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Abstract 
 
 

Businesses continue to utilize workgroups to complete a variety of tasks in 
organizations in part because evidence demonstrates that groups tend to make better 
decisions than individuals. While this may be true, organizations are also interested in 
whether individuals are learning within these workgroups. Based on theoretical 
arguments regarding team and individual learning, I argue that the learning process 
within a team environment is such that it has a negative impact on individual learning. 
This is partly due to the way in which team members share and process information. In 
addition, I argue that this relationship is moderated by an individual’s goal orientation, as 
well as the level of feedback team members receive about a specific task.  
 

A continuing trend in business is to utilize workgroups to complete a variety of 
tasks in the organization (Guzzo, 1995). There has been significant research supporting 
the notion that these groups are more beneficial to the organization than are individuals in 
effecting certain organizational outcome. This is particularly true in decision-making 
groups (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Gully, 2000; Ilgen, 1999; Kozowski & Bell, 2001).  This 
line of research basically argues that groups of individuals are able to pool their cognitive 
resources while offering differing perspectives that, eventually, lead to the optimal 
decision.  While this stream was later expanded to provide boundary conditions for when 
groups are most likely to be more effective than individuals (Hollenbeck, Colquitt, Ilgen, 
LePine, & Hedlund, 1998), subsequent research has examined whether these groups not 
only improved their performance, but increased their learning as a group as well. Because 
performance and learning measures are so highly correlated, and often operationalized in 
the same way, the effects antecedents have on either learning or performance are often 
confounded.  However, literature on learning theories highlights the fact that, although 
not mutually exclusive, they are quite separate constructs (Goodman, 1998).  Positive 
affects on one do not necessitate positive affects on the other. 

 



 To have “learned” something implies a mastery of that information in such a way 
as to be applied to similar, though novel, situations. The information acquired from 
earlier tasks would be encoded and stored in an individual’s long-term memory bank to 
be retrieved and utilized as needed (Hinsz, Tindale &Vollrath, 1997).  However, learning 
not only suggests the ability to simply apply this information, but to recognize the 
similarities between the two environments, access the appropriate information, and make 
the necessary adjustments to fit this new situation.  As the prevalence of workgroups 
continues, there is a growing interest in whether or not these workgroups are, in fact, 
learning. 
  

Although there is evidence that teams can learn (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2003;; 
Ellis, Hollenbeck, Ilgen, Porter, West & Moon, 2003; Kasl, Marsick, & Dechant, 1997; 
Yeo, 2002) learning has been found more likely to take place under certain conditions 
(Edmonson, 1999; Sarin & McDermott, 2003).  For example, Bunderson & Sutcliffe 
(2003) found that teams will learn if the team has a learning orientation.  They found that 
teams with a learning orientation, unlike individuals, will not be affected by poor 
performance early on in the practice trials, and that they will utilize learning strategies 
that have a positive impact on their performance on a transfer task. They also gave 
empirical support of the notion that learning can have a negative effect on the team’s 
performance in the short term, but a positive impact in the long term.  However, there is 
little evidence of whether team learning is an aggregate of what individual members have 
learned, or whether it is a social process that cannot be disaggregated to reflect what each 
individual has learned in the same environment. The purpose of this research is to 
examine how team learning differentially impacts the individuals on that team  
  

Learning can be evidence through performance on transfer tasks, and there is 
support that teams can learn. Ellis, Hollenback, Ilgen, Porter, West and Moon define team 
learning as “a relatively permanent change in the team’s collective level of knowledge 
and skill produced by the shared experience of the team members” (2003:822).  It is this 
shared experience that differentiates this construct from individual learning in that it is 
not simply an aggregation of what knowledge was gained by individual team members. 
Team learning instead, reflects the way in which information is integrated in this social 
context. 

