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A Directive Leadership Style in Group Decision Making Can Be Both 
Virtue and Vice: Evidence From Elite and Experimental Groups 

Randall S. Peterson 
Northwestern University 

The group dynamics Q-sort was used to investigate the effects of leader directiveness in group 
decision making. Past research on leadership style has consistently implicated directive leaders as a 
chief cause of defective process and poor outcomes in group decision making. Leader directiveness 
was decomposed into 2 components: (a) outcome direetiveness (i.e., the degree to which a leader 
advocates a favored solution) and (b) process directiveness (i.e., the degree to which a leader 
regulates the process by which the group reaches a decision). Process directiveness emerged as a 
potent predictor of quality of group process and outcomes. Outcome directiveness was associated 
with a much smaller and less coherent array of group outcomes. These findings suggest that current 
prescriptive models of decision making overemphasize the potential harmful effects of outcome 
directiveness. 

Groups rather than individuals are increasingly entrusted with 
making critical decisions. The lone politician, executive, or ad- 
ministrator with the authority to make unilateral policy decisions 
is increasingly rare in the late 20th century. One important 
implication of  this phenomenon is the need to better understand 
how decisions are affected by group interactions in general and, 
more specifically, how group dynamics influence such critical 
decisions. How does leader behavior affect group process and 
outcomes? Are cognitively simple or complex decision-making 
processes more likely to achieve the desired outcomes? What, 
if  any, relationship exists between group process and the out- 
come of that decision? Does sound process beget favorable 
outcomes? 
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Most scholars have assumed a causal relationship between 
making decisions in the "r ight  w a y "  and achieving favorable 
outcomes: A "be t te r"  process leads to a more advantageous 
result. The process-outcome linkage has found support among 
psychologists (e.g., Janis, 1972, 1982; Janis & Mann, 1977; 
Zander, 1993, 1994), political scientists (Allison, 1971; George, 
1980), management theorists (Argyris, 1985; Goodman, Rav- 
lin, & Schminke, 1990; Hackman, 1990; Hackman & Morris, 
1975; Nemeth & Staw, 1989), and communications scholars 
(Gouran, 1982; Hirokawa, 1985; Poole, 1983). Although stated 
in many different ways, there is a common core to various 
prescriptive models of  decision making offered by these re- 
searchers. To make decisions in the right way, decision makers 
should carefully survey the range of  objectives they want to 
achieve; carefully review and formulate action alternatives; rig- 
orously search for information bearing on the likely conse- 
quences of  each alternative; analyze incoming information dis- 
passionately and thoughtfully; reconsider once-rejected action 
alternatives when new information comes to light; confront 
trade-offs that arise as a result of  the conflicting costs and 
benefits of  preferred options; and make the effort to complete 
detailed contingency plans to be enacted should key assumptions 
underlying the preferred plan fail to hold. Making decisions in 
this way can, of  course, be time-consuming, cognitively taxing, 
emotionally draining, and politically divisive. Nevertheless, most 
scholars agree that group decision makers should learn to be 
more vigilant and rigorous in their decision making than they 
currently are to achieve a greater level of outcome satisfaction 
(e.g., Allison, 1971; Cartwright & Zander, 1968; George, 1980; 
Hackman & Morris, 1975; Herek, Janis, & Huth, 1987; Janis, 
1982, 1989; Janis & Mann, 1977, 1992). 

If the often-assumed process-outcome linkage does indeed 
exist, one additional implication arises from the group nature 
of  most political decisions. If sound group process leads to good 
group outcomes, what leads groups to engage in sound process? 
Since the earliest days of  social psychology (e.g., Lewin, Lip- 
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pitt, & White, 1939; Lippitt & White, 1952; Maier, 1950; 
Maier & Solem, 1952), research on leadership styles has consis- 
tently implicated directive leaders as the cause of defective pro- 
cess and poor outcomes in group decision making. For example, 
manipulating the style of adult leaders of groups of teenage 
boys, Lippitt and White (1952) reported that groups that had 
"authoritarian" leaders were more dependent and discontented 
than other groups; "democratic" and "laissez-faire" leadership 
caused groups to spend more time seeking information and had 
more friendly member relations than groups that experienced 
authoritarian or highly directive leaders. In addition, Maier 
( 1950; Maier & Solem, 1952) found that democratic leadership 
improved group process: Democratic leaders were associated 
with more information being used, minority ideas being more 
carefully considered, and ultimately better solutions to problems 
being found. In these studies, democratic leaders were those 
who facilitated discussion on the issue and suggested possible 
solutions without pushing the desired solution; authoritarian 
leaders were characterized by giving orders for members to 
follow, being publicly critical of group members, and withhold- 
ing group member praise; laissez-faire leaders answered basic 
questions but did not encourage discussion in any way. 

In his influential work on the antecedents of poor group pro- 
cess, Janis (1972, 1982) argued that "structural and procedural 
faults of the organization" (p. 244), including leader direc- 
tiveness, encourage pressures for unanimity and consensus in 
groups that can overwhelm group process to the point of serious 
interference with cognitive processing and moral judgment of 
individual group members. The groupthink hypothesis has re- 
ceived enormous scholarly attention in textbooks and the popular 
press. This model is not as widely researched as one might 
expect, however. Fewer than 20 studies were found, and none 
fully tested the groupthink model (Aldag & Fuller, 1993; Park, 
1990). Tests of the groupthink model that investigate leader 
directiveness have shown significant results consistent with 
those of the earlier studies cited. In a number of laboratory 
or simulation studies of groupthink, leader directiveness was 
manipulated and the requisite behavioral changes observed (Cal- 
laway, Marriott, & Esser, 1985; Flowers, 1977; Leana, 1985; 
Moorhead & Montanari, 1986). Flowers (1977), for example, 
manipulated group cohesiveness and leadership style. She found 
no effect for group cohesiveness but found that an "open (nondi- 
rective) leadership style" engendered a greater exchange of 
ideas leading to greater use of available information and more 
solutions being suggested than a "closed (directive) leadership 
style." An open leader was one who gave a position on the issue 
only after others had given theirs and encouraged discussion of 
each suggested solution; a closed leader strongly advocated a 
position on the issue being considered and discouraged discus- 
sion of altemative solutions. Using teams of business students 
engaged in a competitive 3-month management simulation, 
Moorhead and Montanari (1986) found that group cohesion, 
insulation from outside ideas, and leadership all affected group 
process. Directive leadership and insulation generally led to poor 
decision processes, and greater member cohesion had positive 
effects on group process. Although these simulation studies pro- 
vide mixed results for cohesion, they consistently implicate a 

directive leadership style as a major contributor to poor group 
process. 

Using a Q-sort procedure of historical case studies, Tetlock, 
Peterson, McGuire, Chang, and Feld (1992) assessed the inter- 
nal logic of the groupthink model. They tested the antecedent 
causal claims made by the groupthink model using structural 
equation modeling across all eight of the groups Janis (1982) 
studied, plus two additional cases suggested as possible exam- 
ples of groupthink. Consistent with other studies already re- 
viewed, results revealed that structural and procedural faults of 
the organization, not group cohesiveness or situational stressors, 
were potent predictors of group process among the 10 political 
decision-making groups studied. Leader directiveness, in partic- 
ular, appeared to encourage a poor decision-making process 
and outcome. Leader directiveness was closely associated with 
truncated group discussion, suppression of dissent, a less exten- 
sive search for information, and a lack of contingency planning. 
This was true not only in the original Janis (1972, 1982) case 
studies but also in the research reviewed here. Leader direc- 
tiveness appears to be a potent cause of defective group process 
leading to a high likelihood of poor group decisions. 

As operationalized in the experimental studies reviewed here, 
leader directiveness is not a unitary construct. Leadership was 
operationalized in these studies by manipulating whether the 
leader strongly advocated a specific position and whether the 
leader encouraged discussion of all possible alternatives. Open, 
or democratic, leaders do not advocate a position of their own 
(low outcome directiveness), but they do encourage discussion 
of alternative ideas (high process directiveness). Closed, or au- 
thoritarian, leaders are the opposite, strongly advocating their 
own solution over all others (highly outcome directive and low 
in process directiveness). These two aspects of leader direc- 
tiveness are, however, logically separate. One can imagine a 
leader who is neither process nor outcome directive (e.g., Lip- 
pitt & White's, 1952, laissez-faire leader) and a leader who is 
both process and outcome directive (e.g., Byars's, 1972, 1973, 
charismatic leaders). Additional research on leader directiveness 
therefore is needed to study the separate effects of process and 
outcome directiveness on group process. 

