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Abstract
Group 6901510n»maK1ng behav1or in relation to the fac-

tors of group size, group composition, and dteSan import-
ance was the object of this research. Subjeofs were requir-
ed to discuss and decide their level of agreement with a
previously reached decision and so.indicate on a numoered
scale. It was hypothesized that the heterogeneous groups
composed of younger and older 5s would be more inclined to
deviate from a proviously reached decision than would the
homogeneous groups or younger individuals, and that fhey
would bé more inclined to'do gso the larger the group and L
less important the decision situation. <The results of the
experiment_revealéd a statistically significant three~way.
interaction as well asASignificant main effects for the
grofo compositioﬁ‘and group size variables, Examihation of
the 1nteractlon revealed that the six men homogeneous and
older individuals were 51gn1ficant1y riskier than the het-
erogeneous and homogeneous three men groups in the case of
the eritical déoisiona.lnhthencaseiof theﬁunimpbrtont de~
clslons, the varlables of group size and comp031tloﬂ failed
ﬁo have a statlstlcally 51gn1ficaﬂt dlfferentletlag effect.
iﬁ was concluded that deci31on sustainment behavior may be
qualitatively dlfferent from the construction of decisgion
behavior and-thafkdeoision importance is of primary impori-

ance in the prediction‘of group influences on risk taking.
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Variables of Group Composition, Group Size, and
Decisioh-lmportanoe in Decision Sustaihment Behavior
' Greg Petkoff

' Saint Meinrad College

Considerable expérimentation and sﬁudy‘in thé area of
group problém-solving'and group risk@taking has revealed
: thé‘consistént fin&ing that individuals in a éroup are af-
fected in some way by that gro#p. Eérly reasearch by A11-

port (1924) -and Faﬁnsworﬁh and Behner (1931) showed that

A'subjects tend to.give more modéréte judgﬁenfé of‘weight and
odors when in. the ﬁtogéther" #ituation as opposed to when
alone, 1In relatlon to this phenomenon Allport says that in
worklpg With others we answer in a ﬂay as 1f we are react-
ing to the others. The 51mplevpresence of others tends ei-
ther to increase’a person's attenﬁionitO-iﬁpOrtant cues
when their presénée,points up the imﬁorténée of paying at-
tention or to distféét his attention and draw it towards
irrelevant clues. Bergum and Lehr (1963) give this exam-
ple: HNational Guard frainees missed few relevant cues in
a 135 min. vigilance taék when subjécf to'décasional visits
by observers whereas they did miss some such cues when not
visited at all |

some responses are. manlfested nore v1gorously, quick—
}y, and accurately under "together" than "alone" conditions,

and other responses are- performed more poorly and with more




'errors; O’Brien and Owens (1968) found that group produc-
tivity Ls a functlon of the interaction between member
ability, 1nterpersonal relations, p081tion struoture, and
kind of task. Zajone (1965) refers to- the presence of
cthers as "a source of arousal” it is stated that learn-
ing experlments have shown that high drlve {or arousal or
actlvatlon) favors the emission of domlnant (well learned)
respcnses, Durlng early stages of learning, when the dom-
inant résponses are often the wrong ones, their enhance-
ment by high drive 1evel"impairs:learningg ‘ |
With certain typeé of tasks, subjects report that the
presence of others makes thém more cautious and cénstréinede
As a reéa;t, responses are given with mbre delay and are of
a m@re common naturé. Wapnef>and Alper (1952) tell of evi-‘
dence of lbnger resﬁonse'latencies under audience condi«
tlons and Allport (1924) 01tes ev1dence that word associa-
tions cf a personal nature are- produced in together 31tua«
tions. The evidence given by Allport may be an’ 1ndlcation
not of 800131 1nh1b1t10n but of helghtened task motlvation
which produces a tendency to~respond more quickly. From
his and‘othex<studies~A11port (1924) deduées.that reponses
that are overt, such as writing, are facilitated through
the stlmulus of .co- workers. However,'the’inteliectual or
1mplled responses of thaught are hampered rather than facil-

itated.

