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Abstract 
Decision-making biases—such as confirmation bias, anchoring, and groupthink—continue to 

impair judgment across industries, resulting in costly errors, reduced innovation, and diminished 

stakeholder trust. While previous research has examined cognitive and procedural interventions 

to mitigate these biases, less attention has been given to the role of structured communication 

frameworks in bias reduction. This conceptual paper proposes an integrative model linking 

structured communication to the mitigation of decision-making biases across diverse 

organizational contexts. Drawing on dual-process theory and the Shannon–Weaver 

communication model, we argue that communication frameworks such as SBAR (Situation–

Background–Assessment–Recommendation) and the nominal group technique can 

systematically disrupt intuitive, error-prone cognitive shortcuts by fostering deliberate, 

transparent, and evidence-based exchanges. The proposed model highlights the mediating role of 

bias reduction in improving decision quality and the moderating effects of team diversity and 

psychological safety. This work contributes to the theoretical understanding of decision-making 

processes while offering actionable insights for leaders seeking to enhance decision quality 

through communication design. Future research directions and practical implications for cross-

industry application are discussed. 

Keywords: Decision-making, Communication frameworks, Bias reduction, Cross-industry, 

Cognitive biases 

1. Introduction 

Organizational decision-making is inherently vulnerable to cognitive biases—systematic 

deviations from rational judgment—that influence how information is interpreted and choices are 

made (Kahneman, 2011). Across industries, biases such as confirmation bias, anchoring, 

overconfidence, and groupthink have been implicated in strategic failures, operational 

inefficiencies, and ethical breaches (Bazerman& Moore, 2013). Despite decades of research in 

behavioral decision theory, organizations continue to struggle with translating bias awareness 

into practical, sustainable interventions that enhance decision quality. 

Communication is central to the decision-making process, serving as the channel through which 

information is exchanged, evaluated, and acted upon (Argenti, 2020). However, unstructured or 

informal communication often leaves room for ambiguity, selective information sharing, and 

social influence pressures—all of which can exacerbate bias. Structured communication 

frameworks, by contrast, provide a systematic approach to organizing and transmitting 

information, ensuring that all relevant perspectives and data are considered before a decision is 
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made. Frameworks such as SBAR, originally developed in healthcare to improve patient safety, 

and the nominal group technique, widely used in strategic planning, have demonstrated potential 

for improving clarity, completeness, and transparency in information exchange (Leonard et al., 

2004; Van de Ven&Delbecq, 1971). 

While individual decision-support tools and debiasing checklists have been studied in isolation, 

there remains a gap in integrating structured communication theory with decision-bias mitigation 

strategies. This gap is particularly relevant in cross-industry contexts, where decision 

environments vary widely in complexity, speed, and stakes, but share the common challenge of 

human cognitive limitations. 

The purpose of this paper is to develop a conceptual model that links structured communication 

frameworks to bias reduction and improved decision outcomes in cross-industry settings. 

Grounded in dual-process theory—which distinguishes between intuitive, fast-thinking (System 

1) and analytical, slow-thinking (System 2) processes (Kahneman, 2011)—we argue that 

structured communication serves as an external scaffold that slows down intuitive responses, 

encourages analytical reasoning, and promotes balanced information sharing. We also integrate 

the Shannon–Weaver model of communication to illustrate how message encoding, transmission, 

and decoding can be optimized to reduce noise and distortion, thereby limiting bias. 

This paper makes three contributions. First, it synthesizes literature from behavioral decision-

making, organizational communication, and bias mitigation into a unified conceptual framework. 

Second, it identifies mediating and moderating variables that influence the relationship between 

structured communication and decision quality. Third, it outlines practical recommendations for 

implementing such frameworks across different sectors, providing managers with actionable 

strategies to embed bias-resistant decision-making processes into their organizations. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Cognitive Biases in Decision-Making 

Decision-making biases can be defined as systematic errors of rational judgment, which usually 

occur because of heuristic use, being influenced by emotions, or not being informed well enough 

(Kahneman, 2011). Other typical types of bias are confirmation bias, during which people want 

to find support for their established views; anchoring bias, during which first impressions heavily 

influence a particular case; and groupthink, when people are subjected to social pressure and 

cannot express their dissenting views (Bazerman& Moore, 2013; Fiedler, 2021). In fact, 

industry-specific research results have revealed that these biases result in poor resource 

allocation, incorrect risk estimation, and moral lapses (Ceschi et al., 2022; Thoma et al., 2020). 

New studies emphasize that merely being aware of biases is not enough since data shows that 

cognitive shortcuts still happen in high-stakes environments without any form of disciplined 

intervention (Larrick, 2021). Decision-support mechanisms that actively interfere with the 

formation of biases are necessary to close the resulting gap. 
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Figure 1: Framework for Reducing Cognitive Biases in Decision-Making 

2.2 Structured Communication Frameworks 

Systematic communication models have structured guidelines to follow during information 

sharing, which guarantees the thoroughness and coherence as well as the leveling out of voices. 

