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ABSTRACT 

Janis' theory of "groupthink" is explored in the 

context of educational decision making. Since 1973 when 

Janis coined the term, to describe extreme concurrence 

seeking tendencies in decision making group, few empirical 

studies testing the theory had been completed. While the 

notion of groupthink has been used extensively in various 

areas of the social sciences, educational decision makers, 

i.e., school boards, have seldom been the focus of this 

research. 

The purpose of this study was threefold. First, an 

attempt was made to explore decision making processes 

occurring at the school board level. Second, the theory of 

groupthink was investigated through the use of a complete 

questionnaire packet developed by Park (1989). Finally the 

data obtained from the questionnaire was used to determine 

the psychometric properties, reliability, and construct 

validity of the measures of central tendency and factor 

loading with regard to the questionnaire and its four 

subscales. Multiple regression was utilized to determine 

the relationship between the first three subscales and the 

last. 

The questionnaire developed by Park (1989) and tested 

on ad-hoc groups in a laboratory setting was tested on 

actual decision making groups (school boards). The 

8 



9 

reliability and construct validity of the study were 

determined to be within the moderate range. Overall 

findings suggest that respondents, based upon their response 

patterns, do agree with the various dimensions of the 

groupthink framework as it relates to the educational 

decision making process. 

Intercorrelation of subscales and cluster scales ranged 

from low to moderately high, and the four clusters seem to 

have significant predictability of the decision making 

process. While the overall direction of the results seem to 

support the theory of groupthink, more detailed studies 

using a variety of objective and subjective measures need to 

be developed. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
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The decision making process within an organizational 

context is of great interest to every organization in our 

society. This is particularly true because these decisions 

determine organizational behavior, the course of events and 

subsequently the fate of individuals belonging to 

organizations. Historically, faulty decision making has led 

to many social, political, and educational errors as 

exemplified by the Bay of Pigs, the vietnam conflict, and 

the politically costly watergate affair (Janis, 1972, 1982). 

In more recent years educational decision making has 

become a critical factor in shaping the reform movement with 

the objective of developing educational policies to maximize 

earning opportunities for children and youth attending our 

public schools. This concern for the public education 

system has stimulated an intense political debate which has 

in effect put pressure upon school governing boards to make 

decisions and develop policies that would prepare our school 

children to face the challenges of the 2~st century. Bloom 

(1987) argues that the social and political crisis of the 

20th century America is really an intellectual crisis. 

Hirsh (1987) asks why schools fail to fulfill their 

fundamental acculturative responsibility and why the need 
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for a definite shared body of information has been so rarely 

mentioned in discussions of education. 

The system of public education as it currently exists 

has been questioned by public as well as political leaders. 

The issues of whether public schools can do the job of 

educating young people is at stake. A wide-spread concern 

for the improvement in public education in our contemporary 

society has led educators and researchers to explore new 

educational paradigms. with these developments, school 

boards are coming under heavy public scrutiny and pressure 

to make decisions and develop policies that would insure 

what Zeigler (1974) calls schools for the 21st century. 

These attempts are burning examples of the importance of 

educational decision making within an organizational setting 

(school boards). 

Local school boards are comprised of individuals 

elected to make the most crucial decisions that a community 

faces, those regarding the education of young people and the 

preservation of our culture. School boards are typically 

elected from all segments of society and may be informed 

regarding educational issues and economics, or they may come 

to this job with little experience or knowledge of issues or 

decision making processes. 

Research studies with regard to the decision making 

process have yielded results that have led to the 
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identification of factors contributing to good decision 

making. While the complexity of group decision making seems 

overwhelming from a research prospective, there have been 

important developments in the area of theory and empirical 

research. Research in the area of group dynamics and 

decision making originated in the fields of political 

science and management. Recently educators have become 

aware of the scrutiny with which the public views their 

decisions. with declining student achievement, the economic 

crisis and raging philosophical debates regarding the very 

purpose of education, school boards are more concerned than 

ever with the quality of their decisions. 

Recent attempts to explore individual and group process 

have resulted in the development of several theoretical 

paradigms. One theoretical paradigm known as groupthink has 

particularly focused on the processes that may be linked to 

faulty decisions. According to Janis' approach concurrence 

seeking behavior and cohesive in-groups like school boards 

are likely to produce faulty decisions (Clark & Moorhead, 

1991). 

Moorhead (1982) further explains that determination of 

whether a decision is "good" or "bad" might be based on the 

eventual outcomes of the decision. Another approach to 

judging quality of decision making involves a determination 

of whether the procedures utilized in the process were good 



or bad. This view suggests the separation of the decision 

makers from the outcomes of their decisions. Thus a 

decision can be judged on the basis of how it was made, as 

well as the end results (Moorhead, 1984). Janis contends 

that the chances for successful outcomes resulting from 

decisions reached by poor decision making procedures are 

very low. 

13 

The theory of groupthink as proposed by Janis (1972, 

1982) is a primary focus of this study. More specifically, 

this study proposes to examine the interrelationship between 

various components of groupthink theory, as they relate to 

decision making dynamics of school board members. 

Groupthink as a process refers to a quick and easy mode 

of thinking that people engage in when they are involved in 

a cohesive in group when members striving for unanimity 

override their motivation to realistically appraise 

alternative courses of action (Janis, 1982). The theory is 

composed of a number of separate constructs which describe 

events that share similar elements. The constructs of 

groupthink include antecedent factors, structural or formal 

and informal interactions. The utilization of both 

objective and subjective measurement of decision making is 

advisable. Real decision making groups would provide an 

extension of current research in this area, since all prior 

research has occurred either as case study in retrospect or 
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of ad hoc groups. This work proposes to study the concept 

of groupthink through expanded research with the groupthink 

questionnaire developed by Park (1990) using real decision 

making groups. 

Purpose and Rationale of This study 

As evidenced by the earlier discussions in this 

chapter, the group decision making process that school board 

members engage in is of vital importance in shaping the 

educational programs for children in our public schools. 

Although the field of social sciences provides several 

theoretical explanations for understanding the group 

decision making process, recent theoretical work by Janis is 

particularly attractive for exploring educational decision 

making by governing boards. It is in this context that the 

present study was intended to explore Janis' groupthink 

model, as it applies to decision making and policy 

development by school board members. More specifically, the 

objective was to utilize a set of questions supporting the 

groupthink model with a random selection of members of 20 

school boards in the midwest. Further, the objective was to 

examine the theoretical soundness of the questionnaire and 

its usefulness in educational decision making and to study 

inter-relatedness of various theoretical components as 

proposed by Janis. 
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It was hypothesized that a study of theoretical 

paradigms which underline the decision making processes used 

by educational policy makers will reveal useful information 

affecting educational practices. It should be noted that as 

the 21st century approaches it will be incumbent upon all of 

us to ascertain that educational missions and policies 

currently being developed will provide children with those 

technical and cognitive skills necessary to function 

effectively in the emerging technological society. 

Overall Research Questions 

Based upon Janis' groupthink model, the present study 

was designed to seek answers to the following broad 

questions: 

1. Is there a construct and/or predictive validity of 

an instrument developed specifically for 

measurement on Janis' groupthink theory? 

2. What is the relatedness among various theoretical 

components, e.g., antecedent conditions, group 

homogeneity, groupthink symptoms, and the symptoms 

of defective group decision making as proposed by 

the groupthink theoretical paradigm? 

3. What is the relationship between groupthink 

symptoms and the symptoms of defective decision 

making? 
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4. What is the overall pattern of decision making of 

board members as revealed by measures of central 

tendency? 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Theoretical context: Janis' Groupthink Theory 
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While the popularity of the term "groupthink" suggests 

rather universal understanding of Janis' rather complex 

theoretical terminology, there is little evidence to support 

this assumption. Most individuals assume that their level 

of sophistication prevents them from becoming victims of 

groupthink. There is, however, evidence to support the idea 

that, just as we want to think of ourselves as good decision 

makers, we want to think of ourselves as good belief formers 

(Janis & Mann, 1979). A belief that is challenged is often 

impulsively bolstered in an attempt to maintain our belief 

in our earlier intelligence. We want to have been right all 

along (Baron, 1988). 

This irrational persistance of belief is one of the 

major sources of human folly (Baron, 1988, 1960; Cruglanski 

& Aizen, 1983; Janis & Mann, 1977; Nisbett & Ross, 1980). 

We tend to hold our beliefs without sufficient regard to the 

evidence against them or the lack of evidence in their favor 

(Bacon, 1988). 

