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Figure B3. Participants’ Introduction to the Contrast Sensitivity Task. 

 

 
 

Figure B4. Participants Make their Initial Choice and View their Partner’s Initial Choice. 
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Figure B5. Participant Makes a Final Choice. 

 

 
 
 

Figure B6. Screenshot of National Performance Standards for Contrast Sensitivity Task. 
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Figure B7. Configuration of Large Group Room, Study 3. 
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APPENDIX C. EXPERIMENTAL PROTOCOL 

Experimental Protocol: Group Size, Trust, and Cohesion in Work Groups 
Set Up: 

1. Arrive at least 15-20 minutes before session time. If the session is not set up, it is 
recommended that you arrive 30-40 minutes before the session time. 

2. Make sure that the Alpha Waiting Room is unlocked, and that the lights are on. 
3. Unlock the Large Group room.  The large group room is located at the end of the 

short hallway in which Christopher and Shane’s offices are located. Make sure 
there are eight chairs in the room, the large round group table, and the materials 
box. 

4. Make sure the materials box contains the company bio binder; this binder is to 
have the information for each company, as well as the Round 1 and Round 2 
Voting Sheet. Place this on the top level of the materials box. On the bottom level 
of the materials box, make sure that there are plenty of pieces of scratch paper. 

5. Make sure the red “attention assistant card” is on the round center table next to 
the materials box.   

6. Put a video tape in the camera on the desk in the corner of the room.  Turn on the 
camera and check to make sure the center middle table is fully centered in the 
picture on the pull-out display. 

7. In the schedule, find the next session number to see how many participants there 
will be. There are instances in which the number of participants scheduled will 
not match the number of participants that actually show up; do not worry about 
this, and set the session up for the number of scheduled participants. On the next 
page, you will see a diagram of how to do this. 

a. 3 participants – Tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C) on the 
back of the first three chairs (moving clockwise), starting alphabetically 
with the first chair. Do the same thing on the round center table; beginning 
on the left side of the table (as you enter the room) and rotating clockwise, 
tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C).  Make sure that there is 
even space between each letter. Following this, place the demographic 
sheets on the appropriate chairs. 

b. 4 participants – Tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C,D) on the 
back of the first four chairs (moving clockwise), starting alphabetically 
with the first chair. Do the same thing on the round center table; beginning 
on the left side of the table (as you enter the room) and rotating clockwise, 
tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C,D).  Make sure that there 
is even space between each letter. Following this, place the demographic 
sheets on the appropriate chairs. 

c. 5 participants – Tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C,D,E) on 
the back of the first five chairs (moving clockwise), starting alphabetically 
with the first chair. Do the same thing on the round center table; beginning 
on the left side of the table (as you enter the room) and rotating clockwise, 
tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C,D,E).  Make sure that 
there is even space between each letter. Following this, place the 
demographic sheets on the appropriate chairs. 
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d. 6 participants – Tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C,D,E,F) on 
the back of the first six chairs (moving clockwise), starting alphabetically 
with the first chair. Do the same thing on the round center table; beginning 
on the left side of the table (as you enter the room) and rotating clockwise, 
tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C,D,E,F).  Make sure that 
there is even space between each letter. Following this, place the 
demographic sheets on the appropriate chairs. 

e. 7 participants – Tape the papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C,D,E,F,G) 
on the back of the first six chairs and on the square table in front of the 
first empty seat (moving clockwise), starting alphabetically with the first 
chair. Do the same thing on the round center table; beginning on the left 
side of the table (as you enter the room) and rotating clockwise, tape the 
papers with the assigned letters (A,B,C,D,E,F,G).  Make sure that there is 
even space between each letter. Following this, place the demographic 
sheets on the appropriate chairs. 

f. 8 participants – Tape the papers with the assigned letters 
(A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H) on the back of the first six chairs and on the square 
table in front of the two empty seats (moving clockwise), starting 
alphabetically with the first chair. Do the same thing on the round center 
table; beginning on the left side of the table (as you enter the room) and 
rotating clockwise, tape the papers with the assigned letters 
(A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H).  Make sure that there is even space between each 
letter. Following this, place the demographic sheets on the appropriate 
chairs. 

