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CHAPrER I 

IN'rRODUCTION 

Perhaps the oldest debate between sooiology and psyohology 

has ooourred over the effects of the group on the individual. 

The sooiologist Le Bon has best represented the historioal so­

ciologioal position whioh saw the individual participating in 

different and sometimes extreme behaviors within the group con­

text. Floyd Allport gave psychology's answer to this position 

in that he argued that persons do the same thing both within and 

outside the group context, although he conceded there may be some 

facilitative effeots of the group. 

While there has been a good deal of experimentation comparins 

group versus individual behaviors. not all of the research can be 

related to what the sooiologists were talking about. Reoently. 

however. Kogan and Wal1aoh (1964) have devised a risk taking task 

--the di1emmas-of-ohoioe questionnaire--whioh deals with a vari­

ety of hypothetical situations which appears to fit more olosely 

to the behaviors of oonoern to the (older) sociologists. 

1 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF' THE LITERATURE 

Almost without exception, reoent experiments investigating 

risk taking behaviors in groups have found a risky shift phenom­

enon. That is, deoisions made in a group oontext are more 

"risky" than deoisions made by individuals. Many studies have 

been oonduoted in an attempt to determine what ooours in the 

group oontext and whioh features of the testing situation are 

essential for the risky shift to ooour. 

·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 ooours in both oases. In another study 

(Bem, Wallach, & Kogan, 1965), they obtained the same results 

when subjects were presented with a real opportunity for reward 

(monetary gains) or punishment (physioal pain and disoomfort). 

Perhaps it should be noted that a oertain degree of deoeption 

was used in this experiment. All subjeots reoeived 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 possibility of either reward or punishment so 

it would seem legitimate to assume this belief influenoed their 

behavior. 

It was also found that the influence of the group perSisted 

2 
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even after the group experlence had ended (wallach, Kogan, & 

Bem, 1962). Subjects performing on the dllemmas-of-choloe ques­

tlonnalre lndlvidually after havlng performed on the same task 

ln the group showed a sh1ft ln risk taklng when thelr soores 

were compared wlth predlsouss1on 1ndividual risk taklng scores. 

The rlsky shift was st111 1n ev1denoe two to s1x weeks later 

when subjeots aga1n performed ind1v1dually. 

When deo1s1ons made follow1ng group disouss1on alone, d1s­

cuss10n and consensus, and consensus alone were oompared, Wal­

lach and Kogan (196;) obtained the followlng results: (1) The 

r1sky shlft occurred under the oonditions of group d1scuss1on 

alone and d1scuss1on and consensus, but not under the oond1tion 

of consensus alone. (2) 'rhere was no d1fference 1n the inorease 

in risk taking between subjects work1ng 1n the group d1scuss1on 

alone cond1tion and those perform1ng under the oondition of d1s­

cuss10n and consensus. On the bas1s of these f1nd1ngs, 1t was 

oonoluded that "group d1soussion provides the necessary and suf­

fic1ent oond1t1on for generat1ng the r1sky sh1ft effect (wallach 

& Kogan, 196;, p. 17)." In other words, 1t would appear that 

these two oond1t1ons do not make d1fferent demands on the sub­

jeots. If they do, they are not reflected 1n a d1fference 1n 

r1sk taking. 

On the bas1s of the1r f1nd1ngs, Kogan and wallach conclude 

that lt 1s a d1ffus1on of respons1b111ty that accounts for the 
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risky shift phenomenon. That is, 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. 

Teger's 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 & Thistlethwaite, 1967; Rettig, 1966). 

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 in-

crease in risk taking. 

There occurs sometimes in groups a state of affairs 
in which the individuals act as if they were tfsub_ 
merged in the group." Such a state of affa1rs may 
be described as one of de-1nd1viduat1on; that is, 
individUals are not seen or paid 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 attention nor is the person singling out 
others (pp. 290-291). 

Further, these experi~enters found de-individuation to be re-

lated to the members' attraction to the group. 

Flanders and Thistlethwaite (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 
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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 ltems. Using the dilemmas­

of-cholce questlonnaire (Kogan & Wallach, 1964), Flanders and 

Thlstlethwalte (1967) found that: 

••• discussion to consensus has the effect of produc1ng 
a r1sky shift among subjects who have not had inter­
polated familiarization with the risk-taking problemso 
However, among subjects who have been given the op­
portunity of further individual study of the risk­
taklng problems, discusslon to oonsensus has no effect 
upon risk-taklng scores (p. 95). 

These findlngs were lnterpreted as bein.g the reaul t of "In-

creased comprehension, which is theorized to be the outcome of 

interpolated famlliarization or discusslon procedures (p. 91)." 

Flnally, Rettig (1966) proposes that censure testing ac­

counts for the lncrease ln 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 same dis-

cussion on tape. While the other experiments reviewed here deal 

with a variety of everyday-Ilfe s1tuatlons (e.g., the dllemmas­

of-cho1ce questionnalre), the scale used by Rettig deals only 

with ethlcal dilemmas or situations (Rettlg & Rawson, 1963). 

All of the items in this scale deal with stealing money from a 

bank. It seems possible that this task is not comparable to the 

tasks used by other exper1menters. While censure test1ng may 

operate when subjects are confronted with ethlcal d1lemmas, 
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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 oonsidered 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 wallaoh (1967) 

turn their attention to several studies in whioh 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 subjeots working as individuals with 

that of subjects working in groups of three. Groups performed 

under the condition of disoussion and consensus. The findings 

indicated no differenoe 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: t1First, the group interaction was quite 

brief--fifteen minutes in length. Seoondly, 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 McClintock (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-
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ference between individuals and groups was not statistically 

significant. Kogan and Wallaoh (1967), onoe again, evaluate 

these findings as inconclusive. Their criticism is based on two 

factors: (1) the nature of the task and (2) the opportunity for 

only minimal discussion in the group condition. 

F1nally, Atthowe (1961) oompared pair-groups w1th 1ndivid-

uals. Subjects working in pa1rs performed under the condit1on 

of d1scuss1on and oonsensus. The results of th1s study lndi-

oated that subjeots in pair-groups were more conservative in 

the1r choioes than indiv1duals. One of the factors suggested by 

Kogan and Wallach (1967) to account for these results was that 

"Generat1on of d1soussion may be more oonstrained in a dyadic 

s1tuation than when three or more persons are present (p. 233)." 

The only way to resolve the d1fficult1es raised by studies 

suoh as the above, according to Kogan and wallaoh (1967), is by 

further investigation into the nature of risk taking in the group 

context. In the deSigning of researoh 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 
s1tuation should be of suoh a nature that we oan feel 
confident of its power to capture the essentials of 
what transpires in the give-and-take of open. 1nten­
sive d1scussion (p. 233). 



CHAPTER III 

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 

It appears to be olearly implled by Kogan and wallaoh 

(1967) that, lf thelr suggestlons for further researoh are fol­

lowed, the rlsky shlft phenomenon wlll emerge. But wlll It? 

It ls suggested here that thls findlng--the rlsky shlft phenom­

enon--ls the result of the way in whloh the r1sk taklng soores 

are treated ln the analyses. To illustrate thls point, oonslder 

the following hypothetloal example: Subject A (1nltially a me­

dium (M) rlsk taker wlth a soore of 65) ls paired wlth Subjeot B 

(ln1t1ally a low (L) rlsk taker wlth a soore of 85). 'rhey are 

instruoted to discuss eaoh ltem on the dllemmas-of-oholoe ques­

t10nnalre and then lndividually and prlvately make their re­

sponses to each ltem. Their soores after dlsoussion are 60 and 

80 respeotively--a mean value of 70. Now this mean value ls 

subtraoted from the mean of their lnitial ratings--a value of 

75. This would reveal a shift ln the risky direotion. If the 

same subjeots are instruoted to reaoh oonsensus after disoussing 

eaoh item, they might deolde (oomprom1se) on a soore of 70.,rhe 

subtraotion of this value from the mean of their initial ratings 

--75--would again reveal a shift in the risky direotion. ~hat 

has happened here? Under the seoond oonditlon (disoussion and 

oonsensus), B's soore, in relatlon to his lnitial soore, indi-

8 
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oates a shift in the risky direotion; whereas A's soore shifted 

in the oonservative direotion. Thus, although under both oon­

ditions there is a shift in the risky direotion when mean soores 

are used. the effeots of the group on the individual are quite 

different. In the first oase, both subjeots shift in the risky 

direction, while in the seoond case, this is not true. 