Janis' Groupthink Model 

Groupthink describes a potentially fatal flaw in 

decision making by groups. It provides a description of 
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cohesive group behavior, and particularly those groups that 

become so concerned with group solidarity that they 

unconsciously fail to be critical and realistic in their 

evaluation of decisions and assumptions. Janis described 

these group decision makers as highly cohesive. Levels of 

cohesiveness is the first of Janis' definition of antecedent 

conditions. other conditions that exist within groups prior 

to the decision making and therefore contribute to flawed 

conclusions include: structural faults of the organization; 

(a) insulation of the group, (b) lack of a tradition of 

impartial leadership, (c) lack of norms requiring methodical 

procedure, and (d) homogeneity of member's social background 

and ideology. 

(a) Group insulation is characterized as a situation 

in which members have no opportunity to obtain 

information from experts or any critical 

evaluation from other members of their 

organization. 

(b) Lack of tradition of impartial leadership has been 

interpreted as an absence of appropriate 

leadership traditions, resulting in a situation in 

which the leader of a policy-making group finds it 

all too easy to use his/her power or position to 

influence other members of the group. Leadership 

should encourage group members to engage in open 
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discussion and critical evaluation of all possible 

alternatives. 

(c) Lack of norms requiring methodical procedures 

suggests that the group has not previously 

established norms which require members to use 

methodical procedures in their search for and 

appraisal of information regarding the decision 

before them. 

(d) Homogeneity of the group primarily refers to 

similar social background and ideology among 

members of the group. 

Janis suggested that structural faults of an 

organization moderate the decision making process of groups 

when cohesive groups are confronted by either of two factors 

of a provocative situational context. These factors include 

high stress from external threats and low hope of a solution 

other than the one suggested by the leader. The second 

situational context variable is low self-esteem induced by 

temporary conditions of (1) recent failure making member's 

inadequacies salient, (2) excessive difficulties in current 

decision making tasks which tend to lower a member's sense 

of self-efficacy. Finally, moral dilemmas; situations in 

which there are not any feasible alternatives except those 

which violate the ethical standards of group members. 
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Observable consequences include symptoms of groupthink 

and finally symptoms of defective decision making. Symptoms 

of groupthink include: (1) illusion of invulnerability, (2) 

belief in the inherent morality of the group, (3) collective 

rationalization, (4) stereotypes of out-groups, (5) self

censorship, (6) illusion of unanimity, (7) direct pressure 

on dissenters, and (8) self appointed mindguards. The first 

and second symptoms are included in Type I symptoms or 

overestimation of the group. Type II symptoms include the 

third and fourth, closed-mindedness, and Type III pressures 

toward uniformity are defined by the last four symptoms. 

Finally, Janis has included seven variables in the 

symptoms of defective decision making. These symptoms 

include (1) incomplete survey of alternatives which limit 

the number of alternatives in discussion, (2) incomplete 

survey of objectives which tend to limit discussion to only 

a few objectives as opposed to a survey of all possible 

objectives, (3) failure to examine risks of the preferred 

choice which is seen as a lack of reevaluation of the 

original solution for any risks that were not obvious and 

not considered in the original evaluation, (4) failure to 

reappraise initially rejected alternatives, (5) poor 

information search, (6) selective bias in processing 

information at hand, and (7) failure to work out contingency 

plans. 
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Group Think Theory and Educational Research: 

Early Attempts 

Groupthink research originated by Janis (1972), 

developed in distinctly different and yet complimentary 

methodological directions. Multioperational approaches 

(Campbell, Brewer, & Collins, 1981), are based upon the 

belief that all research methods include error. Any 

operationalization of a construct is incomplete or partly 

valid and each researcher brings a unique bias (Smith & 

Glass, 1987). An inductive paradigm best describes the 

original work of Janis. While not presuming a theoretical 

framework, Janis observed a pattern in the decision making 

process surrounding the Bay of Pigs invasion as presented by 

Schlesinger in his book A Thousand Days (1965). This 

decision later became one of the four examples used by Janis 

that he characterized as ineffective in his 1972 victims of 

Groupthink. He also presented two examples of good decision 

making in contrast to the other four events. 

Only recently have researchers turned to analysis of 

decision making successes. Neck and Moorehead's (1992) 

study of the John DeLorean trial provide direction for 

groupthink researchers. They support Janis' idea that the 

presence of methodical decision making procedures can 

effectively alter the outcome when group think antecedent 

conditions are present. 
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Flowers' (1977) early work informed researchers in 

groupthink about effects of differing leadership styles as 

they related to levels of cohesiveness (high and low). No 

significant effect was found for cohesiveness. However, 

Flowers' work suggests that groups with directive leaders 

suggested fewer solutions and used fewer outside sources of 

information. They developed more rationalizations after the 

decision making process was complete. Flowers used 120 

undergraduate students as research subjects in an 

experimental 2 x 2 design. Independent variables included 

group cohesiveness (high-low) and leadership style (open and 

closed). Dependent variables included a number of different 

solutions and the number of facts that emerged during 

discussion. 

Flowers hypothesized that leadership style and 

cohesiveness interact in the decision process with the 

assumption that groupthink will probably occur when group 

cohesiveness is high and leadership style is closed. 

Cohesiveness was defined in terms of interpersonal 

attraction. Closed-style leadership was characterized by 

the leader pressing for his or her solution. open-style 

leadership was characterized by the leader emphasizing that 

many opinions and a wise, well thought out decision are most 

important. Her conclusion was that closed leaders get fewer 

suggestions and use fewer facts than open leaders. The 
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power of the leader appeared to be more significant than the 

factor of group cohesiveness (Flowers, 1977). This clearly 

was a test of only one part of the groupthink theory. 

A study of groupthink done in 1978 was also 

experimental. Using 96 undergraduate students Courtright 

utilized a 2 x 3 design and independent variables which 

included group cohesiveness (high and low) versus three 

decision making parameters, including conflict, cooperation, 

and no instructions. Dependent variables included decision 

quality' as measured by the number of solutions, the number 

of negative statements, and the number of positive 

statements. No significant main effects were found. The 

interaction effect was nonsignificant when decision quality 

was used as a dependent variable. A significant interaction 

effect was found on one of the three process measures. 

Groups in the high cohesiveness and limited parameters 

condition (the group think condition) generated 

significantly less disagreement than groups in the low 

cohesiveness and limited parameters conditions. 

Courtright concluded that (1) Groupthink can be studied 

in a laboratory setting, (2) the presence or absence of 

disagreement between members is the best discriminator 

between groupthink and nongroupthink group. 

Tetloch's (1979) approach was comprised of a content 

analysis methodology. Using archival records of public 
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statements by leading decision makers in American foreign 

policy situations, his analysis of Janis' case studies 

suggested that groupthink decision makers, relative to 

nongroupthink decision makers, were more simplistic in their 

perceptions of policy issues and made more positive in group 

references to the united states and its allies (Park, 1989). 

In 1982, Janis wrote his second book Victims of 

Groupthink: A Psychological study of Foreign Policy 

Decisions and Fiascos, and thus marked the beginning of the 

period between 1982 and the present during which 

considerably more research was conducted in the area of 

groupthink theory. Janis sought to refine his theory while 

others were testing his hypothesis through their research. 

While Janis preferred the naturalistic or case study 

approach to an investigation of the groupthink model, others 

have attempted an empirical approach similar to that of 

Flowers and Courtright. 

Using the groupthink framework, Manz and Sims (1982) 

presented three case studies analyzing the group decision 

making process. Each of the three work groups had weekly 

team meetings that served as a problem solving forum in 

which issues were addressed. The cases presented used the 

data collected through observation during various weekly 

team meetings of several groups. These cases were 

particularly useful in demonstrating the groupthink 



phenomenon in decision making processes of autonomous work 

groups. 
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Briefly, case number one dealt with a proposed change 

in work shift. Observed behaviors during this meeting 

validated the construct of groupthink in which, (1) direct 

pressure was applied to the "deviant" (2) the few comments 

made by supportive group members were poorly perceived, (3) 

pressure was applied to curtail discussion, and (4) 

observation of the nonverbal behavior of a number of persons 

present indicated that they were not satisfied with the 

outcome, but their views remained unexpressed. 

In the second case study, interaction occurred in a 

quality-control laboratory. The topic of discussion 

concerned the length of time required to do an adequate job 

of checking battery materials for defects. Production 

workers had expressed dissatisfaction with the amount of 

downtime they were experiencing and blamed the quality

control lab. Ultimately the subject was dropped because (1) 

no real alternatives were suggested, (2) complaints were 

labeled unjustified and unreasonable, (3) collective 

rationalization, and (4) shared stereotype's symptoms of 

groupthink were exemplified in this study. 

