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Abstract. We propose a multi-agent system that enables groups of
agents to collaborate and work autonomously to execute tasks. Groups
can work in a decentralized manner and can adapt to dynamic changes
in the environment. Groups of agents solve assigned tasks by explor-
ing the solution space cooperatively based on the highest reward first.
The tasks have a dependency structure associated with them. We rigor-
ously evaluated the performance of the system and the individual group
performance using centralized and decentralized control approaches for
task distribution. Based on the results, the centralized approach is more
efficient for systems with a less-dependent system Gis (a well-known
program graph that contains 18 nodes with few links), while the decen-
tralized approach performs better for systems with a highly-dependent
system Gao (a program graph that contains 40 highly interlinked nodes).
We also evaluated task allocation to groups that do not have interdepen-
dence. Our findings reveal that there was significantly less difference in
the number of tasks allocated to each group in a less-dependent system
than in a highly-dependent one. The experimental results showed that
a large number of small-size cooperative groups of agents unequivocally
improved the system’s performance compared to a small number of large-
size cooperative groups of agents. Therefore, it is essential to identify the
optimal group size for a system to enhance its performance.

Keywords: Task execution - Cooperative execution strategy (CES) -
Task dependencies - Cooperative agents.

1 INTRODUCTION

In a multi-agent system, a group is composed of individual agents who work col-
lectively towards common goals or objectives. These agents may possess varying
degrees of autonomy and can interact with each other and their environment
to coordinate their actions. Groups are essential in multi-agent systems as they
enable agents to collaborate, coordinate, and accomplish complex tasks or ob-
jectives that may be beyond the capabilities of individual agents. Some common
approaches to group agents for task execution in a multi-agent system are hierar-
chical structure, task-oriented approaches, role-based approaches, learning-based
approaches, cluster-based approaches, etc.
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Multi-agent systems involve multiple agents that work collaboratively to
achieve specific goals within a group. MAS can be employed for dynamic task
allocation within a group and overcome a distributed system’s complex task allo-
cation problem. Agents can negotiate for resource allocation based on the current
resource availability [T4]. Within a group, agents can work together to maximize
resource utilization, guaranteeing effective use of computational resources like
virtual machines, amazon EC2 instances, and storage [6].

Task allocation can be done using either a centralized or distributed ap-
proach [IO/T6]. Task scheduling is performed using the centralized approach
without considering where tasks or requirements change over time [13/16]. A
centralized or distributed component must schedule the m number of functions
between the n number of agents, where m can be higher than n. In that case,
multiple scheduling rounds are required, and each task will be accomplished on
its scheduled turn [I2]. A few existing algorithms for task scheduling in a dis-
tributed system are SWARM-based approach [3l5], negotiation approach [9I15],
and distributed constraint optimization problems [I1], etc.

Li et al. [8] presented a framework for solving multi-agent path finding, ad-
dressing path collisions. However, unlike our approach, their method does not
require exploring solutions where multiple tasks may have similar outcomes.

To maximize system performance, Gerkey and Matari¢ [4] survey solutions
for multi-robot task allocation, taking several variables into account such as
resource allocation, resource cost, coordination method, etc. The work is specific
to the allocation of spatial tasks to robots, unlike our model which presents an
approach for solution space exploration in the context of agents that may not
be robots.

Karishma and Rao [7] proposed an approach where a set of agents worked
together to solve a set of tasks. During the solution space exploration, agents
can ask for help from an oracle within a certain budget if needed. In situations
where a system involves a large number of tasks and agents, the centralized entity
responsible for task assignment, solution validation, and reward allocation can
become a bottleneck for the entire system. We have extended this work to resolve
this bottleneck by dividing the agents into multiple groups.

In this work, we address the fundamental problem of solving distributed tasks
by groups of agents. Agents explore a solution space to execute tasks. And agents
collect the inference data (get the tasks for which same solution is applicable)
in case of successful task validation. And they can also infer a new solution
by using previously explored solutions. If a task is part of inference data, then
the solution space exploration phase is not required. We have evaluated system
performance with centralized and decentralized control for task assignment at
the group level. Individual groups work in parallel to enhance multiple agent’s
efficiency and effectiveness in task execution. Tasks have dependencies within
and across groups that should be executed first. We formulate and answer the
following questions during experiments:

1. If there is a choice between centralized and decentralized control, which
should be preferred and why?
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2. Will the increase in speed of the agents for solution exploration increase the
system performance?