Consequently, it is proposed (hypothesized) that the dis­

oussion and oonsensus oondition (hereafter to be oalled simply 

the consensus oondition) and the disoussion alone oondition (to 

be called s1mply the discussion oondit1on) make d1fferent demands 

on the subjeots 1n the group and that th1s d1fference is revealed 

when the soores of eaoh ind1vidual in the group, rather than the 

mean of the soores of all the members in the group are analyzed. 

In other words, 1t 1s proposed here that the 1ndiv1dual soores 

of eaoh group member must be treated separately 1n order to 

olearly see the effeots of the group on the ind1v1dual. It 1s 

expeoted that all subjeots will not sh1ft in the risky direot1on 

in the oonsensus cond1t1on, whereas subjeots in the d1souss1on 

oondition will all shift in the risky direotion. It 1s also sug­

gested that the 1nitial level of risk taking (the soore attained 

when working as indiv1duals) of the members of the group is an 

important faotor. Using pair-groups, it is expeoted that in the 

consensus condition: (1) Bubject~ paired with partners whose 

initial risk taking scores fall within the same range, i.e., 
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both subjects are H, r/f, or L, will exhibit a risky shift. 

(2) When initial scores fall within different ranges. the more 

conservative partner will beoome "riskier," whereas the more 

risky partner will beoome more oonservative (in relation to their 

initial soores). 

In addition to these expeotations or hypotheses. it is ex­

pected that the inolusion of items designed to measure satis­

faotion will help to determine the faotors related to the shifts 

in risk taking. De-individuation, acoording to Festinger, Pepi­

tone, and Newcomb (1962), is related to satisfaction and these 

experimenters suggest it is de-individuation whioh leads to an 

inorease in risk tak1ng. Consequently, if Festinger, Pep1tone, 

and Newoomb are oorreot, there should be differenoes 1n satis­

faotion oorresponding to the differenoes in shifts 1n risk tak­

ing. 



CHAPTER IV 

METHOD 

Subjects 

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

rolled in psychology courses at Loyola University served as sub­

jects. All subjects were volunteers who received either extra­

credit points to be applied to their 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 condition 

and 246 subjects in the discussion condition. 

Eaoh testing session consisted of three parts. During the 

first part, all subjects performed individually on the dilemmas­

of-choice questionnaire. Scores obtained during the first part 

of the session were used as the basis for trichotomizing the 

entire testing sample into high (li), 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 this condition 
11 
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performed lndlvidually on the dilemmas-of-cholce questionnaire 

during the second part of the testing session. Immediately fol­

lowing the second administration of the questionnaire, subjects 

in this condition were required to respond to one item regarding 

their satisfaction with the decisions made on the seoond oopy of 

the dilemmas-oi-ohoice questionnalre. No group experienoe was 

provided. 

Consensus Conditlon. Subjects in this oondition were as­

signed partners for the seoond part of the testlng session. The 

pair-groups consisted of all combinations of H, M, and L subjects 

--H with H, H with M, H with L, M wlth M, M with L. and L with L. 

The members of a given pair-group were of the same sex and were 

unacquainted with one another. Each palr-group was then given 

one copy of the dilemmas-of-choice questlonnaire and lnstructed 

to read and d1scuss each item until the two members of the group 

could arrive at one answer or response to each ltem, 1.e., arr1ve 

at consensus. Upon oompletion of the questlonnaire. the members 

of eaoh pair-group were lnstruoted to separat~ (part three of 

the sesslon) and respond individually and pr1vately to six items 

dealing wlth the1r satlsfaot1on with var10us aspeots of the group 

experience. 

Discuss10n Condit1on. Subjects 1n thls condition were as­

Signed partners during the seoond part of the session in the same 

manner as that described above. After belng assigned to pair-
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groups. hovlever, each member of each group receioved a copy of 

the dilemmas-of-choice questionnaire. 3ubjects were instructed 

to discuss each item, but immediately following discussion. each 

subject responded individually and privately. During the third 

part of the session. subjects separated from thelr partners and 

responded to six satisfaction items individually and privately. 

Each testing sesslon was ended with a de-brlefing perlod 

during which the experimenter br1efly explalned the general 

nature of the experlment. 

Risk Tak1ng Task 

The dllemm.as-of-cholce questlonnaire constructed by Kogan 

and \Ilallach (1964) was used to obtain a measure of risk taklng. 

This 1s a paper-and-pencll task which describes twelve situations 

in each of which a central person is faced wlth a choice between 

two alternative courses of actlon. One of these courses ls more 

desirable or reward1ng than the other, but it also lnvolves a 

greater risk of failure. .For each of the twelve si tuatlons, the 

subject ls lnstructed to advlse the central person by indlcating 

the lowest probability of success felt to be acceptable lf the 

risky course of action ls to be followed. Responses are made on 

a six-point scale. frhe questionnaire ln its entlrety appears in 

the appendices. 
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Satisfaction Items 

'rhe i tams used to obta1n measures of satisfaction were 

fashioned after those used by ri'est1nger, Pepitone, and tJewcomb 

(1962). These items are partially reproduced in the results 

section of this paper and appear in their entirety in the ap­

pendices. 



CHAPTER V 

RESUL'rS 

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

enoes, for example, among H subjects who subsequently worked 

alone and those who were later paired with either H, lVi, or L 

partners. Consequently, the first two analyses, dealing with 

initial risk taking scores (obtained during the first part of the 

testing session), were designed to yield this information. All 

analyses were either 3 x 4 or 3 x 3 factorial designs for un­

equal oell frequencies--unweighted-means analyses (Winer, 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 soore, the more 

risky the subjeots. The analysis of these scores revealed a 

significant differenoe as a function of initial ratings of H, M, 

and L--signifioant beyond the .01 level of confidence, i (2, 395) 

= 741.95. 'rhere 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. 

ri. and L Partners in the Consensus Condition 

Worked Worked worked Worked 
as with with with 

Subjects Individuals H Partners M Pa.rtners L Partners 

H ;;.23 ;4.79 5;.07 ;3.92 
(n=30) (n=38) (n=30) (n==36) 

M 66.48 67.17 67.95 67.)5 
(n=25) (n=30) (n=40) (n=34) 

L 82.09 83.25 84.21 82.29 
(n=)2) (n=36) (n=)4) (n=42) 

Table 2 gives 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 disoussion oondition. 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 funotion of initial ratings of H, N, and L--signifi­

cant beyond the .01 level, f (2, )21) == 22.82. The difference 

as a function of working alone or with H, M, or L partners and 

the intera.ction were not significant. 
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Table 2 

Mean Initial Rlsk Taklng Soores for SubJeots Categorlzed lnto 
Irhree Levels who Subsequently !Jorked. as Indivlduals and with ~;.., 

I'l, and L Partners in the Disouss1on Cond1 t10n 

Worked ..Jorked. w>Jorked Worked 
as with with w1th 

Subjects Individuals H .Partners 1'1 Partners L Partners 

H .55.23 53.15 52.12 52.52 
(n-JO) (n-J4) (n=26) (n=21) 

11 66.48 67.92 67.22 67.64 
(n=25) (n=26) (n-)6> (n=25) 

L 82.09 82.19 80.44 81.81 
(n=32) (n=21) (n=25) (n=32) 

On the basis of these two analyses, it oan be oonoluded 

that the groups were equated. The significant differences ob­

tained would be expeoted as a result of triohotom1zing the test­

ing sample into H, ~1. and L categor1es. 

