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An Exploration of GDSS Research Areas Through the
Review of "groupthink” Literature

This paper reviewed major GDSS literatures from the ”“groupthink”
standpoint, proposed a new framework for GDSS research, and suggested
research issues. Despite a sizable amount of GDSS research for a dacade,
thé results tend to lack consistency, and still more studies are needed in
many areas. One way to overcome the limitations is the thorough review
of GDSS literatures and "groupthink”  theories. Especially,
groupthink/decision-making literatures provide many useful insights and

guidelines for further exploring new GDSS research areas.
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AlaE)e] AGH "I 7€ MIS
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A3t PEse] AQY ¥ AGA o}
23 AAs] AQ AuA AR T
Zof T AT AW 2047 MISUF
A % @7ae] gol F2 BUAL
SfUgi), D557} MISe] @ AEAlsEe
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FEFzAY BAE 4" HEY 5+ A
=% AQshe daale AR
2 RY3tz gt} [DeSanctis and Gall-
upe 1985]. 71dRZ 2 HAE34 AxE
Y HEP0T Ak due] 5&H
d ARaw W gxERY e T
dEe 9, g3l A=A auEE
Azte g AelHQ FggFol FUHA
of & ZFPAY Aol AL LS e
Z3g & o, bsse] dede IFud
gtoll gich. ol2{g FHHollM GDSS2
22347 oz Avd #
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=7eln 8 4 o
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[Huber, '1984]

GDSSof] &7t 2718 A AT (exper-
imental stduy)e AHFEY ALS e
ezt A (S wx] e Ay za
(effectiveness)& H|z ALst=d] A
%= 9t [Rao and Jarvenpaa, 1991].
ol AFE Foll dF = FFEY B
ZE W Ado] B} FIyow AR
€ 3tz B33dtn 9lem [Nunamaker
et al., 1989], E dA9 AFEL 1
o] & iUl Qe He® RIEn
2t} [Gallupe et al., 1988: Applegate
1986]. 53] Zigurs et al,
[1988]2 GDSS2] o]-&o] Axt7d U
BB Y P d(influence pattern)ol] FAl
FHog Y UL uAA USES B
S8tal ol ® ThE dFY AFAE
2 989 RAMQ w3} Qrka B2
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Maier [1980] HA] ZAgtE R Ex}2] K
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stk 7 wAel BAAY AVES [E
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promise & Harmony),
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AR AU
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5458 w=oha stk 3R, ®U13 o
F(additive task)= ZghpAdde] 28
o] ZAF YAAM £REHE= FE
A 1ol

3 Fo #¥elrt
Ex7, 3453 9F{conjuctive task):=
Vg BlEgA R FUHE JUPFE
A d@AelH o’ Alg (clunker)o]
UETE Bt 5EFY G FRBelrh

A, Be)d Jd¥(disjunctive task):=
Ay 437t 71 498 188y 5
do| F2 &= PFRAFLE, ol
¢ AFE YA Aol Aolx 3t
o] R FEdol glojor & War
olch mprjmte 2, A-HAlRrA J&-(di-
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Hackman and Morris 1975; McGrath and o 2|3}l312} 3= B Ao ule} vygd
Altman 1966: Shaw 1973]. McGrath th 3xj, ofolriole} BEe] A
[1984]& ZHte] ExE oDHF L E3} (GENERATING ideas and actions)E $|3%}
[®2] Aebpdgle]l 9% [Benne and Sheats 1948)

(1) Agte] AR430 A (Group Task Roles)

ini tiator-contributor A} olote] ¥&, HEe ¢t
information-seeker BHe] Aol Hygo] ’IF 24}

opinion seeker A2 o] B 7ol oyt BdA
information giver BB AR U FUL WHOT ¥ AR AT
opinion giver 2¢19] 2z} oA e

elaborator z} ol7o] 7= ojule] mokxt Awrde] A
coordinator Clodt o AR BAEE U =X

orienter Agelol uiE qof Feke] w9 AP
evaluator-critic E29] Lﬂ%,k =2], AP, FHx]oj o3t 2847
energizer ] B3 A3 A3t 27
procedural technician ek BEg B2y 72 Y5 U &4
recorder EEe JgrS 3

(2) Aete] &3} 329 (Group Building & Maintenance Roles)

encourager TE e 3sEE O 9 )
harmonizer FHYEEY) AL} S ARAN )
comproniser Aeke) z312 ojs) QR W@ el

gate-keeper & expedi ter THE 44e) ol W AR Aze) WS}
standard setter or ego ideal A% gzl W @ WS 9% A1EAN
group-cbserver & comentator A 718, AVEANE o) NBAT
fol lower Axte] 2R E 5308 48
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(3) 7iela & (Individual Roles)
aggressor CIE 7Re) Spae] 204, BRI 24 A
blocker o1 glo] MekebALt ¥AHel sl

recogni tion-seeker

Ale] A2le BHEe) 2

sel f-confessor

ek} et L7, B, ool oy

playboy Qage], 3y, AUAA ofdibE Fele o

dominator 53 3] 39 4 48 Bl =9

helper-seeker B0 1A e =23 E SEARE
= A

special interest pleader

[#2]

D, &2, A=} (CHOOSING alternatives
A=, iAo Y
4} {NEGOTIATING solutions)& |38} GD
2 uran

)& sit 6o, 22

M=, Swap[1984 p.27]2 FAEL3}
At BAE AFAE 2dosH
AR Y (cohesiveness}?] 3, oj& 1
DHES A=UA oloprista rt. 2
HY-2 Y Ipo] FEAoHAM Y
FAAQ ool glrta A1 H YT, o

Bot AAREA drjdondt gug B

2 4 UA P& Y, Axde) B3}
£ zauTi Yo,
A, W) eAlaBeRel 6

o] &Hzfe] FYE ®
U7l ataERE Y 54& d3st
2 olch (2§ 112 v7kA] 2ata
d4& B33 gl upa ¥ (wheel)o]

MR 5L AZE(centrality) & 7IR| 3L

gl vt fl¥(circle)o] 71 Gy
AZ2z g 7ix2 glcta & 4 gl 4

Arf, Swap [1984 p. 61-65]12 A =&-&
AR aFdl BY £AF s,
| £ AE}Y (leadership style)dt 18 %
w43 8F (risk-taking propensity)e] GD

Tm

of WAL AR A7T EEES 29
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1.5 A&
(information synergy)

NALzAE HES o R
& GDE BdlAd+: /Y & V] Wi
o] Fgto] R{3h= BAHE 7ol B
e ZFRET 9@ $utd gled
[Maier, 19801, 7§Qle] 7kxl7] 4l @
Azt 4 oz ARY ZRE A
B2 238 Hassing HAe o4
ZAAo) o]& 4 9lr} [Napier and Gers-

henfeld, 1981]. ©ojZlo] Hxle] AR E

FHIEE PEEE B2 AEE ol
t}h.

