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The Effect of Process Training on Process
and Outcomes in Virtual Groups
William L. Tullar
Paula R. Kaiser 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro

Virtual groups meet via the Internet every day. When such groups confront large
bodies of information in decision making, the group process often becomes con-
fused and chaotic. Process structuration (Giddens, 1979, 1984; Poole, Seibold, &

McPhee, 1985) provides a theoretical framework by which we can understand
group processes and outcomes. This study examines the effects of process struc-
turation by means of a training video on maintenance behavior and outcomes in
55 different student virtual decision-making groups from two universities. Results
show that trained groups had higher levels of social support, greater participation
rates, and greater satisfaction with the group; wasted less time and energy; and
made significantly more accurate judgments. We discuss implications for the 
impact of this type of training on virtual groups and suggest further research.

Keywords: Group Process, Process Structuration, Process Training, Virtual
Groups

O rganizations around the world are using virtual groups. Such groupsare popular because they make greater participation possible in

remote locations. Using the Internet, groups can shrink time zones and
distance and join decision-makers from around the world to make impor-
tant organizational decisions (Duarte & Snyder, 1999). A recent article in
The Wall Street Journal (Bell, 1999) chronicles the problems that Daim-
lerChrysler is having getting the correct expertise to the site in the cor-
poration where it is needed. Many global corporations like Daimler-

Chrysler are finding Internet meetings a necessity to reduce travel costs
and to produce the synergy that global mergers and acquisitions promise.
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However, virtual groups have many of the same problems as face-to-
face groups. Steiner’s (1972) classic work on the traditional meeting struc-
ture notes that meetings are often not at all productive. Virtual meetings
are no exception to this rule. Groups may suffer from groupthink (Janis,
1982), groupshift (Clark, 1971), social loafing (Comer, 1995), too much
conformity (Asch, 1951), counter-productive cohesiveness (Mullin &

Cooper, 1994), and a whole catalog of lesser ills. Since participants in vir-
tual groups don’t see each other face-to-face, social loafing seems to be a
potentially troubling problem.

Process Structuration Theory
As the problems virtual groups work on become more complex and

intractable, the resulting group process often becomes more chaotic and
unmanageable. One theory that has gained popularity in explaining group
phenomena is the Theory of Structuration (Giddens, 1979, 1984; Poole,
Seibold, & McPhee, 1985; Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Shaila & Bostrum,
1999). Structuration refers to the process of production and reproduction
of social systems by the application of generative rules and resources
(Giddens, 1979). Structuration Theory distinguishes between system and
structure. For example, the status hierarchy of a group can be regarded
as a social system. The structure behind this system consists of rules and
resources-norms of how superiors and subordinates should interact,
superiors’ control over budgets and promotions, and subordinates’ control
over communication access from lower-level subordinates to the highest
levels of the organization. In this thinking, structures are both the
medium and the outcome of action. They are the medium because struc-
tures provide the rules and resources people must draw on to interact
meaningfully. They are its outcome because rules and resources only exist
through being applied and acknowledged in interaction-they have no exis-
tence apart from the social practices they constitute (Poole, Seibold, &

McPhee, 1985).
Whenever structure is employed in action, the activity reproduces the

structure by displaying it and confirming it as a meaningful basis for
action. New group members watch the established group members. The
behavior of the old members reproduces the group’s structure. The behav-
ior of new members reproduces the old structure, but often with subtle,
evolutionary twists. Structures are properties of interaction systems. They
extend over time since social practices do not occur in a split second. They
cannot simply be cognitive maps in people’s heads because they are inter-
subjective and only realized as interaction unfolds (Giddens, 1984). The
unfolding process reinforces and alters cognitive maps.

Unaided group action and interaction often result in meeting struc-
tures that are not productive. One structurationist explanation for poor
interaction and low productivity is that group structures can mutually
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assist or oppose each others’ production and reproduction. Such assis-
tance or opposition can result in mediated or contradicted interpenetra-
tion (Giddens 1979; 1984). In mediated interpenetration two structures
act in a complementary manner and continue to exist and reinforce one
another. In contradicted interpenetration, one structure is weakened or
ceases to exist and the other is strengthened.