L

In studying group sizes"which varied in size from two
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to seven; Bales andABorgaf%a (1955) found-fhat an individ-
'V'qal.subject’é behavior varies merehwhen performing in large
groups ﬁhan when in small size groups. Despite expecta-
tions fr§m his laboratory findings,AFreidlander (1966)
found when studying 12 work groups in a research organiza-
tion that grdup effectiveness was correlated ﬁeéativély
with occupational and educatianal,levgls; heﬁerogeﬁeity,
‘and grcup;size,‘.muckmaﬁ'(f96§) étfémﬁfed to show the inter-
{lactive and additi?e effécts of groupihetérogeneity on task
structure. Groups~5f intermeaiate‘héteﬁageneity {(in cogni-
tive styles) displayed less of a tendency to:strgéture |
their_taskévand performed more effectivély than-dia homo-
geneous groups.. ﬁayior and Dickinspnv(1969) studiéd'the
reiatianship between task structure’and_faék organization
on a task performance and found %hat task étructuré‘was the
more powerful.in infiueneiﬂg achiévement; consistency, and
matching. Thé impdrtance‘of variation in task structure
alone was the topic of sevgfal multivariate studies, Hack-
man and Porter (1968) and Altman (1966). and Morris (1966), .
‘ Susceptibilityvto influence is high‘with little social
suprrt'(Asch, 1951), with poor dr ambiguous information
{Asch, 1951), wifh‘ﬁroblemsAdifficult beyond the person's
’capabilgﬁiés; and with previous experienbes which have en-
genderedllow self-confidence (Boomer, 1959; Houchbaum, 1954;
Kelley and Lamb, 1957). One person's infiuence over ano~

ther greatly increases if he can increase the stability of




other members‘of the group. éhis is contingent upon at .
least four facfors:‘ the influencer's sﬁylé,‘iee., fhe signs
he zives that his owh abilities atefstable, including such
cues as his own,confidéﬁceg defiﬁiteﬁégs;shart latency of
response and the strength of his assertibhA(DiVesta, Meyer,
llana 1ills, 1964; Shaw, 1961; Shaw and Penrod, 1962); the
influencer's content, i.e., the:informatian he makes avail-
able, the appropriateness of his solutions, and their com-
prehenéibilify and utility in fhe-hands-of the person being
influenced (Hovlaﬁd; Janis, aﬁd&Kelley, 1953); -the informa-
tion the influehcér pro?ides about social consensus and the
number of inflﬁencefé involved (Asch, 1951; Mausner and
Bloch, 1957} L.A. Rosenberg,-f963); and the influenoer's
demonstrated success or expertise (Hollanden, 1960; Lanzet-
ta and Kanareff, 1959; Mausner, 1954; Rosenbaum and Tucker,
1962). | | | |

The correlation hetweeﬁ correctness of an answervand‘ ‘
majority Suéport.@aé‘Studied by Thorndike (1938). He found
that there were very strong tendencies for~subjects to shift
toward majority positions, although this effect was not
such as to override completely the “puil" of the correct an-
swer. The‘group decisién,moved towébd a:majority at first
Jlmore often if it happened tb éorrespond to the correct an-
swerlthéﬁ_ifAit Waé Wréng, 79% of tﬁe time aé.compared with
55%7 Thérndikg nofes that the existence of shared misap~v

prehensigng occasionally resulted in the group decision con-
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talnlng more error than the orlglnal dletrlbutlon of indi=-
vidual votés. More recently Thomas and Fink (1961) .demon~-
strated a considerable degree of»pressure toward uniformity
deepite the fact that memBers of the two~to~five~men groups

were under no external pressure to come to a unanimous de-

‘ c1slon. All of this is regardless of the rightness or

wrongness of the deelslon. g
Osborn (1957) discovered that persons can generate many

more creative.ideas when working together under brainstorm-

N ing rules than when working alone although Taylor, Bertry,

and Block (1958) and Dumnette, Campbell, and Jaastad (1963)
have more -recently found evidence to the contrary. Meadow,
Parnes, and Resse (1959) discovered. that brainstorming in-
structlons ylelded more good ideas in 1nd1V1dual problem
solving than did non-brainstorming lnstructionse Cohen,
Whltmyre,rand Funk (1960) Iound that pairs w1th prior train-
ing in creatlve thlnklng, and cohesive pairs whose members
preferred each other as partners for brainstorming were
more effecfive than pairs Without’these attributee (are
more effectlve than nomlnal pairs)

of spe01flc relevance to the current experlment ere
the data referred to as group risk~tak1ng. Stoner did some
very’intereeting work in this area and his work wasvreport«A
ed by Brown in 1965. The Stoner paradlgm insisted of in-
dividuals' first responding to the prablems, and’ then groups

diSCussing each problem until consensus was reathed. With




considerable regulariﬁy; the.groups reached agreement on a
levél of risk substantially greater than that aéceptable to .
the average member prior to discussion. As in ite subse-
gquent replications; the effect was manifested both by a
displaceﬁent of thé modal jadgment_fOWard the risky end of
the continuum and by homogenization .er reduction in varia-
bility around the new mode. R |

