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CHAFPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Perhaps the oldest debate between soclology and psychology
has occurred over the effects of the group on the individual.

The soclologist Le Bon has best represented the historical so-
clological position which saw the individual participating in
different and sometimes extreme behavliors within the group con-
text. Floyd Allport gave psychology's answer to thls position

in that he argued that persons do the same thing both within and
outslde the group context, although he conceded there may be some
facilitatlive effects of the group.

While there has been a good deal of experimentation comparing
group versus individual behaviors, not all of the research can be
related to what the soclologlsts were talking about. Recently,
however, Kogan and Wallach (1964) have devised a risk taking task
--the dilemmas~of«cholce questiommaire--which deals with a vari-
ety of hypothetical situations which appears to fit more closely

to the behaviors of concern to the (older) soclologists.




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Almost without exception, recent experiments ilnvestigating
risk taking behaviors in groups have found a risky shift phenom-
enon. That is, declslions made in a group context are more
"risky" than decisions made by individuals. Many studles have
been conducted in an attempt to determine what occurs in the
group context and which features of the testing situatlion are
essentlial for the risky shift to occur.

Wallach, Kogan, and Bem (1962, 1964) found that the nature
of the payoff--real or hypothetical--makes no difference; the
risky shift in the group occurs in both cases. In another study
(Bem, wWallach, & Kogan, 1965), they obtained the same results
when subjects were presented with a real opportunity for reward
(monetary gains) or punishment (physical pain and discomfort).
Perhaps 1t should be noted that a certain degree of deception
was used in this experiment. All subjects received a fixed a-
mount of money for serving in the experiment, but there was no
punishment. Nevertheless, subjects operated under the impression
that there was the possibllity of either reward or punishment so
it would seem legitimate to assume thls belief influenced their
behavior.

It was also found that the influence of the group persisted

2




even after the group experience had ended (Wallach, kogan, &
Bem, 1962). Subjects performing on the dilemmas-of-choice ques-
tionnaire individually after having performed on the same task
in the group showed a shift in risk taking when thelr scores
were compared with prediscussion individual risk taking scores.
The risky shift was still in evidence two to six weeks later
when subjects agaln performed individually.

when declsions made following group discussion alone, dils-
cussion and consensus, and consensus alone were compared, Wale-
lach and Kogan (1965) obtained the following results: (1) The
risky shift occurred under the condlitions of group discussion
alone and discussion and consensus, but not under the condition
of consgsensus alone. (2) There was no difference in the increase
in risk taking between subjects working in the group discussion
alone condition and those performing under the condition of dis-
cussion and consensus. On the basls of these findings, 1t was
concluded that "group discussion provides the necessary and suf-
ficlent condition for generating ﬁhe risky shift effect (wallach
& Kogan, 1965, p. 17)." 1In other words, 1t would appear that
these two condlitions do not make different demands on the sub-
jects. If they do, they are not reflected in a difference in
risk taking.

On the basis of thelr findings, Kogan and Wallach conclude

that it i1s a diffusion of responsibllity that accounts for the




risky shift phenomenon. That 1s, they suggest that a risky
shift results from group decision making since all members of
the group share in the responsibility for making the decisions.
Tegerts study (1966), in which he found that risky shifts in-
creased as the size of the groups increased, would seem to offer
support for this view. There are, however, serious critics of
this explanation (Collins & Guetzkow, 1964; Festinger, Pepitone,
& Newcomb, 1962; Flanders & Thistlethwalte, 1967; Rettig, 1965).
Collins and Guetzkow (1964) suggest that the risky shift
might be explained by the presence of high risk takers in the
group. Festinger, Pepitone, and Newcomb (1962), on the other
hand, suggest that it is de-~individuation that leads to an ine-
crease in risk taking.
There occurs sometimes in groups a state of affairs
in which the individuals act as if they were "sub-
merged in the group." Such a state of affairs may
be described as one of de-individuation; that 1is,
individuals are not seen or pald attention to as in-
dividuals. The members do not feel that they stand
out as individuals. Others are not singling a per-
son out for attentlion nor is the person singling out
others (pp. 290-291).
Further, these expsrimenters found de-individuation to be re-
lated to the members' attraction to the group.
Flanders and Thistlethwalte (1967) suggest yet another
factor to account for what happens when individual risk takers

are compared with subjects working in groups. Apparently, the

inspiration for their experiment came from a study conducted by




Bateson (1966) who found a risky shift for subjects working as
individuals who were provided with an opportunity for further
individual study of the risk taking items., Using the dlilemmas-
of-choice questionnailre (Kogan & Wallach, 1964), Flanders and
Thistlethwalte (1967) found that:
«s+digcussion to consensus has the effect of producing
a rlsky shift among subjects who have not had inter-
polated familiarization with the risk-taking problems.
However, among subjects who have been given the op=-
portunity of further individual study of the risk-
taking problems, discussion to consensus has no effect
upon risk-taking scores (p. 95).
These findings were interpreted as being the result of "ine
creased comprehension, which 1s theorized to be the outcome of
interpolated familiarization or discussion procedures (p. 91)."
Finally, Rettig (1966) proposes that censure testing ac=-
counts for the inerease in risk taking. Rettig and Turoff (in
press) found the risky shift when subjects were exposed to a
live discussion, but not when they were exposed to the ssme dis-
cussion on tape. While the other experiments reviewed here deal
with a variety of everyday-life situations (e.z., the dilemmas-
of=cholce questionnaire), the scale used by Rettig deals only
with ethical dilemmas or situations (Rettig & Rawson, 1963).
All of the ltems in this scale deal with stealing money from a
bank. It seems possible that this task ls not comparable to the

tasks used by other experimenters. While censure testing may

operate when subjects are confronted with ethical dilemmas,




there is no reason to assume this happens when the decisions to
be made concern situations not involving an ethical dilemma.

While all of the experiments oconsidered thus far found a
risky shift (at least under certain circumstances) it would be
misleading to omit examples of studies whose results did not in-
clude the risky shift phenomenon. In an extensive review of ex-
periments in the area of risk taking, Kogan and wallach (1967)
turn their attention to several studies in which the risky shift
did not occur in the group context. The first study considered
was that conducted by Hunt and Rowe (1960). These experimenters
compared decision making by subjects working as individuals with
that of subjects working in groups of three. Groups performed
under the condition of discussion and consensus. The findings
indicated no difference in risk taking between subjects working
alone and those working in groups. kogan and Wallach (1967) con-
clude that the results of this study are inconclusive for the
following reasons: "First, the group interaction was qulte
brief=«fifteen minutes in length. Secondly, the meetings of the
various groups took place within sight of one another in a single
large room (p. 232)."

In another study, Lonergan and MeClintock (1961) predicted
a shift in the conservative direction for subjects working in
groups of three under the condition of group discussion alone.

They found, instead, a shift in the risky direction, but the dif=-




ference between individuals and groups was not gtatistically
gignificant. Kogan and Wallach (1967), once again, evaluate
these findings as inconclusive. Thelr criticism 1s based on two
factors: (1) the nature of the task and (2) the opportunity for
only minimal dlscussion in the group condition.

Finally, Atthowe (1961) compared pair-groups with individ-
uals. Subjects working in pairs performed under the condition
of discusslion and consensus. The results of this study indi-
cated that subjects in palr-groups were more conservative in
thelr choices than individuals. One of the factors suggested by
Kogan and Wallach (1967) to account for these results was that
"Generation of discusslon may be more constrained in a dyadic
situation than when three or more persons are present (p. 233)."

The only way to resolve the difficulties raised by studles
such as the above, according to Kogan and wWwallach (1967), 1is by
further investigation into the nature of risk taking in the group
context. In the desgligning of research projects in this area,
they strongly urge that:

First, the issue of risk taking should be a prominent
and involving one for the subjects. Second, the group
situation should be of such a nature that we can feel
confident of its power to capture the essentials of

what transpires in the give~and-take of open, inten-
gsive discussion (p. 233).




CHAPTER III
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

It appears to be clearly implied by LKogan and Wallach
(1967) that, if their suggestions for further research are fol-
lowed, the risky shift phenomenon will emerge. But will 1it?