 
Because learning is often captured as a measure of performance, it is important to 

identify some of the antecedents to team performance in order to unpack the factors 
affecting team learning. Unlike team learning, team performance does not necessarily 
reflect the permanent changed described by Ellis et. al. (2003). Scholars who discuss the 
paradox between learning and performance note that the latter is a response to a present 
stimulus and does not automatically predict a permanent change in behavior (Goodman, 
1998). In other words, a team, or individual, may not perform in the same way when 
presented with a similar, but altered stimulus. Although it is important to understand how 
to improve performance in organizations, we run the risk of leading managers to short-
term goals as opposed to focusing their attention on producing the long-term benefits of 
learning in the organization. 

 

 2



One factor affecting team performance is team composition.  Changes to team 
composition over time can have a negative effect on the team’s performance (Harrison, 
Mohammed, McGrath, Florey & Vanderstoep, 2003; McGrath, 1991), in that this 
turnover can negatively impact information flow, particularly if the information in 
question resided in that individual.  If other members of the team acquired this pertinent 
information, and these team members are able to utilize this information in similar 
situations, the impact of turnover on the team can be reduced.  Although we are 
beginning to understand what factors lead to improved team performance, further 
research is necessary to determine whether individuals are actually learning in a team 
environment and, if not, to offer some reasons as to why this phenomenon is taking place. 
  

This paper intends to contribute to this literature in two ways.  First it will offer a 
multilevel perspective of learning in the team environment by comparing whether 
improved team performance is related to individual performance on a similar task to 
demonstrate learning. (A transfer task is one that is specifically designed to resemble a 
practice task, with some adjustments to discourage the exact replication of a certain 
behavior. Using such a task can establish if the individual understands the rules behind a 
behavior by using his or her subsequent performance to determine if and how well those 
rules are applied to analogous situations.) Second, it will examine ways in which the 
problems individuals my have in learning in a team environment can be alleviated. 

 
Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 

 
As was stated earlier, organizations have increasingly moved toward the trend of 

utilizing teams in their work structure, which has prompted a great deal of research  
focused on the effects teams have on performance,   Much of this change is due to the 
understanding that, particularly for complex, decision-making tasks, groups perform 
better than individuals.  For example, Tindale (1989) showed that groups consistently 
outperformed individuals on a personnel decision task.  There are a number of reasons 
that have been given as to the reason for these findings.  First, working in a group reduces 
the cognitive load associated with these complex tasks (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989) by 
diffusing it throughout the group.  In this way there is, in general, more attention paid to 
the cues the task presents.  Secondly, each individual, theoretically, brings a different 
perspective to the group, which should increase the number of alternatives examined, 
thereby increasing the likelihood of reaching the optimal solution. However, it is my 
contention that these same factors that lead to enhanced decision-making at the team 
level may also be a deterrent to individual learning in a team environment. 

 
Team decision-making is an example of how scholars measure performance in 

organizations. Hollenback, Ilgen, Sego, Hedlund, Major & Phillips (1995) provide a 
multilevel theory of team decision making  They argue that leaders are lead to the 
accurate decision at four different levels.  The team members take relevant cues from the 
environment to begin their assessment of the problem (this, they argue, is a team-level 
phenomenon).  

 
Each member processes the information based on his or her own perspective 

(individual-level), after which they each present the information to the team leader and 
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give their input on what the decision should be according to what they know (dyadic-
level).  Finally, the team leader intergrates this information to reach a decision (decision-
level).  Hollenback and colleagues note that, although the team members can make poor 
decisions individually, it is still possible to integrate the information in a way that will 
result in the optimal decision.  While it is apparent that these different stages in the 
decision-making process can still lead to decision accuracy, the question still remains 
whether or not the team has acquired enough information from this process to continue to 
perform well in subsequent tasks.  In other words, has this team learned how to perform 
based on preliminary interactions on the task?  

 
There is a series of work on team learning that help to explain this phenomenon, 

For example, Ellis, et. al. (2003) found that the degree to which a team learned was 
related to personality factors (agreeableness and openness to experience) as well as team 
structure.  Teams learned more if the team members tended to be less agreeable, but more 
open to experience. Research has also found that when individuals work together on a 
team, a transition must take place wherein each team member’s focus changes from 
addressing their personal needs to those of the team in order for the team to learn. (Yeo, 
2000) This change in focus allows for the individuals to better integrate their disparate 
perspectives to improve subsequent performance.  

