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PARTICIPATION IN DECISION aKING:
RESEARCH, KESULT'S AND HYPOTHESES

Al though famous Hawthorne studies (Mayo, 1933; Roethlisberger,
1943) were conducted years ago, the passage of time and subsequent
exploration of their themes has allowed them to take on the flavour
of a classi¢. These studies are significant because they represent
an honest and concerted effort to understand employees, instead of
approaching the problem only from the menageria 1 point of view of
increasing efficiency on an economic level, These studies have
specifically pointed out many dependent variables found in . human
experimentations, changes in method of supervision, attitude towards
work and interpersonal relations were found to be generally more
important than the wage incentive.

«~ Subsequent to Hawthorme studies, several researches have
been done both on the nature of man, his attitude and their effect
on his working life., Several -humanistic and empiricel theories
have been developed end tested. Under humanistic theories we have
such deliberations asg those by McMurray (1950), Argyris (1957) Maslow
(1954), McGregor (1960) and Tennenbaum et. al. (1961), Whrile under
theories we come across with such names as Stogdill (1959), Bass
-Et%og, Likert (1959a, 1959b), Fiedler (1964) and Blake and Mouton

1964),

As & result of these studies several measures have -bden
suggested amd opted for by orgabizations with a view to increase
morale and efficiency. Work groups, decentralization, greater
freedom on the job and participation in decision making etc. are some
of the measures that have chown satisfactory results. Participation
in decision making has been experimented under several titles.
Induetrial democracy, joint participation, workers council, codeter-
mination and joint menagemeént council arc some of the forms of the
concept of participation.

e term participation is variously understood by the in-
volved parties. TFor management it is a joint consultation prior to
decision making; for workers it means codetermination while for
Government it is an association of labour with management without
the final euthority or responsibility in decision making (Mhetras,
1966). A rather intercsting description of partici pation is provided
by Strauss (1963). According to him participation is generally
conceived of & way o f reducing power differences and therefore
equality is stressed. Participation as a means to reduce power
equality, however, seems difficult to accept because of the obvious
difference in formal power positions between a labourer and the
director.
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T™e more precise conceptual proberties of participation are
hardly clear, although at least the following elements scems involved
(Golembiewski, 1965).

1. The amount of verbal 1nteract10n between a supervisor and
" subordinate.
[
2. _ T™e degree .to which a2 supervisor performs his role in a
' group centered way. :
3. ‘The degree to which a supervisor is active in making
decisions. and setting goals to his work units.

Despite the wariations in the interpretations, there seems a
consensus that participation means sharing in an appropriate manner
the decision making power with the lower ranks o f the organization,

The general assumption being that by using such a process the toribii
would be able to contrbute to-theoverall-effectiveness-of-orgdmizations

Mhetras (1966) has suggested five levels of participation
which range on a scale from minimum to maximum partipation in decision
making, Since these lewvels of participation can give us an indieation
of the extent of condetermination in an organization, they deserve
attention. We have trieg briefly to highlight these levels below.
They are ranked from mifimum to maximum degree of participation:

(2) Informative participation: Refers to only information
sharing concerning balance sheet, production, economic
condition .of the plan etc.  Here the workers have no
right of close scrutiny of the information provided.

(b) Consultative participation: Here the council is con-
sulted on such matters as welfare programmes, and
methods of work and safety. However, the final decision
is always that of management, the council only works as
an advisory body.

(=

¢) Alasociative participation: Here the council's role is
not purely advisory umlike consultative participation.
The managemént is under moral obligation to accept and
implement the unanimous decision of the council. '

(a) Administrative:participation: A decision already taken.
comes to the council for choosing an alternative -to
implement. BHere the degree of sharing authority and
responsibility is definitely more than the others.



(e) Decisive participation: Decisions are taken jointly
cn mltt sre rejating to production, welfare ete.

