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Abstract 
Group decision-making behavior in relation t,o the fac":' 

tors of group size, group composition, and decision import­

ance Was 'the object of this research. ::lubjects were requir­

ed to discuss and decide their level of agreement with a 

previously reached decision and so ,indicate on a numbered 

scale. It was hypothesized that the heterogeneous groups 

composed of younger and older ~ would be more inclined to 

deviate from a previously reached decision than would the 

homogeneous groups or younger individuals, and that they 

would be more inclined to do so the larger the group and 

le.ss important the decision si tuation. The r.esul ts of the 

experiment revealed a statistically significant three-way 

interaction as well a.s significant main effects for the 

groupcompe:si tion and group. size variables. Examil1ation of ' 
--', ­

the intera.ction revealed that the six men homogeneous and 

older individuals were significantly riskier than the het­

erogeneous, and homogeneous three men groupEr in the Case -of 

the ori tical de\~i'sion~; Irv,the' case:of tllB,"unlmportant de­

cisions; the variables of group size and. composition failed 

to have a statistically significant differentiating effect. 
, 

lt 
, 

was conoluded that decision sustainment behavior may be 

qualitatively different from the construction of decision 

behavior and that decision importance is of primary lmport­

anoe in the prediction of group influences on risk taldng. 

i. 
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Variables of Group Composition, Group Size, and 

Decision- Importance in Deqision Sustainment Behavior 

Greg .Petkoff 

Saint Meinrad: College 

Considerable experimentation and study in the area of 

group problem-solving and group risk-taking has revealed 

the 'consistent finding that individuals in a group are af­

fected in some way by that group_ Early rease.$.rch by All-, 

port (1924) and Farnsworth and Behner (1931} showed that 

subjects tend to gtve more moderate judgments of weight ~nd 

odors when i:n the "together" s-i tuation as opposed to when 

alone.' In relation to this phenomenon Allport says that in 

working"v.,tith others we answer in a way as if we are react­

the others. The simple,pr~sence of others tends ei­ing to 

ther to increase a person's attention to important cues 

when their presence points up the importance of pa.ying at­

tention or to distract his att'ention and draw it towards 

irrelevant clues. Bergum and Lehr (1963) give this exam­

ple: National Guard trainees missed few relevant cues in
, , . 

a 135 min. vigilance task when subject to occasional visits 

by observers wh~reas they did miss ~ome such cues when not 

vi.sited at all. 

l::iome responses are,manifested more vigorously, quick­

! ly, and accurately under "together" than "alone" conditions, 

and other responses are performed more poorly and with more 
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erro:r;a~ ot Brien and Owens (1968) found that gJ!'oup produc­

tivity iaa function of the interaction between member 

ability~ interpersonal relations t position structure, and 
. . 

kind of task. Zajone (1965) refers to the presence of 

oth~rsas "a source of arousaJ." e It is stated that learn­

ing experiments. have shown that high drive {or arousal or 

activation), favors the emission ot dominant (well-learned.) 

responses. During early stages of l.earning, when the dom­

inant :r;esponses are often the wrong ones, their enhance.... 

ment by nigh drive level impairs learning. 

With certain types of tasks, subjects report that the 

presence .of othe:r;s makes them more cautious and constraineds 

As a resal t, responses are given wi th more delay and are of 

a mpre common nature. Wapner. and Alper (1952) tell of evi­

d~nce of longer response latencies und~r. audience condi~ 

tions and Allport (19?4)' ci tes evidence that 'IlOrd associa­

tions of a personal nature are produ.ced in together si tua­

tions. ·The eVidence given by Allport may be an' indication 

not of social inhibition bU.t of heighten.ed. task motivation 

which produces a tendency to respond m.ore qUickly. From 

his and·otherst~diesAl1port (1924) deduces. that reponses 

that are oveit. such as writing, are facilitated through 

the stimulus of co-workers. However, the intellectual or 

implied respo.nses of thought' are hampered rather than facil­

itated~ 

In studying group sizes which varied in size from two 

http:heighten.ed
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to $even, Bales ahd Borga:fta (1955) found that an individ­

ual subj ect t $ behavior ,varies more when per.forming in large 

groups than \'lhen in small size groups.' Deapi te expecta­

tions ,.from his laboratory findings, Freidl.and,er ('1966) 

found when studying 12 work groups in a research organiza­

tion that group ~ffectiveness was correlated n.egatively 

with occupat"ional and. educational, levels, heterogeneity, 

and group size. ' ~uckman' (196~n attempted to show the inter­

active and additive effe,ets of grouphetero,genei ty on task 

structure" Groupso! int-ermedi'ate heterogeneity (in cogni"': 

tive styles) displayed le,5s, of a tend~ncy to' structure 

their tasks and performed more effectively than did homo­

gemeous groups., N'aylo:r;o and DiCkinson (1969) studied the 

relationship between task structure 'and task organi,zation 

an a task performance and found that task structure was the 

more pOWerful. in influencing achievement.', consisten'cy~ and 

matching$ The impo'rtanceaf variation in task structure 

alone was the topic of several multivariate studies f · Hack~ 
. ",' 

man and Porter (1968) and Altman (1966).and Morris (1966) •. 

S'usceptibili ty to influence is high wi th li ttle social 

support (Asch~ 1951), with poor or ambiguous information. 