It 1s suggested here that this finding-~the risky shift phenome
enon-~1s the result of the way in which the risk taking scores
are treated in the analyses. To illustrate this point, consider
the following hypothetical example: Subject A (initially a me=-
dium (M) risk taker with a score of 65) is paired with Subject B
(initlally a low (L) risk taker with a score of 85). They are
instructed to discuss each item on the dilemmas-of-choice ques-
tionnaire and then individually and privately make thelr re-
sponses to each item. Their scores after discussion are 60 and
80 respectively--a mean value of 70. Now thls mean value is
subtracted from the mean of thelr initilal ratingsg--a value of
75. Thls would reveal a shift in the risky direction. If the
same subjects are instructed to reach consensus after dlscussing
each item, they might decide (compromise) on a score of 70. The
subtraction of thlis value from the mean of thelr initial ratings
~=75=-=would again reveal a shift in the risky direction. what
has happened here? Under the second condition (discussion and

consensus), B's score, in relation to his initial score, indi-
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cates a shift in the risky direction; whereas A's score shifted
in the conservative direction. Thus, although under both con-~
ditions there 1s a shift in the risky direction when mean scores
are used, the effects of the group on the individual are quite
different. In the first case, both subjects shift in the risky
direction, while in the second case, this 13 not true.
Consequently, it is proposed (hypothesized) that the dis=-
cussion and consensus condition (hereafter to be called simply
the consensus condition) and the discussion alone condition (to
be called simply the discussion condition) make different demands
on the subjects in the group and that thils difference 13 revealed
when the scores of each individual in the group, rather than the
mean of the scores of all the members in the group are analyzed.
In other words, it is proposed here that the individual scores
of each group member must be treated separately in order to
clearly see the effects of the group on the individual. It is
expected that all subjects will not shift in the risky direction
in the consensus condition, whereas subjects in the discussion
condition will all shift in the risky direction. It 1s also sug-
gested that the initial level of risk taking (the score attained
when working as individuals) of the members of the group is an
important factor. Using palr-groups, it is expected that in the
consensus condition: (1) Subjects paired with partners whose

initial risk taking scores fall within the same range, l.e.,
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both subjects are H, M, or L, will exhibit a risky shift.

(2) When initial scores fall within different ranges, the more
conservative partner will become "riskler," whereas the more
risky partner will become more conservative (in relation to their
initial scores).

In addition to these expectations or hypotheses, it 1s ex-
pected that the inclusion of items dasigned to measure satlis-
faction will help to determine the factors related to the shifts
in risk taking. De~individuation, according to fFestinger, Pepi=-
tone, and Newcomb (1962), is related to satisfaction and these
experimenters suggest it is de-individuation which leads to an
increase in rilsk taking. Consequently, if Festinger, Pepitone,
and Newcomb are correct, there should be differences in satis-
faction corresponding to the differences in shifts in risk tak-

ing.




CHAPTER IV

METHOD

Sublects
A total of 653 undergraduates (442 males, 211 females) en-

rolled in psychology courses at Loyola University served as sube-
jects., All subjects were volunteers who received elther extra-
credit points to be applied to thelr course grade or credit in

partial fulfillment of a course requirement.

Procedure

All testing was done in classrooms with the number of sub-
jects attending a testing session varying from approximately 5
to 40, Subjects were randomly assigned to one of three experi-
mental conditions~-control, consensus, or discussion. There
were 87 control subjects, 320 subjects in the consensus condltionﬁ
and 246 subjects in the discussion condition.

Each testing session conslisted of three parts. During the
first part, all subjects performed individually on the dilemmas-
of~choice gquestionnaire. Scores obtained during the first part
of the session were used as the basis for trichotomizing the
entire testing sample into high (H), medium (M), and low (L)
risk takers. The procedure for the second and third parts of
the session are desoribed below.

Control Condition. Subjects assigned to thls condition
11
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performned individually on the dilemmas-of-cholce gquestionnaire
during the second part of the testing session. Immediately fol~
lowing the second administration of the questionnalre, subjects
in this condition were required to respond to one item regarding
their satlsfaction with the decisions made on the second copy of
the dilemmas~of~choice gquestionnalre. No group experience was
provided.

Consensug Condition. Subjects in this condition were as-
signed partners for the second part of the testing session. The
palr-groups consigted of all combinations of H, M, and L subjects
-~ with H, H with M, H with L, M with M, M with L, and L with L.
The members of a given palr-group were of the same sex and were
unacquainted with one another. Each palr-group was then given
one copy of the dilemmas-of~cholice questionnaire and ilnstructed
to read and discuss each item untlil the two members of the group
could arrive at one answer or response to each item, l.e., arrive
at consensus. Upon completion of the questionnalire, the members
of each pair-group were instructed to separats (part three of
the session) and respond individually and privately to six items
dealing with their satisfaction with varlous aspects of the group
experience,

Discussion Condition. Subjects in thls conditlon were ase
slgned partners during the second part of the session in the same

manner asg that described above. After being assigned to paire
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groups, however, each nember of each group received a copy of
the dilemmas-of-cholce questionnairs. 3Subjects were instructed
to discuss each item, but immedlately following dlscussion, each
subject responded individually and privately. During the third
part of the session, subjects separated from their partners and_
responded to six satisfaction items individually and orivately.
Each testing session was ended with a de~briefing period
during which the experimenter brlefly explalned the zeneral

nature of the experiment.

Bisk Taking Task

The dilemmasg-of-cholce gquestionnalre constructed by kogan
and Wallach (1964) was used to obtain a measure of risk taking.
This 1s a paper-and-pencil task which describes twelve situations
in each of which a central person 1s faced with a cholce between
two alternative courses of action. One of these courses 1s more
deslirable or rewarding than the other, but it also involves a
greater risk of fallure. For sach of the twelve sltuations, the
subject 1s instructed to advise the central person by indicating
the lowest probabllity of success felt to be acceptable if the
risky course of action is to be followed. Responses are made on
a six-point scale. The questionnalire in its entirety appears in

the appendices.
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Satigfaction Items

_ The 1tems used toc obtaln measures of satisfaction were
fashioned after those used by rfestinger, Fepitone, and lNewcomb
(1962). These items are partially reproduced in the results
gection of this paper and appear in their entirety in the ap-

pendices.




CHAPTER V
RESULTS

Before the major analyses of the data were made it was ne-
cessary to determine if the groups were equated. In other words,
it was necessary to determine if there were significant differ-
ences, for example, among H subjects who subsequently worked
alone and those who were later palred with either H, ¥, or L
partners. Consequently, the first two analyses, dealing with
initial risk taking scores (obtalned during the first part of the
testing session), were designed to yleld this information. All
analyses were elther 3 x 4 or 3 x 3 factorial designs for un-
equal cell frequencies--unweilghted-means analyses (wWiner, 1964).

Table 1 presents the mean initial risk taking scores for H,
M, and L subjects who subsequently worked alone or with H, M, or
L partners in the consensus condition. The higher the score, the
more conservative the subjects; the lower the score, the more
risky the subjects. The analysis of these scores revealed a
significant difference as a function of initial ratings of H, #,
and L--gignificant beyond the .01 level of confidence, F (2, 395)
= 741.95. There was no significant difference as a function of
working as individuals or with H, M, or L partners. The inter-

action was also not significant.

15
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Table 1

Mean Initial Risk Taking Scores for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels who Subsequently Worked as Individuals and with H,
M, and L Partners in the Consensus Condition

Worked Worked Worked Worked

as with with with

Subjects Individuals H Partners M Partners L Partners

H 55.23 54.79 55.07 53.92
(n=30) (n=38) (n=30) (n=36)

M 66.48 67.17 67.95 67.35
(n=25) (n=30) (n=40) (n=34)

L 82.09 83.25 84,21 82.29
(n=32) (n=36) (n=34) (n=42)

Table 2 glves the mean initial risk taking scores for H,
M, and L subjects who subsequently worked alcne or with H, M,
or L partners in the discussion condition. Once, again, the
higher the score, the more conservative the subjects; the lower

the score, the more risky the subjects. The analysis of the

mean scores appearing in Table 2 reveals a significant differ-
ence as a funoction of initial ratings of H, M, and Le-gsignifie
cant beyond the .01 level, F (2, 321) = 22.82., The difference
as a function of working alone or with H, M, or L partners and

the interaction were not significant.




Table 2

1?7

Yiean Initilal Risk Taking Scores for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels who 3ubsequently sorked as Individuals and with i,
iy, and L Partners in the Discussion Conditicn

Worked Worked dorked dorked

as with with with

Subjects Individuals H Partners i Partners L Fartners

H 55423 53415 52.12 52452
(n=30) {n=34%) (n=26) (n=21)

M 66 .48 67.92 67.22 67.64
(n=25) (n=26) (n=36) (n=25)

L 82409 82.19 80 .44 81.81
(n=32) (n=21) (n=25) (n=32)

Cn the basis of these two analyses, it can be concluded

that the groups were egquated,

The significant differences oObe

tained would be expected as a result of trichotomizing the testw
ing sample into H, M, and L categories.

