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_,Gr,oups often fail to successfully regulate ail of the competing tensions
they experience. Past research suggests, for example, that groups often

atively little research attention has been paid, however, to how groups
manage the natural tensions in their lives, such as the trade-offs between
efficiency and effectiveness, task and relationship, etc.—with virtually no
attention at all focused on any potential role for leaders in helping groups
balance these tensions. This chapter addresses thig gap in the literature by
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It is natural and inevitable that;w‘of" ps ‘ex;pe,rience tensibi; ‘
coordinating the interaction of their members (e.g., Arrow, McGrath, &

classic trade-offs in group life, for example, is the tension betwee

and relationship focus (e.g., Blake & Mouton, 1964; Guetzkow & G
1954). Does the group prefer harmonious relations or the absolute hig
est quality decisions? How any group handles this type of trade-off t
profound implications for the relative success or failure of that grou
a group strongly prefers harmonious relations, for example, this is like
to reduce the chances of group members challenging one another in
lectually due to the risk of offending those who are challenged. The ov
cooperative atmosphere in the group may not allow minority dissent t
voiced, discouraging the group from thinking creatively or divergently (cf.
Nemeth, 1986). Thus, a strong relationship focus increases the likelit
that the group will not rigorously process all task information avail:
to it. Irving Janis’ (1982) groupthink phenomenon is a classic examp
regulating for relationships to the exclusion of quality of the task att
In his book Victims of Groupthink, Janis (1982) argued that extreme pre

UNDERSTANDING GROUP
S
AS SELF-REGULATING SYSTEMS

W idhlig ]tjléi :j_lf-regulaltion perspective is most commonly applied to indj

101, we also propose it here as a usefu] fram. o

ng the relationship between naturall i ework for explain-
y occurrin ;

performance, and the role o f leadership in g group tensions, group

id- ! groups. Here we present it as
range theory that Iecognizes groups as adaptive and self-organizing

systems (Carver & Scheier 1982; Vanc
" _ ] ; ouver, 2000). We argue that
operate in a system of tensions that effects their perfomaan%:e-iicflglrlcc)l?gé

~th¢ Interaction and processes within their boundaries as wel] as feedback

and events beyond their boundaries within the larger organization (Arrow

°tal., 2000; Karoly, 1993; McGrath, 1991). As applied to groups, the self-

sures for unanimity can build in a cohesive group that confronts seri regulatio : .
threat (high stress) and lacks norms of deliberative decision making. The gaiize Wlérll)(elr)iizgtcl:\e,: ;gc;i;fl‘::etltlat grc;ups are able to adapt and reor-
pressures cause decision makers to censor any misgivings they may taining awareness of the tra de-offs ﬂ(: multiple system tensions by main-
ignore outside information, and overestimate the group’s chances o process includes, (a) receiving task o: y mlak © «'_ztround these tensions. This
cess. Groupthink is a failure to appropriately regulate group tensiong (b) interacting internall foa assignments from the external
recipe for poor quality decisions and an open invitation to disaster; accomplish these assigned tasks or gt})’alz C;Jgéd(lgaies ::helr rctasourlc:s to best

