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• Interactive Lecture 
• Activity  
• Present and discuss 
• Reflective exercise 
• Q&A

Today’s class



• Principles of Leadership 
• Leadership without Authority

Last lecture



• How do you make decisions?

Motivating questions



• Most businesspeople treat decision making as an event 
• a discrete choice that takes place at a single point in 

time. 
• Say that the matter at hand is whether to pull a product 

with weak sales off the market.  
• An “event” leader would mull in solitude, ask for advice 

read reports, mull some more, then say yea or nay and 
send the organization off to make it happen.  

• This view overlooks larger social and organiztional contexts, 
which ultimately determine the success of any decision. 

Common View



• on the surface: groups of people, immersed in discussion and 
debate, trying to select a course of action by drawing on what 
they believe is the best available evidence. 
• Inquiry: a very open process designed to generate multiple 

alternatives, foster the exchange of ideas, and produce a well-
tested solution.  
• This approach doesn’t come naturally to most people.  

• Advocacy: participants approach decision making as a contest, 
although they don’t necessarily compete openly or even 
consciously.Well-defined groups with special interests advocate for 
particular positions.  
• This approach is often the default model

Decisions as Process: Inquiry Vs. Advocacy 
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Constructive Conflict

 

Critical thinking and rigorous debate invari-
ably lead to conflict. The good news is that
conflict brings issues into focus, allowing lead-
ers to make more informed choices. The bad
news is that the wrong kind of conflict can de-
rail the decision-making process altogether.

Indeed, conflict comes in two forms—

 

cogni-
tive

 

 and 

 

affective

 

. Cognitive, or substantive, con-
flict relates to the work at hand. It involves dis-
agreements over ideas and assumptions and
differing views on the best way to proceed. Not
only is such conflict healthy, it’s crucial to effec-
tive inquiry. When people express differences
openly and challenge underlying assumptions,
they can flag real weaknesses and introduce
new ideas. Affective, or interpersonal, conflict is
emotional. It involves personal friction, rival-
ries, and clashing personalities, and it tends to
diminish people’s willingness to cooperate dur-
ing implementation, rendering the decision-
making process less effective. Not surprisingly,
it is a common feature of advocacy processes.

On examination, the two are easy to distin-
guish. When a team member recalls “tough de-
bates about the strategic, financial, and operat-
ing merits of the three acquisition candidates,”
she is referring to cognitive conflict. When a
team member comments on “heated argu-
ments that degenerated into personal attacks,”
he means affective conflict. But in practice the
two types of conflict are surprisingly hard to

separate. People tend to take any criticism per-
sonally and react defensively. The atmosphere
quickly becomes charged, and even if a high-
quality decision emerges, the emotional fallout
tends to linger, making it hard for team mem-
bers to work together during implementation.

The challenge for leaders is to increase cog-
nitive conflict while keeping affective conflict
low—no mean feat. One technique is to estab-
lish norms that make vigorous debate the rule
rather than the exception. Chuck Knight, for 27
years the CEO of Emerson Electric, accom-
plished this by relentlessly grilling managers
during planning reviews, no matter what he ac-
tually thought of the proposal on the table,
asking tough, combative questions and expect-
ing well-framed responses. The process—
which Knight called the “logic of illogic” be-
cause of his willingness to test even well-
crafted arguments by raising unexpected, and
occasionally fanciful, concerns—was undoubt-
edly intimidating. But during his tenure it pro-
duced a steady stream of smart investment de-
cisions and an unbroken string of quarterly
increases in net income.

Bob Galvin, when he was CEO of Motorola
in the 1980s, took a slightly different approach.
He habitually asked unexpected hypothetical
questions that stimulated creative thinking.
Subsequently, as chairman of the board of
overseers for the Malcolm Baldrige National
Quality Program, Galvin took his colleagues by
surprise when, in response to pressure from
constituents to broaden the criteria for the
award, he proposed narrowing them instead.
In the end, the board did in fact broaden the
criteria, but his seemingly out-of-the-blue sug-
gestion sparked a creative and highly produc-
tive debate.

Another technique is to structure the con-
versation so that the process, by its very na-
ture, fosters debate. This can be done by divid-
ing people into groups with different, and
often competing, responsibilities. For exam-
ple, one group may be asked to develop a pro-
posal while the other generates alternative rec-
ommendations. Then the groups would
exchange proposals and discuss the various op-
tions. Such techniques virtually guarantee
high levels of cognitive conflict. (The exhibit
“Structuring the Debate” outlines two ap-
proaches for using different groups to stimu-
late creative thinking.)