2.8ctEHs 22 As
€3 (group problem
solving synergy)

the Agdozels Huh2 JUR
Tl @i g3 oeltlelE FE¥Y
alt} [Maier, 1980]. Leavitt [1983]+=
331718 FA| A (problem
finding) & 913 EFY =72t Ark
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Aete] e BExyt axldow A
H7l aside 8 AAe xdo] W

ot ¥ Fde] EANANE A
A Z Hohe Jxto] HYsiA EAls)
AN E kg ], Hrl g FAIdo]
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o AdE 71 458 ARl At
HEZ Hrp U2 AN =&Y
2Tt [Nemeth, 1986]. whals Zxgho] A
B3l B2 53 Aol FAe] x|
A F3AU 2HE JHHE = U}
= AN Fdo] &83M F
AsE 3 = A¥Po] gt} [Janis,
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el AsE FYsivzis At e
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Hrl [Maier, 1980]. uwlgha] GD2] #}H
ol A MAEA] =t 74dF olxlA
ol ulsiA A7t} ¥ xjdo] Wuld

+ gtk

V.GDSSd+& 93t
o] 24 5 (Frame

work) ¥ A3 A

2% 2]o] GDSS dxgYe] yag
3 olEF E& AAstdct. oDSS
AFFHL A oSS dAGHIL &
FBHLE Lol A 4 gtk F oY
o AZAFFL MHd” oSS Ak
(features)o]t}. o] GDSS Aleke] A edof

FTE A 5 vt FFFHE 2UE
I

o
N -

o] AAFY([1: 2-a] EX)olA AHA|
o] glom, HE¥ GDSS Apefo] i3
< 0d 2R FEEE 880 29
g ([2¥ 2-b] #HZ)oll AAIFH | g}
th & GDSS A1¥ -2 6DSSe HAA
T Eojol & QB izt d7E
Ex], &9 6DSS S4do] 6be 43}
of mjX]= el Mt AT2 Ed

HEAZH GDSS AbY
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1.GDSS Al2k(features)
MEy

GDSS A}o¥olgt GDSS
==

ha -t ey

mlm

FEY o =

cheygt sp=sfe], AZLELC],
AAAERE YPrh FHA
£ GBS AP o7k R Me

3ta Fstar glrh

_Q,

Kraemer2} Pinsonneault [1989]+= GD
£ 918 A9y RYL

ision Support Systems)2} GCSS(Group

GDSS(Group Dec-

Communication Support Systems)® ¢
2 Qth, 15L GCSSE AUy
GALEFRE SUNOT AUl B
Rel Xgx3®, g3 GDSSE D%
& FZ3Hstructuring)dhe A& A4
& 3= Aarlez Hostn glrh
GDSSell Z§H = AFEEA
4, PERTEEEY ite
vzt @zte](Delphi)

‘what-if’
A Al ¥t o}
Wolul Nominal

Group Technique 12|31 Decision conf-

w3pgel FEHE A
E47 ZEAch

erencings} -2
Hik=
Rao%} Jarvenpaa [19911&= GDE

A&
71 9% ARV (1) Y88

103

DEDRES =

(o, secondary communcation channel,

ZFHA717 T e

public display, turn-taking),
TR Ee] HolE ST

& (df], turn-taking, anonymous commu-

(3) 7YY AuAA
208 9% 7

(2) 3
sg 7]

nication),
Ah) s e

taking, quantitative models, decision

(o], note-

trees) & 57
et oha
T}, Kraemer et al.?] GCSSE Rao et
al. o] APz rpaEE 1
A717] 1% 7l

sk

3}2 & Kraemer et al. &

AR wEE A 9l

sgHEcly B
DeSanctis®}t Gallupe [198712 A%t
o] FUIet AP AAYUY JHEE 7
zo% 3 PSS EHFYW

W

1=

st olch 28] £
GDS!

—

taxonomny ) &

Mot~
oL
%
=2
g
i

2.GDSS2| HdAEY

(2% 2-alol &8l GDSSAPFA =2
GDe] Bz} EAllo] wtel A E™, 6D
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o] =7
Ack =}
face-to- Decision Legislative
face room Session

et
F39)
Q= Local Area | Computer-

Decision Mediated
dispersed Network Conference

(¥ 3] GDSse] &F7
AVEA(GR)Y B4, (3) WL 2

UACHA, A=A
4% (style), L4 7MEH B
2 JHx|Bel 23] A"t B + 9
T} (Swap 1984). et d32 74

ot

2] 2Jr}AE el (communication patter-
n)o] Q3L mAA Huo, o] risF
oFel= GDE 5243} Aol 22l 33
o2 GDSSAtYAE o] J3& | <

slrkh.

yuel 4e durdds 21
& (cohesiveness)3}t 5 2d(homogenit-
y)flel TRt lEes WAE 4 9
th oataBd WSt

& F Aux Rohe ADYSE 2
21 o] &% FAH grlLTIIFL

Br} & 538 & Zojn, FAAA A
ol Hjshd oA WD 4% ofa

A3 (public screen)?] HAIHE IA

AR
2 (noise)&

of
-

£ Zolglal Ak proposition)dtil 3l
THSrinivasan and Jaevenpaa 1991). =
¢ E8o] 43H0E Hoix gt A
Qol wrpAY, FAA F2(A)
o] wol| Ao|YS+EF AFHBFAUE ol f
sto] o og o)xtAE3H= WY (ano-
onymous communication)o.Z /hEe]
qgol 7l HE AU £5VHE
43T 4 UrkT AL Qeksri-
nivasan and Jarvenpaa 1991).