For instance, the status structure of a group and its communication
patterns are two structures. In mediated interpenetration the status

structure and the communication patterns could reinforce one another:

Equals would discuss things with equals and share the results with sub-
ordinates after their discussion. The communication pattern would, there-
fore, reinforce the status hierarchy. However, if communication becomes
all channel (e.g., e-mail), everyone has access to everyone else, and the
communication pattern contradicts the status hierarchy. This situation is
an example of contradicted interpenetration.

Structurationists have sought manipulations that could ensure medi-
ated interpenetration and a maximally effective unfolding group

process. Both interventions occurring prior to group formation and
interventions occurring during the group process affect the process
structuration. Bostrum, Anson, and Clawson (1993) identify three major
structuration intervention strategies: supporting task content, support-
ing the group process, and group training. Support for ongoing group
process is usually termed facilitation, and we next review the process
facilitation literature.

Process and Content Facilitation

Process facilitation has an extensive literature. We are particularly
interested in process facilitation in electronic meetings, so we will eschew
a review of the face-to-face process facilitation literature and concentrate
instead on the electronic meetings literature on process facilitation. A
number of studies have examined the effect of process facilitation on

group outcomes in Group Support Systems (GSS) groups (e.g., Dickson,
Partridge, & Robinson, 1993; Partridge, 1992; Wheeler & Valacich, 1996;
Shaila & Bostrum, 1999). Since process facilitation is integral to the GSS
approach to group decision making, a theory of group facilitation is

important to understanding how GSS functions. Bostrom, Anson, and
Clawson (1993) defined facilitation as &dquo;activities carried out before,
during, and after a meeting to help the group achieve its outcomes&dquo; (p.
146). Shaila and Bostrum (1999) examined the effects of both content and
process facilitation on group processes and outcomes. Here content facil-
itation meant that the person facilitating the meeting intervened in the
subject matter being discussed and made comments and suggestions
about the content of the discussion. Process facilitation was focused on

things like who contributed, how each person contributed, and whose sug-
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gestions were ignored. Shaila and Bostrum concluded that content facili-
tation actually had a negative impact on meeting processes. On the other
hand, they found that process facilitation had a positive impact on the
meeting processes. The improved processes had a strong positive impact
on satisfaction but no significant effect on quality.

The literature in GSS facilitation has typically focused on three types
of outcomes or dependent variables from intervention: improvements in
the process, group satisfaction with process and product, and the quality
of the product. This study uses all three of these dependent variables
since they are well established in the GSS literature (Benbasat & Lim,
1993). Even though we are interested in unfacilitated groups, we will
retain the GSS dependent variables.

While GSS is an important electronic aid to decision making,
exchanging information and making decisions is more common over e-
mail and the Internet rather than in synchronous, single-location envi-
ronments. Since this is so, many, if not most, of these Internet meet-

ings are held without a facilitator. We should, therefore, be interested
in process structuration by means other than facilitation. Thus, we focus
this paper on the third approach, namely group training interventions
prior to group formation.

Training and Structuration
In an attempt to find a substitute for a process facilitator that could

improve the way group structures are produced and reproduced, we follow
the suggestion of Bostrum, Anson, and Clawson (1993) to focus on train-
ing. Training is one form of facilitation that is known to have an impact
on group processes and yet does not require that the facilitator be
involved with the group (Schrage, 1995; Clark, 1998). The facilitation is
internalized by the group members, and they perform many of the facili-
tators’ functions for themselves. If training as a facilitation method actu-
ally improves meeting processes and outcomes, then it provides an inex-
pensive and clear advantage to unfacilitated groups.
We chose video as the only viable format for training. Since virtual

group participants may be joined only by the Internet, only training that
could be delivered via Internet would be uniform for all groups. Internet

training could be accessed at the trainees’ convenience. Such training
should be brief and try to encourage group member behavior that is help-
ful and productive for an Internet meeting. Training should deal with
developing a shared vision or goal, developing a sense of team identity,
getting to a state of mutual trust, communicating effectively, and enjoy-
ing the group process. It should also handle successful interpersonal
processes: listening, supporting other group members, differing in a con-
structive manner, and encouraging everyone’s participation. The training
should be offered in an entertaining, fast-paced format.
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Hypotheses
One effect that might be produced by training is to make group mem-

bers engage in more maintenance behaviors such as encouraging and sup-
porting, harmonizing, gatekeeping, process observing, following, and set-
ting standards. It has been long established that such behaviors are
related to increases in participant satisfaction with group work (Steiner,
1972). Moreover, if such behaviors increase participant satisfaction, it
seems equally likely that they will produce better outcomes of the group
process, if they produce more participant &dquo;buy-in&dquo; to the group’s work.
The expectation that training would increase supportive and participative
behavior and produce better group outcomes led to 11 hypotheses:

H 1: Trained groups will have higher perceived levels of participation.
H2: Trained groups will have higher perceived levels of social support.
H3: Trained groups will have lower perceived levels of competition.
H4: Trained groups will work together more effectively.
H5: Trained groups will believe that they produced better solutions.
H6: Trained groups will show higher commitment to the ultimate group

solution.
H7: Trained groups will be less likely to indicate they want to work with

a different group in the future.
H8: Members of trained groups will report wasting less time and energy.
H9: Trained groups will believe that they produced the best solution

possible.
H10: Trained groups will perceive they reached consensus more often

than will untrained groups.
H11: Trained groups will reach more accurate solutions than will

untrained groups.

Method

Student groups met online to choose the best candidate for a university
administrative position from among three candidates. Members of 21 groups
watched a training video on the Web; members of 35 groups did not.

Subjects
Subjects were 258 college sophomores and juniors from two different

universities. All subjects were enrolled in introductory business commu-
nication classes. Their participation was part of their course require-
ments ; they received no additional compensation. Most students had pre-
viously participated in team projects in other classes or on the job, but
none had participated with the currently assigned team. All students had
sufficient typing and computer skills to use the Internet and participate
in a threaded discussion. All of them had been previously trained to use
the computers in their school laboratories. Thus, they were familiar with
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the labs and the computers there, so no instruction time on computers
was necessary. Groups were made up of five or six students each.

Web Site

A project Web site was constructed on a server dedicated to this exper-
iment. Two back-up servers were also used during high-traffic periods so
that students could always log on. The site contained 66 pages including
instructions, questionnaires, and evaluation forms. Each student was

given a user name and a password to enter the site. Menu-driven instruc-
tions provided clarity for each step in the process. As Figure 1 shows, stu-
dents had to complete each step before they could advance to the next
and could not advance to the group work until they had completed all of
the individual assignments.

Procedure 
’

We gave students a position description, r6sum6s of three candidates,
and a description of a fictitious university, and asked them to recommend a
candidate for the position of international program director. Students could
log on and participate in the experiment when they chose to, and from any
computer with Internet access. The Web site controlled the experiment and
forced students to complete each task in a pre-determined sequence.
We randomly assigned each subject to a group. The six member groups

contained an equal number of students from both universities. The five
member groups were divided three from one university and two from the
other. Each group met online through an asynchronous threaded discus-
sion format. An example of the discussion boxes used is shown in Figure
2. The topics discussed (threads) are listed down the left side of the page
and comments on the topics (branches) are listed on the right side of the
page. At each posting opportunity, a person can respond to a topic pre-
viously posted or can post a new topic for others to respond to.

Before group activities began, students individually rated three candi-
dates for an international programs director’s position. After subjects
individually read all the materials, they were asked to rate the three can-
didates on their overall suitability for the job based on the applicant’s
paper credentials (step 3 in Figure 1). From the project Web site, students
then viewed a 20-minute digitized video of each candidate’s interview with -
a professional interviewer and completed a direct magnitude estimation
rating of each of the candidates (step 4 in Figure 1). This concluded the
individual activities.

Students then participated in a lengthy threaded group discussion
(three weeks) as to which of the candidates was best for the job. At the
conclusion of this discussion, they attempted to come to a group consen-
sus on the direct magnitude estimation rating for each candidate. All the
stimulus materials were displayed, all discussions were carried on, and all
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Figure 1.

Computer Screen Tracking Subject Participation
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Figure 2.
Computer Screen for a Threaded Discussion

ratings were performed on the Web. The entire experiment was completed
in just less than four weeks.

Training
The training was done by digitized video, which subjects could view on

the project Web site. Members of 21 groups were exposed to a 15-minute
video explaining basic principles that make a group into a team. The
video was filmed in a TV studio with the second author making a Pow-
erPoint presentation. The authors made every possible effort to make the
video commercial quality. The graphics were professionally done, and a
professional TV director supervised the taping. The video emphasized
cooperation and support, modeling and encouraging maintenance behav-
iors. Basic points from the training video script are listed in Figure 3.