Wallach, Kogan, and.Bem_(1962) performed an experiment.
very much like Stoner'sg but using liberal arts undergradu-
ates as subjects. Subjjects were assigned small groups of
all males ar éll females. - The resﬁlts show a highly signi-
ficant shift toward rilsk in both the male and female groups.
The shift was shown in| consensual decisions and waé upheld
in subseguent private |judgments made by group members, |

The risky shift paradigm is regarded as a carefully

controlled, standardized method of viewing the éssence of at

group's effects upon individual ways of thinking;" Marguis ‘
(1962)Vsaw it resulting from leadership as did Wallach, .
Kégan, and Burt (1§65).' Pruitt and Teger (1967), Secord aﬁd
Backman (1964), and Wallach; Kogan and Bem (1964)Aviewed it
astresulting from diffusion'of_responsibility whereas Bate~
son (1966) saw it in light of familiarization amoung S8 as
81d Flanders and Thislethivaite (1967). Dion, Miller, and
Magnam (1970) and Vidmar (1970) found that the leés)cohes~ '
ive,.more heterogeneous4gr0ups exhibifed a greater risky

shift than did cohesive and. homogeneous groups. -




Aééording to Brown, risk is a value of our eélture as’
he discussed in a book dealing with social psychologye vLev_
inger and Schneider (1969) and Pilkonis and Zanna (1969) re-~
llported fhat individuals typically select a level éffrisk :
taklng Whlch they most admlre. The two mechanisms which
Brown proposed are. a) 1nd1viﬁuals perceive themselves as
relatively risky (b) glven 1nformatlon concerning others
risk 1eve1,'shift to. positions of greater ;1s&, Indications
that individuals perceive themselves as relatively risky has
been .presented by Hinds as reported by Brownﬁ williams -
(1969), Dion, Baron P, Niller, Bavon R et. al.(1970), and

Levinger and Schnelder (1967)

| In addltxon to the demonstration of risky shift in the
presence of varylng sex composition of groups, the. reliabil-
ity of the risky shift_ﬁhenomenon has'been revealed in the
llpresence of many reinforcément manipulations. TFor example,
i Wallachg Kogan, and Bem, 1964, demonstrated the risky shift
when the risks entailed- p0831ble monetary losses for falllng
0ld College Entrance Examination Board items.. It is even
upheld when the psssibie negative conseqﬁences,of risk~tak«
ing are emphasizéd. In one exéefiment‘(Bem, Wallach, and
Kogan, 1965), the shift was a&aln shown when the decisions
1nvolved risking. palnful 51de*effects as well as monetary
losses. However, situations: can be invented in Wthh the
shift would not be'expected'to'take place, if fhe #alue of
the prize'is equal to the value of the stake, only 6dds of
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50-50. or better would even be entertained. As the value of
the prize is progressively exceeded by that of the stake,
acceptable odds are further and further restricted to the
conservative'endqof the risk continuum. As a result, little
room would ekist for shifts in whatever direction. It could
be that the discovery of "life dilemma" problems which do
not produée the risky shift is attributable to this great
|[restriction of possibilities to the extremely conservative
ertd of the deale. |

According to Wallach and Kogan (1965),‘thoseie&gnts
whiéh are critical in producing the rigky shift are taking
place during»the proeess of group discussion. It is the
discussion itself; and not the requirement that the group
reach a unanimous decision, that seems to be the condition
for producing .the shift. In his 1965 publicatiox, Brown
suggested that, at least in America, there-is a cultural
value attached to moderate risk taking; Une should be 'vem-~
turesome" without being "foolhardy"., But it is dafficult
in any concrete:situation for‘individuals to know how to
realize or f"gpetify" thé precise level of risk that entails
moderate riék taking., 1t is tbeAfunction of group discusg-
sion to inform the members about the level of risk that con-
stitutes moderate riskiness in a specifie situation, BRrown
says that the mékeoup of the discussion, the various argu-
ments for and aéainst, are not important acvording to this

theory, and that it is what is known about the answers of
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others that causes individuals to initiate greater risk af-
ter gr0u§ discussion. |

