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BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES: Cohesion is one of the most important factors in the 
sustainability of social relationships and organizational success. Evidence shows that many 
companies and organizations have failed or disappeared due to a lack of cohesion among their 
employees. For this reason, it is important to identify the factors that affect the convergence of 
individuals and strengthen the cohesion among them. The primary focus of this study revolves 
around the question of whether group cohesion can be enhanced through the utilization of 
a collective decision-making approach. Collective decision-making is about reaching a single 
decision by the group members. This research assesses the correlation between common 
rationality (as a basis for decision-making), collective decision-making, and cohesion.
METHODS: To achieve the research purpose, a conceptual model is designed using the research 
background and interviews with experts, and then the structural equation method is used to 
achieve the research objectives, and Smart PLS 2.0 software is used to analyze the data. In this 
study, the concept of common rationality is examined as an exogenous factor, while cohesion 
is viewed as an endogenous factor, and collective decision-making is regarded as a mediating 
factor. To analyze the interplay among these factors, it is essential to assess the P-value, T-value, 
and regression coefficient, which are determined using structural equation modeling. 
FINDINGS: The goodness of fit is employed to assess the overall model fit, which is obtained as 
0.469, and this criterion indicates that the overall model fit of the research model is appropriate.
The regression coefficient between the variables “common rationality → collective decision-
making” is 0.668, and between the variables, “collective decision-making → cohesion” is 
0.550, which shows a significant positive relationship between these variables. However, the 
regression coefficient between the variables “common rationality → cohesion” is 0.234, which 
indicates a weak relationship between these two variables. The findings suggest that common 
rationality has an impact on group cohesion by way of the intermediary factor of collective 
decision-making.
CONCLUSION: Although common rationality is a significant asset for an organization and society, 
managers and governors who want to use it to increase cohesion must activate it through 
collective decision-making. By engaging diverse perspectives, enhancing communication, and 
developing collective skills, they can create environments where shared understanding and 
cohesive action thrive. This study can encourage managers and governors to use the collective 
decision-making method in their choices.
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INTRODUCTION
Collective decision-making, a subset of collective 

behavior, addresses arriving at a specific decision 
within a group (Bosel et al., 2017; Makinson et 
al., 2017). Collectives vary in structure, involving 
individuals, groups, and even social networks 
(Dionne et al., 2019). A collective decision-making 
process involves multiple individuals, each with 
their perceptions, attitudes, motivations, and 
personalities, recognizing a common problem 
and striving for a collective decision. Groups may 
interact simultaneously or make individual decisions 
before discussing outcomes collectively (Bui, 1987). 
Essentially, collective decision-making entails two 
or more actors aiming to address a specific issue 
and coordinate toward a shared goal, expressing 
preferences and beliefs to reach a unified decision 
(Marks et al., 2019). Coherence becomes relevant 
when individuals or groups encounter challenges 
in executing actions. While opinions vary on the 
impact of collective decision-making on cohesion, 
the presence of dualities among team members can 
disrupt cohesion (Lloyd et al., 2013). Social cohesion, 
however, addresses various social issues like conflicts 
and irresponsibility (Fu et al., 2020; Sueur et al., 
2011). Despite the broad applications of collective 
decision-making and its impact on group cohesion, 
existing research lacks clarity on how participation 
in these processes is constructed and implemented 
effectively. Previous studies have highlighted the 
benefits of collective decision-making and group 
cohesion (Mann, 2018; Dionne et al., 2019; Ehteshami 
& Sarfarazi, 2012), but they do not comprehensively 
understand the mechanisms and pathways for 
fostering participation. This study aims to bridge this 
gap by holistically identifying and evaluating pathways 
for fostering participation to enhance cohesion and 
related indicators within organizations. Focusing 
on the construction and implementation processes 
of participation in collective decision-making, this 
research seeks to provide clear and actionable 
insights for managers and governors to improve 
organizational and societal outcomes. It stands as 
a crucial parameter in bolstering cohesion, with 
numerous positive effects on managerial and staff 
performance, such as fostering alliances, enhancing 
information dissemination, increasing awareness 
and knowledge, boosting motivation, harnessing 
collective wisdom, fostering staff commitment, 

minimizing errors, improving decision accuracy, 
enhancing collective intelligence, and averting 
instability and intractability (Carbone & Giannoccaro, 
2015; McHugh et al., 2016; Zafeiris et al., 2017; Bosel 
et al., 2017; Khaluf et al., 2019; Fu et al., 2020). The 
notion of achieving common rationality emerges as 
a cornerstone of collective decision-making, uniting 
individuals with diverse attitudes and opinions 
(Bisset et al., 2020; Birkeland et al., 2020; S. Yilmaz 
& Kafadar, 2020). Common rationality denotes the 
extent to which a group shares understanding and 
resolutions, fostering common thinking and goals 
within the community (Tongo, 2015; Palmiero et al., 
2020). Common rationality thus becomes a pivotal 
element influencing collective decision-making. 
To explore these concepts further, the Structural 
Equation Model (SEM) identifies key indicators of 
common rationality, collective decision-making, and 
cohesion, examining their interrelationships. This 
study investigates the correlation between shared 
rationality, group decision-making, and cohesion, 
as elucidated in the preceding explanation. The 
research was carried out within Iran’s governmental 
institutions in 2023.

Literature review
This literature review provides a structured 

theoretical framework to understand the 
interrelations among common rationality, collective 
decision-making, and cohesion. By delineating the 
foundational theories and key concepts in each area, 
this review aims to clarify how these elements enhance 
organizational and societal outcomes. This literature 
review has outlined the theoretical underpinnings 
of common rationality, collective decision-making, 
and cohesion. By understanding these foundational 
theories and their interconnections, this study 
aims to provide a clearer framework for enhancing 
organizational and societal outcomes through 
improved participation and cohesion in collective 
decision-making.