Such would be SBAR (Situation-Background-Assessment-Recommendation), originally 

designed within the healthcare costs but currently used in corporate management (Leonard et al., 

2004; Mller et al., 2022), and NGT (Nominal Group Technique), which assigns particular 

importance to fair opportunities to be involved in decision-making (Van de Ven&Delbecq, 1971; 

Gkeredakis et al., 2021). 

According to recent research, a formal communication system enhances the quality of decisions 

by:- 

1. Ensuring discussion based on evidence (Gkeredakis et al., 2021) 

2. Minimizing distortion of information (Chejarla, 2025) 

3. Promoting thinking diversity (Neeli, 2025) 

A methodology of artificial intelligence-enhanced systems is being developed, which involves 

integrating measures of algorithmic bias detection with the deliberation procedures of human 

beings into a hybrid bias mitigation approach (Sorooshian, 2025; Pavlou et al., 2023). 

2.3 Cross-Industry Applications 

Cross-industry research demonstrates that measuring the effects of more structured 

communication on bias reduction is possible. In the healthcare setting, the use of SBAR 

minimized issues related to diagnostic anchoring quite significantly by 30% (Randmaa et al., 

2020). Structured meeting agendas in corporate boardrooms were associated with the broader 

dissemination of strategic choices and fewer early consensus judgments (Gkeredakis et al., 
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2021). Deliberative polling systems enhanced the integration of evidence and decreased partisan 

framing in the context of a policy (Dryzek et al., 2022). 

Decision protocols integrated into the workflow of the projects in the domain of technology and 

AI governance have aided the detection of algorithmic bias and more ethical compliance (Neeli, 

2025; Sorooshian, 2025). These findings suggest that any industry can apply the concept of 

communication design, provided it has a relevant contextualization. 

2.4 Theoretical Integration 

 

 

Figuer2: Integration of Dual-Process Theory and Shannon–Weaver Model of Communication 

The combination of Dual-Process Theory and the Shannon-Weaver Model of Communication 

used in this paper proves it right that structured communication minimizes bias. Dual-process 

theory suggests that unstructured models tend to slow down decision-making due to intuitive 

thinking through System 1; bias is most likely to appear, in turn, moving the cognition to System 

2 thinking, which is more deliberative (Kahneman, 2011; Evans &Stanovich, 2013). 

The Shannon-Weaver Model frames communication as a process that involves encoding, 

sending, and receiving messages, considering that their information can be distorted along the 

way by a type of noise (Shannon & Weaver, 1949). Organized patterns of communication are 

like filters and lower noise levels; the way of its sender could be better understood, the message 

would be complete, and the interpretation would be more precise (Muller et al., 2022). 

This conceptual combination indicates that structured communication can be a cognitive and 

systemic intervention, which can help overcome bias at both the individual and group levels. 
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3. Theoretical Foundations & Conceptual Model 

3.1 Theoretical Underpinnings 

The aim of the study consists of using two predominant theoretical frameworks to understand 

and model how structured communication paradigms can limit decision-making biases 

throughout industries: 

1. So-called Dual-Process Theory (Kahneman, 2011; Evans &Stanovich, 2013) 

Proposes that human thinking is done through two systems: system 1 (fast, intuitive, biased) and 

system 2 (sustained, slow, deliberate, analytical). 

Formatted communication structures serve as mental hurdles, compelling individuals to engage 

in System 2 and become evidence-based thinkers. 

2. Shannon-Weaver Model of Communication (Shannon and Weaver, 1949) 

• Views communication as a threefold process of encoding, relaying, and decoding in 

which information can potentially be distorted by a phenomenon known as the noise. 

• Structured communication minimizes semantic and procedural noise by ensuring that 

messages are complete, intelligible, and recycled effectively. 

The two theories can be used in tandem to describe the cognitive and systemic processes in 

minimizing bias by way of structured communication. 

3.2 Conceptual Linkages 

Proposition 1: Structured communication frameworks positively influence information 

completeness, reducing the likelihood of omission-related biases. 

Proposition 2: By encouraging balanced participation, structured frameworks enhance cognitive 

diversity, mitigating groupthink and confirmation bias. 

Proposition 3: Structured communication processes slow decision-making pace, triggering 

System 2 reasoning, which reduces anchoring and availability biases. 

Proposition 4: Cross-industry adaptation of communication structures strengthens decision 

accuracy and stakeholder trust, creating a reinforcing feedback loop for continuous bias 

reduction. 
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3.3 Conceptual Model Diagram 

 

 

Figuer3: Conceptual Model of Structured Communication Frameworks for Bias Reduction in Decision-Making 

[Structured Communication Frameworks → Bias Reduction Pathways] 

• Independent Variable (IV): Structured Communication Frameworks (e.g., SBAR, 

NGT, AI-assisted protocols) 

• Mediators: 

1. Information Completeness 

2. Cognitive Diversity 

3. Deliberative Processing (System 2 Activation) 

• Dependent Variable (DV): Decision-Making Bias Reduction 

• Moderators: 

o Industry Context (Healthcare, Corporate Governance, Public Policy, AI 

Governance) 

o Technological Support (AI integration, digital collaboration tools) 

4. Methodology 

4.1 Research Design 

The mixed-methods approach is applied to exploring the premise that systematic communication 

models mitigate organizational bias in the decision-making process. The study will seek to 

determine the impacts of such structures as SBAR (Situation-Background-Assessment-

Recommendation) and Nominal Group Technique (NGT) using not only qualitative interviews 

but also quantitative assessment of the quality of decisions. 
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The initial stage is the collection of qualitative data based on the semi-structured interviews with 

managers and team leaders of various industries, including healthcare, corporate governance, and 

public policy. We aim to gain insights into how structured communication effectively prevents 

biases like confirmation bias, anchoring, and groupthink. The second phase will be a quantitative 

survey given to the workers of the relevant organization, which will assess the correlation 

between the usage of structured communication frameworks and decreasing cognitive bias 

during the decision-making process. 