 
Kasl, Marsick and Dechant (1997) developed a model of team learning, in which 

the construct is categorized into four different team types.  They argue that these teams 
learn based on how team members process information.  In a fragmented production 
system, team members function as individuals, therefore preventing them from finding a 
way to reframe separate information and integrating their perspectives to reach an 
optimal solution to a problem.  In a pooled system, team members are beginning to learn 
how to integrate their experiences. However, because they do not see the full value of 
being part of a team, team members engage in interpersonal conflicts that impede a full 
integration. In a synergistic system, members have a collective orientation in which team 
and individual goals overlap and the team members are able to pull from their different 
sources to reframe the information they each provide and form an optimal solution.  
Finally, the continuous mode of learning results in the synergistic system becoming 
habitual for the team members (p: 231), wherein they routinely function and learn as a 
collective.  

 
This work has provided evidence of team learning, but seems to assume that it is 

an aggregate of what individuals have learned on the team. However, there is sufficient 
evidence to show that elements which contribute to team learning may impede individual 
learning, such that the team is greater than its individual parts.   The transition from an 
individual toa team member that is necessary to enact team learning changes the focus 
from the individual to the team.  This focus may prompt team members to view the team 
in general as an information reservoir to be tapped when necessary.  This will reduce the 
effort an individual exerts in encoding and storing this information and, therefore have a 
negative impact on learning. As a result, I hypothesis the following: 
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Hypothesis 1: Individuals will learn more after completing an individual activity 
as compare with a team activity 
 

Information Sharing and Processing 
 
 Hinsz and colleagues (1997) argue that the ability of team members to interact 
with one another makes teams more effective and efficient in learning by allowing 
knowledge to transfer from one member to another.  This may be evidenced by 
Hollenback and colleagues assertion that dyadic interactions are an integral part of team 
decision-making (1995). However, the team’s ability to apply knowledge team members 
have gained to similar situations is based on two things: information sharing and 
information processing.  Ellis, et. al, (2003) argue that in order for information to be 
shared, it is not enough for one individual on that team to have access to the information.  
At least two people on the team must have a common knowledge base for that 
information to even be accessed, much less shared.  They argue that these “role partners” 
will engage in a dialogue that facilitates information sharing, which otherwise might not 
have taken place.   

 
One factor that has been found to predict whether information is shared is whether 

or not it reflects a minority opinion, the perspective that is held by the fewest number o f 
members on the team.  In their work on the effects of using group decision support 
systems (GDSS), McLeod, Baron, Marti & Yoon, 1997) showed that there were almost 
twice as many minority opinions shared via the GDSS than were mentioned during face-
to- face sessions.  Ellis, et. al., (2003) also suggested that teams high on agreeableness 
were less likely to offer minority opinions for fear of causing conflict within the group. 
However, these opinions often spark the debate that leads to better performance (Wood & 
Lundgren, 1994). These same debates may prompt the information sharing necessary for 
all team members to learn from the task. 

 
In addition, the level of interaction between team members can also be 

problematic for learning from team tasks. If we look at the team from a network 
perspective (Granovetter, 1973, 2005) we will find that there are those teams with tight 
connections between all team members, while there are other teams consisting of an 
imperfect series of dyadic relationships. In these instances, some team members are more 
central to the knowledge source than are others on the team. These members are more 
likely to share information than are those less central to the team (Kameda, Tatsuya. 
Ohtsubo, Yohsuke. Takezawa, Masanori, 1997). If team members are not sharing 
information, or are differentially sharing information with other team members, there 
may still be evidence of team learning that has not transferred to all team members. Even 
if information is shared throughout the team, those with multiple dyadic relationships are 
more likely to share imperfect information due to the number of channels through which 
the information must past to reach the receiver. As a result, team learning can disguise 
the fact that individuals on the team are experiencing different levels of learning.  
  