The distinction between process and outcome directiveness 
is theoretically significant. It could be, for example, that leaders 
who are highly process directive are more likely to lead their 
groups to high-quality decisions because they encourage discus- 
sion of all alternatives and include all group members in discus- 
sion regardless of whether they also advocate a desired solution. 
On the other hand, leaders who are highly outcome directive 
could lead groups to poor decision making regardless of their 
level of process directiveness just by virtue of advocating a 
desired solution. Of course, one also might reasonably expect 
an interaction between process and outcome directiveness, such 
that only leaders who are highly process directive and low on 
outcome directiveness engender high-quality decision making. 
The leadership literature largely assumes an interaction between 
process and outcome directiveness (e.g., the democratic vs. au- 
thoritarian leader in past research), l The current research, by 

1 One notable exception to this is the literature on situational leader- 
ship, which contends that the effectiveness of any leadership style is 
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contrast, suggests that process and outcome directiveness are 
relatively independent dimensions with consistent and distinct 
consequences for groups. 

Note that the distinction made here between outcome and 
process directiveness is not akin to separating the task and rela- 
tional functions of leadership. The distinction made here decom- 
poses the task function of leadership into two parts. Numerous 
researchers have already investigated the task versus relational 
aspects of leadership (e.g., Bales, 1958; Fiedler, 1967). 

The Current  Research 

In this research I tested the effects of leader outcome and 
process directiveness in three studies. Study 1 involved addi- 
tional analyses on the effects of leader directiveness in the 
groups studied by Tetlock et al. (1992). Tetlock et al. examined 
alternative interpretations of groupthink but did not investigate 
causal hypotheses that can be derived from other theoretical 
frameworks. Here, one additional hypothesis was tested: Leader 
process and outcome directiveness have independent effects on 
process measures in groups. Study 1 examined a selective set of 
groups but lacked the internal validity of experimental research. 
Therefore, in Studies 2 and 3 I addressed that problem. Study 
2 involved an experimentally controlled study in which process 
and outcome directiveness were factorially manipulated using 
confederate leaders. Study 3 was an observational study of the 
decision making of city councils in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Group Outputs and Dependent  Measures 

Past research on decision-making groups has identified at 
least three distinct outputs of groups. The first and most common 
measure of group decision output is process evaluation. Process 
measures of group output currently dominate evaluations of 
group decision making because scholars have found reliable 
and valid ways of measuring decision-making procedures. This 
research included process measures in all three studies 
presented. 

The second measure of group decision output is decision 
quality. Did the group make the "best" decision it could? This 
measure is ultimately what most scholars want to be able to 
predict. In the confines of the laboratory, researchers often use 
problems with correct answers to assess decision quality. 
Groups that discover the correct answer have made a better 
decision than those that did not. Decisions made outside of the 
laboratory are only rarely of that ilk; decision quality in real- 
world settings is eoormously difficult to evaluate (Bovens & 
't-Hart, 1995). Real-world decisions can be evaluated repeat- 
edly from more than one point of view and from more than one 
point in time. Decisions that appear desirable from a financial 
management point of view (i.e., cutting government services in 
response to a budget crisis), for example, may be extremely 

not consistent across situations. The effectiveness of any one leader or 
leadership style is completely dependent on the circumstances in which 
the group and its leader find themselves (cf. Chemers, 1983; Fiedler, 
1967). 

unpopular with voters. What seemed a good idea at one time 
may later appear short-sighted and vice versa. As a result, re- 
searchers have relied on expert assessment as a next best substi- 
tute for a "correct" solution in real-world decision making 
(e.g., Herek et al., 1987; Janis & Mann, 1992). This strategy 
also is problematic because it assumes that experts will agree 
(they do not always) and that experts make better decisions 
than novices (also a dubious assumption). These assumptions 
notwithstanding, my research follows in that tradition by as- 
sessing decision quality via expert judgment in Study 2 (Janis, 
1972, 1982, also relied on expert assessment in nominating the 
groups for Study 1 as successful or disastrous). In Study 3 I 
used a modified version of this method by evaluating outcomes 
through standard convention (sound fiscal management in times 
of diminishing resources). 

A third way of measuring group output is examining affective 
measures, such as satisfaction with the leader and confidence in 
the group decision. These measures focus on the importance of 
acceptance by group members and others who implement the 
group decisions. Decision endorsement is critically important, for 
example, in comnmnity organizing, in which implementation of 
decisions is executed by volunteers. The ultimate success of a 
group decision is more important for some kinds of decisions 
than for others, but some relationship usually exists between the 
objectively best possible answer, the answer deemed most desired 
by group members, and the ultimate success of a decision (for a 
detailed discussion of this point, see especially Maier, 1963; also 
see Stogdill, 1950). These affective measures also have received 
much attention in the procedural justice literature. Satisfaction 
with authorities (i.e., leaders) has been shown to be an important 
predictor of compliance with leader or group decisions (Lind, 
Kulik, Ambrose, & deVera Park, 1993). Therefore, I included 
affective measures of decision output in Study 2. 

The Hypothesis 

The primary hypothesis of this research was that process 
directiveness would predict affective measures (e.g., leader sup- 
port), sound group functioning, and decision quality regardless 
of outcome directiveness or leader position. Leaders who direct 
their groups in processes that enhance the opportunity for group 
members to express their positions (i.e., "voice" ) are expected 
to experience high levels of leader support and group process 
quality. Leaders who systematically exclude others would be 
expected to receive low levels of support. This prediction was 
based in part on a series of studies in the 1980s published by 
Tyler and colleagues (Tyler & Caine, 1981; Tyler & Folger, 1980; 
Tyler, Rasinski, & McGraw, 1985; Tyler, Rasinski, & Spodick, 
1985) investigating the effects of procedural enactment on mem- 
ber endorsement of leaders and authority figures. Tyler and Caine 
(1981), for example, found in evaluations of authorities in 
courts, teachers, and city council members that individuals fo- 
cused on the ways decisions were made rather than the outcomes 
when forming leader evaluations. In particular, people were 
highly sensitive to the opportunity to voice their opinions (Lind, 
Kanfer, & Earley, 1990; Tyler, Rasinski, & Spodick, 1985). 
When the process was seen as allowing the opportunity to ex- 
press themselves, people were more likely to support the leader 
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or authority. Reciprocally, lack of such opportunity led to weak 
support  of the leader. The effect of voice is so strong, in fact, 
that in an experimental  study by Lind et al. (1990) ,  the partici- 
pants in the voice condition rated their session as being more 
fair than those in the no-voice condition even though they were 
told explicitly that the opportunity to express their opinions 
would not affect their outcome. 

Process directiveness also is expected to improve decision 
quality for at least three interrelated reasons. First, most  social 
scientists who study group decision making agree that group 
process and decision quality are related. Notwithstanding the 
critics (i.e., Locke & Schweiger, 1979; Starbuck, 1985),  the 
often-assumed p roces s -ou tcome  linkage between group process 
and the quality of  the decision outcome has received empirical  
support  (e.g., George, 1980; Herek et al., 1987; Hirokawa, 1985, 
1988; Stein & Tanter, 1980).  

Second, the psychological  mechanism for the p rocess -ou t -  
come relationship may be found in the literature on minori ty 
influence. Nemeth (1986)  argued that exposure to minori ty 
viewpoints,  whether correct  or not, encourages divergent or cre- 
ative thinking in majori ty-group members.  Participants exposed 
to minori ty influence have been found to detect more correct 
novel  solutions (Nemeth  & Wachtler, 1983),  to give more origi- 
nal associations to words (Nemeth  & Kwan, 1985),  to use 
more strategies in the service of performance (Nemeth  & Kwan, 
1987),  to use strategies more effectively in the service of  perfor- 
mance (Peterson & Nemeth, 1996),  and to formulate more origi- 
nal alternative proposals  (Mucchi-Faina,  Maass, & Volpato, 
1991 ) than those exposed to majority influence or control par- 
ticipants without exposure to dissent. Hence, exposure to minor-  
ity dissent improves performance in problem-solving situations 
(Peterson & Nemeth,  1996).  High process directiveness in this 
research included encouragement  of  dissenting points of  view. 
Therefore, improvements  in decision quality were expected. 