{Asch,1951), with problemS difficult beyond th~ person's 

capabil~ties, and with previous experiences which have en.... 
, , , 

gendered low self-confidence (Boomer, 1959; Houchbaum, i954i 

Kelley and' Lamb, ' 1957) • .One person's influence over ano .... 

ther greatly increases if he can increas'e the stabili ty of . 
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other members of the group. This is contingent upon at 

least four factors: . the influencer' s s~yle, i.e .. the signst 

he gives that his oWh abilities are stable, including such 

cues as his own confidence, 'defini t:el1@.ssf shqrt latency of 

response and the strength 'of his assertion. CD!Vesta, Meyer, 

and Mills, 1964; Shaw, 1961; Shaw and Penrod, 1962); the 

influencerts content, i.e., the information he makes avail­

able, the appropt'iateneS5 of his solutions, and their com­

prehensibili ty and utility ip. the hands· of the person being 

influenced (Hovland, Janis~ and Kelley, 1953); theinforma­

tion the influencer provides about social cons·en$US and the 

numbero! influehcers involved (A'sch, 1951; Mausner and 

Bloch, 1957; L.A. Rosenberg; 1963); and the influencer's 

demonstrated success or expertise (Hollanden, 1960; Lanzet­

ta aiid Kariareff ~ 1959·; Mausner, i954;Rosenbautn and. Tucker~ 

1962)~ 

The correlation between correctness of. an answer.and 

major;i ty support was. studied by Thorndike Cl938). He found 

th~t there were very st~ong tendencies for subjects to shift 

toward majority positions, although this effect was not 

such as .to override completely the IIpull" of the correct an­

swer. The group decision. moved toward a majority at first 

more often if it happened to correspond to the correct an­

swer than if it was wrong, 79% of the time as compared with 

55%. Thorndike notes that the existence of shared misap­

prehensiq,n,s occasionally resul ted in the group decision con.." 

mailto:t:el1@.ssf
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taining more error than th~ original distribution of indi­

vidual votes. M<>re recently Thomas and Fink (1961) ,demon­

strated .a considerable degree of ·pressure toward uniformi ty 

despite the fact that members of the two-to-five-man groups 

were under no external pressure to come to a unanimous de­

cision. All of this. is regardless of the rightness or 

wrongness of the decision •. 

Osborn (1951) discovered that persons c~ generate many· 

more creative·ideas when working together under brainstorm­

ing rules than wheri working alone although Taylor. Berry, 

and Block (1958),at:td Dunnette f Campbell~ and Jaastad (1963) 

have more.<:,necently found evidence to the contrary.. Meadow, 

'Parnes, and Re:ss~,c'(1959),dis,coveredthat brainstorming in­

structions yielded more good ideas in individual problem 

solving than did no:n-brainstorminginstructions. Cohen,. 

Whitmyre, and Funk (1960) found that pairs with prior train-

ing.in creative thinking, and cohesive pairs whose members 

preferred each other as. partners for brainstorming were 

more effective than pairs without these attributes (are 

more ef'fective than nominal pairs). 

Of specific relevance to the current experiment are 

the data referred to ,as gr6up risk-taking. Stoner did some 

very interesting work in this area and his work was report­

ed by Bro'vm in 1965.. The S.toner paradigm insisted of in­
, . 

dividuals'first responding to the problems, and then groups 

discussing each problem until consensus was reached~ With 
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consi~erable regularity, the groups reached agreement on a 

level of risk su'bstantially greater than that acceptable to· 

the average member prior to discussion.. As in i t-s subse­

quent replications, the effect was manifested both by a· 

displacement ot the modal judgment toward the risky end of 

the con.tinuum and -by homogenization.lir ~e1uction in varia­

bility around the new mode. 

Wallach, Kogalt, and. Bem (~1962) performed an exp~rimen t 

very much like stoner's but using libet'al arts undergradu­

ates as subjects. Subjects. were assigned small groups of 

all males or all females. The results show anighly signi­

ficant shift toward risk in both the male and female groups. 

The shi.ft was shown in consensual decisions and \flaS upheld 

in sub~equent private judgments mede by group members. 

The risky shift p~radigm is regarded as a carefully 

contrQlled, standardiz1ed method of viewing the essence of a 

group's effects upQn ipdividual ways of thinking. Marquis 

(1962) saw it resulting from leadership as did Wallach, 

Kogan, and Burt (1965). Prui tt and Teger (1967}, Secord and 

Backman (1964). and Wallach, Kogan and Bern (1964) viewed it 

as ·resulting from diffusion of responsibility whereas Bate­

son (1966) saw it in light of familiarization amoung Ss as 

did Flanders and Thi sle thivai. te (1967). Dion, Miller, and 

M,Stgnam (1970) and Vidmar (1970) found that the less cohes­

ive, more heterogeneous groups exhibited a greater risky 

shift than did cohesive and· homogeneous groups. 
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According to Brovffi, risk is a value of· our culture as 

he di scussed in a book dealing 1,vi th so cial psychologYe Lev­

inger and Schneider (1969) and Pilkonis and Zanna (1969) re­

ported that individuals typically select a level of: risk 

taking which they most admire. The two mechanisms which 

Brown proposed are: a) individuals perceive themselves as 

relatively risky (b) given information concerning others' 

risk level, shift to. positions of ~reater risk, Indicgtions 

that individuals perceive themselves as ~elatively risky has 

beenpresen ted by Hinds as reported by Bra wn, Wiliiams .. 

(1969), Dioh~ Baron P<p Miller, Baron R. et, ale (1970), and 

Levinger and Schneider (1967) • 

.In addition to the demonstration of risky shift in the 

presence of varying sex oomposition; of groups, the.reliabil­

ity of the risky shift phenomenon has been revealed ·in the 

presence of many reinforcement manipulations. For example, 

Wallach. Kogan, and Bern. 1964f demonstrated the risky shift 

when the risks entailed possible monetary losses for failing 

old College Entrance Examination Board items. It is even 

upheld when the possible negative consequences of risk-tak­

ing are emphasized. In one experiment (Bern, Wallach, and 

Kogan, 1965). the 'shift waS again shoWn when the decisions 

invol.ved risking. painful side..effectB as well as monetary 

loss~s. However, situations: can be invented in which the 

shift WQuld not be expected to take place. If the value of 

~he prize is equal to ~h~ ~alue 6f the stak~~onlY odds 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 restricte<l to the 

conservative end of the risk continuuffi9 As a result, little 

room would exist for shifts in whatever direction. It could 

b~ that the discO'very of lIJ.ife dilemma" problems which do 

not produqe the ri·sky· shift is attributable to this great 

restriction of possibilities to the extremely conservative 

end of the Scale. 