‘ > ng external feedback

The tension between task and relationship focus is one of many fr. during the course of task completi
offs that groups face continually. Other tensions inherent in grou i mpletion
include the trade-offs between efficiency and effectiveness (e.g.
much time to spend on a problem), the mix of cooperation and c« _ This cycle of receiving feedback t
tition among members (e.g., working together or independently), gr and then modifying behavior acc ordi ol A
versus individual identity (e.g., a single common goal or multiple ¢ ] al process of self-regulation in in dim'f(gi y is analogous to ﬂ_le psychologi-
ible goals), how open or closed the group should be to the outside tion. The word “group” is added :,l &a . Here:‘we call' 1t group regu-
(e.g., the amount of external information used in decision malain, sumes that the ability to adapt o fe wor d “regulation” because it
how much to emphasize change versus stability. Although relatively ' apt and re-organize comes from within the
research attention has been paid to how groups manage these tension 996). Group r . te
exceptions see Altman, Vinsel, & Brown, 1981; Smith & Berg, 1 ten)lal feed%a;%zﬁz::frrrﬁﬁis fthat Fhe a bility to Efdﬁlpt and respond to
virtually no energy has been focused on the role of leaders in helpi ; Socusing intemnal activity. In other words,
group to balance these tensions. This chapter addresses this ga sions are focusing (or biasing) grou S anawareness 0 fhow internal ten-
literature by proposing that effective leadership is about helping urrent group progress toward %he dpe a.Ctl:l/lty, of any discrepancy between
maintain an appropriate balance across these various tensions. Wi and of any changes to group activi sired goal and external expectations,
self-regulation theory, also known as control theory, as the basis Figure 7.1 shows this process Thety necessary to accomplish that goal.
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FIG.7.1. Selfregulation model (derived from Carver & Scheier, 1982).
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regulation (i.e., explaining superior group
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performance). Failure to uphold these three conditions constitutes a self-
regulation failure where groups, (a) fall off of their “balance beam” of
competing tensions, (b) experience declining performance, and (c) need
team leader intervention.

The first condition is self~awareness. This is probably the most difficult
condition of the regulation process for groups to satisfy because problems
often remain concealed to group members, as over-regulating to one side
of a tension can produce symptoms that are not easily linkable to their
original source (Moreland & Levine, 1992). For example, an initial con-
flict about a task-related issue might spiral into a personality or relation-
ship conflict (see Simons & Peterson, 2000; Wall & Callister, 1995). If
the group then reacts by focusing on relationship issues, they will miss the
more fundamental problem of underlying differences that caused the orig-
inal task conflict (e.g., differences in values and approaches to the prob-
lem at hand). These tendencies, identified by Argyris (1985) as defensive
routines, are often self-reinforcing, but are not necessarily self-correcting.
This makes them difficult to be aware of and change if they persist over
time because they become part of the operating norms of the group. These
routines enable groups to avoid painful conflict, but can significantly limit
the group’s awareness of its actions and flexibility to adapt to changing
circumstances. As a result, groups often become self-aware only through
the benefit of hindsight after a decision-making failure. While hindsight
may help those who follow, these failures can be very costly to the group
that commits them.

The second necessary condition for regulation success is clear stan-
dards and goals. Teams are designed and created by organizations in
order to meet specific goals or accomplish particular tasks. Clear goals
are necessary because feedback on clear goals (as opposed to ambiguous
goals) gives more precise direction to groups on how well they are mak-
ing progress in achieving their assigned objective (Ilgen, Fisher, & Tay-
lor, 1979). When feedback is clear and concise, it also gives groups more
information on how successful they are at balancing their group tensions.
For example, if the group has missed an important interim deadline, that
is critical information suggesting that they are overemphasizing effective-
_ness at the expense of efficiency. Goal clarity is especially important for
success in situations where natural competing group tensions are likely
to increase-—such as with complex or difficult goals, when the group
'; is working toward multiple goals simultaneously, or in an environment
_of scarce resources (Austin & Vancouver, 1996; Locke, Shaw, Saari, &
Latham, 1981).

mn
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The'third"ne(:esksarywnditi‘on"fc,)r_ eoulal e ability redﬁcé" .

il , = Sl ‘goal difficulty (Campion & Lord, 198

willingness o make changes. This requires 1¢ - the importance of the goal, or to attribute the fai)l’l.fr(:: (t;g intlg;rl;s mind about
orces outside

