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This paper focuses on a dir?tq/comparlson of consensual, nominal,
. ,, / u .

© and convehtional,decision makiqé&bechniques in established and ad hoc
P ) q"’, : :

gr0ués. The impact of the styﬁcthal interventions on group decision
. AL :

quality and groub atbitudes,:sﬁ¢xamined and\the appropriatness of the
. y , : f
\ I .
techniques in various situ?&ions is discussedN
\ e | —




INTRODUCTION .

v ‘e

]

In- conventional decisyggsmaking,groups, a variety of inhibiting factors

_or liabilities have been shown to occur which ultimately lpwer group

\ ‘ .
effectiveness [7]. Although there are a number of studies in the literature

which enumerate the conditior'unaer whicll such inhibitory factors are likely

)

* to atise, relatively few articles have dealt with the reduction of such factors

and the facilitation of‘the'g:oup dec;sién—making process.A Notable exceptions
are the recent sgudies ﬁy Hackman and Kaplan [5], Hall aﬁd Watson [6],
Ngmiroff and King [11], ana Van de Ven and Deldecq [13]. -

Within organizations, groups are used exteﬁsively and‘are frequently
called upén to_solVé problems and make decisions qﬁ a number of different
issues and topies. Two interventions which have been found to'imprer
group decision-making performance are the consensﬁal approach [6], [11],
and the nominal group technique [4]{ {13]. While both approaches have been
.previously used individuallyuwith some success in upgrading group functioning,
the authors are aware of no studies wﬁich havé compared the two techniques
concomitanfly. Therefore, the present stﬁdy'was designed to asseés the
impact of these two normative interventions on decislon making performance
as Qéll as group merber attitudes. For comparative purposes, performance
and attitude measures were'alsé taken of conventional interacting groups
included in the study. ‘ // ‘ :

{

. Of additional interest in the present study was the issue of graup * .

tradition or life span. Decision making committees and groups ‘can be .
viewed either as "ad hod" or "established" depending upon the amount of
interaction which has transpired among the group members, wherein the

latter é;be of group has a linger working history or life span than the

former. The relative impact of the aforementioned interventions on these

4
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differépt group :raditi&ns has not been-adequately established. by préviéus

research findings. Hall and Williams [7]}, indicated that established

*

groups performed better on a decision task'than ad hoc gtoups, whercas

-]

~in a later study [8] the researchers found no performance difféténce

"between group traditions. Since the research evidence is mixed and

inconclusive, the group tradition aspects of the present study should

be viewed as exploratory in nature. Thus, the present study employs

a 2 X 3 factorial design with group tradition (ad hoc and:established)

and intervention method (nominal, consensual, and conventional) as the

!

independent variables. ' . . .

METHOD ™ I

Research ‘Hypotheses and Experimental Measures

»

‘Performance. Results of the Hall and Watson [6] and Nemiroff an$\ \

.
King "[11] studies clearly indicated that groups receiving an intervention .

\

l

quality décisions than conventional interacting groups (i.e., groups

designea to promote consensual resolution of,conflicté.produce better

not receiving the intervention). The nominal technique is a highly

L3 ! ) .

structured method of decision~making, 1in which the group members have
A

the opportunity ‘to record and present their ideas without interuption

from the other group members before discussion pursues. Like the

consensual technique, the nominal technique mitigates a,number of inhibitory

factors which typically occur in conventional groups and thereby engénders

: ' ‘ P ¥
a fuller sharing of ideas. With increased tolerance for.the opinions

of others, more information is thought to be made availaﬁle to members of

»

groups employing consensual or nominal hechniques, consequently promoting

better quality decisions. Thus, a central hypothesis of the present study
v \

S \




‘was the foellowing.

Hl: Both nominal and consensual groups will perform more

-~

effectively than conventional interacting groups.
Performance measures iucluded 1) overall decision quality, 2) wutilization
of group member’ resources as' measured by quality gains over- average

individual pre-discussion decisions, and 3) achievement of the

-"assembly effect bonus" [2].

-

»

Gfoup Member Attitudes and Satisfaction. McGregor [10] has suggested

‘that increasing member involvement in decision making can encourage
~ ’ :

fuller acceptance of the decision and, in tdirn, is likely to affect the

attitudes of group members toward group work. Because of the process

inherént in the nominal and consensual interventions which allow all

-

participants an opportunity to express their ideas‘and potentially

\

1;%Ebase their involvement it was expected that participants in such
groups would have more positive attitudes toward and express greater
satisfaction with their group's functioning than would participaﬁt§ in

the conventional intgracting groups. Thus, a second hypothesis of the

study was the‘following.