3. Will the groups get tasks distributed equally in both less-dependent systems
(LDS) and highly-dependent systems (HDS)?

The simulation results show that dividing agents into smaller groups improves
the system’s performance (see Table [Tl and Table [2). We have evaluated task al-
location to groups that don’t have inter-dependency, and we have observed that
the tasks were almost evenly distributed for LDS but not in HDS (see Figure [3]).
G1s and Gy are well-known program graphs and widely used [1I]. We have used
G1s and G4 as examples of LDS and HDS respectively. Evaluation of centralized
and decentralized control approaches shows that the centralized approach per-
forms better for a system with less number of tasks, whereas the decentralized
approach performs better for a large-scale system (see Figure 2] and Table [3)).
Evaluation of task distribution shows that LDS performs better when tasks as-
signed to a group are not dependent on the other group’s task( independent set
of tasks), whereas HDS performs better when the inter-dependency exists with
the other group’s tasks (see Table [)).

The mathematical results prove the transitivity of knowledge within the
group due to the sharing of gained knowledge between the agents (see Theo-
rem [I]). It also formulates the expected waiting time F[W] due to dependencies
between the tasks, which equals ©(mkp*) (see Theorem [J). This is in line with
the results, which are shown in Table [4 Mathematical results to identify the
optimal group size show that system performance is better with the small size of
a large number of groups over the large size of a small number of groups based
on the expected system execution time (see Theorem [Bl and Table [).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section [2 provides the details
about the system model, and it also explains the cooperative execution strategy
for groups of agents. Section 3] presents the experimental results obtained through
simulation, and it also describes the mathematical results.

2 COOPERATIVE EXECUTION STRATEGY FOR
GROUPS OF AGENTS

We present a model for a multi-agent system, which has a set of cooperative
agents working on inter-dependent tasks to explore solution space and execute
the tasks. We are paving the way for an efficient and effective system design by
evaluating both centralized and decentralized task allocation approaches.

2.1 System Model

We present a multi-agent system model that has requirements to execute and
implement a set of tasks by a set of groups. Tasks have some dependency struc-
ture among them. A group consists of cooperative agents who actively share
their knowledge within the group.
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Fig. 1. Task Dependency Graph G for groups.

We have a set of tasks, each with a fixed reward and a set of dependent tasks.
We divide the agents into multiple groups to distribute the workload among
the groups instead of controlling from a centralized entity. We partition set of
tasks into multiple disjoint subsets for different groups of agents, allowing them
to be executed independently. For this, we split the rewards and dependencies
accordingly. We make sure that no duplicity of tasks exists among the groups.
A group g; can get a set of tasks that may be dependent on tasks that belong
to group g;, similar to Figure [l A program graph Gio [2] consists of 10 tasks
and illustrates the task distribution to two different groups and has task inter-
dependencies. A task can only be scheduled for execution once all the tasks in its
dependency list are executed. We prioritize the tasks based on the reward factor.
Agents within the group share the explored solution and inference data within
the group but not outside the group. The advantage of not sharing knowledge
outside the group is that it reduces the communication overhead.

We consider a standard system model of n agents, | groups, and m tasks.
We'll represent the information about tasks, solutions, groups, and the agent’s
knowledge using a mathematical model. Let:

— A, G, T, and S are the sets of agents, groups, tasks, and solutions, respec-
tively.

a; € A denotes the i-th agent.

— gr € G denotes the k-th group.

— t; € T represents the j-th task.

— s; € S denotes the solution corresponding to task ¢;.