The third situation related to a quality control 

problem with battery casings. The dynamics of this meeting 

involved a high level participation in the discussion until 



a high status external group leader presented a point of 

view, took charge of the meeting and severely limited the 

participation of other group members. 

Groupthink symptoms included (1) self-censorship, (2) 

closed-leader behavior, and (3) an illusion of unanimity 

(Manz & Sims, 1980). 
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Fodder and smith (1982) used an experimental 2 x 2 

design to study the effects of a group leader's power 

motivation (high and low) and the group's level of 

cohesiveness (high and low) on the quality of group decision 

making. Sixty undergraduate students were used in the 

sample. Forty groups were created to discuss a business 

case study. Each group member was assigned a different role 

with an information sheet specifying items of information 

available only to him/her. The TAT (Thematic Apperception 

Test) was used to assess the need for power. Low scoring 

groups on the power motive brought more factual information 

from their role sheets into group discussion and considered 

more action proposals. Groups whose leaders scored high on 

the TAT for power motivation seem to foster an atmosphere 

that is detrimental to group decision making. The results 

of this study suggest that the independent variable of 

cohesiveness is nonsignificant. A measure of the 

independent variable of leadership style supported Janis' 

hypothesis. Dependent variables include, quality of group 
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decision making, as measured by the number of facts coming 

forth in group discussion and the number of action proposals 

considered, as well as the measure of moral concern. 

Moorhead (1982) reviewed the major tenets of the 

groupthink hypothesis and proposed guidelines for research 

to test the propositions. Following a review of Janis' 

(1982) revised groupthink hypothesis, Moorhead suggests 

situational procedures for hypothesis testing. He 

recommends a laboratory setting which meets several strict 

requirements: (1) there should be at least 30 or more 

decision making groups, (2) decision situations should have 

personal consequences for members and groups, (3) there 

should be a similarity of decision activities across all 

groups, (4) decision activities should occur over a 

sufficient period of time for group cohesion to develop in 

some groups and probably not in others, to create variance 

in cohesiveness, (5) measurement of success and failure of 

decisions should occur on the basis of decision quality over 

a period of time for all groups. 

Moorhead suggested the variables to be measured 

include: group cohesion and decision quality which may be 

assessed at several points in time. 

Callaway and Esser (1984) approached the testing of 

groupthink experimentally. Using 120 undergraduate students 

they set up a 2 x 2 design to test the independent variables 
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of cohesion (low-high) and the presence and absence of 

problem solving procedures. Findings of the study indicated 

that (1) number of statements of agreement and disagreement, 

(2) total time, (3) subject confidence in group decision 

quality, (4) agreement. Their results showed in the 

decision quality area that cohesiveness was significant. In 

problem solving procedures there were no significant 

results. Significance was found in the combination of 

cohesiveness and problem solving procedures. The results 

indicated that the best decisions were produced by groups of 

intermediate cohesiveness. Highly cohesive groups tended to 

make the worst decisions. The presence of groupthink was 

characterized by a lack of disagreement and a high level of 

confidence in group decisions. 

In a later study, Callaway, Marriot, and Esser (1985) 

investigated the effects of problem-solving procedures 

(present and absent) and dominance (high and low) on 

decision quality and decision process (state anxiety and 

symptoms of groupthink). Results suggested that groups with 

high dominant members, (1) make higher quality decisions, 

(2) exhibited lower state anxiety, (3) took more time to 

reach decisions, (4) make more statements of disagreement/ 

agreement, (5) report more group influence on members and 

finally that decision procedures affect only decision time. 

These results support the stress-reduction explanation of 
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Janis' groupthink hypothesis with respect to groups composed 

of either high or lower dominance individuals. 

In 1985, L~~ana used graduate students to measure 

cohesiveness-non-cohesiveness and leadership style 

(directive and non-directive). She divided 208 college 

students into four person groups to solve a hypothetical 

business problem during tape'-recorded group discussion 

sessions. Results of this study suggested that members of 

noncohesive groups engaged in more self-censorship than did 

members of cohesive groups. Directive leaders of teams 

proposed and discussed fewer alternative solutions to the 

problem than did groups with leaders who encouraged member 

participation. There was a willingness on the part of 

groups with directive leaders to comply with leaders' 

proposed solutions early in the process. Janis' groupthink 

model was partially supported. 

Moorhead and Montanari (1986) used 45 teams to 

investigate the theoretical framework presented in Janis' 

second edition of Groupthink. Using a factor analytic 

approach combined with path analysis to test the entire 

groupthink theoretical framework. This study was an attempt 

to overcome the limitations of other research where groups 

were ad hoc and researchers tried to induce cohesion 

quickly. This study utilized groups which had been together 

for three months interacting in highly significant 
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decisions. Janis suggests that cohesiveness is a primary 

antecedent condition. Cohesiveness can not effectively be 

studied on a short term basis. Moorehead and Montanari 

present truly "antecedent" conditions. This study attempts 

to examine all four levels of concern to Janis. The 

antecedent conditions, the groupthink symptoms, decision 

making defects, and group performance. 

The factor analysis to measure groupthink theory 

resulted in support for some, but not all, of the symptoms 

and defects postulated by Janis. The findings show support 

of several key linkages in Janis' groupthink hypothesis and 

for research on groupthink using both factor and path 

analysis. Results provided limited support for the causal 

sequence specified in the model. However, the relationship 

between groupthink-induced decision defects and outcomes 

were not as strong as Janis implied. 

Research done by Heneley and Griffin (1986) used the 

case study methodology to examine the Kent state tragedy. 

This study utilizes Janis' theory to describe the 1977 

gymnasium controversy, where the trustees decided to build 

an addition to the school's gymnasium on part of the area 

where students and Ohio National Guard members confronted 

each other before the tragic shooting of 1970. This study 

gives a detailed analysis of the incident and suggests that 

each major condition of Janis' model was present in the 
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conflict and that the trustees were indeed victims of 

groupthink. Reportedly, despite opposition from study body 

and faculty and large-scale protest activities, the trustees 

refused to alter their decision and would not even 

reconsider it. 

In a case study of the Warren commission, McKinney 

(1985) used the transcripts from the Commission's 

investigation of the assassination of President Kennedy. 

The results of this case study analysis suggest that the 

Warren Commission displayed several symptoms of groupthink. 

The transcripts were only released to the public 20 years 

after the president's death. 

In research on historical cases, Esser and Lindoerfer 

(1989) attempt to code observable antecedents and 

consequences in a group decision making process. This 

coding is done with statements from the investigative report 

on the space shuttle Challenger accident. Results showed 

that positive instances of groupthink were twice as frequent 

as negative instances. Interestingly enough, during the 24 

hours prior to launch the ratio of positive to negative 

instances increased, and remained high. Results like these 

are consistent with the idea that the decision to launch the 

Challenger involved groupthink and provide a step toward a 

more qualitative and analytic approach of current decision 

processes. 
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Overall, there are only a few experimental tests of 

groupthink theory. This is due partly to the limited 

ability of researchers to produce high levels of 

cohesiveness in ad hoc groups (Callaway & Esser, 1984; 

Courtright, 1978), and the imprecision of Janis' original 

theory (Langley & Pruitt, 1980). Attempts have been made by 

researchers to solve these problems. Leana (1985) created 

cohesive groups by forming teams who worked together. 

Flowers (1977) recruited groups of friends and Moorhead and 

Montanari (1986) had groups work on class-related projects 

for three months prior to their research. However, the real 

test of groupthink will always rest in real decision making 

groups (Park, 1989). If results from case study methods 

such as Raven (1974), watergate, Tetlock (1979), five 

American foreign policy decision, Huseman and Drive (1979), 

Manz and sims (1982), smith (1984), Iran hostage rescue, 

Hensley and Griffin (1986), Kent state, Esser and Lindoerfer 

(1989), the Challenger and Hart (1990), Irangate and the 

failure to prevent the 1940 Nazi invasion of Holland are 

persuasive then the pursuit of a measurement tool is 

relevant and necessary for future research. 

Park (1990) provides a review of groupthink research. 

He notes that Janis (1982) suggests the full range of 

behavioral research methods--comparative case study, 

laboratory experiment and field experiment be used to test 



the hypotheses of the groupthink model. In an effort to 

assist in quantitative studies of groupthink Park (1989) 

provides a questionnaire which he developed. 

Summary 

33 

Since the origination of groupthink, various case 

studies have been done in retrospective applications of 

Janis' (l983) groupthink framework. Despite an extensive 

use of the groupthink model in various areas of social 

science, only 16 empirical studies have appeared. All of 

these empirical studies have presented only a partial test 

of Janis' framework, and have resulted in only limited 

support of the groupthink hypothesis. Janis claimed that 

group cohesiveness would produce groupthink symptoms when 

interacting with other antecedent conditions. Research 

shows however, that interaction between cohesiveness and 

leadership style fail to support Janis' hypothesis (Flowers, 

1977; Leana, 1985). 