According to Wallach and Kogan (1965).' th0se2.eY~nts 

wh.i:6.b !~re cri tical in :producing the risky shift are taking 

place during the process of group discussion. It is the 

discussion jtself, and not the requirement that the group 

reach a unani>mous decision, that seems to be the condition 
. ,,: 

for JJill'oducing.the shift. In his 1965 publication, Brown 

suggested that. at least in America, there is a cultural 

value attached to moderate ·risk taking. (Jne should be I}"v::el'l­

turesome!J wi thou.t beirlg IIfoolhardyll. But it is dffifficul t 

in any concrete' situation for indivi<luals to know how to 

realize or ~·t;lpe.effyH the precise level of risk that entails 

moderate risk taking. It is the function of group discus.... 

sion to' inform the members about the leve.l of risk that con­

stitutes .moderate riskiness in a sp~cifie situation. Brown 

says that the make-up of the discussion, the variQus argu­

Ifl.ents for and against, are not important ac'Corditlg to this 

theory, and that i.m is what is known abou.t the answers of 
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others that causes individuals to initiate greater risk af­

ter group discussion. 

Hinds performed this experiment. as reparted by E!'Qwn, 

1965. in which he asked subjects to estimate how others like 

themselves would respond to certl;1in "life dilemma" problems. 

The subjects consistently estimated that others would select 

more conservative alternatives than they had themselves sel­

ected .. This "pluralistic ignorance" represented by the con­

servative bias in understanding group opinion is sh~ttered 

as the group begins to discus~ the issue. It was seen by 

the group member that he could indeed adopt alternatives 
. . 

riskie:r·than l1is initial ones, Which we:re calculated so as 

to be an excessively conservativ~ view of other people's 

o~inions. Again, in this interpretation, the presumed func­

tion of the group 'di.scusSion i·s to provide information about 

the distribution of judgments in'tne groupe 

Ihari experiment by Teger and Pruitt (1967),. group me.m.... 

bers merely exchanged without discussion their private deci­

sions about the same Hlife dilemmalfpproblems previously men­

tioned as being used in some·of the other experiments.. The 
." '. 

-subjects were not required in this experiment to reach. a 

consensus decision. The results' show a significant shift to 

risk. Though tne risky shift was significantly larger when 

Teger and Eruittpermitted other groups to discUBS the pro­

blems. these results suggest that at least part of the 

.risky shift may be attributable to the processes of inf.orma­
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tion exchange. 

Nordhoy in a experiment reported by Brown, 1965. found 

that there were consistently more argument advartcedin favor 

of risk than of caution. There seems to be relatively ;s 

stronger influence attempts to move the group toward the 

risky rathe'r than th~ conservative end ofth"e continuum. 

Mallach~ Kogan, and Bem,,(1962) did find alow pgsitive but·: 

significant c.orrelations for both male and female groups. 

between the riskiness of initial .individUal judgments and 

retrospective judgments by the subjects of the amount of in­

fluence exerted by various g::):'oup members .. 

In his analY8is~ Nordhoy states that the influence pro­

cess is weighted in the direction of the .shift. The corre­

lations between initial r~Bkiness and influence may simply 

r.eflect what has occurred:.' sUQjects see the. shift occur and 

conelude from'it that the initially riskY'persons must have 

been more influential. Another plausible interpretation is 

that the initially risky persons are personally very persua­

sive and ±nfluen~ial. 

Rim (1963. 1964), is one writer who has de~onstrated 

that initially risky are more influential. Rim obtained 

the.i.;risky shift and found that Ss scoring high in Hextra­
. ­

yersionll (Rim, 1964) and high on a measure of "need achiev­

ement lf (Rim, 1963) Were atypically risky in their initial 

judgments. Because the group decision shifted toward these 

Ss, Rim argues that they must haye been influential. and he 
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surmises that their extraversiva personali ties were, the bas'­

i~ ot their in£.luence. 

Be.cause decision mak;i,.ng behavior has become so vi tal in 

today-Is organiZations there is'considerable value in ree 

search done in that area which says that p~rticipatlve man-
i ". . 

agement is advisabie •. Brown (1965) found that groups' tend t, 
, 

to choQse selections withhigh~r payoffs but with lower pro­

babil1,:ties of attainment than do individuals~ McGregor 

(1960) and Leavitt (1958) have shown that participation in 

decis.ion making improves performance and Vroom (1960) shows 

specific areas in which it'can be .facilitated. 

While' several of the .factors involved in decision be... 

havior have been stud.ied rather extensively, the present re'" 

searcher thought a factorial combination of variables could 

add " a vluable insight to the already considerable research 

pertaining to decision behavior•. The present experiment Was 

designed to look in particular at the factors of group com-' 
.' . 

position and group si~e as 'they affect decisions of varying 

importance or vitalness. The hypothesis being tested waS 

that heterogeneous grc:>ups tend to be riskier in the'it> deci­

sions, and similar larger groups are also predicted to be 

riskier. Additionally, it was predicted that the tendenci 

to be risky would vary .wi th the criticalness of the de ci.;,i.OD, 

sion. 

The uniqueness of this experiment rested not only in 

the combination of Variables alone with the consequent exam­

http:ci.;,i.OD
http:mak;i,.ng
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ination of variable interaction. bilt it also furnished a !fi 

different dec!'sion·problem·as well.· ,~he .decision 
~. 

problem. . 

differed from manyexperime.ntal decision· problems in that· the 

SS were required to rate their support. for previously reached-. ," " 

decisions dictated to them by the experimente~ instead of 

making the decisions themselves. 1ft this sense the experi­

ment conce~ned itself with those variables which contribute 

to susts,inment behavior and not decision-making behavior i t­

self. It may be that 8ustai:p.ment behavior has more external 

validity than problem solving decisions because of the lim­

ited opportunity for actual participation in making the de­

cisions macre by private and public. organizations • 

. i 

! 
! 

-~ 
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Method 

Subjec1;s. 