aware of the need for change (e, the two other necessary conditions), b
also that it have the necessary resources to make the change (e.g:; cogni
tive, affective, financial, etc.). Group members may understand that some-
thing should be changed, but may not believe it can be changed because
they lack the necessary resources or do not want t0 confront painful con-
flict (Smith & Berg, 1987). In order for a change effort to be initiated, the
group must also agree, (a) that there are alternative solutions, (b) that th
change is an important one to make, and (c) how 10 coordinate existin
resources (Moreland & Levine, 1992; Steiner, 1972; Zander, 1968).
These three necessary conditions for group regulation success are inter-
dependent and cumulative. Goals and feedback cannot stand alone—they
must give a reference point to each other in order to increase awareness.
and generate willingness to correct a goal shortfall or discrepancy (Anow_,,
et al., 2000; Campion & Lord, 1982; Locke et al., 1981). If done suc-
cessfully, the ability to recognize problems or goal discrepancies is moti-
vating to a team in and of itself (Campion & Lord, 1982). If the group
feels it can attain a goal and is aware of the any current discrepancies it
has from that goal, group members will be more willing to try to achie and wi : -
the goal. This kind of awareness also gives igdividugl : ers at spiral tg a%ec;el;rg:er;gtha:};g:gégms creates a self-reinforcing downward
indication of whether or not delaying immediate gratification of their 0 objectively regulate their activi S a group will be able to successfully or
motives or needs as an investment in the group’s future will be eir activities in the future.
(Baumeister, 1998). Such beliefs about the likelihood of group success ar
also known as collective efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Whyte, 1998), whi
has been linked with a positive impact on performance (e.g., Lindsley
Brass, & Thomas, 1995). Groups that experience success and high perft
mance tend to attribute that success to their own ability (Zander, 1968) an
continue to be motivated by such challenges (Locke et al., 1981). Whil
collective efficacy is generally positive, it must be balanced with health:
self-awareness. If groups develop a self- ]
less aware of negative feedback or might escalat

;g '31:1:,;00:;:1 (eﬂ% develop a defensive routine; Zander, 1968). Unclear
goals ar rfigentedvls;lehouf: strong group corpmitment will lead to more indi-
Yidual-oriented b aviors than group—pnented behaviors (Horwitz, 1968)
e Do 19565 admore gompetltlve than cooperative group orienta—-
fion (Deut W},mIe F), ecreasing awareness about the group’s accomplish-
with one another. t};)i; z?ﬁr&fuﬁ: IiJnIcIilier'rcliberlS o e e
. : A viduals i i
gfﬁg&:f utl‘gr personal advantage, making it m;gs‘;gggii ’gtp;i?t
to uncover u Illgtze sources of knowledge held by individuals that othelz
members are ilware of (cf. Stasser, Stewart, & Wittenbaum, 1995)
In addi an;bi goals 1t;md standards. are not clear and the group repeatedly;
s exguo.us eedback; that indicates the need for change, the group
s lely (Aupgftnclegcgz )nelia'g;;; :;tco;nezand develop evaluation appre-
: 3 . ords, if a group routin i
?;rili)liig)?s él:guaﬁnlre feedback e‘md/or fails to reagh its gzgs?i%een;focg;
i ey 1o clear as to which paths lead to success and decrease its
n to make changes because members think they will not benefit