Previous researchers with the exception of Park (1989) 

focused only on a portion of Janis' model. The antecedent 

conditions which have been studied include only group 

cohesiveness, group insulation, leadership style, and 

methodological procedure. 

Parks' work utilized all of Janis' groupthink 

variables. The procedures utilized in his study however, 

focused entirely on ad-hoc groups of graduate students in a 



business school. The procedures utilized in this present 

study, focus for the first time on a selected sample of 

actual decision making members of a public body (elected 

school board members). Like Parks' study, this study also 

utilizes all of Janis' groupthink variables. Chapter 3 

describes the methodology in detail. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 
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This chapter contains a comprehensive description of 

the overall methodology that was employed to gather data and 

analyze obtained information. More specifically, this 

chapter contains sampling methodology, instrument for data 

collection (Questionnaire), procedures, data analysis 

schemas, and hypothesis to be tested. 

Sampling Methodology 

The sample for this study consisted of members of 307 

school boards that were identified in a midwestern state. 

All identified members were sent a questionnaire along with 

directions for completing and returning the questionnaire by 

mail. It should be noted that in line with ethical 

principals governing educational research, all subjects were 

to participate on a voluntary basis. Ample assurance was 

given for holding the responses in strict confidence. The 

size of the selected boards ranged from three members in 

rural districts to seven member boards in larger 

metropolitan areas. 

It is apparent from the information contained in Table 

1, the demographic attributes of the selected sample, that 

the majority of the board members were Anglo (99%), 

predominantly male (75%). 



Table 1. 

Demographic Attributes of Selected Sample 

Board ID Number Gender Age Range 
Members M F 18-30 31-45 46-60 over 61 

1 2 2 2 

2 3 1 1 1 1 

3 3 3 2 1 

4 5 1 2 3 

5 3 2 1 3 

6 5 3 1 4 1 

7 7 4 1 3 1 

8 7 4 1 3 3 

9 5 3 1 2 2 

10 3 2 2 

11 3 1 1 2 1 

12 7 2 2 4 

13 3 2 2 

14 5 3 2 1 3 1 

15 3 1 1 

16 3 1 1 

17 7 5 2 4 3 

18 7 6 3 2 

19 3 2 1 3 

20 3 2 1 1 

21 3 1 1 

Totals 52 17 1 44 23 1 

Ethnicity 
B1 Hisp Asian Anglo Other 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

5 

1 4 

5 

4 

2 

3 

4 

1 1 

5 

1 

1 

7 

5 

3 

2 

1 
1 66 1 

Time on Board (Years) 
1-3 4-7 8 or more 

2 

1 1 
1 1 1 

1 2 

3 

2 3 

4 1 

2 3 

2 1 1 

1 

2 

3 1 

2 

1 1 3 

1 

1 

2 3 2 

3 1 

2 1 

1 1 

1 
25 23 18 

W 
0'\ 
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The age of board members was primarily in the 31-45 age 

group (64%), with 33% in the 46-60 age category. Length of 

board service was rather evenly divided between 1-3 years 

(38%), 4-7 years (35%), and 8 or more years (27%). 

Instrument Used for the Collection of Data 

A questionnaire originally developed by Park (9190) was 

the primary instrument used for data collection and to study 

decision making paradigms underlying the decision making 

processes of selected school boards. Construct validity of 

the questionnaire called Groupthink Questionnaire (G.Q.) was 

established by Park in an attempt to explore the utility of 

Janis' theoretical framework. contributions to the 

development of the G.Q. by other researchers (Conrey & 

Neumeyer, 1965; Moorhead & Montanari, 1986; Robinson & 

Shaver, 1973; Shaw, 1981) has culminated into the current 

form to the G.Q. which contains 92 items in a Likert type 

format. Each item is to be responded to by marking a point 

on a five-point scale arranging from low attribute to high 

attribute. variables used for the groupthink model and the 

92 items related to each variable are presented in Table 2. 

Group homogeneity is measured in subscale II. All 30 

items are combined to produce the antecedent condition of 

homogeneity. Symptoms of groupthink are measured in 

subscale III, using eight separate variables. 
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Table 2 

variables Used for the Groupthink Model and the Related 

Items 

variables Questionnaire 

Number 

Antecedent Conditions (Subscale 1): 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Group Cohesiveness (GC) 1 

Closed-Mindedness of 
Leader Style (LS) 1 

Group Insulation (GI) 1 

Degree of Methodological 
Procedure (EM) 1 

External stress (ES) 1 

Hope to Make Better 
Solution Than the 
Leaders (BS) 1 

Self-Esteem (SE) 1 

Group Homogeneity (Subscale 2): 
2 

Symptoms of Groupthink (Subscale 3): 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Illusion of 
Invulnerability (II) 

Belief in Group 
Morality (GM) 

Collective 
Rationalization (CR) 

3 

3 

3 

Item 

Numbers 

1, 3, 9 

2, 5 

7, 10, 13 

14, 17 

4, 6, 11 

8, 12 

15, 16, 18, 19 

all 30 items 

54, 66, 76 

59, 64, 77 

53, 60, 65 
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Table 2--Continued 

variables Questionnaire Item 

Number Numbers 

4. stereotypes of 
out-Groups (OG) 3 67, 71, 75, 78 

5. Self-Censorship (SC) 3 55, 61, 68, 72 

6. Illusion of 
Unaminity (IV) 3 56, 62, 69, 73 

7. Pressure on 
Dissenters (PD) 3 58, 63, 74 

8. Self-Appointed 
Mindguards (SA) 3 57, 70 

symptoms of Defective Decision Making (Subscale 4): 

1- Incomplete Survey of 
Alternatives (IS) 4 79, 86 

2. Incomplete Survey of 
Objectives (SO) 4 81, 88 

3. Failure to Examine 
Preferred Choices (FP) 4 80, 87 

4. Failure to Reappraise 
Initially Rejected 
Alternatives (RR) 4 82, 80 

5. Poor Information 
Search (PI) 4 83, 90 

6. Selective Bias in 
Processing 
Information (SB) 4 84, 91 

7. Working out 
contingency Plans (WC) 4 85, 92 



variables used for the groupthink model and the 92 

items related to each variable are presented in Table 2. 

Procedures 
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The state of Kansas was chosen as the target population 

in this study. There are 307 public school boards in the 

state, all of whom were sent the questionnaire described in 

this chapter (see Appendix A). The chairperson of each 

board was identified and mailed a packet which included 

sufficient questionnaires for each board member and a set of 

instructions to be used in responding to the questionnaire 

(see Appendix B). In order to ensure proper communication, 

each board member received a duplicate of the instructions 

sent the chairperson along with the questionnaire. Each 

board member was asked to complete Parts I and II of the 

questionnaire prior to the beginning of the board meeting 

immediately after receipt of the packet. Parts III and IV 

were to be completed at the end of the next board meeting. 

The chairperson then collected the completed questionnaires 

and returned them to the researcher in a self-addressed, 

stamped envelope. Respondents were told not to return the 

questionnaires unless the minimal level of involvement was 

met. A period of four weeks was allocated for the return of 

the questionnaires. A telephone number was included for any 

persons seeking further clarification. No persons took 
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advantage of this offer. Since an unusually large number of 

questionnaires were sent (1522) no follow up was attempted. 

A crucial part of the minimal level of involvement was 

the requirement that board members be able to observe the 

dynamics of at least two board meetings before returning the 

questionnaires. thus ensuring at least some level of 

involvement in organizational decision making. 

out of the 1522 questionnaires mailed to 307 school 

boards, only 97 completed questionnaires meeting minimal 

requirements were returned. This return represented 21 

boards. Although the rate of return was unfortunately low, 

the number of boards represented a wide range of districts 

and consequently the number of returned questionnaires, 

although not large enough as initially intended, did provide 

a varied representation of the targeted population of school 

districts. All questionnaires received were included in the 

analysis. 

Data Analysis 

In concert with the hypothesis of the study the 

obtained data was analyzed by use of three separate 

procedures: (1) measures of central tendency and 

variability were used to determine the average response 

pattern of board members with regard to the four dimensions 

measured by the G.QQ. (2) The second set of analyses 

consisted of product moment correlation coefficients to 



determine the relationships among major components of the 

decision making process. (3) The third procedure was a 

regression analysis, performed to determine the 

predictability of variables considered important for grO\lp 

dynamics and decision making. 