Eight differenttgroups made up of a total of 144 £§ 

were used in the course of this· experiment. Theg were as­

signed two different categories with 72 .§!! in each category. 

One category washhomogeneous in that allSs that made up the 

category were in the age bracket of 18 to 21. The other 

category was heterogeneous in that it was composed of M in 

the.former age bracket and of subjects in the age bracket of 

23 to 30. There were 36 ~ of each .age bracket in this cat... 

egory • All Ss were mal.s in college or graduate school.- . 

Procedure. 

In each group composi tion condi tion eighteen Irgroups" 

of one were used, along with nine groups of two ~, six 

groups of three ill! , and three groups of 6~. Th.is was done 

so that there would be 18 .§.§. in each'size group. The hete­

rogeneous category was so arranged so that one half of each 

group Was of.each age bracketo In this heterogeneous cate­

gory nine·groups of eaoh age bracket were used. in forming 

All Sa were chosen and placed in their-
group at random with the only restrmction being that they 

had to. meet the age ~pecifications of a particular age bra­

cket. 

Each gro uP' was given three pro blams and told c:!If the so­

lution that ha~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 decision that had. been reached. Each sub­

ject did this after th'e ~roup he was in discussed for fiJle 

mi~uteswhat they thought of the decision. that had been re­

ached with the .§ taking part in the disc14ssion. All groups 

did this wiitltethe exceptionot the one....§ groups who were 

used.as·controls. These control S.s discussed the pro"Qlem 

with no one but merely rated their amount of agreement with 

the decision that had been reached after thinking over the 

problem alone dja1L' five minutes. 
, 

. The three pro>blems appearing .in Appendix ·A varied in 

importance •. One problem (what movie to see) served as an' 
1.:' 

unimportant problem•. The second problem (which 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 receivelife-sBving medical treatment) serv~d as the 

critical problem. The three problems were counterbalanced 

in presentation, to the §.§) 

AJ2Eara tUB. 

This experiment waS conducted in a quiet room which was 

30x15 ft. All Ss sat ata wooden student desk throughout-
the experiment. The experiment wasconducteCl 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 tor recording the ~'s amount of agreement. The S8 

were instructed to rei.deach situation· as .a.recording read 
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along with them... Three cassette tapes, each with a·dif... 

ferent situation recorded on it wel;'e used for this purpose. 



Results 

Since this experiment was designed to guarantee minimum 

levels of power for tests· of both the main and interactiol:l 

effects, Cohen's (1969) a priori power analysis was employed 

to provide this through the determination of sample size. 

The a priori power analysis indicated that the experiment 

maintained a minimUM power of .95, and thus protection at 

the .05 (Beta) level fors;,a. type II error, in testing the 

three main effects. The power estimate of .95 was founded 

upon the application of the analysis of variance deSign and 

it allowed for the detecti6n of an e~perimenta.l effect of 

f = .20 or less than the usual medium effect of .25 speci­

fied by Gohen. Addi tionally, the design provided for a min­

imu.m power of &80 for detection o~ an interaction of the AB 

effect of f = .15.. Ultimately J a minimum power of .80 was 

given for. the detection of three-way interaction in the mag­

ni tude 01' f = .• 35 or slightly smaller than a large effect 

(.40) as·delineated by Cohen. 

The statistical deSign used in analyzilig was the split 

plot facto;J:'ial design of the· analysis of variance (KirR, 

196B). Two between-group variables with levels of two and 
. . 

four were used, in addition to one repeated. measures Varia­

ble with three levels.. The dependent variable consisted of 

ratings of agreement or lack of agreement for the decisions 

:Jon a response scale. The scale consisted of the numbers 
, . 
'"J' 

one through six with one indicating oomplete agreement with 
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the decision and six indicating complete 'disagreement. 

~cale wasselectd~ because of &ts profe.sedvalue in measur~ 

ing evaluative or connatative responses (Nunnally, 1964). 

As shown in Table 1, the analysis of variance 1ndicate~ 

significant main effects for the variables~of group size and 

decision importance. These results were significant at the 

.06 and _.01 levels of probabilij;-y ,respecttvely. There was 

also a statistically significant three-way interactioN (p is 

less' than .01 J among the variables of group size, group com"", 

posi tion, and d'eaision importance. 

As shown in Table 2 and Figures 1 and 2, the three~way 

interaction revealed the- greatest dif.fere:rice in risk taking 

-to exist between-the critical decisions made by the six men 

homogeneous grou,ps and thecri tical decisions ofctthe three 

men heterogeneous groups. ,Further examination of these sim­

ple~simple main effects, exposed significant differences. 

,between the "homogeneousone man groups!! (young individuals) 

and the heterogeneous three m6>n when both of these group 

size condi tiona were in the cri t'ical decision .si tuation. 
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Table at cell means 

, .. _.....,..." 

b1 b2. 03 

2.77 4.55 3.83 

2.94 ' 3.83 2.83 

2.88 ' 3.50 3.83 

3.05 5.05 5.00 

2.44 3,,66 4.33 

' ' 3,.55 4.31 4.44 

3.11 5.11 3 ~ 11 

3.66 4.50 4.55 

" 

"n~:. 
'.= " 



TABLE 2 

Analysis of Variance 

I 

I 

,~ . ,:'" 

I , " : 

~-
df, MS FSource 

, - ­
Group Compesition (A) 1 5.33 1 8589 

12 e 96 . 3.84@Group Size (C) 3 

.AX2i.'J; 3 3.34 .099 

subj~ 
w. groUps "36 3.37 

within 
subjects 288 2.20 

Decision Importance (B) 2 61 ._ 46 **32.234 

AXB 2 .145 .763 

BXC 6 :3 .19 1 .670 

AXBXC ;~ 'l (ii 29.~8 **15.620 

B x subj. 
w. groups 272 1.90 

._-....l • - > 

'rgtal 431 _103.575 
, ,_. , ; 

! ; . ­
*p is less than •06 

*-1('P is less than .01 

1:9 -. 
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Discussion 

The results revealed' a positive correlation between 

risk taking, or failure to sustain preoonceived decisions l 

and decision criticalness. It was apparent that these .2.2 

were more inclined to agree with the experimenter's decision 
, . 

only if the decision eQuId be consid1l!red relatively·unimpor.... 

tanto When the decision'became critical~ as operationally 

defined,' there were tendencies for the.§.§; to exhibit greater 

independence from "author1 ty'" ~ Of oourse~ the flautnori ty" 

in this experiment was the experimenter. who Vias a fellow 

student known to all the 35. One would of,. necess.l ty ques­

tion how authoritative the experimenter was perceived by his 

colleag'!l8e • 

. Another signifioant main effect consisted of the vari­

able of group size. In general, these results demonstrated 

that the'largest group (six m~n) and the s~alle~t group, the 

individuals, had tendencies to be riskier than the two midf. 

dIe size groups which were composedaof two and three men. 