8. Go back to the control room and begin filling out the logbook for the session.  
Record the session number, the date, the time, the experimenter(s), the condition 
number (based on the number of participants), and anything odd or worth noting, 
both before and during the experiment. See previous entries for further aid. 

a. Condition 1 – 3 participants 
b. Condition 2 – 4 participants 
c. Condition 3 – 5 participants 
d. Condition 4 – 6 participants 
e. Condition 5 – 7 participants 
f. Condition 6 – 8 participants 

9. Create 2 folders for each participant 
a. Phase 1 folder 
b. Phase 2 folder 

10. Make sure that for each participant, the Phase 1 folder contains the following 
papers, in order: 

a. Phase 1 proposal form 
b. Interphase questionnaire 
c. Partner evaluation forms for both the actual participant and everyone else 

i. For example, if you are running condition 1, make sure that every 
Phase 1 folder contains partner evaluation forms for participants A, 
B, and C. If you are running condition 2, make sure that every 
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Phase 1 folder contains partner evaluation forms for participants A, 
B, C, and D. And so on… 

11. Prepare Phase 2 questionnaires to pass out after phase 2 task. 
a. Interphase questionnaire 
b. Partner evaluation forms for both the actual participant and everyone else 

i. For example, if you are running condition 1, make sure that every 
Phase 1 folder contains partner evaluation forms for participants A, 
B, and C. If you are running condition 2, make sure that every 
Phase 1 folder contains partner evaluation forms for participants A, 
B, C, and D. And so on… 

c. Final phase questionnaire 
12. Prepare name tags 

a. Condition 1 – A,B,C 
b. Condition 2 – A,B,C,D, 
c. Condition 3 – A,B,C,D,E 
d. Condition 4 – A,B,C,D,E,F 
e. Condition 5 – A,B,C,D,E,F,G 
f. Condition 6 – A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H 

13. For each participant, construct a clipboard. The clipboard should have the 
following items: 

a. An Informed Consent Form  
b. A pen. Make sure that the pens work. 
c. The appropriate name tag 

When Participants Arrive: 
 

Note:  If the number of participants scheduled doesn’t match the number in 
the waiting room, wait five minutes to begin.  Inform participants you are waiting 
for one more person, but those who showed up they can still participate. 

After waiting, if the scheduled number of participants still doesn’t match the 
number in the waiting room, inform the participants that it will be just a few more 
minutes, as you have to set up the experiment for the correct amount of people. 
NOTE THIS IN THE LOG BOOK, AND ENTER THE APPROPRIATE 
CONDITION. 

Take the clipboards with the consent forms and the name tags on them to the 
Alpha Waiting room.  Say the following (from memory if possible): 

“Hi, are you all here for the Work Group sociology study?  Great.  I’m 
__________ and I will be working with you today.   
May I ask who was the first one to arrive?” Hand this person the clipboard with name 
tag A.   
“The second?”  Hand this person the clipboard with name tag B. 
Continue this process until all of the appropriate clipboards have been handed out. 
“These are informed consent documents.  Please read them over, and if everything 
looks okay, I can come back and get your verbal consent.  Please note that we will be 
making an audio and video recording of your work today.  These recordings will be 
destroyed when we are done analyzing them for our research.” 

Give participants 3 minutes to read and fill out consent forms. 
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When you return to the waiting room, say: 
“Okay, did everything look okay?  Do you agree to participate?” (If yes, then 

proceed. If not, simply address their concerns. If you are unable to accomplish this, or do 
not know how to accomplish this, please seek out Christopher, Shane, or a senior 
research assistant for help.) 

“Please keep your clipboards and pens, and place the name tags to your shirt 
or jacket.  Please make sure that they are fashioned in such a way so that everyone 
will be able to see them.  This way, you will be able to know each other by using 
your participant letters during today’s task.  I will collect the consent and 
information forms and be back in a minute.” 

Leave the room and return the informed consent forms to the control room.  Go 
into the study room and hit record on the camera (this is the red button).  Wait for the 
green light on the display to turn red before returning to the Alpha waiting room to get 
the participants.  When you arrive in the alpha waiting room, say the following: 

“Alright.  Is anyone in need of a quick restroom break before we begin? (If 
yes, then allow the participant to go to the restroom, and then begin the experiment. If 
not, then begin the experiment.) If you will follow me, I will now take you to the room 
that we will be working in today.  If you’d like, you are more than welcome to bring 
any of your belongings with you, although I assure you that they will be perfectly 
safe exactly where they are.  I would also like to ask each of you to please turn of 
your cellphones, as they may distract your group from completing the task to the 
best of its ability.” 

