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ABSTRACT 

This thesis focuses on the magnitude of political 

viab i lity in managerial decision making in large corporate 

organizations . Political viability ls defined as 

perpetuating shrewdness to flourish one's career within an 

organization. 

Recent economic cond i t i ons and global competitiveness 

have forced corporations to examine their traditional 

managerial roles. As a result, many corporations have 

totally revamped goals and objectives in an attempt to 

present a clear and unobstructed vision of their mission. 

Over the last decade research done by organizational 

psychologists, consultants, independent ·think· tanks, and 

decision experts have bombasted corporations with many 
v' 

management philosophies . Decis i on making is an integral part 

of all these management philosophies and political viability 

is an integral part of decision-making. 

The purpose of th i s study ls to Investigate the 

possibility, that, within a large corporate organization, 

managers may bias decision •aking to ensure harmonious 

superior-subordinate relationships . 



Specifically, it ls hypothesized that aanage•ent 

decision aaklng ls priaarily driven by internal political 

viability rather than the business objectives in large 

corporations. 

Ninety-six (96) aanagers participated in the 

evaluation. The subjects were administered a self-assessment 

survey for the purposes of distinguishing the political 

viability relationship as related to the subjects ' decision 

making processes . In all, 54 subjects responded for a 56% 

return ratio. 

Each respondents' selections were coded and tabulated. 

A frequency polygon (distribution) for raw scores showed 

42 . 6% of the sample population were conducive to the HO, 

the null hypothesis, 9.2% were neutral, and 48.2% were 

presuaed conducive to Ht, the research hypothesis. 

Th~ inferential test was a 1 distribution with 53 

degrees of freedom . Based on the critical t value, the 

obtained t value did not fall into the 5% probability area . 

Therefore, the null hypothesis could NOT be rejected and It 

cannot be statistically inferred that political viability 

exists within aanagement decislon-■aklng in large 

corporations. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

Management origin and Principles 

The existence of management as a force is to 

accomplish goals set forth in an organization <Lynn & 

O'Grady 67). Management is the process of bring i ng 

resources together in order to accomplish these goals. 

Managemen t is specifically charged with making 

resources productive, that is, wi th the responsibility 

for organized economic advance (P. Drucker comment; 

Mered ith, Gibbs 12> . 

Ni colo Mach iavelli provided an interesting 

management philosophy. He created such ethically 

questionable principles as the •ends justify the 

ae~ ns.• This was dur i ng the sixteenth century, ye t the 

connotation still provides a rather potent punch. 

The origin of manage men t could be attributed to 

the first family unit in assigning tasks to each family 

aeaber. The earliest written evidence of a deliberate 

concern about aanaglng worker's behav ior appears in 
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accounts provided by the Chinese and Mesopotamians 

between 3000 and 4000 B.C. <Vecchio 12), 

A family unit is a group with a coamon purpose or 

goal. A group ls a collection of people who interact 

with each other regularly over a period of time and 

perceive themselves to be mutually dependent with 

respect to the attainment of one or more common goals . 

A formal group ls a legitimate sub-unit of an 

organization that has been established by the 

organization's charter or by a managerial decree 

<Wexley and Yukl 132). 

The Industrial Revolution of the nineteenth 

century may be considered the birth of corporate 

management. Work became centrally located in factories 

with the advent of •achinery. Industrialists of that 

er-,,. preferred an engineering approach to managing 

called scientific management <Vecchio 13>. 

The drawbacks to scientific management today, 

would be numerous. Performance was considered a 

tangible effort. Generally, workers were paid to 

increase the speed of the production line, not to 

improve the production environment. Management bore 

this responsibility and it was considered a lower level 



-
3 

management problem. Another perspective concentrated on 

higher level managers dealing with everyday problems of 

managing the entire organization . This was known as 

classical organization theory (lvancevich, Donnelly, 

Gibson 11>. In 1925, Henri Fayol was a managing 

director of a French coal company. He wrote 14 

principles for management that were to guide the 

thinking of managers in resolving problems. They 

essentially were: 

1. Division of labor 
2. Authority 
3 . Discipline 
4. Unity of command 
5. Unity of direction 
6 . Subordination of individual interest 
7 . Renumeration of personnel 
8. Centralization 
9. Hierarchy of authority 

10. Order 
11. Equity 
12. Stability of staff 
13. Initiative 
14. Esprit de corps 

These fourteen principles were advant-garde for 

their day. It is ironic that the majority of management 

principles today are essentially the opposite. 