Finally, research on the effects of  accountabil i ty also lend 
psychological insight into why there is a p roces s -ou tcome  link- 
age. Prescriptive models of  decision making specifically encour- 
age perceptions of  predecisional accountabil i ty to an unknown 
audience (e.g., encouraging consideration of  the consequences 
of  potential actions and the need to make detailed contingency 
p lans) .  Such accountabil i ty has been associated with reduced 
judgmental  biases such as overconfidence, the fundamental  attri- 
bution error, and primacy (see Tetlock, 1992, for a review).  
Hence, decision making should be improved. 

S t u d y  1 

Method  

The first study was archival in nature and involved additional analyses 
of the data reported by Tetlock et al. (1992). Tetlock et al. used the 
Political Group Dynamics Q-Sort (PGDQS) to test historical support 
for, and the internal causal logic of, Janis's (1972, 1982) groupthink 
hypothesis. The PGDQS is a 100-item Q sort designed to capture the 
key patterns of political leadership group dynamics. The study drew on 
historical case studies of group decision-making incidents Janis (1982) 
documented in his book Victims of Groupthink. 

It also included the two groups Janis (1982) proposed as groupthink 
groups but did not directly investigate: (a) the Ford administration's 

Table 1 
l O0-Item Q-Sorting Distribution Constraints 

Category Label No. of cards 

Upper statement 
1 Extremely characteristic 
2 Highly characteristic 
3 Quite characteristic 
4 Slightly characteristic 

Middle category 
5 Neither upper nor lower 

statement is characteristic 

5 
8 

12 
16 

18 

Lower statement 
6 Slightly characteristic 16 
7 Quite characteristic 12 
8 Highly characteristic 8 
9 Extremely characteristic 5 

decision to rescue the crew of the Mayaguez and (b) the Carter adminis- 
tration's decision to rescue the American hostages from the embassy in 
Tehran. 

These decision-making groups were studied by first identifying at 
least three major historical case studies of each decision-making episode 
(drawing on recommendations of experts and citation patterns in the 
literature). Next, at least two observers (at least one of whom did not 
know the hypothesis) read each text and completed a Q sort for that 
group on the basis of the information provided in that text. A total of 
nine observers (graduate students and postdoctoral fellows) served as 
Q-sorters in the study. Q-sorters also received standard instructions for 
item placement that created a quasi-normal distribution of the 100 items 
as shown in Table 1 (see Tetlock et al., 1992, for a more detailed review 
of the method and its justifications). 

PGDQS scales. The leader directiveness hypothesis of interest here 
was studied specifically by creating scales of both outcome and process 
leader directiveness and testing the scales as predictors of concurrence 
seeking, defective decision making, and a more comprehensive process 
quality scale. Outcome directiveness was operationalized by using 
PGDQS Items 36 reversed, 39 reversed, 82, 84, and 97 reversed. Process 
directiveness included Items 40, 52 reversed, 81, 92 reversed, and 94 
reversed. 2 Process quality included Items 7, 21, 35 reversed, 54 reversed, 
55 reversed, 71 reversed, 98 reversed, and 99. Other scales were the 
same as reported by Tetlock et al. (1992). Concurrence seeking used 
Items 1 reversed, 4 reversed, 7, 24 reversed, 60 reversed, and 66. Defec- 
tive decision making included Items 19 reversed, 58, 74, 77 reversed, 
and 98 (see the Appendix for a listing of scale items). 

Results 

As reported by Tetlock et al. (1992) ,  reliability was good. 
The correlation for interrater agreement of  the same texts was 

2 One might raise objections to the inclusion of Items 40 and 52 in 
this scale because they do not ask directly about the group leader. These 
items were included because level of acceptable dissent (Item 40) and 
conflict resolution (Item 52) in the group are usually direct functions 
of leadership. All analyses were run both with and without these two 
items with virtually identical results. The 3-item scale (Items 81, 92 
reversed, and 94 reversed) was highly correlated with the 5-item scale 
across the three studies (average r = .89). The average reliability of 
the scales dropped only slightly without the two additional items (Cron- 
bach's as = .68 vs..67). 
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.83 (range = . 4 2 - . 9 4 ;  based on 45 interrater compar i sons) .  
The correlat ion for intertext agreement  across different accounts 
of  the same historical incident also was acceptable ( r  = .52, 
range = . 1 7 -  .88).3 

The average Cronbach  alpha coefficient for the measures was 
.72. Individual alphas were as follows: outcome directiveness 
( .67) ,  process directiveness ( .73) ,  process quality ( .67) ,  con- 
currence seeking ( .69) ,  and defective decision making ( .90) .  

Mean scores were calculated by averaging the Q-sort  i tems 
listed for each group and then averaging across the 10 groups 
(poss ible  range = 1 - 9 ) .  The mean  for process directiveness 
was 5.3 (range = 3 .6 -7 .1  ), for outcome directiveness was 5.4 
(range = 3 . 5 - 7 . 4 ) ,  for concurrence seeking was 4.9 ( range = 
3 . 9 - 6 . 2 ) ,  for defective decision making was 5.1 (range = 1 .9 -  
7 .4) ,  and for process quality was 5.2 (range = 2 . 1 - 7 . 3 ) .  

Results of  regression analysis show that  process directiveness 
was the most  powerful  predictor of  consensus seeking (R 2 = 
.89),  F (2 ,  7)  = 35.9, p < .001; the betas for process direc- 
tiveness and outcome directiveness were - . 6 5  (p  < .02) and 
.34 (ns) ,  respectively. Results regressing process and outcome 
directiveness on defective decision making provided similar re- 
suits (R 2 = .83),  F ( 2 ,  7)  = 22.3, p < .001; the betas for 
process directiveness and outcome directiveness were .91 (p  < 
.01 ) and .02 (ns) ,  respectively. Finally, results regressing pro- 
cess and outcome directiveness on the general measure of  pro- 
cess quality also provided similar results (R 2 = .69),  F ( 2 ,  7)  
= 22.3, p < .01; the betas for process directiveness and outcome 
directiveness were .91 (p < .04) a n d .  13 (n  s ) ,  respectively. 

These results were supported by  partial correlations ( N  = 10 
groups)  revealing that, controll ing for outcome directiveness, 
process directiveness was correlated more strongly with concur- 
rence-seeking tendency ( r  = - . 7 5 ,  p < .01 ), defective decision 
making ( r  = - . 7 9 ,  p < .01),  and process quality ( r  = .69, p 
< .02) than was outcome directiveness once process direc- 
tiveness was controlled. The correlations for concurrence-seek-  
ing tendency, defective decision making, and process quality 
were .52 (p < .08),  :03 (ns) ,  and .05 (ns) ,  respectively. In 
short, these results indicate that the process directiveness of  
leaders was closely associated with consensus seeking and de- 
fective decision making and inversely related to process quality 
in groups. 

Discussion 

In summary, the results of  Study 1 suggest that process direc- 
tiveness is a better predictor  of  group process variables than 
outcome directiveness. Of  course, critics could object  to Study 
1 on the following grounds: ( a )  There was a selective sampling 
of  groups showing a nearly perfect correlat ion between sound 
process and good o u t c o m e - - i n d e e d ,  Janis (1972,  1982) se- 
lected these case studies for their widely acclaimed success or 
f a i l u r e - - a n d  ( b )  the interpretation of  results requires inferring 
causation f rom correlational d a t a - - t h e  study lacked strong in- 
ternal validity. For these reasons, I conducted Studies 2 and 3. 
In Study 2 I tested internal validity by  manipulat ing leader 
process and outcome directiveness. In Study 3 I tested external 
validity by subjecting the results of  Study 1 to a wider set of  
decis ion-making groups. 

S t u d y  2 

Method  

Study 2 was an experimental study in which leader process and out- 
come directiveness were manipulated through the use of a confederate 
leader. The participants were 139 students and volunteers at the Univer- 
sity of California, Berkeley, who participated in return for $8. Students 
participated in single-sex groups of 4 or 5 (including the confederate 
leader). 