We have a set of rewards R and a set of dependencies D associated with
our task set 7, where d; C T \ {t;} consists of a set of tasks on which t;
is dependent. To explore the solution space, we have divided n agents into [
groups, each containing n/l agents. Asupset Tepresents a subset of agents that
is allocated to group gi. We have created [ subsets of the task set 7, which we
represent as Tsupser- We have also created respective subsets of rewards Rsypset
and dependencies Dgypset-
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Let S represent the solution space, which is defined as the set of all possible
solutions s for the given set of tasks 7. Formally:

S = s; | s; is a valid solution for some task t; € T

In other words, for each task ¢; in the set of tasks 7, there exists a set of valid
solutions s;. The overall solution space & is the union of all these individual

solution sets:
S: U Sj
tjET

Intuitively, the solution space S encompasses all potential solutions that the
agents can explore for the given tasks. Each solution s; within this space cor-
responds to a specific task ¢;. The agents navigate this solution space searching
for valid solutions to execute the tasks.

A task assignment function A assigns a subset of tasks from Tgupser to group
gr- It is denoted as A(gy) : A — 27swbset. The function ensures that task assign-
ments to different groups are non-overlapping, meaning that A(gg) N A(gp) = 0
if k # h. u(gr) represents the set of tasks accomplished by gy such that p(gx) C
A(gx).-We have used a set K (a;) to represent the knowledge of an agent a;, where
K(a;) contains {(t;,s;) | t; € T and s; € S}.

Every task ¢; has a corresponding solution s;. If an agent a; knows s; for
some task t;, then a; also knows the inference data of ¢;. If ¢, belongs to the
inference data of ¢;, then the same solution s; is valid for task t; as well, which
is indicated by ti ~ t;.

2.2 CES Algorithm

This section explains the strategy for exploring the solution space by groups of
agents. In a distributed system, all agents are divided into different groups to
work on a set of tasks. Each set of tasks is further divided into subsets, and
each group of agents is assigned a specific subset of tasks to work on. The agents
in each group work together to explore solutions for their assigned tasks. Once
they have found a solution, they execute the task. Coordination among agents
in the same group is often necessary to share the gained knowledge during the
task execution process.

Algorithm [ describes the solution space exploration at the group level. In
this approach, a group is assigned a set of agents who will execute a set of
tasks by considering the respective rewards and dependencies. The group has a
centralized control that takes care of task assignment and validation. Later, we
enhanced the system by adding the decentralized task distribution where agents
pull tasks from the set of available tasks within the group.

Algorithm [I] accepts a subset of tasks Tsupser With respective dependencies
Dsubset and rewards Rsypset. Solution space exploration is performed by Agyupset
agents. As a result, the knowledge gained by all the Agypset agents is shared
among them. In algorithm [I in line 1, get the available agents to execute the
tasks. Initially, all the agents are available, but it’s possible that a few agents
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Algorithm 1 Solution Space Exploration at Group Level Algorithm.
Input: Tsupser: A subset of tasks, Rsubser: A subset of respective rewards, Dsypset: A
subset of respective dependencies, Asupser: A subset of agents
Output: Share knowledge with all the agents within the
group
1: Aavait < getAvail Agents()
7:17Jail «— getAUailTaSks(ﬁubseh Rsubsct7 Dsubsct7 -Aavail)
// Assign the tasks to available agents within the group
taskAssignment(Tavai , Aavail )
while true do

// On receive event listener for solution validation from an agent a;
validateSolution(t;, s;)

// Allocate the reward based on the validation result of the solution for t;
9: allocateReward(a;, Tsubset s Rsubset)

10:  if isRewarded then

11: // Remove the dependencies from the dependent task on ¢;
12: updateDependencies(t;)

13: for each a; € Asyupser do

14: share Knowledge(t;, sj, Asubset)

15: end for

16:  end if

17 go tolll

18: end while

are working on solution space exploration in the next iteration. In line 2, get the
available tasks for the available agents. In line 4, it assigns unique tasks to avail-
able agents. If the available tasks are less than the available agents, then a few
agents do not get any task assigned. In line 7, validateSolution(t;, s;) validates
the explored solution s; for a task t;. Inline 9, allocate Reward(a;, Toubset, Rsubset)
allocates a reward for the explored solution s; if it is valid; otherwise, there is no
reward for task t;. In line 12, dependencies on the task t; are removed from the
dependency set for all the remaining tasks only if the reward is allocated for the
task ¢;. In line 14, shareKnowledge(t;, sj, Asupset) shares the gained knowledge
by an agent a; to all the agents who are part of set Asypset-

3 RESULTS

We present mathematical and simulation results for a cooperative execution
strategy to execute tasks by groups of agents.