When participants enter the room: 
“This is the room we will be working in today.  As you can see, the signs on 

the back of the chairs along the walls correspond to the name tags that I just gave 
you.  Please find your seat and stand by it.  Wait for participants to find their seats. 
Say, “Okay, first we would like to collect some information about each of you.  On 
your seat you will find a demographic information sheet.  This questionnaire is just 
to give us some basic information about each of you.  When I leave the room, please 
sit down and fill them out to the best of your ability.  If you do not feel comfortable 
giving an answer to a question, you may move on to the next question.  Please keep 
in mind that we are most interested in your first response.  I will  now give you three 
minutes to fill out these questionnaires.  When three minutes are up, I will return to 
the room and we will begin today’s study.” 

Leave the room.  Check the clock in the control room.  After three (3) minutes, 
return to the room.  Knock on the door, enter, and say,  

“Thank you all for agreeing to participate in today’s study.  Today, you will 
be working together as a group on the Group Investment Simulation Task.  Your 
group will be deciding how to divide up a fund of $2,500.00 as if you were investing 
in businesses as part of an investment group.  We will be evaluating your group for 
leadership ability, effective participation, and effective investing.  We will also be 
comparing your group to other groups in the study to determine which group was 
most effective on the task, so you are competing to make the wisest investments, 
both in what you invest in and how much you invest in a set of businesses.”   
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“We find that people who work together on the task do significantly better 
than people who work alone.  It is important that you work together and share ideas 
to come up with the best solution to the task. “ 

“Please notice the materials box on the table in the center of the room.  
Profiles for four businesses have been put in this box.  This includes a “bio” on the 
company, as well as stock and profitability information for the years immediately 
preceding the recent recession.  For the next 10 minutes, your group can look over 
these profiles.  Please sit at the center table as close to the sign with your participant 
letter as possible while you look over the business profiles.  Think about which 
businesses you believe would be a wise investment given the state of the economy 
today.  When you are done looking over the profiles, choose someone from your 
group to slide the red “attention assistant” card under the door.  If the card does not 
appear within 10 minutes, I will return and we will move on with the task.  Are 
there any questions for me now?  Remember, working together is an important part 
of the task because we are comparing you to other teams, and we will be evaluating 
your group for leadership potential and effective contributions and decision- 
making.” 

Leave the room and watch for the red card.  When it appears, or after 10 minutes 
have elapsed, re-enter the room and say, 

“Now that your group has looked over the profiles you must make a decision.  
In the folders under your seat you will find a form for your personal proposed 
investment.  Please sit in your chair and do this part on your own.  Rank the four 
businesses you reviewed in terms of their investment potential, and how much 
money you think your group should invest in them, out of the $2500.00 pot.  Please 
take no more than 5 minutes for this part of the task.  I will return after 5 minutes 
have elapsed, or when the red “attention assistant” card appears under the door to 
signal to me that you are all done with this part of the study.” 

Leave the room and when the red “attention assistant” card appears, enter and say,  
“Now you will work together to decide how to invest your money.  Please sit 

at the center table for this part of the task. As a group, you will compare rankings 
and amounts from your individual lists.  As a group, you will then vote for the best 
proposal.  Please write your vote down on a sheet of scratch paper using the 
participant letter of the person whose proposal you support and put it in the small 
box provided.  Choose someone to record the votes on the voting sheet provided in 
the materials box.  This person will read all the votes out loud.  In the event of ties, 
please vote again.  Write the letter of the person whose proposal was accepted, as 
well as the letters of the participants receiving votes.  Also include the amounts your 
group has decided to invest in each of the businesses on the voting sheet.  You will 
have 10 minutes for this portion of the task.  Are there any questions? 

Leave the room and get copies of the interphase questionnaire.  Return after 15 
minutes have elapsed. 

“Now that you are complete with the first investment phase we want to get 
your impressions of how things are going.  Please return to your designated seats 
along the wall. In the manila folders under your chair you will find the interphase 
questionnaire as well as participant evaluation forms. “Please put your participant 
number at the top of all of these sheets.  These questionnaires ask you about your 
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impressions of your group and partners.  Note that one sheet corresponds to your 
own participant letter.  Please also evaluate yourself on this sheet.  Please do NOT 
discuss your answers with your teammates.  Take all of these sheets out of your 
manila folder and hand that folder to me. (Collect Folders).  

Your initial impressions are most important to us.  I will give you 10 minutes 
to complete these questionnaires.  If you finish before the 10 minutes are done, 
someone can slide the red “attention assistant” card under the door.  When they are 
complete, we will move on with the study. Are there any questions?” 