The study simulated an elite decision-making group in the midst of 
an international crisis that required the group to make a series of related 
group decisions in response to the crisis. The crisis involved the request 
of a second, historically "friendly" nation to assist them in suppressing 
a rebellion. This request was complicated by the covert involvement of a 
third, "hostile" country in the rebellion. Groups first made a diplomatic 
response to the situation, ranging from Level 1 ( "Refuse the request to 
help")  to Level 8 ("Declare war against the rebels"). The second 
group decision was an economic response to the crisis starting at Level 
1 ( "Maintaining regular trading practices" ) and going to Level 5 (which 
included a tariff policy, an economic embargo, freezing assets, and 
instituting a full economic blockade). Groups then decided on a military 
response, ranging from Level 1 ("Refuse the request") to Level 5 
(which included a naval blockade, air strikes, a full-scale ground war, 
and attacking any foreign ships in the area). After selecting the set of 
policy options they wanted, the groups rated how confident they were 
in their decisions on a scale ranging 1 (not confident at all) to 3 (highly 
confident). 

Each group included a confederate leader who was either high or low 
in process or outcome directiveness. The confederate leaders also were 
assigned a position that made them either a "hawk" (i.e., aggressive 
foreign policy) or a "dove." Thus, the study was a 2 (outcome direc- 
tiveness) × 2 (process directiveness) x 2 (leader position) between- 
subjects design. Two confederates who did not know the hypothesis 
were used in the study, one male and one female. Both confederates 
were trained to create all four conditions of the experiment and then 
completed equal numbers of sessions in each of the conditions. Confed- 
erate instructions for low process directiveness were as follows: "Begin 
by stating that the most important thing for the group is to make a 
decision'" and "Let the others talk, do not encourage discussion." High- 
process-directiveness leaders were told the following: "Begin by stating 
that the most important thing is to air all possible viewpoints and reach 
a wise decision" and "Encourage discussion of solutions by asking 
each member to give their opinion." Outcome directiveness was manipu- 
lated with the following instructions for low-outeome-directiveness lead- 
ers: "Give your assigned position, but do NOT advocate assigned posi- 
tion." High outcome directiveness was manipulated by telling the con- 
federates to "Advocate your position strongly BEFORE others speak." 
Position was counterbalanced within each of the four cells of the 
experiment. 

The simulation required participants to (a) read information about 
the situation in which they were placed (i.e., the elite decision-making 
body of a country in an international crisis); (b) select a personal best 
response to the situation from among a number of options provided to 
them; and (c) come to group decisions about the best diplomatic, eco- 
n0mic, and military responses to the situation. The experimenter "as- 
signed" the role of group leader just before the group discussion in 
each session. The confederate group leader then manipulated his or her 

3 This reliability measure contains two sources of error: interrater 
and intertext disagreement. Given the high level of interrater agreement 
reported earlier (.83), the reduced reliability is attributed primarily to 
disagreement among the case studies. 
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behavior and position to create one of the conditions in the 2 x 2 x 2 
factorial experiment with high or low outcome directiveness, high or 
low process directiveness, and hawkish or dovish leader position. 

After completing the group discussion, participants were asked to 
individually complete the General Group Dynamics Q Sort (GGDQS) 
describing their group experience and a questionnaire. The Q sort was 
used to make process measures of quality in the groups. After completing 
the Q sort, participants were debriefed, thanked for their time, paid for 
their participation, and dismissed. 

The GGDQS was developed by rewriting the PGDQS items without 
the explicitly political language. Although the PGDQS was designed to 
measure a wide variety of group processes in small-group decision 
making, it was written explicitly with the elite political group in mind 
(Tetlock et al., 1992). Much of the content of that version of  the group 
dynamics Q sort was not appropriate for a laboratory study. Therefore, 
a new version of the Q sort was written to be applicable to a wider 
variety of groups. Great effort was made to retain the meaning of each 
of the original items while changing the wording of each card. 4 For 
example, Item 13 was as follows: 

The leadership group rarely works out policies in detail (it gives 
wide latitude to the bureaucracy to define and implement policies). 

versus 
The leadership group lays out clear and specific instructions for 
implementing the policies it chooses. 

Item 13 was rewritten as follows: 

The group makes general decisions, leaving details to individual 
members or committees. 

versus 
The group likes to work out every detail of its decisions. 

After the GGDQS was written, it was pretested with undergraduates. 
As a result of that pretesting, the 55 Q-sort items that were most often 
used to describe groups (items in the extreme positions) were selected 
for use in this study. Participants were given a similar set of instructions 
to those used in Study 1, including a quasi-normal distribution of items. 

GGDQS scales. Several scales were derived to test the leader direc- 
tiveness question. As in Study 1, outcome directiveness was operationa- 
lized by using Items 36 reversed, 39 reversed, 82, 84, and 97 reversed. 
Process directiveness included Items 40, 52 reversed, 81, 92 reversed, 
and 94 reversed. Process quality included Items 7, 21, 35 reversed, 54 
reversed, 55 reversed, 71, 98 reversed, and 99 (see the Appendix for a 
listing of scale items)P 

Other dependent measures. Member satisfaction measures also were 
collected for this study. These measures reflect the classic tension in 
group functioning between accomplishing a task and keeping group 
members cohesive and satisfied (for reviews, see Cartwright & Zander, 
1968; Forsyth, 1990). Keeping members satisfied is an important leader- 
ship function because members who are satisfied that their thoughts 
were considered are more likely to support group decisions and help 
implement them (Stogdill, 1950; Stogdill & Coons, 1957; cf. q~yler & 
Lind, 1992). The study also included measures of leader liking, leader 
effectiveness, and confidence in decisions (at the individual level and 
together as a group). 

Decision quality was measured in this study by comparison with 
experts. A group of 15 experts in international relations (a majority of 
whom were academicians who specialized in international relations) 
were asked to give their opinion about the best response to the simulation 
materials presented to the participants. Because the experts showed a 
high level of interrater agreement (see the Results section), I used their 
mean scores as a comparison standard for group decisions. An analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) of group means also was conducted to assess 

Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Outcome 
Directiveness Scale by Condition 

Outcome directiveness 

Low High 

Process directiveness M SD M SD 

Low 3.7 0.50 4.9 0.81 
High 3.7 0.62 5.1 0.62 

Note. Scale ranged from 1 to 7. Higher scores indicate more outcome 
directive (N = 38). 

which manipulations affected the group decisions. Results revealed dif- 
ferences for the confederate leader behavior manipulation and assigned 
position (extremely hawkish or dovish). 

Results 

The rel iabil i ty o f  interrater  ag reemen t  was  measured  using 
C r o n b a c h ' s  alpha. The  average alpha for  Q sorts  der ived for  each  
group  was  .74 ( range  = . 2 6 - 8 6 ,  based  on  42 c o m p a r i s o n s ) .  The 
average C ronbach  a lpha  coeff ic ient  for  the scale  measures  was  
.69. Individual  a lphas were  as fol lows:  ou tcome  direct iveness  
( .67 ) ,  p rocess  di rect iveness  ( . 66 ) ,  and p rocess  quali ty ( .75 ) .  

Mean  scores  were  ca lcula ted  by averaging the Q-sor t  i t ems  
l is ted for  each  g roup  and then averaging across  the 38 groups  
(poss ib le  range = 1 - 7 ) .  The  mean  for p rocess  di rect iveness  
was  5.3 ( range  = 4 . 0 - 6 . 2 ) ,  for  ou tcome  direct iveness  was  4.3 
( range  = 2 . 9 - 6 . 1 ) ,  and for  p rocess  quali ty was  3.0 ( range  = 
2 . 2 - 4 . 6 ) .  

Manipulation checks. All  analyses  were  conduc ted  at the 
group  level ( N  = 38) .  A check  on the exper imenta l  manipula-  
t ions indicated that  they were  successful .  A 2 (ou t come  direc-  
t iveness)  x 2 (p roces s  d i rec t iveness)  x 2 ( l eader  pos i t ion )  
ANOVA 6 o f  the ou tcome  direct iveness  scale  scores  revealed a 
main  effect  for  the ou tcome  direct iveness  manipula t ion,  F (  1, 
30)  = 35.3, p < .001. There  were  no other  main  effects  or  
interact ions.  A 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA o f  the p rocess  direct iveness  
data showed  a main  ef fec t  for  p rocess  direct iveness ,  F (  1, 30)  
= 6.9, p < .01. Resul ts  also revealed a main  ef fec t  for  ou tcome 
direct iveness ,  F (  1, 30)  = 7.3, p < :01. Nei ther  the main  ef fec t  
for  leader  pos i t ion  nor  any o f  the interact ions were  significant.  
Means  on the G G D Q S  ou tcome  and process  di rect iveness  scales  
are s h o w n  in Tables 2 and 3, respect ively  ( l eader  pos i t ion  was  
d ropped  because  there were  no ef fec ts  or  in te rac t ions) .  

