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— Size Effect on the Group Problem-Solving Process—
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X Hoeo Ef9S MiE EMEYR (Group Dynamics) o4 EERS R e HESH
2:B% (Problem-Solving Processes) ¢ #4452 KR=EWH%R (Laboratory Experi-
ment )3 3t ®Euw o102 FRFHERSE WE -RABEE 2L QC wES BHY

« K RXS 1986 WE MBASRZ EMALH BEWPAR o3 PR Ad
x BBABEK BEASE SBEHN BER



8 ERHR

= e FRES 248 2Ed U 53 & WRe SREY #el gL olH
= BEN BHST KBS B (Group Size) ol £3E& Fol ETS%EMI ATHLME o
7tz MEBRBREY oug S AXeAE wHrdy @

Cartwright 9} Zander (1968) - WK &S Wl /I Ello] Mgy H&e g A+
7t Bt swgeln TR ol 52 = RS Ml M = Bl =
i ZHR KMo BEo]l Jvehdstxm stn el Karl Weick(1979) % 3 A8 4
M3t 12 AkEe] A9E vlasdA ol=id SEET HHEL thed o] AHsim
sleh & 12 AM&M-2 3 Adkme] w8,

A, WEKASZY BEME] Ayl

2, & BEASC] FEYE 7 v HHo o] Ead

A, 2lolv o KRB STl =3 2lelve LMl & mEITEEHS] 4%
e

A, o5 FE ARy SR R MRS WREA gk

oA, AT BRES A dAsiAch

22yt Weickv S19H2E HhE 3 AM%E] dh=A 12 AEERC o £ES
olebv weds WE & Uk AL AAslT Yok 2 YelE g MRS %K
9 BEsE BT =te} KES AEi, +F, HEEA L elold4 Beo] dge U
b AMEE e Uk (Shaw,1978 ;5 Lorge, et al., 1958 : Zimet and
Schneider, 1969;Bray et al., 1978 5 BH&)

2F<k Be HRSol KMo Sss LMo EKRESY o J3ES A#mos
gral el $kAlwh E5-448( Odd- number groups) 3} #4%M ( Even-number groups) <]
ERe AT HRE ct4 EFSHA SRl H $ieh =A@ 9] HEe) ( Hixldl Bales
and Borgatta, 1955; Hoffman K 1979% 28 ) T54&M= = 5Mo] XRE o]
Hel HEI AR st ok 0E Woln weld T HRe FMEMIEREAA T4
W3 #rRllolel= AiiRkkfFe] & RMle ko dg BHRN ERT BFAIEA
T AHred e x4 F3Ho Ark
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oleldt HivE Mokl g meldL KMol Mgl W BAY BwES PR
5o 4qun of5S wos A A% BHEET W wrh olel £3#A
ComEE BRES BET ERAME AT WNE AP, Aoz s4m
AL qeld RRET sHge oo JVEES JA3 AREE Y BEEHEES T
A3l 3ol

I

I. /NEEY HEC i #ERmp BR

B (Group Size) & A sl L THBE Afskededs 2 A=AZ 2A
WAL (dyad) & $4-2 BEMmsldor gich 3 BAS 7B KA T s 7%
WiEol 2o o] uiE HLEEHIEM (Group Dynamics) o] BIESEROIY =3t it @
B (Social Psychology) o %85l vl 2 AMM%EMe| e HEAE7Y HAERK
% ( interdependence ), EMH 178 (reciprocal behavior) % #HE@MES] LEHE
GakstAl Hek

2 AMEEA 3 AMEM (triad) 02 SBSE BRA AL NKE Aol

a2 dPE Weickt =57 o] Agsta drk

[ooe 5 ol 4 Hoze @RE ole o Y& £4¢ HAIt 94
A WE T Wol AFstd vrld @ WH sy + A& WeEo] Bk
ek ojela Kk KEAAE MEASDNE G, B, BE WAL %
4 WaSol Paskl ek oleiy KMES SO 2 AMEMAAL e BE
tow mEslel gA% 3 AMKENAL oleld W4Sel HE EmMeE
HuAl siw #IE RAEES (manipulation) Sol EPe EEAG ot 5
5 3 AMGEC] 2 AESMLT EEMEA oA W Aoksisl @ Foln

