F.  GROUP EFFECTS ON ATTITUDE  [CONTIN]  

I.  GROUP THINK  - JANIS 72

PRECONDITIONS:  CRISIS,  SUPER COHESION,  UNAMIMITY NORM,  LEADER'S IDEA [directive leadership], INSECURE MEMBERS, INSULATED FROM CRITICS, SIMILAR IDEOLOGY. 
SYMPTOMS:  INVULNERABLE;  RISK TAKING;  RATIONALIZING;  SELF RIGHTOUS;  STEREOTYPING OUTGROUP;  SQUELCH DISSENT;  SELF CENSORSHIP;  ILLUSION OF CONSENSUS

RESULTS:  POOR SURVEY OF ALTERNATIVES


         IGNORE THE IMPLICATIONS OF FAILURE


POOR EXAMINATION OF ORIGINAL OBJECTIVES



BIASED INFO SEARCH AND ASSESSM OF RISK/BENEFIT



FAILURE TO CONSIDER ALTERNATIVES



POOR CONTINGENCY PLANS

PREVENTING  GTHNK: 

 NONDIRECTIVE LDR. ;  DEVILS ADVOCATES-ENCOURAGE DEBATE;

OUTSIDE CRITICS;   SMALL SUBGROUPS;  WORST CASE SCENARIOS, 

ORIG. LAB DATA:  COHESION???  DIRECTIVE LEADER??  
FEAR REDUCTION??

Flowers 77  Senile algebra teacher: school board discussion  Low Cohesion= no friends/High Coh= friends. Directive leadership—leadr states view first, push’s for agmt and not encouraged or told to pursue each suggestion. Non directive= visa versa. Each given some of the key 27 facts.  DV=  # solutions [open =6   directive= 5]  and # facts emerging  [nondir> dir]   no effect for cohesion.  

Same from Fodor and Smith 82  Should our Company market microwaves.

But Mullen 94 meta analysis suggests on basis of one study [turner et al 1992-stress = video of discussion],  that when ALL antecedant conditions are there [stress, unamimity norm and directiive ldr etc],  then cohesion does drop decision quality.  If not, cohes. Ups quality.

Very few tests in lab: 20 or so. Little support for Crisis, Cohesion, Homogeneity of attit. Member Insecurity

Torrance.     Bomber crew study. Status effects only in real crews.
HISTORICAL ANALYSIS 
Tetlock et al 1979/92..Q sort and content ratings of events identified by Janis as Groupthink or NOT.  When Janis labels it groupthink, leaders do give more simplistic and defensive of ingroup in public speechs. Other symptoms are also present BUT not driven by Crisis or Cohesion.
HEREK, JANIS,  HUTH 87

Qual of presidential decisions in 19 crisis since wwII corrl with 7 symptoms of gthnk. All rated by “outside experts”. But symptoms of course produce bad decisions. What about antecedant conditions??

CRITIQUE: Serious questions among most reviewers of lab studies [re: imptc of cohesion/crisis]:  e.g. Paulus: 1998 org beh and human decision processes sciences [But weak manips??-eg. An expert will evaluate your solution as manip of threat]
1.Dangers of historical evidence: 

Kramer, 1998: Re-evaluates Bay of Pigs decision using recently declassified documents. Kennedy group was not insulated nor weak on info search: but rather was fed biased data by intelligence agencies.
2. Stage theory [Longly and Pruitt, 1980
3. Causes as symptoms and visa versa

Why won’t it go away?? Rings true? Strikes a chord?

The Ubiquity Model of Groupthink: Baron 2005

Low Self EFFicacy {ambiguity, Entitativity [groupy-ness],  Norm present
.

Self censorhip
Hidden Profile Effect


  STASSER AND TITUS  85

Hard to Stop: Urge em to fully consider all options, you don’t have all the info,  you’ll be fully responsible nada.  Only if they KNOW that they have all the info they need and that an obvious correct answer exists does effect weaken.  McLeod Baron Marti and Yoon>>even in disconnected computer groups> suppressed dissent unless all anonymous.


NORMS  OR SAMPLING?


STASSER, TAYLOR AND HANNA 89


GIGONE AND HASTIE 93

Conformity: Sherif  80%; Deutsch & Gerard 55   Conformity 56% if ambig and group salience stressed.  Baron et al. 55% if ambig and impt. 
Suppressed dissent.

Dislike and Fear of rejection:   Williams, Cheung and Choi 2000

                              Wood Pool Leck & Purvis, 1996 

Group Polarization

Resolution: GT-too pervasive to be correct?? Deutch and Gerard>>lack of anonymity in ad hoc lab groups increases conformity. 

Illusion of unanimity.  Prentice and Miller  1993  Princeton Drinking study [coeds  assume that others approve of drinking more. They discuss it….they admit that they “pose” as pro drinkers. Worse yet, they look to others as even more pro booze than the intended “pose”].  Miller & Nelson, 2002  I’m voting the lesser of two evils….they are voting their hearts. 
Stereotyping.  Many many studies: They are weak, bad, stupid/we are strong/good/smart.  Taylor and Jaggi 1974  Hindu/Moslem study. Wang and McKillip  Those Asians / Americans are bad drivers. Sachdev and Bourhis 1987 minimal groups on creativity test discriminate
Might crisis/directive leadership/ or cohesion serve as amplifiers: Maybe….