Dependent measures. Again ,  all analyses  repor ted  here 

4 Four of the 100 items on the General Group Dynamics Q-Sort are 
completely different from those in the Political Group Dynamics Q-Sort 
because the original items were meaningful only in elite political groups. 

5 A listing of Q-sort items can be obtained by writing to Randall S. 
Peterson. 

6 Multivariate analyses of variance were conducted for all of the analy- 
ses reported in this article. They are not included here because they 
revealed no new findings. 
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Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations for the Process 
Directiveness Scale by Condition 

Outcome directiveness 

Low High 

Process directiveness M SD M SD 

Low 5.3 0.35 4.8 0.54 
High 5.7 0.32 5.3 0.65 

Note. Scale ranged from I to 7. Higher scores indicate more process 
directiveness (N = 38). 

Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviations for Group Confidence 

Outcome directiveness 

Low High 

Process directiveness M SD M SD 

Low 2.2 0.67 1.7 0.48 
High 2.6 0.73 2.2 0.67 

Note. Scale ranged from 1 to 3. Higher scores indicate more confidence 
in the group decision (N = 38). 

were conducted at the group level after averaging the individual 
group members '  scores across each experimental  session. Mem- 
ber impression of  leader effectiveness, analyzed in a 2 × 2 
x 2 ANOVA, revealed the predicted main effect for process 
directiveness, F ( 1 ,  30)  = 11.9, p < .01, w 2 = .25, without  
main effects for outcome directiveness or leader position. No 
interactions were found either. High-process-directive leaders 
were rated in the postquest ionnaire as being more effective lead- 
ers regardless of  outcome directiveness. Means and standard 
deviations for the leader effectiveness measure are shown in 
Table 4. Leader effectiveness ratings did not, however, translate 
into interpersonal liking for leaders because there were no sig- 
nificant effects or interactions for this measure. 

Group confidence also was analyzed with a 2 × 2 × 2 
ANOVA, revealing a main effect for process directiveness, F (  1, 
30) = 4.1, p < .05, w 2 = .19, showing that increased process 
directiveness led to greater group confidence. The ANOVA also 
revealed that greater outcome directiveness led to significantly 
reduced group confidence, F (1 ,  30)  = 4.1, p < .05, w 2 = .19. 
None of  the interactions were significant. Group means and 
standard deviations for group confidence are shown in Table 5. 

Results of  a 2 × 2 × 2 ANOVA for the process quality 
measure revealed no significant effects or interactions. Regres- 
sion analysis indicated, however, that process directiveness was 
a significant predictor  of  process quality (R 2 = .26),  F (2 ,  35) 
= 6.0, p < .01; the betas for process directiveness and outcome 
directiveness were .33 (p < .001 ) and - 11 (ns),  respectively. 
Moreover, these results were supported by partial correlations of  

Table 4 
Means and Standard Deviations for Leader 
Effectiveness Rated by Group 

Outcome directiveness 

Low High 

Process directiveness M SD M SD 

Low 3.4 1.7 3.9 1.2 
High 5.2 0.9 5.0 1.0 

Note. Scale ranged from 1 to 9. Higher scores indicate more effective 
leaders (N = 38). 

process directiveness and process quality controlled for outcome 
directiveness ( r  = .47, p < .001) or controlled for process 
directiveness ( r  = - . 3 0 ,  p < .03).  In short, these results were 
consistent  with the results of  Study 1 indicating that process 
directiveness, independent  of  outcome directiveness, was a sig- 
nificant predictor of  process quality in groups. 

Decision quality results. A 2 (process directiveness) × 2 
(outcome directiveness) × 2 ( leader posi t ion)  x 3 (diplomatic,  
economic,  and military responses as a repeated measure)  
ANOVA of means revealed a main effect for assigned confeder- 
ate position, F (1 ,  29)  = 43.7, p < .001, w 2 = .61. In other 
words, participants appeared to move toward the posit ion of  the 
leader. The other main effects were marginally significant; h igh 
process directiveness led to more dovish responses,  F (1 ,  29)  
= 2.86, p < .  10, w 2 = .  14; and high outcome directiveness was 
associated with more hawkish choices, F (1 ,  29)  = 3.83, p < 
.06, w 2 = .18. In addition, the interaction between outcome 
directiveness and assigned confederate position was marginally 
significant, F ( 1 ,  29)  = 3.58, p < .07, w 2 = .17. No other 
interactions were significant (see Table 6 for means and standard 
deviations of  scores on the responses to the cr is is) .  

Means for the 15 experts in response to the crisis were 3.6 
for diplomatic response (possible range = 1 - 8 ,  SD = 1.2; 60% 
agreement  on Options 4 or 5 and 40% agreement  on Option 2) ,  
1.1 on economic response (possible range = 1 -5 ,  SD = .33; 
94% agreement  on Option 1 ), and 2.0 on military response 
(possible range = 1 -5 ,  SD = .50; 70% agreement  on Option 
2) .  Compar ison of group means by condition with experts 
yielded two significant comparisons.  7 Participants in the low- 
outcome, low-process condition were significantly more hawk- 
ish than the experts, F (  1, 16) = 5.03, p < .04, w 2 = .22, and 
participants in the low-process, high-outcome condition were 
marginally more hawkish than the experts, F (  1, 17) = 4.13, p 
< .06, ~2 = . 19. This was confirmed in complex comparisons 
of  the two low-process-directiveness conditions, with the experts 
yielding a significant result, F (  1, 26)  = 4.6, p < .04, w 2 = .20; 
the compar ison with the two high-process-directiveness condi- 
t ions was nonsignificant,  F (1 ,  25)  = 1.7, ns. 

7 Pairwise comparisons are reported directly as they were planned. A 
significant omnibus F ratio is not required when the comparisons are 
planned (Keppel & Zedeck, 1989). 



1114 PETERSON 

Table 6 
Means and Standard Deviations for Diplomatic, Economic, and Military Responses 
to Crisis Selected by Groups, Condition, and Position 

Outcome directiveness 

Low High 

Dove Hawk Dove Hawk 
Process directiveness 

and response type M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Low 
Diplomatic 2.5 1.0 4.8 0.45 3.4 1.8 6.2 1.6 
Economic 2.3 0.96 4.2 0.84 1.2 0.45 4.6 0.89 
Military 1.8 0.50 2.0 0.00 1.8 0.45 3.2 1.6 

High 
Diplomatic 3.2 1.6 4.3 1.7 2.6 1.3 5.3 0.50 
Economic 1.2 0.45 2.3 0.96 2.0 1.0 3.8 1.5 
Military 1.8 0.45 2.3 0.50 1.8 0.45 2.5 1.0 

Note. Scale ranged from 1 to 8 for the diplomatic response and from 1 to 5 for the economic and military 
responses. Higher scores indicate a more hawkish position (N = 38). 

Discussion 

Results of  Study 2 showed that high process directiveness was 
associated with increased leader support, greater confidence, 
exemplary group process, and better decision quality. Outcome 
directiveness, on the other hand, was associated with a less 
comprehensive cluster of  effects: decreased group confidence, 
somewhat more hawkish positions, and an interaction between 
outcome directiveness and assigned confederate position (i.e., 
such that high-outcome-directive leaders were more persuasive 
than low-outcome-directive leaders). No other interactions were 
significant (i.e., high-outcome-directive leaders were not more 
persuasive in one direction than another). These results support 
and augment the results of Study 1. Both process and outcome 
directiveness had some effect on group outcomes here. Process 
directiveness, however, was associated with a more extensive and 
coherent grouping of  effects than was outcome directiveness. In 
addition to the conceptual replication of  process directiveness 
predicting assessments of  leader competence (i.e., Tyler and 
colleagues),  these results also revealed that process direc- 
tiveness predicted group process, group confidence, and decision 
quality. 