But even if you’ve structured the process

    

Two Approaches to Decision Making

Advocacy Inquiry

Concept of a contest collaborative problem solving
decision making

Purpose of persuasion and lobbying testing and evaluation
discussion

Participants’ role spokespeople critical thinkers 

Patterns of strive to persuade others present balanced arguments
behavior

defend your position remain open to alternatives

downplay weaknesses accept constructive criticism

Minority views discouraged or dismissed cultivated and valued 

Outcome winners and losers collective ownership



• Critical thinking and rigorous debate invariably lead to conflict.  
• conflict brings issues into focus, help to make more informed 

choices.  
• the wrong kind of conflict can derail the decision-making process 

altogether.  
• Two forms 
• cognitive, or substantive, conflict relates to the work at hand.  

• over ideas and assumptions and differing views  
• healthy and crucial to effective inquiry.  

• Affective, or interpersonal, conflict is emotional. 
• personal friction, rivalries, and clashing personalities 
• diminish people’s willingness to cooperate 

Constructive Conflict



 

What You Don’t Know About Making Decisions
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with an eye toward encouraging cognitive con-
flict, there’s always a risk that it will become
personal. Beyond cooling the debate with
“time-outs,” skilled leaders use a number of
creative techniques to elevate cognitive de-
bate while minimizing affective conflict.

First, adroit leaders pay careful attention to
the way issues are framed, as well as to the lan-
guage used during discussions. They preface
contradictory remarks or questions with
phrases that remove some of the personal sting
(“Your arguments make good sense, but let me
play devil’s advocate for a moment”). They also
set ground rules about language, insisting that
team members avoid words and behavior that
trigger defensiveness. For instance, in the U.S.
Army’s after-action reviews, conducted imme-
diately after missions to identify mistakes so
they can be avoided next time, facilitators

make a point of saying, “We don’t use the ‘b’
word, and we don’t use the ‘f’ word. We don’t
place blame, and we don’t find fault.”

Second, leaders can help people step back
from their preestablished positions by break-
ing up natural coalitions and assigning people
to tasks on some basis other than traditional
loyalties. At a leading aerospace company, one
business unit president had to deal with two
powerful coalitions within his organization
during a critical decision about entering into a
strategic alliance. When he set up two groups
to consider alternative alliance partners, he in-
terspersed the groups with members of each
coalition, forcing people with different inter-
ests to work with one another. He then asked
both groups to evaluate the same wide range
of options using different criteria (such as tech-
nological capability, manufacturing prowess,
or project management skills). The two groups
then shared their evaluations and worked to-
gether to select the best partner. Because no-
body had complete information, they were
forced to listen closely to one another.

Third, leaders can shift individuals out of
well-grooved patterns, where vested interests
are highest. They can, for example, ask team
members to research and argue for a position
they did not endorse during initial discussions.
Similarly, they can assign team members to
play functional or managerial roles different
from their own, such as asking an operations
executive to take the marketing view or asking
a lower-level employee to assume the CEO’s
strategic perspective.

Finally, leaders can ask participants locked
in debate to revisit key facts and assumptions
and gather more information. Often, people
become so focused on the differences between
opposing positions that they reach a stalemate.
Emotional conflict soon follows. Asking people
to examine underlying presumptions can de-
fuse the tension and set the team back on
track. For instance, at Enron, when people dis-
agree strongly about whether or not to apply
their trading skills to a new commodity or mar-
ket, senior executives quickly refocus the dis-
cussion on characteristics of industry structure
and assumptions about market size and cus-
tomer preferences. People quickly recognize
areas of agreement, discover precisely how and
why they disagree, and then focus their debate
on specific issues.

    

Structuring the Debate

By breaking a decision-making body into two subgroups, leaders can often create 
an environment in which people feel more comfortable engaging in debate. Scholars 
recommend two techniques in particular, which we call the “point-counterpoint” and 
“intellectual watchdog”approaches. The first three steps are the same for both techniques:

Point-Counterpoint Intellectual Watchdog

The team divides into two subgroups. The team divides into two subgroups.