The Division of labor, authority, hierarchy, 

order, and centralization are unclear with •skunk 



works•, task teams, matrix, and project management 

established for a myriad of corporate goal<s>. 

Discipline, stability of staff, renuaeration of 

personnel, and the unity of command have decreased 

witnessing common day Wall Street practices. 

Subordination of corporate interest versus individual 

interests is the rule rather than the exception. Yet 

unity of direction, equity, initiative, and esprit de 

corps may still exist if prioritized by leaders and/or 

managers within an organization. 

During the same time period, another school of 

thought emerged, the human relations approach. Much of 

the force behind this movement was the result of the 

Hawthorne studies started in 1927 and continued for 12 

years. This demonstrated that, in addition to the job 

it~lf, certain factors can influence a workers' 

behavior. Informal social groups, management-employee 

relations, and the interrelatedness among the many 

facets of work settings were found to be quite 

influential (Vecchio 15). 

4 
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After World War II, Douglas McGregor developed his 

Theory X and Theory Y opposing worker views. Theory X 

hypothesized that all workers were lazy and need to be 

driven, while Theory Y hypothesized that workers were 

creative and should be g i ven responsibility. 

On the surface, Theory X and Theory Y managers are 

•utually exclusive. You p i ck one or the other. In 

reality, you are neither and both at the same time. 

Managers can and do combine aspects of Theory X and 

Theory Y to delegate authority and to instill 

productivity to reach organizational goals . 

The behavioral scienc e approach of the 1950's 

applied behavioral sciences to aanagement. It was 

believed that man was much more complex than the 

•economic man• description of the classical approach 

anf the ·social man· description of the human relations 

approach . The behavioral science approach concentrated 

on the nature of the work itself, and to what degree it 

could fulfill the human needs to use skills and 

abilities <Ivancevich, Donnelly, Gibson 15>. 

The 1950's also saw the development of syste•s 

theory, operations research and the computer, each of 



which furthered the cause of Manufacturing systems 

management. 

The system approach employed a decision focus to 

mathematical aodels while operations research solved 

allocation, scheduling, planning, processing, 

inventory, layout, control, and location problems 

(Meredith, Gibbs 19). 

Within the last two decades, the Contingency 

approach has increased in popularity . Research has 

shown that given certain characteristics of a job and 

certain characteristics of the people doing the job, 

certain management practices work better than others 

(Ivancevich, Donnelly, Gibson 18). 

The contingency approach might best be described 

as situational analysis and action that integrates 

diJ,~rse kinds of knowledge into effective management 

strategies (Drumwright 29) . 

We can reasonably assume that this approach 

promotes any principle of manage~ent theory that works 

best for the situation without adopting all. Many 

management theorists feel that contingency management 

6 
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is more of a final product of our age than a strategy 

for a viable future <Drumwright 37). It is important to 

realize that contingency management may be a direct 

result of the speed-up of change in society as a whole 

(Toffler 135). 

Theory Z, also developed within the last two 

decades, is an industrial clan approach. It promotes a 

corporate philosophy that states the objectives, 

operating procedures, and constraints of an 

organization <Ouchi 113). Theory Z management 

concentrates on developing long term e•ployee 

commitment and social interaction within each group of 

an organization strata. As in Theory Y, Theory Z 

promotes the belief in participative decision making. 

But, as in Theory X, forceful leadership is 

reij~ired to achieve organizational goals with the 

complex process of participative decision making. An 

organization that adapts to participative management 

must adapt representation for all emplo yees <Dixon 6). 

Cooperation originates in the need of an 

individual to accomplish purposes to which he ls by 

himself biologically unequal. 

<Chester Barnard quote; Peters and Water•an 97). 
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The last decade has been bombarded by management 

styles that have evolved with global competition and 

technological changes. The consensus of these styles 

swirl around corporate culture, customer awareness, 

minimal vertical hierarchy, flexibility through 

empowered workers, and an organization's internal 

ability to change to their external environment <Peters 

34). Other studies and management styles were initiated 

to increase worker productivity. But, in all, it can be 

stated that decision making was and is the most c~ntral 

activity of any management, that it is the very essence 

of a manager's job <Vecch io 318). 

Types and Processes of Decision Making 

Decision making can be defined as the process of 

th~~ght and deliberation which results in a decision. 