The next three analyses were performed on shift soores. 

rheae were the soores obta1ned when the seoond risk soore was 

subtracted from the flrst r1sk tak1ng soore. 3hift soores w1th 

a + s1gn 1nd1oate a sh1ft 1n the r1sky d1rection, whereas sh1ft 

soores w1th a - s1gn 1ndicate a sh1ft in the conservat1ve d1rec­

t1on .. 

lne follow1ng analysis was designed to determ1ne whether the 

shift in risk tak1ng is a funotion of (1) the initial level of 
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r1sk tak1ng and/or (2) the cond1tion under which the subjects 

perform--control (as ind1viduals), consensus (1n pairs), or 

d1scuss1on (in pairs). Table) gives the mean shift scores for 

H, M, and L subjects working as individuals and in pair-groups 

1n the consensus and discussion conditions. 

Table ) 

Mean Shift Scores for H, M, and L Subjects Working as Ind1v1duals 
and in Pa1r-groups 

High Medium Low 

Work1ng as Ind1v1duals +.80 +.20 +2.1) 
(control cond1t1on) (n=)O) (n=25) (n=)2) 

Working in Pa1r-groups -6.96 +1.01 +8.54 
(consensus cond1t1on) (n=104) (n=104) (n=112) 

Work1ng in Pa1r-groups -1.44 +1.72 +7.14 
(d1scuss1on cond1t1on) (n=81) (n=87) (n=78) 

Wh1le the d1fference as a funct10n of the condit10n under 

wh1ch the subjects performed (alone or 1n pa1r-groups 1n the con­

sensus and d1scuss1on conditions) was not sign1ficant, the dif­

ference as a funot10n of initial level of r1sk tak1ng was found 

to be s1gn1fioant beyond the .01 level of oonfidence, ! (2, 644) 

= 30.97. The interaction was also sign1ficant beyond the .01 

level, ~ (94, 644) = 7.28. 
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~ith regard to these signifioant findings: H subjeots 

showed an overall shift in the oonservative direotion. whereas 

M and L subjeots showed a shift in the risky direotion. L sub­

jeots demonstrated a greater shift in the risky direotion than 

did the M subjeots. An analysis of simple effeots (Winer, 1964) 

was performed to investigate further the nature of the signifi­

oant interaotion. It revealed that the interaotion was oaused by 

H subjeots who were ranked from smallest sh1ft to largest shift 

as follows: (1) H subjeots in the oontrol oondition--risky 

shift, (2) H subjeots in the d1soussion oond1t1on--oonservative 

shift, (3) H subjeots in the consensus oondition--oonservative 

shift. The above groups of H subjeots were found to differ sig­

nifioantly beyond the .01 level, f (2, 644) = 9.10. L subjeots 

also oontributed to the signifioant interaot1on. They were 

ranked from smallest shift to largest shift as follows: (1) L 

subjeots in the oontrol oondition, (2) L subjeots in the d1sous­

sion condition, (3) L subjeots in the oonsensus oondition. All 

shifts were in the r1sky d1reotion. These groups were found to 

differ signifioantly beyond the .01 level, f (2, 644) = 6.48. 

To analyze these results even further, Kramer's adaptation 

of the Dunoan multiple-range test for unequal N's was employed 

(Kramer, 1956). All signifioant findings reported here are at 

the .05 level of oonfidenoe. The rows of Table 3 are oonsidered 

f1rst. 
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There were no slgnlfloant dlfferenoes found ln Row 1 of 

Table 3. In other words, there were no dlfferenoes ln shlft 

among H. M, and L subjeots worklng as lndlvlduals ln th~ oontrol 

oondltlon. 

H, M, and L subjeots worklng ln palr-groups ln the oonsen­

sus oondltlon (Row 2) were all found to dlffer slgnlfloantly 

from one another. They were ranked from smallest shlft to 

largest shlft as follows: (1) M subjeots--rlsky shlft, (2) H 

subjeots--oonservatlve shlft, (3) L subjeots--rlsky shlft. 

H, M, and L subjeots worklng ln palr-groups ln the dlsous­

slon condltlon (Row 3) all dlffered slgnlflcantly from one 

another also. They were ordered from smallest shlft to largest 

shlft as follows: (1) H subjeots--oonservatlve shlft, (2) M 

subjeots--rlsky shlft, (3) L subjeots--rlsky shlft. 

When the oolumns were consldered, lt was found that, for 

Column 1, H subjects ln the oonsensus oond1t1on (oonservatlve 

shift) differed slgn1ficantly from H subjeots 1n the control oon­

dit10n (risky shlft). Further lt was found that H subjects ln 

the oonsensus oondition showed a signifloantly greater shlft in 

the oonservat1ve direct10n than dld H subjeots in the dlsousslon 

oonditlon. H subjeots in the oontrol condition did not dlffer 

s1gniflcantly from H subjects 1n the discussion condlt1on. 

No slgnlf1cant dlfferences were found among M subjeots ln 

the three conditions (Column 2). 
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For Column 3. it was found that L subjects in the control 

oondit10n showed a sign1f1cantly smaller shift 1n the risky d1-

rect10n than did the L subjects working in pair-groups in the con· 

sensus condition and the L subjeots working in pair-groups in the 

discussion condition. 

In the remaining analyses, the oonsensus and discussion oon­

ditions are treated separately. Wherever possible. the perform­

anoe of subjeots in each of these oonditions is oompared to the 

performanoe 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 

condition. The analysis of these scores was designed to deter­

mine whether subjects working in pair-groups in the oonsensus 

condition exhibit differenoes 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 indio~lted that the difference 

as a function of initial level of risk taking (rows of Table 4) 

was found to be signif1cant beyond the .01 level of conf1denoe. 

l (2, 395) = 65.75. The differenoe as a funct10n of working as 

individuals or with H. M. or L partners (columns of Table 4) was 

also found to be sign1ficant beyond the .01 level, F (3. 395) = 

41.07. finally, the interact10n 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 Sh1ft Scores for Subjects Categor1zed 1nto Three Levels when 
working as Individuals and with H, H, and L Partners in the 

Consensus Cond1t1on 

working Working Work1ng working 
as with with with 

Subjects Ind1v1duals H Partners M Partners L Partners 

H +.80 -3.37 -3.80 -13.)9 
(n=)O) (n=)8) (n=)O) (n=36) 

M +.20 +8.)0 +2.0.5 -6.65 
(n=2.5) (n=)O) (n=40) (n=)4) 

L +2.1) +1.5.94 +10.21 +.86 
(n=)2) (n=36) (n=)4) (n=42) 

cond1t1on account for the interact1on. An analys1s of s1mple 

effects revealed no s1gnif1cant d1fferences among these subjects. 

W1th regard to the other s1gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs, 1t was found that, 

for the columns, the subjects were ordered from smallest sh1ft 

to largest sh1ft as follows; (1) H, M, and L subjects pa1red 

with L partners--conservat1ve shift, (2) H, M, and L subjects 

work1ng alone--r1sky sh1ft, () H, M, and L subjects pa1red with 

M partners--r1sky sh1ft, (4) H, M, and L subjects pa1red w1th H 

partners--r1sky sh1ft. For the rows, subjects were ordered from 

smallest sh1ft to largest sh1ft as follows: (1) M subjects-­

risky sh1ft, (2) H subjects--conservat1ve sh1ft, (3) L subjects-­

risky sh1ft. 
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f.ramer's test was used to further analyze these results. 

All significant findings reported here are at the .05 level. 