Hinds performed'this experiment, as reported by Brown,
j965, in which he asked subjects to estimate how others like
themselVes.wauld respond  to certain "life dilemma" problems.
The subjects consisfently est;mated that others would select
more conservative alternatives than they had themselves sel-
ected, This “plﬁralistic ignoraﬂce” represented by the con- ||
servative bias in understanding group opinion is shatfered |
as the group begins to discuss the issue, It was seen by
the group member that he could indeed adopt alternatives
rigkier than his‘initiallbnésg which were calculated so as
to be an’excessively conservative yview of other people's
oﬁinions. Again, in this 1nterpretatlon, the presumed xunc~
tlon of the group dlscu831on is to previde information about
the distribution of judgments in the group.

Ih'an experiment by Teger and Pruitt (1967), group mem-

bers merely exchanged without dlscu331on their private deci-

sions about the same "life dllemma”uproblems previously men=-

tioned as being used in some-of the other experiments. The
subjectS‘werernot<required‘in fhié experiment to reach a

consensus decision, The résulfs'sho& a.ﬁignificant shift to
risk. Though the fisky shift was significantly larger when

Teger and pruitt permitted other groups to discuss the pro-

blems, these results suggest that at least part of the

rlsky shlft may be attributable to the processes of informa-
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tion exchange.

Nordhoy in a experiment reportéd by Brown, 1965, found
Althat theré were‘COQSistently more argument advarced in favor
of risk than of caution. Thére seems to be relatively s
‘sﬁronger influence attempts toJmove the group toward the
risky‘rather than the conserVative‘end of the continuum.
Wallach, Kogan, énd B¢m9(1962) did find a low bpéitiVe but-:
significant correlations for'both male and female groups,
| betwéen the riskiness of initial individual judgmeﬁts and
retrospective judgments‘byvthé subjects of the amount of in-
fluence exerted by various group members. -

In his analysisg Nordhoy sfates that‘the influence pro=-
cess is welghted in the dlrection of the Shlft The corre~.
lations between initial rlsklness and influenee may simply
ﬁefleot'what has occurred:f subjects See‘the,shift oceur and
|| conelude from it that the initially risky pérsans must have
been more influertial. 'Anothéf plausible interpretation is
that>the initially_risky peréoné'ére personally very persua-
sive and influenﬁiél.u |

Rim (1963, 1964), is one writer who hes demonstrated -
that initially risky Ss are more influential. Rim obtained
thequsky shlft and fcund that Ss scoring high in ”extra~
version® (le, 1964) and high on a measure of "need achiev-
ement!" (Rim, 1963 ) were atypiéally riskj}in‘their initial
judgments. Becéuse'the group decision shifted toward these

e

Ss, Rim argues that they must have been influential, and he
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surmisés that their extraversive personaiities were the bas-
is of their.influence. | ' |

Because decision making behavior has become so vital in
odaj‘s organizatibns there is~cénsid§rable value in re=
|lsearch done in that area whlch says that partlclpative man-
agement is adVlsable.; Brown (1965) found that groups’ tend i
to choose selections with~higher payoffs but with lower pro-
babilities of attainment than ag,- individuals. MeGregor.
11(1960) and Leavitt (5958j.hav§‘sho@n that parficipation in 2
decigion making improves performancé and Vroom (1960) shows
spe01flc areas in whlch 1t ‘can be f30111tated. |

While several of the factors 1nvolved in declslon be~
| havior have been studied rather exten51ve1y, the present re-
searcher thought a factorial comblnatlon cf variadles could
{ladd a vluable 1n31ght to the alresdy con31derable research
pgrtalnlng to decision behavior. . The present experiment was
deSigﬁed to look inAparticular at the factors of grouﬁ coﬁs
position and group size as they affect decisions of varying
1mportanoe or vitalness. The hypothesis being tested was
that heterqgeneous groups tend to be riskier in their de¢l~
‘sions, and similar larger groups are also pﬁedicted to be
riskier. Additibnaily, it was predicted that the tendency
to be risky would vary with the criticalneés of the decision
sion. | | |

