) = 0.30, p > .05). 

Summary

� Results suggest that the amount of self-monitoring within a group impacts group decision 
quality and that these effects are moderated by group development experiences such as 
forming and feedback.   

� As self-monitoring in groups increases: 
o Group Added Value increased for groups that received both forming and feedback 
o Group Added Value decreased for groups who received random-turn forming, but 

no feedback. 
o In groups that received no forming, high self-monitoring groups that received no 

feedback performed significantly well, while groups that received performance 
feedback (feedback most relevant to the task) performed significantly worse.   

� The results suggest that there is no single best way to create a successful group. 
o Strong considerations must be given to both group composition and development.   
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� Hypothesis 5: Univariate analysis of variance showed that the distribution of self-
monitoring relative to expertise was not significantly related to group added value (F (1, 
136) = 0.46 p > .05).

� Hypothesis 6: Univariate analysis of variance showed that the effects of the distribution 
of self-monitoring relative to expertise on group added value were not moderated by 
forming (F (2,135) = 0.37, p > .05), feedback (F (2,135) = 0.83, p > .05) or both forming 
and feedback (F (4,133) = 0.30, p > .05). 

Summary

� Results suggest that the amount of self-monitoring within a group impacts group decision 
quality and that these effects are moderated by group development experiences such as 
forming and feedback.   

� As self-monitoring in groups increases: 
o Group Added Value increased for groups that received both forming and feedback 
o Group Added Value decreased for groups who received random-turn forming, but 

no feedback. 
o In groups that received no forming, high self-monitoring groups that received no 

feedback performed significantly well, while groups that received performance 
feedback (feedback most relevant to the task) performed significantly worse.   

� The results suggest that there is no single best way to create a successful group. 
o Strong considerations must be given to both group composition and development.   
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