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Abstract

Recent research on group performance has focused on the processes 
groups use to arrive at decisions.  The quality of  these decisions has 
been found to depend on the ability of  individuals to share and merge 
information.  The present study examined how minority opinion 
member (MOM) infl uence,  combined with  MOM task expertise 
and personal need for structure (PNS), impacted the quality of  group 
decision making under different conditions of  group development 
(i.e., forming and feedback). Data were collected from 150 participants 
who completed two survival decision making tasks.  For each task, 
participants rank ordered ten items in terms of  their importance for 
the group’s survival both individually and then as a group.  Before 
beginning the tasks, the participants completed a number of  personality 
measures including the Personal Need for Structure scale.  A 3x3 
experimental design involving both a forming activity and feedback 
manipulated group development.  Univariate analysis of  variance 
showed that groups where the MOM was the least expert group 
member performed signifi cantly better than groups where the MOM 
was the most expert group member.  Furthermore, this relationship 
was moderated by the type of  feedback a group received.  Additionally, 
the effects of  the minority opinion member’s expertise was moderated 
by their personal need for structure and forming intervention.  Within 
groups in which the most expert member was not the MOM and 
higher in PNS than the least expert member of  their group; groups that 
experienced turn taking forming had signifi cantly lower levels of  group 
added value compared to groups that experienced random turn or no 
forming.  Implications will be discussed.

Introduction

Group performance is typically conceptualized using and input 
mediator output input (IMOI) model (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  minority 
opinion member, personal need for structure and group member 
expertise interact with forming to infl uence the process of  group 
interaction and subsequent group decision quality. 

Personal Need for Structure. 
Individual levels of  Personal Need for Structure were assessed 
using a modifi ed version of  the Personal Need for Structure scale 
(Thompson, Naccarato, and Parker, 1989) 
Participants responded on a scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree 
to 6 = strongly agree to questions such as:

 “It upsets me to go into a situation without knowing what I can 
expect from it”
“I hate to be with people who are unpredictable”. 
Cronbach’s Alpha = .74

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

Table 1

Analysis of  Variance for Distribution of  Personal Need for Structure, 
Group Composition, and Group Development on Group Decision 
Quality

Source Type III SS df  Mean Square F pSource Type III SS df  Mean Square F p
Corrected Model 3379.73a 36 93.88 3.118 .00
Intercept .15 1 .15 .005 .94
Best member expertise 667.37 1 667.37 22.165 .00
Middle member expertise 233.10 1 233.10 7.742 .01
Worst member expertise 983.60 1 983.60 32.668 .00
Forming 7.29 2 3.64 .121 .89
Feedback 59.65 2 29.82 .991 .38
Forming * Feedback 74.77 4 18.69 .621 .65
Group Composition Minority Opinion Member 335.35 1 335.35 11.138 .00
Feedback * Group Composition Minority Opinion Member 207.11 2 103.55 3.439 .04
Forming * Group Composition Minority Opinion Member 89.31 2 44.65 1.483 .23
Forming * Feedback * Group Composition Minority Opinion Member 150.26 4 37.56 1.248 .30
Distribution of  Personal Need for Structure 104.79 1 104.79 3.480 .07
Feedback * Distribution of  Personal Need for Structure 39.85 2 19.92 .662 .52
Forming * Distribution of  Personal Need for Structure 45.67 2 22.83 .759 .47
Forming * Feedback * Distribution of  Personal Need for Structure 32.18 4 8.04 .267 .90
Feedback * Group Composition Minority Opinion Member * 
  Distribution of  Personal Need for Structure 48.34 2 24.17 .803 .45
Forming * Group Composition Minority Opinion Member * 
  Distribution of  Personal Need for Structure 194.16 2 97.08 3.224 .04
Forming * Feedback * Group Composition Minority Opinion Member * 
  Distribution of  Personal Need for Structure 33.93 2 16.96 .563 .57
Error 2679.73 89 30.10  
Total 44577.00 126   
Corrected Total 6059.46 125   
a. R Squared = .558 (Adjusted R Squared = .379)

Hypothesis 1: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that minority 
opinion member expertise was negatively related to group decision 
quality (F (1, 125) = 11.14 p < .001). 
Hypothesis 2: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that Forming 
did not moderate the relationship between the minority opinion 
member expertise and group decision quality (F (2, 124) = 1.48 p > 
.05).
Hypothesis 3: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that feedback 
moderated the relationship between the minority opinion member 
expertise and group decision quality (F (2, 124) = 3.44 p < .05).
Hypothesis 4: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that forming 
and feedback did not jointly moderate the relationship between the 
minority opinion member expertise and group decision quality (F (2, 
124) = 3.44 p < .05).
Hypothesis 5: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that the 
distribution of  personal need for structure relative to member 
expertise was signifi cantly related to group decision quality (F (1, 125) 
= 3.48 p = .07). 
Hypothesis 6: Univariate analysis of  variance showed that the 
relationship among minority opinion member expertise, personal 
need for structure and group decision quality was moderated by 
forming (F (2, 124) = 3.24 p < .05).

Most Expert Member is in Majority
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Effects of  Need for Structure of  Minority Opinion Member on Group Decisions

Background

Minority Opinion Member & Member Expertise
Several studies have examined the infl uence of  minority opinion 
members on group interactions. 

A study done by Seinfold and Van Swol in 2006 found that minority 
opinion members in groups were more likely to share more 
commonly known information than unique information in order to 
avoid feeling ostracized by group members. 