Unlike much of the earlier research the risky'shift 'in 

the present experiment ocoured only as a g~oupfactor. That 

is, the shift toward riskine.ss was not an individua:L versus 

group phenomenon but rather a smaller group versus larger 

grouIr phenomenon. 

Perhaps the re,latively unique sim;i.lari ty exhihi ted be­

'tween six men groups and individu.als might be explained on 

the basis of grou~cohe~ion~ . I~ the l~rge~ group, group 

http:riskine.ss


members may perceive themselves as simply a collection of 

individuals who· must relycon tl1eir own initiative when mak­

ing decisions. The. smaller groups may have fostered more 

espiri t de corp in· their mem.bership and this cohesiveness 

may;have been generalized <to: the experiJllehter thus rendering 

these groups more inclined to agree with the experimenter's 

decision. Vlhateyer the explanation, it its apparent that the 

functional r'-..elationship between risk taking and group size 

is nonmono to~:.11C ~.~ . form. 

Al thougn tile examination of the main .effects provides 

some insight into group processes p the fact that the results 

revealed a three';"way interaction render the main effects 

lessin;te're8ting~ The interaction not cnlt spelled out the 

spe-cifics of risk taking for the variables of group size and 

decision ~mportance. but it also revealed the group composi~ 

tion variable which had failed to materialize as a main ef... 

fect. 

Very specifically, the interaction demonstrated that 

the riskiest group was the· homogeneous six man group in the 

critical .decision case. The most conservative groups were 

the homogeneous two men and. the heterogeneous three men g 

groups also in the critical decis&on case. 

Similarly in the above discussion\ the-t;fact that the 

\ group was composed 6f ~ of the same age may have resulted 

in a competitive or individualistic action on the part of 

the membership. It appears reasonable to assume that co 
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lege students may demonstrate cooperative behavior when oon/, 

fro~ted 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 classroomositua­

tion. The similarity with the classroom group would seem to 

be enhanced by having the membership of approximately the 

same age., 

Furthermore, it is equally feasibie to propose that the 

tendency to cooperate with the experimenter and his decision 

would be greater with game like decis~ons while there would 

be less cooperation in critical decision sustainment. This 

proposition seem~ confirmed by the results that demonstrate 

little difference among groups in decision sustainment for 

the unimportant deeisions.Only in the more critical deci­

sions did the group composition and group size variables 

have any difterentiating power. 

Because of the complex interactions ihvolved in group 

processes, it seems qUi te obvious that the function used to 

descriQ€ the relationship 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 relatio~shiP between group size and risk takingth the 

unimportant decision .case. However, a quadratic orthogonal 
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polynominal would best approximate the relationship in the 

cri tical deciSiitm ~se. The functional relationships also 

v~ried with the group composition variable. 

From the above discussion~it would appear that model 

building effects are faced wi th -an arduous task which shall 

require much more parametric data to insure~ven minimal 

success. To facilitate model bUilding efforts, future ex­

perimentation should employ random effects, as opposed to 

the fixed effects _mod-el employed in the p~esen t experiment'. 

'In conclusion, it would seem to be of pragmatiC value 

to reexamine the oxternal validity of laboratory experiment­

ation in decision::umaking. :Hhile idealistica.lly each person 

is involved in decisions pertaini;gg to hisoWlB survival 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 ~qual proba­

biliiy 6f being confronted with -deciding whether to support 

decisions passed down to hinI from those in control of vari­

ous organizations~ It i$ quite probable that the relatively 

unique findings of this experiment occurred because the de­

cision was of a Support or sustainment nature, as opposed to 

actual decision construction. 



·References 

Allport, F.R. p The influence of the group upon association 
and thought. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1920,
3, 159-182. . ; 

Allport. F.R., Social Psychology. Boston: Houghton lVlifflin~ 
1924. 

Asch, S.~., Effects of Group Pressure Upon the Modification 
and Distortion of Judgments. H. Guetzkow tEd.), Qroup~
Leadership, and Men. Pittsburgh: Carnegie Press. pp.
-170-190: 

Bales,R.F. & Borgatta, ~.F'f Size of Group as a Factor in 
the Interaction Profilet in Small GrouEsA ed. A.P.liare 
E.F .. Borgatta, and R.F. Bales. ·New' York: Alfred A. 
Knopf .Inc.~ 1955. pp~ 396-413. 

·Bateson, N •• Familiarization. group discussion; and risk 
taking. Journal of EX;Eerimental SO,oial :PsycholoGY, 2 
1966. 2, r'9-129. 

