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ABSTRACT

In this study three types of aggregation methods such as the Estimate-Talk-Consensus(ETC) process,
the Estimate-Talk-Estimate(ETE) process, and as a new approach the Estimate-Talk-Leader’s Estimate
(ETLE) process are compared to find which one of the three group processes considered is more effective
than others. We, also, investigate the effect of group size on the performance of the group processes.

Some experiments were conducted. It was shown that both the ETC and the ETLE processes performed
better than the ETE process in approaching correct estimates in this judgmental task. As the size of group

increased, only the ETC and the ETE processes were shown to result in positive effect.
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