For Row 1 of fable 4: H subjects working as individuals (risky 

shift), H subjects working with H partners (conservative shift), 

and H subjects working with ~1 partners (conservative shift) all 

differed significantly from H subjects working with L partners 

(conservative shift). 'fhe 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) 1'1 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 subjects 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 'fable 4: (i) L subjects working as individuals 
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(risky shift) differed significantly from L subjects working with 

H partners (risky shift) and L subjeots working with I'll partners 

(risky shift). Both L subjeots 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 subjeots 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. () L subjects working with M 

partners (risky shift) were also significantly different from L 

subjeots 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 significant. 

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 oontrol oondition. 

For Column 2 of Table 4: H subjeots working with H part­

ners (conservative shift). M subjeots working with H partners 

(risky shift), and L subjeots working with H partners (risky 

shift) all differ significantly from one another with regard to 

a shift in risk taking. The risky shift is greatest for L sub-
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jects work1ng w1th H partners. The same k1nds of differences 

are found for subjects w1th M partners (Column 3). 

Finally, Column 4 of Table 4 indicates that H subjects 

work1ng w1th L partners (conservat1ve sh1ft), M subjeots work1ng 

w1th L partners (conservat1ve sh1ft), and L subjects work1ng with 

L partners (r1sky sh1ft) are all s1gn1f1oant1y d1fferent from one 

another. The greater sh1ft 1n the conservative direct10n 1s 

found for H subjects work1ng w1th L partners. 

The next analysis deals with subjects work1ng alone and 

subjects work1ng 1n pair-groups in the discuss10n condition. It 

is designed to test the hypothesis that all subjects working 1n 

pair-groups in the d1scussion condition will exhibit a shift in 

the risky direotion. Table 5 gives the mean sh1ft soores for li, 

M, and L subjeots work1ng alone or with H. M, or L partners in 

the d1soussion oond1tion. 

The difference as a funotion of initial level of risk tak­

ing was found to be sign1ficant beyond the .01 level of conf1-

dence. r (2. 321) = 24.78. The differenoe as a function of work­

ing alone or w1th lit M, or L partners was also sign1f1cant beyond 

the .01 level, l (3. 321) = 10.16. F1na11y the interaction was 

found to be s1gn1fioant at the .05 level. ~ (6, 321) = 2.63. 

Once aga1n, an analysis of simple effects was performed to clari­

fy the nature of the significant 1nteraction, and, as in the pre­

vious case, it was accounted for by the H. Nt 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 

Discussion CondItion 

Working Working Working Working 
as with with with 

Subjects Individuals H Partners M Partners L Partners 

H +.80 +1.18 -3.27 -3.43 
(ri=30) (n=34) (n=26) (n=21) 

M +.20 +4.96 +.72 -.20 
(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 oondition. No signifioant differenoe was found for 

this group of subjects. 

Regarding the other significant findings, subJeots were or­

dered from smallest shift to largest shift as follows; (1) H 

subjeots--oonservative shift, (2) M subjeots--risky shift, (3) L 

subjeots--risky shift. For the columns. subjeots were ordered 

from smallest shift to largest shift as follows: ( 1) H. Ivl.. and 

L subjeots paired with L partners--conservative shift, (2) H, M, 

and L subjeots working alone--risky shift, {J} H. M. and L sub-

jeots paired with M partners--risky shift, (4) H. M. and L sub-

Jeots paired with H partners--riaky shift. 

Kramer's adaptation of Dunoan's multiple-range teat 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 confidence. 

For Row 1 of Table 5. it was found that H subjects working with 

H partners showed a significant difference in shift from both H 

subjects paired with M partners and H subjects paired with L 

partners. H subjects paired with H partners exhibited a risky 

shift, while H subjects paired with either M or L partners showed 

a conservative shift. No other compar1sons proved to be sign1-

ficant. 

Row 2 of Table 5 1s cons1dered next. The only significant 

difference was found between M subjects working with H partners 

(r1sky shift) and M subjects working with L partners (conserva­

tive shift). 

For Row 3 of Table 5: (1) L subjects working alone (risky 

sh1ft) d1ffered sign1ficantly from L subjects working with H 

partners (risky shift) and L subjects work1ng with M partners 

(risky sh1ft). Both L subjects work1ng with H partners and L 

subjects working with M partners exhibited larger shifts in the 

risky direction than d1d L subjects work1ng alone. They did not 

d1ffer s1gn1ficantly from L subjects paired with L partners 

(risky sh1ft). (2) L subjects work1ng w1th L partners (r1sky 

sh1ft) were found to differ s1gnif1cantly from L subjects work­

ing w1th H partners (risky shift) and L subjects working w1th M 

pa~tners (risky shift). Both L subjects working with H partners 



28 

and L subjeots working with M partners shO'ti'ed larger shifts in 

the risky direotio:n than did L subjects working with L partners. 

All other oomparisons were not significantly different. 

For Column 1 of 'rable 5: Kramer' s test indicates that li, 

M. and L subjeots working alone do not differ significantly from 

one another. 

The only signifioant differenoe in Column 2 is in the form 

of a greater risky shift for L subjeots working with H partners 

than for either ff subjeots working with H partners or M subjeots 

working with H partners. H subjeots paired with H partners 

(risky shift) do not differ signifioantly from M subjeots paired 

with H partners (risky shift). 

In Column 3 of Table 5. it was found that L subjeots paired 

with M partners (risky shift) differed signifioantly from both H 

subjeots paired with M partners (conservative shift) and M sub­

jects paired 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 work­

ing with M partners (conservative shift) did not differ signifi­

ca.ntly from M sv.bjects working with M partners (risky shift). 

The only significant difference in Column 4 is between L 

subjects working with L partners (risky shift) and R subjects 

working with L partners (conservative shift). 

The remaining 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 experience. 

These analyses are designed to determine whether there are dif­

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 con­

dition appear in Table 6. Item 1 for subjects working alone read 

as follows: liTo what extent do you feel satisfied with the de­

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

Table 6 

Mean 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 

Working Working Working Working 
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) 

5.88 5.47 5.88 5.44 
(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 pair-groups in the consensus condition read: "To 

what extent do you feel satisfied with the decisions reached by 

you and your partner after discussion?" All subjects responded 

on a seven-point scale (1 = definitely dissatisfied. 7 = defi­

nitely satisfied). The analysis of these scores revealed no sig-

nificant differences. 

Mean satisfaction scores for Item 1 for H. M. and L subjects 

working alone or with Ht Mt or L partners in the discussion con-

di tion are presented in 'l'able 7. Item 1 for subjects in the dis-

cussion 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 1>1 Partners L Partners 

H 5.93 5.88 6.08 5.86 
(n=30) (n=34) (n=26) (n=21) 

5.88 5.73 5.89 5.72 
(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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(descrlbed above) was presented to the subjects for thelr re-

sponses. There were no significant differences. 

Item 2 for subjects ln both the consensus and dlscusslon con­

ditlons was: "To what extent would you llke to work wlth your 

partner again on a simllar task?" The mean satisfactlon scores 

for this item for H, M, and L subjeots worklng 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 Soores (Item 2) for Subjeots Categorized lnto 
Three Levels whenW"orklng with H, M. and L Partners ln the 

Consensus Condition 

Working Working Worklng 
with with with 

Subjeots H Partners 1'4 Partners L Partners 

H 5.24 4.90 5.36 
(n=38) (n=30) (n=36) 

M 5.13 5.30 4.88 
(n=30) (n=40) (n=34) 

L 5.19 5.09 5.55 
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42) 

jects worklng wlth H, M, or L partners ln the disousslon condi­

tlon are given in Table 9. Subjeots in both the oonsensus and 

dlscussion oonditlons made thelr responses to thls ltem 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 significant differences. 