Z g gol 3 AMMEEAA ZBAGT ks 2 ARES 2 AMRECS
HEY & Aok adu 2 AREMS ASE oleiy A9 4 Mt A
Hckd (K.Weick, 1979, p.237)
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ol YotrbA Weicke 4 A, 7TA R IAHEEMES F01F BF I #£M (Coalit-
ion) 5ol zclsld 2-aAl3t KWOHe HE ST Yt Uk F 4 AEKE AS
dlv= F 749 dyad® ¥l HEKEF A< B ¥ HYY MK 9 5+ e
o 7 AMEE AL F 19 dyads ot shY triad7t A2 SR €Y F 3
opa gl Bl97] 9 AMRES] A9 Al triads 7t AERS ¥ KEbHK] $U 5
b 2ivh BlEst el #igge] b N AR B R ESERe] BEEE O Wu=E
A7l EEY #Eela 23 5 st

Weicko] #igel =& RS FHI HEEARK S Aesiile 3o Toow
THE ] ER i BB ek ol k&l Mills(195) & Bales 2} Bor-
gatta (1955) 52 & ¥ H-HMe| 2R BHY o9F Stz Ak 53
Bales 8} Borgattatv 4 A#l Tt 6 A#%EEo] TTEM(3IA, 5A, == 7TA
Fiacth BRY F—% WAs HodA B oS d-eAl 25 e F3
el 2158 53 #Ho#Bo] TrHMd visl EEHRE R REBIGBREC oA
%5 (deadlock or impasse) ol o] 24 v HWMEAl @ithel FY sl =oln &

oleiw fstel KA Zimet o Schneider (1969) & 159 RBHRS 58 2 A
AHMo] ST T2 RSl ud Y AT WREY AAE 2eFn gk AE
wsldch 27 Bales % Borgattast F4%HE A3k 2L T4- ArMme ER
£ BobiA EMT w2 ol obvhs Aol EAT KM KHHME (Grow
tasks) b ME S0l AT MES = Aol 1 L3 ol%Y Aelebw ddatn 3l
9" W% Zimet o Schneider’t T4 U ALKMY EEo AT ABHOU KRE
FohiAE RegAD 1EE KB TRl dUAL MAEMY 2R 98 Rels
= aese AASAE 9 gl

¥ 1) Bales® Borgattat: #£illldl o8 RE= Hh3ER (free discussion)g ¥
st & BAEY BSEHET W4T Aol Zimet ot Schneiderv HEE
EBREL HHEES Y4535,
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E 9GE HAR Snyder (1975) v EEC] 7 %BE 2 T3F + Az =Y
% ME AT P HE s “BREBE " (optimum group size) & ol
HRe stdth 2+ 4,5,6,7,8 9AMKEC $d &% 3KEY4 =S¢ 187 XK
B2 Waksled BRREA A3 EBE Y43 gRIESFRCZE AEH (Con-
sensus )27k BRst HAE siglth 22y 29 HREMRS LY Zimet 2t Sch-
neider o] WRMERSL Zo| E5-ATHKEHY FREMW =R FHAstA Fsigde 2
2l Snyder 9| Wzt BRRE =+ MEMKRE RE WAL &%E (Solution) 9 ¥
B 5 (decision or adoption rules) ¥¢| 5 -#A+£Me ZRET FBAHL + 4