Hypotheses to be Tested 

The following h~'potheses of Janis I groupthink model 

were tested at the .05 alpha level. (1) That the 

antecedent conditions, homogeneity and symptoms of 

groupthink will be significantly related to the decision 

making process. (2) That the variables of antecedent 

conditions, group homogeneity and symptoms of groupthink 

will significantly predict decision making. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 
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This chapter contains findings related to measurement 

questions and the hypothesis of this study. In terms of 

organization, reliability of the groupthink questionnaire 

will be presented first, followed by descriptive statistics 

and finally the results related to hypothesized statements 

psychometric Characteristics of the Instrument 

Appropriateness of the groupthink questionnaire, by 

exploring the groupthink theoretical model was examined in 

two ways. First, reliability coefficients of individual 

sub-scales as well as total scale were computed by using the 

Cronbach Alpha (see Table 3). 

As evident in the information contained in Table 2, the 

overall reliability of the G. Q. was found to be .56. The 

reliability of the individual subscales ranged from .19 for 

the Antecedent Condition Scale to a high of .92 for the 

symptoms of Defective Decision Making. Other than the 

Antecedent Conditions subscale and the Symptoms of Defective 

Decision Making, the reliability coefficients were generally 

in the lot to moderate range (.19-.92). The Antecedent 

Conditions subscale was the lowest of all. 
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Table 3 

Reliability Coefficients 

Scale No. Items Coefficient 

Antecedent Conditions 21 .19 

(1-21) 

Group Homogeneity 30 .50 

( 22-51) 

Symptoms of Groupthink 27 .62 

(52-78) 

symptoms of Defective 

Decision Making 14 .92 

(79-92) 

Total Instrument 92 .551 
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In order to examine the construct validity of this 

scale, a principal component, a factor analysis with Veri 

Max Rotation was performed. Based on the theoretical 

assumption, three and four factor solutions were attempted, 

this analysis did yield four factors consistent with Janis' 

theoretical model. However the patterns of loading did not 

closely conform to conceptual grouping of 92 items into four 

subscales. The loadings of individual groups of items are 

presented in Table 4. 

It should be noted that the first factor accounted for 

the highest variance (27.9%) and is represented by the 

criteria underlying the decision making process. The high 

loadings of marker items on the factor (loadings of 8 and 

higher) suggests that this first factor represents decision 

making symptoms and is consequently labelled as Symptoms of 

Defective Decision Making factor. consequently, the first 

factor represents criteria and processes involved in 

decision making of members of school boards. 

The second factor that accounted for 13.5% of the 

variance is characterized by items that belong to the 

Subscale II called symptoms of Groupthink. This is because 

of the highest loadings ranging from .6 to .76 of the items 

reflecting various symptoms of groupthink process. 

The loadings on items of 3rd factors range from .36 to 

.70. Identification of this factor is somewhat uncertain as 
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Table 4 

Analysis of Four Factors* 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

variable Items 

FP 80, 87 .9244 

RR 82, 89 .8892 

SO 81, 88 .8706 

IS 79, 86 .7382 

SB 84, 91 .6807 

we 85, 91 .6680 

ES 4, 6, 11 .5358 

PI 83.90 .4251 

SE 15,16,18,21 -.3043 

PO 58, 63, 74 .7629 

se 55,61,68,72 .7184 

SA 57, 70 

EM 14, 17 .5987 

GM 52,59,64,77 .5430 

OG 67,71,75,78 .3998 .7091 

II 54, 66, 76 .6807 

IU 56,62,69,73 .6275 

LS 2, 5 .6874 



Table 4--continued 

Variable Items 

GC 

CR 

GI 

BS 

1, 3, 9 

53, 60, 65 

7, 10, 13 

8, 12 

Factor 1 Factor 2 

.3853 

-.4041 

Percent of variance accounted for: 

27.9% 13.5% 

47 

Factor 3 Factor 4 

-.6594 

-.5601 

-.4059 

7.2% 6.0% 

*Only loadings of .3 or higher have been included. 
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it does not relate closely to any of Janis' theoretical 

components. The 4th factor that accounts for .6 of the 

variance is characterized by the conditions related to the 

decision making process. The items producing high loadings 

on these factors represent functions such as group 

cohesiveness, leadership style, and group insularity. 

Oescriptive statistics 

In this section an attempt is made to present the 

central tendency measures in order to ascertain the patterns 

of respondence with regard to various components of 

educational decision making. Table 5 presents the 

descriptive statistics of the four subscales. with regard 

to subscale 1, which measures Antecedent conditions, the 

average score was found to be 65.10 (SO = 6.81). the 

average item response was found to be 3.10 (SO = 0.32) 

suggesting respondents on the average were choosing to mark 

at the middle most point of the five point scale. In 

subscale 2, measuring Homogeneity, the average score was 

98.06 (SO = 11.08). The average item response was 3.27 (SO 

= 0.37). this was similar to the first subscale, suggesting 

again that respondents tended to mark at the middle most 

point of the five point scale. The Symptoms of Groupthink, 

subscale 3, had an average score of 75.57 (SO = 14.87) and 

an item mean of 2.80 (SO = 0.55) which also shows a rather 

neutral response. The fourth subscale, Symptoms of 



Table 5 

Descriptive statistics of the Four Subscales 

1. A.C. 

2. G.H. 

3. S.G.T. 

4. S.D.D.M. 

Total 

65.10 

98.06 

75.57 

32.72 

270.62 

6.81 

11. 08 

14.87 

11.81 

32.04 

3.10 

3.27 

2.90 

2.34 

2.94 

0.32 

0.37 

0.55 

0.84 

0.35 
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78 

78 

78 

78 

78 

Defective Decision Making, had an average score of 32.72 (SO 

= 11.81) and an item mean of 2.34 (SO = 0.84). The average 

outcome quality of all groups was 270.62 (SO = 32.04) and an 

item mean of 2.94 (SO = 0.35). 

Groupthink Variables 

The first of the 22 variables is Group Cohesiveness 

(GC). An examination of the values contained in Table 6 on 

the average, indicated a mean performance of 3.72 (SO = 

0.72). This level of performance does seem to indicate that 

the group as a whole tended to perceive group cohesiveness 

as an important condition in educational decision making. 
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Table 6 

Values of the 22 Variables within the Groupthink Model 

Subscale Variable Mean so 

Antecedent Conditions 

1 Group Cohesiveness (GC) 3.72 .72 

1 Leadership style (LS) 2.20 .74 

1 Group Insulation (GI) 2.75 .50 

1 Degree of Methodological 
Procedure (EM) 2.51 .87 

1 External stress (ES) 2.13 .62 

1 Hope to Make a Better 
Solution than the 
Leaders (BS) 3.75 .74 

1 Self Esteem (SE) 3.40 .55 

2 Group Homogeneity (GH) 3.27 .37 

Svmptoms of Groupthink 

3 Illusion of Invulnerability 
(II) 2.77 .65 

3 Belief in Group Morality (GM) 2.83 .66 

3 Collective Rationalization 
(CR) 3.22 .49 

3 Stereotypes of outcomes (SO) 2.19 .52 

3 Self-Censorship (SC) 3.29 .55 

3 Illusion of Unanimity (IU) 2.65 .71 

3 Pressure on Dissenters (PO) 3.29 .59 



Table 6--Continued 

Subscale Variable 

3 Self-Appointed Mindguards 
(SA) 

Mean 

2.79 

Symptoms of Defective Decision Making (SOD) 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Incomplete Survey of 
Alternatives (IS) 

Incomplete Survey of 
Objectives (SO) 

Failure to Examine Preferred 
Choices (FP) 

Failure to Reappraise 
Initially Rejected 
Alternatives (RR) 

Poor Information Search (PI) 

Selective Bias in Processing 
Information at Hand (SB) 

Working out contingency 
Plans (WC) 

2.39 

2.59 

2.42 

2.85 

2.32 

2.40 

51 

so 

.54 

.78 

.82 

.87 

.64 

.78 

.87 
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Leadership style (LS) was the second variable and had a 

cluster of two items. The values connected with this 

characteristic were a mean of 2.20 (SD = .74). Since this 

dimension was closed-minded leadership versus open-minded 

leadership, this value suggests that the leadership tended 

to be open-minded and therefore theoretically allowed, and 

even encouraged discussion. 

The third variable which is represented by items in the 

subscale 1, Group Insulation (GI), consists of three items. 

The average response mean of 2.75 (SD = .50) suggested that 

on the average respondents may be somewhat open to ideas 

from outside the group, but may not actively seek 

information. Degree of Methodological procedure (EM) is the 

fourth variable in subscale one, it had a cluster of two 

items. The mean of 2.51 (SD = .87) is Defective Decision 

Making, had an average score of 32.72 (SD = 11.81) and an 

item mean of 2.34 (SD = 0.84). again a midpoint response, as 

such the degree of this behavior is neither low nor high as 

measured on a 5-point scale. 