The next three analyses were performed on shift scores.
These were the scores obtained when the second risk score was
subtracted from the first risk taking score. J3Shift scores wilth
a + sign indicate a shift in the risky direction, whereas shift
scores with a « 8ign indicate a shift in the conservative direc=
tiona

The following analysis was designed to determine whether the
shift in risk taking is a function of (1) the initial level of
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risk taking and/or (2) the condition under which the subjects
perform--control (as individuals), consensus (in pairs), or
discussion (in pairs). Table 3 gives the mean shift scores for
H, M, and L subjects working as individuals and in palr-groups

in the consensus and discussion conditions.

Table 3

Mean Shift Scores for H, M, and L Subjects Working as Individuals
and in Paire-groups

High Medium Low
Working as Individuals +.80 +.,20 +2.13
(control condition) (n=30) (n=25) (n=32)
dorking in Pair-groups -6.96 +1.01 +8.54
(consensus condition) (n=104) (n=104) (n=112)
Working in Pair-groups -1 .44 +1.72 +7.14
(discussion condition) (n=81) (n=87) (n=78)

While the difference as a function of the condition under
which the subjects performed (alone or in pair-groups in the con-
sensus and discussion conditions) was not significant, the dif-
ference as a function of initial level of risk taking was found
to be significant beyond the .01 level of oconfidence, F (2, 644)
= 30.97. The interaction was also significant beyond the .01
level, F (94, 644) = 7.28.
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With regard to these significant findings: H subjects
showed an overall shift in the conservative direction, whereas
M and L subjects showed a shift in the risky direction. L sube
Jects demonstrated a greater shift in the risky direction than
did the M subjects. An analysis of simple effects (Winer, 1964)
was performed to investigate further the nature of the signifi-
cant interaction. It revealed that the interaction was caused by
H subjJects who were ranked from smallest shift to largest shift
as follows: (1) H subjects in the control conditione-risky
shift, (2) H subjects in the discussion conditlon--conservative
shift, (3) H subjects in the consensus condition--conservative
shift. The above groups of H subjects were found to differ sige
nificantly beyond the .01 level, F (2, 644) = 9.10. L subjects
also contributed to the significant interaction. They were
ranked from smallest shift to largest shift as follows: (1) L
subjects in the control condition, (2) L subjects in the discus-
sion condition, (3) L subjects in the consensus condition. All
shifts were in the risky direction. These groups were found to
differ significantly beyond the .01 level, F (2, 644) = 6.48.

To analyze these results even further, Kramer's adaptation
of the Duncan multiple-range test for unequal N's was employed
(Kramer, 1956). All significant findings reported here are at
the .05 level of confidence. The rows of Table 3 are considered

first.
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There were no signiflcant differences found in How 1 cf
Table 3. In other words, there were no differences in shift
among H, M, and L subjects working as individuals in the control
condition.

H, M, and L subjects working in palr-groups in the consen=
sus condition (Row 2) were all found to differ significantly
from one another. They were ranked from smallest shift to
largest shift as follows: (1) M subjects~-risky shift, (2) H
subjects~-=conservative shift, (3) L subjects~-risky shift.

H, ¥, and L subjects working in palr-groups in the discus-
sion condition (Row 3) all differed significantly from one
another also, They were ordered from smallest shift to largest
shift as follows: (1) H subjects-~conservative shift, (2) M
subjects--risky shift, (3) L subjects--risky shift.

When the columns were considered, it was found that, for
Column 1, H subjects in the consensus condition (conservative
shift) differed significantly from H subjects in the control con-
dition (risky shift). Further it was found that H subjects in
the consensus condition showed a significantly greater shift in
the conservative direction than d4id H subjects in the dlscussion
condition., H subjects in the control condition did not differ
significantly from H subjects in the discussion condition.

No significant differences were found among M subjects 1in

the three conditions (Column 2).
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For Column 3, it was found that L subjects in the control
condition showed a significantly smaller shift in the risky di-
rection than d4i1d the L subjects working in pair-groups in the con-
sensus condition and the L subjects working in pair-groups in the
discussion condition.

In the remalining analyses, the consensus and discussion cone-
ditions are treated separately. Wherever possible, the perform-
ance of subjects in each of these conditions is compared to the
performance of subjects working alone (control condition).

Table 4 gives the mean shift scores for H, M, and L subjects
when working alone or with H, M, or L partners in the consensus
conditlion. The analysis of these scores was designed to deter-
mine whether subjects working in psire-groups in the bonsensus
condition exhibit differences in shift as a function of (1) their
initial level of risk taking and/or (2) the type (H, M, or L) of
partner.,

The analysis of these scores indicated that the difference
as a function of initial level of risk taking (rows of Table 4)
was found to be significant beyond the .01 level of confidence,

F (2, 395) = 65.75. The difference as a function of working as
individuals or with H, M, or L partners (columns of Table 4) was
also found to be significant beyond the .01 level, F (3, 395) =
41.07. finally, the interaction was significant beyond the .01
level, F (6, 395) = 6.08. H, M, and L subjects in the control
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Table 4

Mean Shift Scores for Subjects Categorized into Three Levels when
Working as Individuals and with H, I, and L Partners in the
Consensus Condition

Working Working Working Working
as with with with

Subjlects Individuals H Partners M Partners L Partners
H +080 ""3037 "'3080 "13039
(n=30) (n=38) (n=30) (n=36)
(n=25) (n=30) (n=40) (n=34)
L +2.13 +15.94 +10.21 +.86
(n=32) (n=36) (n=34) (n=42)

condition account for the interaction. An analysis of simple
effects revealed no significant differences among these subjects.
With regard to the other significant findings, 1t was found that,
for the columns, the subjects were ordered from smallest shift

to largest shift as follows: (1) H, M, and L subjects paired
with L partners--conservative shift, (2) H, M, and L subjects
working alone-~-risky shift, (3) H, M, and L subjects paired with
M partners~--risky shift, (4) H, M, and L subjects paired with H
partners--risky shift.. For the rows, subjects were ordered from
smallest shift to largest shift as follows: (1) M subjlectge=
risky shift, (2) H subjects~--conservative shift, (3) L subjects--
risky shift.
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Eramer's test was used to further analyze these results.
All significant findings reported here are at the .05 level.
For Row 1 of Table 4: H subjects working as individuals (risky
shift), H subjects working with H partners (conservative shift),
and H subjects working with M partners (conservative shift) all
differed significantly from H subjects working with L partners
(conservative shift). The largest shift in the conservative di-
rection was found for H subjects working with L partners. No
other comparisons of mean shift scores in this row proved to be
significant.

For Row 2 of Table 4: (1) M subjects working alone (risky
shift) differed significantly from M subjects working with H
partners (risky shift) and from M subjects working with L part-
ners (conservative shift). M subjects working with H partners
showed the greatest shift in the risky direction. (2) M sub-
jects working with H partners (risky shift), in addition, dif-
fered significantly from M subjects working with M partners
(risky shift) and M subjects working with L partners (conserva-
tive shift). Again, the M subj)ects working with H partners
showed the greatest shift in the risky direction. (3) M sub=-
jects working with M partners (risky shift) were also signifi-
cantly different from M subjects working with L partners (con-
servative shift). All other comparisons were not significant.

For Row 3 of Table 4: (1) L subjects working as individuals
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(risky shift) differed significantly from L subjects working with
H partners (risky shift) and L subjects working with i partners
(risky shift). Both L subjects working with H partners and L
subjects working with M partners exhibited larger shifts in the
risky direction than did L subjects working alone. (2) Further,
L subjects working with H partners (risky shift) were also sig-
nificantly different from L subjects working with M partners
(risky shift) and L subjects working with L partners (risky
shift). L subjects working with H partners showed the greatest
shift in the risky direction. (3) L subjects working with M
partners (risky shift) were also significantly different from L
subjects working with L partners (risky shift). L subjects work-
ing with M partners showed the larger shift in the risky di-
rection. No other comparisons of means in this row were found to
be signiflcant.

Comparisons of mean values in each column reveal that, for
Column 1 of Table 4, there are no significant differences in
risk taking. In other words, H, M, and L risk takers do not dif-
fer in the control condition.

For Column 2 of Table 4: H subjects working with H parte
ners (conservative shift), M subjects working with H partners
(risky shift), and L subjects working with H partners (risky
shift) all differ significantly from one another with regard to
a shift in risk taking. The risky shift 1s greatest for L sube
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jects working with H partners. The same kinds of differences
are found for subjects with M partners (Column 3).

Finally, Column 4 of Table 4 indicates that H subjects
working with L partners (conservative shift), M subjects working
with L partners (conservative shift), and L subjects working with
L partners (risky shift) are all significantly different from one
another. The greater shift in the conservative direction 1is
found for H subjects working with L partners.