Hz:

3

‘Members of nominal and consensual groups will express

greater satisfaction with a) their group's decisions,

hd -

b) their rated self-performance, and c) their ﬁerceived '
group effectiveness than will members of conventional

intefacting groups.

]
‘
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Decision Tine. The nominal tethnique is a structured apﬁ}oach_thqqﬂu;

- N

allows.for quick inforﬁation sharing by all members of the group. 1In

. .

"conifast, the consensual approach is less structured and encourages

memblers: to thoroughly explore and seek out differences in opinions.

Furthermore, the consensual approach has been shown to require a signlf—

«

t4

icantly greater period of :ime-than more traditional decision—making

metﬁhds [11]. Therefore, ‘a third hypothesis\bf the present study was
~ _ .

the following: . ’ ,
o | ‘“

vominal groups will take significantly less time to reach

their decisions than consensual groups. \ ! ) i
\’ ., - - '
.\ . Subjects
The experimental subjécts were 192 undergraduate students enrolled ;{.

in an organizhtional behavior course at Purdue Univefsity during the

1973-1974 academic year. All of the subjects volunteered to participate

in the study, which was not a graded requirement for the course. In the

""ad-hoc" condition, 24 groups of four members each were ran&omly assigned
to each of the structural intervention cdeditions. While these latter
groups were formed on. the easis of self selectign, the authors feel that
the groups were randomly assigned to the intervention conditions.. Nine

groups wgre‘assigned to each of the intervention conditions and six

groups to each conventional cogdition.

°

Experimental Procedure and Task

The decision task used in the study was the Lost at Sea exercise

designed by the authors [12)]. The exercise concerned the predicament of

a group of persons aboard a slowly sinking yacht that has been gutted by

S

9
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fire in the South Pacific. The fire supposedly destroyed critical navipation®

s

and radio equipmeént so that the survivors could only éstimate their

position as. being 1,000 miles frod’the nearest lapd. The task itself

. requireQ'the,sﬁbjgcts, both individﬁally'éﬁd colleotivETf, to rank ih.__’

the order of importance to survival athea'a-grOup“of fifteen iteéms left

-

undamaged by the fire which the survivors c0uid take.with them from*éhe

“yacht aboard a small rubber réft. The rational fo%‘usLng such a task

L

has beer descrifed in detail elsewhere [6]. The task demands of the
. N

prcblem\are~genera11y congidered to be representative of multi-stage
décision—making situations. o . v ’,

On the day of the experiment, students were asked to engage in

»

~

.o |

a decision—méking exercise fox purposes of "demonstration and future T
. . \

class discussion”. All subjects in the study received identical pre-

sentations of background information and task objectives. Each»s:u&ent T
. , ,

-

‘received a copy of the Lost.at Sea excercise ahd were told to complete“
7/ the task 1ndlvidua}ly.with0ut discussing their aﬁswers with others. 2 N
After compleéipn of the excercise, students were fd;med intngr0ups

of Eéur in tﬁe ad-hoc condit;on with othgr studentsvwhom they had npt

7/ worked with during the course. In the established condition, gfoups

n of students who had worked together throughout the course were asked

+ E [

J - . L

to continue working together according to the experimenters' instructions '
in order to arrive at a group decision to the task. Students'not assigned W

to groups were asked to sgerve as group observers and report to another

;e »area_ﬁo receive their instructions. A "Group Ranking Sheet" was
L Y . o
distributed to each group, along with specific instructions regarding the

A
’

technique the group was‘té employ in reaching its decision.

-




The specific instructions given to the subjects in each of the\

L3

intervention conditions are described below. ¢

Consensus Condition. The groups in the "consensus" condition

N

+ received the following set of instructipns:
This is an exercide in group &ecision making. Your groupk

is to emgloy'the meﬁhodbof'Grbup Consensus in reaching its

.

decision. This means that the ranking for each of the

fifteen items must be'agreed upon by each group member

~.