Decisions, the output of the decision making 

process, are means through wh ich a manager seeks to 

achieve a desired state <Ivancevich, Donnelly, and 

Gibson 558). 

As was stated before, the existence of management 

as a force is to accomplish goals set forth in an 

organization. The process with which managers achieve 
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these goals determines the logic in their decision 

making (Ivancevich, Donnelly, Gibson 3). 

Effective decisions are a product of quality and 

acceptance. A decision should be made jointly between a 

manager having the expertise and the workers to whom 

the decision must be acceptable (Burke and Weir 47). 

Programmed decisions are the decisions that 

managers make in response to routine and repetitive 

problems. Decisions are termed •nonprogrammed· when 

they are made for novel and unstructured problems 

(Ivencev ich. Donnelly, Gibson 82). 

The classical decision theory or a 

rational-economic model assumes that decision making 

is, and should be, a highly rational process (Vecchio 

320). It best describes how a decision should be 

re~ehed, but rarely captures how managers actually make 

decisions. The information or time needed to 

rationalize the best decis ion is usually not available. 

The behavioral theory of decision making or the 

administrative model acknowledges real-world 

limitations on management decision making (Vecchio 

322) . The administrative model allows the choice of the 

reasonably acceptable solution. It may not be the best 
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decision but, it can assumed to be enough to mee t the 

requirement. 
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Any manager that produces a decision affects the 

organizations' workers whether it is a direct or 

indirect. Many important decisions in organizations are 

made by groups rather than individuals . These 

decision- making groups may be permanent management 

teams or temporary committees formed to deal with a 

problem. 

Theory Z advances participative decision mak i ng or 

deci sion making by consensus (Ouchi 37). But, all 

employees must be aware of the organizations' 

acceptable goals, as well as, willingly engage in it's 

decision making (Ouchi 162). 

There are advantages and disadvantage s in using 

gr~ ps instead of individuals t o make de c is i ons . 

Table 1 
Advantages and Disadvantages of Group De c i s ion Making 

AQYANTAGEs 
1. In developing objectives, groups provide a greater 

amount of knowledge. 
2 . In develop i ng alternatives, the individual efforts 

of group members can enable a broader search in the 
various functional areas of the organization. 

3. In evaluating alternatives, groups have a wider 
range of viewpoints. 



4. In selecting alternatives, groups are likely to 
accept more risk than are individual dec ision 
makers. 

5. Because of the participative decision process, the 
individual members of groups are more likely to be 
motivated to carry out the decis ion . 

6. Greater creativity results from the interaction of 
individuals with different viewpoints. 

DISADVANTAGES 

1 1 

1. The imple mentation of a decision, whether or not it 
is made by a group, must be implemented by 
individual managers. Since a group cannot be held 
responsible, group decisions may result in a 
situation in which no one ls responsible, and 
buck-passing results. 

2. Considering how valuable time is as an 
organizational resource, group decisions are costly. 

3. Group decision making ls inefficient if a decision 
is to be made promptly. 

4. Group decisions may in some cases be the result of 
compromise and indecision on the part of group 
members. 

5. If superiors are present, or if one member has a 
dominant personality, the decision of a group may in 
reality not be a group decision. 

SOURCE: Managing for Performance . Figure 4-4 
Ivancevich, Donnelly, Gibson (1986) . 

. Group size, composition, status, member traits, 
✓ 

and cohesiveness can bias all groups in their decision 

making process and must be consciously addressed. 

Some highly cohesive groups experience a phenomena 

called ·groupthink•. In 1972, Irving Janis found the 

following characteristics of groupthink in a series of 

case studies of decision processes that lead up to 

disastrous political decisions CWexley, Yukl 147): 



l. Illusion of invulnerability 
2. Rationalization of negative information 
3. Stereotyping of groups 
4. Assumption of morality 
5. Self-censorship 
6 . Illusion of unanimity 
7. Hindguarding 
8 . Direct social pressure 

In groupthink, the defensive avoidance that 

sometimes occurs in individual decision making is 

magnified by the efforts of the group members to 

achieve consensus and avoid conflict (Wexley, Yukl 

147). 

12 

The final step in decision making is planning how 

the decision will be implemented. Good decisions may be 

unsuccessful simply because no one has bothered to see 

if it is implemented <Wexley, Yukl 153) . 

Political Enyironments 

v 
Two types of environment can impact managerial 

decision making; internal and external . Although, the 

latter has become increasingly potent in influencing 

corporate policy, only the internal environment will be 

examined since it's impact is more insidious on 

corporate decision making. 