Measures

We used three measures in this study: self-report measures of group
processes, self-report measures of group outcomes, and an objective meas-
ure of the quality of the group’s decision.

Group processes were measured by items from the Group Skills Inven-
tory (GSI, cf. Goldman, 1995) and several homemade instruments that we
constructed. Initially, we used 72 items. We edited their wording to fit
this experiment, and we adopted a common five-point scale for all the
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Figure 3.
Basic Elements of Video Training Script

items: 0 = Not at all; 1 = To a slight extent; 2 = To a moderate extent; 3
= To a great extent; 4 = To a very great extent. These items were given
to a separate sample of 355 subjects prior to the start of this experiment.

These process measures were factor analyzed (principal components)
and the rotated solution yielded 14 factors by Kaiser’s Criterion (Kaiser,
1970). However, the solution did not evidence simple structure. We went
through the factors and chose the strongest three, which captured about
40% of the variance. These three factors were then refined by means of
reliability analysis so that the weakest of them had a Cronbach’s alpha of
.85. The resulting three factors were labeled competition, participation,
and support measured by 19, 12, and 7 items, respectively, listed in

Appendix A. Each subject in this experiment got a factor score for each
of these three process variables. These measures were used at the indi-
vidual level and also averaged to yield group measures.

Seven self-report outcome measures were (a) worked together effectively
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as a group, (b) the group solution was better than your own, (c) you are
committed to the group’s course of action, (d) you would like to work with
a different group of people if given this problem again, (e) group wasted
time and energy, (f) group came up with the best possible solution, and (g)
group effectively reached consensus. These measures used the same five-
point scale used for the process measures and, like the process measures,
were used at the individual level and averaged for each group.

To measure the quality of the group’s decision, we asked a convenience
sample of 15 human resource professionals from a local human resource
association, working individually, to rate each of the candidates on a scale
of 1 to 100. The average of their ratings was said to be the ideal. The
absolute value of the difference between each group’s ratings and the
expert ratings summed across all three candidates was the distance score.
We felt that some measure of the ability of the group to make decisions
like human resource experts was necessary as an outcome measure. Thus

groups whose estimates were closest to the experts’ judgments got the
lowest (best) scores. Those groups whose estimates were furthest got the

highest (worst) scores.

Results

Training improved both participation and support. However, contrary
to hypothesis 3, the training appears to have had little effect on whether
subjects perceived competition within groups.

Table 1 shows the correlations among individual-level variables. Most
remarkable in this table are the correlations between the process variable

support and all the individual outcome variables. The level of support in
the groups is strongly predictive of good group outcomes. The level of com-
petition in the groups does not appear to be strongly related to any of the
outcome variables whereas the level of participation is positively related to
working together and negatively related to wasting time and effort.

In general, one may say that the process variables, participation and
support, are related to outcome variables at the individual level. Support
is related to all seven outcome variables with a correlation of at least .35
or better. Given the large number of subjects in this experiment, this is
a very strong relationship between this process variable and all the self-
report outcome measures. It is also interesting to note the disparity in
standard deviations between competition and support. Support has a
much higher mean even though it encompasses fewer items, but a lower
standard deviation. From these values one might assume that there was
a very large amount of variability in perceptions of competition both
across and within groups.

Table 2 shows the individual level process variables for the trained and
untrained groups. The Wilks’ Lambda is significant at the .01 level mostly
on the strength of the difference found in the support variable. However,
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Table 2.
Trained vs. Untrained Groups

Individual Level Process Variables
(N = 258)

Wilks’ Lambda = 0.85**

*p<.05 .

**p<.01 
~ , 

. 

__

Table 3.
Trained vs. Untrained Groups

Individual Level Outcome Variables

(N = 258)
Wilks’ Lambda = 0.67**

*p<.05
**p<.01

Table 2 shows that the individual level data support hypothesis 1 and

hypothesis 2. Support was 2/3 of a standard deviation higher in the trained
group. In a sample as large as this one, that is a substantial difference.
There does appear to be an improvement in both participation and support
produced by the training. However, contrary to hypothesis 3, the training
appears to have had little effect on whether subjects perceived competition
within groups. The F for this comparison is actually less than one.