The uniqueness of this experimeht fested not only in

the combination of‘Variables alone with the conseguent exam-
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Ss were required to rate theirisupporﬁ.for previously reached

1 to sustalnment behavior and not d90181onﬂmak1ng behavior it-

12
ination of,variable iﬁteraction, bat it also furnished7a i
differeﬁt‘decisicn'problem'as_Well,',Thefdecisioglproblem

differed from many experimental decision problems in that the|

decisions dictated to them by the experimén%ér,inStead of
making the decisions themselvas. In this sens¢ the experi~

ment concerned itself with those varlables which contrlbute

self' It may be that sustalnment behavmor has more ‘external
validity than problem solving dec181ons because of the lim-

ited opportunity for actual partlclpation in making the de-

cisipns made by private and publio~0rganizations.
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Méthcd'
' Sﬁbjects.,

Eight differénttgrogps‘made up of a total of 144 Ss
were used in the course of thisvexﬁerimént. Tﬁeh§§ were as-
signed two different categories with 72 Ss in each category.
One categéry washhomogeneous in that 211 §s that made up the
category were in the age bracket of 18 ﬁo 21, The other
category‘wés heterggeneous‘in that it.was composed of Es in
tthformer age bracket énd of subjects in the age bracket of
2% to 30, Therveeie %6 Ss of each agé’bracket in this cat-
egory. All Ss were males in college or graduate school.
||Erocedure. |

. In each groupkcompnsition condition eighteen 'groups’
of oné were used, along,with nine gfbups of twé §§; six ’
groups of three §§,.and three groups of 6 Ss. This was done
so that there would be 18 §§ in each size group. The hete-
rogeneoué category was 8o arrénged 50 that one half of each
gréup was of each age bracket. In this heterogeneous cate-
gory nine'groups of each age bracket wéfe used,inﬁforming
the #8zS+groups. All §§ weie chosen and placed in their
group at.random with.the'onlykrestr&ctioh being that they
had to,meet'the agé spedifications ¢f a particular age hra-
cket.

Each group was given three problems and told @f‘the s0-||
lution that had been decided upon for each problem and each

subject was to rate on a scale of one to six how much he
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agreed with the deClSloﬁ that had “been reached. Each suh=-
Ject did this after the group he was in discussed for five
minutes what they thought of the decision that had been re-
!'ached with the S takihg part in thé‘discuSSion, 411 groups
did this withs the excepuion of the one-S groups who were |
used .as cantrols. These control Ss dlscussed'the problem
with no one but merely rated their amount of agreement with
the decision that had been reached after thinking over the
problem aléne for fivé minutes.

‘The three pr&blems appearing‘in Appendix A varied in
importaﬁcé. One problem (what movxe to see) served as an -
unlmpertant probleme ~The second problem (whlch needy family
was to ge} an important financial grant) served as the im-
portant problem. ‘The third problem (which one of the five
was to receive. 11feasav1ng medical treatment) served as the
critical problem, The three problems were counterbalanced
in Dresentation to the Ssd
Apparatus.

This gxperimeht was‘condueted.in a guiet room‘whicﬁ was ||
30x15 ft. All S8 sat at a wboden student desk throughout
the éxpefiméht. The experlment was conducted between the
hours of one and four-p m. and seven and nine~thirty p.m.
Each subJect was given three sheets of paper, each on which -
was writted one of the three problems, and three score
sheets for recording ‘the S's amount of agreament. The Ss

were instructed to read each 31tuatlon as a recordlng read
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along with them. - Three cassette tapes, each with a dif=

ferent situation recorded on it were used for this purpose.A
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y ~ Results |

‘ Since'this experiment was designed to guarantee minimum
levels of power for tests of both the maln and interaction
effects, Cohen's (1969) a priori power ana1y81s was employed
t0 prov1de th;s through the determlnation of sample size.,
The a priori power analySls 1nd1¢ated that the experiment
maintained a minimum power of .95, and thus protection at
the .QS (Beta)Aievel forzg type 11 error, in testing the
three ﬁéiﬁ effects. The powér.estimate of .95 was founded
upon thé application of the analysis of variance design and
it allowed for the detectibn of an expefimémtal effect of
f w..20 or less than the usual medium effect of .25 speci-
fied by gohen. ‘Additionally, the design provided for a mine-
| imum power of .8Q for detection of an interaction of the 4B
e ffect of £ = .15, Ultimately, a minimum power of .80 was
vlven for the detection of three- way lnteractlon in the mag-
antude of f = .35.-0or slightly smaller than a large effect
(.40) as .delineated by Cohen.' .