In conjunction with the role information sharing plays in learning, information 
processing is also an important element. These methods appear to be quite different for 
the team than they are for the individual. Tindale (1989) demonstrated that groups and 
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individuals process information differently, while Kasl et. al. (1997) used their model of 
team learning to show how changes in processing are essential in order for the team to 
learn. Whereas Lord and Maher (1990) found that most individuals utilized either the 
rational model or limited capacity model of decision making, studies on group 
information processing have found that the team members must integrate their 
perspectives based on a common goal to reach an accurate decision.  I argue that the 
presentation of the information has changed to accommodate the different group 
perspectives, and what was once relevant to that individual and immediately accessible 
no longer is.  Team members must use their attentional resources to assist in the decision 
making process, as well as attend to the changes in information and exert additional effort 
to store it for later use. Kanfer and Akerman (1989) state that individuals have a limited 
capacity for cognitive activities, and must reduce that load to be effective.  The 
differences in the way individuals and groups process information will create a load for 
the individual such that they will not be able to attune to both effectively.  As a result, the 
activities that contribute to team learning will often come at the sacrifice of individual 
learning.  These arguments lead to the following hypothesis: 
  

Hypothesis 2a: Information sharing will have a positive impact on individual 
learning in a team such that individuals will learn more on teams where more 
information is shared as compared to teams where less information is shared 

Hypothesis 2b: Individuals will learn more through individual information 
processing than through team information processing. 
 

Goal Orientation 
 
 Goal orientation has had a significant presence in the psychology and 
organizational literature.  Taken from educational psychology, the basic premise is that 
goal orientation is a robust indicator of what motivates an individual to behave.  
Although the different streams of research have assigned them different names, they are 
essentially defined as either a learning or performance orientation (Dweck, 1986).  
Learning oriented individuals are ones who feel that ability is malleable and that effort 
plays a role in whether one can change their capabilities.  They are interested in learning 
for the sake of learning, and generally are not affected by poor performance in the short 
term.  Performance oriented individuals, on the other hand, are feel that ability is stable 
and that no amount of effort can change it.  They are interested in outperforming their 
competitors and prefer to perform either above the norm, or with reduced effort. 
Initial research argued that goal orientation was on a continuum with learning and 
performance on either end, but subsequent research has found that the two are distinct 
constructs (Button, Mathieu & Zajac, 1996).   

 
Although there is equivocal support for its direct impact on performance (Bell & 

Kozlowski, 2002; Brett & VandeWalle, 1999), goal orientation has also been found to 
have an impact on learning (Colquitt & Simmering, 1998; Ford, Smith, Weissbein, Gully 
& Salas, 1998). Ford and colleagues, for example, found that learning orientation has an 
indirect effect on performance of a transfer task through metacogntion and learning 
strategies.  These individuals do more deep level processing, which increases their 
performance on the transfer task. Team learning literature, on the other hand, has found 
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that teams with a learning orientation will show higher levels of learning than will teams 
that are low on learning orientation (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2003). 
  

I previously argued that individuals would have to exert more effort in a team 
environment to learn from the task.  However, an individual’s goal orientation will have 
an effect on the strength of this relationship.  Individuals high on learning orientation will 
view working in this context as an opportunity to increase their knowledge base.  They 
will use more of their cognitive resources to process information at a deeper level, which 
will impact the degree to which they learn in this environment.  Those high on 
performance orientation, however, will be more interested in the team’s performance and 
how they have contributed to the team’s success.  They are more likely to do the surface 
processing necessary to complete the task successfully, but will not be interested in 
storing the information for later use. Based on this reasoning I hypothesize the following: 
  

Hypothesis 3: Goal orientation will reduce the negative effect team information 
processing has on individual learning such that individuals high on learning orientation 
will show more evidence of learning than those high on performance orientation. 
 