; In Summary

Successful group regulation i
is, of course, more comy indivi
§ : X plex than
Zilé’ Zeoilll::tlizn lzeca}lse groups face a variety of unique intemallnfg;gil;z
: g tensions. Groups consist of multiple indivi i
' - ple individual if-
i‘le{r;nn%aﬁerslpgegtwes, expectations, goals, needs, wants, and nfo?irgfﬁgf
(Homa ai, lead(z, Wall .& Nolan, 1986). Differences in individual prefer?
" 0 corll%ict over how to manage, or even recognize, compet
. sions. Thi * ? , )
dCCiSiowmh(Riess, Rosenfeld, Melbury, & Tedeschi, 1981; Staw & Ros stop themselves ;om ejtf’zazii? r:;i?:t: one Chagenge e gmuphmks h
1987; Whyte & Peterson, 2001). : & polarization) or ignori nsi P centing process vetine
While successful self-regulation can produce positive performan ‘work around ﬂ)fle téﬁlsl;)rllllslg é]i‘:;;g:lon o o o toasions
spirals, unsuccessful self-regulation generally produces F‘egative perfo is likely to decrease a gn:;u s ab'l'over el et Hiscrepun
mance spirals by leading groups to over-regulate to one side of group te cies between current PerfonflanC 1 “3’ Gesied gl by mereasing s
sions (i.e., creating ineffective process coutines; cf. Lindsley et al., 199 and reducing the cognitive ca ac? » f individunl merbersas ey foou
For example, if a group experiences repeated failures at correcting pro ther attention on internal teﬂgonlty Othmdeual mporiant pefomance
Jems, regulation theory suggests that the group is likely to make effort cues from external feedback (cf fEf/im eli ;hgl ?nhgn‘gortant B 20001
: . s s Je Mannix, 2001). If
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to individual members about how well they are living up to their prescribed
group roles and responsibilities in the form of praise, regular performance
reviews, or performance rewards (Bass, 1990; Yukl, 1998). Leaders can
also 'help to balance competing tensions by structuring meetings or dis
cussions to ensure adequate, but not excessive, opportunities for voice o;
d1scu'ssmn of issues in the group. Opportunity for voice by all encourages
crea?lve or divergent thinking (Nemeth, 1986, 1992), promotes membgers
shanfzg task-related information that has not already been discussed in a
~. meeting (such as comparisons to past experiences or unique knowledge:
Stasser, 1992), and stimulates members to foresee the consequencesgo%
what each of the'ir. alternatives might be (Hirokawa, 1988: Tubbs 1998)
Exc{ess opportunities for voice (e.g., consensus decision r;ﬂes) sh’ould be.
avo.1ded, however, as it can lead to poor decision quality and inefficient use
_of t:n.ne (Petefson, 1999). Finally, leaders may also promote awareness b
Inviting multiple subgroups to work on the same problem simultaneously
and then compare _ochomes, by bringing in outsiders/experts to evaluat}e,
angluchilenge preliminary group solutions, and by assigning at least one
?r;ni SIj 19;3:: 163 Stg)e role of devil’s advocate (Herek, Janis, & Huth, 1987,
The second way in which leaders can pro - i
af:tively manage the flow and timing of infc?rm?t?tfl zzgii‘;aif I;re;rsnl(s)utto
side the group (e.g., the tension of how open or closed the group should b .
to .the outside world). Groups usually have natural and recognized bounde-}
aries betwtaen themselves and the external environment, such as assigned
membership and their purpose or task (Pasmore, Francis, & Halderinan
1982). Sucs:essful groups need to be open to outside inﬂl’lences because’
they are reliant on the larger organizational environment in which the
fambedded for deadlines, task assignments, and social recognition T%:;e
isa be}lance to strike with openness, however. Groups can become; undife
ferc?ntlat_ed or overdifferentiated with the environment to the point tha’;
their unique task and purpose becomes unclear (Arrow et al 2000). A
leader can promote self-awareness by helping groups recogniz; how tﬂeir
external }nform:ation—gatheﬁng strategies are inhibiting or helping them to
accomplish thEI'l‘ task. Ancona and Caldwel] (1992) suggest that groups
can get caught in negative external communication patterns that iuait
from the group accomplishing its task. They found, for example, that
groups fhat engaged in external information-scouting activities throu’ hout
?he ennr.e cyc‘le. of task completion underperformed groups that en ga ed
mstead in activities such as helping the group coordinate resouxcesg vfith
other departments to meet deadlines and representing their efforts to senior

individual group members are not able to recognize goal-performance dis-
crepancies, they will be unable to successfully incorporate feedback to
revise work practices and will ultimately fail. Thus, performance failures
come from the inability of the group to satisfy the three conditions of suc-
cessful self-regulation as illustrated in Fig. 7.1. o

LEADERSHIP AS FACILITATING
GROUP REGULATION

Adopting a self-regulation perspective has a number of implications as a
theoretical framework for the successful leadership of groups. First and
foremost, this perspective outlines three broad strategies for leadership
success that are each necessary but not sufficient in helping groups avoid
regulatory failures: (a) promote self-awareness among group members,
(b) set clear standards and goals for the group, and (c) motivate group
members to make necessary change (cf. Carver & Scheier, 1982; Vancou-
ver, 2000). While these are common themes in many existing leadership .
models, the group regulation perspective is able to incorporate competing
explanations for success into a single model (e.g., goal setting vs. leader-
ship style) by adopting a more dynamic systems approach. This approach
is also able to incorporate internal and external forces that shape how lead-
ers and groups interact, as well as different group designs and varying
degrees of group autonomy into a single model. By directly addressing
and recognizing competing tensions that can predispose a group to long-
term failure, the group regulation perspective allows for a variety of lead-
ership qualities and strategies that can be used to satisfy the three tenets
of successful group regulation. In order to demonstrate how our group
regulation perspective fits within the larger group dynamics and leader-
ship literature, we draw guidance on successful tactics for accomplishing
each of these tenets from the existing groups and leadership literature.