Common rationality
Rationality encompasses a range of abstract 

characteristics within individual attitudes, including 
beliefs, values, preferences, desires, and intentions. 
It is highly contingent on individual attitudes, and any 
shifts in beliefs, preferences, or intentions inevitably 
lead to changes in rationality. Individuals often employ 
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rationality in analyzing their surroundings and making 
decisions based on reasoned arguments (Jagau & 
Perea, 2022; Perea, 2022). Max Weber introduced the 
rationality principle as a methodological guideline, 
asserting that social scientists can understand social 
actions and motivations by understanding their 
reasons. This principle, rooted in Weberian Verstehen 
sociology, posits that the conduct of a social actor is 
comprehensible, thereby facilitating understanding 
among society members (Rusu, 2013). The notion 
of rationality extends universally across human 
cultures, with common rationality serving as a bridge 
for individuals with diverse cultural backgrounds and 
attitudes to understand one another (Rusu, 2013). 
Common rationality holds significance not only in 
game theory but also in various economic contexts. 
In game theory, the rationality of players in strategic 
interactions forms the foundation for many games’ 
theoretical concepts (Mounir et al., 2018). Likewise, 
in economics and business studies, common 
rationality fosters a shared understanding and 
collective goals (Tongo, 2015). Mainstream industrial 
organization models presume common rationality, 
wherein competing entities make decisions based 
on the assumption of rationality among all parties 
involved. This principle extends to political economy, 
where politicians, assuming common rationality, vie 
for voter support (Elio, 2002).

Collective decision-making
Individuals encounter collective decision-making 

scenarios regularly in their daily lives (Veen, 2011). 
This practice spans various fields, including behavioral 
and brain sciences, management, economics, and 
artificial intelligence, with a specific emphasis on 
identifying strategies that empower decision-makers 
to select the most advantageous option among 
several alternatives (Hasegawa et al., 2017). Groups 
have a fundamental goal of formulating efficient 
resolutions to the intricate challenges they encounter. 
This facet of social group behavior holds significant 
relevance, as the concept of “collective wisdom” 
has the potential to outshine individual behavior in 
terms of quality (Zafeiris et al., 2017). Given the swift 
changes in the environment, it’s impractical for a 
decision-maker to possess a comprehensive mastery 
of all sciences, issues, and technologies necessary to 
find the exploit of a situation fully or optimal solution. 
However, few individuals possess such omniscience 

or expertise covering all requisite fields within the 
scope of their managerial responsibilities. Hence, 
collective decision-making emerges as a valuable 
tool to aid in finding optimal solutions (Akram et 
al., 2023). The contemporary landscape of societal 
transformation mandates the active engagement 
of both managers and staff in the decision-making 
process and subsequent implementation procedures. 
Without their involvement, achieving an optimal 
decision becomes unattainable (Prigozhin, 1991). 
Enhancing collective decision-making is imperative, 
given the expected variance in the precision of 
individual decision-making (Bosel et al., 2017). The 
examination of collective decision-making holds 
great significance for various group or participatory 
systems, particularly in conjunction with the 
progress of electronic communications, the internet, 
information technology, and knowledge-based 
economics (Sinnaiah et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2017). In 
a system of collective decision-making, several key 
components contribute to its functionality: 

(1) The circumstances, objectives, convictions, or 
inclinations of individuals, 

(2) The capacity of individuals to impact the 
stances, inclinations, and opinions of others or the 
outcome of the ultimate decision, 

(3) Social interactions and collectives that emerge 
from these interactions,

(4) the wider framework in which the group 
functions (Zellner et al., 2014; Mirbagheri et al., 
2024). Collective decision-making processes are 
often shaped by social feedback networks within the 
group (Planas-Sitja et al., 2015). Throughout these 
processes, individuals typically share their opinions 
while adhering to certain limitations and preferences, 
ultimately leading to a consensus decision (Rossi, 
2014). Furthermore, proficient personnel who may 
not have direct involvement in the decision-making 
process frequently contribute on an equitable 
level, enhancing the decision-making procedure 
with their specialized knowledge (Prigozhin, 1991). 
Khaluf et al., (2019) analyze the intricate relationship 
between individual (microscopic) and system-level 
(macroscopic) components in collective decision-
making. They underscore the importance of two 
critical pieces of information that the system must 
acquire: (1) stimuli, and (2) a set of choices (options) 
accessible for a specific decision. The outcome of 
the decision-making process is shaped by various 
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characteristics of stimuli and options, including their 
quantity and distribution. Effective communication 
and conducive conditions within groups can expedite 
the achievement of consensus at the group level. 
Additionally, the conduct of group members plays a 
pivotal role in fostering collective decision-making 
(Ward et al., 2011). In situations where a collective 
decision does not come to fruition, individuals 
involved in a ‘group issue’ should partake in bargaining 
or negotiation until a consensus is achieved (Bui, 
1987).

Cohesion
Coherence means bringing together various 

elements in an orderly manner to form a collection. 
Coherence or correlation means individuals 
entering a social environment and belonging to the 
frameworks, constructions, and social conditions of 
that environment. From the content aspect, cohesion 
is the concept of being absorbed in national values 
and norms. By absorbing the person in the national 
environment, the person accepts obligations toward 
the environment as a related and responsible 
element (Lanzi, 2011). Cohesion means solidarity and 
agreement and is considered one of the components 
of the “theory of agreement”, whose function is to 
connect individuals of a society. According to these 
definitions, in the case of cohesion, correlation, 
and agreement, some elements include collective 
agreement, common norms (including values, 
custom, and law), common identity, and the 
institutionalization of norms in institutions that 
guarantee the survival of a society (Holtug, 2017). 
Theorizing about cohesion and concepts close to it 
such as systemic cohesion, social solidarity, social 
integration, agreement, national unity, national 
identity, consensus, and most importantly social 
order, and on the other side concepts such as conflict, 
fragmented society, hostility, hypocrisy, disorder, and 
other related concepts have always been of interest 
to researchers in the fields of social sciences, political 
sciences, social psychology, management, and public 
policy (Fonseca et al., 2019). There are two main 
theoreticians about coherence or correlation from 
a functionalist perspective, Emile Durkheim and the 
other is Talcott Parsons, who initially studied within 
the framework of structural functionalism and then 
founded his “school of functionalism”, however, 
he was influenced by Durkheim (Parsons, 1985). 