One potential problem with interpreting the results of  Study 
2 is that the scale used to measure process directiveness also 
revealed a significant effect for the outcome-directiveness ma- 
nipulation. This finding implies that participants perceived less 
open discussions in the high-outcome-directiveness groups than 
in the low-outcome-directiveness groups. This problem was ad- 
dressed in part by the partial correlation analysis, which showed 
that process directiveness was a significant predictor of process 
quality after controlling for the effects of outcome directiveness. 
If the outcome directiveness manipulation had caused the effects 
found for process directiveness, then the partial correlation 
should have been nonsignificant. Indeed, the partial correlation 
remained robust ( r  = .47). Moreover, if  the manipulation had 
been confounded in some way, the results reported would not 
have revealed the two distinct patterns of  results found for pro- 
cess and outcome directiveness. 

One also could object to the use of  expert assessment as the 
major indicator of decision quality in Study 2 (and implied in 
Study 1 ). Even expert judges are subject to a variety of  potential 
judgmental and value biases. Both Studies 1 and 2, for example, 
required experts to engage in counterfactual reasoning of the 
sort " I f  this had happened, then . . . .  " For a decision outcome 
to be judged "h igh  quality," the experts had to be satisfied that 
a better outcome was not plausible. In the Kennedy administra- 
t ion's Cuban missile crisis decision, for example, is it plausible 
that the Soviet Union might have withdrawn the nuclear missiles 
from Cuba without a promise of American withdrawal of  nu- 
clear missiles in Turkey? Or is it more plausible that the Kennedy 
administration was overplaying its hand and that a nuclear con- 
flict between the United States and the Soviet Union very nearly 
ensued? It is all too easy for "armchair  quarterbacks," joumal-  
ists, or academicians making post hoc judgments of events to 
grossly overestimate the chances of an event unfolding the way 
it actually occurred once the outcome is known (Bovens & 
' t  Hart, 1995; cf. Christensen-Szalanski & Willham, 1991, on 
hindsight bias). Counterfactual reasoning of  the sort required 
here is, in short, fraught with pitfalls (Tetlock & Belkin, 1996). 

The problems of counterfactual reasoning notwithstanding, 
when the decision quality results are coupled with other findings 
here, the results of Study 2 provide an interlocking set of  find- 
ings consistent with the hypothesis that people are more sensitive 
to process directiveness than to outcome directiveness. In Study 
3 1 attempted to strengthen and extend these findings by studying 
intact decision-making groups in less extreme conditions than 
those in Study 1 and by using a measure of decision quality 
that does not rely on expert assessment. 

S tudy 3 

Method 

In Study 3 I used an observational analysis of decision making of 
city councils in the San Francisco Bay Area. Videotapes of meetings 
from 11 cities were selected using the following criteria: (a) One meet- 
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ing of each city council within a 2-month period in early 1995 was 
selected; (b) the meeting must not have a scheduled public hearing 
(this was done to ensure that the meeting would include maximum 
conversation among members rather than listening to outside speakers); 
(c) all council members must have been present at the meeting; (d) the 
agenda must have included discussion of a major city issue with budget 
implications. Videotapes of city council meetings were obtained and 
observed by four trained undergraduate coders who did not know the 
hypothesis. Coders completed the GGDQS for each group. Each coder 
was supplied with a standard set of instructions identical to those given 
in Study 2, except that observers Q-sorted all 100 items (as in 
Study 1 ). 

GGDQS scales. Scales for process directiveness, outcome direc- 
tiveness, and decision making were created. As before, process direc- 
tiveness included Items 40, 52 reversed, 81, 92 reversed, and 94 reversed. 
Outcome directiveness included Items 36 reversed, 39 reversed, 61 re- 
versed, 70 reversed, and 97 reversed. 8 Process quality included Items 7, 
21, 35 reversed, 54 reversed, 55 reversed, 71, 98 reversed, and 99 as 
before. 

Financial data. Each city also provided financial data including 
total budget and the operating budget surplus or deficit for the fiscal 
year from which the videotape was selected (1994) and the following 
year. In addition, census reports provided median income and total popu- 
lation information for ~tatistical control. This financial information pro- 
vided a crude objective measure of decision quality: The years monitored 
were recessionary years for the State of California, and financial manage- 
ment decisions were important issues. I hypothesized that better fiscal 
management would be associated in particular with financial stability 
(the 1995 budget minus the 1994 budget) and less spending of city 
reserves. 

Results 

The average Cronbach  alpha for the Q sorts for each group 
( interrater  reliabil i ty) was .77 (range = . 5 2 - . 8 5 ,  based on 11 
compar isons) .  The average Cronbach ' s  a lpha for the scale mea- 
sures was .72. Individual alphas were as follows: outcome direc- 
tiveness ( .70) ,  process directiveness ( ,66) ,  and process qual- 
ity ( .80) .  

Mean scores were calculated by averaging the Q-sort  i tems 
listed for each group and then averaging across the 11 city 
councils (possible  range = 1 - 9 ) .  The mean for process direc- 
tiveness was 6.1 (range = 3 . 6 - 7 . 4 ) ,  for outcome directiveness 
was 4.9 (range = 4 . 3 - 6 . 8 ) ,  and for decision making was 3.5 
(range = 2 . 7 - 5 . 7 ) .  

Regression analyses completed at the group level ( N  = 11 ) 
again revealed that process directiveness was a better predictor  
of  decision quality (R 2 = .63),  F ( 2 ,  8)  = 9.5, p < .01; the 
betas for process directiveness and outcome directiveness were 
.72 (p < .02) and - . 1 6  ( n s ) ,  respectively. Moreover, these 
results were supported by partial correlat ions revealing that pro- 
cess directiveness was correlated more strongly with process 
quality when outcome directiveness was controlled ( r  = .72, p 
< .01) than was outcome directiveness when process direc- 
tiveness was controlled ( r  = - . 2 3 ,  ns). 

Financial  data f rom each city revealed that process direc- 
tiveness was associated with group outcomes but  that outcome 
directiveness was not. Partial correlations (based  on 10 compari-  
sons)  9 controll ing for city populat ion and median income are 
reported in Table 7. Results revealed that increased process 
directiveness was associated with stable ~° city budgets and 

Table 7 
Partial Correlations (Controlling for Population and Median 
Income) Between Leader Directiveness and City Budget 
Information in Study 3 

Directiveness FY95 SP95 FY94 SP94 FY95 - FY94 

Process -.66** .55* - .71"* - .04  .69** 
Outcome .21 .09 .27 - .33 - .32 

Note. N = 10. FY95 = total city budget for fiscal year (FY) 1995; 
SP95 = surplus or deficit in city budget at the end of FY 1995; FY94 
= total city budget for FY 1994; SP94 = surplus or deficit in city budget 
at the end of FY 1994. 
*p  < .10 .  **p < .05 .  

smaller deficits (Pearson p r o d u c t - m o m e n t  correlations showed 
the same pattern of  resul ts) .  

Partial correlations were used to assess whether the predictive 
power of  leader directiveness for decision quality was mediated 
by process quality. Results showed that process directiveness 
was a significant predictor  of  process quality ( r  = .73, p < .05) 
and budget  stability ( r  = .69, p < .06).  Controll ing for process 
quality, however, process directiveness was no longer significant 
( r  = .24, ns). 

Discussion 

The results of  Study 3 reveal that high process directiveness 
was associated with exemplary group process and favorable 
outcomes. In addition, the partial correlation analysis supported 
the hypothesis that the relationship between leader style and 
outcome quality was mediated by group process quality. These 
results also replicate those found in Studies 1 and 2, with groups 
that were in " r ea l -wor ld"  settings making consequential  deci- 
sions and doing so in less extreme circumstances than the groups 
in Study 1. Results for Study 3 were, in short, consistent  with 
the archival and experimental  studies indicating that process 
directiveness of  leaders better predicts group functioning and 
decision quality than outcome directiveness. 

G e n e r a l  D i s c u s s i o n  

In this section I discuss the ( a )  theoretical implications of 
this research, ( b )  implications of  this research for the use of 

g The outcome directiveness scale included the same three core items 
in Studies 2 and 3. Two additional items in each study were different. 
In Study 2 they included two items measuring leader extremity because 
leaders were assigned extreme positions. In Study 3 these two items 
included leader stability and loyalty. 

9 The financial data for San Francisco was not included in these analy- 
ses for two reasons. First, San Francisco is both a city and county and 
therefore generates and spends revenues in different ways than the other 
cities in the sample. Second, San Francisco is not allowed, by city 
proposition, to add to or spend from reserves from one year to the next, 
thus eliminating two of the data points examined here. 