BRI AL FF3A Fr4A] G
BE BA 3% 5 e 748l
wor wugsE AFEHE o8 U
(o, note-taking)& AT BF
Rrh & 235 & 4 glrika AAstz
alt} (Srinivasan and Jarvenpaa 1991).
a3 FELA AEshe FERAAY
(o, F(table) ¥ 3 (graph), ¥

dEE)e 27 A ARVAFF ch



FEE AFIEE ¢ 2 AAE e
Rog =&} (Srinivasan and Jarv-
geby FrAsy o
4ol glol PHYUT FAMEOl &E A

Ty

enpaa 1991),

U BFHY) EE AT EF 3%
A Admsta gol, Fuyyel uwdw

A, Amate %ol Hwrel 483t o

o
&£
Ko,
X
X
>
o
m
=
¥2

8] A=zate] A 7S HAE &
ol A% S A A=2hs 23
ol FEHold FLHU ataF e
of 4¥EL ud $ 9lon FFo A
£ ODSS AtAdeiol] d&g nd £ o
t}h A Ex}7} GDSS L&of izt AxH
o] glrtd FE L] grtaFSelehs
S8 AE Aol glol GDSS At
AR JFPE PYAY Rolth

S o] A=A B 2Fo| CDSS

2

=
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Axf, 6DSSel A dol A=At
E3H(unique) JEI T3 STE
2 sk EA 2 GDE £]3F dubEQ =]

9 A gRTds Ag
ol glo] TUHos =8n oot 7}
8 DeSanctis?} Gallupe [1987 p.590]<&
A A%t (decision-making group)
< TAE wAshaL sjAMS ©Asia
Ad¥gshed 3522 HYE 7N E 9
el AUEE E S At OF
o Mot Weh) Amalel Aol
L I DEIE ERNP LI
ke w3l it [Stogdill, 1950].

mepd AExe} YR e
Loz 2pHEd 2o BAle F2EA

¢i31 gltt. %8 Srinivasan3} Jarvenp-

=
o] F71A /¥BE Aestz ook T #

go EEAIMz}(facilitator) V=] 7]

i o
oo
tﬁ
A
-
<]
[9]
=
2.
G
o,
33
on
=
14
“
D
jou
=1
i
N

o] A AEl (automated decision conferen-

ce)& 7}EI|H,

HEE TUWIE B3AM R

e s gu

_?..
dey

e



4+
34
fr
>,
[>
it
lo
.H“
=
&
8
=
8
2,
lo

3] cDssetal EXRW 3 olct.
7 A7 253" Y Ad A=
2ol &zl Qo] AYHA Y3 T
3 EEIYA A Jled 2ae] 4y
of ¥R GDSS2 dA sl A=
Ao ApEsE Y ZAE SAsha
gitt. IEZF Huber[1984]% GDSSE o] &
sto] GDE FE5HA HE i ady &
HE EEAIPA}L (group facilitator),
3] 2] 2] A (chairperson)
298 (chauffeur)o2 1}yo] AHd
sl glovt obel deg mAL x|
Exte] ZE&AA AHAEAE= AENA
Q31 glom, iz e seHA
Sd=ot DS BAE Ngsin

& oltt.

aza 7led

4

E#l, ou¥ FF3I GDsST|&olE
A AN A=Y oAy F
gich. Wbde] FRFFA =Y
GDSS7F A W Ry 4= glojof & A
ojtl. ¥=xf2] GDSSATE& A =Ate] xpE
e 98 283tA] gyl Wil 2t
3 AL E2A7 AE3H e dFEHA|

%

fr

A717] #13) 2| =218 A, 8 9 Z

A FBYE FTAIIE ¥H, 73

2l J}YL AFAFIE DS A
BEAL A3y 7H7t s gdoletn
HojArh, & A==t R (needs)E
I2REZ} FEEook 3}
o, Rzxte] 43 Uo7t GDSSAGA
Hof nigEojo} & Zorh uwlepr] A
Ex1e] A =¥ Ad8F(leadership style)
2 Tof A-g3he GDSSAIL L] 5o #
3t A7} "BRsich, Leavitt [1975]1=
Aeke FFH08 23S FAE o 39
dlof ¥ IR AR 53 o
7IAe A=Y &Alo] gEF 3o} ¥t
Thal 2| A3 Heojl {oy "ert drh
AR, ARH GDSS A FAHLY
LAEA W A7 2B 4+ 9
t} [DeSanctis and Gallupe 1987 p.
5911 Zau W el Aeke A=
Z}7b oled WIS ZA Ho, oy
WS oAFA WAL=} 6D HAH}

A= 2 4ge uA 4 ok wer

¢

Azt 4, FVEA §8, A
o Bl metd A=A Ao G

g2 Aste oDss7ge) Eols A
g ol Wusich whel csse £

Q3 AladHe] Eaol xExte] gy

ol 92 7Y Aold, W2 A£A
o AYEAE Y 4 9ok

2.2 JADEA(HF)e 54



detol siFstazt st EA 5
Brgege]l evHE 2EE
(proximity) 2l Fujaalel] ¥¥E
nd Zeg FZ2gn,
T de oataFotefol] FHL nAA
Ho FFollis GDSS Apgaieiof
n]d 4= Qlr}[Huber 1984; Poole et al.

o

T

i)

1985; Desanctis and Gallupe 1987].

(1) ofelr]
oj2} BHo] A3/ (GENERATING ideas and
213t 6D,

McGrath [1984]7} =gt
actions)& (3) A& (CHOOSIN-
G alternatives)& $}%F 6D, 228l (3)
3| A2 2] FAH(NEGOTIATING solutions)
& $13 GDojl ufzt o] FHs¥F GDSS
28l BE21.% DeSanctis®} Gallupe [1987]
2 Hesta ot i ALHEAY
FRE AAARZAZ (DAL FHAA
=

zos] & £ 9t} sjele] elaiAA

(+4

o}, cjE3H I
[1972]12] Intelligence,

Newellz} Simon
Design 18|31
Choice?] AMtAloltt. Xcte] EA=
AN A& 2l8) o Al gl=ifol um}
gt EAsEE YT GISSAYE el
Ao} & Zlojr},

BUEAL o] AuPLe A
ol ulAE ol T AFEL Hol
gtk 7hd B 329 AnNg

107

L73chd Anhidfdo] ME oA A
BzA sES
. mebd B
28 = 9lr} (Hare 1962
Mungy and Doise 1982: Van de Ven
olgA Fddel ¥
o}z DE Y LIt vt ¢A
2l A FAY A,

decision network,

and Delbecq 1974).

local area
computer-mediated
conference)o] X 2}AHolr} [DeSanctis
and Gallupe 1987].

S AtaFA] FAITHE S WAIR| Ao
L7HE 4FLFF FRETAE o8
3 Rz2A AaFrlee] B wL

)]

7t4-& 4 olchal A tsta glct [Srin-
ivasan and Jarvenpaa 1991].

S 2R gAAEe A
47t B=stA WAL, AAEFT Sl 1
Ak ygeiE wAY, £HEE G2 A
gt ARE sl e AtLFES ol
& g 5 drh ol Fole AAH
ol =Yg B3 AT el A

¢
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AE FoI% 4% gt W, P4l
UAEME A LEE FAISH= GDSSAL
P AU Aagel ML
249 4 9lt} ([Steeb and Johnson,
1981: Jarvenpaa et al., 1988]. 2|2
P AFRI(d], AxMEz, RF7|F)S

Bl FEY BEE FELSA FA
of #|F3IEE DY HlsEE LYY

4 qrk.