\\“**-\hggpre iﬁ becomes, part of the group decision. Consensus

/ .- - : .

| is diffizﬁii\Fo reach. 'Therefore,»not,eQery fanking
+will meet with everyone'é,appfovai completely. Unanimfty,
however, is not éhgoal (although it may be achiebeqx
unintentionally), and it is not necessary that every .
person be as s;tisfied'as he might be, for éxample, if
he had complete coﬁtroi over what Eﬁe group decides. What
sbe#ld’be stressed is the individual’s ability to accept a .
given ranking on the basis of logicy'whatevér his level of
satisfactiqﬁ, and his willingness to ‘entertain 'such a
judgement As feasible. When the point is reached.at
which All group members feel this way as a minimal criterion
yoy way assume that~y§u have reacher a consensus as it is
’defined here and the judgement may be entered as a.group

decision. This means, in effect, that a gsingle person can

block g§3~§50up if he thinks it necessary; at the same time,

it is aseumed that this option will be employed in the best

sense of reciprocity. Here are some guidelines to use in

o

achieving consensus:

9
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1. Avoid arguing for yéﬁr bwn'rgdkingsui.?resent your
position as clearly and logically as,poésible, but

" . - consider seriously the»réattions of. the group in any
stsequent présentations of the same point.>

2. Avoid "win—losé" stale;étes in tﬁg discussion of
rénkings. Discard thé notfon that someone mpsf win -
and someone must iose inbthe discussion; when impasses
ocecyr, loﬁk for the next most acceptable élfernative for
both parties. o " : *

. / : ' e . ;
3. Avoid changing your mind "only'" in order to avoid .
'qonflict and to reach agreement and hafﬁony. Withstand

. \ * ® ‘ dhvrsoproyeet 1

pressures to.}ield which have no objective or 1ogica11y§ : .

\

sound foundation. Strive for enlightened flexibility; |

\

_avoid outright'capftplation.

4., Avoid conflicé—reducing techniques such as majority

vote, coin flipping; and the like. Treat differences of

opinibn as indicative that htere is an incomplete sharing,
N .

of relevant information on someone's part and presgs for -

additional sharing, either about ghe task or emotional

data, where it seems in order. - .

5.  View differences of opinion as both natural and helpful
rather than as a hinderance in decision making. Generally,
the more ideas expressed, the greater the likelihood of

‘ conflict will be; but the richer the array of resources as well.

-10 -




{ .
6. View in?tial agreement as suspect. Explore the reasons-
underlying apparent agféement; make suré ﬁhat people have
- arrived at similar solutions either fofithe same bgsié
reasoné or for complementary reasons before incorpofating
such solutions in the group decision.
'In addition, a written summary of the above rehark; was
given to each subject in the "consensus" condition, and ‘subjects °
were requested to re-read the instructions befﬁre beginning

group .discussion of the Lost at Sea exercise.

-Nominal Coaqdition. Groups in the "nominal” condition were

given the following instructions:
The following list of instructidns is designed to help
your group work effectively by using what is known as
the “Noﬁinal Tecknique” of decision makﬁng. Please try
to adhere to the guidelines listed below.
1. Once you get to-your rooms, each of you will present

your rankings to the. rest of your group individually.

As the presentations are made, please do not discusg your
decision (rankings) with other group members. Someona

should list tl

Ttem3mf?§T the decision form on the

board and thien oner at a time, a member will enter his

respective ranki - Please do not erase your rankings

- from the blackboard. Each member will give a brief.

(5 minutes or less) rationale for his.rénk ofderings,'

trying to state the most important factors that influenced

~* his rankings. Again, while a group member writes his rankings

4 . .
on the board and discusses -them, there should be no talking

11
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by the other members. In other words, only one person is

to be, talking at a time, and only while he is giving his

.

pressygation. Also, while giving your ratlonale, do not

discuss the rationales of the pther members who have ) :
~ : ) . -

presented’ theirs befdre you. .

2. After all members have had the opportunity to present

their rdnkings there will be a period of open group.dis-

cussion. In other words, all members will now be able

. u -

to discuss their rationales with each other in am open

»
[N

forqm'formét. Aféer this open discussion, fill out individually
another copy of'the decision form,*taking into account any
new information you consider to be important to you that%
-you/have ghfned from listening to the other group mgmbers.
Do nog talk with others while ‘you £fill out "copy 2".
M VWhen éberyéne'has completed "copy 2" someone in the
. group should collect "cgpy é" from all members. He
shqulé add up“all of the responses for tach decision item
on the Lost at Sea form.‘ For exaﬁple, if the iiem labelled
~ "sextant" was ranked #1 by one group member, #10 by another, ) -
_#5 by another, and ﬂlS'by anotﬁér then the total sum for
the gextaﬁt would equal 31. ' This procé&hre should’ be |
performed for‘each of the 15 items. Then on eithor a sﬁeet

> A S

of papef or on the blackboard, list the sums for each item
with the lowest total number of polnts first. h N ‘ —~
Then list the sum for the item with the next most

pointT and so on for all 15 items. The item with the lowest




ERI

total points now Jepresents'ydnr group's'choice for the

EYd

- . .