The next analysis deals with subjects working alone and
subjects working in palr-groups in the dlscussion condition. It
is designed to test the hypotheslis that all subjects working in
pair-groups in the discussion condition will exhibit a shift in
the risky direction. Table 5 gives the mean shift scores for H,
M, and L subjects working alone or with H, M, or L partners in
the discussion condition.

The difference as a function of initial level of risk tak-
ing was found to be significant beyond the .01 level of confie-
dence, F (2, 321) = 24,78, The difference as a function of worke
ing alone or with H, M, or L partners was also significant beyond
the .01 level, F (3, 321) = 10.16. Finally the interaction was
found to be significant at the .05 level, F (6, 321) = 2.63.

Once again, an analysis of simple effects was performed to clari-
fy the nature of the significant interaction, and, as in the pre=-

Vlious case, it was accounted for by the H, M, and L subjects in
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Table 5

Mean Shift Scores for Subjects Categorized into Three Levels when
Working as Individuals and with H, M, and L Partners in the
Discusgsion Condltion

Working Working Working Working
as with with with

Subjects Individuals H Partners M Partners L Partners
H +080 "’1018 "302? "'3.43
(n=30) (n=34) (n=26) (n=21)
M "".20 14!'.96 +o72 ‘020
(n=25) (n=26) (n=36) (n=25)
L +2.13 +12.71 +8.24 +2.63
(n=32) (n=21) (n=25) (n=32)

the control condition. No significant difference was found for
this group of subjects.

Regarding the other significant findings, subjects were or-
dered from smallest shift to largest shift as follows: (1) H
subjects-~conservative shift, (2) M subjects--risky shift, (3) L
subjects-«risky shift. Fror the columns, subjects were ordered
from smallest shift to largest shift as follows: (1) H, M, and
L subjects paired with L partners--conservative shift, (2) H, H,
and L subjects working alone--risky shift, (3) H, M, and L sub=
jects paired with M partners--risky shift, (4) H, M, and L sub-
Jects paired with H partners--risgky shift.

Kramer's adaptation of Duncan's multliple~range test was em-
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ployed to further analyze and clarify these findings. All sig-
nificant findings reported are at the .05 level of confildence.
Por Row 1 of Table 5, it was found that H subl}ects working with
H partners showed a signiflcant difference in shift from both H
subjects paired with M partners and H subjects vaired with L
partners. H subjects palred with H partners exhibited a risky
shift, while H subjects palred with either M or L partners showed
a conservative shift. No other comparisons proved to be signi-
ficant,

Row 2 of Table 5 is considered next. The only significant
difference was found between M subjects working with H partners
(risky shift) and M subjects working with L partners (conserva=
tive shift).

For Row 3 of Table 5: (1) L subjects working alone (risky
shift) differed significantly from L subjects working with H
partners (risky shift) and L subjects working with M partners
(risky shift). Both L subjects working with H partners and L
subjects working with M partners exhibited larger shifts in the
risky direction than did L subjects working alone. They dld not
differ significantly from L subjects paired with L partners
(risky shift). (2) L subjects working with L partners (risky
shift) were found to differ significantly from L subjects worke
ing with H partners (risky shift) and L subjects working with ¥

partners (risky shift). Both L subjects working with H partners
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and L subjects working with M partners showed larger shifts in
the risky direction than d4id L subjects working with L partners.
All other comparisons were not significantly different.

For Column 1 of Table 5: Kramer'!s test indicates that H,
M, and L subjects working alone do not differ significantly from
one another.

The only significant difference in Column 2 is in the form
of a greater risky shift for L subjects working with H partners
than for either H subjects working with H partners or M subjects
working with H partners. H subjects palred with H partners
(risky shift) do not differ significantly from M subjects paired
with H partners (risky shift).

In Column 3 of Table 5, it was found that L subjects paired
with M partners (risky shift) differed significantly from both H
subjecté paired with M partners (conservative shift) and M sub-
jects palred with M partners (risky shift). L subjects working
with M partners were shifting in the risky direction to a greater
extent than M subjects working with M partners. H subjects worke
ing with M partners (conservative shift) did not differ signifi-
cantly from M svbjects working with M partners (risky shift).

The only significant difference in Column 4 is between L
subjects working with L partners (risky shift) and E subjects
working with L partners (conservative shift).

The remalning analyses deal with the various satisfaction
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measures taken during the third part of the test session.
Scores for subjects working alone are found only for the first
item since the remaining items deal with the group experlencs.
These analyses are designed to determine whether there are 4if-
ferences in satisfaction corresponding to the differences in
risk taking shifts.

Mean satisfaction scores for Item 1 for H, M, and L subjects
working alone or with H, M, and L partners in the consensus cone
dition appear in Table 6. Item 1 for subjects working alone read
as follows: "To what extent do you feel satisfled with the de~

cisions you have just made?" The corresgponding item for subjects

Table 6

llean Satisfaction Scores (Item 1) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working as Individuals and with H, M, and L
Partners in the Consensus Condition

Wworking Working Working wWorking
as with with with

Subjects Individuals H Partners M Partners L Partners
H 5.93 6.13 5.70 5.92
(n=30) (n=38) (n=30) (n=36)
M 5.88 5.47 5.88 544
(n=25) (n=30) (n=40) (n=34)
L 5.75 5.58 5.50 6.07

(n=32) (n=36) (n=34) (n=42)
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working in palre-groups in the consensus condition read: "To
what extent do you feel satisfied with the declsions reached by
you and your partner after discussion?" All subjects responded
on a seven-point scale (1 = definitely dissatisfled, 7 = defi=
nitely satisfled). The analysis of these scores revealed no sig-
nificant differences.

Mean satisfaction scores for Item 1 for H, M, and L subjlects
working alone or with H, M, or L partners in the discussion con-
dition are presented in Table 7. Item 1 for subjects in the dis-
cugsion condition was as follows: "To what extent do you feel
satisfied with the decisions you have Just made after discussing

the problems with your partner?" The same seven-point scale

Table 7

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 1) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working as Individuals and with H, M, and L
Partners in the Discussion Condition

Working Working working working
as with with with

Subjects Individuals H Partners M Partners L Partners
H 5.93 5.88 6.08 5.86
(n=30) (n=34) (n=26) (n=21)
M 5.88 5.73 5.89 572
(n=25) (n=26) (n=36) (n=25)
L 5.75 6.10 6.08 6.03

(n=32) (n=21) (n=25) (n=32)
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(described above) was presented to the subjects for theilr re-
sponses. There were no significant differences.

Item 2 for subjects in both the consensus and discussion con-
ditions was: "To what extent would you llke to work with your
partner again on a simllar task?" The mean satisfaction scores
for this item for H, M, and L subjects working with H, M, or L
partners in the consensus condition are given in Table 8. The

mean satisfaction scores for the same item for H, M, and L sub=~

Table 8

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 2) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working with H, M, and L Partners in the
Consensus Condition

Working Working Working
with with with
Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners
H 5.24 4.90 5436
(n=38) (n=30) (n=36)
M 5.13 5.30 4,88
(n=30) (n=40) (n=34)
L 5.19 5.09 5455
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42)

Jects working with H, M, or L partners in the discussion condi=-
tion are given in Table 9. Subjects in both the consensus and

discussion conditions made their responses to this item on a
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seven-point scale (1 = definitely do not want to work with part-
ner again, 7 = definitely want to work with partner again).
Separate analyses of the scores appearing in Tables 8 and 9 re=-

vealed no gignificant differences.