oBm Aolohs e EoRstn Utk

olElgt EBES HBEHRF BAstd Straffin, Jr.(1977) & SBRED (ma -
jority rule) ol AWFESY] = HRY BHKE ZAZ Fv] dv HEBS EBHRstz i
o, v ZREEFEAS] KES ASEEEY A4 Hird Bl dg BK RES
f7etedl BaEe REHkelmtn FARMY v Ak BRREY HRES HEY
#X ( Symmetric rule) 3} #38#H9 HX (non - Symmetric rule) T AT B
o] KAl miEdl sl 2 MY MEHISE (dictatorship), FHH) (oligarchy)
FAGFIBE o] HFd £i3orn s =R It TTEME sldA K@Y BEHR
E3p & HEKA EEAEY RkES —E ¥ + Ux BERE BEXME 7 e A
ababal gl REhRKo] vl “S#ke] T RE”oltx FAst: Ack 1Y B
£@le oA = R FEAll &EFRe] € Tv X #HE HREol EA=ok
gobm AFskn del 97 olEdt ohE FHEEC FHREAF hE AL s
B (n2) % RMEME (Coalitions) Eo] FiEshs A (Flais] 4 AEKEAA 27
o] dyads o|AY 6 AMEE] AL 209 triads F) ol ol WAE FA o
A wEAA Fevt she Elelalx AAsigel el FRBoZ S SERE
Hlo] 7 whgbd & RAlolelae skt 2gcla dk=s] RE Ao HE4d 5+ 3
+ BEY 553 HRelgtaes ¥ 4 Aok dFskn Yok BlkolA 29 BHRIE
Aabsta Qe AL 95 EToANs AT%Ee] &4 A2 hE HHEE KA
Aehe Bhelst
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Weick & ZH&FAN] st Fo] = HRBE BAstT Aot 2= S8k E
e HEolel AA AL BE KEY HETo] YA U= EHe  mHamele
ER el & 28N A+ @A (a strong minority or leader) o] ola) o] Fo]xir}
< R#S £t ek o2’ AAH Bl o7 AR 2L Hdras & #
e ElelAs 29 F459 dgHo] U= EAET FEBRHFE (alliance) 7} =@
1A "ria ge, oleld EEMKIT £EY BEHREY REMOT 4T 734
Hepa stlch olob2e FBEMMALE ST BEE Blod @S Sd Bam R
(coalition), ML (polarization) X A& (Consensus) 50| ZZolth  Weick &
E&@el 23 FHEMKRS] BRI S0l +4-S £EY KKl =l Z2elAldn ks
2 9o RES #HRE( Group dynamics) el F3g vlAE & MEER 7 yow
FFE vk #wAx sich

Efgel oz FBRMRS EAT R (Coalition) & Sl st FREAE
B A W EEY BB HRsel frh webd LTFelde S ## (Co-
alition ) ol W&t 712 B ¥ HARSEREL 43402 Aesjunz g

Coalitionel W& Gamson(1964)-& “F b3t ol4to] [H=T =j £EF2| B
w7t BED REBTAA REBREY BREHERE BE3r 8 A2 Foizxl BRE #
Fio®w #Asle 178 (the joint use of resources)” 2t EHstQ L, Pleffer o}
Salancik (1978) -& #E# HME EEMHKE 2= olzldt EMA -4 Coalition
< o33 o] w3t Utk F EEY A AEE BEs] A AlEed s
3 Yl BEY WAL EBY £4% LA AY —BARe] @RS ssd 71z
28 3 BEY HEHssE 2AHAY == it AP REld EREMI:
A33 &ER EBF TR WA= TRl
o] 8}zke] M S HEM & HMlol RAESL U FHEMKA =42 EMED £
M2 Ny R#+= March® Simon(1958) o] Fstx Mk g MAY BHEA
“#%5|7 EMe] %" (exchange of inducement and contribution) o]z} ]
vherg i o] FolAlchs Bil e FAolzgti sHlth fEAc] Mikeld REH BR
dte AL BFY AR WAt BHFA od s+ #I HA- BKES Lt o
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3 o]Fofzcl RE BAEL 3 Ak THRvoew PRSle] 3 (partially invol-
ved) =3 A3 Mk U3 KEE BAMLE stEElR Aok Weick®  “oldd

BAL Ll—3 fEelvl BHEsl] =Ale] MR 3 ZE BEHE BESAE FoH

B&e [ #B®1T5 B® | (conmitment and interlockings) 7} o2& o8 HHE

A #fESel QA whloleh” eha BBIEeL weld AB#kolt HBlo] A£Falrl s

A Eve HERRE AdAdc BRAEY £8R& A i uEg & BEHES 7|

2% sloJof el (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978. p. 25)

Duncan (1976) = /] BEEHBRELT Coalition? e os dusix o}
I B#HE 247 o2 FIEMGE MR EASZ Polxl “ BERMEAS [
(goal oriented alliances) 8l 3 glow, 53] |23 EBMHKE A=t BE
(contest) oA oA #HR A+ BFlAe] ERES Y5317 dsd kE HBHE
HEFo24 BEAGZ Pcb ol2ldt Duncan 9 coalitiono] W3 EfEc MR =
v H£Ee HEE KHBH BEoE Hedds uxdel