Feedback 
 

A significant amount of research has shown the importance providing individual-
level feedback has on performance (Earley, Northcraft & Lee, 1990; Karl, O’Leary-Kelly 
& Martocchio, 1993; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Mesch, Farh & Podsakoff, 1994; Sengupta 
& Abdel-Hamid, 1993).  This research has shown that, feedback must be specific, timely 
and frequent in order to be effective.  The reason it has been effective is because this 
information can tell an individual exactly what he or she has done wrong and allows them 
the opportunity to correct the appropriate problem.  However, it is the nature of this type 
of feedback that has lead to subsequent research arguing that feedback impedes learning 
(Goodman, 1998; Goodman, Wood & Hendrickx, 2003).  These authors argue that people 
will utilize this information to make changes in the short term, but that there will not be 
evidence of a stable change to their behavior.  They argue that this is due to the reduction 
in processing prompted by using the feedback that individual was given.  Because that 
individual did not have to figure out what the problem was and try to attend to it, the 
problem itself is not really relevant.  What is relevant for an individual in this instance is 
a change in performance.  This change suggests to them that they have improved, and 
will probably do equally as well in the future.  Unfortunately, this is not empirically 
supported.  What has been found, in fact, is that the more specific the feedback is, the less 
evidence there is that learning is taking place (Goodman, Wood & Hendrickx, 2003).  
Unlike what happens at the individual level, I will argue in the following that certain 
forms of feedback at the team level will increase an individual’s knowledge base, thereby 
increasing the degree to which they have learned in this environment.   

 
Anderson’s (1990) typology of knowledge includes two types of knowledge 

bases: declarative or procedural knowledge.  Declarative knowledge is primarily factual 
information, such as that found in the terminological explanations.  It gives the user an 
understanding of what bits of information have been inputted to generate a decision.  
Procedural information, on the other hand, is multi-layered and informs the individual 
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how the information was combined to create a particular solution.  In order for 
individuals to access explanations that enhance their procedural knowledge, they have to 
have a certain level of expertise.  To ask the right questions, one must know what to ask.  

 
Whereas outcome feedback was shown to have a negative impact on learning 

(Tindale, 1989), process feedback in a team environment will have the opposite effect.  It 
will prompt information sharing, in that it will bring some topics to the surface, and enact 
a platform for team members to ask other relevant questions.  Because teams are likely to 
have different levels of expertise (Hollenbeck, et. al., 1995) some team members may 
defer to the automatic processing of the more knowledgeable members, possibly without 
questioning their rationale.  Process feedback will slow down the processing for the less 
knowledgeable team members and provide them with information pertinent to the 
decision.   Exposure to this information will enhance the degree to which individuals in 
this team environment will learn. 

 
Hypothesis 4: The relationship between information sharing and learning will be 

moderated by feedback such that individuals will learn more on teams that receive more 
specific feedback than will individuals on teams that receive less specific feedback. 

 
References 

Alavi, M. Computer-mediated collaborative learning: An empirical evaluation. MIS 
Quarterly, 18(2): 159. 
 
Ammeter, A. P., & Dukerich, J. M. Leadership, team building, and team member 
characteristics in high performance project teams. Engineering Management Journal, 
14(4): 3. 
 
Anderson, J. R. 1990. Cognitive Psychology and Its Implications. New York: W. H. 
Freeman. 
 
Anderson, N., Payne, T., Ferguson, E., & Smith, T. 1994. Assessor decision making 
information processing and assessor decision strategies in a British assessment centre. 
Personnel Review, 23(1): 52. 
 
Arrow, H., & McGrath, J. E. 1995. Membership dynamics in groups that work: A 
theoretical framework. Research in Organizational Behavior, 17: 373-411. 
Barker, M., & Neailey, K. 1999. From individual learning to project team learning and 
innovation: a structured approach. Journal of Workplace Learning, 11(2): 60. 
 
Bell, B. S., & Kozlowski, S. W. J. 2002. Goal orientation and ability: Interactive effects 
on self-efficacy, performance, and knowledge. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3): 
497. 
 
Brett, J. F., & VandeWalle, D. 1999. Goal orientation and goal content as predictors of 
performance in a training program. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(6): 863. 

 8



 
Bunderson, J. S., & Sutcliffe, K. M. Management Team Learning Orientation and 
Business Unit Performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(3): 552. 
 