Table 9

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 2) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working with H, M, and L Partners in the
Discussion Condition

Working Working Working

with with with

Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners

H 5021 5038 5‘33
(n=34) (n=26) (n=21)
M 5.23 5.14 5.16
(n=26) (n=36) (n=25)
L 5.38 5.04 5.06
(n=21) (n=25) (n=32)
Item 3 for subjects in the consensus condition read: "I

think that my partner would support the decisions that we have
Just made..."” The corresponding item for subjects in the discus-
sion condition read: "I think that my partner would supporﬁ the
decisions I have just made..." Responses to this ltem were made
on a fiveepoint scale (1 = not at all, 5 = 100 per cent). Mean

8cores for Item 3 for subjects in the consensus condition are
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given in Table 10, No significant differences were revealed by

Table 10

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 3) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working with H, M, and L Partners in the
Consensus Condition

Working Working Working

with with with

Subjects H Partners M Partners I, Partners

H 3.8“’ 3.50 3'53
(n=38) (n=30) (n=36)
M 3.63 3.78 3.50
(n=30) (n=40) (n=34)
L 3.64 3.56 3.74
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42)

the analysls of these scores. lMean scores for Item 3 for sube-
jects in the discusslion condition are given in Table 11. Once
again, the analysls of these scores indicated no significant

differences.
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Table 11

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 3) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working with H, M, and L Partners in the
Discussion Condition

Working Working Working

with with with

Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners

H 3.26 3.31 324
(n=34) (n=26) (n=21)

M 3.31 3453 3.28
(n=26) (n=36) (n=25)

L 2.95 3.48 353
(n=21) (n=25) (n=32)

Item 4 for subjects in the consensus condition was as fol-
lows: "I would support the declsions my partner and I have Jjust
made..." The corresponding ltem for subjects in the discussion
condition read: "I would support the declsions I have just made
eee¥ The five~point scale described above was presented to the
subjects for their responses to this item. Mean scores for Item
4, consensus condition, are given in Table 12. The analysis of
these scores revealed no significant differences among these

subjects,.
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Table 12

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 4) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when wWorking with H, ¥, and L Partners in the
Consensus Condition

Working Working Working
with with with
Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners
H 4,00 3.63 3.50
(n=38) (n=30) (n=36)
M 3.77 3.70 3.68
(n=30) (n=40) (n=34)
L 3.58 3.65 3.83
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42)

The mean scores for Item 4, discussion condition, are pree
sented in Table 13. Again, there were no slignificant differences.
Table 13
Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 4) for Subjects Categorized into

Three Levels when Working with H, M, and I Partners in the
Discussion Condition

Working working Working

with with with

Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners

H L"ols 3096 4;14
(n=34) (n=26) (n=21)

M 4012 3086 3'92
(n=26) (n=36) (n=25)
L 6.62 4,12 3.97

(n=21) (n=25) (n=32)
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Item 5 for subjects in both the consensus and discussion
conditions read as follows: "The discussion with my partner
was.+s." Responses to this item were made on a six-point scale
(1 = definitely limited, 6 = quite free). The mean scores for

subjects in the consensus condition are given in Table 14.

Table 14

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 5) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working with H, M, and L Partners in the
Consensus Condition

Working Working Working
with with with
Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners
H 4.95 5.00 4.83
(n=38) (n=30) (n=36)
M 5.00 5.00 4,65
(n=30) (n=40) (n=34)
L 5.00 4,85 L,74
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42)

Only the interaction was found to be significant beyond the .01
level, F (4, 311) = 8.76. An analysis of simple effects was
performed to further analyze this finding. None of the values of
£ proved to be significant. The significant interaction seems to
be accounted for by M subjects who exhibit equal satisfaction
with both H and M partners, but are relatively dissatisfied when

Palred with L subjects as partners.
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The mean scores for Item 5 for subjects in the discussion
condition are presented in Table 15. No slgnificant differences

were found when these scores were analyzed.

Table 15

ilean Satisfaction Scores (Item 5) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when wWorking with H, M, and L Partners in the
Discuggion Condition

Working Working Working
with with wilth
Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners
H 5.15 5.00 L,95
(n=34) (n=26) (n=21)
M 5.31 4,72 i .64
(n=26) (n=36) (n=25)
L 5.10 5.28 4,78
(n=21) (n=25) (n=32)

Item 6 for subjects in both the consensus and discussion
conditions was as follows: "In the group (with my partner) I
felt that..." Responses were made on a five-polnt scale (1 =
I wags to a great extent restralned in expressing my views, 4 =
I expressed my views freely and was not limited in any way by my
partner). Mean scores for this item for subjects in the consene
sus condition are given in Table 16. The analysis of these
Scores revealed a significant difference as a function of initial

level of risk taking=--H, M, Le-at the .05 level of confidence,
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F (2, 311) = 3.97. Subjects were ordered from the smallest
amount of felt freedom to the greatest feeling of freedom as
follows: (1) L subjects, (2) M subjects, (3) H subjects.
Kramert's test revealed no significant differences among the

various H, 4, and L subjects.

Table 16

Mean Satlsfaction Scores (Item 6) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working with H, ¥, and L Partners in the
Consensusg Condition

Working Working Working
with with with
Subjects H Partner M Partner L Partner
H 3.?1 3057 3.61 *
(n=38) (n=30) (n=36)
M 3.53 3.63 3.56
(n=30) (n=40) (n=34)
L Fe42 3.32 3.48
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42)

Finally, the mean scores for Item 6 for subjects in the dis-
cussion condition are given in Table 17. No significant differe

ences were revealed by the analysis of these scores.
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Table 17

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 6) for Subjects Categorized into
Three Levels when Working with H, M, and L Partners in the
Discussion Condition

working Working Working
with with with
Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners
H 3.68 3.69 3.48
(n=34) (n=26) (n=21)
M 3.69 3.61 3.68
(n=26) (n=36) (n=25)
L 3.81 3.72 3453

(n=21) (n=25) (n=32)




CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION

On the basls of the analyses of risk taking shift scores,
several of the hypotheses tested in this experiment have not been
supported in all cases. That i1s: (1) There was no overall dif-
ference between the discussion and the consensus conditlons.

(2) In the consensus condition, H subjects paired with H partners
d1d not exhibit a risky shift. On the other hand, wlth the ex-
ception of the H subjects paired with H partners in the consen~-
sus condition, subjects did exhibit shifts in the predicted di-
rections. That 1s: (a) subjects palred with partners whose
initial risk taking scores fall within the same range exhlbited

a risky shift and (b) when initlal scores fall within different
ranges, the more conservative partner became "risgkier," whereas
the more risky partner became more conservative. The importance
of these findings, however, must be carefully qualified since all
differences were not significant and there 1s no overall differ-
ence among subjects working alone and subjects working in pair-
groups in the consensus condition and in the discussion condition.
Nevertheless, the results of this study indicate several points
of theoretical relevance.

To begin, there 1s no greater overall increase in risk tak-

ing for subjects working in pair-groups than for subjects working

Lo
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alone (Table 3). This finding is opposed to the findings of

Bem, Wallach, and Kogan (1965) and Wallach, Kogan, and Bem (1962,
1964) and apparently, to some extent, in agreement with the
findings of Flanders and Thistlethwalte (1967) and Bateson (1966).
The overall shift for H subjects, however, was not in the risky
direction but rather in the conservative direction. This would
not be expected on the basls of the findings of Flanders and
Thistlethwalte and Bateson. It is suggested here that, perhaps,

H risk takers have in a sense gone as high as they can and sub-
sequently become more conservative.

There must be some gqualification of the above, however,
since different patterns exist. while there is no overall dif-
ference in risk taking among subjects working alone or in pair-
groups, (1) H subjects in the consensus condition (conservative
shift) differed significantly from H subjects working alone
(risky shift) and (2) H subjects in the consensus condition ex-~
hibited a significantly larger shift in the risky direction than
did H subjects in the discussion condition. Further, L subjects
working alone showed a significantly smaller shift in the risky
direction than did L subjects in the consensus condition and in
the discussion condition. One factor of particular concern here
ls the difference between H subjects working in pair-groups in
the consensus condition and H subjects working in palr-groups in

the discussion condition. According to Kogan and wallach (1965),
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these two conditions do not result in a difference in risk take
ing. The present study, on the other hand, indlocates that there
1s a difference at least for H risk takers.

Another point of interest is that, in all of the analyses of
risk taking scores, there appeared both‘risky and conservative
shifts. As mentioned earlier, almost all previous research in-
dicates that the shifts resulting in studles of this type are in
the risky direction. Consequently, it would appear that the pre-
diction that all subjects would not shift in the risky direction
1s at least partially confirmed. That 1s, all subjects did not
shift in the predicted directlion and the differences among groups
of subjects were not all significant. For example, while the
overall differences as a function of initlal level of risk take-
ing and of working alone or with H, M, and L partners were sig-
nificant for both the consensus and discussion conditions
(Tables 4 and 5), different patterns are revealed when the rows
and columns are examined more closely. That 1s to say, when
Lramer's test was employed, the differences found among the
various H, M, and L subjects working alone and with H, 4, and L
partners were not the.same in the two conditions (consensus and
discussion). For example: while H subjects working with L
partners in the consensus condition were found to differ signi-
ficantly from H subjects working alone, H subjects working with

L partners in the discussion condition were not found to differ
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significantly from H subjects working alone.

OCne final point of concern was the finding that there were
no significant differences between: (1) H subjects working alone
and H subjects working with H partners, (2) M subjects working
alone and i subjects working with M partners, (3) L subjects
working alone and L subjects working with L partners. This seens
to suggest that those theorles that postulate explanatory con-
cepts such as responsibility diffusion (Bem, wallach, & Kogan,
1965; wallach, Kogan, & Bem, 1962, 1964) or de-individuation
(Festinger, Pepltone, & Newcomb, 1962) are inadequate to explain
these results.