A brief description of the external environment is 

given to distinguish it from a corporate internal 
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environment. 

The external environment are outside forces that 

are difficult to control. Government regulations, 

citizens, and vocal stakeholders have a great influence 

on corporate decisions. Business Institutions have to 

adjust to increased external politicization of their 

decisions <Bennis 7). 

A corporation's internal environment, a set of 

political rules or an organizational change, also 

influence managers' decision making abilities. For 

example, a new CEO may decide to remove a percentage of 

travel budget dollars and allocate it to employee 

training. If a line manager decided to visit a customer 

location prior to this CEO decision, that manager may 

have to alter his decision to suit this new policy, 

irrespective of the cause for the original decision . 

These alterations of management decisions may, or 

may not, be in concert with goals set forth in an 

organization. 

The set of corporate political rules mentioned 

before govern behaviors that are not required as part 

of one's formal role in an organization. But, they 

influence the distribution of advantages and 

disadvantages within the organization <Robbins 353). 
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Political, as defined by Webster, is an act 

characterized by shrewdness in managing, contriving, 

or dealing. Although, this definition may be somewhat 

negative in connotation, it aptly defines management 

decision making possessing a political element in 

its environment that influences the determination of 

advantages and disadvantages. Therefore, these acts 

encompass efforts to influence goals, objectives, or 

processes used for decision making. 

statement Of Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to isolate the 

internal political viability in managerial decision 

making as it relates to large corporate organizations 

and to discern whether it addresses an organizations' 

goa\(s and objectives or self-attainment through 

superior-subordinate relationships. 

14 
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Chapter II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Management decision making in large corporate 

organizations is driven by business issues or needs. 

It may also be driven to address the internal 

political environment which may hinder or conflict with 

these business issues or needs . 

This dilemma is especially acute in competitive 

markets where elimination of symptoms rather than 

organizational causes are less painful to corporate 

superior- subordinate relationships. 

·Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) noted that a 

leader's choice of decis ion procedures reflects force s 

in the leader, forces in the subordinates, and force s 

invthe situation • <Wexley and Yukl 183>. 

The type of leadership, managerial style of 

decision making and subordinate perceptions all affect 

corporate business actions. 

Brache states that Leadership involves : 1. 

Defining current situations and articulating goal s for 

the future, 2. Making decisions needed to resolve 

15 
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problems and achieve goals, 3. Gaining commitment from 

those who have to implement these decisions <121). 

Involvement of followers is central to all three 

components. Effective employee participation can be 

impeded by seven common myths about leadership . These 

are: 

1. Managers cannot learn leadership 
2. Managers are paid to make decisions and 

should make them. 
3. Managers should always allow others to 

participate in decision making. 
4. Managers should strive for time efficiency. 
5. Managers should make others feel they 

are participating, even when they are not. 
6 . Managers should never relinquish control 

over the final decision. 
7. Managers should use consistent leadership 

behavior for subordinates (124). 

Heller focused on such illusions as much as on the 

reality of managerial decision making. His test had 
✓ 

found that successful managers in successful 

organizations use seemingly inconsistent and varied 

styles of decision making (27). The extrapolation 

illusion; the tendency to think that, if some behavior 

is good, more of it is better, has been taken to 

unwarranted lengths (23). In an 8 country sample of 

1,600 senior managers, the senior managers' perceptions 

of skill differences between their immediate 
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subordinates'and their own was almost always larger 

than the actual difference. Highly autocratic decision 

making was related to the senior managers' perception 

of subordinates' skills (25). 

Heller states that recent research has revealed 

widespread undiscovered subordinate skill and that many 

organizations have similar experience among senior 

executives at the lower organizational levels. 

Reasons that available skills are wasted include: 

1. Judgements people make about subordinates, and 2. 

Centralized decision aakin9 (26). 

Kayaalp relates that managers seeking a 

theoretical base for effective decision making are 

finding that the field involves competing theories of 

managerial problem solving. The economic decision 

th~~r y assumes the optimal solutions can be obtained if 

the person making the choice acts with rational 

self-interest. The other theory is a behavioral one In 

which d!stinction5 are made between structured and 

unstructured decisions. Th is theory concludes that, 

when problems involve uncertain tasks, managers will 

give up the algorithmic (rational/programmed) decision 

processes and turn to heuristic ones (unprogrammed), or 

learning by discovery (37). 
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Rather than learning how and when to use these 

different processes. managers must learn to integrate 

them i nto a total decisi on -making model . Current l y, 

both economists and behavioral decision scientists are 

working to amend their theories . 

