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A Social Identity Maintenance Model of Groupthink
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Strategies and Techniques for Preventing Groupthink and Other Negative
Influence Processes

Goals:

e Improve decision quality
e Increase decision acceptance (by group and constituents)

Decrease Emotional Conflict (desire to maintain social identity):

e Provide a face saving mechanism for poor performance
e The risk technique

e Multiple role playing procedures

e Link asocial identity to critical analysis

e ldentity metamorphosis

Increase Constructive Conflict (debate and discussion about the issues)

e Structured discussion principles

e Establish procedures for protecting minority opinion
e Use directed decision aids

e Debias technique of multiple hypotheses

Social Influence Analysis

e Conduct a social influence analysis to determine sources of influence that may serve to
bias decision making

Instill in Each Decision Maker the Norms of the Scientist

e Ask: What else can it be?
e Ask: Sowhat? (If a given hypothesis is true, then how should the world look?)
e Go find out if the “so whats” are true, looking for cases when they are not.
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