According to Durkheim, societies are organized 
with the human needs of their members and social 
cohesion is based on it (Lukes, 1969). In the initial 
stages, individuals come together based on the fact 
that their lives and ways of life are very similar to each 
other and their relationship is “mechanical”. It means 
a simple answer to the common conditions of their 
social life, which is at the level of social awareness. 
With this explanation, the more individuals need each 
other increase, the greater the cohesion of society 
(Durkheim, 2019). Parsons argues that a shared 
value system provides the necessary preconditions 
for social cohesion. According to Talcott Parsons, 
societies are cohesive and interconnected based on 
four factors: First, values: which determine the goals 
and guide the behavior of humans and collective 
sense in the society; Second, norms: they are the 
rules of behavior and they are the means of achieving 
values, the legal system is the most important set of 
norms; Third, roles: they form different structures of 
society, such as economic, political or religious roles; 
And fourth, collectivities: they are the institutional 
set of values, norms, and roles (Parsons & Smelser, 
1956).

Conceptual framework
In this section, the conceptual structure of the 

research is described and the indicators related to it 
are identified. Several considerations were taken into 
account when choosing indicators. The focus was on 
the central theme of the research, which revolves 
around the examination of collective decision-
making and its impact on group cohesion. Variables 
associated with this core issue were meticulously 
identified based on existing literature. The aim was to 
ensure that the selected indicators comprehensively 
address all crucial aspects of the central research 
topic, as using inadequate or inaccurate indicators 
could result in an incomplete portrayal of the 
subject matter. Moreover, the simplicity and clarity 
of the indicators were also taken into consideration 
to facilitate their use and interpretation by other 
researchers and users. Another key criterion for 
indicator selection was their measurability and 
evaluability by researchers. Also, expert opinions 
played a significant role in identifying indicators, with 
the final selection being based on a consensus among 
experts. Subsequently, the validity of these indicators 
was assessed through factor loading, and those that 
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were confirmed were deemed as model indicators. 
In the following, these indicators are explained in 
three categories: “common rationality”, “collective 
decision-making” and “coherence”. 

Common rationality
Rationality refers to the assortment of 

justifications that individuals possess for their actions 
and behaviors. It involves making wise choices based 
on our beliefs and interests. For a group to make a 
unified decision within an organization, they must 
share a common rationality (Zha et al., 2022). However, 
when it comes to interactive decision-making, where 
individuals cannot maximize their expected benefits 
without making assumptions about the behavior of 
other stakeholders, the concept of rationality may 
not be easily comprehensible (Colman, 2003). While 
there are various indicators of common rationality, 
they are not limited to the following explanations 
(Mirbagheri et al., 2023).

1. Common thinking: Thinking involves the 
systematic and logical progression of information 
towards uncovering what is unknown, to identify 
answers or solutions to problems (Palmiero et al., 
2020). Diverse individuals possess distinct emotional 
and cognitive inputs when making judgments and 
decisions, which may be linked to their unique 
thinking styles. Hence, how one thinks has a direct 
impact on the approach taken towards decision-
making (Liang et al., 2021). The absence of a common 
rationality factor significantly hinders the ability to 
predict that, despite individual differences, people’s 
thinking patterns will converge toward a common 
direction (Burgoyne et al., 2023). 

2. Common goals: Each decision-maker possesses 
unique personal goals that reflect their values and 
level of ambition. As a result of these individual 
differences, the goals of individuals diverge, leading 
to varying outcomes in decision-making. This stands 
in contrast to collective decision-making, where the 
group strives to reach a consensus. Consequently, the 
decisions made by different decision-makers often 
differ from one another (Klein et al., 2022; Bui, 1987). 
To reach a collective decision, individuals need to find 
common ground to work towards common goals. The 
drive for collective decision-making is closely tied to 
the pursuit of common goals (Tongo, 2015; Zellner et 
al., 2014; Assuad, 2020). 

3. Common benefits: The initial step taken by 

individuals involves envisioning a concept before 
evaluating its practicality and advantages, a process 
commonly referred to as the “conception of benefit”. 
Individuals come together and perceive themselves 
as integral components of a collective entity, 
acknowledging their role as collaborators in reaping 
the collective’s advantages (Bui, 1987). If an entire 
entity successfully attains the appropriate collective 
objectives, it can likewise attain shared advantages 
(Ekwoaba et al., 2019). Profit corporations have 
evolved to a stage where their objective extends 
beyond mere individual profit to encompass the 
creation of shared value for all stakeholders. This shift 
in focus is crucial for fostering unity and harmony 
within the organization (Marchini et al., 2022).

4. Common interests: Interest refers to a longing 
and tendency towards a particular subject. When 
interest is present in an individual, it motivates 
them to make a choice or take action. Interest can 
be defined as the satisfaction and maximization of 
a characteristic that describes individuals in search 
of the optimal option (Miceli et al., 2018). After 
confirming the advantage, individuals develop a 
keen interest in the outcome, which gives rise to a 
sentiment known as “enthusiasm” for them. Interest 
serves as an essential prerequisite for remarkable 
accomplishments and choices (Elster, 2020). Common 
interest within a group can effectively minimize their 
divergence from the established objectives (Havard 
et al., 2023).

Collective decision making
Decision-making refers to the cognitive process 

through which an individual selects an option from 
a range of available choices (Wu et al., 2017). On 
the other hand, collective decision-making involves 
a collaborative approach where each person within 
a group has the opportunity to influence and make 
decisions regarding their work and group tasks (Xu et 
al., 2022). It is a situation where multiple actors come 
together to enhance their position on a specific issue 
and coordinate their efforts to achieve a common 
objective (Marks et al., 2019). Throughout this 
process, the individuals involved strive to articulate 
their preferences and beliefs regarding the matter 
at hand to arrive at a unified conclusion (Marks et 
al., 2019). The collective decision-making process 
encompasses the active participation of group 
members in reaching a decision (De Oca et al., 2011).  
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It involves multiple actors who seek to improve their 
circumstances and collaborate on a particular issue to 
achieve their desired outcome (Gerrits & Marks, 2017). 
Despite various constraints and personal preferences, 
individuals typically express their opinions regarding 
a set of potential decisions, ultimately leading to the 
selection of a single course of action (Rossi, 2014). It 
is important to note that the indicators of collective 
decision-making are not limited to the ones briefly 
explained below (Mirbagheri et al., 2023). 