Rothenberg states that decision making involve$: 

1. Recognition of an opportunity or problem, 2. 

Obtaining information, 3. Developing alternatives, 4. 

Analyz ing alternatives and selecting the best on the 

basis of valid and relevant information (34). 

Unfortunately, rarely does th i s economi c decisi on 

theory relate to today's business climate. This leaves 

the heuristic or discovery process wh ich may allow for 

subtle corporate culture biases to cloud management 

decisions. 

✓ Odiorne found that de ci sion-making by top 

management has become a time -consum ing process in U. S. 

businesses. He concludes that orgdnizutional styles of 

business have e volved from one-person leadership to 

intracompany special interest groups affected by 

external influences such as laws related to employee 

relations and env ironmental conservation <35). 
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Odiorne also found that executives are more likely 

to seek the advice of experts prior to making a 

decision, which also slows the process. Effective 

decision-making must consider both the quality of the 

suggestion and the acceptance level with which it will 

he greeted by employees. 

Odiorne presents three managerial approaches to 

decision-making: saying no to everything, saying yes to 

everything , and investigating everything . To expedite 

dec i sion-making, subordinate employees should: 

1. Present requests for decisions in written form, 

evidencing thorough research; 2. Argue in favor of 

certain positions by defining the problem, identifying 

alternative solutions, and screening the alternatives; 

3. J.rY to discuss the decision-making area with the 

decision maker, prior to presenting the proposal for 

act i on; and 4. Identify risks involved and offer 

alternative reactions should such risks arise (38). 

But, effective decision-making should not be 

percieved as time-comsuming in order to achieve 

quality standards. This depends on the situational 

circumstances which may dictate expediency rather than 

investigating all alternate avenues. 
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In a 1987 study by Hornstein , subordinate 

perceptions of leaders were tested (managers and 

leaders for this study were used synonymously) . The 

researchers hypothesized that perceptions of leaders' 

effectiveness may be based as much or more on how they 

are regarded as they are on actual deeds . Leadership 

behavior that is objectively proper may be viewed 

differently by subordinates and colleagues and have a 

negative effect on the way a leader is v ie wed. A 

participative, relations - oriented, and supportive 

approach may be the best way to promote a good opinion 

of a manager among employees (65). 

Dixon, though, states that participative 

management is a complex process that requires a dynami c 

leadership to help ach ie ve organizational goals C3>. 

✓ Three leadership theor i es have been widely tested . 

They are Hersey and Blanchard's situational leadership 

model, House's Path-Goal theory, and the Vroom-Yetton 

leadership decision-mak i ng model. 

Drumwright postulates that all these models are 

types of contingency management . But , contingency 
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management, however, may be a final product of our age 

or what best fits the environment, rather than a 

strategy for a viable future (43). 

Robbins defines Hersey and Blanchards's 

situational leadership model as a contingency theory 

that focuses on the followers. That is, the emphasi s on 

the followers in leadership effectiveness reflects the 

reality that it ls they who accept or reject the 

leader. Regardless of what the leader does, 

effectiveness depends on the actions of his or her 

followers. 

Hersey and Blanchard's model uses two leadership 

dimensions: task and relationship behaviors of which 

can be either high or low. it also uses four leadersh ip 

styles: telling, sell i ng, participating, and 

dei,egating. The final component defines four stages of 

maturity: Ml . People are both unable and unwilling to 

take responsib i lity to do something, M2. People are 

unable but wi lling to do the necessary job tasks, H3. 

People are able but unwilling to do what the leader 

wants, M4. People are both able and willing to do what 

is asked (315) . Figure 1 integrates the various 

components. 

Robbins warns that most studies of the Hersey and 

Blanchard model were not comprehensive enough to 

ascertain its validity (317). 
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Wexley and Yukl state that the Path-Goal Theory of 

leadership was developed to explain how a leader's 

behavior affects the motivation and satisfaction of 

subordinates (176>. 

The motivational function of the leader 
consists of increasing personal payoffs to 
subordinates for work-goal attainaent, and 
making the path to these payoffs easier to 
travel by clarifying it, reducing roadblocks 
and pitfalls, and increasing the opportunities 
for personal satisfaction en route (171). 