~o The partial correlation for budget growth (the Fiscal Year 1994 
budget subtracted from the 1995 budget) reflects budget stability rather 
than budget growth here because the majority of cities in this sample 
experienced shrinking budgets. 
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the GGDQS methodology in groups research, and (c) practical 
implications of this work for real-world decision makers. 

Theory Building 

My results have significant implications for small-group re- 
search. A great deal of past research on group decision making 
has treated group process as a dependent variable. Group pro- 
cess is not an end in and of itself, of course. Researchers care 
a great deal about the substance of group decisions and the 
satisfaction of group members with their decisions. Heavy de- 
pendence on process measures of group outcome has resulted 
for two reasons. First, most researchers assume a causal linkage 
between "good" group process and "good" or "improved" 
group outcomes. Improved outcomes are therefore assumed to 
follow superior process. Second, group process measures can 
be made reliably and with relatively little controversy. Judging 
the substance of group decisions exposes the researcher to the 
numerous criticisms of engaging in counterfactual reasoning 
(i.e., hindsight and value bias). This research indicates that 
process measures of group decision making can usefully be seen 
as independent, mediating, or dependent variables. The partial 
correlations in Study 3 supported the process-outcome linkage 
and indicated that it is most usefully seen as mediating the 
relationship between leadership style and decision quality. 

Past reliance on process measures of group outputs may pro- 
vide an incomplete picture of how groups function. Indeed, 
groups produce affective and substantive outputs as well as 
process outputs. The relationship between these outputs is rela- 
tively unexplored. Groups can (a) produce strongly positive 
affect but make poor-quality decisions (i.e., groupthink) and 
(b) engage in reasonably high quality decision process and ex- 
perience disastrous results (i.e., the Ford administration's deci- 
sion to rescue the crew of the Mayaguez and the Carter adminis- 
tration's decision to attempt a rescue of the hostages in Tehran; 
see Tetlock et al., 1992). My research showed consistent results 
for the effects of leader directiveness on affective, process, and 
decision quality outputs. It remains unclear, however, what the 
relationship between these variables might be in another context. 

The results reported here were tested in a multimethod series 
of studies. First, the archival phase of the research assessed 
intact groups making consequential political decisions (Study 
1 ). These findings then were replicated after being subjected to 
the rigors of experimental testing with laboratory groups in 
Study 2 and in observational research in Study 3 with groups 
that were making decisions under the less extreme conditions 
of those in Study 1: city council meetings. This interlocking 
pattern of results lends support to the hypothesis advanced here. 
In summary, the effects for process directiveness reported here 
held across group type (i.e., elite, laboratory created, and mid- 
level political), research methods (i.e., archival, experimental, 
and observational), and group outputs (i.e., affective process, 
and quality measures). 

Note, however, that the hypothesis of this research was that 
people are more sensitive to process matters in groups than 
previously demonstrated, not that high-process-directive leaders 
will always be effective (although I investigated only process 
directiveness that was inclusive). One could imagine, for exam- 

pie, a high-process-directive leader who systematically excludes 
certain group members or particular ideas from emerging. That 
leader, according to the hypothesis advanced here, would be an 
especially ineffective and despised leader. That remains to be 
confirmed by future researchers. 

Potential boundary conditions on the process directiveness 
hypothesis are possible topics for future research. First is the 
eventual limit to the usefulness of engaging minority opinions. 
At some point, dissent crosses a threshold from encouraging 
divergent thinking to creating divisiveness. Parliamentary proce- 
dure guidelines (e.g., Robert's Rules of Order, written by Robert, 
Evans, & Cleary, 1990) provide both for the protection of the 
rights of the minority to have their position heard and for the 
closure of discussion over the objection of a small minority. 
Failure of a decision-making body to have such rules in place 
could easily result in paralysis or"hostage taking": one member 
having the ability to thwart the will of the rest of the group over 
any one issue of that member's choosing. Additionally, a closely 
related argument could be made for time pressure. A leader who 
encourages dissent while the group is being pressured to make 
an immediate decision might not get the same high praise as 
when the group is feeling low or moderate pressure to make a 
decision. These questions remain for future research to 
elucidate. 

Group Dynamics Q-Sort 

The research reported here advances methodology in group 
dynamics. The GGDQS was used reliably in both the experi- 
mental and observational components of this research. This 
demonstrates that the GGDQS can be used across different types 
of groups (i.e., elite political leadership, midlevel political, and 
laboratory created), with various research strategies (i.e., exper- 
imental, archival, and observational), and with different sorters 
(i.e., subject matter specialists, graduate students trained in the 
study of groups, and undergraduates in a 1-hr experiment). 

It is, of course, incumbent on the proponent of any new 
research instrument to establish both the potential usefulness of 
the instrument and reasons why existing instruments are inade- 
quate. The primary advantage of a the GGDQS is its general- 
purpose use, allowing comparisons across types of groups (e.g., 
political, business, and laboratory created). Its chief disadvan- 
tage is related to its strength: An instrument designed to serve 
a general purpose is not as well suited for a specialized kind of 
group as an instrument designed specifically for that kind of 
group. The GGDQS is not, in short, designed to detect nuances 
of specialized situational circumstances. This loss of ability to 
detect detail is an acceptable trade-off for the capability of 
comparing a wide range of groups and contributing to a general 
theory of group dynamics. 

Although no method of describing group dynamics is perfect, 
there are distinct advantages of the Q-sort method over other 
traditional group research methods, such as case studies or be- 
havioral coding for studies such as the research described here 
(i.e., Bales, 1958, coding; cf. Tetlock et al., 1992). First, with 
case studies it is exceedingly difficult to make systematic, quan- 
titative comparisons across analysts' assessments of the same 
group, across assessments of the same group at different times, 
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and across assessments of  different groups. Case studies can be 
elegantly conceptualized, r igorously researched, and beautifully 
written, but  they do not " a d d  u p "  (Verba, 1967).  The Q-sort  
methodology alleviates this problem by (a )  providing a common  
descriptive language for capturing expert  assessments of  group 
dynamics  and (b )  creating a standardized metric for interjudge 
and intergroup comparisons.  Behaviora l  coding, on the other 
hand, is useful for making quantitative assessments across ob- 
servers, time, and groups, but  it does not assess as wide a range 
of attributes of  group functioning or describe group dynamics 
in as idiographically sensitive a way as the GGDQS.  Behavioral  
coding generally builds group assessment  f rom observing be- 
havior  at the individual member  level, and thus group-level as- 
sessments are generally inferred f rom individual-member inter- 
actions. In short, behavioral  coding is generally one step re- 
moved from making molar  group judgments ,  and the G G D Q S  
is not. 

Prac t i ca l  Impl ica t ions  f o r  Rea l -Wor ld  Dec i s ion  M a k e r s  

This research also has numerous practical implications. In 
particular, there are implicat ions for how a group leader should 
interact with group members.  Results suggest, in opposit ion to 
most current  prescriptive models, that sound decis ion-making 
procedures are primarily a product  of  process directiveness, 
not  an interaction between process and outcome directiveness. 
People are highly sensitive to process in a group decision-mak- 
ing context. In short, leaders can have an opinion and still be 
effective. Leader attention to how decisions are made rather 
than the substance of  the decision will lead their groups to 
increased leader support, greater group confidence, a higher 
quality group decision process, and ultimately better decisions. 
Ironically, it seems that leaders who focus their energy on the 
actual decision their group makes are most likely to lead their 
group to a worse decision than those who focus on the process 
by which the group comes to a decision. 

This advice is, however, not new. The importance of  listening 
to advisors for making better decisions and maintaining their 
loyalty was recognized some t ime ago by an astute observer of  
human  behavior:  

[A prince] should ask [his advisors] about everything and should 
hear their opinions . . . .  with each of his advisors he should conduct 
himself in such a manner that all will realize that the more freely 
they speak the more they will be acceptable to him. (Machiavelli, 
1515/1979, pp. 155, 156) 
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A p p e n d i x  

Q - S o r t  S c a l e  I t e m  L i s t i n g  

In each pair, the Q-sort item that scores high on the scale is indicated 
by a superscript a .  

Poli t ical  G r o u p  D y n a m i c s  Q-S o r t  Sca le  I t e m s  

Outcome Directiveness 

36. The group leader makes no secret of  his/her policy preferences? 
versus 

Group members are often in doubt as to exactly where the group 
leader stands on important issues. 