The statlstlcal design used in analy21ng was the split
plot factorlal design of the analysis of wvariance (XKirk,
1968), Two between~group varlablas wmth levels of two and
fou: were used, 1n addition to,one repeated,measures varia-
ble with three levels. The dependent variable consisted of
ratlngs of agreement or lack of agreement for the deCl%lQ‘m

Jon a response 8scale, The scale con31sted of the numbnrs

one through gix with one indlcatlng ccmplete agreement w;th
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the‘decisién and-éix indicating’complefefdisagreemént.‘
scale was‘éelectea‘because of itsvprofessedr#alue in measuré
ing evaluative or‘conhatative responses (Nunnaily, 1964 ).

'As shdwn in Table 1, the analysis of variance in&icated
significanﬁ main effects for the variablessof group size and
decision importance. These results were significant at the
.06 and .01 13?&13 of prcbabiliyy,fespectively. There was
also a gtatisiically significant three-way intéracticﬁ.(p'is
less thah w01) among the variables of group size, group com-
position, and decision iﬁpcrfancé. |

As shown in Table 2 and Figures 1 and 2, the three;way
interaction revealed the?greétest differerice in risk taking
“to exist between’thé critical deciéions made by the six men
homogeneous groups and the-oriticai‘deéisigné éf%the three
men heterogeneous groups; ,Fufther ekamiﬁétiog of these sim-
@le»siﬁple main effects, exposed sighificgnt differences,
between the "homogeheou8~0he man groupsW (young individuals)
and the heterogeneous thrée mén whénAbofh of these group

gize conditions were in the critical decision situation.




TABLE 1

Table of cell means
b b2, b3
e, 2.77 4.55 3,83
. c 2,94 - %, 8% 2.8%
A 2 ’ .
v C .88 3,50 %,8%
Cy % .05 5,05 5,00
Cp 3,55 4,31 4.44
- Cs 3,11 5,11 3,11
Cy 3,66 . 4.50 4,55

-3




TABLE 2

Analysis of Variance

4f.

Isource ez MS F
Group Composition (4) 1 5.33 1.580
Group Size (C) 3 12,96' ’ %.8486
AXEE 3 5,34 .099
subj. | :

w, groups 136 %.37

within B |

subjects 288 0 2.20 ‘
Decision Importance (B) 2 61,46 o **32.234
AXB ‘ 2 .145 763
BXC 6 3.19 1.670
AXBXC :76 29.68 *%15.620
B:x subj. o

W. groups 272 11°9O

”".["g_)'tal 431 103,575

’*pAis less than .06

**p is léss than ,O1

Ry
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Figure 2
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Discussion

The resulfs revealed a positive correlation between
risk’taking, or failure to sustain preconceived decisiqns,
and decision criticalness. It was apparent that these Ss
weré‘more inclined to agree with the experimenter’s3deCision
only if fhe decision cduld'be congidered réiatiﬁely'unimpor«
tant., When the decision‘bécame eritical, as opefationaliy |
defined, there were tendencies for the Ss to exhibit greater
indépendence from‘“authority“; 0f course, the "authority"
in this experiment was the exﬁerimenterawhé was a fgllow
student known-to all the Ss. bne would offﬁecessity queén‘
tion how authorltative -the experlmenter was perceived by his
colleagues. »

A Another SLgnlflcant mzin effect con51sted of the vari-
able cf‘group size., In general, these results ‘demonstrated
that the largest group (six men) and the smallest group, the

lelduals, had tendencies to be riskier than the two mide
dle size groups which were eomposedﬁof two and three men. -

. Unlike much of the earlier research the’ rlsky shift in
the present experiment occured only as a group factor. That
is, the shift toward riskiness ﬁas not~éﬁ individual versus

group~phen0menon but rather a smeller group #ersus 1arger

gvoup phenomenon. )

Perhaps the relatlvely unique similarity exhlblied be~

’tween six men groups and individuals mlght be explained on

‘the basis of group cohesion. - Ia the larger group, group
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||members may percéive themselveé as simply a collection of
individuals who‘mﬁst‘relyoon their own initiative when mak-
ing deoisions, Thé_smaller gfonpsAmay ﬁave fostered more
espirit de corp in their membership aﬁd‘thiS'coh§Siveness
may have been generalized &e¢ the éxperiﬁenter thus rendering
thesé grodps_mére iﬁclined,to agree with the experimenter's
deeiéioﬁ.' Whatever the explanation, it is apparent that the
functional relatlonshlp between risk ﬁaklng and group size |
is nenmonotonie nvform.