Duncan & #REBHEERS EEHl BEoF 3 AMKECA Y H¥dan AHsa
ek Willis (1969) ¥ o213 3 AMLME] RBEKS AEsZ st 2713 A
QL EAsIE & BMEAEAe AHLEe] dstd T Fakel A2 ##E #Hx
Fon AAstg e ey #@#sld ol Al AL F+ Yt HRFEs EAA o
L A$-9 kst E—shAl BRsle kel Willis 7b o] MBRA g2 A=
29 oAy vtz A B RG] ol 1o EREMC4 BESdte
Zrolth (369 AYERFT 56 %l 20Wo] Coalition& KT )

kel RBES EWA Lo £EAY] BB (coalition formation) & /NMRMS
BERREARAA E3 vehde @R Bgolehs Bl 2y ol R#HK e
wHrEmAe e e ohEA dehd Aolzhe REel AAY F U & 4 AR
M (tetrad) & B¢ A2 o2 R#gol sl 2 : 23 F MY dyads7t BEE 3
S mBREo|V MEBEIBE A B KR FolA =t Belsh ol
#4378 B (impasse or deadlock) o] Blighyel RAIEMRS] AMBEMFI  stueta

XiEste BEES Ut (Hoffman, 1961 & 1979 ¢ Vinokur & Burnstein, 19785 2

N
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#). Jermakowicz(1978) v ¥IA9d ZEc HlEM EREDS ERAS BAM F
< SREMRY Hiy WA BFFERCT AL o o% BEHed 5 A0 ERSH
22| Hoffman(1961) € #H¥Y Et Bl RHFAY (emotional) olo]Ax s ul
EA] BAfY B (Cognitive conflict) ako]l MEES olof fliEAYal RIEMERH] =-3o]
Hoba odFskar gl ol EEM%S] BEREe] TrEMEts AT RERe] 4
H g Aolele BREd dE + AL Aold
BB e oA 7&e RFEST R R K HRe oS3 22 HETRYR
BEF olowlE BIKA BIHH EEHSE RS oS oA E oldl WY FHrk#Ak
of st BdstwA Fhoh
BRitl : kMl &3 & BASY REBREEHY BEL #AT£Bd S
A& BASS MERRIEN BES 2R/ d& Aolsh
A2 Bie & K@l Ssle BASS HEMRENY 42 EHE®SE ®HBFsiod
AL Aol
Rai2 : MIEMR oA ETTHMe] EERKEBR #rHle EEHRERSL =
#7l g& Helwh
A9 B2 TRl ATREuEY R/ gthe Zimet 8t Schmeider (1969)
% Snyder (1975) ¢] WHR&EEE BEHFseEcd el =3 B/ K3 3% HBOE
ab ohiel & HRe AROLE oS3t 22 BN ETESS(BEuL W) o
Z E\HE @Estd Hm@BslE L @rh

2

BE1 : FMERIARA oA To£Ey =4l MEFESRK (Solution
adoption rule)e] A& ©F AHolr}

THRE MERBERc} B Aotk
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M. RERE 2 BB 74

1. MEREY HE

& WY MRRBROZE RBABREK BHEAR KERN —BF 3 85 BLEIGS
£¢ mEsqor £FRE BRY JAMAKE (23 1§)3 4 ABRE (4@ =
£) oA @E—3 FEEMRS WEE Yodsidt Y= FAE Maier 4 Horse Trad-
ing Problem22 ( Hoffman 1979.8M) =<3 E&s MEE Bl Mol
RIS WAL “g MK/ B(E) —EL $600 A4 $70e] ¥ oA 2 LI
$800] A4 $90ql ek F A FH AW drtlsh? "ee etk ki
o] MEE N#E(oral) 2 ¥dslgon £ BASL MR MES TL 3 FHH
34 ) EESE HRY 3AMR P 4 AEEEHA F—3% MEE A 54 R4
Hwd 53 BEE AANEF gtk

WRAME Sk BAS F3 KM EL Ekstgion MMo]l MY MEREHK
of HAAE £RES dHsith

2. BHS %

E:e RBolA qolzl BRE MEe MAZZ HIF Aol XK 1)d4 2e
ule} 7ok [ RIES E&S $20%H, 3AMKRMEY AS & BAZ FEMR S
o]A FEE AA BMAY BE 334802 £2#M 694F 47.8 %ol J3H vriA
50 %L ko] AL AL vk 4 AEKES ML Sl & BEATS] BARE
EREE £ 064F 4140 FIE B 42.7 %olx 2 Aol BERRHE] 57.3
%ol . o] 23 gleh