‘most important item,. the item’with_fhe second lowest
total the second mqst important and so on-through 'the

15 items, with the item with the largest total points a
v : . oL . . e . T
representing the least important item according to your RS
group decisidn.’ Be‘certéin,everyoné'in the group gets
. . - - : . 1

" to see this' final ranking before-filling out ’the

- ‘questionnaires. - . - S U
ks ) o T e Lo
~Again, subjects were given written copies of the above remarks and
e B . . ) : N 1,
asked ‘to.re~read the instructions before beginning .the task. . ¥
K . . ‘ . . . ) i : £
" Control Condition. Sub,

ects in the conventional interacting group:

- . Ta

. L ‘ W e e e ; _ ’
A - .did not receive aé@ of thé add{tional information presented above -
. B T e . . s L& ”.' .- . “ § v . . } ’ | ‘s.*
#And were left to their own ¢évices in arriving at .group-decisions.
. . - s ; . B4 i B ) . ?{: . .
. v' . . - * )

'_,dﬁher thén'thisﬁiall procedures were identical for the coﬁtppl and . - 7 s

. ., ‘,- - - - s e L %
experimental groups. ) ) B D

S " 'Gréups in each condition received. their instructions away from - -

. .. . groups in othé@r*conditions, and each group worked alone on-the task
RS L. : . : i
in separate rgoms. = = . ~ : ‘ .

@ ’

j‘i i Observers were assigned to 85% of the groups. In the consensus
e - ' . o « . y ' a

and contrql conditions, they were asked'to £ill out an llobs{,erv;er

rating form" which included five 9 point,.Likert-type questions. -

x

- T~

The five questions were designed to assess 1) the frequency with .

B
-~ s

which majofity vote was utilized By the grodp;.Z) the frequency

with which group miembers resorted to averaging of rankings in

>.£ésolv§ng differences; 3) the frequency of tradihg which occurred

IS

 in the group;-4) the extent to which one person dominated the discussion,
e ) . X - - . -

.

and 5) the extent to which all members were able to Fully -discuss their

.- 13

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




:views when disagreements occurred. These observers wete gfven brief. ~

! S W

lecturettes on the differénces between various decision modes frequently
. T . . ¢ : . . ’ ,‘ B o
utilized by groups faced with a decision task, ¢ In Addition, the
. T . ~ d . ) . . )
observers recorded the tire taken by the'groups in,reaching theirjfinal

“

decisions and also adm1n1stered a 19 1tem L1kert—type questlonnaire to be *

“ -
completed 1nd1vidua11y by each group part1c1p'nt. “Fourteen o@}thé_questions

- -were desrgned to assess sthect reactions i

L]

‘terms of satisfaction with

M . ‘
and perceived group effectiveness. The/remaining five questions were

»

the'degree of congruence betWeen'seif reports and observer ratings
/ ; £ ' .

concernlng styles of dec1s10n—mak1ng by the group. Both the observer
‘and selﬂ f%%frts served as‘manrpuleflon checks for the 1nterventions. f '
L ) . . s o

Observers ln tﬁe nomlnal condltion due to the structured nature

-of the technique;.drdtgyt f111 out an "observer ratlng form " They .

.
“ A N

d1d answer questlons‘whlch the grOups may have had concerning theo

techn1que~and_also kept track of time and-administeredsa participant o -

- ¢ . : - o
questioniiaire, which was composed of the first 14 items of the above-
R o - S e ; _- v
mentﬁfned 19 item instrument. .
. * 1 . . -

s

. - , - © . RESULTS.

»

., As a manlpulatlon cn::& on the effectiveness of the instructions

‘»given to the consensual 1nteract1ng groups t-tests were coﬁputed >

- ~ %

,for observer rating responses and subject questlonnalre responses.

For the observer responses{ there were significantldifferences beA

tween consensus and conventional interacting groups on two questions: _ o

n

.
- ' ‘ : - 0
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1) the frequency with which maJority vote was utllized by the group

? [
im- reaching its decisions; and 2) the. dbggee to which all members of s

the group-were allowed to fully present.their views when disagrecaments =

occurred. On three’other questions'dealing with the group process,

the responses of the observers- ‘tended to ‘confirm the instructions,

s
= although these findings were not significant at the .05 level. The .
.t l . . . ) - ) . _
r . results for the observer questions are presented in Table 1. . .
‘: 4 ‘ » o . PX - . . , TTTTT . ——y e o e ) t- —— . o . ’ ‘ »
- -~ « . Insert Table 1 Here ‘
e ‘ 2 - - .

