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Figure 1: Quotations from a Participant’s
PR_Evaluation Think-Aloud Protocol

P: A marble bag contains ten blue and twenty green marbles. After you drew five
marbles, putting the marble bag-- marble drawn back into the bag after each draw. A
sequence of five green marbles was obtained. What is the most likely outcome--
outcome If a marble is drawn a sixth time? A green marble, cause it has a greater
proportion.
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