1. Voting: Participating in collective decision-
making can be achieved through voting. Decision-
making bodies typically employ voting as a means of 
polling and arriving at the appropriate decision (Van 
Deemen & Rusinowska, 2010). Voting functions as a 
mechanism for reaching decisions collectively (Cina & 
Endriss, 2016). It has evolved into the most prevalent 
formal technique for collective decision-making (Y. Xu, 
2019; Wu et al., 2017; McHugh et al., 2016; Iaryczower 
et al., 2018) that can greatly improve the number of 
sound decisions (Szapiro & Kacprzyk, 2022). 

2. Information Sharing: When individuals within a 
group are given the chance to communicate with one 
another, they can exchange their unique knowledge 
and ultimately arrive at a more informed collective 
decision (Iaryczower et al., 2018). In collective 
systems, the sharing of information is accomplished 
through both direct and indirect interactions among 
the agents involved (Wu et al., 2017 Sueur et al., 
2011; Khaluf et al., 2017; Dionne et al., 2019). This 
process of information sharing not only facilitates the 
decision-making process within the group but also 
empowers individuals to actively utilize the shared 
information, leading to more informed decision-
making (Neef et al., 2022). 

3. Meeting: A group meeting provides an 
opportunity for individuals in positions of authority 
to engage in collective discussions regarding a 
particular matter (Tropman, 2003, 2013; Oliver et al., 
2022; Bui, 1987). Organizing a meeting can catalyze 
increased active participation from members in the 
decision-making process (Moayerian et al., 2022). 
These meetings can take place either in person or 
online. The act of convening a meeting is one of the 
contributing factors that facilitate the attainment of 
a specific desired outcome (Adla et al., 2011). The 
specific outcome of a decision session may involve 
the number of decisions reached or the duration of 
the decision-making process (Zeyda et al., 2023). 

4. Consultation: It is widely recognized that polls 
and consultations have a considerable influence 
on decision-makers, and it is undeniable that an 
individual’s decision can be influenced by seeking 
consultation (Bui, 1987). Acknowledging the 
significant role of information in decision-making, 
as consultation changes the amount of information 
available, it becomes clear that it will impact decision-
making in a certain direction. Therefore, consultation 
leads to a form of collective decision-making, even 
if the decision-maker is not required to follow the 
suggestions and opinions of advisors Mann, 2018). 
Consultation is a crucial aspect of collective decision-
making (Iaryczower et al., 2018).

Cohesion
The general theory of coherence is regarded 

as the satisfaction of numerous contradictory 
constraints (Thagard, 2000; L. Yilmaz et al., 2017). 
The level of cohesion within a collective decision 
reflects the extent of consensus within the system, 
specifically the proportion of individuals who appear 
to be aligned with the majority viewpoint. Coherence 
is effectively improved by interaction and information 
sharing (Khaluf et al., 2019). When we no longer have 
the desire to reconsider moral precepts, principles, 
and obligations, cohesion is achieved because they 
have the highest degree of acceptability (L. Yilmaz 
et al., 2017). Collective decision-making enhances 
cohesion, enabling the system to function as a 
unified entity in the face of diverse inputs and stimuli. 
By relying on shared information and striving for 
consensus, the collective decision-making process 
fosters unity and coherence within the system (Khaluf 
et al., 2019). In the following, the indicators related to 
coherence are examined. 

1. Trust-building: Distrust is one of the common 
and important causes of conflict between members 
of different collectives. Trust among collective 
increases when collective members want to have 
an opportunity to interact with each other, their 
interaction is positively reciprocal, and as a result, 
their belief that collective members are trustworthy 
increases. The facilitation of this process is enhanced 
when individuals exhibit minimal hostility towards 
one another, demonstrate adaptability in revising 
their beliefs based on new information, and display 
a certain level of reliance on the group as a whole 
(Herrera & Kydd, 2022; Tyagi et al., 2022). Over time, 



45

Int. J. Hum. Capital Urban Manage., 10(1): 39-56, Winter 2025

members of the collective align with each other and 
gradually gain trust in each other. In a collective 
space, decision-makers strive to reach a common 
decision and share responsibility in a friendly and 
trusting atmosphere (Bui, 1987). 

2. Alliance: Alliances are used to coordinate 
the various activities of stakeholders (Hearld et al., 
2013). In a collective decision-making situation, 
decision-makers make alliances to form an almost 
homogeneous group and work together to solve 
a collective problem. It is important to note that 
charismatic leaders use a collective approach to 
guide and make an alliance with individuals (Clough 
et al., 2022; McHugh et al., 2016). 

3. Reaching consensus: Consensus can increase 
member participation and increase understanding of 
the effectiveness of the alliance. Consensus on key 
issues provides a platform for member mobilization 
and continued movement (Hearld et al., 2013). In 
collective decision-making, individuals seek to reach 
an agreement on a desirable outcome and reach a 
consensus on this issue (Bosel et al., 2017). Reaching 
a consensus is the basis for reaching a common 
decision, and for this reason, it is a very important 
indicator in collective decision-making (Zhang et al., 
2022). 

4. Reducing conflicts: Conflict and competition 

are typical examples of non-cooperative decision-
making. When competitors seek to harm their 
opponents for their benefit, others are confronted 
with the fact that each competitor is a candidate 
for the work of others and strives to do better than 
others. For this reason, conflicts between individuals 
increase (Bui, 1987), but when cooperation between 
individuals is established, it causes conflicts between 
stakeholders to decrease (Watanabel et al., 2022). In 
this regard, collective decision-making is an effective 
way to quickly resolve disputes and conflicts between 
group members (Telem, 1988). 