Although tae examination of ﬁhé'maih,effeots provides
some insight into gybup processes, the fact'that the results
revealed é three~-way interacfion feﬁdér the main effects
less_iqtéfeéting; ~ The 1ntéracﬁion not only spelled out the
specifiésvof risk takingvfor the‘ﬁaiiabieé of grouﬁ size and
decisioﬁﬁimpqrtanéerut it aisd fevééled the group composi=
tion variable whicﬁ had failed to materialize as a main’efh
fect., A‘ ' o

Very specificaliy, the interaction demonstrated that in
the wriskiest group was the homogeneous six man group in the
critical decision éése. The most conserVatlve groups were
the homogeneous two men ahd. the heterogeneous three men g
groupsalso in the critical deC151on case. |

Similarly in the above discussion§the€fact tﬁat the
group was composed of Ss of the same age may have resulted'
in a competitive or 1nd1viduallstlc action on the part of i

the membersnlp. It appears reasonable to assume that colf
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lege students may demonstrate cooperative behavicr.when gon-~

fronted with groups of smaller sizes because of the similar-

ities between these groups and friendship groups. However,

as groups grow larger one would expect the student § to ap-

ply his more competitive responses because of the similarity

|between the decision making group and the classroom.situa-

tion, The gimilarity with the classroem group would seem to
be enhanced by having thé membefship df approxihately the
same age. | | | | ‘
Furthermore, it is eépaily feasible to pfopose that the
tendency to céoperate with the‘éxperimenter and his decision
would be greater with game like deciéions while there would

be less cooperation in critieal decision sustainment, This

proposition seems confirmed by the results that demonstrate

little difference among grouﬁs in decision sustainment for
the unimportantAdeeisions. ‘Only in the more critical deci-

sions did the group composition and gfoup size variables

‘ have any differentiating power.

Because of the complex interactions ihvelved in group

processes, it seems quite obvious that the function used to

describe the rélaficnship between group size and risk taking
behavior shall of necessity be individualized for the vari-
ous types of decisons as shown in the current experiment. A
horizontal line would approximate the relationship or lack
of relationship between group size and risk taking ih the

unimportant decision case. However, a quadratic orthogonal
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polynominal would best approximate the rélationship in the
critical decigimvn ease. The fuﬁétional relationships also
varied with the group composition variabie.

From the above discussionjit would appear that model
‘building effectsare faced with'an arduous task which shall
fequire much more.parametric data to'insure.even minimal
success. To facilitate model building efforts, fufure ex-
perimentation should employ fandom effects, as opposed to
the fixed effects model employed in-the present experiment.,

-In coﬁclusion, it would seem to be of pragmatic value
to reexamine the external validity of laboratory experiment-
ation in decisionmmaking. While idealisticelly each person
is involved in decisioné pertainigg to his owm survivéi or
well-being, in practice one discovers-that individual deci:
sions are actually second order decisions, In essence, this
‘ would imply that an individual has a least an equal proba-
biliﬁy of being confronted with-deciding whether to support
decisions passed down to him from those in control of vari-
ous orgaﬁizations. It is quite probable that the relatively
unigque findings of this experiment occurred because the de-
cision was of a sSupport or sustainment nature. as opposed to

actual decision counstruction.
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Appendix I

The group of you are going‘to seé a movie and you are
deciding on what movie to go see from amoung theseifive mov-
ies. These are all new movies and none of you have séén any
of them.,

a movie starring Ciint'EastWOOd and Agnes Moorehead

a movie starring Marland Bréndé and Shelly Winters

a movie starring Richard Burton and Elizabeth Taylor

a movie starring Peter 0'Toole and Jane Ponda

a mo&ie starring Burt Reynolds and Katherine Ross

It has been decided yoﬁ'will gossée the movie starring
Richard Burton and:mlizabethATaylcr; How much do you agree
‘with the decision fé go see the movie starring Richard'Bur~
ton and Elizabeth ?aylor? oo Rate‘on the scale how much you

agree with the decision.

