1
JAWS2011 /

M B ORI ER LT
B[S 2 R 1k %j%@%ﬁiﬁﬁﬁé’ﬂéj\*ﬁ

Constructive analysis of group decision making focusing on diversity of participants
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Summary
Decision making within an organization is sometimes far from a matter of rational choice. Rather decisions
must be understood in the context of the multiple process streams of problems, possible solutions and decision
outcomes. In this article, a computational model of explaining such organizational decision behaviors in a meeting is
introduced because interactions between decision makers are mainly observed in a meeting. Precise investigations
using the model is conducted to evaluate the influence of participants’ diversity to group decision making process.
We focus on two types of the diversity based on categorization by Harrison & Klein. One is Disparity, which is
considered as the difference of decision-making authority or social power of each member, and the difference of
leadership structure in a group with distributed leadership is focused. The other is Variety, which is considered as the
difference of functional background or expertise of each member, and the diversity of expertise within sub-group
members and between sub-groups is focused. First, the simulation model is validated by comparing the simulation
result and the empirical result of earlier studies. Then, the influence of Disparity and Variety to group decision
making process is evaluated. The simulation result implicated that a coordinated relationship between sub-group
leaders contribute to improve the productivity of group decision making especially when members in a sub-group
were diverse. In addition, diversity in sub-group is indicated as a key factor to reduce the amount of time required in
a meeting although it affects at not being appreciated in having the agreed solutions. The simulation result will
contribute to disclosing useful principles leading to the rational design of successful collaboration teams and/or on
the appropriate meeting design and efficient management.
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Fig. 2 Flowchart of algorism

3.1 FEIRERRE

FAgAE R B 2 kEMEIT Separation, Variety, Disparity
D 3 DITHFE S LS [Harrison & Klein 07]. Separation &
VAR BL O AHE, Variety & IXEFIE15k-CRRBR O E,
Disparity & ITHE B EREDHEROHETH 5.
£V CIE Fig. 3 (1289 X 512, Separation DFHE %
SIMFIZ X D MEBLOMHE & &7 L, &M#E Dk & D!
OB EDOMEZ Lz, DHEL L TEHRT 5.
Variety OFfIE & L Cix, ISR 2 RBELL TR
TOBROBEZINEOSLOAEOFEICER L. €7
VTCIE, HMMESKRBROEVICERE U T, Dk L
D'RZENEINEI D N Bzl & zh i D EERE T
HHoE LTHRET S, Disparity 1%, £ZMEDH O
W OIS —M L R L, WBEL OMEL LTH
B9 5. MERROBEM CIIfmEm LicgsmE o
R E ORISR E S5,

& SINE 3G 2 T D BRI, B S OMMEEL & fiF &
DOTEBEE L, MENSDOFBED 2 SEFHHL T\ D &
Ez bbb, 7 ATIEN(B.L)E AW TEINE DR A3 i




SIEFMT A DL L, AiEOHETH D Ff 2 BN
DAL EZY, & fRONE 2z O T Ley = |z5 zi | D BI%K
kfé.%%@%ﬁkbf MW%&%#%@@%M
FDLN S DR OFIAMEwWLFE + wiFLE B 254 55
B EEEL, HIEOLBVIEELHRETD. 6
VX AiRST % SR B 2 INE Ok, wkwk, wk 135 e
DEHXTHD. 2B, &6 2HEOFMNL, x5 i
DIELOEDOIHETH H. BIEDOERE TIESINE 2 F
— DR FHIT BB, EwElE CiMiz T3 &3R5
R EZTETIATIE, EMENREZREZT DI
DILBALE, TebbRZERIZE T 5 S NE Off D%
FIDONLE &, RONBENIL 72 D1 EZ DN K
KB kH, XK@Y LHI>ICEHELEZ., 22T
N(u, o)X ¥, e O EHELETH D, BInH
RO FBELsy = |28 — zK| 0/ & < 72 B1F EFF O N
RKELRY, LpMRELRDIFTEMROFHATDOIXEH S
EMREL 72D EFRIFFICFFOEN /NS 72D L &
FHT D012, VITEA FBEEE AW CTIESRELED
Y ZzZu=1/(1+exp(Lsp —c)) & L, c=15, 4
o?=(1—-p2LREL.

oy
@H.&’ |
7 @ @ @ ﬁ éik Solution
© @ e AT
k k )
ag ® ® R @ ena
& Ay @—

Fig. 3 Example of group decision making in model
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Fig. 5 Initial setting of standpoints of each participant

Table 2 Parameters

(a) Task setting (b) Participants setting
# Participants 10 Lec 30 [ wg, 5
# Problems 10 La 5 w, 5
F* 10 A, 001 | wy 1
G* 6 An,A, 07 | v 1
AT,, AT, 40 A, 0.2
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