5. Coordination: The diverse preferences of 
group members and their behaviors during collective 
decision-making create a significant challenge to 
achieving coordination (Davis et al., 2022). Groups 
must first coordinate their activity decisions and 
collectively decide what they want to do if they want 
to enjoy social benefits and minimize social costs (King 
& Sueur, 2011). For individuals to reap the rewards 
of social interaction, they must uphold a certain 
level of spatial and temporal synchronization in their 
actions and come to decisions collectively. The closer 
individuals’ experiences and mental models are, the 
fewer problems there will be, and the greater the 
difference, the greater the misunderstanding and 
inconsistency (Sueur et al., 2011). 
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By examining the definitions outlined for the 
indicators and delving into the content of pertinent 
literature sources, alongside seeking guidance from 
subject matter experts, a conceptual model was 
formulated utilizing the framework depicted in Fig. 
1. This conceptual model determines the three main 
constructs of collective decision-making, common 
rationality, and cohesion.  Common rationality 
includes 4 indicators, collective decision-making 
includes 4 indicators, and cohesion also includes 5 
indicators. According to the theoretical framework of 
the study, three hypotheses have been formulated as 
outlined below:

H1: There exists a positive and significant 
correlation between common rationality and 
collective decision-making.

H2: Collective decision-making is positively and 
significantly associated with cohesion.

H3: Common rationality has a positive and 
significant relationship with cohesion.

To measure the relationship between common 
rationality, collective decision-making, and cohesion, 
the study survey was conducted in Iran in 2023.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
The research adopts a descriptive and analytical 

approach, gathering information from library 
sources for the literature review and employing 
a questionnaire to investigate sample opinions. 
Participants knowledgeable about the research 
subject or possessing field experience are regarded 
as part of the statistical community. Given the 
specialized nature of the subject, purposive sampling 
is conducted, with sample size determined using 
Cochran’s formula as shown in Eq. 1 (Damghanian 
& Ghanbari Ghaleroudkhani, 2022; Song & Wassell, 
2003).

2

2

2

2
11 1

z pq
dn
z pq

N d

=
 

+ − 
 

            
�

(1)

n: the value of samples
z: the z-value, extracted from a z-table.
p: the fraction of the population (as a percentage) 
that displays the attribute
e: desired level of precision, the margin of error

The study adheres to Krejcie and Morgan’s 
(1970) table by distributing the questionnaire to 
115 academic and organizational experts. Upon 
evaluation of the completed questionnaires, 98 
were identified as suitable for statistical analysis. The 
questionnaire consists of three main components 
with a total of 11 questions to gauge respondents’ 
agreement levels ranging from very low to very high. 
The questionnaire is designed based on the Likert 
scale and according to the level of respondents’ 
agreement with the question, it is adjusted from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree and they are 
given values from 1 to 5. The number 1 represents 
“strongly disagree” and the number 5 represents 
“strongly agree” (Chen et al., 2022).  Demographic 
variables such as age, education level, and gender 
are taken into account as control variables. Due to 
the specialization of the research subject, purposive 
sampling is done. The questionnaire is distributed 
among managers of Iranian state-run organizations 
(at different management levels) who are aware of 
collective decision-making or have experience using 
it. The demographic information of the statistical 
sample is shown in Table 1. The results showed that 
above 90% of the respondents have master’s and 

Table 1: Descriptive statistics of the sample 
 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Gender Male 62 63.2 63.2 
Female 36 36.7 36.7 

Education 
Bachelor 7 7.1 7.1 
Master 79 80.6 80.6 
Ph.D. 12 12.2 12.2 

Age 

<40 25 25.5 25.5 
40-50 33 33.7 33.7 
50-60 29 29.6 29.6 
>60 11 11.2 11.2 

Total 98 100.0 100.0 
 
  

Table 1: Descriptive statistics of the sample
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doctorate education, and this issue increased the 
credibility of the research.

Experts’ opinions are used to measure the validity 
of the questionnaire. Hence, before distributing 
the questionnaires, the opinions of 17 university 
professors and experts in the field of collective 
decision-making are received and the necessary 
corrections are applied to the questionnaire. The 
reliability of the questionnaire is also calculated by 
Cronbach’s alpha method (α) based on the formula: 

2 2
1

21

n
t ti

t

s sn
n s

α =
 −  =  −    

∑ . In this formula, St is the 

standard deviation of the entire questionnaire, Si is 
the standard deviation of the ith question, and n is 
the number of questions in the questionnaire.

The results of this study Table 2 show that 
Cronbach’s alpha values for 11 variables are 0.808, 
which is higher than 0.7 and is within the acceptable 
range. The data collected from the questionnaire 
is analyzed using SEM to explore the relationships 
between indicators and constructs, aiming to ascertain 
their contributions within the conceptual framework. 
SEM is a robust statistical approach that enables the 
testing of hypotheses regarding the connections 
between observed and latent variables. Its application 
facilitates the assessment of the validity and reliability 
of theoretical models in specific contexts, establishing 
it as a fundamental tool for examining intricate 
relationships across diverse disciplines. The SEM aims 
to validate the indicators and relationships identified 
in the theoretical framework’s content analysis and 
determine the predictive value of the designed 
structure. This is achieved through examining eleven 
identified indicators and assessing the relationship 
between the variables of “common rationality,” 
“collective decision-making,” and “cohesion.” To 
assess questionnaire reliability, Cronbach’s alpha is 
utilized, while content and convergent validity are 
employed for validity assessment. Content validity 
is ensured by seeking opinions from university 
professors and experts in collective decision-making 
before distributing the questionnaires. Validity is 
confirmed when the T-value exceeds 1.96 and the 

P-value is less than 0.05. The R2 criterion, which 
represents the coefficient of determination, assesses 
the model’s ability to explain and accurately predict 
dependent variables based on independent variables. 
In path analysis, factor loading measures the strength 
of the relationship between a latent variable and its 
observed variables, with an optimal value above 0.4. 
To evaluate the overall fit of the model, including 
both the measurement model and the structure, 
the Goodness-of-Fit (GOF) criterion is used as shown 
in Eq. 2. This criterion helps determine the overall 
adequacy of the model (Abri et al., 2021; Sarstedt et 
al., 2021).