2.3 A<te] 77

CRDIERISEEEBISNIE
ElE S3lA GDSSAtFdRie] F3FE m
3 B ohs A cossAPHHels
o3re ol 4 9lt} [Desanctis and
Gallupe 1987].

A2l A7171 6bofl mAle Bl
B d7E goh WYY 377 39
Stol wet AR aBe YL
TR FuEY, FRag] W
A7t g3 Auzte AR oagx
A9 AAY VRAAE WS oj |
Actol] thdt of 2zt vt a4
Eleojt} [Cartwright and Zander 1968:
Hare 1962:

£ 1%

k

i

-

Thomas and Fink 1963:
Zgto] 2S48 F44
7] A RE sfAshed] hé]-.% o 3}

A He B¥el Jon, Hido] tho]

Hof fman 1979].

E4E 7440y ARVHE o8 #
2o & wol AMgIHe Zog Uelltt
[Bales and Borgatta 1955; Hare et al.
19671,

Aetol AZFF FEATY ria
5 "egde Foidch #ushd 63t
Aol 7jel =alelA FFH FRE
A e|sjof & ¥qt ol clE T4
ataBE Eolste olFFHA FES
ZtA Hch wety Feke A7t o=
2ol ol2A =W Ac(FEL)d B
BX 25y A0 o]2A Hch ol
¢ FHolM Fdre FilxMt(mental
<& ¥Asly] 1% obsse] A
o] @3t} [(Srinivasan & Jarvenpaa,
1991].

Fete] 27171 6Dapgell o} 8
o] Pelet FRAEH vX= P
of H3 UAEL EUiE ¥ uw 6DSSA}
el Atre] Ao uwhebr cheksi
ol & eyt glrl [DeSanctis and
Gallupe 1987]. weld Awre] =79}
FHFELTY JAHEE JEeE ¥
DeSanctis®} Gallupe [1987]12] GDSS &
FY (taxonomy) & UEThE M5o]
rial Hojzich

resources

2.2 GDe] B3} EAH



DSSAFOR 2o

‘Z——P\:}"é"] 29" =252 22 (noise)

B
o8 s U] ataFE AT ol
€ UE Utk ool Fdsde] UAE
7] HaiMe ABH ¢ME BES 3]
< GDSSE A|U¥ 7§ ([Steeb and
Johnston, 1981; Jarvenpaa et al.,
1988], U =Fo WE vo=g W

At grlaFe vEEEE Y 4
olth 222 ti¥AAR (o), AxEY,
FZ715)& B3 £E& ¢ Abuy
ZFEREZ A3 $RY = = EEHFY
2ol Haszd 4 gt

A A=zt WYL it GDEA
oz =¥t weld A= AYL
THHoT EES AYY £
UEE r}orgt A ER}x] ¢ A ok (1eader-
support features)&o] GDSSoy 37}E o]
of & Zlojtt. wa¥ sleH UL
dolA BEEAoAM U FEUT

of A¥ 2R FUAY FZo3uA
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o cigel W

-3
=
zasln, B BA5e dag me

Lt

Bl

o
.
K
fr
A
o2
o{
o,
N

it
L
£
J,‘i

O
H

0
i,
w ol
29,
e
SL-WL
Lo
'LoZ
2 o o
lza%k[}l
rr
..11;11 mlod
O =
"™ |
J»’ilﬁ"
‘35‘_?':5
2 X e
S T

3T ALA T HA o] Fof
A UEF st Zo] uigEsict M-
aier, 1980]. uizhy 7FEHES APE
< &A5la g o], EANANS
2] o EHES AR FEE AL

7 AR e A EEE A=
Z = YA Adsks 42 gasith

D8] EAPe] shiad AEY &83

Ag Hashsty) 918 Gossatere] Ay
9 + otk o8 A% B YaaF

BFAl (anonymous electronic communica-

tion) [Applegate et al,, 1986: Irving
1976; Turoff and Hiltz 1982: Jarvenp-
1988]3F F/d4do] wAE 3t
7] flEE ABE AE Uoid
3t=[Steeb and Johnston,
1988] GDSS2
Alo] glrid AR o AL% el
HEE JHAc &
and Jarvenpaa 1991].

AU A TS V%

aa et al.,

2
T+ UEF

1981: Jarvenpaa et al.,

Zloltl {Srinivasan

Y T
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StA At AASH= 7]%0] GDSSe
FRY d=ialedel H 4 glon}, GDSs
t ALY o] REC ozt Ju7Ady
9 9AS YA 2Yst
valence indexZE A|Z3tBE EARAHQ
BEE 71432 2871 Qi) oy
AR R B3 Do Fay EAjzt
B GDSSe] Al Aol glo] AlF
g Pert 9d& Hojrh

TS Acho] Eylo] 4
Tl Aet ALES BRI Q)
Zv 3ge FHEE Hdxigbdoly)
d2oll, +4Y 7MUY FHEE DA
oA 2ol YA oFE HZstA 9
dlof 3rh ukstE Al xpEFal
38l U BRI =3"Y o 7HY
< 2o AA g78E =3 AL
AeA E ZHoln, xdds o Ak
848 FAH A5& GDofl o) &3lx] &
e ERVY dol Fog F Ar}
[Hackman and Morris, 1975]. GDSS+= )
del A UHd AR ES 9, 2
Aol ke Hajoll njd gzt 7
el M Fmo] AY JAHA FE
S 7ISA I3 £ U A0
th mebA zpale] ojAz} AR Eo] A
UetA FAR D 2289 Ayt =l

o dof it FIPERE JI8sta A

A
A%

O b
AL

[

A 4 9l GDssAteol spuichH
e PR LeA mAF e
Zojrt. wheta] GDSSAtete]

AejA] o2y HE FEI zesojo}

of,

A= GDSS Aparo] =zl DO} A
ol ML FBe TS AZEH B
¥Y 4 orh ([2Y 2-b] =), AE=L
ol = HElH GDSS Ataro] Aol B
Aol thsl AAlshs B (
complexity)& ZtAA}7]H, 7
A AnAsde BAAN, Do
£ Do FAEFH 43AE spAtiEtin
E 4 oth F=220)4& cDssAtde] 7
4] HE, PPAT LB,
2497l W(pover) FASo] o
e & ol o2t 2UEL F3F
2% Do) g3te] YaE mA Aot

gutE o g A I GDSS AL B3
GDAA-L R 3(structuring)stEE 6D
Azlel 3EFYOT L nA + e
o, 7498 E2UAE ZuAZ £
gon, Attog st Ba 2 x|
of 2 4 YEF su, QAL
A& a3y 4= 9lrt [Smith 1973;

perceived

SP

rlo



White et al.
SEDIEESIE

e 7o

1980: Gallupe 1985]. GD
0715 olxpel T}
o

2
| Adgolle 931,

3t gl oBA DAl HLFH o
of DAE PRI 5 Aol g

ZAEAQ #x]Al& ¢glt} [Van Gundy 1981;
DeSanctis and Gallupe 1987]. o|3} %
AEo] THH 2UES A&dluz}

ch

o

3.1 PEY/AEAY QAH 234 2
BEAEEY (B2 1)
AP oDSS Al e A8/ %
217} alst

Rl

fr

EA48] K3 (perceived
complexity)& ZAAFIM, A
Al FRAe W ANSHE 3%
A # glem, FFo 7tHE D
of d¥& ud 4 r} [Te'eni, 1987]
. mhebd AR Hofsle FEYE AA
o] AR Ae] 9 Axsde FAE T
71&2] #de] "asict,