BLES BEE ZAZ ou] AT WA BHL wFEsgded, T KM ¢ &
BAEMS ESFRERAE FEHA (a=0.1) ERIL de Aoz wyF (PC0.258)
ol2lgl KRE ATel FAT F AMUATS MIEMREEN] FF AT FEALSA
A Az g2z goe 38 Ak Ao #4e 5 ek ot RMHN#el vl
HEARS QoA AdE ERm e =31 g Aoz d4d § s



(& 12 BA 2 H£Me] MEHR KR

’ £ & 3IAHE £H 4 A £

" 5 wA @ «m @ | BA % ® (%
118 0 4 ( 5.8) 1 ( 4.4) 6 ( 6.3) 2 ( 8.3}
21 % 10 26 (37.7) 5 (21.7) 33 (34.3) 6 (25.0)
31 8 20 33 (47.8) 13 (56.5) 41 (42.7) 8 (33.4)
41 8% 30 6 (8.7) 2 ( 8.7) 4 { 4.2) -

5,71 - - 11 (11.5) 3 (12.5)
6 | REE - 2 ( 8.7) - 5 (20.8)

| &t 69 (100.0) 23 (100.0) 96(100.0) 24(100.0)

(F 1) 9 £ERY WEREBERS HEsind 3AMKRES A¢ 23 KES
Foll4l 56.5 %9l 138 £@Ec] EXE KiFsldon 4 AMKES] Z¢ 2418 KM
5 33.4 %9l 8 fEY KMER FES REsldd Mg ZAE R SEMEe X
BB ER WY ARMEES ¢ FI 2RI AR (a=0.10,P €0.05) =&
ebst e

kel T EHE dE gIHH HES S 2 oo, B LEE R e &
BAE Mo ZRE AEMCA 2% K@ M KBNS EEXKERA A EREF
Byolele g weluiglon, ot KMo Myt MESRERY ST lAde T
A& AurAlshs TAE shleh

G (R1) A BE ue}d o] EAZ BEY A lelAE 3 AEKEIL 4
AMEERNY & BAEY A7 WS f4AsA detdzn gleod WREME  SAHe
As] ka2 2ejstm Aot shleh ol T ke AEFAQ EME HAs M R
Mo MEHEARF ol IE-BEY HRE A Aol (R2) ol

O
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(& 2 £He BEREHRA o4& K§
®E AKX — EE| BE | AR Bt FE | BE | £ it
1 % &R A 4 7 0 11 5 6 0 11
& =3 il
2 (F B — % ) 5 1 0 6 2 0 4 6
3 l(d\m."]ﬁﬁ 4 0 2 6 0 3 1 4
1 Dominance)
£ % |
4 (Compromise) 0 0 0 0 1 2 (U 3
&t 13 8 2 23 8 11 5 24

(% 2> ol i ush Dol IAM D 4 AR KEEMe BERSSAL WA
223 volw YAt 2ok 2ok ZBAR (Compromise) & ASE 4 AMKE
A ZEED ok eme MEAKH ¢ AT M KEM MERSHRAL 3
2R 9E ARl nan Hekl olsl AAD AuMe “WERESRe 4T 3F
Aelch s EEE HUAURT AL & FREET A T ek

2ol E- s B fol KEEol Mme mEel Wl BMREE st %
shtobl g MES wmelel nw AMRS] HEel 3AMKES AT K% (2
S23) o™ 4 ARES A #0021 % (5/24) 2 vehtn gk 9% EAKE M
S ol gEtigel AEH ERBES EEtol ARAsAL AT TAE oA v
5E T o 499 ZEE 2AGE st T ooy MRS TuA BES B
2 o Be RRHRol aTEcty sk

5H2) 5k 2) 9 KFRo g MEHW BEHEES BEY 37 (Sample size) 7} FHeot
I Emtke] o FARda sk meld olvl Al4lg uieh 2L BRE (RHHE
BH)SS & Ho wE SHER (frequency) ol <At FHBIst=t jteh
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Eg (R 2) 9 ®#RE =2 W« ST Lokl b #@AsHAl YasEe Ao
B OREEY FRREHE T EBHFEZ Frhs Aotk H% Fr e A4S £
BRERE 7P ol BEFslrlw dxlnl E- BEY LXKl AEEIY A sty
A Al et Helth SHMARAIL A3 HL@ME T BELT BRH BoR A4
3 S MU BPBUECE REEAA Jehdel ol Uiz 4RHIE A9
T Afolle #BEel viov HEVE Ao g FdsiAl 3 AMEES 1M KE] &
2 &E AAsideh derl 3 AMKEETBC Y SEHE FEY £MES RIEMER o
27 X Aert afDd vsld 4 AMEES AP BEY A9e A g o
8 k@R Aol Aol v Aoz vehych