The 1cvel upto which the company will allow coun01l to par-
.tlclpatv w%ill depend on the philosophy followed by the company on
ont hand, and the pe;sonPllty of the council on the other,

Participation has been called as one of the most prominent
construct in the group dynamics literature (Schnieder, 1955).
Several empirical findings, conducted in laboratory and otherwise
show that significant changes in human behaviour can be brought
about rapidly only if the persons who are expected to change par-
ticipate in deciding what the change shall be and how it shall be
made { Simon, 1955).

gaearch in Partici

L Of the earliest studies in thie area, two (Lewin, 1947; Coch
& French, 1947) need speci2l mention. These studies have success—
fully s*own that changes in attitude and behaviour can more effect-
ively bc brought about through participation rather than by lecture
or individual instructions.

Lewin and his associates (1947) conducted several studies
to see thz effecct of participation on change in food habits. These
. atudies lasted for a period of four years. In the first study one
.group of housewives was given attractive and interesting lecture
on the vitamin end mineral value of three meats, beaf hearts, sweet
breddS.end kidneys. With the help of charts, explanations were
given, health and economic aspects were emphasized and mimeographed
recipes were provided. The other group was induced to participate
in a program of change without high pressure salesmanship. A follow
up study showed that only 3% of the women who have.gone through
lecturs nethdd served one of the three meats, Whereas of those
that went through group discussion, 32% served one or the other
meats to their families. Subsequent follow up showed similar trend.

Coch & French's (1947) study was centered around women
tailors working in Harwood Co. producing pajamas. The factory was
facing problems of reduced production after transfer of its emplo-
yees. n experiment was designed in which there were three degrees
of participation: (a) No participation by employees in planning
the changes though an explanation was provided, (b) Participation
through representationof the worker in designing the changes to
be made, (¢) Total participation by all membrs.of the group.
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The results of the three conditions are summarized in a
table form by Golembiewski (1965). The table is reproduced below:

Estimated changes in output vis-a-vis degree
‘ of participation

Production Units per hour at five day inter-

\Conditions . val after minor changes _

5 10 15 20 25 . 30
Total perticipation 64 65 75 . 7M. T 72
Representation ' , _ “ - .:_“', i
-participation 50 53 60 68 64 " 66
No participation 45 53 55 51 49 55

Without going into too much of details it can be fairrly stated that
the resistance to change could lovercome by getting the people in-
" volved in the process of ‘change. :

_ A subsequent and relatively recent-study by Marrow, Bowers,
& Seashore (1967) using same company as Coch & French (1947) showed
some vary revealing results. The study was carried out for two years
1962~64, whereby the Harwood's management model (Participatige) was
used to bring about changes in Weldon {a company Harwood bought) whieh
was run on.a dictativé fashion. The results summarized by the
authors (p.147) in a table are reproduced below.



Indication of Orgenizations
Efficiency in Production

Area of performance . Year - ‘Weldon Harwood
1,. Return on capitel invested 1962 -15% +17%
e 1964 +17% +21%
2. - ¥ake up pey 1962 12% 2%
ol : : 1964 . 4% 2%
3, .- Production efficiency. 1962 ~11% 6%
: - 1964 + 4% : 16%.
4, Earpings above minimum 1962 none. 17%
(Piece rate and other 1964 16% 22%
mﬁres, employees only) '
5. fatdr tumover rates - - - 1962, - : 10% ' . 3-4%
nthly basis) S 1964 4% T 3R,
6@ Absence from work -(daily 1962 - 6% %
rate production employee 1964 .. 3% B

only) - _— , -

P

In .addition the results of thé attitude survey suggest stable but ..
moderate changes, more positive view of the.company, an awareness
of the reduction in disruptive job .changes, more satisfaction with
compensation; more willingness to stay in Wéldon and, a general '
positive attitude. - e A :

Although there is ample evidends - to.. suggest that partlclpatlon
does bring ahout 4. change in attitude and behaviour, the persistance
of.changsrdoes not seem to show the same promise. A longitudinal -
comparison-by Sinha (4974 ). pointed out e reversal in the partici-~-
pative menagement over a. three year period.. The study showed definite
‘increase in input (Physlcal, Personnel facxllty and Personnel
competence) intervening (eg, supportlve relationshp - goal setting,.
decision making mot1vat1on) and output- (quallty angd: satlsfactlon)
snebles in the employees of .2 hospital after -the introduction of
‘prticipative decision making, However, a .subséquent measure on -the
s&mégxg;i&bles after a period of 3. years (1974) revealed 51gn1—,

theraby. 3 ourv111near rel&tlonshlp between part1c1pat10n and
measuresS 'of it's effectiveness.