Kraemer>} Pinsonneault [1989]17} =

flo
oy
ok,

gt

A%t GDSS{Group Decision Support Sys-
PERTEHE 9]
Abed A {4t ol el, Raogt Jarven-
paa [1991]8] FA3%12] FHEA (A4
Y FIE AT ZRIYRE (4,

note-taking, quantitative models, de-

tems) & ‘what-if £,

i1

cision trees), 12]3 level 1 GDSS2)

Vo] A AR E A BY EE &
Al 7IhdEe] F71E0] UE level
1T GDSS [Gallupe and DeSanctis, 1988]
7b L A FEANEHE B
A4 4 e GISSHEAIYeR =2

ict,

el

Bz ataBia (o HAFHTA
Az Y goew PR FeAH
E 4% 4 9 Zolrl. Gallupe et

&
g
fat
o
s
B
rO
e
2
bt
L
lo
N
o

Ay deirAE
e T84 Aol
E3t FelA¥E (heuristics)3} 71X

S AT A HYHoE =&Y AXME
g olg3f GDofl 9% % 6D KR
o] ZE#H#H 4 . Fwte BE 4

f

4

o

fd

¥
o A e

it

(o,
= EAQ opssylEA ol thet A
7} 2ot gasich obss7IAbA e 9%

compromiser ) S<&

&=
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A3 2tE AZEJO7} AFdhe UE
HolA(interface) & FAHUEER sl
BARAeo =& =¥g& AT F
Z3 ofoltjole] H&o] FEH 4 U=
£ F o)A (user freindly) 22 MAE S
of & Zojrt,

3.2 7499 Hox (B2 2

HAY cssApare] ML cDIHo
A FEde HAAE FIAME F
B ohzt ol FEI(equity of
participation) = &3 ¥ 4 2t} o]y
¢ FHYY HeiZUE DY) 23
el d8rS njd 4 glt}, Srinivasan
2} Jarvenpaa [1991]+& UATAE EA|
= 7% (turn-taking)2} 9Jg e} o4

~—

ol o
A=

g

fr

71% (anonymous communication)o]
W £ FoAE FAAIIH, Yo}
7tA Hr} U2 6D 43}E AL +
oithal AQbsta olch. o3t At
&2 JAoR A3 i AEEo]
BEEE= 7188 27 dEd] Br} v
sidxo] o|& 4 i olEg VA=
3rct [Nemeth, 1986].

Siegel et al, [1986]¢] &5t 4
450 ARHBUL olgslol ALE
3} B3 olalaBuCt 74
o

RE7} BHsA E2o] Holste 3

]

¥ R
rl

a1

1)

ftfo

T
2

e,

o] wolAm, WAL-&o] Hrl £33
AZshe siAMECH:
35 #elFA Ao =dste
o] Hrix Rastz oot 2|2
FEIBAUE BolAM AT E ¥ BF
BE EE Xt A5t EolEH, A
o #YHE ddol YA =W [Turoff
and Hiltz 1982], Aci®e] oA Rr}

Hjzty o g ®icl3 3} [Siegel et al.

AE2 Aol

oy

i

1986]. o|ggt AEES & uwi GDSSY
AFEE ST YrLELS B3 74

o] A AEIELLS FaE + U= A
o2 5% 4 gtk

Axto] 744 AUAA nA= 73
P 43S S =Y
GDss7l&ol Eelo] 8¢
tet YrtaFE A= F
ol ZH % glr}[DeSanctis and Gallu-
pe 1987]. 7}88 GDSS7} EE EJxIE
stoigd AR AL AXNY ZAS
LIFYUCHAL g Ao BP, 5
Hog UYSIIE L3t IR
Lo AeldFE FA4 "ch [Nem-
eth, 1982].

GDSS AtFd=je® of7|d 4 gle F
29 ol QAo W JIE T4
Zre] ¥ F X (power structure)2t A

Bd Fudel AYe " 4 gon,

> oo
o e

)



O

lefat
Bk

1g

E

= F3ole Do) 2F
Sith Tt ol ¥%Y
Ae) EAol wet iy &
glt} [DeSanctis and Gallupe 19871.
aeja o] el AriE el ¥
B 8L ArATYEldE 4%
£ A £ k. HAH raF
(electronic communication)oji} wlelg
AFE 7 B4 (turn-taking) 3=
5-0] GDSSAteko g e Hoyt &
JEL 5L A= ESHFE
BAIFEZ AMEE g F2 4
3 ggYol AFuiEn otrbq DY
Hatol 3R dwg w4+ ol
A3
AT B FAAY ABRAR
¥ (social cue)o] ZMEEZ Hr} ¥
z3o|m 7Y ANl el
Hrp U2 siAxe) HAz) elgRohs

AAHA AL S vl R St ODE &

rlo o
>

it

Mg

(DeSanctis and Gallupe 1987].

- A 4 Ut} [Boje and Murninghan

1982; Rutter and Robinson 1981].