'fable 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 

Subjeots H Partners M Partners L Partners 

H 5.21 5.38 5.33 
(n=34) (n=26) (n=21) 

M 5.23 5.14 5.16 
(n=26) (n=36) (n=25) 

L 5.38 5.01./. 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 ••• n The corresponding item for subjects in the discus­

sion condition read: "I think that my partner would support the 

decisions I have just made ••• " Responses to this item were made 

on a five-point scale (1 = not at all. 5 = 100 per cent). Mean 

scores 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 L Partnors 

H 3.84 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 analysis of these scores. Mean scores for Item 3 for sub­

jects in the discuss.1on condition are given in 'rable 11. Once 

again, the analysis 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 

Subjeots H Partners M Partners L Partners 

H 3.26 3.31 3.24 
(n=34) (n=26) (n=21) 

M 3.31 3.53 3.28 
(n=26) (n=36) (n=25) 

L 2.95 3.48 3.53 
(n=21) (n=25) (n=32) 

Item 4 for subjects in the consensus condition was as fol­

lows: ItI would support the decisions my partner and I have just 

made ••• tJ The corresponding item for subjects in the discussion 

condition read: "I would support the decisions I have just made 

••• tt The five-point scale described above was presented to the 

subjects for their responses to this item. Mean scores for Item 

4, oonsensus condition, are given in Table 12. The analysis of 

these soores revealed no significant differences among these 

subjects. 
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'!able 12 

Mean Sat1sfaotion Soores (Item 4) for Subjeots Categor1zed into 
Three Levels when work1ng with fit M. and L Partners 1n the 

Consensus Condition 

Working Working Work1ng 
with with with 

Subjeots H Partners 1vI Partners L Partners 

H 4.00 3.63 3.50 
(n=38) (n=30) (n=36) 

M 3.77 ).70 ).68 
(n=30) (nc:40) (n=34) 

L 3.58 3.65 ).83 
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42) 

The mean so ores for Item 4, d1soussion oondition, are pre-

sented 1n 'lIable 13. Again, there were no s1gn1f1oant differenoes. 

'rable 13 

Mean Satisfact10n Scores (Item 4) for Subjects Categorized into 
Three Levels when Work1ng with H, M, and L Partners 1n the 

Disoussion Condition 

working Working Work1ng 
with w1th with 

SUbJeots H Partners ~1 Partners L Partners 
H 4.15 3.96 4.14 

(n=34) (n=26) (n=21) 

M 4.12 3086 3.92 
(n=26) (n=36) (n=2,S) 

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 disoussion with my partner 

was ••• " Responses to this item were made on a six-point scale 

(1 = definitely limited, 6 = qUite free). The mean scores for 

subj~ots in the consensus condition are given in Table 14. 

Table 14 

i4ean 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 11 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 4.74 
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42) 

Only the interaction was found to be significant beyond the .01 

level, E (4, 311) = 8.76. An analysis o~ simple effects was 

per~ormed to further analyze this finding. None of the values of 

E proved to be significant. The signi~icant interaotion seems to 

be acoounted for by M subjeots who exhibit equal satisfaotion 

With both H and M partners, but are relatively dissatisfied when 

paired with L subjeots as partners. 
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The mean scores for Item 5 for subjects in the discussion 

condition are presented in Table 15. No significant differences 

were found when these scores were analyzed. 

'lIable 15 

l'ilean Satisfaction Scores (Item 5) for Subjects Categorized into 
Three Levels when ~Jorking with H, 11, and L Partners in the 

Discussion Condition 

Working Working Working 
with with with 

Subjects H Partners M Partners L Partners 

H 5.15 5.00 4.95 
(n=34) (n==26) (n=21) 

M 5.31 4.72 4.64 
(n=26) (n=J6) (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 

oonditions was as follows: "In the group (with my partner) I 

felt that ••• " Responses were made on a five-point scale (1 = 

I was to a great extent restrained 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 consen­

sus condition are given in Table 16. ffhe analysis of these 

SCores revealed a significant difference as a function of initial 

level of risk taking--H, M, L--at the .05 level of confidence, 
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f (2, 311) = 3.97. Subjeots 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. 

Kramer's test revealed no significant differences among the 

various H. M. and L subjects. 

Table 16 

Mean Satisfaction Scores (Item 6) for Subjeots Categorized into 
'.I:hree Levels when kvorking wi th H. M. and L Partners in the 

Consensus Condition 

Working Working Working 
with with with 

Subjeots H Partner M Partner L Partner 

H 3.71 3.57 3.61 . 
(n=38) (n=30) (n=36) 

N 3.53 3.63 3.56 
(n=30) (n=40) (n=34) 

L 3.42 3.32 3048 
(n=36) (n=34) (n=42) 

Finally, the mean soores for Item 6 for subjeots in the dis­

oUssion oondition are given in Table 17. No signifioant differ­

enoes were revealed by the analysis of these soores. 
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Table 17 

Mean Satisfaotion Soores (Item 6) for Subjeots Categorized into 
Three Levels whanworking with H. M, and L Partners in the 

Disoussion Condition 

working Working Working 
with with with 

Subjeots H Partners 1'<1 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 3.53 
(n=21) (n=25) (n=32) 



CHAPTER III 

DISCUSSION 

On the basis of the analyses of risk taking shift scores, 

several of the hypotheses tested in this experiment have not been 

supported in all cases. That is: (1) 'rhere was no overall dif-

ference between the discussion and the consensus conditions. 

(2) In the consensus condition, H subjects paired with H partners 

did not exhibit a risky shift. On the other hand, with 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 is: (a) subjects paired with partners whose 

initial risk taking scores fall within the same range exhibited 

a risky shift and (b) when initial scores fall within different 

ranges, the more conservative partner became "riskier," 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 is 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 is no greater overall increase in risk tak­

ing for subjects working in pair-groups than for subjects working 
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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 Thistlethwa1te (1967) and Bateson (1966). 

'rhe overall shift for H subjects, however, was not in the risky 

direction but rather in the conservative direotion. This would 

not be expeoted on the basis of the findings of Flanders and 

Thistlethwaite and Bateson. It is suggested here that, perhaps, 

H risk takers have in a sense gone as high as they oan and sub­

sequently beoome more conservative. 

'rhere must be some qualifioation of the above, however, 

sinoe different patterns exist. While there is no overall dif­

ferenoe in risk taking among subjeots working alone or in pair­

groups, (1) H subjeots in the oonsensus oondition (oonservative 

shift) differed significantly from H subjeots working alone 

(risky shift) and (2) H subjeots in the oonsensus oondition ex­

hibited a signifioantly larger shift in the risky direotion than 

did H subjeots in the disoussion oondition. Further, L subjeots 

working alone showed a signifioantly smaller shift in the risky 

direot10n than did L subjeots in the oonsensus condition and in 

the discussion condition. One faotor of particular conoern here 

is the difference between H subjects working in pair-groups in 

the consensus condition and H subjects working in pair-groups in 

the discussion condition. According to Kogan and wallach (1965), 
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these two oonditions do not result in a differenoe in risk tak­

ing. The present study, on the other hand, indioates that there 

is a differenoe 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 researoh in­

dicates that the shifts resulting in studies 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 

is at least partially oonfirmed. That is, all subjects did not 

shift in the predicted direction and the differences among groups 

of subjects were not all significant. For example, while the 

overall differenoes as a function of initial level of risk tak­

ing and of working alone or with H, N, and L partners were sig­

nifioant for both the consensus and discussion oonditions 

(Tables 4 and 5), different patterns are revealed when the rows 

and columns are examined more closely. That is to say, when 

hramer's test was employed, the differences found among the 

various H. M. and L subjects working alone and with H, M, and L 

partners were not the.same in the two oonditions (oonsensus and 

discussion). For example I while H subjects working with L 

partners in the consensus oondition were found to differ signi­

fioantly from H subjeots working alone, H subjects working with 

L partners in the disoussion condition were not found to differ 
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signifioantly from Ii subjeots working alone. 