Promote Self-Awareness Among Group Members

In order to remain self-aware, groups must both monitor their internal pro-
cess as well as incorporate feedback from the external organization into:
their work practices. We identify from the existing literature at least three:
ways in which leaders can accomplish this. The first way in which leaders
raise self-awareness is to actively manage the flow of information within
the group itself. This can be done by providing direct and private feedback.



management (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992 er can help groups recog-
nize when and what strategies are appropriate t ;%the group’s goal.

Another tactic leaders can use to promote self-awareness is to invite n
people into the team who have important perspectives to add or, altern
tively, to extend the invitation just for a meeting or two where their exper-
tise is needed (George, 1980; Janis, 1982, 1989). Previous research su.
gests that an appropriate time for promoting self-awareness of goal clari
and the effectiveness of group procedures is at the mid-point of a group
task cycle because the pressure of deadlines encourages openness to- alt
natives (Gersick, 1988). In this way, the leader promotes self-awareness
encouraging self-discovery at the moment the group is most open to it.

The third way in which leaders raise self-awareness is to play a linking-
pin role (Yukl, 1998) by bringing unique resources ‘and information in
the group discussion (Ancona, 1990). Past research has shown that lea
ers are well positioned to help groups do this because they are high status
people with access to unique information; and as a result are often bett
able to identify problems than other group members because they are mo
in touch with what is happening outside of the group (Ridgeway, 198
This role is reinforced because leaders are often held accountable for th
group’s performance (Moreland & Levine, 1992). Existing research has
identified a number of ways in which leaders can put their unique infc
mation to work for the benefit of their groups. First, leaders can encour-
age self-awareness by providing the group with relevant inputs (advic
resources) to help the group examine whether changing their work prac-
tices and strategies will reduce the goal discrepancy, or whether the gro
needs to examine the deeper underlying reasoning behind the discrepan.
cies (Argyris, 1977, 1994; Campion & Lord, 1982). For example, if the
group encounters an individual who obstructs their work, the team leader
may be in the best or most objective position to know whether the underl
ing problem is actually that individual, the culture of the organization, or
the politics behind what the group is trying to accomplish.

Also in this role, leaders can use their access to external information
to the group’s advantage both within the group and in the broader exter-
nal environment. Within the group they can promote self-awareness by
(a) providing information about strategies or resources that similar groups
are using, (b) helping the group forecast how their activities and efforts
can stay in sync with how current organizational priorities are evolving,
(c) assisting the group with understanding what the priorities might be in
the future, and (d) providing information on how to interpret and under-
stand how the group’s tasks fit within broader organizational goals (Yukl,
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eet 1992) Leaders can promote awareness in the

1"' broader orgamzatwnal context by (a) specifically advocating for the team
(with upper management or other organizational groups), (b) helping to
-~ gather information about confusing or vague organizational policies or

goals, (c) identifying underlying structures in the organization that are
important for the group to work within or to ignore, and (d) helping filter
the environmental noise from the group-relevant information coming from
outside (Ancona, 1990; Cummings, 1978; Gladstein, 1984; Senge, 1990).

Set Clear Standards and Goals for the Group

Clear standards and goals have long been considered a bedrock ingredient
for effective leadership. Clear goals are important because they are the

+ comparator by which the group benchmarks its efforts and interprets feed-

back. A number of scholars have identified clear goals as key to helping
any group create strong group norms of success, high collective efficacy,
and ultimately positive performance spirals (Locke & Latham, 1990). If
each group member is able to understand the group goal and recognize
how his or her individual contribution toward that goal is of value in the
group, that individual will be motivated to achieve their part of the group
goal (Campion & Lord, 1982), the group will create a cooperative orienta-
tion, and is likely to perform better (Deutsch, 1949).