In this particular explanation the leaders 

motivational functions are supplemental. However, 

subordinates• motivations in response, may be 

questionable depending upon their corporate goals and 

environment <Figure 2). If managers anticipate reward 

by the type of decision they make, then the decision 

aayv-be irrelevant to the opportunity or problem that 

initiated It and the behavior the decision ls to 

modify. 

Wexley and Yukl also account somewhat for 

subordinate deficiency modification with the 

Multiple-Linkage Hodel. This Hodel addresses a leader's 

short-term effectivity on their ability to correct 
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deficiencies in subordinate motivation. This may be 

valid for small group behavior modification, but its 

flexibility decreases as a factor of organizational 
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size and communication since tasks, group environments, 

and subordinate characteristics are not as controllable 

(Figure 3). 

The Vroom-Yetton normative model was introduced in 

1973 and attempted to specify which of a set of 

alternative decision-making processes should be 

employed in varying situations. 

Wexley and Yukl show the Vroom-Yetton Normative 

Hodel of Decision Participation with 7 attributes 

concerning decision-making. 

1. quality requirements 
2. sufficient information 
3. problem structure 

✓ 4_ subordinate acceptance 
5. subordinate implementation 
6. subordinate common goals 
7. subordinate conflict 

In 1979, Field critiqued the Vroom-Yetton 

Contingency group Hodel. The major problem he found 

with the model's validity was the use of concurrent 

validation with the problem attributes, decision 

process, decision effectiveness, quality, and 

acceptance of all being self-reported by the subject 

manager. 
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Field questions the utility of the model for two 

reasons: 1. It is more complex than other models, and 

2. It deals with only one aspect of leader behavior, 
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the selection of different decision processes for 

different situations. He states a predictive validation 

study of the model needs to be done to determine the 

validity of the decision process and its effectivity 

(250- 255) . 

In 1982, Field conducted another experimental test 

of the Vroom-Yetton normative model. Each of 4 groups 

of university business students attempted to solve 5 

decision-making problems and was instructed to use 

different decision processes of the model (Table 2) for 

each problem. Evidence in this case supported the 

validity of the model. Decisions made with processes in 

th~ feasible set were significantly more effective in 

satisfying problems than those made with processes 

outside the feasible set. 

Of the seven rules (attributes A thru G) 

underlying the model in Figure 4, one of the 3 quality 

rules and 3 of 4 acceptance rules had effects as 

predicted. 



Table 2 

Vroom- Yetton Decision Procedures 

AI. You solve the problem or make the decision 
yourself, using information available 
to you at the time. 

All . You obtain the necessary information 
from your subordinates, then decide 
the solution to the problem yourself. 
You may or may not tell your 
subordinates what the problem is in 
getting the jnformation from them. 

CI. You share the problem with the 
relevant subordinates individually, 
getting their ideas and suggestions 
without bringing them together as 
a group. Then you make the decision, 
which may or may not reflect your 
subordinates' influence. 

CII. You share the problem with your 
subordinates as a group, obtaining 
their collective ideas and suggestions. 
Then you make the decision, which may 
or may not reflect your subordinates' 
influence . 

GII. You share the problem with your 
subordinates as a group. Together 
you generate and evaluate alternatives 
and attempt to reach agreement 
<consensus) on a solution. Your role 
is much like that of a chairperson. 
You do not try to influence the group 
to adopt ·your · solution, and you are 
willing to accept and implement any 
solution which has the support of the 
entire group. 

souRcE: Leadership and Decision-Making by Victor 
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H. Vroom and Phillip W. Yetton (1973). As cited in 
Organizational Behavior and Personnel Psychology. 
Table 7-3, Wexley and Yukl. 
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Pate and Helman administered a test of the 

Vroom-Yetton decision model in seven field settings 

where 530 middle and top level hospital administrators 

were evaluated by means of a questionnaire. Decision 

rule questions were identical to those posed over 14 

years ago by Vroom and Yetton in developing their 

original normative model. No significant tie was found 

between ·correct· management style and any of the 

organizational or demographic variables analyzed. 

Nearly al l of the subjects will select outside the 

decision procedures of Table 2 about one-third of the 

time. 

Vroom and Jago describe an improved mode l in 

detail. Existing rules used in eliminating processes 

are thought to risk decision quality or acceptance. 