Table 3 shows the results of the individual level outcome variables con-
trasted between the trained and untrained groups. Hypothesis 4, that
trained groups should work together more effectively, was supported.
Table 3 shows that trained groups did believe that they worked together
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more effectively. While the difference between the two group means was
not large, there still is an F greater than 5.7, a substantial effect. On the
other hand, hypothesis 5 did not receive support. There is little difference
between the means of the trained and untrained groups, indicating that
trained groups did not believe that they produced better solutions than
did untrained groups.

Hypothesis 6 was not supported by the data. The contrast between
trained and untrained groups produced an F of much less than 1.0. The
means for the two groups were only .06 apart. Hypothesis 7, on the other
hand, does show a significant difference between the trained and the
untrained groups. Members of trained groups were much less likely to
indicate a preference for working in a different group. This effect is

strong with an F of almost 11.6. Hypothesis 8 also received support.
Trained groups reported that they wasted less time and energy than
untrained groups reported. This was the strongest effect in Table 3, with
an F of 34.3. Clearly, trained groups must have produced a process that
at least seemed more efficient and effective than that produced by the
untrained groups.

Hypothesis 9 was that trained groups should believe that they pro-
duced the best possible solution-or at least they should have believed this
more strongly than did untrained groups. However, the data do not sup-
port this hypothesis. In fact, there is virtually no difference between the
means of the two groups. Hypothesis 10 was that trained groups should
perceive that they reached consensus more than untrained groups should.
This hypothesis was also not supported by the results.

Table 4 shows the process variables at the group level. The Wilks’
Lambda is significant at the .01 level indicating the significance of the dif-
ference of the mean vectors for the two groups. However, the univariate
analyses reveal that only support is significantly different between the
trained and untrained groups. This is a slightly different result than that
shown in Table 2. In Table 2, participation is significantly better in the
trained group, whereas at the group level of aggregation shown in Table
4 this difference disappears. When all the within group variability is

removed by aggregating the scores at the group level, participation is no
longer significantly different between trained and untrained groups. Thus,
hypotheses 1 and 3 do not receive support from these group level results.
Hypothesis 2 that trained groups should have higher levels of social sup-
port was buttressed by the group level results. The effect for support loses
little of its strength from the individual level of analysis, the F value
falling only from 23 to 17.

Table 5 shows the outcome variables at the group level of aggregation.
Again, the Wilks’ Lambda is significant at the .01 level. The univariate F
tests reveal that the same three outcomes are significant at the group
level of aggregation as were significant at the individual level of aggre-
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Table 4.
Trained vs. Untrained Groups
Group Level Process Variables

(N = 56 Groups)
Wilks’ Lambda = 0.50**

*p<.05
**p<.01 .

gation. Thus, hypotheses 4, 7, and 8 received support from the group-level
outcome data. Hypotheses 5, 6, 9, and 10 did not receive support. The F
ratios are slightly lower in the group analysis of these variables, but the
order of relative effect strength remains the same.

Table 6 shows the means of the two groups comparing the absolute devi-
ation of the consensus solution from the ideal solution. One can see that
the standard deviation of both groups was large, but the trained group had
a significantly smaller standard deviation (Lavene’s F = 4.63, p < .05).
Apparently, training had the effect of making judgments converge.

As Table 6 shows, the means favor the trained group. The regular uni-
variate ANOVA comparing the trained and untrained groups is significant
at the .05 level (F = 8.562, p < .01). So even though group members did
not perceive that their groups’ solutions were better in the trained than in
the untrained groups, the trained groups’ solutions were in fact closer to
the experts’ solutions. Thus, hypothesis 11 that trained groups should pro-
duce more accurate judgments than untrained groups received support.

In Table 1, we learned that support was correlated with all the outcome
variables. Participation was correlated significantly with all but one of the
outcome variables. Since the effect of training on outcomes logically obtains
through the process variables, we should examine the effect of training on
outcomes holding process constant. Table 7 shows the results of group level
ANACOVA on all outcome variables. As noted above, the group’s consensus
solution was compared with an expert HR solution. The more participation
and support that there was in the trained group, the better its solution was.

Table 7 shows the ANACOVA of outcome variables controlling for

process variables competition, participation, and support. Although we did
not hypothesize direct and indirect effects of training on outcomes, ANA-
COVA allows us to examine the relationship between trained vs. untrained
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Table 5.
Trained vs. Untrained Groups
Group Level Process Variables

(N = 56 Groups)
Wilks’ Lambda = 0.67**

*p<.05
&dquo;p<.Ol

groups and the outcome variables with the process variables held con-
stant. Two of the three outcome variables that were significant in Table
3 are significant in Table 7. In addition, the accuracy of the group solu-
tion shows a significant result as well. This indicates that training has
both a direct and an indirect effect on outcomes. It has an indirect effect
in that it influences the processes as we saw in Table 2. If we control for
its effect on the processes, training still has a direct effect on outcomes.