3.1 Mathematical Results

Here are some essential mathematical results for gained knowledge, comparing
the impact of various sizes of the groups and evaluating the expected waiting
time of a task when the dependency graph is associated among the tasks.
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Theorem 1 (Transitivity on Knowledge). If ti, ~ t;, agent a; knows the
solution for task ty:(tx,sk) € K(a;) and two agents, a; and a; belong to the
same group: a;,a; € gp, then (t,si) € K(a;)

Observation 2 (Impact of Task Dependencies). Task distribution is uneven in
both less-dependent systems (LDS) and highly-dependent systems (HDS) (see
Figure [3)).

Theorem 3 (Impact of Dependencies on Expected Waiting Time for
LDS). Consider the same multi-agent system as defined previously with a set of
m tasks T and agents A. Let the dependency graph among tasks have mazimum
degree k < m — 1, so each task depends on at most k other tasks. Let p be the
probability a dependency is unresolved. Then, the expected waiting time scales as
E[W] = O(mkp*).

Proof. For each task t;, define a binary random variable Xj:

X, — {1 if ¢; has unresolved dependencies

0 otherwise

And the total waiting time is W = >, X.
Since the maximum degree is k, each task has at most k£ dependencies. By
the law of total probability:

E[Xi]=1—-(1-p)*

Therefore, the expected total waiting time is:

EW] =" EIX)]

_ m(l _ ekln(l—p))
Using the Taylor approximation e® ~ 1 4+ x for small z:

EW]~m(l—-(1+kIn(1-p)))

= mhk(—p)"

= O(mkp")

Thus, the waiting time scales as @(mkp*) when the maximum dependency degree
is k. O

Theorem 4 (Impact of Dependencies on Expected Waiting Time for
Fully Connected Graph ). Consider a multi-agent system with a set of agents
A ={ay,...,an} and a set of tasks T = {t1,...,t;m} where |T| = m. Let the
dependency graph among tasks be fully connected, such that each task t; depends
on all other tasks t; where j #i. Let d = m — 1 be the number of dependencies
per task. Further, assume that the probability of any dependency being unresolved
is a constant p € (0,1). Then, the expected waiting time E[W] for an agent to
receive an executable task scales as ©(mp?).
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Table [ presents the total waiting time caused by task dependencies for two
systems: one with low dependency and one with high dependency, which is in
line with Theorem [3] and Theorem [4]

Theorem 5 (Optimal Group Size). Consider a multi-agent system with n
agents of fized capability, partitioned into | groups, exploring a set of m indepen-
dent tasks. Let T'(gx) be the random wariable denoting the time taken by group
gr to complete its assigned tasks. If the number of groups | increases while keep-
ing n and m fized, thereby decreasing the group size, then the expected system
execution time E[maxy T (gx)] decreases.

Proof. With m independent tasks split evenly between groups, each group gets
m/l tasks. Since agents have fixed capabilities, the group completion time T'(gy)
is approximately normally distributed according to the central limit theorem,
with E[T (gr)] = (m/l)/v where v is the fixed agent capability parameter.

Additionally, Var(T'(gx)) = % where I, = % is the group size, and o mea-
sures variability inherent to the tasks and environment.

Since max(X1,...,X,) < X1+ ...+ X, we have:

m

=1E[T(gr)] = o

> T(gx)

B |mpxT(g0)| < £ k

This expected max group time is constant with respect to changes in [. How-
ever, increasing groups [ reduces group size li, thereby increasing the variance
Var(T(gr)). By properties of distributions of maxima:

E |:m]iiXXk:| <F |:m]iiXYk:| if Xp, < Yr VE

Smaller groups have a higher variance in completion times. Therefore, mov-
ing from fewer groups/larger groups to more groups/smaller groups reduces
E[maxy T(gr)], the expected system execution time. This demonstrates that
smaller groups improve expected performance. O

In our case, increasing the number of groups [ shrinks the group size [, which
in turn increases the variance Var(T'(gx)) of each group’s completion time. Higher
variance indicates the distribution is more spread out, meaning group completion
time is stochastically greater with smaller groups. Therefore, smaller groups
reduce the expected system execution time. Experimental results in Table [I]
confirm that system performance is better with a large number of small-size
groups instead of a small number of large-size groups.