Bergum,B .. U. & Leihr, D.J. t Effects of authoritarianism on 
vigilance performance. ~ournal of APElied PsychoIO~l'
1963, 47, 75...77. - , 

Boomer, DoS., Subjective Certainty and Resistance to Change & 

~~~rnalof Abnormal soci~~ fs¥chologl. 1959, 5d, 323­
3 8. 

Brown, R. W., Soci.a~ ,Psy;cholof5Y'. Ney! Yo.rk: Free Press, 'j 965 

Cohen, D~, Whi tmyre, J. IV .. &: Funk, w. H.... Effect of group co­
hesiveness and training ,upon creative thinking. Jour~­
~l of, Applied Ys;y:choJ.,og:X0t 1960, 44, 319.... 322. 

Curtis, J .H~, Social gsycholo.gl. New York: lvlcGraw"':'Rill 
, . Book Company,' Inc., i 960. 

Dion, K. L." BaronR., Miller tN., Why do g;ro.'!lJ)s make ri.skier 
decisions than individuals? Advances in EX]2erimental
Social Psyc!:ology, ad. L. B"erkowitz,5; :;0"5-77. New 
York:· Academic, 1970. . .. 

Dion f K. L. , . Miller, N., Magnan, IV! .A., Cohesiveness and so c~ 
ia1 responsi,bili ty as determinant,s of group ri sk tak­
ing. Proceedings of the 70th Annual Convention of the 
American Psycholog~caI Assoc1at~on, 5: 335-~ 1970. 

26 
" .~.: .: 

http:gsycholo.gl


Divesta, F.J. f Meyer, D.L. & wfills,J., Confidence in an Ex­
:p 	 pert as a Fune:tion of his Judgments •. ,Human Relation,s, 

1964, 17, 235-242 •. 

Dunnette, M.D.~ Campbell, J ... and Joastad, Kay, The effect 
of group participation on brainstorming effectiveness 
for two industrial samples. Journal of Applied.. }?syct!.Q.­
l2Q, 1963, 47, 30-,37.' . 

Farnsworth"A.H.,Annual Review of Psy~polo~~. Palo Alto, 
Califo.rnia: Annual Reviews Inc t~\;, 'j 971 • 

Farnsworth, P.R•• & Behner, Alice, A note on the attitude of 
so cial conformi ty. Jour:nal of So cial Psychology, 1931,' 
2.,126.,..1.28. 

Flanders, J.P .. , Thistlethwaite. D.L", Effects of familiari ­
zation and groul' discussi,on upon risk taking. Journal 
s:,f p~rsonalitl and Social Psycp.ologx, 6: '153-66, 1970. 

Friedlander,. Frank., Motivations to \'Vo:t'k and ,organizational
performanC€9 Journal of Applied Psychology, 1966, 50 
l2). 143-152. ' 

George; C.E. f 'Some Deter:minants of Small-Group Effectiveness. 
Fort 	Benn,ing, 'Georgia: u.s. Army Inrantry Human Re- ­
search Unit, 1962. 

Hackman, J.R., & Porter, L.W.,Expectancy Theory Predictions 
of Work Effectiveness. Urganic Behavior of Human Per­
forman,oe p 1968, 3, 417-215. ' . 

Hackman,J. Richard, and V.;i.dman, Neil., Effects of size, and 
task type on group performance and member reactions • 

. .§9c~.2.metr..l' 1970(lVlar), Volume. ,3l1) t 37-54. 
. , 

Hochbaum, ,G.M., The Relation Between Group Members' Self­
confidence and Their Reactions to Grop.p Pressures to 
Uniformity. American, Sociological Revi~wt 1954. 19, 
678-687. ' 

Hollander, E~P •• Competence and conformity in the acceptanc~
of .influence. 'Journal of_Abnorm'al Social. PSlchology, 
1960, 61, 365-3lf9. . . 

Hovland,' C.I., JaniS, I .. L. & Kelley, H.H. ,Communication and 
,Eersuasion. New 'Haven: Yale University .Press, 1953. 

http:2.,126.,..1.28


28 

Kelley, H.H. & Lamb. TeW., Certainty6f judgment and resis.­
tance to social influence. Journal of Abnormal Social 
PsycholotU~:' 1957, 55, 137-39. ' 

Kirk, R.E., Experimental D~sign: Procedures Fo+ The Behav­
ioral Sciences. Belmont, Oalifornia: Brooks/ Cole Pub­
lishing Company, 1968. 

Lanzetta, J,. T. & Kanareff II Vera T., The effects of a:lmone.., 
tary reward on the acquisition of an imitative response. 
Journal of Abnormal ~ocial Psxchology~ 1959, 59, 120~27. 

) 

Leavitt, H.J .. Managerial Psychology. Chicago: University
bf ChicagoPresi, 1958., . 

Levinger, George, . and Schneider, David J., Test.of the IIrisk 
is a value" hypothesis. Jou,rnal of, ,Persona,l~ ty and 
:;)ocial Psycholo~I, 1969, l'I(2), 165-169•., 

Lindzey; G. & Aronson:~ 1 E'., lhe Handbook of ~ocial Psychology. 
, Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co ... 

pany, 1969. 

Madaras, G.R., Bern, D.J. ~ lUsk and conservatism in group de­
cision-making~ Journal of ..c;xperimental.and t)ocial lsy­
cholo~I' 4: '550-'65, 1968.' , 

McGrath, J.~. & Altman, I., Small GrouE Research. Ne~ York: 
Holt, R.inehart, and Winston,' -'966~ 

McGregor, D., 'fhe Human Side of EnterEri ae. New York: Mc-
Graw-Hill.. > , .• 

Meadow, A., £arnes, S.J~, and Reese, H., Influence of brain­
storming instructions and problem sequence on acrea­
tive problem solving test. Journal of Applied Psycho­
~t 1959, 43, 4'13-1.6. ' . ' 

Marquis, D.G., Individual responsibility and group decision 
involving risk. "Industrial' Managemep.t R~Fvi~Vl f 1962, 3,
8-23. ' , 

Mausner, E., The effect of one's partner's success in a rel­
evant task on the interaction ~f observer pairs. JQur­
!!!!:l of Abnormal l::ioc~al Psycholog:;:, 1954a, 49, 65-6a:--

Mausner, E. & Block, B.L., A study of the additivity of var­
iables affecting social interaction. Journal of Abnor­

.mal t)ocial Psycholog..l, 1957, 54~250-56 •. I i 

Morrls, C.G. •• Task effects on grouplnteractlo~. Journal of 
:Eersonaii t:v and Social Psvchology, 4.: 54~-54, 1966. 



29 

Naylor, J.C., Dickinson, T.L., Task structure, work struc­
ture, and team performance. Journal of~Eplied Psycho­
~9gy, 53: 169-77, 1969. 

Nunnally, Psychometric '1lheo~!.. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967 

o'Brien, G.E., &: Owens, A.G. f IlMember Intelligence and Gro·up
Productivity." Australia Military Forces Research Re­
:E2tl ' 1968, No. 8:' 68, 1 4 p • ' 

Osborn, A.F. ~li~d Imagina~. New York: Scribner's, 
1957 .. 

Pilkonis, P.A., Zanna, M.P., . The chaise-shift phenomenon in 
groups: Replication and exclusion. Unpublis~d manu­

~i:e.'!, Y"~)~e Universi ty, .1969. 

Pruitt, D~G. &:Teg$:r, .:A'~'L;:,..(1967):, Components of group risk 
~:l taking. Journal o,r,Experiment8:1 Soc,ial Psychology, 3, 

189-205. . ,...,.. '. 

Rim, 	 Y. Risk~taking and need for achievement. Acta Psych­
ologicaJ., 21t 108-115. 

i ( 

-- .' . 

Personality and group decisions involving risk. Psycholog­
ical Record, 14, 37-45& 

Rosenburg, L.. A. (1963), Conformity as a function of confid­
ence in self and confidence in partner., Human Rela.... 
tions, 16, 131-140. . . 

', 

Rosenbaum. M.~. &: TUcker, I.~. l1962), The competence of the 
model and the learning of imitation and nonimitation. 
Journal. of Experimental .Ps:[ch@lagy, 63, 183-190 ... 

Ii i· . _ (4 	 • 

Runyon, It.i:' i .& Habem,<Audrey,:, Fundamentals'olf'Behgviora.T~ 
Statistics. Reading lYlassacfiusetts: Aadisan-wesley 
})u '6II'SJiiHg Company, 1971 .. 

Secord, P.F. & Backman, C.W. (1964),·Interpersonal congru­
ency, perceived similarity, and friendship. Socio~. 
~~~ 27, 115-127. 