The studies discussed in Some detail above and seversl other
studies (see for example Radke & Kiisurich, 1947; Morse & Reiner,
1956; Iawrence, 1969) suggest subdtantial degree of support to the
general effectiveness of participation.

- Despite such convinecing evldénce the application of" parti-
cipation Hypothesis has run into somée problems in the area of workers
participation in- mahagement. It seems that in specifie situlbion
such a8 this, lot mény intervening variables operate and thus inhibit
- a-clear cut predictibn on the effectiveness in partlclpatlon. ‘Such

. variables include both structural as well as personelity variables.
To fully comprehend this point we need to look at multinational
expenences of worker's participation and it's effectiveness.

A, Yuggale.via* provides the most classic examples of worker® sj" par-,
“tivipation in managedeént. Traditidonally known as self-government
inindustrial undertakings, it was formally instituted on Fedb.18, °
1922 when the coalition government passed 2 legislation conferring
on workers the right to participate in the management of enterprise.
The movement however could not effectively take off because of
political problems, major of them was Nazi occupation during Second
World War, BHowever, through the "Basic Law" of 1950 the Government
recognized the principle of workers' management. This law stipu-—-
lated two kinds of agencies for cooperation; the workers' council
(whose job was to decide and define the general policy of the
undertaking with regard to economic and social matters) and the
management Council (which was required to emsure the application of
policies thus generated). Membe1s of the two councils wcre to be
elected by a majority vote ST ’

Despite repeated government's acts and decrees, the Yugo- .
slav experinert has not been all that successful. 4 comprehensive
study by Kolaja (1965) supports this conclusion. He used, obser-
vations, semistructured interviews combired with the content analysis
of personal files and merits of meetings and questionnaire responses
on & sample of two factories in Yugoslav:.a. Ha findings suggest
that the major function .of wakers' councils in both factories was
informative and educational, The workers councils "participated adi-
vely when personnel questions were di ssussed, theiT participation
-fell short of the professed definition o £ workers' management when
technological developments ag well as finaricial and. marketing issues

were -discussed". (P.7'7)- .

-

* TFor detailed discussion on cross national experiences, see
I. L. 0. series on Cooperation in Industry.



‘B. Smeden: Joint enterprise council, the Swedish name for workers'
partlclp&tlon was formalized in the year 1938 under an agreenent
between the Employers' Federation and the Confederation of Swedish
vLabour Unions. Thisg agreemcnt is also known as Saltgjobaden #pree-~
ment, According to the terms the following were agreed: (a) to
achive the highest possible production; (b) to ensure that the
technicel znd finanei2l information is made available to workers,
(c) to encourage technical training within the firm; (d) to maintein
security and safe working conditions of employment and (e) to mein-
tain good relations between the management and the employees
(Vallstand, 1961).

Swedish erperience to some extent has been a story of success
largely because of the efforts of trade unions and comprehensive
training schemes. On ‘the other hand, equel credit should be given
t employers who have shared company infomstion with the workers.
However the .performance of joint enterprise councils has not been
xpiform across undertakings, Two reasomns.seem. to have contributed
to..this setback, (a) the suspicion of the workers to-the infor-
mation provided by management and (b) the lack of dissemination
of the results of partlclp:ltlon acrdas to all employees (De.s, 1964 ).

C. Germeny: JAnother well do,cumented af‘tempt in workars part:Lc:L-
pation has bcen ¢odetormined ip ,Germ;anyL The history. of ‘workers
participation dates back o 1840 8, when modérn 1ndustnallzat10n
lead/unemployment aming handicrafts man. However, it was not untill
1916 when Gowyermnment enagted .the Auxiliary Service Act and legally
rago gniged va;rker 8- nght to perticipate in making of man power
and ‘welfare policies. FPour years later Wbrks Councll Aet was for-
mulated which l€ter became "Codeter nah.on Law". Under “the act
‘the workers councils.were required \a) to',cooperate with the '
employer in promo ting efficiency o £ productlon. (b) “to cooperate
in the :Lntmductlon ofnew labour saving methods, {(c) to promote
‘peace, (d) to defend. the workers' right of association, and (e
reconcile grn.evances -received from, the- employees (D‘ls, 1964 »