2GOF Communalities R= × � (2)

The Communalities  value is calculated by averaging 
the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values of the 
latent variables. Weak, medium, and strong values 
for the GOF criterion are 0.01, 0.25, and 0.36, 
respectively. The GOF criterion is used to assess the 
overall model fit, which includes both the structure 
and the measurement model.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Data analysis

Data analysis is conducted using Smart PLS 2.0, 
SPSS, and Excel. The research’s conceptual model, as 
depicted in Fig. 2, is analyzed using Smart PLS 2.0.

In the presented model, the variable of common 
rationality is regarded as an autonomous factor, while 
cohesion is viewed as a reliant factor, and collective 
decision-making serves as a mediating variable. A 
model guide is shown in Table 3.

Table 3 shows the variables hidden in the model. 
Factor loading can be utilized to assess the extent 
of association between the latent variables and 
the observed variables. The factor loadings of the 
research model indices are presented in Table 4.

Table 4 displays the factor loadings connecting 
the latent and observed variables. As previously 
explained, any variables with a factor loading lower 
than 0.4 should be excluded from the model. In 
the computations, the factor loading between the 
variable of “coherence” and “trust-building” (C1) is 
0.171 and therefore removed from the model. The 
factor loading in other indicators is more than 0.4 
and they are not eliminated. Therefore, by removing 
the trust-building index (C1), the proposed research 

Table 2: Reliability statistics 
 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
0.808 11 

 
  

Table 2: Reliability statistics
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model in the software needs to be analyzed once 
again. The output obtained from Smart PLS 2.0 
software is shown in Fig. 3.

The evaluation criteria are employed to 
evaluate the degree to which the formulated model 
corresponds with the collected data. In case the model 

does not meet the evaluation criteria, it is necessary 
to make modifications. The criteria obtained for 
fitting the conceptual model are presented in Table 5.

Based on the data presented in Fig. 3 and 
Table 5, it can be observed that the P-values for 
the relationships between the variables “common 

 
 

Fig. 2: Path coefficient of the model 
  

Fig. 2: Path coefficient of the model

 
Table 3: Guide to the indicators used in the structural equation model 

 

 
  

Description Indicator Description Indicator Description Indicator 
Trust-building C1 Voting D1 Common thoughts R1 

Alliance C2 Information Sharing D2 Common goals R2 
Reaching consensus C3 Consultation D3 Common benefits R3 
Reducing conflicts C4 Team building D4 Common interests R4 

Coordination C5  

Table 3: Guide to the indicators used in the structural equation model

Table 4: Factor loading of model indices 
 

 
  

Factor loading Indicator Row Factor loading Indicator Row Factor loading Indicator Row 

0.171 Cohesion → 
C1 9 0.730 

Collective 
decision-making 

→ D1 
5 0.770 

Common 
rationality → 

R1 
1 

0.813 Cohesion → 
C2 10 0.820 

Collective 
decision-making 

→ D2 
6 0.835 

Common 
rationality → 

R2 
2 

0.757 Cohesion → 
C3 11 0.769 

Collective 
decision-making 

→ D3 
7 0.779 

Common 
rationality → 

R3 
3 

0.806 Cohesion → 
C4 12 0.730 

Collective 
decision-making 

→ D4 
8 0.808 

Common 
rationality → 

R4 
4 

0.760 Cohesion → 
C5 13  

Table 4: Factor loading of model indices
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rationality → collective decision-making”, “collective 
decision-making → cohesion”, and “common 
rationality → cohesion” are all below 0.05. 
Additionally, the T-values exceed 1.96, indicating 
that these relationships are statistically significant 
at a 0.05 error level. The regression coefficient for 
“common rationality → collective decision-making” 
is 0.668, while for “collective decision-making → 
cohesion” it is 0.550, suggesting a positive and direct 
correlation between these variables. However, the 
regression coefficient for “common rationality → 
cohesion” is 0.234, indicating a weaker relationship 
between these two variables. In the following, a 
deeper interpretation of the regression coefficients 
and their practical implications in the context of 
collective decision-making and group cohesion:

a) Common Rationality → Collective Decision-
Making (r = 0.668)

Interpretation: A regression coefficient of 0.668 

suggests a strong positive relationship between 
common rationality and collective decision-making. 
This means that as common rationality increases, the 
quality and frequency of collective decision-making 
processes also increase.

Practical Implications: Organizations should 
invest in building common rationality among 
members through training, shared values, and open 
communication. This can lead to more effective 
and frequent collective decision-making. Also, 
emphasizing common goals and shared understanding 
can enhance the willingness and ability of team 
members to engage in collective decision-making, 
thereby improving overall decision quality.

b) Collective Decision-Making → Cohesion (r = 
0.550)

Interpretation: The regression coefficient of 0.550 
indicates a significant positive impact of collective 
decision-making on group cohesion. This suggests 

 
 
 

Fig. 3: The model is obtained using structural equation analysis 
 

Fig. 3: The model is obtained using structural equation analysis

Table 5: Conceptual model evaluation criteria 
 

P-Value T-Value Standard 
Deviation (STDEV) 

Mean 
(M) 

Coefficient of 
Determination (r2) 

Regression 
coefficient (r) Causal relation Hypothesis 

0.000 16.633 0.041 0.694 0.473 0.668 
Common rationality → 

Collective decision-
making 

H1 

0.000 6.046 0.091 0.555 0.535 0.550 Collective decision-
making → Cohesion H2 

0.017 2.388 0.098 0.234 - 0.234 Common rationality → 
Cohesion H3 

 
  

Table 5: Conceptual model evaluation criteria
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that effective collective decision-making processes 
contribute substantially to the cohesion among group 
members.