b1
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There is a grant of $2,000 whigh is to be given to'oni}
one needy family living in aAcertain'regicn, A sBurvey of
that aréé re&eals that there are five needy families lixing
within that area. Thes are fhe five families:

ino. 1 This family is composed of‘a 41 year-old man with a se-
vere respritory ailment and is out of work, his 40 year-old
|lwife who has terminal cancer yet she has been managing to
take care of her Husband and their 16 year-old son and 11
year-old daughter., The family is on welfare.

no. 2 This is an elderly couple. The man is a 70 year-cld
diabetie, His wife, 68 years old, is blind in one eye and
has heart trouble. They live in a very run-down house by the
railroad tracks. The roof leaks and is in serious need of
repair., The only income the couple has comes from their soc-
;al securlty payments and they must pay a rent for their
ouse.

no, 3 This is a young family. »The father is 22 and -the moths
er is 27, They have two children and are expecting a third
in two months., The father is unskilled ahd unemployed. They
live on the outskirts of the city near the city dump. They
must pay rent for their delapadated three~room house. The
parents want to move to another location for the sake of the
children but can't afford it. Their only source of income
is the father's unemployment check.,

no, 4 This family consists of a 38 year*eld mo ther and ten
children, The father has been dead five years. He died at
the end of a long illness and . the mother has only recently
paid the medical bills. The children range in age from six
to sixteen, The mother works as a cook and the two oldest
children work after school. They pay #65 a month for their
rehted home and the mother is not gquite able to meet all the
bills and is slowly slipping into debt,

no. 5 This family is made up of a 50 year-old man, his 51
year-old wife, and the woman's 76 year-old father. The wo~
man is a vietim of polio and her left leg is paralized., Her
father is confined to bed and requires over $200 worth of
medication a month. They live in a rented house. Their on-
ly source of income is. the social security payments the old
man collects.

It has been decmded that family no. 5, the family com-
prised of the man 50, his wife 51, and the 76 year~old‘fath~




er of the woman.
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"How much do you agree with this decision?...Rate on the

scale how much you agree with this decision.
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These gix peopie havé'défecfivé kidneys_and must use a
kidney machine to léve. ,There’is however only oné such mach
ine that is'availébie only long enough for one of these peo-
ple. The machine is already belng used by aﬁher people and
it is free long enoaghtfor only one more person to use it.

This meanssthat only one of these six can live, the other

five_will'defidﬁtely die{

no. 1 This is a woman 32 years old. She is the mother of 6
and is expecting another. She is good-looking byptrnot es-
pecially so. Her husband is a very weéalthy and powerful -
lawyer. She ignore her children and spends most of her time
going to partles. She. smokes a great deal and is . a drug ad-
iet. l

‘lno, 2 This a man 52 vears old., He is a bachelor and is an
accountant for a large mail-order firm., On weekends and two
evenings a weekzafter work he spends his time helping out at
the local boys' c¢lub, He givées generously to charity. He
f§valiso an alchoholic. :

no., % This is-an 18 year-old. boy who has run away from his
wealthy but broken home., He does odd jobs for a house of
prostitution and has become addicted to drugs. -‘He is trylng
to save enough money to attend a voeational school but isn't
having much success,

no. 4 This is a 62 year-old woman who is the grandmother~of
2 orphaned grandsons who are in Junjor High school and live
with her., She is poor but does get welfare paymernts. She
has taught her grandsons to stesal aﬁd once spent. three years
in prison herself for robbery.

no, 5 This is a 43 year-old man, a highly respected physican
and a widower, He helps to support his married. daughter
whose husband #s disabled. Heée gives generously to the chsr
urch. He has a terminal dxsease and has two years at most
to 11ve.

It has been decided that no, 2, -the 52 yearmold]bachée
lor will:be saved. How‘mueh.db you agree with this decision |

sion?...Rate on the scale how much you agree with this deci-
sion,
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; Appendix II
Mark on this %cal how much you agree with the decision

that has been reacﬁed Circle the number that indicates how

!
“

much you agree w1th the d901sion, w1th | meaning you comple-
tely agree with the decision and 6 meanlng you completely
desagree with the de01810n that has been reached.

N 2 : 3 4 ' 5 6
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