Subgroup A develops a proposal, Subgroup A develops a proposal,
fleshing out the recommendation, fleshing out the recommendation,
the key assumptions, and the the key assumptions, and the critical 
critical supporting data. supporting data.

Subgroup A presents the proposal Subgroup A presents the proposal 
to Subgroup B in written and oral forms. to Subgroup B in written and oral forms.

Subgroup B generates one or more Subgroup B develops a detailed critique
alternative plans of action. of these assumptions and recommenda-

tions. It presents this critique in written 
and oral forms. Subgroup A revises its 
proposal based on this feedback.

The subgroups come together to debate The subgroups continue in this revision-
the proposals and seek agreement critique-revision cycle until they converge 
on a common set of assumptions. on a common set of assumptions.

Based on those assumptions, the Then, the subgroups work together to 
subgroups continue to debate various  develop a common set of recommendations.
options and strive to agree on a 
common set of recommendations.



• Structure debate: How to cool down this 
classroom on a budget? 

Activity I



• Once a decision’s been made and the 
alternatives dismissed, some people will have to 
surrender the solution they preferred. At times, 
those who are overruled resist the outcome; at 
other times, they display grudging acceptance.  
• What accounts for the difference?

Consideration



• fairness— “procedural justice.”  
• The leader will make the ultimate decision, but 

the people participating in the process must 
believe that their views were considered and 
that they had a genuine opportunity to 
influence the final decision.  
• How does the leader achieve this?

Fairness



• At the outset, leaders need to convey openness to new ideas 
and a willingness to accept views that differ from their own.  
• avoid suggesting that their minds are already made up; 

avoid disclosing their personal preferences early in the 
process 
• clearly state that any initial opinions are provisional and 

subject to change 
• Or absent themselves from early deliberations.  
• arguments affected the final decision or explain clearly 

why they chose to differ with those views. 

Demonstrate Consideration_outset 



• During the discussions, leaders must take care to 
show that they are listening actively and attentively.  
• ask questions, probe for deeper explanations, 

echo comments, make eye contact, and show 
patience when participants explain their positions.  
• Take notes is an especially powerful signal. It 

suggests that the leader is making a real effort to 
capture, understand, and evaluate people’s 
thoughts. 

Demonstrate Consideration_during discussions



• After the final decision, leaders should explain 
their logic.  
• must describe the rationale for their decision 
• detail the criteria they used to select a course 

of action.  
• Perhaps more important, convey how each 

participant’s arguments affected the final 
decision or explain clearly why they chose to 
differ with those views. 

Demonstrate Consideration_after the final decision



• Practicing fairness

Activity II



• Deciding too early  
• Group thinking: desire to be considered team 

players overrides their willingness to engage in 
critical thinking and thoughtful analysis, so the 
group readily accepts the first remotely plausible 
option.  
• Such mindset is prevalent in the presence of 

strong advocates, especially in new teams, whose 
members are still learning the rules and may be 
less willing to stand out as dissenters  
• Reflect on the previous exercises

Closure_Deciding too early



• Leaders need to learn to recognize latent discontent,  
• paying special attention to body language: furrowed brows, 

crossed arms, or curled up defiance.  
• To bring disaffected people back into the discussion, it may be 

best to call for a break, approach dissenters one by one, 
encourage them to speak up, and then reconvene.  
• GM’s Alfred Sloan was famous for this approach, which he would 

introduce with the following speech: “I take it we are all in 
complete agreement on the decision here. Then I propose we 
postpone further discussion of the matter until our next 
meeting to give ourselves time to develop disagreement and 
perhaps gain some understanding of what the decision is all 
about.” 

 Defense against group-thinking_Recongize Discontent



• Leaders need to cultivate minority views either through 
norms or through explicit rules. 
• Minority views broaden and deepen debate; they 

stretch a group’s thinking, even though they are 
seldom adopted intact.  
• seeks input from “helpful Cassandras,” people who 

are known for raising hard questions and offering 
fresh perspectives about the dangers of proposed 
policies. 

 Defense against group-thinking_ cultivate minority views 



• Wearing two hats 
• Jamie Houghton, the longtime CEO of Corning, spoke of 

wearing two hats when working with his senior team: He 
figuratively put on his cowboy hat when he wanted to debate 
with members as an equal, and he donned a bowler when, as 
CEO, he called the question and announced a decision. The 
former role allowed for challenges and continued discussion; 
the latter signaled an end to the debate. 