AAHY oDSSAtREl e R Gpel A
oM &3] WA= F23 AXH AR
7F 2Ego] wgl 5% FAdo] tiE
TS AA FyEE YA E FYS

Apdel] ®Al" 4 olrh a2
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o%
3
o,
[#9]
lww}
2
o
-
Rad
"
rr
Y
flo
I
p——"
2

e
>
32
s}
-
=]
[«
o+
o+
o]
=3
5
(=3
g
o
vy
jou 3
43
o
=]
—
w0
[e 3]
—
fa—)

{percieved physical proximity)2 A%
g3S nxn, ¢ETe HrE 74

o] migE FuAIAY Ay 2
3

dz

23

%

4 olt} [DeSanctis and Gallupe 1987].
oA7le A At gElet LY 2
FxE AAGYAA BT AT
o FRHATY JH=et AT d
(construct)o] 2|t L]&& Aloldd Hol
th. olE B9 oDSSt =4E) Hele
Al (chain) ol AW AL GEN7E vl
H(vheel ) F o2 v = Q& Zoln
2 e dMd

f

s ull

Hetej At o

Z

_1_).

o= FVE



114

3.4 GD2] 42}

DSl = obM =0 Do) A
o] BHM £ 4 gt olzt 6o

AAES AU e 4 gt GISSAHY
o] HYEz g=ojol i Ao
ciaAelth. =), Bme| AsFIA=
HAY  oDSSAEAtde] A Fehe A
¥ 7Ede AN S8, 7499
Hol, ZAAA JApLEY FEIE B
A @g 4 gt B} e tiere] A
4, Thsla A PRl AHL 6D
o ol FHPOE 4L & 4 gtk
Ex, AUEAAL Msuze 24
9] Holel 7MUY AALEQHE
WshAlg 4 gl cDSSAtMElE Ea)
A 7hsd Zolth, AR, Axiasel A
$23 GA 2L Hojel 2HUD
S AtAEFElE HBpAL 4 gl DSS
Apote] Metg Bilo] @g £ Atk 2
B Aetalge] AdsFae
Ao Asart x%zﬂsn:}_z it etz
Qx| Ry 4% gtk F A A
$&3H= 6D WH: tha Ayt Wy
238 6Dl o TiR YUY TWE
=9} 6D AE FAst= YUY W
Zxo BAYCH AR L YUEANA
A&7} D) Mol FHAQ o
glou} JAEo] GDY =

o

2 A
= T

fifo

2 Atol e AL BFol AAS

B2 P ADARY YSEIAE AU

Ste R ohuth. old FHoA £
W3k GDSsT&e] B3 & GDSSE Bl

=
AAsiaAl she BAl EE CDSSTEHE
23] gasta st 4NE £9s @
Q7 Qlt} [DeSanctis and Gallupe
1987].

VI.3&$ GDSSE &
A% 744 AN

4 gtk YPUIVAL o= 3= 4
wel 4 ARAon, Fu 4YL
2498 dasFEel FU uH

4 &g £¥ w gk AF B,
1

Napier £} Gershenfeld [1981]2] Z%t3d
e wATtAZo] Rgto] A2 The

begining)gtAlollA] X} HA&EH
AZ HAESFF LAy GDSSHIo] &

F71



ePd ZojH,

2t Zoln,

Teof whE GDSSAIYE &
A&E = ISSE A= et
e 258 £
(The

S} Yol A%
- h o B B
(Movement Toward Confrontation)?] =t

Al sl& B¢

Beginning)&tAl ¢

8 AA 2 (pulic ser-

He EAFAY, BREBAS 018D
AR ANLEL Bolo] THYY 2

2| 7EAF = GDSsy
. el ElY
3} Z3HCompromise & Harmony)TtA o]
7tMe 4ol YR Atayt ¥
AN EZE ¥ + UEE HAY
AuAY W eAAge 30l B
ot dey £ vl &% 4+ ok
D)3 HAEIE oDSSAtee) FFow A
TR HAERA Fo] BAHA fNte
ZEAIIEL FAAA A= 9F
GDe] Y& ¥AAZ 4 rh

DeSanctis®} Gallupe [1987]& Alxtth
3o dETALY 3
23 7=

]

(R=%=3

BAs)A GDSSAF
2R en g esta ol
th B, obSsE Athe] el o)A
AZAE e TYY 4 glofof AUrh =
< Adel H8d9 4 9= PP

re

115

Ag B

A3 formulation)st2 g8 et

A4 4 dolob wrh A, omssE
Aol AP YR W ohie YR

#% (task-focused activity)T AL
4+ glojok R,

of mixls TS

npx|2to 2 6DSS7} GD
A33t7] flside
o] ZAZRE T3 AAEA A
M shed W
olg{go]l wg <+ Qlrix AFstL 3l
tl. wigla GDSS7lgo] GDRF ol njx|=
g A3yl $isiA whes] dnrd
)l AR AAIFY] Rrhe 73l
A 4L AR, By, 2z
o] glo] MEE Tt Whfo] U
Qasjcl

e

{decision pattern)&

o2

O

2.GDSSA 3ol Tradeoff

6DSSY E9lo® oA HE s
ti3t traedoff& FTHFOFT FHEY U
871 Qe oE EW, FAHYo] HoiA

D8 FWsA HH 0 FHYLS By
Act siele FHATY BFL FH
Y Agol olom, YirEe wEg



116

Aol Hm Dol o] FEUY UF
Ex golire = /oY "art g
T} [Boje and Murninghan 1982; Siegel
1986]. DeSanctis®} Gallupe
(198712 GDe] Hzt /gl dAs=E

HE T 712] tradeoffE =3}3 QItl. o

et al.

g EME FIVE HT
th o] EEY sjAolg el
T /4ol wolEolx] erid o
A2l 37 (implementation)z}3 ol
glold HIEES 1Y £ ¢lg Zo)
th ol2} TAHA Ecpd 6Dsse] 4
& D2 E B oyt ¥elFe D
3 & Adslng A == 6hoj Yy
T84 UEEE EHEojA ol Fir]
g}, o] F IHAE Bl d& +
+ ¢t} [Turoff and Hiltz 1982].

wiebr GDSSAtYE Me¥ uwl GDSSE
Aol FFo] a3t aAlyo] EHojo}
3tch. o] ¥ GDSSEQIL] E¥ 3} GDSSA
Eiatotzte] BAE Hrl Zo| ghug 1
L7} odrta HojAch

3.8t=8 GDSST*E&

6DSSol B Th¥-Ee] A7} ulFe

2,

atgof oA FEEo S F
¥ 4 gt uwlebd 1EQ GDSSOlE
o]=e] 71gE3te} A A EEte} A
= HIgeE 312 qltt. & GDSSe| =
dolet 2=Ege] W JlelH 7]7],
Z1Z ARl A] 2 G2 ulFe] A
Byetn a3 EE2EEHE VAR
I olrh A Aol o2}t GDSS
gt S4% 719

rlo

-lo

2
el oz golL AFE St
2 oudEe ARwE Mg cDSsA| Yo
Fule] 7ldzt $eutete] 719l Gbol
oA UYL ol oy Heog 3
™). olo] TIH sgEselN 7}
S 6Dss] Sado] iy A1 =y
EnQs drgdgolat 8 4 k.

vil.d &

B =Rl cDSSE oA Has)
ojo} & GDo} BHH o|RES AEYS
24 GDSSAFolA eEojol & g9l
B BAE =AY o4 E(frame-
vork)& AH|AJZIch o] & J|&¢ GDSS
ATES ODSse] HAGY 4%
2 EF¥en, 7 4ode B Y



A EhE 6Dsse] WA tiekst 4
e IBHY WY JUES BX
E2Y 4+ 9l 0SsY Bedg ¥4y
Th ob&2] GDSSe] 7t 6De] EA1d
o] J43e} 6Do| REY Iuiztel 94
HEg 6DSSe] A3yt ®r} 6De] gzt

it
kJ

Applegate, L. M., Konsynsky, B. R,
and Nunamaker, J. F., "A Group Dec-
ision Support System for Idea Gener-
ation and Issue Analsysis in Organiz-
ation Planning,” Proceedings of Ninet-
International

eenth Annual Hawaii

Conference of Systems Sciences, 1986.