Button, S. B., Mathieu, J. E., & Zajac, D. M. 1996. The development and psychometric 
evaluation of measures of learning goal and performance goal orientation. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 67: 26-48. 
 
Carson, S. J., Madhok, A., Varman, R., & John, G. Information processing moderators of 
the effectiveness of trust-based governance in interfirm R&D collaboration. Organization 
Science, 14(1): 45. 
 
Chalos, P., & Pickard, S. Information Choice and Cue Use: An Experiment in Group 
Information Processing. Journal of Applied Psychology, 70(4): 634. 
 
Chan, C. C. A., Pearson, C., & Entrekin, L. 2003. Examining the effects of internal and 
external team learning on team performance. Team Performance Management, 9(7/8): 
174. 
 
Clark, M. A., Amundson, S. D., & Cardy, R. L. Cross-functional team decision-making 
and learning outcomes: A qualitative illustration. Journal of Business and Management, 
8(3): 217. 
 
Coad, A. F., & Berry, A. J. 1998. Transformational leadership and learning orientation. 
Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 19(3): 164. 
 
Cohen, S., & Bailey, D. 1997. What makes teams work: Group effectiveness research 
from the shop floor to the executive suite. Journal of Management, 23: 239-290. 
 
Colquitt, J. A., & Simmering, M. J. Conscientiousness, goal orientation, and motivation 
to learn during the learning process:  A longitudinal study. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 83(4): 654. 
 
Corner, P. D., Kinicki, A. J., & Keats, B. W. Integrating organizational and individual 
information processing perspectives on choice. Organization Science, 5(3): 294. 
 
Deeter-Schmelz, D. R., & Ramsey, R. P. An investigation of team information processing 
in service teams: Exploring the link between teams and customers. Academy of 
Marketing Science. Journal, 31(4): 409. 
 
Dennis, A. R. Information exchange and use in group decision making:  You can lead a 
group to information, but you can't make it think. MIS Quarterly, 20(4): 433. 
 
Dweck, C. S. 1986. Motivational processes affecting learning. American Psychologist, 
41: 1040-1048. 
 

 9



Earley, P. C., Northcraft, G. B., Lee, C., & Lituchy, T. R. 1990. Impact of process and 
outcome feedback on the relation of goal setting to task performance. Academy of 
Management Journal, 33(1): 87-105. 
 
Edmondson, A. Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2): 350. 
 
Edmondson, A. C., Bohmer, R. M., & Pisano, G. P. Disrupted routines: Team learning 
and new technology implementation in hospitals. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
46(4): 685. 
 
Ellis, A. P. J., Hollenbeck, J. R., Ilgen, D. R., Porter, C. O. L. H., & al, e. Team learning: 
Collectively connecting the dots. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5): 821. 
 
Elsass, P. M., & Graves, L. M. Demographic diversity in decision-making groups:  The 
experiences of women and people of color. Academy of Management. The Academy of 
Management Review, 22(4): 946. 
 
Ford, J. K., Smith, E. M., Weissbein, D. A., Gully, S. M., & Salas, E. Relationships of 
goal orientation, metacognitive activity, and practice strategies with learning outcomes 
and transfer. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(2): 218. 
 
Franz, L. S., Reeves, G. R., & Gonzalez, J. J. Group Decision Processes: MOLP 
Procedures Facilitating Group and Individual Decision Orientations. Computers & 
Operations Research, 19(7): 695. 
 
Furnham, A., Brewin, C. R., & O Kelly, H. Cognitive style and attitudes to work. Human 
Relations, 47(12): 1509. 
 
Gladstein, D. L., & Reilly, N. P. Group Decision Making Under Threat: The Tycoon 
Game. Academy of Management Journal, 28(3): 613. 
 
Goodman, J. S. 1998. The interactive effects of task & external feedback on practice 
performance and learning. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 
76(3): 223-252. 
 
Goodman, J. S., Wood, R. E., & Hendrickx, M. In Press. Feedback specificity, 
exploration and learning. Journal of Applied Psychology. 
 
Granovetter, Mark S. 1973. The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 
78, 1360-1380. 
 