Shaw, M.~. (1961), SOIDe factors influencing the use of in­
fo:rma tion in small groups. /psychologi cal Reports , 8, 
187-198. -

Shaw~ M.E. & Penrod, W.T. (1962), Validity of information, 
attempted influence, and quality of group decisions. 
E~~e~olog~qal ReEorts, 10, 19-23. 



,0 
steiner ,- 1. D. &; Fishbein .. l\'l ~, Cu;rrent Studies in):>o cial .J:.§X­

ohol~. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc •• 
T9i5. . 

Taylor,V.W.,- Berry, P.C. & Block, C.H. (1958). lJoes grQup 
participation when using brainstorming·facilitate or 
inhibi t creatlva thinking? Admini~1t,ereq SCiEmCe; _(.,J!!at.... 
~:rl;'i.':; ~ 23- 49. ' 

Thomas,E$J. & Fink. C.F. \ 1961), Models of-group problem­
solviilg. Journal of, Abnor~al ~o-cial ..Pl3ychol0faY. 63 • 
.53·-6;. -- ' . . , 

Thorndike. R.L. (19138), The effect of diSCtissiOll upon the 
correctness of group decisions, when the factor of D 
majoritY-influence is allowed for. Journ;al of, Social 
E.s;yohC?logy, 9,,343-362. ' • ,i ; • 

Tuckman, J. & Lange I. (1967), lildividual Ability as a Dete~ 
minan t of Group Buperiori ty. HUl'llan Relations ~ 15, 45­51 • - - F - Ii, ,. 

Vidman, J;r. Groups composition and frisky shift. '!L0U1"Ual 
qi"E:x;perimerttal and Social ..Psychology, 6: 153-66~ 19'70. 

4 :;;; • 4 I 4 4 , 

Vroom ,- M.S. f! ::>OI!1e personality de terminantsof the efi'e cts . 
of participation!!. - l;:nglewood Cliffs,' New J~r.sey: 
£ren~ice Hall, 1960. 

Wallach, ,M.A., Kogan, l'J., &: Bern, lJ.J. (1962), group influ­
ence on ind!vidual risk taking. Journal of ~'iLbnormal 

,&2.ci~l P~ych?t~g4 65; 75-86. ,"; 

Wallach. IIIl. A. t Kogan, .N., & Bern t D. J., llhe, roles of inform~t 
, ation, discussion, and'consensus in group risk taking. 
Journ~l D~ Abnormal ~,oc~,al p.sYChq~Q5:l> 1 f 1-19 (1965),~ 

Willems. l!:.l'. Hisk i6-a value.' ~sychological Repo+,t, 
24.81-82, \ 1969). 

W8.11ach, M. A., Kogan, N., & Bem, lJ ....I. ~ 1964), Diffusion of 
responsibility and levels of risk taking in groups, 

- d.2~rnal of 'A,bnormal ~opi,al ~.gychplogl' 6d. 263-274. 

wallach~ M.A., K.5gan~ N., & B1llmt, R.B. t 1965), Can group ,~ 
m'embers recognize the effects of group discussion upon
p,isk, talking? Journal of .r;xper;im~nta+ ,apd ::>ocia1r .Psl_­

. ch~olo~;}f, 1 t 3:79,;. 395. . " • ' , " " ",i 



31 

wapner, S" &; Alper, Thelma G. ,1962), 'l'he effeet'o:f-an 
audience on behavior in a choice situation. Journal 
of ,Abnormal, ~;ychoipgz, 47, 222-229;. \. I ' 

~ajcne, R.B. ,1965), ~ocial facilitation. sc,1ence t 149,
• . t 

269 .... 274. 