‘For theESUbject responses to the same questionf, there were
o significant differences between the consensus and conventional interacting

-

‘groups on three questions;hvl)g the frequency with which majority vote

was utilized by the ‘group 1n reaching its dec1510ns, 2) the/ﬁrequency

with which group members resorted to averaging of rankings in resolv1ng
.differences; and 3) the frequency with which gr0up members resorted-
to trading in eder-td'rescive differences. Oé the other two questions,

the results again tended to confirm the instructions althOugh the

_differ&nces did not reach the .05 level of significance. The results

- , for the subject responses are nresented in Table 2.

These results indicate that conventional interacting groups

. ’ : - , ¢
resort to decision styles of majority vote; averaging, and trading
- ‘ : P . I ) . '\ .
T significantly mnpe than do consensu§ groups\
] :
tl ) ) A . - R .
. ~ groups tend to be dominated more often by one group member thaii de cansensus ’

\

Also, conventional interacting

. 'y o
instructed groups. - It is reasgnable to assume that these differences.

r'were prOmoted;by the instructions, and hence that examination of the

B -

4 o experimental results is in grder. : ) ¥




. Performance . -~

Decision Quality. The subjects' responses to the Lost at Sea
s - : - / L
exercise are, in ‘essence, a rank .ordering of standard items. Therefore,

-

both individual ‘and group responses can be‘compa:eQ to the objectively

*  coirect rank orderings which were supplied by officers of the Merchant -
. ,
. .

’

Marines.

- . ' .
~ . I

Decision, adequacy was determined by summing absolute gévia:iohs

1

_Between subject rankings.anq the correct fanking'fo; each of- the 15
items, resulting in an error score, the magnitude of which is inveféely

related to decision quality. Error scores on the Lost-at Séa exercise

- s -«

- can vary from O (absolute accuracy) to 112. Table -3 preserits :he‘mean

< 4

. : ,
“error scores for all groups and individuals in summary form.

L

4
~ -

A2 X 3 factori4l analysis of variﬁnc performed on the grohph
e : RPN ' '
decision scores revealed a significant (p <.0l) main effect for both *

the group tradition ans structural intervention factors. For the group

-

tradition factorL i& was found that ad hoc groups perforﬁed significantly

1 -~ N

better than the estaplished groups on the decision task (F = 9.32,
Ydf = 1/42, p <.01). A Newman Keuls test was perfo}med on the Ehfee
levels of the structuralyintervention_factor. This test revealed

that both’the nominal and consensus group decisions were significantly

better than the decisions of the tonventional interacting groups

o

(p<.05) but_did not significantly differ from one ano;%er. ’Table 4+

dumarizes the analyses of variance performed on the dependent variables
of decision quality, quality gains over the average individudl score,

and time. : _ #

-
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4', : Upilization of Average Resources Index. Mean individual scores,/‘li

prior«ko any group interactibh, haVe.frequently been used as the

S P

/[ . base line by which group decisions are evaluated [7], [1l1]. Gain oy ;
, P '

v ' loss #n quality of the final group score, Qhen compared with the average.

b

v
!

individual score, refledts the extent to which the group.gffectivzﬂy

Ta utilized its resources in arriving at a group decision. In additfon,

3 '.' o ' ) ’A

this/ measure is equivalent to an analysis of covariance in which

fhe pre-discussion resources of the groups.afe held constant [3], so

4

LS I .

¢ . that it is a most appropriate indicator of experimental effects.

i s

f A2X3 analysiﬁ of variance performed on the data revealed

[ -

significant main effects for both the group tradition factor S

(F/= 6.10, df = 1/42, p €.05) and the structural tntervention factor

, A(# = 6.48, df 2/42, p <.01). .In particular, ad hoc groups‘utilized

\ e

f X
. : _ the group resources significantly bettefr than established groups. A

ree levels of ‘the structural

Newman Keuls test was performed on the

intervention factor, revealing that groups using the consensual .

‘technique achieved significantly grejter gains (p <.0l) than con- .

ventional interacting groups. The con

.

nsual groups” did not differ

[ .

significantly from the nominal?groups in this respecﬁ; nor did the

/! . nominal groups differ.significantly from the conventional interacting.