How then can these findings best be interpreted? It is not
believed that Rettig's (1966) explanation of censure testing 1s
appropriate since, as stated earller, the problems used in this
study did not involve ethical dilemmas. The suggestion of Flan-
ders and Thistlethwalte (1967) also appears to be inadequate
since all of the subjects in this experiment had an opportunity
to increase thelr comprehension of the problem situations
(either alone or with a partner) and significant differences in
shift were found«~some in the risky direction, others in the con-
servative direction. There remains, then, the explanation of-
fered by Collins and Guetzkow (1964) that the presence of high
risk takers in the group results in a risky shift. Within lin-

its, thils explanation appears to account for some of the findings
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of this study.

Consider first the subjects in the consensus conditlon, g4
determine if Collins and Guetzkow (1964) are correct, it 1is nee
cessary to look at those subjects whose partners were high risk
takers. The three groups of subjects of concern are (1) H sube
jects working with H partners, (2) M subjects working with H
partners, and (3) L subjects working with H partners. Kramertsg
test (1956) indicates significant differences among these three
groups of subjects. H subjects paired with H partners, however,
shifted in the congervative directlion. The L subjects palred
with H partners showed the greatest shift in the risky directlon
(greater than that for any other group of subjects), whereas M
subjects paired with H partners were significantly different
from all other subjects except L subjects paired with M partners.
The explanation of Collins and Cuetzkow (1965) is adequate only
insofar as the most "extreme" palring--L with H--13 concerned.
The same holds true for the discussion condition. The converse
of this=~~that a consgervative shift might be due to the presence
of low risk takers in a group--seems to account for the most con=-
servative shift in the consensus condition. That is, the great-
est shift in the conservative direction was found for H subjeots
working with L partners. This, however, was not true in the dis-
cussion condition.

Very little can be gained from the satisfaction items ad-
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ministered in thls experiment. One of the items which yielded
significant results (Item 6, Table 16) dealt with freedom in ex-
pressing one's views during the discussion. A significant dif-
ference was found to be a function of the inltial level of risk
taking. The subjects working in the consensus condition were
ranked, from a feeling of most freedom to least freedom, as fol=-
lows: (1) H subjects, (2) M subjects, (3) L subjects. It will
be recalled that all H subjects working in pair-groups in the
consensus condition exhibited a shift in the conservative di-
rection, The implications of this finding, therefore, are not
clear.

The other item (Item 5, Table 14) which ylelded a signifi=-
cant finding in the form of a significant interactlion also dealt
with freedom. This seems to be accounted for by [ subjects who
exhlbit equal satisfaction with H and M partners, but are rela-
tively dissatisflied when paired with L partners. (This is true
for subjects in the consensus condition, not for those in the
discussion condition.)

If (1) a feeling of freedom is involved in de-individuation
as suggested by Festinger, Pepitone, and Newcomb (1962) and (2)
de-individuation accounts for an increase in risk taking; all
subjects exhibiting a risky shift should have experienced a feele
ing of freedom regardless of initial level of risk taking or type

of partner. Consequently, the analyses of the satisfaction items
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fall to support an explanation of the findings in terms of de=-
Aindividuation.

Finally, some consgideration should be given to the objec-
tions raised by Kogan and Wallach (1967) to experiments which
falled to obtain the risky shift phenomenon. Thelr criticisms
were of (1) tasks that are not involving ones for the subjects,
(2) lack of sufficient time for discussion, (3) two=-person
groups, and (4) subjects in different groups being within sight
of one another. Since Kogan and Wallach appear to consider the

dilemmas-of~-choice questionnaire (which they constructed) to be

an involving task for the subjects, the first criticism cannot be

directed against this experiment. The second criticism, lack of
sufficient time for discussion, is not appropriate either since
no time limits were imposed on the subjects. The third and

fourth criticisms are also questionable since, under these con-
ditions, some of the significant shifts which were obtalned were

in the risky directlion.




CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY

H, M, and L risk takers working alone and with H, M, and L
partners in consensus and discussion conditlions performed on the
dilemmas~of-choice questionnaire and responded to various items
designed to measure satisfaction. while all of the hypothesges
were not confirmed, the main findings may be summarized as fol-
lows: (1) There was no greater overall increase in risk taking
for subjects working in palr-groups than for subjects working a-
lone. (2) H subjects in the consensus condition, however, were
more conservative than H subjects in the discusslion condition.
(3) Subjects palred with partners of the same risk taking level
did not exhibit any difference in risk taking than persons of the
same level working alone. (4) Both risky and conservative shifts
appeared. (5) The greatest shift in the risky direction occurred
for L subjects working with H partners in both the consensus and
discussion condltions, while the greatest shift in the conserva-~
tive direction occurred for H subjects working with L partners in
the consensus condition. The only position which explalns these
findings even partially is that offered by Collins and Guetzkow
(1964) who argue that a risky shift 1s the result of the presence
of H risgsk takers in the group. The reverse of this position,

that a conservative shift is the result of the presence of L risk

L7
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takers in the group, offers a partial explanation of the conser-

vative shift in the consensus conditlon.
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APPENDIX A

The Dilemmas~of-Cholce Questionnaire

OPINICN QUESTICNNAIRE
Ingstructions:

On the followling pages, you will find a series of situations
that are likely to occur in everyday life. The central person in
each sltuation 1s faced with a cholce between two alternative
courses of actlon, which we might call X and Y. Alternative X is
more desirable and attractive than alternative Y, but the proba-~
bility of attalning or achieving X is less than that of attaining
or achieving Y.

For each sltuation on the following pages, you will be asked
to indlcate the minimum odds of success you would demand before
recommending that the more attractive or desirable alternative,
X, be chosen.

Read each slituation carefully before giving your Judgment.
Try to place yourself in the position of the central person in

each of the sltuations. There are twelve situations in all.
Pleage do not omit any of them.

Name

Age

Sex
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l. Mr. A, an electrical engineer, who is married and has one
child, has been working for a large electronics corporation since
graduating from college five years ago. He 1s assured of a life-
time job with a modest, though adequate, salary, and liberal
pension benefits upon retirement. On the other hand, it is very
unlikely that hls salary will increase much before he retires.
While attending a convention, Mr. A is offered a job with a small,
newly founded company which has a highly uncertailn future. The
new job would pay more to start and would offer the possibility
of a share 1n the ownership if the company survived the competi-
tion of the larger firnms.

Imagine that you are advising Mr. A. Listed below are
several probabilities or odds of the new company's proving fi-
nancially sound.

Flease check the lowegt probabllity that you would consider
acceptable to make it worthwhile for Mr. A to take the new job.

— The chances are 1 in 10 that the company will prove finane
cially sound.

—_ The chances are 3 in 10 that the company will prove finan-

cially sound.

The chances are 5 in 10 that the company will prove finan-

clally sound,

The chances are 7 in 10 that the company wlll prove finan-

cially sound.

The chances are 9 in 10 that the company will prove finan-

cially sound.

Place a check here if you think Mr. A should not take the job

no matter what the probabilities.

2. ¥Mr. B, a 45-year-old accountant, has recently been informed
by his physician that he has developed a severe heart allment.
The disease would be sufficiently serious to force Mr. B to
change many of his strongest 1life habits--reducing his work load,
drastically changing his diet, giving up favorite leisure-time
pursuits. ‘The physician suggests that a delicate medical opera-
tion could be attempted which, 1f successful, would completely
relieve the heart condition. But its success could not be as-
sured, and in fact, the operation might prove fatal.

Imagine that you are advising Mr. B. Listed below are
several probabllities or odds that the operation will prove suc-
cessful.
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Please check the lowest probabillity that you would consider
acceptable for the operation to be performed.

Place a check here i1f ycu think iir. B should not have the
operation no matter what the probabilities.

The chances are 9 in 10 that the operation will be
The chances are in 10 that the operation wlll be
'the chances are in 10 that the operation will be
The chances are in 10 that the operation will be
he chances are in 10 that the operation will be

successe.
success.
successe.
success.
successe.

HLoni~g

e O pE

3. Mr. C, a married man with two children, has a steady job that
pays him about #6000 per year. He can easlly afford the necessi-
ties of 1life, but few of the luxuries. ir. C's father, who died
recently, carried a 34000 life insurance policy. Mr. C would 1likd
to invest this money in stocks. IHe is well aware of the secure
"plue-chip" stocks and bonds that would pay approximately 6% on
his investment. On the other hand, Mr. C has heard that the
stocks of a relatively unknown Company X might double their pre-
sent value if a new preoduct currently in production is favorably
recelved by the buying public. However, 1f the product is un=
favorably recelved, the stocks would decline in value.