Appendix I 

The group of you are going to see a movie and you are 

deciding on what movie to go see from amoung these:t'five mov­

ies. These are all new movies and none of you have seEm any 

of them. 

a movie starring, Clint EastwDod and Agnes Moorehead 

a movie starring Marland Brando and Shelly Winters 

a movie starring Richard Burton and Elizabetl1 Taylor 

a movie starring Peter O'Toole and Jane Fonda 

a movie starring Burt E,eynolds and Katherine Ross 

It has been decided yo~ will gOEsee the movie starring 

Richard Burton and~lizabeth Taylor~ How much do you agree 

with the decision to go see the movie starring Richard Bur­

ton and Elizabeth Taylor?
! • • • Rat~ on the scale how much you 

agree with the decision. 



There is a grant of, $2,500 w~teh 1S to be given to only 

one needy family living in a certain region. A surv€!y- of 

that area reveals that there, are five needy families lixing 

within that area. Thes are the five families: 

no~ 1 This family is composed o:f"a41 year-old man with a se­
vere respritory ailment 'and'is out of work, his 40 year-old 

, wife who has terminal cancer yet she has peen managing to 
take care of her lj.usband 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-old

diabetic. Hiswif-e, 68 years old. is blind in one eye a.nd 


Ithas heart trouble They live in a veJti; run-down house by the 
railroa.d tracks. The roof leaks'and is in serious need of 
repair. The only income the couple ha~ comes fromthe1i:± soc... 
ial security p~yments and' they must pay a rent for their 
house. 

no. :3 This is a young family. ' The father is 22 and ,the moth'5 
er is 21. They have two children and are expecting a th±rd 
in two months. The father is unskilled and 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...old mother 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 
rented home and the m,other is not qui te, ab:Le 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 victim of polio and her left leg is paralized. Her 
father is confined to hed and requires over $200 worth of 
medication a month'. They 11ve in a rented house • 'Their on­
ly source of income is, the social security payments the old 
man collects. " ' , 

It has been, decided that family no. 5. the family com­

prised of the man 50, his wife 51, and the 76 year-old fath­
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er of the woman. 

How much do you agree with this decision? •• Rate on the 

scale how much you agree with this deci~ion. 



I 3!5? 
[

These six peop:;Le have defective kidneys .and must use a 
I 

kidnpy machine.to live. There is h6wever only on~ Such mac~ 
i 


. ! 

ine that is available only long enough for oile of these peo'"

I . . 

pl~. The machine i~ already being used by other people and 
I . . 

it is free long enO~ghtfor ol1lY one more person to use it. 

This meansethat onlyI one of these. six can live, the other 
, . I . 

five will defi~~telY die. 

no. 'I This is a woman 32 years old. She is the mother of 6' 
and is expecting, another. She is good-looking bp.trmot es­
pecially so. Her husband is avery wealthy and powerful
lawyer •. She ignore her chilgren and spends most of her time 
going, to parties. She. smokes a great deal and is.8 drug ad­
iet. 

no. 2 This a man 52 years old. He is a bachelor and is an 
accountant for a large mail-order firm~, On weeken~s and two 
evenings a week~0,after work hE:! spend~ hi.s time helping out at 
the local bo.ys' club. Re gives generously to charity. He 
;gsva1:so an alchoholic. . 

RO. 3 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 ·became addicted to drugs. He is trying 
to ~ave enough money to attend a vocational 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 Junior High school and live 
with her. She is poor but does get welfare payments. She 
has taught her grandsons to steal afid once spent. three years
in prison hersel-f far 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 ills disabled. He gives generously to. the ch'il1:f'o 
urch. He has a terminal dmsease and has two years at most 
to live. 

It has been decided that no. 2. the 52 year-old bache­

lor will be saved. Ho\v much G.o you agree wi th this deci-::;jt)n 

sian? .... ~ate on the scale. how much you agree wi th this deci­
sions 

http:machine.to


Appendix II 

Mark on this scal how much you agree with the decision 
I 

that has been reacWed. Circle the number that indicates how 
"i 

much you agree with the decision, with 1 meaning you comple­
. I , 

tely agree with th~ decision and 6 meaning you completely 
i 

desagree with the ~ecision that has been reached~ 

61 3 4 5 

. : 

; 

\ ' 


j 



Appendix III 

Table of Raw Data 

b1 	 b2 b3 

81 	 3 6 4 

6· 6 382 

83 2 6 5 

6 584 3 

685 2 5 

686 6 6 
AI 

87 5 5 6 
C1 

688 2 5 

689 5 5 

810 1 4 :5 

6811 1 4 

6812 1 3 

813 3 5 4 

6s14 2 5 

'5s15 3 5 

s16 3 4 5 

s17 4 5 3 

s18 3 6 3 



b1 b2 b3 

-6 66819 
65820 	 3 

2· . 6 5s21 

6 6622 4 

5 4823 4 

6 6824 6 

.3 3~25 	 5 
A2 

826 	 2 3 5 
C1 	 ,j 

827 ,. ' . 4 3 	 4 

2F328 3 3 

5829 3 4 

·5.3830 5 

1,831 5 	 3­

6 2832 	 3 

2 4 5~3,3 

6 	 5, 834 5 

62 	 5El35 
64836 	 2 
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b'j . b2 b3 

, 837 1 3 6 

s'.?8 l 4. 6 

s39 1 3 6 

840' 1 3 6 

541 1 ., 4 

842 ~ 
., 6 

Ai 
. 843 ., 5 4 

C2 s44 ·3 4 1 

s45 :6 '5 1 

846 3 6 1": 

841 ., 6 4 

848 2 1 2 

849 6 5 4 

s50 3 6 1 

851 6 6 
., 

852 4 5 6 

653 4 6 .'3 

854 3· 4 5 
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T 

655 


, s56 


a57 


s58 


s59 


8'60 


1 
A2 

s62 
02 

863 

;364 

[365 

366 

867 

E)68 

q69 

870 

871 

872 

bl 

2 

2 

2 

. i 

4 

5 

6 

'4 

3 

:3 

4 

4 

1 

1 

6 

3 

4 

1 

b2 b3 

5 3 

5 1 

4 4 

4 6 

2 2 

5 3 

6 

5 1 

6 2 

5 2 

6, 4 

6 4 
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