Practical Implications: Facilitating collective 
decision-making can strengthen interpersonal 
relationships and trust, leading to higher group 
cohesion. As well, teams that are more cohesive due 
to collective decision-making are likely to perform 
better, as members are more aligned with the group’s 
objectives and more supportive of each other.

c) Common Rationality → Cohesion (r = 0.238)
Interpretation: A regression coefficient of 0.238 

indicates a weaker but still positive direct relationship 
between common rationality and cohesion. While 
common rationality does contribute to cohesion, its 
direct effect is not as strong as through the mediating 
variable of collective decision-making.

Practical Implications: The weaker direct 
relationship suggests that common rationality’s 
primary influence on cohesion is mediated through 
collective decision-making. Therefore, efforts to 
improve group cohesion should focus on enhancing 
collective decision-making processes. Also, 
organizations should create environments that 
support both common rationality and collective 
decision-making to maximize cohesion. This can 
include fostering a culture of open dialogue and 
mutual respect, where shared rationality is a 
foundation for decision-making practices. Therefore, 
the regression analysis underscores the pivotal 
role of collective decision-making as a mediator 
between common rationality and group cohesion. 
By focusing on building common rationality and 
facilitating collective decision-making, organizations 
can significantly enhance group cohesion, leading 
to improved collaboration, performance, and overall 
organizational success. This holistic approach ensures 
that the benefits of common rationality are fully 
realized through effective and inclusive decision-
making processes. The r2 values for “collective 
decision-making” and “common rationality” are 0.473 
and 0.535, suggesting a fairly accurate prediction for 

these dependent variables and mediating. Table 6 
presents the results for the Composite Reliability 
coefficient, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, and AVE, 
which are essential for evaluating the questionnaire’s 
reliability and validity.

The questionnaire demonstrates good reliability as 
both Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and the Composite 
Reliability coefficient exceed 0.7, as indicated in 
Table 6. This ensures the questionnaire’s reliability 
is acceptable. Moreover, the AVE is utilized to assess 
convergent validity, with values exceeding 0.5 for all 
three variables, affirming the questionnaire’s validity. 
Regarding the predictive power of the model, the Q2 
criterion is considered, with values surpassing 0.3, 
indicating a robust fit for model prediction. Lastly, the 
overall model fit is evaluated using the GOF criterion. 
Through the conducted calculations, a value of 0.469 
is obtained for this criterion, implying an overall 
acceptable model fit as shown in Eq. 3.

2GOF 0.615 0.358 0.469Communalities R= × = × =
    

(3)

Based on the given explanations, considering that 
the obtained value exceeds 0.36, it can be concluded 
that the overall model fit is suitable (Abri et al., 2021; 
Sarstedt et al., 2021).

Discussion
The research highlights the significant importance 

of common rationality as a valuable societal 
resource in promoting participation and unity. Fig. 2 
demonstrates that the direct relationship between 
common rationality and unity has a relatively 
low path coefficient (0.239), whereas the indirect 
pathway through collective decision-making exhibits 
higher coefficients (0.545 and 0.688). These results 
emphasize that although common rationality is 
crucial for the success of organizations, managers 
should utilize collective decision-making as a means 
to effectively enhance unity. Collective decision-
making plays a substantial role as a mediator 
between common rationality and cohesion. Thus, 
managers aiming to leverage organizational common 

Table 6: Reliability and validity coefficients of model variables
Table 6: Reliability and validity coefficients of model variables 

 
Q2=(1-SSE/SSO) AVE Composite Reliability Cronbach's Alpha Variables 

0.403 0.645 0.879 0.819 Common rationality 
0.309 0.583 0.848 0.762 Collective decision-making 
0.362 0.616 0.865 0.793 Cohesion 
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rationality to enhance cohesion should prioritize 
collective decision-making. This approach harnesses 
the potential of common rationality to bolster 
cohesion by fostering synergy, minimizing biases, 
and elevating decision quality, ultimately leading to 
optimal solutions. By elucidating these relationships, 
this study incentivizes managers to adopt collective 
decision-making as a means to leverage common 
rationality for greater cohesion. Consequently, the 
current research validates hypotheses H1 and H2, 
which emphasize the indirect link from common 
rationality to cohesion through collective decision-
making as a mediator, highlighting the significance of 
group involvement. Conversely, H3, proposing a direct 
impact of common rationality on cohesion without 
taking into account collective decision-making, is 
not supported. Previous studies have also shown 
that collective decision-making can positively affect 
group cohesion. For instance, research indicates that 
heightened levels of collective decision-making can 
significantly enhance team cohesion and overall group 
outcomes (McHugh et al., 2016; Khaluf et al., 2017). 
Moreover, the balance between accuracy and speed 
in group decision-making reveals that while larger 
groups may require more time to reach a consensus 
due to increased communication, the precision 
of their decisions can be enhanced. This interplay 
illustrates how collective decision-making processes 
have the potential to bolster group cohesion by 
yielding more precise and dependable outcomes 
(Hsieh et al., 2020). Furthermore, investigations 
into social animal groups have also illustrated that 
information sharing and collective decision-making 
serve to fortify their group cohesion (Yan, et al., 
2024; Frank & Linsenmair, 2017; Sasaki & Pratt, 2018; 
Stroeymeyt et al., 2014; Stuttard et al., 2016). The 
findings of this study align with prior research and are 
further supported by similar studies that demonstrate 
the impact of collective decision-making on group 
cohesion. This study introduces a comprehensive 
conceptual model outlining the process of attaining 
group cohesion through collective decision-
making, emphasizing the importance of carefully 
identifying effective indicators. Also, examining the 
latent variables’ indicators in this study is crucial. 
Common rationality, collective decision-making, and 
cohesion are three latent variables, each consisting 
of multiple indicators for evaluation. In this study, 
we included four indicators for common rationality 