The External stress (ES) variable is the fifth in the 

first subscale. A cluster of three items measure this 

dimension of antecedent conditions. The mean of 2.13 

indicates that most members of these boards, on the average, 

do not experience a high level of external stress (SD = 

.62) • 
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In viewing the variable of Hope to Make a Better 

Solution than the Leaders (BS), which is the sixth 

antecedent condition, we see the mean of 3.75 (SD = .74) is 

suggesting that members felt that their solutions were given 

a fair appraisal by the group and that the condition of 

open-minded leadership is supported by the response to this 

cluster of two items. 

Self-Esteem (SE) is the seventh and final variable in 

the subscale of antecedent conditions. It is measured by a 

cluster of six items. The mean of 3.40 (SD = .55) is 

suggestive of a moderate level of individual self-esteem. 

members report specifically that they do not feel inferior 

to other board members, that they feel sure of themselves 

when they speak in group discussions, that they are 

generally confident about their abilities, and finally that 

then experience themselves as successful members of their 

boards. These are all subjective responses. 

In the second scale group, Homogeneity is Form B of the 

Radicalism-Conservatism Scale (Questionnaire section II) 

developed by Comrey and Newmeyer (1965) and incorporated by 

Park (1989). This instrument was developed to measure 

radicalism-conservatism in terms of 13 separate items (i.e., 

religiosity, pacifism, welfareism, anti-unionism, weak 

federal government, moral censorship, contraception, racial 

tolerance, severe treatment of criminals, capital 
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punishment, service to country, world government, and 

service to the individual). This is representative of each 

subject's level of radicalism-conservatism. Subjects in 

this study scored i the mid-point mean, 3.27 (SD = .37) 

which suggests a moderate viewpoint on these specific 

issues. High scores represent homogeneity and low scores 

represent heterogeneity, respectively. 

This particular measure presented some problems with 

regard to subjects to failed to respond to these questions. 

These subjects were unfortunately not included in the study. 

Subscale three includes eight variables consisting of 

27 items and measures Symptoms of Groupthink (SGT). The 

first variable Illusion of Invulnerability (II) contains a 

3-item cluster with a mean of 2.77 (SD = .65). Items 

include questions about confidence in board solutions. The 

second variable, Belief in Group Morality (GM) is 

represented by a 4-item cluster. The mean score 2.83 (SO = 

.66) is consistent with the tendency for this group to take 

a neutral position. 

The third variable in the subscale symptoms of 

groupthink, Collective Rationalization (CR), shows a mean of 

3.22 (SO = .49). This is a 3-item cluster. 

Stereotypes of outgroups, the fourth variable, is 

measured by a 4-item cluster and is represented by questions 

that ask "To what extent is there a shared feeling about the 



hostility of opposing organizations?" The mean score for 

this cluster of items is 2.19 (SO = .52) suggesting that 

this characteristic of groupthink is not present in the 

subjects of this study. 
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In assessing the variable of Self-Censorship (SC) by a 

4-item cluster we are measuring responses to questions 

similar to the one which asks subjects "To what extent do 

you avoid bringing up an issue that is unpopular with your 

board?" The mean response to this cluster of items is 3.29 

(SO = .55). Consistent with the pattern of neutrality. 

The Illusion of Unanimity (IU) contains a 4-item 

cluster also. The mean is 2.65 (SO = .71). The seventh 

variable Pressure on Dissenters (PO) represented by a 3-item 

cluster is characterized by questions that ask "To what 

extent do members of this board try to keep other members 

from bringing up objections to currently popular ideas?" 

The response pattern is again reflected in a neutral 

position with a mean of 3.29 (SO = .59). 

The final variable, self-Appointed Mindguard (SA) is 

determined by a cluster of two items. The concept is again 

related to the idea of protection of the group from adverse 

information that may effect its complacency about the 

effectiveness and morality of its decisions. The mean 2.79 

(SO = .54). A neutral position is once again chosen by the 

subjects of this study. 
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The last subscale is the criterion measure and 

represents the Symptoms of Defective Decision Making (SOD) 

portion of this theoretical framework. There are seven 

variables included in this subscale. The first of which is 

Incomplete Survey of Alternatives (IS). Two items in this 

cluster produce a mean of 2.39 (SO = .78). This is not 

unlike the results reported throughout this study. 

The second measure in the symptoms of groupthink 

subscale is Incomplete Survey of objectives (SO). The mean 

and standard deviation, respectively 2.59 and (SO = .82) fit 

the pattern. Two items are utilized in the questionnaire to 

measure this variable. 

The third variable Failure to Examine Preferred Choices 

(FP) is represented by a two item cluster. Items 2 and 9 

require subjects to respond to questions on a 5-point scale, 

which state the following: My board constantly re-evaluates 

our preferred solution for nonobvious drawbacks and this 

board does not re-evaluate solutions for unforseen risks 

after we originally adopted them. The mean for the variable 

(FP) is 2.42 (SO = .87). 

In contrast, the fourth variable Failure to Reappraise 

Initially Rejected Alternatives (RR) is represented by items 

which ask board members to respond to the questions of 

whether "My board never returns to re-evaluate alternatives 

that we initially discarded" and conversely, "This board 
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often goes back to previously rejected ideas to re-evaluate 

them." The mean for (RR) is within the neutral range. 

Poor Information Search (PI), the fifth variable of 

subscale four is represented by items 5 and 12. The board 

is asked about seeking the advice of people outside of the 

group. The mean of 2.85 (SO = .64) is a midpoint response. 

Selective Bias in Processing Information at Hand (SB) 

gets at the issue of whether the group chooses to ignore the 

information that it has obtained from outside the group that 

contradicts the board's preferred choices. The mean score 

of 2.32 (SO = .78) suggests that members of the boards in 

this study are moderately open to information that is in 

conflict with their initial ideas. 

The final variable of this subscale, Working out 

contingency Plans (WC) is represented by two items. The mean 

2.40 (SO = .87) reveals that contingency plans are discussed 

to a moderate degree. 

Summary 

The results as a whole suggest a sample of responses 

that fell predominately in the neutral range on a Likert

scale of 1-5. There may be a number of explanations for 

this phenomena, a discussion of this will be presented in 

Chapter 5. 
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Predictability of Decision Making 

In order to determine the predictability of 

appropriated educational decision making, step-wise multiple 

regression analysis was performed. Independent or predictor 

variables going into the regression equation were the scores 

on three subscales and 22 cluster scale scores. The 

criterion or dependent measure consisted of the score on 

subscale four called Symptoms of Defective Decision Making. 

Table 7 show results of the analysis. 

An analysis of findings emerging from the stepwise 

multiple regression analysis indicated that out of 26 

variables (four subscales, 22 cluster scores, and total 

score on subscale 1, 2, and 3) only four were found to be 

significant in predicting the probability of successful 

decision making. One of the four predictors was the score 

on the cluster termed methodological procedure (EM). The 

score on this cluster reflects the method or procedure of 

of analyzing situaitons in order to make decisions. The 

significant finding with regard to this cluster (EM) seem to 

suggest that methodical, cautious, analytical, and careful 

procedures are significant conditions for making educational 

decisions which school board members are typically 

confronted with. 

Regression analysis results also suggests that 

stereotypic perceptions of target groups, as indicated by 



Table 7 

Reqression Analysis Findings 

Independent 

EM 

OG 

BS 

CR 

Beta 

-.40 

-.35 

-.25 

.20 

.24 

.33 

.39 

.39 

df F-ratio 

1,72 22.37 

2,71 18.02 

3,70 15.27 

4,69 13.09 

p-value 

<.01 

<.01 

<.01 

<.01 
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*Summary indicates results of only those predictor variables 

significantly predicting the decisions (criteria). 
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the score on the OG cluster were significantly related to 

decisions affecting target groups. Predictability of the OG 

cluster is particularly meaningful because perceptions of 

groups of people about whom the decisions are to be made 

play a key role in decisions board members and others make. 

The desire of the board members to make better 

decisions was also found to be a significant predictor 

underlying the educational decision process. This is 

reflected by the score on the BS cluster. It does seem 

logical that individual's hope, desire, and motivation for 

seeking better solutions to solve problems may impact upon 

decisions made by the school board members. 