Imagine that you are advising Mr. C. Listed below are
several probabilities or odds that Company X stocks will double
thelr value.

Pleage check the lowest probability that you would consider
acceptable for Mr. C to invest in Company X stocks.

The chances are 1 in 10 that the stocks will double thelr
%giu:ﬁances are 3 in 10 that the stocks will double their
;giugﬁances are 5 in 10 that the stocks will double theilr
%ﬁiugﬁances are 7 in 10 that the stocks will double their
%géuiﬁances are 9 in 10 that the stocks will double thelr
;?;g:.a check here 1f you think Mr. C should not invest in
Company X stocks, no matter what the probabilitles.

4. Mr. D is the captain of College X's football team. College X
1s playing its traditional rival, College Y, in the final game
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of the season. The game 1s in its final seconds, and Fr. D's
team, College X, 1s behind in the score. College X has time to
run one more play. MNr. D, the captain, must declde whether it
would be best to settle for a tie score with a play which would be
almost certaln to work or, on the other hand, should he try a more
complicated and risky play which would bring vietory if it suc-
ceeded, but defeat if not.

Inagine that you are advising Hr. D. Listed below are
several probabilities or odds that the risky play will work.

Flease check the lowest probability that you would consilder
acceptable for the risky play to be attempted.

— Place a check here if you think r. D should not attempt the
risky play no matter what the probabillities.

The chances are 9 in 10 that the risky play will work.

The chances are 7 in 10 that the risky play will work.

‘ihe chances are 5 in 10 that the risky play willl work.

The chances are 3 in 10 that the risky play will work.

The chances are 1 in 10 that the risky play will work.

5, Mr. E is preslident of a light metals corporation in the
United States. The corporation is quite prosperous, and has
strongly considered the possibilities of business expansion by
building an additional plant in a new location. The cholce is
between building another plant in the U. S., where there would be
a moderate return on the initial investment, or building a plant
in a foreign country. Lower labor costs and easy access to raw
materials in that country would mean a much higher return on the
initial investment. On the other hand, there is a history of po-
litical instability and revolution in the foreign country under
consideration. In fact, the leader of a small minority party is
committed to nationalizlng, that is, taking over, all foreign
investments.

Imagine that you are advising lir. E. Listed below are
several probabilities or odds of continued political stability in
the foreign country under consideration.

Please check the lowest probability that you would consider
acceptable for Mr. E's corporation to build a plant in that
country.

- The chances are 1 in 10 that the foreign country will remain
politically stable.
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fhe chances are 3 in 10 that the foreign country will remain
politically stable.

The chances are 5 in 10 that the foreign country will remain
politically stable.

The chances are 7 in 10 that the foreign country will remain
politically stable.

The chances are 9 in 10 that the foreign country will remain
politically stable.

Flace a check here if you think Mr. E's corporation should
not build a plant in the foreign country, no matter what the
probabilitiles.

6. Mr. F is currently a college senior who is very eager to pur=-
sue graduate study in chemistry leading to the Doctor of Philoso-
phy degree. He has been accepted by both Unlversity X and Uni-
versity Y. University X has a world-wide reputation for excel-
lence in chemistry. while a degree from University X would sig-
nify outstanding training in thls fleld, the standards are so
very rigorous that only a fraction of the degree candidates
actually receive the degree. University Y, on the other hand, has
much less of a reputation in chemistry, but almost everyone ad-
mitted 1s awarded the Doctor of Phllosophy degree, though the de-
gree has much less prestige than the corresponding degree from
University X.

Imagine that you are advising Mr. F. Llsted below are
several probabilities or odds that Mr. F would be awarded a de=-
gree at University X, the one with the greater prestige.

Please check the lowest probabllity that you would consider
acceptable to make it worthwhile for ir. F to enroll in Univer-
sity X rather than Unlversity Y.

Place a check here if you think Mr. F should not enroll in
University X, no matter what the probabllities.

The chances are 9 in 10 that Mr. I would recelve a degree
from University X.

The chances are 7 in 10 that Mr. F would recelve a degree
from University X.

lThe chances are 5 in 10 that #r.  would recelve a degree
from University X.

The chances are 3 in 10 that Mr. F would recelve a degree
from University X.

The chances are 1 in 10 that ir. i would receilve a degree
from University X.
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7. Mr. G, a competent chess player, ls participating in a
national chess tournament. In an early match he draws the top-
favored player in the tournament as hls opponent. ir. G has been
gilven a relatively low ranking in view of hls performance in pre-
vious tournaments. During the course of his play with the top-
favored man, iMr. G notes the possibillity of a deceptive though
risky maneuver which might bring him a quick victory. At the
same time, if the attempted maneuver should fail, Hr. G would be
left in an exposed position and defeat would almost certainly
follow.

Imagine that you are advising Mr. G. Listed below are
several probabllities or odds that ¥r. G's deceptive play would
succeed.

Flease check the lowest probability that you would consider
acceptable for the risky play in question to be attempted.

The chances are 1 in 10 that the play would succeed.

1The chances are 3 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 5 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 7 in 10 that the play would succeed.

The chances are 9 in 10 that the play would succeed.

Place a check here if you think Mr. G should not attempt the
risky play, no matter what the probabilitles.

8. Mr. H, a college senior, has studied the plano since child-
hood. He has won amateur prizes and gilven small recitals, sug-
gesting that Mr. d has conslderable muslcal talent. As gradua-
tion approaches, Mr. H has the choice of going to medical school
to become a physician, a profession which would bring certain
prestige and financlal rewards; or entering a conservatory of
nusic for advanced training with a well-known planist. Mr. H
realizes that even upon completion of his plano studlies, which
would take many more years and a lot of money, success as a con-
cert planist would not be assured.

Imagine that you are advising lr. He Listed below are
several probabilities or odds that Yr. H would succeed as a con-
cert planist.

Please check the lowest probability that you would consider
acceptable for Mr. H to continue with his musical training.

Flace a check here if you think ir. H should not pursue his
musical training, no matter what the probabilities.
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— The chances are 9 in 10 that Mr. H would succeed as a concert
pianist.
The chances are 7 in 10 that Mr. H would succeed as a concert
planist.
he chances are 5 in 10 that Mr. H would succeed as a concert
pianist.
The chances are 3 in 10 that Mr. H would succeed as a concert
pilanist.
I'ne chances are 1 in 10 that #Mr. H would succeed as a concert
pianist.

9. Mr. J 1s an American captured by the enemy in wWorld wWar II

and placed 1in a prisoner-of-war camp. Conditions in the camp are
quite bad, with long hours of hard physical labor and a barely

sufficlient diet. After spending several months in this camp, Mr.
J notes the possibility of escape by concealing himself in a sup-
ply truck that shuttles in and out of the camp. Of course, there
is no guarantee that the escape would prove successful. Recapturd
by the enemy could well mean execution.

Imagine that you are advising iHr. J. Listed below are
several probabilities or odds of a successful escape from the
prisoner-of-war camp.

Please check the lowest probability that you would consider
acceptable for an escape to be attempted.

The chances are 1 in 10 that the escape would succeed.

The chances are 3 in 10 that the escape would succeed.

The chances are 5 in 10 that the escape would succeed.

The chances are 7 in 10 that the escape would succeed.

The chances are 9 in 10 that the escape would succeed.
Flace a check here if you think Mr. J should not try to es-
cape no matter what the probabilities.

T

10. #Mr. K 1s a successful businessman who has particlpated in a
number of clvic activitlies of conslderable value to the community.
Mr. kK has been approached by the leaders of his political party
as a posslible congressional candidate in the next election. ilr.
K's party 1s a minority party in the district, though the party
has won occasional elections in the past. NMr. kE would like to
hold political office, but to do so would involve a seriocus fi-
hanclal sacrifice, since the party has insufficient campaign
funds. He would also have to endure the attacks of his political
opponents in a hot campalgn.




Imagine that you are advising ir, kK.
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Listed below are

several probabillities or odds of iir. X's winning the election in

his dist

rict.

Please check the lowest probability that you would consider
acceptable to make it worthwhile for Mr. Kk to run for political

office.

Place a check here if you think Mr. K should not

litAcal office no

natter what the probabllities.

run for po-

e The chances are 9 in 10 that lMr. K would win the election.
— The chances are 7 in 10 that Mr. K would win the election.
— The chances are 5 in 10 that iMr. K would win the election.
w— The chances are 3 in 10 that Mr. K would win the election.
— The chances are 1 in 10 that Mr. K would win the election.
11. Mr. L, a married 30-year-old research physicist, has been

given a flve=-year appointment by a major university laboratory.