Bl ko] #EMWMS EHud & AR A £EE s Fild 943 &'
FEE Ads wAR B RBARY @Al BEY ol2Asl: HEE Avs Fox
sl e o] &EHle] Aol 3AREEC oA EEHHA 1A B HEES
B FR lon 4 AMBEMC AR A3 B olzx Yu NI E weuxn gl
ot weld & HRe TTEE =2rfMe] MEAMGERY o4 Az oE Aelel
© BE FERQl M k¥4 v o E g E - BES] Hihd dodde #®
ERE HR A 9] 2RV dAshes A4S ds st sl el

V. &R Saw 2 &

A BR gl SRS BeALde Az KEe MEskd 4 3AE
(E4) %M 4 AR (R5) REMS] EEARBE] Moz AHM ERS uol
oGt BRolH (BRI 2 ¥ GR1) BE) , SAZ WEREFReD 3K
RIFAIE RIFeA el EE o1F slsAel e £ esld WH—H( SES) S B
sl KT o BES 5ol ol 4 dcke Mol

LR WEsRse Al 39 ey BH 2 HASRES 44N 4%
Mo ZR7F A& Holeke Mills (1956) Y Bales 9 Borgatta (1955) o] HEKRE
g 979 MR BRE (replication) ¥ Aoleln YA 22 & Fweol
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A2 AEE T4 % ZAT-H£MY A-E LEx SHRRAY Kife] 433% oF
E H¥ A4S HEstn e dbdel AES £ WB—EKHlY A= TTEMl
Yl A EES =E7Fs4el AL ALl A @/BE (deadlook) ol o] & 7}
Al ¢ Frhe AME ¥ Fa gk ol vk Weick (1979) 7t ol Fdtupe} 2
o] 4 AMESRMz 22 AT AY 2@ dyads 7t AR By Ex RB#ste A
FFol smstthe HBE sk KR 3l

& & WRs AL Hkkel slolAd LkiEd 22 HRERET —#LA7=vld
£ A9 4o mMEREd Aastn d F Sk =20 2 EHd RESY HK
s EBREHET U3 v HHEES] & BRERY NHIZEHE (external val-
idity) ol A2g BAE ==93 Aek sl 22 ol @ GRS At
sviets & et AkNY S RBEAEEEY ARt KER 0EL A4 Fa
de P& HET v doxn skl

BT AMEES TEAS Bl AR BES st Sl A4wsl gl A
Ao gich 538 MESmRE 53 BEHEY 3§ Hikel ¥R QCEHNCH, =T W
REBEHET RN MEREES FESY I BEE EsdEa stz gty «e
A REmRR %M (Problem-Solving groups) & HEE BE#sle Aol HuEHEEJ
QCEEY BKE #H9idux 33l BE JHEEe] MESIERA J3dE vic B
ol Ads =wAul & WRe 53 EEY S 2 MEmREXC & KEH
#ol sl 2 FHEE wirHx Axsgrh 58 HREE AWt A4 K
Bkl &HE #HAZIE defloyd o n JMEMEE A4dE 534S Fv ¥
HES FRNAHAE
AT, Trame] A+ SHMEFEAY FR(2 1) SHER ZHE FE3)
A1 :2) RALEFEEBR (Seniority o BE) o] Aot Bolnk ol
$ele] HFHQ AEGHE (Social norm) o4 FRE WAz LAEZE &R Al
Agt g AL e F4E U Aew 04742\14.3) 22 Seniority ] E

fr

#E3) L AR EEES ot WRI BT JFHo| MERRERAA T2
A vebva IS
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HESS HERE A 2:22 AL A A 9L vlAA Tae Aoz
ehdeh ol: MOl WMol AEM £E5b Seniority skt Fud SEEES BT
+ QY BETHEMES 24 FE Aoleln oA