' Although both the trade unions end the government were able,
despite resistance fron employers to achieve the right of codeter-
minaticn, in actual practlce it .ran into major difficulties.
Appointment of labour directors on the board was looked with sus—
picion' by workers. ‘They were concerned that these directors may
overlook workers' interest in order to safeguard the 1ntefest of
the enterprise., =  This was further accentuated by the fact that
these people drew 1arge salaries. On the other hand, employers
.were mot very favourable to. theldea. Schuchman (195‘7) concludes
that despite codetermlnat:.on the ult!.mate respon&b:xll*ty and
decision remained in the he.nds of maragément.. There could be
thrge reasons.



(1) the advantage of clecting an eleventh man on the supervisory
board -~ & decisive vote on an otherwise 50-50 representation by
workers and employers; (2) the failure to apply the codetermi—
nation law to holding conpanies; and (3) day to day management
resting in the hands of management board where labour had mnonty
representatlon.

Di Eggmgx; Ingustrial democracy in Norway took a fbrmal shape as
early as 1935 when TUC angd.Confederation of employers slgnedime
main agrechent. It clearly recognized that (a) the industrial
democracy sHould be cohsidered in the context of- enstlng Nomeg'.tan
industrial conditionsj (b} to bring Norwegman industriel 1ife into
-¢loser accord with the democratlc social- 1ife, (c) create condi-
tions to individual commitment leading to increased productlnty
and effeclency {Bmery & Thorsrud, 1969).

"Results-of-the intérviews conducted by Thorsrud & Ebezy (1966)
with 30 persons who had personal experiences of these mized boards
revealed the following : (a) -1ittle evidence of active communi-
cation and feedback between the électors and their representatives
~which in itself renders suspect the effectiveness of representa-—
tion (b) some interviewees mentioned of their having to teke a
company 8 view partlcularly in matters of productlon (e) failures
of representﬂtlvea to exercise ‘control over managers or push wel~
fare demands in thé face of either company requirements or they
were 111 equlpped to judges ‘ : :

On attltude level, however, a survey by Hblters (1965)
1nd1cated ‘that a nagorlty of Yower. grade industrial ‘workers felt
that they could cope and want more respons1b111ty ‘ih their daily
orka A .

B,  Great Britain: Joint consultation, the British name of
workers' participation owes larger share of its gratitude to the
Whitley Committee which  provided a recognized means of consul-
tation between the menagement and employees. The Committee in
its recommendati>ns suggeéted. (a) to give employees wide
-intérest in and greater responsibility for, the conditions in
which their work is perférmed, (b) prevent fricti'n and mis-under-
standing, and (c) enforce thé regulations contained in ‘collective
‘agreecments drawn up by dlstrlct and national authorities.

Matters relating to wages and hours_of work were excluded fron
.its pervier,.



The joint consultation, though has contrlbuted a gense of cooperation
and mutual respongibility it cannot be called a success. Ezcept in
- times of crisi s the employeés were generally uninterested in or apathe-
fic to the joint consultative bodies.” Apart from peérsonal grievances,
the individuals found it difficult to perceive how to use it. The
set up was regarded as an important possession but its existance was
taken largely as goodwlill or & mechanism, in case things go wrong
(Jagues, 1951). One important barriar to the success of joint con-
sultation in production and efficiency has been the failure of the new
conceptions at the center to permeate down to the shopfloor level
(KJ.rkaldy, 1953)., _

F. India: Joint management council (JMC), Indian version of workers
participation can be dated as far back as 1920 whe n the workers’and
employers in Ahmedabad Textile industry agreed to settle disputes by
mutual discussion, However, it was not untill 1947 when it achieved
some acceptance. In this year, Government of India enacted the Indu-
stx@ﬂllﬁapute Act with the dual purpose of prevention and settlement
of industrial disputes. Under thé provisici of the Act the works
‘committees were appointed to "remove cause of friction between the
employer and the workmen in the day'-to-day working of the establish-
ment and to promote measures of securing amity and good relations
between them". Subsequently JYC was launched by Tripartite Indian
Labour Conference in 1957 with the purpose of improving working con-
ditions, productivity, communication, general administration of laws
and collective agreement, encouragir.g suggestions from workers and
creating among them a sense of part1c1pat10n" (Sheth, 1972).