Tha.1 are replaced with equations that express beliefs 

about the way quality , commitment, time and development 

are likely to be affected by the decision process used 

and by the problem attributes. An additional 5 

attributes have been added to the 7 problem attributes 

ln the model. Although the newer model ls more complex , 

three ways have been found to put the new model within 

reach of most managers . They are; heuristics, a 

computer-based expert system, and decision trees (33). 
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The basic training features are unchanged in the new 

model. New problem sets have been developed to reflect 

the larger number of problem attributes and new 

computer programs are written to take advantage of the 

greater analytical possibil iti es of the new model. 

In 1984, a discuss ion with Vroom of his model 

showed when used normatively, it may de termine when 

participative decision making is required ln a given 

decision situation, and descriptively, to assess the 

determinants and characteristics of 

superior-subordinate relationships (19). 

In 1988, Ettling and Jago found that the 

Vroom-Yett on model wa s subjected to conditions of 

conflict. The rule of conflict prescribes group 

decision-making methods when conflict among 

suQ,drdlnates is anticipated and acceptance of the 

decision is critical. This is based on the assumption 

that a group process provides a more effective vehicle 

for conflict resolution than other less participative 

methods (75). 

The present experiment tests the Conflict rule 

aga inst an alternative hypothesis that predicts 
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conflict intensification and polarization in group 

settings. Forty groups of five members each considered 

a decision task chosen for its likelihood of generating 

a task-based conflict. The 2 x 2 design, 

(decision-making process by leader reward structure), 

created conditions in which a particular 

decision-making process either conformed to or violated 

the normative attributes of the Vroom-Yetton model. 

Both attitudinal and behavioral •easures of decision 

acceptance revealed that the interactive group process 

was significantly more effective than one-to-one 

consultation in generating support for a leader's 

solution (84). 

A secondary analysis treating the quality of the 

leader's decision as a covariate revealed no 

sign"ficant variation in the pattern of subordinate 

acceptance explained by this factor. 

Overall, the results support the Vroom and 

Yetton,s Conflict Rule and suggest that subordinates 

are far more likely to accept a leader•s decision 

following an interactive group process regardless of 

either the leader's desire to reach consensus or the 

technical quality of the decision. 

If all goals and objectives in a large corporate 

organization are not clear throughout the various 

enterprises of that organization, then 



33 

subordinates may condone decisions that conflict with 

their goal s in favor of that superiors'decision. 

This does not mean however, that subordinates will 

increase productivity as a result of increased decision 

acceptance. 

Leana conducted an experimental study examining 

situational factors in Vroom and Yetton's 1973 model 

that pred ict differences in managers' reported 

preferences for delegation or participation. 

She compared the theoretical and empirical delegation 

and participation. These two processes have sometimes 

been treated as interchangeable . Delegation and 

part icipation have evo l ved from two different 

theoretical perspectives and are used by managers under 
I 

different sets of cond i~.~ns . Two studies are reported 

th~t examined these differences. 

Results indicated that decision importance, 

subordinate information. and subordinate goal 

congruence explained 23% of the variance in manager's 

preference (230>. 

The correlational study examined similar 

situational predictors of supervisors' reported use of 

delegation and participation with subordinates. 
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These results largely confirmed the findings nf the 

experimental study and also showed supervisor workload 

as a significant predictor. In addition, objective 

measures of subordinate performance significantly 

correlated with the use of delegation but not with 

participation (232). 

Green and Tabor noted that a group nominal voting 

scheme produced the highest satisfaction with the group 

decis ion making process, as well as, the lowest amount 

of expressed negative socio-emotional behaviors and 

personal par ticipation. A consensus scheme produced 

practically the opposite results (104). 

Leana compared the effects of group cohesiveness 

and leader behavior on defective decision making in a 

partial test of Janis' Groupthink Model. Groupthink is 

a t ~rm used to describe concurrence seeking tendencies 

which can be detrimental in the way they can override a 

realistic appra isal of the possible courses of action 

open to a group or to members thereof. This can result 

in defective decision making when the following occur: 
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I. An incomplete assessment of the objectives 
2. Not examining preferred risks 
3. Failure to examine all the alternatives 
4. Incomplete information acquired 
5. Exhibition of selective bias 
6. Not reappraising alternatives 
7. Lack of a contingency plan. 

A comparison was made of groups that have 

consistently worked together and newly formed groups 

for the presence of detrimental groupthink. The study 

included 208 students divided into groups consisting of 

three group members and one group leader. Each group 

was presented with the same problem to solve and roles 

were assigned. The levels of cohesiveness, tested were 

twofold: cohesive and noncohesive. 