As he contemplates the next five years, he realizes that he might
work on a difficult, long~term problem which, if a solution could
be found, would resolve basic scientiflc issues in the field and
bring high scientific honors. If no solution were found, however,
Mr. L would have 1little to show for hls five years in the labora-
tory, and thls would make it hard for him to get a good job after-
wards. On the other hand, he could, as most of his professional
agssociates are doing, work on a series of shorte-term problems
where solutions would be easler to find, but where the problems
are of lesser sclentific importance.

Imagine that you are advising Mr. L. Listed below are
several probabilitles or odds that a solution would be found to
the difficult, long~term problem that ir. L has in mind.

Please check the lowegt probability that you would consider
acceptable to make it worthwhile for Mr. L to work on the more
difficult long~term problem.
that

L would solve the long~term

The chances are 1 in 10 Mr.
problem.
‘The chances
problem,
The chances
problem.
‘The chances
problem.
The chances

problem.

are 3 in 10 that #Hr. L would scolve the long-term

are 5 in 10 that ivr. L would solve the long-term

are 7 in 10 that Mr. L would solve the long-term

are 9 in 10 that fir. L would solve the long-term
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FPlace a check here if you think Hr. L should not choose the
long~term, difficult problem, noe matter what the probabilitieg

12. HMr. M is contemplating marriage to ilss T, a girl whom he
has known for a little more than a year. BRecently, however, a
nunber of arguments have occurred between them, suggesting some
sharp differences of opinion in the way each views certain mat-
ters. Indeed, they declde to seek professional advice from a
marriage counselor as to whether it would be wise for them to
marry. On the basis of these meetings with a marriage counselor,
they realize that a happy marriage, wnlle possible, would not be
agsured.

Imagine that you are advising ir. il and Mlss T. Listed be-
low are several probabilities or odds that thelr marriage would
prove to be a happy and successful one.

Please check the lowest probability that you would consider
acceptable for Mr. M and Miss T to get married.

Place a check here if you think Hkr. 1 and Miss T should not
marry, no matter what the probabilitles.

he chances are 9 in 10 that the marriage would be happy and
successful.

The chances are 7 in 10 that the marriage would be happy and
successful.

The chances are 5 in 10 that the marriage would be happy and
succesgsful.

he chances are 3 in 10 that the marriage would be happy and
successful.

The chances are 1 in 10 that the marriage would be happy and
successful.
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APPENDIX B

Instructions Given to Subjects in the Control, Consensus, and
Discussion Conditions for the Second Administration of
the Dilemmas-of -Choice Questlonnaire

Control Condition

On the following pages, you will find the same series of
everyday-life situations as those described to you in the first
opinion questicnnaire. Both the ltems and lnstructions remain
exactly the same. The instructions, once agaln, are as follows:

fhe central person in each situation 1s faced with a choice
between two alternative courses of action, which we might call X
and Y., Alternative X i1s more desirable and attractive than al-
ternative Y, but the probability of attalning or achleving X is
less than that of attalning or achieving Y.

For each situation on the following pages, you will be asked
to indicate the minimum odds of success you would demand before
recommending that the more attractive or desirable alternative,
X, be chosen.

Read each situation carefully before glving your judgment.
Try to place yourself in the position of the central person in
each of the situations. There are twelve situations in all.
Pleagse do not omit any of them.

Consensus Condition

On the following pages, you will find the same series of
everyday~-life situations as those described to you in the first
opinion questionnalre. The central person in each situatlon is
faced with a cholce between two alternative courses of action,
which we might call X and Y. Alternative X is more desirable and
attractive than alternative Y, but the probability of attaining
or achieving X is less than that of attaining or achleving Y.

You are to discuss with your partner each of the sltuatlions
on these pages. In every case, you are to discuss the situation
until you both feel that you have had an opportunity to complete-
1y indicate to your partner the minimum odds of success you would




demand before recommending that the more attractive or desirable
alternative, X, be chogen. Your discussion should involve a
statement of your reasons for holdling this opinion and a discus=-
sion of them rather than a mere statement of your opinion. As a
palr, you must then decide on ga_single response to the statement
for both of you. 1In other words, you must arrive at a unanimous
decision.

Read each statement carefully before discussing it with your
partner. Iry to place yourself in the position of the central
person in each of the situations. Immediately following your
reading of the statement, discuss 1t with your partner and as a
pair make a single response to the statement. Ihen go on to the
next statement and follow the same procedure. There are twelve
situatlions in all. Please do not omit any of themn.

Discussion Condition

On the followlng pages, you will find the same geries of
everyday-life situations as those described to you in the first
opinion questionnalire. The central person in each situation is
faced with a cholce between two alternative courses of action,
which we might call X and Y. Alternative X 1ls more desirable and
attractive than alternativ- ¥, buft the probabllity of attaining
or achleving X is less than that of attalning or achieving Y.

You are to discuss with your partner each of the situations
on these pages. In every case, you are to discuss the situation
until you both feel that you have had an opportunity to complete-
ly indicate to your partner the nminimum odds of success you would
demand before recommending that the more attractive or desirable
alternative, X, be chosen. Your discussion should involive a
statement of your reasons for holding this opinion and a dliscus=-
sion of them rather than a mere statement of your opinion.

Read each statemen'® carefully before discussing it with your
partner. Try to place yourself in the position of the central
person in each of the situations. Immedlately following your
reading of the statement, discuss it with your partner. rfollow-
ing your discussion, you should each individually and privately
indicate your responses to the item. Tfhen go on to the next
statement and follow the same procedure. Ihere are twelve
gituations 1in all. Flease do not omit any of then.
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APPENDIX C

Satisfaction Items Administered to Subjects in the Control,
Congensus, and Discussion Conditions

Control Condition

Please answer the following guestion by placing a check on the
line in front of the one statement which best expresses your
opinion. This question should be answered in regard to your
second responses to the opinion questionnalre.

Lo what extent do you feel satisfiled with the decisions you have
just made?

definitely satisfied

falrly strongly satisfiled
slightly satisfied

feel neutral about them
slightly dissatisfied

falrly strongly dissatisfled
definitely dissatisfled

Lo what extent do you feel satisfled with the decisions reached
by you and your partner after discussion?

definitely satisfied

falrly strongly satisfled
slightly satisfied

feel neutral about them
slightly dissatisfled

fairly strongly dissatisfled
definitely dissatisfled

[T

To what extent would you like to work with your partner agalin on
a similar task?




definitely want to work with partner agaln

falrly strong desire to work with partner agaln
slight desire to work with partner agaln

feel neutral about it

glight deslre not to work with partner again

fairly strong desire not to work with partner again
definitely do not want to work with partner agailn

T think my partner would support the decisions that we have Jjust
nade

not at all

to a slight extent
generally

to a great extent
100 per cent

not at all

to a slight extent
generally

to a great extent
100 per cent

The discussion with my partner was

definitely limited
somewhat limited
glightly limited
slightly free
somewhat free
quite free

In the group (with my partner), 1 felt that

1 expressed my views freely and was not limited in any way by
my partner

I expressed my V1iews somewhat freely and was generally not
l1imited in any way by my partner

I was somewhat restrained 1in expressing my views

I was to a great extent restrained in expressing my views

N
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Discussion Condition

Please answer the following questions by placing a check on the
line in front of the one statement which best expresses your
opinion.

Lo what extent do you feel satisfied with the decisilons you have
Just made after discussing the problems with your partner?

definitely satisfiled

fairly strongly satisfled
s8lightly satisfied

feel neutral about them
slightly dissatisfied
falrly strongly dissatlisfied
definitely dissatisfied

[T

To what extent would you llike to work with your partner agailn on
a similar task?

definitely want to work wilth partner agaln

fairly strong desire to work with partner again
8light desire to work with partner again

Teel neutral about it

slight desire not to work with partner again

falrly strong desire not to work with partner again
definitely do not want to work with partner agaln

LT

I think that my partner would support the declsions that I have
just made

not at all

to a slight extent
generally

to a great extent
100 per cent

[T

I would support the declslons I have Just made

not at all

to a slight extent
generally

to a great extent
100 per cent

[T
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fhe discussion with my partner was

definitely limited
somewhat limited
slightly limited
slightly free
somewhat free
quite free

A

In the group (with my partner), I felt that

____ I expressed my views freely and was not limited in any way by
ny partner

I expressed my views somewhat freely and was generally not
limited in any way by my partner

I was somewhat restrained in expressing my views

I was to a great extent restrained in expressing my views

I
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