Finally, collective rationalization (CR) was also found 

to be a significant predictor of educational decision 

making. This seemed to indicate the way groups like school 

board members rationalize issues is likely to impact the 

outcomes of their decisions. Suggesting a rationale held by 

the members of a school board is an important determinant of 

their decisions effecting educational institutions. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The overall objective of the study was to examine the 

functional utility of the groupthink paradigm as originally 

proposed by Janis in 1972. Although the applicability of 

the GTM has been studied in a socio-political context, no 

studies to this date have been conducted to examine its 

applicability in the context of educational decision making. 

In order to study the utility of the paradigm in an 

educational setting, a survey of 78 school board members, 

belonging to 20 midwestern school boards was conducted. An 

instrument developed by Won Woo Park in 1989 was used for 

this purpose. Theoretical utility was explored by examining 

the value of different components for predicting accuracy of 

decision making. 

The reliability and construct validity for the 

questionnaire was found to be moderately adequate. the 

overall direction of the findings do seem to suggest that 

respondents based upon their response pattern, do agree with 

the various dimensions of Janis' theoretical framework 

related to the education decision making process. 

Intercorrelation of subscaies and cluster scales seemed to 

range from low to moderately high and the four clusters seem 



to have significant predictability of the decision making 

process. 

Discussion 
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Although the overall direction of obtained results do 

seem to suggest that Janis' theoretical framework has a 

contribution to make, more detailed and carefully controlled 

studies are needed to ascertain the full potential of this 

theory. The most significant finding of this study seems to 

suggest that the decision making process is significantly 

linked to the procedures people take to make decisions; 

perceptions held by decision makers about target group 

members; desire to find better and suitable solutions and 

the rationale for making decisions. This finding should 

have some valuable implications for providing systematic 

training for members serving on various school boards. As 

is typically the case, school board members are elected by 

members of school constituencies and very often their 

experiences with educational practice and relevant policies 

is not totally sound. It is therefore important that board 

members are made aware of the fact that decision making is a 

systematic process and their awareness with key variables 

effecting the decision making process can be useful to them 

in fulfilling their responsibilities as school board 

members. It seems that the four domains of decision making, 

found best predictors in this study can provide content for 
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developing training curriculum and programs for school board 

members. 

In summary, it should be noted that the findings of 

this study do shed some light on some of the dimensions of 

the educational decision making process. However, the 

generabilizability of these findings should be viewed with 

some caution. This is due to three basic issues that may 

contribute to somewhat limited applicability of these 

findings. First, it should be noted that reliability of the 

instrument (GQ) , despite its acceptable face validity was 

only moderately high. In particular, the reliability of 

subscale one was found to be extremely low. Secondly, the 

size and nature of the population used for this study does 

place restrictions on generalizability of the findings. As 

an example, a sample of 20 midwestern school boards cannot 

be representative of all school boards in our country. 

Finally, the study only utilized a questionnaire approach to 

the study of the complex decision making process, in the 

absence of examples of some real decision making issues. 

Consequently, a more tightly designed study involving a 

larger sample and some decision making situations along with 

the questionnaire might produce more internally and 

externally valid outcomes. 



64 

Recommendations 

This study is only the second comprehensive test of the 

total groupthink model using the questionnaire developed by 

Park (1989). It is too early to draw conclusions regarding 

the theory or the questionnaire. However, the future 

development of the theory through use of the GQ is 

worthwhile, based on these preliminary findings. 

Several limitations of the survey methodology need to 

be overcome before it can be viewed as having good 

predictive and construct validity. Specifically, groups 

should be chosen and interviewed before and after the 

questionnaire is administered. The contents of subscale two 

seem to be particularly controversial. Thus it seems 

advisable to discuss with the boards, the basis for the 

radicalism-conservatism measure. 

As educational demands of contemporary society become 

more complex, it will be incumbent upon educational decision 

makers such as school board members to develop policies that 

prepare students for the challenge of the 21st century. 

Therefore, as the 21st century approaches there will be an 

increasing global competitiveness, technological advances, 

an accelerated emergence of minority cultures and a need for 

involving parents in the process of education. In light of 

future educational needs of our children and the challenge 

of society, the findings of this study do seem to make some 
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contribution toward the improved functioning of educational 

decision makers. It is therefore hoped that this study can 

stimulate a series of investigations designed to enhance the 

sensitivity and effectiveness of school board members, a 

most neglected component by educational researchers. 
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Questionnaire 

Please respond before first board meeting. 

section 1 

Direction: Please circle the number that best indicates 
the level of your agreement or disagreement 
with the statement, using the following 
scale: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

1 
strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 
Disagree Neutral 

I like working with this board 

The leader of this board 
encourages members to express 
their opinions in the group 
discussion. 

This board works well 
together. 

Harsh behavior of opposing 
groups (e.g. employees) are 
not a stress to us in 
decision making. 

The leader of this board 
encourages members to 
introduce new information 
on problems to this group. 

This board is often faced with 
great external stress. 

The board has little 
opportunity to obtain expert 
information from outside the 
group. 

I personally have no hope of 
finding better alternatives 
than the ones favored by the 
chairman. 

I like working with this 
board on district problems. 

4 
Agree 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

5 
strongly 
Agree 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 



1 
strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 
Disagree Neutral 

10. There is little contact 
between board members and 
outsider(s) in regard to the 
problems we have to solve. 1 

11. I feel greatly stressed by 
threats that this organization 
faces. 1 

12. There is much hope among board 
members that we could find 
better solutions to problems 
than the ones favored by the 
chairman. 1 

13. Our board consults with 
outsider(s) about the 
problems we are trying to 
solve. 1 

14. This board uses a methodical 
procedure (such as filling out 
sheets of proposed pros and 
cons for each available 
options) that guides the members 
information search and 
appraisal. 1 

15. When I speak in group 
discussions, I feel sure of 
myself. 1 

16. I feel inferior to most of 
the people on my board. 1 

17. My board uses a procedural 
technique that guides the 
group's decision-making 
process. 1 

18. Often during discussions I 
feel that I handle myself 
well. 1 

4 
Agree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
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1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 
Disagree Neutral 

19. When I speak in front of my 
group, I am pleased with my 
performance. 

20. In general, I am confident 
about my abilities. 

21. I feel that I am a 
successful member of this 
board. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

section II 

School teachers should 
believe in God. 

It should be against the 
law to do anything that the 
Bible says is wrong. 

Moses got the ten 
commandments directly from 
God. 

All the miracles described 
in the Bible really happened. 

Under no circumstances should 
our country use nuclear 
bombs against anybody. 

I would rather have a foreign 
power take over our country 
than another world war to 
stop it. 

Our country should prepare to 
employ every available weapon 
to destroy any major power 
that seriously attacks us. 

It is the responsibility of 
the government to take care 
of people who can't care for 
themselves. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 
Agree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
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1 2 3 4 5 
strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

9. If the government must go 
deeper in debt to help people, 
it should do so. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Most unions try to prevent 
the efficient use of labor. 1 2 3 4 5 

11- Many union leaders use 
threats and violence to keep 
themselves in power. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. The federal government should 
not interfere in the affairs 
of individual states unless 
absolutely necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. The strength of this 
country today is largely a 
product of the free 
enterprise system. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Regulation of business by 
government usually does more 
harm than good. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. When something is run by the 
government, it is apt to be 
inefficient and wasteful. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Motion pictures that offend 
any sizable religious group 
should be banned. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Public libraries should 
contain only books that are 
morally sound. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. A woman who has sexual 
relations with a man for 
money should go to jail. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. More restrictions should be 
imposed to prevent young 
people from having sexual 
relations before marriage. 1 2 3 4 5 



71 

1 2 3 4 5 
strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

20. Birth control devices should 
be made readily available 
to anyone who wants to use 
them. 1 2 3 4 5 

21- Marriages between persons of 
different races should be 
socially accepted. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Teenage hoodlums should be 
published severely. 1 2 3 4 5 

23. Our laws give too much 
protection to criminals. 1 2 3 4 5 

24. A dictator who orders the 
extermination of thousands 
of innocent people should be 
executed for his crimes. 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Someone who plans and 
carries out the murder of his 
or her spouse should be 
executed. 1 2 3 4 5 

26. If called upon to do so, a 
citizen should be willing to 
sacrifice his life for his 
country. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Patriotism is one of the 
great virtues. 1 2 3 4 5 

28. The united states eventually 
should give up its military 
power to a strong world 
government. 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Present nations should 
become states within an all 
powerful world government. 1 2 3 4 5 

30. The welfare of the individual 
is more important than the 
welfare of the country. 1 2 3 4 5 



Do not proceed to section III until next board meeting. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

section III 

2 3 
Disagree Neutral 

To what extent does your 
board feel that it is 
"correct" in the face of 
ethical consideration? 

To what extent does your 
group rationalize away 
warnings of failure? 