Bales, R. and Borgatta, E. F., " Size

117

AAEofoF & A5t 1ela &
o] 71 9 A E3te} sEx| e B}
st oDSSHAY] HReAHE A Ushl

ol o
o AR ——

GhSsol£2] AR HLoE YxY £

9 Aoltt

= 8

of a Group as a Factor in the

Interac-tion Profile,” in E.F. Borgatta
and RF. Bales (eds.), The Small
Group, Alfred A. Knopf, New York,
1955, pp.396-413.

Benne, K, D. and Sheats, P., "Functi-
onal Roles of Group Members,” Jour-

nal of Social Issues, 2(1948),pp.42-47.



118

Boje, D. M. and Murninghan, K.,"Gro-
up Confidence Pressures in Iterative
Decisions,” Management Science, 28,

10(1982), pp.1187-1196.

Bray, R. M. and Noble, A. M. "Auth-

oritarianism and Decisions of Mock
Juries: Evidence of Jury Bias and Gr-

oup Polarization,” Journal of Personal-

ity & Social Psychology, No. 36(1978),
pp.1424-1430.

Cartwright, D. and Zander, A. (eds),
(Brd  ed.),

Group Dynamics, Row,
Peter-

son, Evanston, IL, 1968.

Connolly, T. L., Jessup, L. M. and
Valacich, ].S., "Effects of Anonymity
and Evaluative Tone on Idea Generat-
ion in Computer-Mediated Groups”
Management Science, 36, 6(June 1990),

pp.689-703.

DeSanctis, G. and Gallupe, B., “Group
A New
Frontier,” Database, Winter 1985.

Decision Support Systems:

DeSanctis, G. and Gallupe, B., “"A Fo-
undation for the Study of Group Dec-
ision Support Systems,” Management
Sciences,” 33, 5(May 1987), pp.589-
609.
Fiedler,

F. E. The Trouble with

Leadership is that it doesn’t train
leaders, Psychology Today, 1973, 92,

pp.23-29.

Gallupe, R. B., ” The Impact of Task
Difficulty on the Use of a Group Dec-

ision Support System,” Ph.D. Dissert-

ation, University of Minnessota, 1985.

Gallupe, R. B., DeSanctis, G., and Dic-
kson, G.W., "The Impact of Computer-
based Support on the Processes and

QOutcomes of Group Decision Making,”

MIS Quarterly, 12, 2 (June 1988),
pD.277~296.
George, J., "A Comparision of Four

Recent GDSS Experiments,” Proceedi-
ngs of 22nd Annual Hawaii Internati-
onal Conference of System Sciences,”

January 1989. pp.397-402.



Gorry, G. A., and Scott Morton, M. S,
" A Framework for Management Info-
rmation Systems,” Sloan Management

Review, 13(1), Fall 1971, pp.B5-70.

Hackman, J. R., "Group Influences on

Individuals,” In M. Dunnette (Ed.),
Handbook of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology, Rand

McNally, Chicago, 1976, pp.1455-1525.

Hackman, J. R, and Mormis, C. G,
"Group Tasks, Group Interaction Proc-
ess, and Group Performance Effective-
veness: A Review and Proposed Inte-
egration,” In L. Berkowitz(eds.), Adva-
nces in Experimental Social
Psychology, 8, Academic Press, New

York, 1975.

Hackman, J. R, and Morris, C. G,
"Improving Group Performance Effect-
iveness,” in Psychological Foundation
of Organizational Behavior edited by
Barry M. Staw, 2nd ed., 1983, Scott,
Fores-

man and Co., pp.360-372.

119

Hare, A. P., Handbook of Small Group
Research, Free Press, New York,
1962(1st ed.), 1976 (2nd ed.).

—, E. F. Borgatta RF.
(eds.), Small Groups: Studies in Social

Alfred A. Knopf, New

and Bales

Interaction,

York, 1967.

Hoffman, L.R., "Applying Experimental
Research on Group Problem Solving to
Organizations,” Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science, 15 (1979), pp.375-

391.

Huber, G. P., "Group Decision Support
Systems as Aids in the Use of Sruct-
ured Group Management Techniques,”
Management Science, (1982), pp.96-

108.

Huber, G. P., "Issues in the Design of
Group Decision Support Systems,”
MIS Quaterly, Vol. 8, No. 3 (Septem-
ber 1984), pp.195-204.

Irving, R. H., "Computer-Assisted Co—

mmunication in a Directorate of the



120

Canadian Federal Government: A Pilot
Study,” -Paper prepared for the Non-

medical Use of Drug Directorate,
Ottawa, Canada, 1976.

Janis, I. L., "Groupthink”, in Psycholo-
gical Foundation of Organizational
Beha-

vior edited by Barry M. Staw, 2nd
ed, 1983, Scott, Foresman and Co,
pp.353

-359.

Jarvenpaa, S. L., Rao, V. S., and Hu-

ber, G. P., "Computer Support for Me-
etings of Gréups Working on Unstru-
ctured Problems: A Field Experiment,”
MIS. Quarterly, 12, 4 (December 1988),
pp.645-666.

Kraemer, K. and Pinsonneault, A,
"The Imapct of Technological Support
on Groups: An Assessment of the
Empirical Research,” Proceedings - fo
22nd Hawaii International Conference

of System Science, January 1989.

Kroeber, D. W.,, and Watson, H. ],
Computer-Based Information Systems:

A Management Approach, Macmillan,
New. York, 1984.
H J

Leavitt, "Suppose We Took

Groups Seriously,” in B. M. Staws
(ed), Psychological Foundations of
Orga-

nizational Behavior, 2nd ed., Scott,

Foresmén and Co., 1983.

Maier, N. R. F., "Assests and Liabili-
ties in Group Problem Solving: The

Need for an Integrated Function,” in

~ D. Mankin, R. E. Ames, and M. A

Grodsky (eds), Classics of Industrial
and Organizational Psychology, Moore
Publi-

shing Co.’IL, 1980.

Mankin, D., Russell, E. A, Jr. and Gr-

odsky, M. A. (ed) C(lassics of
Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, Moore Publishing

Company, Inc. (1980).