One final point of oonoern was the finding that there were 

no signifioant differenoes between: (1) H subjeots work1ng alone 

and H subjeots working with H partners, (2) M subjeots working 

alone and 14 subjeots working w1th 1"1 partners, (3) L subjeots 

working alone and L subjeots work1ng with L partners. This seems 

to suggest that those theor1es that postulate explanatory oon­

oepts suoh as respons1bility d1ffusion (Bem, wallaoh, & Kogan, 

1965: Wallaoh. Kogan. & Bem. 1962, 1964) or de-1nd1v1duat10n 

(Fest1nger, Pepitone. & Newoomb, 1962) are inadequate to explain 

these results. 

How then oan these f1ndings best be 1nterpreted? It 1s not 

believed that Rettig's (1966) explanat10n of oensure testing 1s 

appropr1ate sinoe, as stated earlier, the problems used 1n th1s 

study d1d not 1nvolve eth10al d11emmas. 'fhe suggest10n of Flan­

ders and Thistlethwa1te (1967) also appears to be 1nadequate 

since all of the subjects in this experiment had an opportunity 

to 1ncrease the1r comprehension of the problem situations 

(either alone or w1th a partner) and s1gn1ficant d1fferences 1n 

shift were found--some 1n the risky direct10n, others 1n the con­

servative direction. There remains, then, the explanation of­

fered by Collins and Guetzkow (1964) that the presence of h1gh 

risk takers in the group results 1n a risky shift. Within lim­

its, th1s explanation appears to aocount for some of the f1nd1ngs 
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of this study. 

Consider first the subjects in the consensus condition. To 

determine if Collins and Guetzkow (1964) are oorreot, it is ne. 

oessary to look at those subjects whose partners were high risk 

takers. 'rhe thre e groups of sub j eo t s of concern are (1) H sub. 

jects working with H partners. (2) M subjects working with H 

partners, and (3) L subjects working with H partners. Kramer •• 

test (1956) indioates significant differences among these three 

groups of subjeots. H subjeots paired with H partners, however, 

shifted in the conservative direction. 'The L subjects paired 

with H partners showed the greatest shift in the risky direction 

(greater than that for any other group of subjects), whereas M 

subjeots paired with H partners were significantly different 

from all other subjeots exoept L subjeots paired with M partners. 

rhe explanation of Collins and Guetzkow (1965) is adequate only 

insofar as the most "extreme" pairing--L with H--is concerned. 

irhe same holds true for the discussion oondi tion. The converse 

of this--that a oonservative shift might be due to the presenoe 

of low risk takers in a group--seems to acoount for the most oon­

servative shift in the oonsensus oondition. That is, the great­

est shift in the oonservative direotion was found for H subjeots 

working with L partners. This, however, was not true in the dis­

cussion condition. 

Very little oan be gained from the satisfaotion items ad-
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ministered in this experiment. One of the items which yielded 

signifioant results (Item 6, Table 16) dealt with freedom in ex­

pressing one's views during the disoussion. A signifioant dif­

ferenoe was found to be a funotion of the initial level of risk 

taking. The subjeots working in the oonsensus condition were 

ranked, from a feeling of most freedom to least freedom, as fol­

lows: (1) H subjects, (2) M subjects, () L SUbjects. It will 

be recalled that all H subjects working in pair-groups in the 

consensus condition exhibited a shift in the oonservative di­

rection, The implications of this finding, therefore, are not 

olear. 

The other item (Item 5, Table 14) which yielded a signifi­

cant finding in the form of a significant interaction also dealt 

with freedom. This seems to be accounted for by M subjects who 

exhibit equal satisfaction with Hand M partners, but are rela­

tively dissatisfied 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 feel­

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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fail to support an explanation of the findings in terms of d.e­

individuation. 

Finally, some consideration should be given to the objec­

tions raised by Kogan and wallach (1967) to experiments which 

failed to obtain the risky shift phenomenon. 'fheir 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 (whioh 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. fhe third and 

fourth criticisms are also questionable since, under these con­

ditions, some of the significant shifts which were obtained were 

in the risky direction. 



CHAP'l'ER VII 

SUMHARY 

H, M, and L rlsk takers working alone and with li, M, and L 

partners ln consensus and dlsoussion oonditions performed on the 

dllemmas-of-cholce questlonnalre and responded to various items 

designed to measure satlsfaction. while all of the hypotheses 

were not oonflrmed, the main findlngs may be summarlzed as fol­

lows: (l)i'here was no greater overall lncrease ln risk taking 

for subjeots working in palr-groups than for subjects working a­

lone. (2) rl subjeots in the oonsensus condition, however, were 

more oonservative than H subjects in the dlscussion oondltlon. 

() Subjects palred with partners of the same rlsk taking level 

did not exhiblt any difference in risk taklng than persons of the 

same level worklng alone. (4) Both risky and oonservative shifts 

appeared. (5) 'l'he greatest shlft ln the rlsky direotion oocurred 

for L subjects working with H partners in both the consensus and 

disousslon conditions, while the greatest shift 1n the oonserva­

tive direotion ooourred for H subjects working with L partners in 

the consensus condit1on. 'l'he only positlon whioh explalns these 

flndings even partially is that offered by Collins and Guetzkow 

(1964) who argue that a rlsky shift ls the result of the presence 

of H rlsk takers ln the group. 'rhe reverse of thls posi tlon, 

that a oonservative shift ls the result of the presence of L risk 
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takers in the group, offers a partial explanation of the conser­

vative shift in the consensus condition. 
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APPENDIX A 

The Dilemmas-of-Choice Questionnaire 

OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Instructions: 

On the following pages, you will find a series of situations 
that are likely to occur in everyday life. The central person in 
each situation is faced with a choice 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 proba­
bility of attaining or achieving X is less than that of attaining 
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 giving your judgment. 
'rry to place yourself in the position of the central person in 
each of the situations. There are twelve situations in all. 
Please do not omit any of them. 

Name ------------------------------

Sex 
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1. 11r. 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 is 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 his 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 uncertain future. The 
new job would pay more to start and would offer the possibility 
of a share in the ownership if the company survived the competi­
tion of the larger firms. 

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

Please check the lowest probability that you would consider 
acceptable to make it worthwhile for Mr. A to take the new job. 

'fhe chances are 1 in 10 that the company will prove finan­
cially sound. 
'fhe 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
Cially sound. 
'ithe chances are 7 in 10 that the company will prove finan­
cially sound. 
'fhe chances are 9 in 10 that the company will prove finan­
Cially sound. 
Place a check here if you think 11r. A should ~ 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 ailment. 
fhe disease would be sufficiently serious to force Mr. B to 
change many of his strongest life habits--reducing his work load, 
drastically changing his diet, giving up favorite leisure-time 
pursui ts. 'fhe physician suggests that a delicate medical opera­
tion could be attempted Which, if 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 l"lr. B. Listed below are 
several probabilities or odds that the operation will prove suc­
cessful. 
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Please check the lowest probability that you would consider 
acceptable for the operation to be performed. 

_ Place a check here if you think IIII'. B should !1.Q1. have the 
operation no matter what the probabilities. 
'1'he chances are 9 in 10 that the operation will be a success. 
'fhe chances are 7 in 10 that the operation will be a success. 
'1'he chances are 5 In 10 that the operation will be a success. 
The chances are 3 in 10 that the operation will be a success. 
'J.'he chances are 1 in 10 that the operation will be a success. 

3. Nr. C. a married man with two chlldren, has a steady job 'chat 
pays him about $6000 per year. He can easily afford the necessi­
ties of life. but few of the luxuries. ~~. C's father, who died 
recently, carried a $4000 life insurance policy. r~. C would 1ik 
to invest this money in stocks. He 1s well aware of the secure 
"blue-chip" stocks and bonds that would pay approximately 6j~ 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 product currently in production is favorably 
received by the buying public. However, if the product is un~ 
favorably received, the stocks would decline in value. 