The existing literature also suggests a number of tactics for structuring
decision-making processes and helping groups establish clear standards
and goals. First, Hirokawa’s (1985, 1988) early work shows that groups
that take the time to go through goal planning and clarification before they
begin discussion of the problem itself are more effective problem solvers,
regardless of the work method later used. He also finds that determining
the minimal characteristics any alternative must possess to be acceptable
helps to clarify goals and standards before the group begins its work, and
thus improves group performance (Gouran & Hirokawa, 1986, 1996).
Similarly, Janis (1982; Herek et al., 1987) suggests that encouraging
groups to survey the range of objectives they wish to achieve before they
discuss a problem improves group decision quality. In short, by structur-
ing decision-making processes and helping a group to reconcile changing
external goal expectations and internal goal interpretations, the leader can
help to reduce competing tensions among individual members about how
to interpret and focus group activity.

A systems view of goal setting also maintains that a group will face
multiple goals at any given time—and that those goals may change or
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fluctuate depending on other system influences (Campion & Lord, 1982;
Locke et al., 1981). Therefore, leaders can play an important role in clari-
fying external expectations by helping groups gain an understanding of

how their goals are distinct from and complementary to each other and .

broader organizational goals (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). Specific leader
behaviors outlined in the literature include, (a) facilitating alignment of
personal, group, and organizational goals, (b) elucidating how group
resources relate to organizational goals, and (c) providing timelines and
standards for measuring achievement (Bass, 1990; Yukl, 1998).

Motivate Group Members to Make
Necessary Change

Once a group is aware of where it currently stands and is clear on its goals,
the next step is to motivate group members to make the necessary changes
to bring goals in line with current practice (i.e., in self-regulation terms, take
action to reduce the discrepancy between goals and current performance).
We identify two interdependent strategies from the existing literature by
which leaders can do this. The first is by working to secure the necessary
external resources for the group to succeed. Leaders should identify and
seek to remedy any resource limitations or “ceiling effects” placed on the
group by a lack of resources, both mechanical (e.g., old machinery, lack of
technology, etc.; Goodman, Devadas, & Griffity-Hughson, 1988) as well
as human (e.g., a lack of necessary skills and training; Benne & Sheats,

1948). Resource gathering is critical because fewer internal resource con~

flicts will help the group stay focused on the actual task (Pfeffer & Salan-
cik, 1978). The leader can also increase the group’s motivation to make
changes by acting on its behalf in the external environment. For example,
the leader can advocate for the group in the external environment to rein-
force group’s visibility and viability with upper management and other
groups (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Manz & Sims, 1987). Visibility in the
larger organizational system may make it easier to secure resources, for
the group itself to monitor its boundaries (if more people know about the
group’s activities then there are more sources of feedback available), and
therefore for the group to be self-aware and motivated (Cummings, 1978;
Howell, Bowen, Dorfman, & Podskaoff, 1990; Yukl, 1998). Advocacy
may also result in the group being assigned to more interesting or challeng-
ing tasks, which may also motivate the group to maintain their success.

In working to provide the necessary resources, leaders also need to be
especially attuned to when feedback is having the effect of frustration
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rather than motivation-because the group views its goal boundaries as too
broad or unattainable. When this is the case, the team leader should work
with the group either to make the goal more attainable or to establish sub-
goals (Campion & Lord, 1982). In doing so, the leader should give spe-
cific feedback about procedures and behaviors that will make it possible to
accomplish these revised goals. One way to do this is to reframe or “rede-
fine success and failure in terms of instructive feedback and learning. That
is, success is not based on the outcome, but it comes from the information
gained via the task attempt” (Lindsley et al., 1995, p. 662). This motivates
groups to self-reflect and become more self-aware because they do not
fear punishment (i.e., develop evaluation apprehension).