The levels of leader behavior tested were also 

twofold: directive and participative. The amount of 

inf(>rmat!on able to be processed by a group is directly 

related to cohesiveness, and leader behavior affected 

the final decisions as well as number of alternatives 

considered (15). 

Cohesiveness also allowed for better info-rmation 

gathering pr ior to the discussion. The aajor 

influencing factor on decision appears to be the type 

of leadership present (17). 

Weiss f ound that leaders who feel they are 
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participative often use a participative approach only 

when a quality solution is not needed. Such 

participation is self-defeating because of its 

condescending nature. When there is a lack of goal 

congruence, but decisions are turned over to a group 

anyway, the recommendations are often ignored because 

they do not meet the leaders' objectives. If more and 

more recommendations are ignored, the frustration level 

of subordinates will grow (4-5). 

Munkirs and Knoedler questioned whether business 

decisions are a product of competitive market 

structures or are determined through the use of power 

and coercion by giant corporations. They concluded 

that, although the efficient use of modern tools 

demands intra/inter-industry coordination and 

co~peration, community adherence to the prevailing 

ceremonial knowledge is still a prerequisite for those 

in power to retain their status. This ls why decisions 

and actions of corporate leaders are becoming 

increasingly dysfunctional (1682). 

Corporate grass-roots participation through goal 

congruence to meet strategic business objectives may 

become irrelevant if decisions made at the first 



company line level are not adhered to at senior 

corporate levels. 

statement of Hvpothesis 

The specific hypothesis ls that management 

dec i s i on-making is primarily driven by political 

viability (superior and subordinate acceptance> in 

large corporate organizations. 

The subliminal thought process behind a decision 

ls gratification of organizational acceptance and 

distribution of advantages and disadvantages rather 

than the need to resolve the business issue . 

37 



§ueJects 

CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The target population are aanagers of large 

corporations (greater than 10,000 employees>. 

The representative corporation surveyed is the 

Mc Donnell Aircraft Coapany <MCAIR>, a co•ponent of 

McDonnell Douglas Corporation . 

There are 6 levels of management for 33,000 

employees, as defined by McDonnell Aircraft's 

organizational struc ture . They are labeled level A thru 

F with A representing the President of the HCAIR 

component, and levels D thru F representing a 

department director thru subordinate section aanager 

respectively. The 1st line supervision CF level) ls a 

dil"ect subordinate link to worker levels. 

A strata of managerial personnel within the MCAIR 

component is the Product Support Division with 

approximately 2,000 eaployees. 

The Product Support Division was selected as the 

representative sample population for the following 

reasons: 

1. Personnel who are within the division represent 
a large cross section of job classifications (72) 
for manufacturing and support and service sectors 
skills . 
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2. The employees have a diversified background of 
collegiate and military disciplines. 

3. The sampling frames and survey information are 
readily obtained. 

The sample frame ls the HCAIR Human Resources 

Division <HRD> compensation system managerial listing 

for the Product Support Division . The sampling units 

are individual elements of the population. 
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Demographic information does not Indicate a 

significance to affect survey data . Age, sex, 

geographic location, and education are predominately; 

35 to 60, male, Midwest, and collegiate, respectively. 

Instrument 

The first concern ls whether the population 

defined as management D thru F have an equal chance of 

selection. 

✓ The method used to select subjects is random 

sampling. No strata was additionally defined since the 

research hypothesis is concerned with operational 

Management rather than hierarchical management levels, 

therefore additional stratification is not necessary. 

The sample frame consists of 191 managers. 

Managers were selected as subjects via random number 

assignment to the sample frame. All even numbers from 

lowest to highest were selected until 96 subject 

managers (50%) were attained. 





l, When an organizations resources are declining or the existing 
pattern of resources are changing, a aanager's decision-aaklng 
process ls likely to be affected. 

%¡� %¡� %¡� %¡� %¡� 
STRONGLY AGREE UNCERTAIN DISAGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE 

1. In ten words or less, state your least laportant bel lef of effective 
Managerial decision-aaking. 

Again, all reponses will be treated with the �u�t % �o�s�t� confidence. 

WHEN COMPLETED, FOLD ENTIRE QUESTIONNAIRE, STAPLE, AND MAIL VIA 
INTER-OFFICE MAIL. 

<Note: Survey forms were altered for presentation In Appendix B> 

'�� .. • 
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