. - groups. While hypothesis 1 is supported fo»” the consengual groups,

conventionally accepted levels of significance (p<:?0§)'were not

obtained for the' nominal groups. It is suspected that if a larger

. : number of groups had been run in the experiment hypothesis 1 would have

beefi supported fdr the nominal groups as well. " g
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~questionnaire designed to assess their reactions in terms of

- 15 -

:‘}&;

Assembly Effect Bonus. For .purposes of this study, the asséﬁbly

effect bonus will be said to have occurred when the. decision reached

-9
!

by the group surpasses in quality its most accurate group meaber's .
decision. Groups achieving the assembly effect bonus are assigned
a value of 1, while those who do nbt are assigned a .wvalue of 0. The

percentage and prqﬁortion of groups achieving the assembly effect bonus

are also shown in Table 3. Using a one-tailed test for Significance

‘of difference between fwo proportions [1], it was .found that while

- i B J
-~ - . 3
consensus groups differed significantly from conventional interacting ‘

R o / )
groups, consensus groups did not significantly diffgr from: groups .

-

in the nominal condition nor did the nominal groups differ significantly:
. Ry : . +

from the conventionaiﬂintéra@ting groups.

' -

r

. Group Member Attitudes

v . .

;Group members rpsponded to 14 items on a post experimental

Cw

satisfaction with their group's decision, satisfaction with thei$$ 
’ : %
ovn perfoimance, and their general attitudes toward the experimenf;

. ‘ ¥
The responses to<these questions were analyzed using the analysis

of vdriance technidue. ' A‘

Quality of the Group's decision. Analysis of the responses to the

question which asked how good the subjects thought their groﬁp's

decision was ‘revealed a mzép efiect for the structural intetvention -

factor *(p £.05). A newman Keuls analysis revealed that members of /
N [}

consensﬁal groups thought their group's decision Was significantly .

better than subjects in the conventional intéracting groups (p <.05).

.

N




.. R : 4,
, | =16 - Cw

/
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' No’élfferences were apparent between the consensus and nominal &r nominal

and conventional interacting groups. ' ' I

Satisfacgion with performance. . Analyses of the responses té questions

which asked how satisfied subjects were with the quality snd quantity
of their participation again revealed 4 main effect for the structural

intervention factor (p €.05). A Newman Keuls analysis fevealed that on

-

. Ve
both questions, subjects in the consensual conditlon felt more satisfied

N

Wlth their own partic1pation than did Subjects in the conventional

interacting;grOupE‘(p {.05). ‘No differences were apparent between"

[

subjects in either the consensus and nominal or nominal and conventional

. conditions. AThe same uaxtern of results was obtained for dnswers to the
ques;ionlwﬁich asked subjects how satisfied they were with their own
peFformance in ge:e;al. o

Nervousness. The only ouher question which yieided a significant

effect ‘was that which asked uhe subjects how ne;yous they felt during

" the group sessiun. In.this case, a méin effect was indicated for éhe
group traditiouvfactor (p< .05), revesllng that subjects in established
groups feltJEignificanEly more nervous than subjects in ad hoc groups.
Tha;auuhvrs believe“ghat this effect was due to the unlearning process
which established groups experienced when working under new methods of
decision making. Since ad hoc groups had not’worked togeﬁﬁE?'E?Lviously

using any technique, the learning of the consenSuéltand nominal methods

created no strain on established group relations as in the established

condition. .

1)

Taken together, these results indicate some support for the second

. hypothesis.

ij) . . !



/‘ . SR Time ~
o ’Tﬁe time actually taken to accomplish the group task was recorded for

o

each group and analyzed using the analysis of variance technique. Yhis .
analysis revealed significant main effects (p{ .01) fotr both the group

gfadition and structural intervention factors as well éé a significant

Q)(EOS) interaction between the.factors. In par;iCUlér, for, the group
tradition fé;tor, ad-hoc groups neéded significantly less time than .. ‘
‘egtabiished groups to Zompléte the decisioﬁ task (Fl= 9,32, df - 1/42, p<¢ .01).

AL .'"r. :
é%yeWmanyKeuls test.was performed on the three levels of the structural

interventiod factor, révealing that nominal groups needed significantly

‘
.

less time than either the consénsual or conventional interacting groups

-

to complete the task (pg .Olf'and that the consensual and conventional

B

interacting groups did not sigﬁificantly differ in this respect. A Newman
' . . - ] .

" Kuels test was also performed on the data.to indicate the location of the

interaction effect, which is diagrammed in Figu:é 1.

: - : , .
This analysis revealed that in the' &d ho¢ condition the nominal -

.

» :

.groups needed less time to complete the task than elther of the other |,

groups (p<¢ .0l1) but that the consénsqs'anq conventional interacting
s

érqups'did not differ significantly in this condition.