• The message here is that leaders—and their teams—need to 
become more comfortable with ambiguity and be willing to make 
speedy decisions in the absence of complete, unequivocal data 
or support. 
•  The art of management is the art of making meaningful 

generalizations out of inadequate facts.

Closure_Call the question



• Multiple Alternatives 
• Assumption Testing  
• Well-Defined Criteria 
• Dissent and Debate.  
• Perceived Fairness 

Good Decision Making_Process Traits



• William and Miller (2002) studies the decision 
making styles of more than 1,600 executive 
• They found five styles 
• Charismatic 
• Thinkers  
• Skeptics 
• Followers  
• Controllers

Styles of Decision Making



• https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=SEDvD1IICfE 
• More examples? 

Examples

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SEDvD1IICfE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SEDvD1IICfE


• Description: charismatics account for 25% of all the executives we 
polled. They are easily intrigued and enthralled by new ideas, but 
experience has taught them to make final decisions based on 
balanced information, not just emotions.  
• Typical Characteristics:enthusiastic, captivating, talkative, 

dominant  
• Examples: Richard Branson  

• https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VH35Iz9veM0 
• Buzzwords: results, proven, actions, show, watch, easy, clear, focus  
• How to persuade: when trying to persuade  

a charismatic, fight the urge to join in his excitement. Focus the 
discussion on results. Make simple and straightforward arguments, 
and use visual aids to stress the features and benefits  
of your proposal.  

Charismatic 



• Description: Thinkers account for 11% of the executives we surveyed 
and can be the toughest executives to persuade. They are 
impressed with arguments that are sup- ported by data. They tend 
to have a strong aversion to risk and can be slow to make a 
decision.  
• Typical Characteristics:cerebral, intelligent, logical, academic  
• Examples: Bill Gates  

• https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eTFy8RnUkoU 
• Buzzwords: quality, academic, think, numbers, intelligent, plan, 

expert, proof   
• How to persuade: Have lots of data ready. Thinkers need as much 

information as possible, including all pertinent market research, 
customer surveys, case studies, cost-benefit analyses, and so on. 
They want to understand all perspectives of a given situation.  

Thinker 



• Description: Skeptics account for 19% of the executives we polled. They 
tend to be highly suspicious of every data point presented, especially 
any information that challenges their worldview. They often have an 
aggressive, almost combative style and are usually described as take- 
charge people.  
• Typical Characteristics:demanding, disruptive, disagreeable, rebellious  
• Examples: Larry Ellison 

• https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c0ZVatD3XEQ   
• Buzzwords: feel, grasp, power, action, suspect, trust, demand, disrupt   
• How to persuade: You need as much credibility as you can garner. If 

you haven’t established enough clout with a skeptic, you need to find 
a way to have it transferred to you prior to or during the meeting – for 
example, by gaining an endorsement from some- one the skeptic 
trusts.

Skeptics



• Description: Followers account for 36% of all the executives we 
surveyed. They make deci- sions based on how they’ve made 
similar choices in the past or on how other trusted executives 
have made them. They tend to be risk-averse.  
• Typical Characteristics: responsible, cautious, brand-driven, 

bargain-conscious  
• Examples: Carly Fiorina 

• https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CEcvtcfHBTk 
• Buzzwords: innovate, expedite, expertise, similar to, previous    
• How to persuade: Followers tend to focus on proven methods; 

references and testimonials are big persuading factors. They 
need to feel certain that they are making the right decision – 
specifically, that others have succeeded in similar initiatives. 

Followers 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CEcvtcfHBTk


• Description: Controllers account for 9% of the executives we 
interviewed. They abhor uncertainty and ambiguity, and they will focus 
on the pure facts and analytics of an argument.  
• Typical Characteristics: logical, unemotional, sensible, detail-oriented, 

accurate, analytical 
• Examples: Martha Stewart  

• https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_fT2K0oMwm8 
• Buzzwords: details, facts, reason, logic, power, handle, physical, grab, 

just do it   
• How to persuade: Your argument needs to 

be structured and credible. The controller wants details, but only if 
presented by  
an expert. Don’t be too aggressive in pushing your proposal. Often, 
your best bet is to simply give him 
the information he needs and hope that he will convince himself. 

Controllers 



• Handout the case 
• How should you argue your case to your CEO? 
• Charismatic 
• Thinkers  
• Skeptics 
• Followers  
• Controllers

Activity