The second basic motivation strategy leaders can employ is trust build-
ing. Existing research indicates motivational losses in groups are ofien
based in lack of frust due to perceived injustice and free riding by oth-
ers (Kerr & Bruun, 1983; Kidwell, 1993; Latane, Williams, & Harkins,
1979; Lind & Tyler, 1988). Feeling of injustice can lead to a downward
spiral of dissatisfaction, withdrawal, and shirking (Kerr & Bruun, 1983;
Latane et al., 1979). Leaders generally have the authority to change group
procedures, re-assign roles, or resolve conflicts. One effective method for
building trust and motivation before this spiral starts is for the leader to
provide “artifacts” of autonomy that represent faith in the group’s ability
(Schein, 1992)—for example, allowing group members to attend continu-
ing education or skill development courses (Benne & Sheats, 1948; Manz
& Sims, 1987), doing away with time cards, or allowing participation in
the re-evaluation of reward systems (Goodman et al., 1988).

In sum, the leader must not only be aware of how the group and external
environment are functioning (as well anticipate future changes), but must
also be able to regulate the timing and impact of his or her own involve-
ment with the team. Different tensions and regulatory errors require differ-
ent teaching, intervention, and resources in order to get the group back on
track (Tubbs, 1998). The leader must be aware of how to match his or her
influence with each group situation, as well as the potential consequences
an intervention might have.

Other Implications of Adopting
a Self-Regulation Perspective

In addition to the tactics for achieving goal clarity, self-awareness, and
motivation within the group that we were able to glean from the existing
literature, there are a number of other cionificant imnliratinne far cvnnans



ful leadership that come from adopting a. f-regul: erspe
groups. Bach of these implications finds mpirical support at the in iv
ual level, but as yet is largely untested at the group level. We suggest the
here as testable hypotheses for scholars to pursue in the future:

1. Leadership emerges from tactics to engage group awareness;
clarity, and motivation of group members to address performance gap.
Although there is an existing body of research on emergent and shar
leadership (e.g., Hollander, 1980; Yukl, 1998), none of it comes from
group-regulation perspective. These perspectives do recognize the posi-
tive (i.e., motivation, innovation) aspects of autonomy and participatic
but they do not address how groups can balance competing tensions in the
absence of an authority to enforce, reward, or correct destructive gr
or individual activities or patterns. We suggest that individuals who
able to help groups satisfy the three tenets of group regulation will
ascribed leadership characteristics by other members because of the
ability to help groups avoid regulatory pitfalls and correct and learn from
regulatory problems. Some indirect evidence for this point already exists
in the literature: (a) leaders with both technical and social skills have bee
found to be motivating to groups (Bass, 1990), (b) leaders that encourag
self-criticism and evaluation were rated as most effective (Manz & Si
1987), and (c) leaders most able to build relationships on both sides of
group boundaries led their teams to greater success (Druskat & Wheeler,
2001). In short, individuals who are able to balance social and technica
tensions in groups will most likely inspire the confidence of others in the
group and emerge as a leader.

2. Individuals and groups who are high in conscientiousness are good
at self-regulation and more likely to be good at group regulation. Two
recent studies suggest that individuals high in conscientiousness are more
likely to set achievement goals and stick to them until accomplished, and
thus perform better (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Sansone, Wiebe, & Morgan,
1999). They argue that high-conscientiousness individuals are better able
to self-regulate because they are able to delay gratification. We suggest
that this may also hold true for leaders and at the group level as well. There
is some preliminary evidence to support this claim. For example, Barrick,
Stewart, Neubert, and Mount ( 1998) found that groups with higher mean
levels of conscientiousness were rated more highly by their supervisors.
Also, Peterson, Smith, Martorana, and Owens (2003) found that leader
conscientiousness was related to positive team dynamics and firm finan-
cial performance in top management teams.
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3 e me'n‘k‘z" is slower than expected, groups will progress

through the following sequence: (1) increase effort, (2) shift attention to
 other goals, and then (3) quit the goal entirely. In a recent meta-analysis
_of the past 30 years of research on feedback intervc?nuons, Kluger and
DeNisi (1996) suggest that individuals deal with negauYe feedb.ack by first
“ ~working harder to-overcome the problem, then shift their attention to gther
_goals'they see as more achievable (e.g., subgoals), and thgn finally quit the
- goal entirely if it is not achieved in a certain amount of time. We suggest
that this same process may work at the group level. Groups that are suc-