Granovetter, M. J 2005.The impact of social structure on economic outcomes. Journal of 
Economic Perspectives, 19 (1), p33-50. 
 
 

 10



Gully, S. M. 2000. Work teams research: Recent findings and future trends. In M. M. 
Beyerlein (Ed.), Work teams: Past, present and future: 25-44. Netherlands: Kluwer 
Academic Publishers. 
 
Guzzo, R. A. 1995. Introduction: At the intersection of team effectiveness and decision 
making. In R. A. G. E. Salas (Ed.), Team effectiveness and decision making in 
organizations: 1-8. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Harrison, D. A., Mohammed, S., McGrath, J. E., Florey, A. T., & Vanderstoep, S. W. 
2003. Time matters in team performance: Effects of member familiarity, entrainment and 
task discontinuity on speed and quality. Personnel Psychology, 56(3): 633-669. 
 
Hayes, J., & Allinson, C. W. Cognitive style and the theory and practice of individual and 
collective learning in organizations. Human Relations, 51(7): 847. 
 
Herold, D. M., Davis, W., Fedor, D. B., & Parsons, C. K. Dispositional influences on 
transfer of learning in multistate training programs. Personnel Psychology, 55(4): 851. 
 
Hinsz, V. B., Tindale, R. S., & Vollrath, D. A. 1997. The emerging conceptualizaton of 
groups as information processors. Psychological Bulletin, 121: 43-64. 
 
Hollenbeck, J. R., Colquitt, J. A., Ilgen, D. R., LePine, J. A., & Hedlund, J. 1998. 
Accuracy decomposition and team decision making: Testing theoretical boundary 
conditions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(3): 494-500. 
 
Hollenbeck, J. R., Ilgen, D. R., Sego, D. j., Hedlund, J., Major, D. A., & Phillips, J. M. 
1995. A multilevel theory of team decision making: Decision performance in teams 
incorporating distributed expertise. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80: 292-316. 
 
Ilgen, D. R. 1999. Teams embedded in organizations-Some implications. American 
Psychologist, 54(2): 129-139. 
 
, W., & Kischka, P. Information Processing in Dynamic Decision Models: An Insurance 
Demand Example. Journal of Economic Dynamics & Control, 15(2): 409. 
 
Kanfer, R., & Ackerman, P. L. 1989. Motivation and cognitive abilities: An integrative-
aptitude-treatment interaction approach to skill acquisition. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 74: 657-690. 
 
Karl, K. A., O'Leary-Kelly, A. M., & Martocchio, J. J. 1993. The impact of feedback and 
self-efficacy on performance in training. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14(4): 
379-394. 
 
Kasl, E., Marsick, V. J., & Dechant, K. Teams as learners:  A research-based model of 
team learning. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 33(2): 227. 
 

 11



Kluger, A. N., & DeNisi, A. 1996. The effects of feedback interventions on performance: 
A historical review, a meta-analysis, and a preliminary feedback intervention theory. 
Psychological Bulletin, 119(2): 254-284. 
 
Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Bell, B. S. 2001. Work groups and teams in organizations. In W. 
B. D. I. R. Klimoski (Ed.), Comprehensive Handbood of Psychology, Vol. 12. New 
York: Wiley. 
 
Krackhardt, D. 1992. The strength of strong ties: The importance of philos in 
organizations. In In N. Nohria & R.G. Eccles (Eds.), Networks and Organizations: 
Structure, Form and Action (pp. 216-239). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 
 
 
Lant, T. K., & Hewlin, P. F. Information cues and decision making: The effects of 
learning, momentum, and social comparison in competing teams. Group & Organization 
Management, 27(3): 374. 
 
Lant, T. K., & Hurley, A. E. A contingency model of response to performance feedback. 
Group & Organization Management, 24(4): 421. 
 
Larson, J. R. J., Foster-Fishman, P. G., & Keys, C. B. Discussion of shared and unshared 
information in decision-making groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
67(3): 446. 
 
Leonard, N. H., Scholl, R. W., & Kowalski, K. B. Information processing style and 
decision making. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20(3): 407. 
 