Go back to the control room.  Prepare interphase questionnaires and final phase 
questionnaires for Phase 2.  Place these questionnaires in the folders you collected. 
Prepare payment slips.  Make sure to have scratch paper and have the debriefing sheet 
with questions ready.  Be sure to get enough of Shane’s business cards to hand out to 
participants after the study.  After 10 minutes have gone by, return to the room.  Enter the 
room and say,  

“Now we will move on to phase 2.  Think about the investments your group 
decided to make in phase 1.  Only this time, you can work together with 1 or more 
other people in your group.  When it comes time to vote for the proposed 
investment, your group will cast a single vote that counts for the number of votes the 
people in your group could have cast separately.  In other words you would be 
forming a voting bloc, but you all must agree on how to vote when the time comes.  
Prepare new proposals for a back-up investment plan.  In other words, if your 
investments in phase 1 were to do worse than you expect, how would you change 
your investment plan?  Once again rank each business and decide how much to 
invest in them. Since you’ve done this already, please only take 2-4 minutes to decide 
how you want to invest the money.  If you choose to work with a partner or 
partners, please put all of their participant letters on the Phase 2 proposal form.  I 
will return when the red card appears or when 4 minutes have elapsed.” 

Go back to the control room. Return to the room after three minutes have elapsed 
or when the red card appears. 

“Again you will vote on proposals.  You may use the same person to collect 
and read the votes or choose a different person.  Share your investment ideas and 
then vote anonymously by placing your scrap paper in the small box.  The recorder 
can then record those proposals getting votes.  Remember that if you and partners 
submitted a proposal as a group, your group must choose 1 person to vote for the 
group and must come to a decision on how to vote.  Your vote will count for the 
number of votes your group would have cast as individuals.  So, if your group has 2 
members, your group vote counts as 2 individual votes.  3 member group votes 
count for 3 individual votes and so on.  Again, vote between top vote-getting 
proposals in the case of ties.  Once you have recorded the winning proposal, return 
to your chairs along the wall.  You will have 10 minutes for this phase.  I will return 
when the red card appears or when 10 minutes have elapsed.” 

Leave the room and get the folders with the interphase questionnaires as well as 
the final phase questionnaires.  Return to the room when the red card appears or if 10 
minutes have elapsed. Say, 
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“Phase 2 is now complete.  Please place the voting record in the materials 
box.  Please return to your seats and fill out these questionnaires. (Hand out Folders 
with final set of questionnaires).   

For phase 3, we would like to know a little more about your experiences.  
Phase 3 will not take place today, but will be the final phase of our research.  Some 
or all of you may be given the opportunity to participate in the third phase at a later 
date.  Please fill out the final phase questionnaire at this time.  I will give you all 8 
minutes to complete these questionnaires.  Remember that we are most interested in 
your initial impressions.  When you are all finished, I will return and we will move 
on. Please slide the red “attention assistant” card under the door when you are 
finished.  Again, be sure to put your participant letter on the top of all of these 
sheets. 

Go back to the control room.  Retrieve the debriefing script, lined paper, pay 
voucher forms, and business cards.  Return after the red card appears or after 8 minutes 
have elapsed. Say, 

“Time is up.  Thank you all for participating in today’s study.  If you would 
like to come back and go through the study again, you are welcome to sign up.  You 
may or may not be working with some of the same people, and your group may or 
may not be larger or smaller than the group you worked with today.  I would like to 
discuss with you the purposes of today’s study, answer any questions you may have, 
and get each of your impressions on some short questions.  You may write your 
answers to these questions on this scratch paper.” Hand out paper.  

Go through debriefing script and questions.  When they are finished, pick up the 
lined paper and say, 

“Okay, thank you for your answers.  These are pay vouchers. Show them pay 
vouchers. You will all be paid $10.00 for participating in today’s study.  Please fill 
out the form and you will receive a check from the university in 1 to 2 weeks.  If you 
do not receive your check, please check with our main office, W140 Seashore Hall.  I 
also have a business card for each of you.  Shane Soboroff is the principal 
investigator for this study.  You may contact him if you have any questions about 
your participation.  His phone number and email address are on the card.  Are 
there any questions?  If so, answer them to the best of your ability. 

“Thank you for participating in today’s study.  Your participation for today 
is complete. I will now show you the way out of our lab.” 

After participants have left, return to room.  Collect all questionnaires and the 
voting record.  File these in the designated folder for the study session in the control 
room.  Make sure participant letters are printed on each questionnaire so we know which 
person filled them out.  Return materials in the group room to start up conditions and 
finish filling out the log book.  
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