cessfully self-regulating will be better at working their way through this

process appropriately. Self-regulating groups will neither fail by shifting

away from their goals too easily because of a lack Qf collective c?fﬁcacy
(e.g., Bandura, 1986); nor will they fail by persisting too long in th.elr
goals (e.g., Staw & Ross, 1987). In other words, successﬁ_ll self-regulanon
should lead to a reduction in susceptibility to common information pro-
cessing errors. N

4. Leader feedback focused on the group task rather than individual
contributions to the task are more likely to improve group performance. In
addition to their finding about the tactics that people engage in to address
negative feedback, Kluger and DeNisi (1996) also found that feedback
focused more toward the task rather than the individual is more likely to
improve performance at the individual level because inc.lividual feedback
can be personally threatening. Therefore, we hypothesize that feedback
given at the group level is more likely to improve group performgnce
when directed at the task rather than specific individuals. To be motivat-
ing, individual feedback is probably best given in private and also focused
toward task activities rather than being personal critique. In this way the
leader will not compound competing tensions between group me.mbers
(e.g., need for recognition), but instead focus them more on regulating for
strategies of task success. .

5. Chronic error of one kind should lead to reorganization or resetting
of goals. Building on Hypothesis 3, self-regulation ‘theory sugggsts that
repeated failure should lead to re-evaluation or resetting of goals in order
to achieve success (Carver & Scheier, 1982; Vancouver, 2000). Fpr jche
group level this may be the essence of vision in 1e.adership,. convincing
the group to alter course in the face of repeated failure. This highlights
the need for a leader to help a group recognize, learn from mistakes, and
redefine their efforts as necessary. Successful group regulation means that
errors are learned from, do not become chronic or routine, and that work
practices and goals are appropriately adjusted.
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6. Groups can run without regulation interventions Gi.e, l]fa:e£ShZ€£1
only so long as the environment remains stable. Once establis iai:;nn
regular (successful) patterns of feedback and self-awa.renei‘s oin g;
established norms and process routines should be sufficient for 1gr ﬁ
to function without leadership so long as the exterpal and 1}1jcemab gro 1;
environments remain relatively stable. Once operating condmox‘ﬁd ecm:é t
unstable (e.g., negative feedback, team turnover, etc.), we wo ;xp o
the re-activation of naturally competing tensions, as the. groupti ai'on
re-clarify and re-define how to focus i.ntemal aqt1v1ty. This re-a}ct va e1 o
predisposes the group to regulatory failure and it may need asstls ainzder_
readjust goals (i.e., vision). Hence, the often heard call for greater le

ship in uncertain times.

CONCLUSION

This chapter is intended to begin a discussion about Ieade.rshlp 'E{S groug
regulation. Specifically, we propose here th'at group regul_atlon felufuref;l 21;6
natural and illustrate the need for leadership as a corrective t.oo t ];)r s
failures. We are optimistic about the future Qf group regulation .eotrythe
provide fresh insight into effective 1eadersb1p for two reasons. Fu‘s‘ ,ﬁn
notion of leadership as group regulation. mc§1y organizes many T)u;r %
findings in the leadership literature, which is large but extreme ybl a%O
mented (see Bass, 1990). More importantly, however, we were e;. e >
generate a number of novel hypotheses from 2 rather b'asm ap.pl%ca ion oe
self-regulation theory. Although our discuss‘lon here 18 I.nrelmfn}ilaryi W1 °
believe a deeper analysis using group regulation theorj will furth ere rltl:m
date these ideas and generate additional fresh perspective on why C€

leadership behaviors are effective. Ultimately, of course, the real t}ejt c?f
whether our application of self-regulation theory to group leaders hp is |
useful will be the results of future empirical tests of the novel hypotheses

we generate from this perspective both he.re and in the. future. We mgllt:
scholars interested in group decision making, leadership, or systems
ory to join us in this effort.
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