in the collective, which encompass common goals 
(Tongo, 2015), common thinking (Liang et al., 2021), 
common interests (Elster, 2020), common benefits 
(Ekwoaba et al., 2019). Various indicators can be 
utilized to assess collective decision-making, such 
as information sharing (Dionne et al., 2019), voting 
(Xu, 2019), consultation (Iaryczower et al., 2018), 
team building (Lloyd et al., 2013), and meetings (Bui, 
1987). To measure cohesion, indicators of alliance 
(McHugh et al., 2016), reaching consensus (Bosel 
et al., 2017), reducing conflicts (Telem, 1988), and 
coordination (Sueur et al., 2011) were used. All 
indicators, except for “trust-building” (C1), show 
appropriate factor loadings, which indicate their 
appropriateness in measuring the three hidden 
variables. It appears that the elimination of the 
“trust building” index indicates that the process of 
building trust is intricate, lengthy, and multifaceted, 
and is impacted by numerous factors. Furthermore, 
to establish trust, individuals must consistently 
demonstrate honesty, transparency, and loyalty over 
an extended period, while also strengthening the 
relationships among group members. Conversely, 
collective decision-making processes are frequently 
not time-consuming and do not provide sufficient 
opportunities to cultivate trust. Consequently, 
establishing trust through collective decision-making 
is challenging, despite the potential usefulness of 
this indicator in fostering greater group cohesion. 
However, it’s important to acknowledge the study’s 
limitations. Firstly, due to time constraints, data 
collection was confined to a single period, limiting the 
ability to observe long-term effects. Future research 
should consider conducting experiments over 
multiple periods for a comprehensive understanding. 
Secondly, as described in the methodology section, 
demographic factors like age, educational attainment, 
and gender are considered control variables in this 
study. Nevertheless, it seems that these factors have 
a notable impact on the adoption of the collective 
decision-making approach. Moreover, they may 
affect the level of cohesion achieved through this 
method. For example, individuals with higher levels of 
education are more inclined to employ this approach. 
Therefore, not accounting for these variables 
poses a constraint on the study. Thirdly, managers’ 
comprehension of collective decision-making may 
vary, potentially leading to cognitive biases in decision-
making processes. Addressing these limitations could 
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enhance the robustness of future studies in this 
area. Another significant limitation of this study is 
the failure to account for the impact of individual 
characteristics on collective decision-making. The 
individual traits of group members play a crucial role 
in shaping the process of collective decision-making, 
group cohesion, and shared rationality. Neglecting 
this influence can hinder the attainment of genuinely 
collective and cohesive decisions, as emphasized by 
theories like Social Value Orientation (SVO).

CONCLUSION
Collective decision-making is about the group 

reaching a single decision. Collective decision-making 
has many potential benefits for society members and 
managers, and all social actions are based on collective 
decision-making. Given the significance and relevance 
of this matter, the research’s conceptual framework is 
formulated by considering the research background 
and hypotheses, and subsequently examined through 
SEM. The statistical analysis, based on the P-value and 
T-value, indicates that the associations among the 
variables of common rationality, collective decision-
making, and Cohesion hold substantial importance at 
a significance level of 0.05. Considering the obtained 
factor loading, it can be said that except for the “trust-
building” (C1), which is removed from the model, all 
defined indicators are good criteria for measuring 
the latent variables of common rationality, collective 
decision-making, and cohesion. In addition, the 
regression coefficients of all variables are above 1.96 
and indicate that these variables have a significant 
and positive relationship with each other’s latent 
variables. Therefore, according to the obtained data, 
it can be concluded that to reach a collective decision, 
there must be common rationality. To measure 
common rationality in the collective, indicators such 
as common thinking, common benefits, common 
goals, and common interests must be measured. The 
stronger these indicators in a group, the better the 
collective decision-making. For collective decision-
making, there are tools and indicators such as 
voting, information sharing, meetings, consultation, 
and team building. Using these methods, collective 
decision-making can be implemented. One of the 
most important consequences of the collective 
decision-making method in the organization and 
society is increased cohesion. To measure the degree 
of cohesion in an organization, indicators such as 

alliance, reaching consensus, reducing conflicts, and 
coordination among members can be used. The 
confirmation of both research hypotheses and the 
rejection of one indicates that this study delves into 
the factors influencing collective decision-making and 
its outcomes by analyzing theoretical frameworks and 
gathering insights from experts. In this framework, 
the influence of common rationality on cohesion 
is mediated by collective decision-making. Hence, 
while common rationality is a valuable resource for 
organizations and societies, leaders and policymakers 
aiming to leverage it for enhancing cohesion need 
to operationalize this resource through collective 
decision-making. Leaders play a crucial role in 
fostering common rationality by promoting a shared 
vision and facilitating collective decision-making. 
Training leaders in these areas can have a cascading 
positive effect on group cohesion. Organizational 
policies should emphasize the importance of shared 
understanding (common rationality) and collective 
decision-making. This can involve regular team 
meetings, participatory decision-making frameworks, 
and initiatives that build mutual trust and 
understanding. Collective decision-making serves as 
an appropriate managerial approach that effectively 
enhances cohesion and propels organizations toward 
their objectives. There are three potential avenues for 
future research. Firstly, investigating the reception or 
refusal of collective decision-making by managers in 
various societies holds significant importance from a 
cross-cultural standpoint. This research proposal aims 
to comprehend how managers from diverse cultural 
backgrounds either embrace or shun collective 
decision-making. Secondly, exploring the obstacles to 
collective decision-making, such as cognitive biases, 
can enhance the utilization of collective decision-
making techniques. Cognitive biases like confirmation 
bias, anchoring, and groupthink can greatly impede 
the collective decision-making process by distorting 
perceptions and judgments. Identifying these 
obstacles can aid in devising strategies to mitigate 
them and encourage the adoption of collective 
decision-making approaches. The third area involves 
scrutinizing the influence of moderating variables 
on collective decision-making, which are regarded 
as control factors in this investigation. This proposal 
delves into how moderating variables such as gender, 
age, and managerial experience impact collective 
decision-making. By treating these variables as 
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control elements, this study seeks to isolate their 
effects and gain a deeper understanding of how they 
influence the acceptance and efficacy of collective 
decision-making.
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