In the established condition, on the other hand, nominal groups did
not differ signifi;anﬁly from_tgk control gF0ups in the amount of time
needed to éombleq% the task, but consensus g;oﬁps.toqk significqptly mote
time than either the control (p< .05) or'the nominal (p( .Ol)‘groupS.
These results strongly support the third hypothesis, 1In addition, tﬁe \
‘resqlts suggest that established groups find the consensus technique a deviant

-~

way to operate gIVen‘qheif traditional norms for decision-making. This was ° |

not true for the>ad—hoc groups, since they did not have to unlearn old

ways of interacting. -
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DISCUSSION

/

The first hypothesis posited in this study suggested that both the

. . B A\ 3 .
- nominal and consensual approaches develop processes ih the group setting

which éngender a fgller utilization of the resources in g;é group and .

PR ‘ \

consequently promote bétter'quaiity decisions than are generally obtaine&‘

- - in conventional interacting groups. A comparison of observer and subject \

i
)
1
|
|

questionnaire data clearly supported this stance for groups in the consensual

. : ' \
condition.” In particularx, cdnsensual_groups used less majority voting, 7 B

'trading, and a@eraging in reaching their decisions than conventiongl

interacting groups. Also, consensual gr0ups were less likely to be
. . ‘ : *
dominated by one member and more likely to allow the full presentation

/ ‘ : .
of views whern disagreements occurred. The result of these superior

group decision making mode%s iﬁ the consensus condition was signifiéantly
better pérforﬁ;nce on the decision taék than$conyentional groups. 1In
addition, members of groups in the consensual condition tended to be more
satisfied with both‘their own and their group's performance than members

of groups in the conventifonal interacting condition. These gains in

. decision efficacy were apparently achieved without sacrificing actual

time' spent on the decislon-making process. Overall, consensual groups

did not differ significantly from converntional interacting groups in

. . .
‘the amount of time needed to reach a group decision. This supports

.

similar fihdings by'Hall éqd:Wiliihms [8] and Hall and Watson [6]. This

-

finding should be qualified, however, by mention of the interaction effect
which took pla¢e-with the group tradition factor. While the time needed

to reach a decision by consensual and conventional interacting groups
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did nét differ in the ad'hcc condition, in the established conditioh

~consensual groups required significantly more, time thah conventional

4

"interacting groups. Thus, the group tradition factor may account for

" tHe discrepancy between the findings of the Hall, et al research and

decision process. One may speculate that once the consensyal technique

4 .

reséa;ch conducted by KNemiroff and King [11]. 1t is thought that the ‘
latter finding is indicative of the -unlearning prdéess which established

groups must undertake before they can successfully employ a new type of

Vo, ¢

. . . ~ : .
is learned by the established’groups the time taken by established and

ad hoc groups using the technique would be comparable.

o

While hypotheses 1 and 2 are clearly»sdpborted for the consensual
groups, the findings are not as clear for groups“utilizing-the nominal
technique. The effect of the technique on group efficaéy was not quite

i

as strong as that produced by the consensual intervention. In fact,’

‘the nominal technique was found superior to the conventional interacting

'techniqﬁe in terms of performance only on the measure of group decision

quality. On all other measures of performance-and qftisfactioq, the
nominal groups did not differ significantly from efiher the consensual

of the conventional interacting groups. Nevertheléss, the findings quite
clearly'indicﬁte that the nominal groups needed significantly .less time,
than either the ¢tonsensyal or conventional interacting g:ouﬁs'to reach

their detision. N
= N : .

<

The nominal technique would seem, therefore, to be.particularly well
suifed,to éituatiqns in which time 1is a critical/factpr and the quality
of the group decision desired is high 5ut not‘oﬁtimali' The consensual
technique, while consuming more tiée, appérentiy is better suited to
situations in which decision quality is crucial. EitherlLechniqué would

-

appear to yield'results better than‘thdse obtained by conventional methods

on this 'type of decision task. "




a

. “[1) Brunning, J. L. aﬁq_Kinté, B. L., Computational Handbook of Séé;istics

V(Palo Alto: Scott, Foresman, 1968).

[2] Collins, B. and Guetzkoq, H., ,A Social Psychology of\Gr0ub,Processés

/

.,_- 3
for Decision Making (New York:\?iley, 1964).

NI
N

[3] Cox, D. R. '"The Use of a Concomitant Variable Tn Seleétiﬁg an

Experimental Design." Biometrika, (1957), 44, pp. 150-158.

" [4] Ford, D. L. and Nemiroff, P. M. "Applied Group Problem Solving:

The Nominal Group Technique." 1975 Handbook for Group Facilitators,‘

San Diego, University Assoclates.