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

Please check the lowest probability that you would consider 
acceptable for 11r. C to invest in Company X stocks. 

'rhe chances are 1 in 10 that the stocks will double their 
value. 
'fhe chances are 3 in 10 that the stocks will double their 
value. 
'lbe chances are 5 in 10 that the stocks will double their 
value. 
fhe chances are 7 in 10 that the stocks will double their 
value. 

___ rhe chances are 9 in 10 that the stocks will double their 
value. 

_ Place a check here if you think l''lr. C should not invest in 
Company X stocks. no matter what the probabi11t1es. 

4. Hr. D is 'the captain of College X's football team. College X 
is playing its traditional rival, College Y. in the final grlMC 
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of the season.I'he game is in its final seconds, and Nr. D's 
team, College X, is behind in the score. College X has time to 
run one more play. Nr. D. the captain, must decide whether it 
would be best to settle for a tie score with a play which would be 
almost oertain to work or, on the other hand, should he try a more 
compllcated and risky play which would bring victory if it suc­
ceeded, but' defeat if not. 

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

Please cheok the lowest probability that you would oonsider 
acoeptable for the risky play to be attemptedo 

_ Plaoe a oheok here if you think Hr. D should t!.Qi attempt the 
risky play no matter what the probabilities. 
'fhe ohanoes are 9 in 10 that the r1sky play w1ll work. 
'fhe chanoes are 7 1n 10 that the risky play will work. 
l1he ohances are 5 in 10 that the risky play will work. 
fhe ohanoes are .3 in 10 that the risky play will work. 
'The ohanoes are 1 in 10 that the risky play will work. 

5. Mr. E is president of a light metals oorporation in the 
United States. 'rhe oorporatlon is quite prosperous, and has 
strongly oonsidered the possibilities of business expansion by 
building an additional plant in a new looation. 'rhe ohoice 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 oountry. Lower labor oosts and easy aooess to raw 
materials in that oountry would mean a muoh higher return on the 
initial investment. On the other hand, there is a history of po­
litioal instabil1ty and revolution in the foreign oountry under 
oonsideration. In faot, the leader of a small minority party is 
oommitted to nationalizing, that ls, taking over, all foreign 
investments. 

Imagine that you are advising 11r. E. Listed below are 
several probabilities or odds of oontinued polit1oal stability in 
the foreign oountry under oonsideration. 

Please oheok the lowest probability that you would oonsider 
aoceptable for l~. E's oorporation to build a plant in that 
country. 

___ 'fhe ohanoes are 1 in 10 that the foreign oountry will remain 
politically stable. 
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fhe chances are 3 in 10 that the foreign country will remain 
politically stable. 
'fhe chances are 5 in 10 that the foreign country will remain 
politically stable. 
The chances are 7 1n 10 that the foreign country will remain 
politically stable. 
'The chances are 9 1n 10 that the foreign country will remain 
politically stable. 
Place a check here if you think Nr. E's corporation should 
n£l build a plant in the foreign country, no matter what the 
probab111ties. 

6. 11r. 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 acoepted by both University X and Uni­
versity Y. University X has a world-wide reputation for exoel­
lenoe in chemistry. While a degree from University X would sig­
nify outstanding training in this field, the standards are so 
very rigorous that only a fraction of the degree candidates 
aotually reoeive the degree. University Y, on the other hand, has 
much less of a reputation in chemistry, but almost everyone ad­
mitted is awarded the Doctor of Philosophy degree, though the de­
gree has much less prestige than the corresponding degree from 
University X. 

Imagine that you are adv1s1ng Mr. F. Listed 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 oheok the lowest probability that you would consider 
aoceptable to make it worthwhile for Nr. F to enroll in Univer­
sity X rather than University Y. 

___ Plaoe a oheok here if you think Mr. F should UQ! enroll in 
University X, no matter what the probabilities. 
The chances are 9 in 10 that Mr. F would receive a degree 
from University X. 
'fhe chances are 7 in 10 that 11r. F would receive a degree 
from University X. 
l'he chances are 5 in 10 that Ivlr. i' would receive a degree 
from University XO 

_fhe ohances are 3 in 10 that !1r. 1? would receive a degree 
from University X. 

_ fhe chances are 1 in 10 that FIr. i? would receive a degree 
from University X. 
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7. Mr. G, a competent chess player, is participating in a 
national chess tournament. In an early match he draws the top­
favored player in the tournament as his opponent. Mr. G has been 
given a relatively low ranking in view of his performance in pre­
vious tournaments. During the course of hid play with the top­
favored man, l'Tr. G notes the possibility 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. 
several probabilities or odds that Mr. GiS 

succeed. 

Listed below are 
deceptive play would 

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

l'he chances are 1 in 10 that the play would succeed. 
l'he chances are :3 in 10 that the play would succeed. 
rhe chances are 5 in 10 that the play would succeed. 
rhe chances are 7 1n 10 that the play would succeed. 
'l'he chances are 9 1n 10 that the play would succeed. 
Place a check here if you think Mr. G should U2i attempt the 
risky play, no matter what the probabilities. 

8. Mr. H, a college senior, has studied the piano since child­
hood. He has won amateur prizes and given small recitals, sug­
gesting that Mr. H has considerable musical 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 financial rewards; or entering a conservatory of 
music for advanced training with a well-known pianist. lVlr. H 
realizes that even upon completion of his piano studies, which 
would take many more years and a lot of money, success as a con­
cert pianist wOuld not be assured. 

Imagine that you are adVising Nr. H. Listed below are 
several probabilities or odds that IVir. H would succeed as a con­
cert pianist. 

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

_ Place a check here if you think i4r. H should U2i pursue his 
musical training, no matter what the probabi11ties. 
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'rhe ohanoes are 9 in 10 that tllr. H would suooeed as a oonoert 
pianist. 
'rhe ohanoes are 7 in 10 that £>lr. H would suooeed as a oonoert 
pianist. 
'l'he ohanoes are 5 in 10 that Mr. H would suooeed as a oonoert 
pianist. 
rhe ohanoes are 3 in 10 that lVIr. H would suooeed as a oonoert 
pianist. 
rhe ohanoes are 1 in 10 that Mr. H would suooeed as a oonoert 
pianist. 

9. ~~. J is an Amerioan oaptured by the enemy in world war II 
and plaoed in a prisoner-of-war oamp. Conditions in the oamp are 
quite bad, with long hours of hard physioal labor and a barely 
suffioient diet. After spending several months in this o amp , Mr. 
J notes the possibility of esoape by oonoealing himself in a sup­
ply truok that shuttles in and out of the oamp. Of oourse, there 
is no guarantee that the esoape would prove suooessful. Reoaptur 
by the enemy oould well mean exeoution. 

Imagine that you are advising Mr. J. Listed below are 
several probabilities or odds of a suooessful esoape from the 
prisoner-of-war oamp. 

Please oheok the lowest probability that you would oonsider 
aooeptable for an esoape to be attempted. 

The ohanoes are 1 in 10 that the esoape would suooeed. 
'The ohanoes are 3 in 10 that the esoape would suooeed. 
'The ohanoes are 5 in 10 that the esoape would suooeed. 
'I'he ohanoes are 7 in 10 that the esoape would suooeed. 
rrhe ohanoes are 9 in 10 that the esoape would suooeed. 
Plaoe a check here if you think Mr. J should ~ try to es-
oape no matter what the probab1lities. 

10. I1r. K is a suooessful businessman who has partioipated 1n a 
number of oivio aotivities of oonsiderable value to the oommunity. 
r~. K has been approaohed by the leaders of his politioal party 
as a possible oongressional oandidate in the next eleotion. iYlr. 
K's party is a minor1ty party in the distriot, though the party 
has won oooasional eleotions in the past. fir. f. would like to 
hold politioal offioe, but to do so would involve a serious fi­
nanoial saorifioe, sinoe the party has insuffioient oampaign 
funds. He would also have to endure the attaoks of his politioal 
opponents in a hot oampaign. 
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Imagine that you are advising l<1r~ K. Listed below are 
several probabilities or odds of 1'1r. II.' s winning the election in 
his district. 