Levin, I. P., Huneke, M. E., & Jasper, J. D. Information processing at successive stages of 
decision making: Need for cognition and inclusion-exclusion effects. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 82(2): 171. 
 
Lord, R. G., & Maher, K. J. Alternative Information-Processing Models And Their 
Implica. Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, 15(1): 9. 
Maznevski, M. L. Understanding our differences: Performance in decision-making 
groups with diverse members. Human Relations, 47(5): 531. 
 
McLeod, P. L., Baron, R. S., Marti, M. W., & Yoon, K. The eyes have it: Minority 
influence in face-to-face and computer-mediated group discussion. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 82(5): 706. 
 
Mesch, D. J., Farh, J., & Podsakoff, P. M. 1994. Effects of feedback sign on group goal 
setting, strategies and performance. Group & Organization Management, 19(3): 309-
333. 
 

 12



Phillips, J. M., & Gully, S. M. Role of goal orientation, ability, need for achievement, and 
locus of control in the self-efficacy and goal-setting process. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 82(5): 792. 
 
Pritchard, R. D., Jones, S. D., Roth, P. L., Stuebing, K. K., & Ekeberg, S. E. Effects Of 
Group Feedback, Goal Setting, And Incentives On. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
73(2): 337. 
 
Radner, R. The organization of decentralized information processing. Econometrica, 
61(5): 1109. 
 
Sarin, S., & McDermott, C. The Effect of Team Leader Characteristics on Learning, 
Knowledge Application, and Performance of Cross-Functional New Product 
Development Teams. Decision Sciences, 34(4): 707. 
 
Schmidt, A. M., & Ford, J. K. Learning within a learner control training environment: 
The interactive effects of goal orientation and metacognitive instruction on learning 
outcomes. Personnel Psychology, 56(2): 405. 
 
Sengupta, K., & Abdel-Hamid, T. K. 1993. Alternative conceptions of feedback in 
dynamic decision environments: An experimental investigation. Management Science, 
39(4): 411-427. 
 
Simms, B. W., & Petersen, E. R. An Information Processing Model of a Police 
Organization. Management Science, 37(2): 216. 
 
Simnett, R. The effect of information selection, information processing and task 
complexity on predictive accuracy of auditors. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 
21(7,8): 699. 
 
Smith, K. G., Grimm, C. M., Gannon, M. J., & Chen, M. J. Organizational Information 
Processing, Competitive Responses, and Performance in the U.S. Domestic Airline 
Industry. Academy of Management Journal, 34(1): 60. 
 
Steele-Johnson, D., Beauregard, R. S., Hoover, P. B., & Schmidt, A. M. Goal orientation 
and task demand effects on motivation, affect, and performance. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 85(5): 724. 
 
Tindale, R. S. Group vs Individual Information Processing: The Effects of Outcome 
Feedback on Decision Making. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 44(3): 454. 
 
Tuckey, M., Brewer, N., & Williamson, P. The influence of motives and goal orientation 
on feedback seeking. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 75: 195. 
 

 13



VandeWalle, D., Cron, W. L., & Jr, J. W. S. The role of goal orientation following 
performance feedback. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(4): 629. 
 
VandeWalle, D., & Cummings, L. L. A test of the influence of goal orientation on the 
feedback-seeking process. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(3): 390. 
 
Watson, W. E., Johnson, L., & Merritt, D. Team Orientation, Self-Orientation, and 
Diversity in Task Groups. Group & Organization Management, 23(2): 161. 
 
Weisband, S. P. Group Discussion and First Advocacy Effects in Computer-Mediated 
and Face-to-Face Decision Making Groups. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 53(3): 352. 
 
Wood, W., Lundgren, S 1994. Minority influence: A meta-analytic review of social 
influences processes. Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 115 Issue 3, p323. 
 
Yeo, R. 2002. From individual to team learning: Practical perspectives on the learning 
organization. Team Performance Management, 8(7/8): 157. 
  

    

 14


	Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
	Information Sharing and Processing
	Goal Orientation

	Feedback
	References