3.2 Experimental Results

The effectiveness of cooperative solutions for the execution of tasks is being
tested across different scenarios. These include the distribution of tasks among
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multiple groups, the time taken by groups to explore solutions, the time taken
by the system to explore solutions, variation in the speed of agents, adopting
different approaches to task assignment among the agent groups, and the impact
of HDS G 49, and LDS G15. We conduct experiments where we generate a random
maze with a random target location and vary the maze size. Multiple groups
explore solutions on a maximum maze size of 400 x 400 in parallel, and our
designed model can handle task dependencies to simulate real-time scenarios.

00 centralized control

2,100 [ 0 decentralized control ||
1,800 |- ] h
1,500 | N .
1,200 | .

900 - |

600 |-

300 HH *
o = D\ﬂ T T
20 40 80

System Exploration time (s)

T T T
120 160 200 240

Tasks Count

Fig. 2. System performance for centralized and decentralized group approach.

The graph presented in Figure 2] compares two approaches for system per-
formance. The first approach involves a centralized entity that assigns tasks to
all agents within the group, while in the second approach, an individual agent
selects their own tasks from a set of available tasks. The graph indicates that
the first approach is more efficient for a small number of tasks, but the second
approach outperforms it for a larger number of tasks in terms of execution time.

Table 1. Varying number of groups (5 agents per group) to explore 500 tasks.

Groups ET(gx) ET
1 2458.30 2458.50

2 1631.64 1705.09
4 859.50 924.36
6 635.66 686.5

8 487.14 534.94
10 368.32 409.46

We have tested the performance of our model designed for groups by varying
the number of groups from 1 to 10. During the experiment, shown in Table [T}
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each group consisted of 5 agents while maintaining a constant number of tasks
at 500. Each group was assigned tasks that depended on the tasks of the other
groups. ET(gi) denotes the average execution time in seconds taken by a group
gr. and ET denotes the overall system’s execution time. Our results indicate that
increasing groups improves the system’s execution time. If we divide tasks among
the groups, then it adds the complexity of dividing the tasks among groups and
then collecting results. Our result confirms the system’s stability in the case of
many groups, which does not reduce the system’s performance. The system’s
execution time is always higher than the ET'(gx) because of several additional
jobs at the system level, like splitting the tasks among the groups and collecting
the results at the end.

Table 2. Divide 50 agents into groups to explore 500 tasks.

Groups ET
1 496.00
2 483.70
4 467.56
6 451.48
8 430.02
10 409.46

Table 2] presents the system’s performance with a fixed number of 50 agents
and an increasing number of groups, ranging from 1 to 10. We have distributed
the agents almost equally among the groups to explore the solution space for the
tasks. The results indicate that although the system consists of 50 agents, divid-
ing them into smaller groups enhances the overall system performance. There
are various factors that affect the system performance in this case, like task dis-
tribution among groups and knowledge transitivity, as described in Theorem [

Table 3. Individual group performance and waiting time in a system with centralized
and decentralized control at the group level.

Centralized Control Decentralized Control

Group ET(gk) |\(gk)| TWT(gk) ET(gr) |M(gr)| TWT(gx)

132.39 18 34.06 125.0 18 14.43
128.41 18 30.34 12326 18 15.07
139.02 18 35.09 12292 18 11.15
128.89 18 27.23 12156 18 15.84
141.14 18 29.67  126.04 18 18.38

Uk W N =
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Table [3] displays the performance of each group and the total waiting time
of agents at the group level. This experiment is conducted on a system with a
dependency like the G5 program graph and 400 x 400 maze size. In the central-
ized control approach, a centralized entity assigns tasks to each group, whereas,
in the decentralized approach, each agent pulls the task from the available tasks
within the same group. The total waiting time srao(TWT) of a group g is de-
noted as TWT(gx), is calculated by adding the waiting time of all agents who
belong to the same group. The result shows that ET(gr) and TWT(gy) for the
decentralized control approach are better than the centralized control approach.