[5] Hackman, J. R. and Kaplan, R. E. "Interyentioﬁs Into Group Process:

~

An Approach, to Improving the Effectiveness of Groups." Decision Sciences,
(1974), .5, pp. 459-480. , ' B

3

s .
[6] Hall, J. and Watson, W. H. "The Effects of a Normative Intervention on
. I ) C
Group Decision Making Performance." Human Relations, (1971), 23,

pp- 299-317. . s "

(7] Hail‘ J. and Williams;'M. S. "A Comparison of Decision-Making

ﬂgtéfformances in Established and Ad Hoc Groups." Journal of Personality

and Bocial Psrchol_gy, (1966), 3, pp. 214-222.
X

\

it ' .
(8] Hall, J. and Williams, M. S. '"Group Dynamics Training and Improved

Decision Making." Journal of Applied Behavioral Sciences, (1970),

6, pp. 27-32.

[9] Maier, N. R. 'Assets and Liabilities in Group Problem Solving: The -‘_

/yzééffor an Integrative Functlon." Psychological Review, (1967),. °
[y . v s

74, pp. 239-249, | Co

- %3



i

[10] McGregor, D., The Professional Manager (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967}).

[11] Nemiroff, P. M._and'King; D. C. "Group Decision-Making Performance as

N : . []
. ) ; ¥ . .
influenced by consensus and self orientation.” Human R#iations,

- °(1974), 27, No. 9. S

[12] Nemiroff, P. M. and Pasmore, W. A. 'Lost at Sea: A Consensus—

Seeking Task.'" 1975 Handbook.For Group Facilitators, San Diego,

University Associates. = -

-

~

{13} Van de Ven, A. and Delbecq, A., ."Nominal Versus Ihteracting.G}oups

for Commiétee Decision-Making Efiectiveness.” Academy of Ménagemggt

-

Journal, {1971), 14, pp. 203-212,




| ’ FOOTNOTES ' e
: PR AN
- 1
‘1. The authors would like to thank George P. Huber for his critical
_ " comments on an earlier draft of this manuscript..
b . . ‘o . .
e
’ : ”
m 3
i . - f ‘g‘
. - . n
0 ’ ..
* ) -
s ) .
. 4
> Ve
! . - "
N .
"
Q : :
ERIC . ' o




. [
TABLE 1
Means, Differences Between Means; Estimates of the Standard Erfgi of the
Differences Between Means and t Ratios for Observer Responses to Questions - & %.
1) frequency of majority-vote; -2) frequency of averaging of rankings .
in resolving differences; 3) frequency of trading occuring in the group;
4) the extent to which one group member dotninated the discussion; and 5)
the extent to which all group members were dTlowed to fully present thelir
views when disagreements occurred. BV
4 .
Qt ., Q2 - @3 @ Q5-
Consensus 331 2.13 , 2.88  4.00  7.80
L . ~ .
Conventional  7.55 3.11 4.00 5.22 6.33
Diffe¥ence ~ 4.24 .98 1.12 1.22 1.48 .
. Estimate of : .958  .847 .900 - 1.09 .398 ,
Sdiff - N
«t Ratio . 4.42%% 1.16 1.24 - 1.12 2.35%%
R -
* A
P <.05
. , T : - . o~
W <01 . . | | °
7
t
Y ’
/ -~
‘ <6
! . ’ (
* "
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TABLE- 2 . ° s

e

‘Means, lefe*ences,ABetween Means, Estimates of the -Standard Error of the

' Difference Between Means and t Ratios for Subject Responses to Questlons
frequency of averaging of rahkings in

1) frequency of majority vote; 2)-

resolving differences; 3) frequency of trading occuring in the group;

4) the extent to which one person dominated the discussion: and 5) the
' extent to which all group members were allowed’to Lully present. thei¥
views when dlsagreemengs occurred . | B,
QL . Q2 Q3 Q4 - Q5 5
. "VJ‘. - . .. N - %
Conseénsus 3.72 "2.56 -+ 3.34 4.61 7.73 )

. R N . ' Y ’ . A .
Conventional 5.54 3.66 4.43 4.91 7.66 ﬂ .
\.. o . : . . &l'» . . s “

' Difference -1.82 '%,10 1.09 .30 N ¢ Y
Estimate of .50 .46 .53 .41 29 ‘ .
Sdif £ - - | |
t Ratio 3.64%%p  2.39%%  2,06% 3 a2t -
OV . |
*p <H. 055 : % ? N ’
- R . :
**%p <,01 .
- - _ . 1
e s b | [ .
£ p : .
Ay ! < ke ' :
o - v v .
. \ ' - 27 : . B . . ~ o i 4
. , ] / . .
" o ) ' 2 ,
5 ,
L] ,‘é -
. { ' ’ :
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