39. The group leader is an extremely forceful and ambitious 
personality." 

versus 
The group leader is passive and withdrawn (has apparently lost 
interest in the job and in achieving original goals).  

82. The group leader has a versatile, multidimensional mind. 
v e r s u s  

The group leader is narrow-minded and dogmatic? 

84. The group leader has successfully positioned himself  in the middle 
of  the continuum of political opinion within the group. 

versus 
The group leader is identified with an extremist wing of the leader- 
ship group. 

97. The group leader makes major efforts to persuade others to redefine 
their goals and priorities." 

VerSUS 

The group leader places little emphasis on persuading others to 
redefine their goals and priorities (works within the constraint of  
current opinion). 

Process Directiveness 

40. Dissent is not acceptable even within private group meetings; the 
group ostracizes dissenters and punishes them severely. 

VerSUS 

Private criticism of group policies within group meetings is not 
only acceptable, it is actively encouraged as a way of improving 
governance, a 

52. There are effective political mechanisms for resolving conflicts 
within the group (short of  purges and resignations).a 

VerSUS 

There are no effective political mechanisms for resolving conflicts 
within the group. 

81. The group leader is insensitive, even oblivious to other points of  
view within the group and society at large. 

versus 
The group leader is a good listener (pays careful attention to what 
others say, good at understanding divergent viewpoints)? 

92. The leader respects the concerns and feelings of other group mem- 
bers and honors private understandings with them." 

versus 
The leader shows contempt for the concerns and feelings of other 
group members (may attempt to bully or intimidate them). 

94. The relationship between the group leader and other members of  
the group is remarkably easygoing and relaxed (people feel free 
to speak their minds, even to joke occasionally)? 

VerSUS 

The relationship is formal and tense (no spontaneity or humor).  

Concurrence Seeking 

1. The leadership group treats loyalty as the supreme value, even if 
that means compromising competence." 

v e r s u s  

The group values competence so highly that loyalty has become 
a secondary consideration. 

4. The leadership group is deeply distrustful of  decentralizing power 
and of political pluralism (it assumes that political control is all 
or nothing).  

versus 
The leadership group has learned to live with fluid, powersharing 
relationships with other political actors or institutions? 

7. Group members are contentious, prone to divisive attacks, and self- 
righteous assertions of individual interests. 

versus 
Group members are deferential, believe in self-sacrifice and are 
willing to subordinate their will to the collective (they are quintes- 
sential " team players" ).a 

24. Group members compete in obsequious and sycophantic ways for 
the attention of the leader (members of  the leadership group have 
become fawning "yes -men"  ).~ 

versus 
The leadership group consists of  a number of  dominant (and ap- 
proximately equally dominant)  personalities. 

60. The leadership group displays automatic and unquestioning obedi- 
ence toward the leader? 

versus 
The group leader is often ignored or even overruled by the leader- 
ship group. 

(Note. Code as neutral if the group leader can generally expect deference 
but does not have license to rule arbitrarily.) 

66. The leadership group places much more emphasis on consultation 
and soliciting expert advice than it does on preserving absolute 
control over policy. 

versus 
The leadership group places much more importance on preserving 
absolute control over policy than on consultation and soliciting 
expert advice? 

(Note. Code as neutral if the leadership group balances two contradictory 
goals: greater consultation vs. preserving its control over policy.) 

Defective Decision Making 

19. The group has fallen prey to collective tunnel vision, and is unable 
to see how its own policies are responsible for current problems 
(an aversion to serious self-criticism)." 

versus 
The leadership group knows how to cut its losses: it quickly recog- 
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nizes shortcomings in its policies and makes midcourse 
corrections. 

58. Group members are highly attuned to the major changes (political, 
economic . . .) occurring around them. 

v e r s u s  

Group members are extremely slow to recognize the major changes 
occurring around them." 

74. The group recognizes that painful and divisive choices cannot be 
avoided. 

versus 
The group believes that trade-offs can be avoided (that it will be 
possible to achieve everything on their wish l is t )?  

77. The leadership group acts impulsively (it responds emotionally 
and rarely makes contingency plans)." 

v e r s u s  

The leadership group acts planfully and deliberately. 

98. The leadership group assumes that most policy decisions require 
weighing competing values and making subtle trade-off judgments. 

versus 
The group assumes there are clear right and wrong, good and bad 
ways of making decisions, a 

Process Quality 

7. Group members are contentious, prone to divisive attacks, and self- 
righteous assertions of individual interests. 

versus 
Group members are deferential, believe in self-sacrifice and are 
willing to subordinate their will to the collective (they are quintes- 
sential " team players" ) ." 

21. The leadership group is incapable of  decisive action in non-crisis 
situations. 

v e r s u s  

The leadership group is capable of  decisive action before problems 
deteriorate into crises (implies a capacity both to anticipate events 
and to mobilize political resources to shape those events)." 

35. There is a no-nonsense task-oriented feeling to the leadership 
g r o u p - - a  genuine common commitment to solving problems con- 
fronting the nation? 

versus 
Top decision-makers invest little energy in their work. 

54. The leadership group is capable of  circumventing internal divisions 
and standard operating procedures and acting quickly in 
emergencies, a 

versus 
Even in emergencies, the group is unable to react in a cohesive or 
unified way. 

55. The leadership group is badly demoralized. 
versus 

The leadership group shows strong esprit de corps and group 
solidarity? 

71. Key members of  the leadership group are defensive, insecure peo- 
ple (people who respond sharply to any criticism). 

versus 
Key members are open, confident people who are willing to con- 
sider that they might be wrong? 

98. The leadership group assumes that most policy decisions re- 

99. 

quire weighing competing values and making subtle trade-off 
judgments? 

v e r s u s  

The group assumes there are clear right and wrong, good and bad 
ways of making decisions. 

There is an atmosphere of suspicion and fear within the leadership 
group; no one knows who will be next to fall out of favor and 
into political oblivion. 

v e r s u s  

There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual support among group 
members, a 

Genera l  G r o u p  D y n a m i c s  Q-Sor t  Sca le  I t ems  

Outcome Directiveness 

36. The group leader makes no secret of  his or her preferences for 
group decisions? 

versus 
Group members are often in doubt as to exactly where the group 
leader stands on important issues. 

39. The group leader is an extremely forceful and ambitious person? 
versus 

The group leader is passive and withdrawn. 

82. The group leader has a versatile, multidimensional mind. 
v e r s u s  

The group leader is narrow-minded and dogmatic? 

84. The group leader's opinions are in the middle of  the continuum 
of opinion within the group. 

v e r s u s  

The group leader is identified with an extremist wing of the group." 

97. The group leader makes major efforts to persuade others to redefine 
their goals and priorities." 

versus 
The group leader places little emphasis on persuading others to 
redefine their goals and priorities (works within the constraints of  
current opinion). 

61. The group leader behaves in an unpredictable, even mercurial, 
manner? 

versus 
The group leader behaves in a stable, predictable manner. 

70. The group leader demonstrates intense loyalty to close supporters 
and advisors? 

v e r s u s  

The group leader shows no loyalty to close supporters and advisors. 

Process Directiveness 

40. Dissent is not acceptable within meetings; the group ostracizes 
dissenters and punishes them severely. 

v e r s u s  

Dissent within group meetings is not only acceptable, it is actively 
encouraged as a way of improving group decisions." 

52. There are effective mechanisms for resolving conflicts within the 
group (short of  resignations) ." 

v e r s u s  

There are no effective mechanisms for resolving conflicts within 
the group. 
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81. The group leader is insensitive, even oblivious to other points of 
view within the group. 

versus 
The group leader is a good listener (pays careful attention to what 
others say and is good at understanding divergent viewpoints)." 

92. The leader respects the concerns and feelings of other group 
members? 

versus 
The leader shows contempt for the concerns and feelings of other 
group members. 

94. The relationship between the group leader and other members of 
the group is remarkably easygoing and relaxed (people feel free 
to speak their minds and even to joke occasionally), a 

versus 
The relationship between the group leader and other members is 
formal and tense (no spontaneity or humor). 

Note. From "Assessing Political Group Dynamics: A Test of the 
Groupthink Model," by P. E. Tetlock, R. S. Peterson, C. McGuire, S. 
Chang, and P. Feld, 1992, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
63, pp. 403-425. Copyright 1992 by the American Psychological Associ- 
ation. Adapted with permission of the authors. 
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