Discussion

The Theory of Process Structuration suggests three potential meth-
ods to improve the production and reproduction of group structure
and process: (a) content facilitation; (b) process facilitation; and (c)
training. We chose the content of our training program with a view to
its potential for improving group structure and process. Shaila &
Bostrum (1999) demonstrated in GSS groups that content facilitation
is not helpful in producing better group outcomes but process facili-
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Table 6.
Distance of Group Solution from Ideal

Table 7.
ANACOVA on Outcome Variables Between Trained and ,

Untrained Groups Controlling for the Effects of Process Variables

-P < .05

°°p < .01

tation is. Our results extend their findings in two ways: First, we show
that training can facilitate both group processes and group outcomes.
Second, we show that this effect is possible even in the situation where
the subjects participate asynchronously and at geographically distrib-
uted locations.

These results clearly show that training affects the group process. The
training here always improved support and improved participation at least
at the individual level of analysis. There was no difference between -
trained and untrained groups in competition during the discussions. The
process variables of support and participation were substantially corre-
lated with outcome variables. The outcome variables showed substantial
differences between the groups in the areas of working together effec-
tively, prefer to work with a different group of people next time, and wast-
ing time and energy. These results are in keeping with the face-to-face
results of Schrage (1995) and Clark (1998): Training can significantly
affect group process and outcomes.
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It seems a reasonable inference to suppose the following causal

sequence. The training focused group members on supporting others and
participating often in the group process. Since this experiment was car-
ried out over a period of several weeks and since students have a lot of
other things to do besides work with their groups, the training effect must
have been very strong since it lasted for the duration of the group. The

training caused better outcomes with both a direct effect on outcomes and
also an indirect effect through group process. Training as a means of
structuration appears to have a great deal of promise. Even a brief video
was able to alter the production and reproduction of group structures
during the group interaction.
GSS experiments have shown that group facilitation improves group out-

comes (Shaila & Bostrum, 1999). However, it is quite likely that most deci-
sion-making in the future will not be located inside the GSS lab. While GSS
will clearly continue to play a role, there are simply too many workplace
decision-making situations where it will not be possible to get the decision-
makers into one room at the same time. The Internet will more and more

provide a venue for group meetings. This study shows process training is
useful to ensure that such groups make the best possible decisions.

The results of the study are limited by the fact that we used student
subjects in a simulated decision-making situation. However, these students
had a substantial portion of their course grade riding on the outcome of
their performance in the group. It remains to be seen whether these

strong participation and support effects will obtain in professional popu-
lations making real decisions. We anticipate that they will. The training
effect is so strong in this study that it seems likely such a strong effect
would, even if it weakened, also obtain in workplace groups. We suggest
that other researchers extend our design to diverse groups already using
the Internet for their meetings.

Summary and Implications
These results have both practical and theoretical import. On the practi-

cal level, training shows great promise in producing better group solutions
and more satisfying group interaction. On the theoretical level, these
results suggest that future research from a structuration perspective
should concentrate on how specific training content affects group process.
Specific training features should lead to specific process patterns.

Future research should question whether the training would transfer
from the group setting where the training is done to other group settings.
How long will the effect last? Is more extensive training merited? Is the
&dquo;talking head&dquo; method best, or should the training concentrate on show-
ing groups in action? Similarly, there is the question of whether an Inter-
net group’s prior face-to-face acquaintance would increase the effective-
ness of the training.
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A number of factors suggest that groups in the future will increasingly
interact through electronic media. With the global expansion of business,
team members may be geographically dispersed. Busy people faced with
scheduling conflicts will turn to online groups. The growing popularity of
long-distance education will continue to take the classroom outside the walls
of the academic buildings. Virtual groups will play a role not just in busi-
ness and education, but also in health care, government, and not-for-profit
organizations as well. Our study suggests the need to train individuals to
work as effective members of a virtual team. Training should lead to higher
levels of social support, greater participation rates, greater satisfaction with
the group, less wasted time and energy, and more accurate group decisions.
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