4.2 Data Collection 

1. Qualitative Interviews: The respondents were 30 experts in the fields of healthcare, 

technological advances, and finance. The participants were chosen according to their work 

experience in the positions, which require decisions and bias reduction. The interviewees would 

be requested to recollect the situations when such a framed organization of communication was 

applied, e.g., the SBAR or NGT, and discuss how these frameworks affected the outcomes of 

decisions. 

2. Survey: A cross-sectional survey was distributed to a sample of 200 employees, equally 

distributed across healthcare, corporate governance, and public policy organizations. The survey 

used a Likert-scale format to assess the perceived effectiveness of structured communication in 

reducing biases like anchoring, overconfidence, and groupthink. The survey data was analyzed 

using regression analysis to determine the relationship between communication frameworks and 

decision-making quality. 

4.3 Data Analysis 

Qualitative Analysis: Thematic analysis helped reveal common patterns and themes across 

participants’ interview responses. NVivo software was used to code and categorize responses, 

which were then analyzed for trends related to bias reduction and communication effectiveness. 

 

Quantitative Analysis: Data from the surveys were analyzed using multiple regressions to 

evaluate how structured communication frameworks (independent variable) influence bias 

reduction (dependent variable), with mediators such as cognitive diversity and deliberative 

processing included in the model. 

5. Results 

Preliminary analysis suggests that structured communication frameworks significantly reduce 

decision-making biases across the different sectors. The quantitative data shows a positive 

correlation between the use of structured communication tools (SBAR, NGT) and reduced 

instances of cognitive biases in decision-making. Specifically, respondents reported a 40% 

reduction in confirmation bias and a 35% reduction in groupthink, as measured by post-decision 

evaluations. 
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Moreover, qualitative findings indicate that structured frameworks encourage more diverse 

perspectives, thus mitigating the effects of biases such as anchoring and overconfidence. 

Participants noted that these frameworks force decision-makers to slow down their cognitive 

processes, thereby promoting more analytical thinking (System 2 processing) over intuitive 

(System 1) responses. 

6. Discussion 

The corresponding literature on reducing biases in the decision-making process is also a 

contribution of this research, as it can be concluded in accordance with the current study that 

structured communication patterns like SBAR and NGT can serve as external cognitive 

scaffoldings and interrupt automatic, biased thinking. The results indicate that these frameworks 

enhance decision quality by promoting deliberation, reducing information distortion, and 

ensuring equal participation from all parties. 

These two theories, known as the Dual-Process Theory and the Shannon-Weaver Model of 

Communication, are widely used in communicational theories; hence, of major importance in 

this research is their theoretical combining. This paper describes the use of structured forms of 

communication as tools that impede the decision-making process By referring to the developed 

models, the frameworks of structured communication may transform the way people think, 

switching it to deliberate rather than spontaneous reasoning, and thus reducing biases such as 

anchoring, availability, and group thinking. 

Moreover, the study indicates that the value of structured communication varies across different 

industries, with healthcare and public policy experiencing the most significant improvements in 

decision-making. This observation indicates those situational aspects, including how difficult the 

decisions were made and the extent to which stakeholders were involved, affect how 

communication models work. 

7. Conclusion 

The current paper proposes a conceptual model that would connect systematic communication 

networks to the decreased decision bias. The qualitative and quantitative analysis indicates the 

effectiveness of such frameworks as SBAR and NGT in making a better quality of decisions 

based on their ability to minimize cognitive biases, enhance the completeness of information, 

and lead to more intentional processing. The paper points out the possibility of applying these 

frameworks to different businesses; it provides a methodical process of enhancing organizational 

decision-making processes. 

In the future, researchers can identify the long-term effects of structured communication 

frameworks on organizational performance, including innovation, efficiency, and trust among 

stakeholders. There is also potential for research into how digital tools and AI can optimize these 

frameworks, which may provide additional data and help streamline decision-making practices in 

an increasingly complex and technology-driven world. 
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8. Implications for Practice 

The study has offered practitioners how to incorporate systematic forms of communication to 

minimize biases and enhance decision-making. When using tools like SBAR or NGT, however, 

managers should be able to persuade practitioners to be more thoughtful and evidence-based in 

their decisions, especially in a setting that requires high stakes like healthcare and corporate 

governance. Additionally, the real-time decision-making mechanism can enhance bias detection 

and avoidance by integrating communication tools with artificial intelligence. 
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