Indian experiment in worker's parti¢ipation has been far.
from satisfactory. In a study covering six industrial units; 3
private and 3 public sector undertakings, Sheth (1972) collected
data through interviews with various cadres of management, labour
and union. He concluded that the functioning of JMC had not been
entirely satisfactory. Of the several reasons for failure Sheth
(1972) bighlighted the’ following:

(a) If it is imposed from above or accepted after hard per-

suagion it may not be effoctive. .

~

(b) It has been found to be effective if it hasbeen perceived
to meet the needs of. the concerned people at the level of
organlzatlon.

(c) It has not been clearly demarcated from other consul-
tative committees like workers committee and production
committee etc.
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In an carlicr study of five companies, Mhotras (1966) found
menagoment hositant to share —ith workers their right to manago and
workers reluctance to tokc the 1mr11ed responsn.blhty of martici-
pating in managerial action,, He concluded that in addition to-the.
attitude and outlodk of concerned parties, lack of clear cut dis-
tinction from other consultative bodies endangered the effectivene-
hess of JMC, a finding subsequently supported by Sheth (1 972).

Though there is very little attempt: in ‘these atudmaa to make

a comparatlve evaluation of success -or failure across nations, there
is one study available that does just the same (Sturmthel, 1964).
This comparatlve study of workers councils in four countries,
France, Germany, Poland and Yugoslavia (two on each side of iron
curtain) deals with the attempt to establish decentralized merket
économy’on‘the basis of socialistic property arrangement and the
gtatus of unions. Sturmthal found that as far as countries behnnd
iron curtain are conéerned the political system makes real self ™ -~
government difficulti While in France and Germany the-participation
was limited only to the matters concerning persomnel rather than
production or firance. Sturmthal concludes that a sustained experi-
?ent i? the system of workers self povernment does not yet exist
p.178).

Effectiveness of Workers' Participation

The following factors seem to sccount for the relative failure
of industrial democracy across the world. The listing however does
not exhaust all the possibilitiess:. - ‘

1. "‘Vorkers participation ‘Hes suffered largely from the
. hands of employers. They have felt and probably still

feel that such & move will take awsy from them their
right to manage. To some extent, this is supported by
a large. scale Governments' :mterference in using decrees,
enacting acts, and formu].atmg Llegislative bodles.
Voluntary participation by employers’ ‘has been a rare |
thing except may be in case of.Swedeni

2. Because of thisattitude of the employers, information
©  sharing has not been liberal,- Workers' representatives
have often not been informed regarding manpower and pro-
duction schedules.’ This has created an attitude of
:Lndn.fference and poseubly ho stlln.ty- among -the repre-
sentat:l.ves. . *

ALY "Mos+‘ stud:.es have pointed out the role confllct that
most of the represents tives have faced in mixzed boards
and committees. Treconflicts have erisen because very
“ften representatives were forced to take company view
on' some matters that contrasted with the wider
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interest of workers. This has not only created conflict
of interest among these representatives but has very
often generated a crisis of confidence among electors.

4. Unlike the stated aims of the participation, in most
cases joint boards, councils etc. have ended up dealing
with personnel and welfare matters rather tham production
and efficiency. This, to a large extent, has been respon
sible for the dissatisfaction of the employers whose con-
cerns rest relatively more with production and efficiency.

5. In some cases, studies have found very little evidence of
active communication and feed back between the electors
and their representation. Part of the blame can be put
on the representatives themselves who have found them-

. selves illequipped to judge as to how and what should be
communicated. Partly multiplicity of union ‘has caused
such 2 problem. In Indian context thls ‘has done &.con-,

_ siderable damage to JEC,

6. Finally, it has been found, at least in Scandinavian
countries that ineffectiveness of participation has shown
a positive correlation with the level of which it is

utilized. As reported by Holter (1965) industrial

experiments in U.S., U.K. and India (in engineering,
coal mining and textile) have shown that-the democratic
‘sharing of power at lower grades of industrial workers
c8n-.be stable and effective because it furthers the enis
of ‘both employees and government

Part1c1p§t10n- Intervenlng Var1ables

In our eagerness . to apply any or all of the aforementioned
factors, to judge the success or failure of the experiment in indu-
strial democracy, let us not forget that each country and each
organization may have a unique culture of its own (Jacques, 1951).
For example, Whyte (1959) suggests that self determination so much
valued by Americans is not shared by workers in South America.