McGrath, J. E. Groups:  Interaction
and  Performance, ~Prentice  Hall,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1984.



McGrath, ]J. E. and Altman, 1, Small
Group Research: A Svnthesis and
Critique of the Field, Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, New York, 1966.

Mungy, G. and Doise, W, "Social
Interactions in Cognitive Development,”
In H. Brandstatter, J.H.Davis, and G.
Stocker-Kreichgauer {(eds.), Group D-

ecision Making, Academic Press, New

York, 1982, pp.429-451.

Napier, R. W., and Gershenfeld, M. K.
Groups: Theory and Experience. 2nd
ed. Houghton Mifflin Co. (1981).

Nemeth, C. J., "Differnntial Contributi-
ons of Majority and Minority Influen-

14

ce,” Psychology Review, 93, 1(1986),

PP.23-32.

Newll, A. and Simon, H. A. Human
Problem Solving, Englewood Cliffs,

- N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1972.

Nunamaker, J.,” Vogel, D., Heminger,
A, Martz, B, Grohowski, R. and
McGoff, C., "Group Support Systems

121

in Practice: Experiences at IBM, " Pr-
oceedings of 22nd Hawaii International
Conference of System Sciences, Jan

1989, pp.344-352.

Poole, M. S. and DeSanctis, G., “Und-
erstanding the Use of Group Decision
Support Systems: The Theory of
Adaptive Structuration,” in C. Steinfeld
and J. Fulk (eds). Theoretical
Approac-

hes to Information Technologies in
Orga-

nizations, Sage Publications, - Beverley

Hills. CA, 1980.

Rao, V. S. and Jarvenpaa, S. L., "Co-
mputer Support of Groups: Theory-
Based Models. for GDSS Research,”
Management Science, Vol. 37, No. 10

(October 1991), pp.1347-1362.

Rubin, J. Z. Chapter 1 Introduction in
W. C. Swap ({eds), Group Decision
Moaking, Sage Publications, 1984.

Rutter, D. R. and Robinson, B., "An

Experimental Analysis of Teaching by



122

Telephone: Theoretical and Practical
Implications for Social Psychology,” In
G.M. Stephenson and J.H.Davis (Eds),
Applied Social
Psychology, Wiley, New York, 1981.

Progress in

Sambamurthy, V."Supporting Group
Performance During Strategic Decision
Making: A Comparision of Alternative
Computer-based Technologies,” Unpu-
blished Dissertation,

Minnesotta, (1989).

University  of

Shaw, M. E., "Scaling Group Tasks:
A Method for Dimensional Analysis,”
JSAS Catalog of Selected Documents
in Psychology, 3, 8 (1973).

Siegel, J. V. Dubrovsky, S. K., and
McGuire, T, W., "Group Processes in
Computer-Mediated = Communication,”
Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 37(1986), pp.157-

187.

Smith, P., "Social Facilitation”, Chapter
5 of Groups Within Organizations, P.

Simth(Ed.), Harper and Row, New

York, 1973

Srinivasan Rao, V., and Jarvenpaa, S.
Support of Groups:
GDSS

L., "Computer
Theory-Based Models for

Research,” Management Science, Vol.

37, No. 10 (October, 1991), pp.1347-
1362.

Staw, B. M., (eds) Psychological
Foundations of Organizational
Behavior, 2nd ed., Scott, Foresman
and Compa-

ny (1983).

Steeb, R. and Johnston, S. C., "A

Computer-Based Interactive System
for Group Decision Making,” IEEE
Transactions on Systems, Man, Cybe-
SMC-11, 1981),

pp.544-552.

retics., 8(August

Stogdill, R. M., "Leadership, Member-
ship and Organization,” Psychological

Bulletin, Vo. 47 (Jan 1950), pp.1-
14.
Swap, W. C. (ed) Group Decision



Mak-
ing, Sage Publications (1984).

Szilagyi, A. D., and Wallace, M. ].
Organizational Behavior and
Performance, 3rd ed. (1983), Scott,

Foresman and Co.. Glenview, Illinois.

Te'eni, D., "Determinants and Conseq-
uences of Perceived Complexity in
Human-Computer Interaction,” Decisi-
on Sciences, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Winter,
1989), pp.166-181.

Thomas, E. J. and C. F. Fink, "Effect
of Group Size,” Psychological Bulletin,
60, 4(1963), pp.371-384.

Tuckman, B. W. and Jensen, M. A. C.
, "Stages of Small-Group Development
Revisited,” Group and Organizational

Studies, 2, No. 41977}, pp.419-27.

Turoff, M. and Hiltz S. R., "Computer
Support for Group Versus Individual
Decisions,” IEEE Transactions on Co-
- mmunications, 30, 1982),

pp.82-90.

1(January

123

Van De Ven, A. H. and Delbcq, A. L,
"“Nominal versus Interacting Group Pr-
ocesses for Committee Decision Maki-
ng,” Academy of Management Journ¥

al., 14(1974), pp.203-213.

Van Gundy, A. B, Technigues o
Struc-

tured Problem~Solving, Van Nostrand

Reinhold, New York, 1981..

Watson, R., DeSanctis, G., and Pocle,
M., "Using a GDSS to Facilitate Gro-
up Concensus: Some Intended and
Unintended Consequences,” MIS Quar-
terly, 12, 3 (September 1988), pp.463-

477.

White, S. E., Dittrich, J. E. and Lang,
J. R, "The Effects of Group. Decision
Making Porcess and Problem Situation
Complexity on Implementation Attem-
pts,” Administrative Science Quarterly

25,3 (1980), pp.423-440.

Wood, R., Hull, F., and Azumi, K,
"Evaluating Quality Circles: The Am-

erican Application,” California Manag-



124

ement Review, Vol. 24, No. 1 (Fall

1983), pp.37-53.

Zigurs, L, Poole, M. S. and DeSanctis,

FEAA HFAL el
3 FAFAE st
. Georgia State University
AN ZAAEaE NS
o} ®@x) At o A
e ZER R} ZAFE 23] Fo]
W B oofzle] oy 9 ojas] s
< ¥ gtk 8 FA4lFok= Bussin-

ess Process Redesign, Human Processi-

ng, DSS/GDSS, Expert Systems 12|3L
B 48 B Al A€ot}

O MR O

G.,"A Study of Influence in Computer-
Mediated Communication,”

MIS Quarterly, 12, 4(Dec 1988),
pp.625-644.

3547 £9TE WA
ARoittn Adasgs 2

A2 2AFFol, BETY
y &3 JAZ YA Bal,
Texas Tech Univ. 4tg-g%&
o4 A}, wbaeel & ASstgln).
QAR A-AREY A2%, AF

B Al&do]d Folth