T2, BAS PIERRS St Mobd & AL MEcl KMo MMEMRRE %
& PMAEE (defence mechanism) & FRAZhe Holth @ A9el Yojd  EA
Fo| & Eo| RWER 4wsl AEslo] Yol 44l e wPA Sr 44

i

ol B olde AL TEEEAAL HAZ b ol BEE @ A4 (talk-
ative) 8 Wekolvh F& BHoE AR HIol BEHBH s Al 29y
4B Al 2 : 29 Coalitionol JERHel Wk WAL E( Compro-
mise)' 5ol ojshel %Mo Bt Fslslc

L RE S MEMMUERGA EEa Mg + 9t Bl vhe KEA
& (group norm) 8| @@lolebe & 4+ o BE KEEE MESel BHKA (im-
plicily)es §ag slat olelt KEMMS Mol MEES MM BEREHR
(adoption rules) ool X 2|o]el 4], Acte] FHEKE, £H KB Tt B (his-
tory of growrs) WAL AEE TAL #UFol o8 Jge BT Aelk oo
2 oy BET W@ A3MNOIRE A4Hel WRrSE EWz JHEY EBHd 3
AE KEAEY BES SEY #K BEIE ned J 2 o 149 EREERE

Ped + Ag Al

#F4) A meeting F4 WAL £ A7 W7 59 AR ool KRY B
ol 93l RE e ATl AN



o] Bistol RUB MR BE %y 97

PREFERENCES

Bales, R.E. & Borgatta, E.F., "Size of Group as a Factor in the

Interaction Profile,"

in A.P. Hare, et al. (Eds.), Small
Groups: Studies in Social Interaction, NY: Knopf, 1955.

Bray, R.M., Kerr, N.L. & Atkin, R.S., "Effects of Group Size,
Problem Difficulty, and Sex on Group Performance and

Member Reactions,"

Journal of Personality & Social Psychol-
ogy , 1978, Vol. 36, pp 1224-1240.

Cartwright, D & A. Zander, Group Dynamics: Research and Theory,
3rd ed., NY: Harper & Row, 1968.

Duncan, W.J., "Organizations as Political Coalition: A Behavioral

View of Goal Formation Process,"

Journal of Behavioral
Economics, 1976, pp. 25-44.

Gamson, W.A., "Experimental Studies of Coalition Formation,'" in
L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advance in Experimental Social Psychol-
ogy, (Vol. 1), NY: Academic Press, 1964.

Hoffman, R.L., "Conditions for Creative Problem Solving," Journal

of Psychology, 1961, Vol. 52, pp. 429-444,

s, The Group Problem Solving Process: Studies of a

Valence Model, NY: Praeger Publisher, 1979.

Jermakowicz, W., "Organizational Structure in the R & D Sphere,”
b4



98 |EBBHE

Research & Development Management, 1978, Vol. 8 (Special
Issue), pp 107-113.

Lorge, I. et al.,”A Survey of the Studies Contrasting the Quality
of Group Performance and Individual Performance,” 1920-1957,
Psychological Bulletin, 1958, Vol. 55, pp 337-372.

March, J.G. & H.A. Simon, Organizations, NY: John Wiley & Son,
1958.

Mills, T.M., "Development Process in Thfee—Person'Groups," Human
Relations, 1956, Vol. 9, pp 343-354.

Pfeffer, J. & Salancik, G.R., The External Control of Organization:
A Resource Perspective, NY: Harper & Row, 1978.

Shaw, M.E., "Communication Networks," in L. Berkowitz (ed.),
Group Processes, NY: Academic Press, 1978, pp. 313-349.

Snyder, N.R., An Experimental Study on Optimum Group Size, un-
published Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Pittsburgh,
1975. (Dissertation Abstract International, 1976).

Straffin, Jr., P.D., "Majority Rule and General Decision Rules,"
Theory and Decision, 1977, Vol. 8, pp. 351-360.

Vinokur, A. & Burnstein, E., "Depolarization of Attitudes in
Groups,' Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 1978;

vol. 36, pp 872-885.

Weick, K.E., The Social Psychology of Organizing, Mass: Addison



Eme] gsol MEMRR AR B 99

Wesley Publishing, 1979.

Willis, R.H., "Coalitions in the Triad: Additive Case," Psycho-
nomic Science, 1969, Vol. 17, pp. 347-348.

Zimet, C.N. & Schneider, C., "Effects of Group Size on Interaction

in Small Group,'" Journal of Social Psychology, 1969, Vol.

77, pp. 177-187.