Table 4. Individual group performance and waiting time in a system with decentralized
control at group level.

System Dependency ET T™WT
less- inter-dependency 631.67 61.56
dependent 628.41 62.18
629.81 60.84

independency 619.49 37.85

613.88 34.05

601.24 32.56

highly- inter-dependency 710.80 98.67
dependent 718.15 93.97
709.65 96.08

independency 725.80 84.52

732.65 76.50

728.34 81.53

As per the design, tasks distributed among the groups have inter-dependency,
and that can increase the waiting time of an agent to get a task to execute. So,
we conducted an experiment on two sets of groups where the first set of groups
had a set of tasks without task-dependency across the groups. In contrast, the
second set of groups had inter-dependency among the tasks across the groups.
Each group had 80 tasks to implement. Table M shows the system’s execution
time and total waiting time (TWT) for both LDS and HDS. Total waiting time
is the sum of the waiting time of all the agents at all the groups in the system.
The result shows that both total waiting time and system execution are always
less when comparing inter-dependency and independent tasks among the groups
for LDS. For HDS, total waiting time is less, but system execution time is more
when comparing inter-dependency and independent tasks among the groups.
This is because of the additional step to identify the subsets of tasks that are
not dependent on another subset of the tasks but can be dependent on another
task that belongs to the same group.

We have done a comparison of the execution time taken by three different
groups whose agents have dissimilarities in the speed to explore the solution
space. Obtained results suggest that increasing the speed of agents within a
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group does not necessarily improve system performance linearly due to the de-
pendencies on the other tasks.

- [—e— g B [—o—g
= 200 | .ol = 200 | .0
5 160 | : 2 160 [ J
© 120 : © 120 .
% os0| : % os0| :
@ <
= 40| . & 40| .
| | | |
40 120 200 280 40 120 200 280

Task Count Task Count

(a)Task distribution in LDS. (b)Task distribution in HDS.

Fig. 3. Task distribution between groups of agents in LDS and HDS.

We allocate the subset of tasks to different groups without any inter-dependency.
FigureBla) shows the number of tasks allocated to groups gx and g; for a LDS.
Figure B(b) shows the number of tasks allocated to groups gx and g; for a HDS.
Figure Bla) and Figure Bl(b) show that the difference between the number of
tasks allocated to two different groups in a LDS is less when compared with a
HDS. Experimental results conclude that:

1. It is better to use a centralized control approach when the number of tasks
is small in the system; a decentralized control approach is preferred when
the number of tasks is huge (Figure [2).

2. A large number of small-size cooperative groups of agents improves the sys-
tem’s performance when compared with a small number of large-size coop-
erative groups of agents (Table [).

3. Increasing the speed of agents in the groups improves the system performance
up to a certain point due to inter-dependencies on the other group’s tasks.

4. Due to the dependency, tasks are not evenly distributed for both LDS and
HDS (Figure 3.

5. System performance is better in LDS when groups get an independent set
of tasks (no task dependency on other group’s tasks), whereas system per-
formance in HDS is better when groups have an inter-dependency of tasks
among groups (Table []).

4 CONCLUSIONS

After dividing the agents into multiple groups, we investigated the system per-
formance and distributed several jobs, like task assignment, solution validation,
reward allocation, etc., to groups. We evaluated the system performance and
individual group performance with the centralized and decentralized control ap-
proaches for task distribution. In this case, agents share knowledge within the
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respective group, which reduces the communication overhead. We have also eval-
uated task allocation to groups that don’t have interdependence, and we have
observed that the difference in the number of tasks allocated to each group is
less in a LDS compared with a HDS. Varying group size analysis shows that a
large number of small-size groups performs better when compared with a small
number of large-size groups. This result will be beneficial when the system has
a requirement to identify the optimal group size.
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