How confident are you that 
your board produces high 
quality solution(s)? 

To what extent do you avoid 
bringing up an issue that is 
unpopular with your board? 

To what extent ~o you ~ssume 
that the board 1S unan1mous 
on important judgments? 

To what extent do members 
oppose new ideas or 
information? 

To what extent is there 
direct pressure from the 
group to a person who raises 
any opinion that deviates 
(either in part or in full) 
from that of the group? 

To what extent does your 
group consider the morality 
or ethicality of each 
alternative? 

4 
Agree 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
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1 2 3 4 5 
strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

9. To what extent do members 
try to rationalize themselves 
when new information is 
negative or unpopular in the 
group? 1 2 3 4 5 

10. To what extent do you 
personally withhold comments 
that you know would create 
disunity and disharmony 
within this group? 1 2 3 4 5 

11- To what extend do you agree 
with your board's solutions? 1 2 3 4 5 

12. How critical are board 
members to differences of 
opinion and criticism from 
the deviants? 1 2 3 4 5 

13. To what extent does your 
board believe it is making 
"moral" or "ethical" 
decisions? 1 2 3 4 5 

14. To what extent does your 
group try to·rationalize 
itself when it hears or 
thinks about acts that could 
be perceived as socially 
unethical? 1 2 3 4 5 

15. How do you rate your board's 
likelihood or failure in 
making good decisions? 1 2 3 4 5 

16. To what extent is there a 
shared feeling about the 
hostility of opposing 
organizations? 1 2 3 4 5 



1 
strongly 
Disagree 

2 3 
Disagree Neutral 

17. To what extent do you 
restrain yourself from 
raising issues in order to 
keep the apparent board 
consensus? 

18. To what extent do you think 
that other members of the 
board agree to solutions? 

19. To what extent do members 
bring in new ideas or 
reconsider their basic 
assumptions to solve problems 
when difficulties are 
encountered? 

20. How flexible is your board 
in its perception of 
opposing organizations? 

21. To what extent do you 
withhold criticisms in order 
to maintain group harmony? 

22. To what extent does a sense 
of unity exist in order to 
maintain group harmony? 

23. To what extent do members of 
this board try to keep other 
members from bringing up 
objections to currently 
popular ideas? 

24. To what extent is this board 
unanimous in perceiving some 
opposing organizations 
unwilling to negotiate and 
deserving of punishment? 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 
Agree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
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Direction: Please answer ALL the following questions using 
the following scale: 

1 
Very Poor 

2 
Poor 

3 
Neutral 

25. How would you rate the ability 
and competence of your board? 

26. How do you rate your board's 
morality? 

27. How does your board feel 
about the morality of 
opposing organizations? 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

section III 

2 3 
Disagree Neutral 

My board serves as many 
alternatives as possible in 
solving problems. 

My board constantly 
re-evaluates our preferred 
solution for nonobvious 
drawbacks. 

My board surveys as many 
objectives as possible in 
solving problems. 

My board never returns to 
re-evaluate alternatives that 
we initially discarded. 

The board considers never 
seeking advice from outsiders 
on solving problems. 

Even when information from 
outside is available, the 
group ignores it when it goes 
against our board's preferred 
choice. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 
Good 

2 

2 

2 

4 
Agree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

5 
Very Good 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
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1 2 3 4 5 
strongly Disagree Neutral Agree strongly 
Disagree Agree 

7. The board does not consider 
that our solutions might not 
work and, therefore, does not 
try to plan for any 
contingencies. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. This board considers very few 
alternatives. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. This board does not re-evaluate 
solutions for unforeseen risks 
after we originally adopted 
them. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. This board considers very 
few objectives. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. This board often goes back 
to previously rejected ideas 
to re-evaluate them. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. This board tries to seek 
advice from outsiders as we 
solve problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. .This board considers the 
advice of outsiders even when 
it is contrary to our 
preferred solution. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. This board develops 
contingency plans to be used 
if our first solutions do 
not work. 1 2 3 4 5 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

MALE___ FEMALE___ AGE: 16-20 __ 31-45 __ 46-60 __ Over 61 __ 

LENGTH OF TIME ON BOARD: 1-3 yrs ___ 6-7 yrs __ _ 
8 yrs and over __ _ 

ETHNICITY: Black __ Hispanic __ Asian __ Anglo __ other __ 

NUMBER OF YEARS RESIDENT OF THIS COMMUNITY: 
"Less than 3 yrs __ 4-8 yrs __ 9-15 yrs __ 16 or more yrs __ 

HAVE YOU BEEN OR ARE YOU NOW AN OFFICER OF THIS BOARD? 
Yes No 

EDUCATION: H.S. College___ Graduate __ _ 
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College of Education 
Department of Educational Psychology 

Janullry 4, 1993 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

THE. UNIVE.RSITY OF 

ARIZONA 
1\.JCSON ARIZONA 

Chairperson, Governing Board 

Kay V. Grant, Ph.D. Studenl, Educational Psychology 

Research on Decision M;Iking in Educational Organi7.lItions 

Tucson, Arizona 85721 
(602) 621·7825 
Fax: (602) 621·9271 

Would you lind your fellow hoard memhers take a few minutes of your lime al your next two 
board meetings to cOlllplete a questimlllaire'! '\lle questions relate to n study on decision making 
in educational organizations. '\lle studies utilizes Irving Janus' (Yllle University) work on 
Uroupthink. 'nlis mmlel hm; heen IIpplied 10 ;1 numher of groups ill the business lind political 
sectors. '\lIe heller known studies include the De\.orcnn Automobile Irial, the lillY of Pigs, '\lIe 
Cuban Missile Crisis, and thc Walergate afCnir. No work hus been done however with boards of 
educnlion. Hopefully Ihis work will provide school honrds with some duta thut will he helpful in 
their decision making erforts, 

'/lIe informntioll requested of you is straight fmward, '\lle questions can he allswered by circling 
each item 011 a five'poillt scale. 'nle questionnaire should take no more Ihall 10 or 15 minutes. 

Directions for Administering Ouestionnaire 

Stcll I: '\lIe clmir is asked to reat! this cover leller to fellow homd memhers, for informalion 
JlurJlose,~. then distrihute the questionnaire to each memher (including the chair), 'nlis should he 
done at the earliest possihle meeting lifter receiving the pllcket. Memhers lire asked to complete 
sections I and II prior to the heginning of the honrd meeting. Memhers ure also usked to keep 
the qucstionnaire until the next scheduled hoard meeting. 

Step 2: At the end of the next scheduled meeling, lIlemhers arc asked 10 complete the 
'Iueslionnaire hy responding to sections III and IV. Please relurn the completed 'Iuestionnaire 10 

the chair, who will pl;Ice them in the ~tamped self·mldressed envelope and mail Ihem as soon ns 
possihle (returns me need~'d no Inter Ihlln Fehruary 2H, 1993. 

Informatilln 

Please he ussured thllt nil individuals nm hoards will he identified in this study, 'Ille number on 
the return envelope is used 10 keep lrack of the returns, When I receive your pueket I will send 
you a note of thunks to let you know the materials arrived safely, In the event your packet docs 
not reach me hy the first parI of March I will contact you hy telephone to sec if I can he of 
nssistmlce. 

I will he pleased 10 send you Ihe results of the study if you will complete and enclose the 
ullachell request form with your return pllch'1. 

'/lmnk you so much Cor your consideration. 
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Scale 

List of Groupthink Scales and Variables 
with Abbreviations 

Antecedent Conditions - Subscale 1 
variable 1. Group Cohesiveness GC 

2. Close Mindedness of Leader Style LS 
3. Group Insulation GI 
4. Degree of Methodical Procedure EM 
5. External Stress ES 
6. Hope to Make Better Solution 

Than Leader BS 
7. Self Esteem SE 

Group Homogeneity - Subscale 2 
variable All items 
Symptoms of Groupthink - Subscale 3 
Variable 1. Illusion of Vulnerability IL 

2. Belief in Group Morality GM 
3. Collective Rationalization CR 
4. Stereotypes of out-Groups OG 
5. Self Censorship SC 
6. Illusion of Unanimity IU 
7. Pressure on Dissenter PP 
8. Self-Appointed Mindguard SA 
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symptoms of Defective Decision Making - Subscale 4 
Variable 1. Incomplete Survey of Alternatives IS 

2. Incomplete Survey of Objectives SO 
3. Failure to Examine Preferred 

Choices FP 
4. Failure to Reappraise Initially 

Rejected Alternatives RR 
5. Poor Information Search PI 
6. Selective Bias in Processing 

Information SB 
7. Working out contingency Plans WC 
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