Because the level of  expertise of  the minority opinion member is 
hypothesized to be related to group decisions, we made the following 
prediction:

Hypothesis 1: Minority opinion member expertise will be negatively 
related to group decision quality. 

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:

equal expression of  ideas.
greater evaluation of  ideas.

Consequently, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 2: Forming will moderate the relationship between the 
minority opinion member expertise 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.  

Consequently, we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 3: Feedback will moderate the relationship between the 
minority opinion member expertise and group decision quality.
Hypothesis 4: Both Forming and Feedback will moderate the 
relationship between the minority opinion member expertise and 
group decision quality.

Personal Need for Structure
Previous research has also examined the effects of  personal need for 
structure on group decisions.

De Dreu, Nijstad and Rietzschol in 2007 found that high levels of  
personal need for structure, combined with high levels of  fear of  
invalidity or the fear of  being put down by group members, lead to 
decreased creativity in groups
In contrast, high levels of  personal need for structure, combined 
with low levels of  fear of  invalidity, actually lead to higher levels of  
creativity. 
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Because personal need for structure is hypothesized to have an effect 
on group processes, we made the following prediction:

Hypothesis 5: The distribution of  personal need for structure 
relative to member expertise will be signifi cantly related to group 
decision quality. 
Hypothesis 6: The relationship among minority opinion member 
expertise, personal need for structure and group decision quality 
will be moderated by feedback and forming.

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.

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.
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The goal of this specific project is to determine how inputs of minority opinion member, 
personal need for structure and group member expertise interact with forming to influence the 
process of group interaction and subsequent group decision quality.

Background

Minority Opinion Member & Member Expertise 
� Several studies have examined the influence of minority opinion members on group 

interactions.  
o A study done by Seinfold and Van Swol in 2006 found that minority opinion 

members in groups were more likely to share more commonly known information 
than unique information in order to avoid feeling ostracized by group members.  

� Because the level of expertise of the minority opinion member is hypothesized to be 
related to group decisions, we made the following prediction: 

o Hypothesis 1: Minority opinion member expertise will be negatively related to 
group decision quality.

Forming
� Forming: A technique, process or exercise that enhances the social cohesion of a group 

(Tuckman, 1965).  
o 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. 

o Groups that experience a forming activity may be more likely to demonstrate: 
� equal expression of ideas. 
� greater evaluation of ideas. 

� Consequently, we hypothesized: 
o Hypothesis 2: Forming will moderate the relationship between the minority 

opinion member expertise and group decision quality. 

� 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.

Most Expert Member is in Minority

Summary

When analyzing the results, it is important to examine specifi cally the 
differences between the level of  expertise of  the minority opinion 
member. 
These effects are moderated by group development experiences such 
as forming and feedback. The big occurs within the random forming 
condition.
As the amount of  personal need for structure of  the minority 
opinion member in a group increases:

When the most expert member is in the majority, higher in personal 
need for structure and experience random forming, group added 
value was higher.
When the most expert member is in the minority, has a high 
personal need for structure and experience random forming, group 
added value is lower.
Being a majority opinion member seems to provide structure by 
having the support of  another group member. On the other hand, 
being the minority opinion member and experiencing random 
forming, with no structure, makes group members who require a 
high personal need for structure makes them feel uncomfortable 
and unwilling to share. 

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

Results suggest personality and group development interact in 
complex ways to infl uence group decision quality.
Strong considerations must be given to both group composition 
and development.
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Summary

� When analyzing the results, it is important to examine specifically the differences 
between the level of expertise of the minority opinion member.  

� These effects are moderated by group development experiences such as forming and 
feedback. The big occurs within the random forming condition. 

� As the amount of personal need for structure of the minority opinion member in a group 
increases: 

o When the most expert member is in the majority, higher in personal need for 
structure and experience random forming, group added value was higher. 

o When the most expert member is in the minority, has a high personal need for 
structure and experience random forming, group added value is lower. 

o Being a majority opinion member seems to provide structure by having the 
support of another group member. On the other hand, being the minority opinion 
member and experiencing random forming, with no structure, makes group 
members who require a high personal need for structure makes them feel 
uncomfortable and unwilling to share.

� These results suggest there is no single best way to create a successful group. 
o Results suggest personality and group development interact in complex ways to 

influence group decision quality. 
o Strong considerations must be given to both group composition and development. 

� Hypothesis 1: Univariate analysis of variance showed that minority opinion member 
expertise was negatively related to group decision quality (F (1, 125) = 11.14 p < .001).

� Hypothesis 2: Univariate analysis of variance showed that Forming did not moderate the 
relationship between the minority opinion member expertise and group decision quality 
(F (2, 124) = 1.48 p > .05). 

� Hypothesis 3: Univariate analysis of variance showed that feedback moderated the 
relationship between the minority opinion member expertise and group decision quality 
(F (2, 124) = 3.44 p < .05). 

� Hypothesis 4: Univariate analysis of variance showed that forming and feedback did not 
jointly moderate the relationship between the minority opinion member expertise and 
group decision quality (F (2, 124) = 3.44 p < .05). 

� Hypothesis 5: Univariate analysis of variance showed that the distribution of personal 
need for structure relative to member expertise was significantly related to group decision 
quality (F (1, 125) = 3.48 p = .07).

� Hypothesis 6: Univariate analysis of variance showed that the relationship among 
minority opinion member expertise, personal need for structure and group decision 
quality was moderated by forming (F (2, 124) = 3.24 p < .05). 
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