Please check the lowest probability that you would oonsider 
aoceptable to make it worthwhile for Mr. K to run for politioal 
office. 

Place a oheok here if you think !1r. K should not run for po­
litical office no matter what the probabilities. 
The chances are 9 in 10 that Mr. K would win the eleotion. 
;rhe chances are 7 in 10 that Mr. K would win the eleotion. 
The chanoes are 5 in 10 that Mr. K would win the election. 
;rhe chanoes are 3 in 10 that Mr. K would win the eleotion. 
"['he chances are 1 in 10 that Mr. K would win the eleotion. 

11. Mr. L, a married 30-year-old research physioist, has been 
given a five-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 soientifio issues in the field and 
bring high soientific honors. If no solution were found, however. 
Hr. L would have little to show for his five years in the labora­
tory, and this would make it hard for him to get a good job after­
wards. On the other hand, he oould, as most of his professional 
assooiates are doing, work on a series of short-term problems 
where solutions would be easier to find, but where the problems 
are of lesser scientific 1mportance. 

Imagine that you are advis1ng Mr. L. Listed below are 
several probabilities or odds that a solut1on would be found to 
the difficult, long-term problem that ~~. L has in mind. 

Please check the lowest probab1lity that you would oonsider 
acceptable to make it worthwhile for Mr. L to work on the more 
difficult long-term problem. 

;fhe chances are 1 in 10 that f'ir. L would solve the long-term 
problem. 
;fhe ohances are 3 in 10 that jiir. L would solve the long-term 
problem. 

_ i'he chances are 5 in 10 that lire L would solve the long-term 
problem. 

_ iI'he chances are 7 in 10 that I>'lr. L would solve the long-term 
problem. 

_ The ohances are 9 in 10 that F~. L would solve the long-term 
problem. 
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_ Place a check here if you think f1r. L should not choose the 
long-term, difficult problem. no matter what the probabilitie 

12. Nr. M is contemplating marriage to fUsS 'r, a girl whom he 
has known for a little more than a year. Recently, however. a 
number of arguments have occurred between them, suggesting some 
sharp differences of opinion in the way each views certain mat­
ters. Indeed, they deoide 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, while pOSSible, would not be 
assured. 

Imagine that you are advising I'lr. H and lUss ;r. Listed be­
low are several probabilities or odds that their marriage would 
prove to be a happy and successful one. 

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

_ Place a check here if you think l"lr. H and Miss T should ~ 
marry, no matter what the probabilities. 
'rhe chances are 9 in 10 that the marriage would be happy and 
successful. 
'l'he chances are 7 in 10 that the marriage would be happy and 
successful. 
I'he chances are 5 in 10 that the marriage would be happy and 
successful. 
'I'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 Questionnaire 

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 questionnaire. Both the items and instructions remain 
exactly the same. The instructions, once again, are as follows: 

rhe central person in each situation is faced with a choice 
between two alternative oourses of action, which we might call X 
and Y. Alternative X is more desirable and attractive than al­
ternative Y, but the probability of attaining or aohieving X is 
less than that of attaining or achieving Y. 

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

Read each situation oarefully before giving your judgment. 
'rry to place yourself in the position of the central person in 
each of the situations. There are twelve situations in all. 
Please 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 questlonnaire.fhe central person in each situation is 
faced with a choice between two alternative courses of action, 
which we might oall 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 achieving Y. 

You are to discuss with your partner each of the situations 
on these pages. In every case, you are to disouss the situation 
until you both feel that you have had an opportunity to complete­
ly indicate to your partner the minimum odds of success you would 
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demand before recommending that the more attractive or desirable 
alternative, X. be chosen. Your discussion should involve a. 
statement of your reasons for holding this opinion and a discus­
~ of them rather than a mere statement of your opinion. As a 
pair. you must then decide on a single response to the statement 
for both of you. In other words, YOU must arrive at a unanimous 
decision. 

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

Discussion Condition 

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

You are to discuss with your partner each of the situations 
on these pages. In every caS8, you are to discuss the situation 
until you both feel that you have had an opportunity to complete­
ly indicate to your partner the minimum odds of success you would 
demand before recommending that the more attractive or desirable 
alternative, X, be chosen. Your discussion should involve a. 
statement of your reasons for holding this opinion and a discus­
~ of them ~ather than a mere sta.tement of your opinion. 

Read each statement carefully before discussing it with your 
partner. 'rry to place yourself in the position of the central 
person in each of the situations. Immediately following your 
reading of the statement, discuss it with your partner. Bollow­
ing your discussion, you should each individually and privately 
indicate your responses to the item. ~ go on to the next 
statement and follow the same procedure.l'here are twelve 
situations in all. Please do not omit any of them. 
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APPENDIX C 

Satisfaction Items Administered to Subjeots in the Control. 
Consensus, and Disoussion Conditions 

Control Condition 

Please answer the following question by plaoing a oheck on the 
line in front of the one statement which best expresses your 
opinion. 'fhis question should be answered in regard to your 
seoond responses to the opinion questionnaire. 

fo what extent do you feel satisfied with the deoisions you have 
just made? 

___ definitely satisfied 
___ fairly strongly satisfied 
___ slightly satisfied 

feel neutral about them 
::: slightly dissatisfied 
___ fairly strongly dissatisfied 
___ definitely dissatisfied 

Consensus Condition 

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

£0 what extent do you feel satisfied with the deoisions reached 
by you and your partner after disoussion? 

___ definitely satisfied 
___ fairly strongly satisfied 
___ slightly satisfied 

feel neutral about them 
::: slightly dissat1sfied 

fairly strongly d1ssatisfied 
::: definitely dissat1sfied 

'£0 what extent would you like to work with your partner again on 
a s1milar task? 



~ definitely want to work with partner again 
~ fairly strong d'esire to work w1tih partner again 
~ slight desire to work with partner again 
~ feel neutral about it 
~ slight desire not to work with partner again 
~ fairly strong desire not to work with partner again 
~ definitely do not want to work with partner again 

~ think my partner would support the deoisions that we have just 
tnade 

I-- not at all 
~ to a slight extent 
~ generally 
~ to a great extent 
___ 100 per oent 

I would support the deoisions my partner and I have just made 

not at all 
::: to a slight extent 
_ generally 
___ to a great extent 
___ 100 per cent 

'rhe disoussion with my partner was 

definitely limited 
::: somewhat limited 
___ slightly limited 
___ slightly free 

somewhat free 
::: quite free 

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

___ I expressed my views freely and was not limited in any way by 
my 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 
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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. 

fo what extent do you feel satisfied with the deCiSions you have 
just made after discussing the problems with your partner? 

definitely satisfied 
--- fairly strongly satisfied 
::: slightly satisfied 

feel neutral about them 
::: slightly dissatisfied 

fairly strongly dissatisfied 
::: definitely dissatisfied 

fo what extent would you like to work with your partner again on 
a similar task? 

definitely want to work with partner again 
::: fairly strong desire to work with partner again 
___ slight desire to work with partner again 

feel neutral about it 
::: slight desire not to work with partner again 

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

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

not at all 
::: to a slight extent 
_ generally 
___ to a great extent 

100 per cent 

I would support the decisions I have just made 

not at all 
::: to a slight extent 
_ generally 
___ to a 8reat extent 
_ 100 per cent 



£he disoussion with my partner was 

___ definitely limited 
___ somewhat limited 
___ slightly limited 
___ slightly free 

somewhat free = quite free 

In the group (with my partner), I felt that 
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I expressed my views freely and was not limited in any way by 
- my 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 
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