Same way Germans are groups only if they are led by & leader while
informal group is a potentiality in U.S. (Weiss, 1956). Thus there
seems nv reason to expect that the consequences of participation
will be universal. Although cross cultural work is scarce,
evidence from more theoretical studies supports the point (Moier

& Hoffman, 1962).
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Vast amount of literature on participation is available; and
numerious studies are underway. In fact, as Shaw (1961) notes "we

-are prescntly in the midst of something of & remaissance of research

on the effect of participation". However most of the studies have
tried to determine the influence of workers participation of per-
Pormance in a one to one fashion. The significance of intervening
conditions is not that thoroughly explored, though some studies have
suggeated the nature of nocessary speclﬁcatonfor participation,

Bennett (1955) found support for two hypotheses, i.e. (1) the
process of decision to perform & sgpecific action raises the pro-
bability that the decisioms will be performed, and (2} the high

‘degree of consensug on 4 decision reises the probability that the
- pecegsary action will be forthcoming,  The results imply that

they need not be due i the technique of group decision. Bennett
explains, "the factidns of decisions and perceived group agreement

.. regarding . the direction ofsuch decisions alome have been shown to
" be &s effective in inoreasing the probability of execiition of an

action as group decision itself” {p.?ﬁ?“finanathar gtudy Hamdlin,
Miller and Wiggine (1961) found/tho perceived competence of the o
discussion leader in group declslon-making, makes & difference in

~ the morals of the group.

‘ In a very: extensrve study of the’ entlre Yugoslav experiment
Broehneyﬂr (1968) found the follomng three ¢lements necessary for

~the survival of workers self government,.' These are (1) expertnmess,

(2) motivation for the problems handled by the council and (3) growth

‘of a §mall sub~group of competent and responsidble pecple. The

expertness and knowledge hypotheses subisequently found significan
support in Mulder (1971) and Mulder & Wlke (1970) studies which
found expertness &s necessary pre;'equisltes for good participation.
In a rather extensz,ve survey of literature lowdin (1968) first propo-
sed & model .of participative decision making, and subsequently
showed sufficient support for his modsl. Soms of the parameters

. of the effectlveness of pr..rtlﬂp&tlve dscm:.on making that Lowin

highlighted ares -

(1) 'The degree of, effec{uveness directly vamea wi th the
. .- degree with which the parﬁc1pat:.on meets the mo tives
of’ the participants.

(2} Tme greater the clarity of goal the hz@zer the effect~
iveness provided conformity to goals is 2 stmngar
‘motive emong the p&melpumts.

{3) Settlement of relatively AiEsi cult issues leads to
greater effectiveness.
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(4) The higher the visibility of the activity of
participative decision making the more the
effectiveness.,

(5) Effectiveness varies unlversely with the urgency
of the decisions.

(6)  Effectiveness varies directly with the number of
administrative levels subsumed by the progrum.

(7) Finally, the amount ofuseful 1nformat10n 1nfluences
the effectiveness of the participative decision
making, The more. useful the information, fhe
greater 'the effectlveness.<

In a rather recent study on Indlan sample Dadi (1974)
provided support for two hypotheses. This results suggests that
-the level of economic development negatively correlats with work
force participation rate, cnd age shows'a.curvilinear relationship
with participation. These are just few examples of the specifics
in partici.pation. These studies do suggest one thing., They point
out that without nececssary preconditions for participation, there
may oxist the danger of false participation. Secondly people may
‘engage in matters that are .either completely unimportant or above
their level of cxpertness. Both these dangers are extremely critical.
The first may 1ead-peop1e to think that the fact that they are
participating is sufficient to brlng atout.satisfaction commitment
and so forth. The second may 168d- to- ‘the. feeling that since they
redlly are not contributing anythlng it may be demotivating and
possibly lead to "destructive" activities. In order to avoid these
danger thel s&arch for more and more intervening variables must go on.
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