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PREFACE

The following thesis’dea1s with a sensitive issue, namely the exam-
ination of risk-faking behaviors in a mi]itary‘context. Generally,_ft is
agreed that certain decisions made by fhe mi]ifary are considerably more
vast and important (in terms of the social, political, and moral ramifica-
tions) than decisions reached by non-military groups. In light of this
agreement, any éhalysis of risk-taking behavior could be interpreted as
threatening to the image of the military.

Understanding the sensitivity of the centra],theme of'the following
thesis demands an understanding of the assumptions of the investigation.
The two major assumptions of this work are: a) the military is not a
mindless, thki]]-seeking entity lacking in rationallrestraint, but the
military socialization process does seem to elicit risky behaviors from
its members; and b) the military risk ethic is not neceSsaki]y any more
dramatic than the civilian risk ethic, even though this relationship has
not been tested in the literature of group behaviors. i am not, in other
words, launching an attack on the ratidha]ity of military decision-makihg.

With the above mentioned assumptions in mind, the_ana]ysis ofisocia]-
ization and risk in a military context will be developed throughput.the

following thesis.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Statement of Purpose

The primary focus of thfs»thesislis to examineithe results obtained
from the Choice Dilemma Questipnnéire (cDQ) applied to a sample with a
variable amount'of military service in two primafy_categories: commis-
sioned officers and enlisted individuals. Specifically, I used Marquis
and Reitz's'(1969) Enhancement model of the shift to rﬁsk to explain the
results of the CDQ using a Solomon four-group research design.l I exam-
ined, in this investigation; four hypotheses which dealt with the amount
of socialization, the CDQ score, the impact of group discussion on the
respondent's CDQ-:score, and the use of the‘respondentﬂs se]féassessed
risk for comparison with the CDQ scores.

Literature Review

Are groups more or less conservative than individuals in the deci-
sions they make? Conmon sense suggests, rather étrong]y, that in gen-
eral, groups are much more conservative. Decisions reached by a group
. must, in most cases, represent a comprOmiSe'between the views and recom-
mendations of several different sources. As a result, most decisions.
repreSent'a‘rather cautious selectidn_of alternatives.

The belief that groups are ‘more conservative than individuals shared

wide-spread notoriety unti that assumption was called into question in a

1. The Solomon four-group design is detailed in Campbell and Stanley's
Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs (1963). It involves the -
combination of pre-post test design, and post-test only design.  The
combination of both experimental designs provided a more adequate
check for validity and reliability than either design independently.

1



series of empificai findings directed by Ziller (1957), and later by
Stoner (1961). These research findings suggest rather clearly that indi-
viduals, as compared to Qroups,,may make consﬁderably more conservative
choices in situations involving uncertainty. Since that time, the study
of risk-taking behavior. has gained considerable empirical attention and
great popularity. "In recent.years, the biggest surge of research on
jgroup processes (has focused) on group decision making and risk taking."
I(Dion, et al; 1970:306) The evidénce gathered in relevant research has
indicated in many cases the decisions reached by groups are actually
much less conservative than individual recommendations ihvo]ving risk..

The phenomenon of groUp‘risk taking behaviors has been calfed the
risky—shift, and essentially hypothesizes:a difference in the mean score
of the individual's and the group's score in a risk assess%ng task.
Stoner (1961) was originally credited with the use of the CDQ, even
though, in actuality, the instrument was designed by'Kogan'and Wallach
(1967).

The procedure for assessing risk using the CDQ included a three-
staged process; Initially, subjects were directed to»read twelve
stories depicting "real life" dilemmas. They were then instructed to
choose theklowest probability of_success for each one of the dilemmas.
that they would accept before recommending that the person in the story
+ take the riskier alternative. 'Each story involved a cleariy defined
situation, and two clearly defined paths: one risky, and the other con-
sefvative. The first stage of the experimental process was conducted in
a group setting, but without‘any group. interaction.

The second stage of the experiment involved the interaction phase of

the group which had completed the individual task.. The group discussion



was held without the group members having any prior expectation that
fhey would be required to discuss their'fndividua1‘choices of risk. 1In
‘the second phase of the experiment, the group was given a second ques-
tionnaire, identical to the. first, and instructed to reach a unanimous
“group decisioﬁjon an‘acceptab]e level of risk. The last major phase of
- the experimental situation involved the subjects' return to individual
work t6 again make choices from the a]ternatiVes offered on the CDQ.
The CDQ is designed to provide an objective way of assessing how
much risk that an individual is willing to take. The stories mentioned
earlier can be illustrated with the fo]]owing example from'the ofiginaT
CDQ (Kogan and Wallach, 1967).
Mr. A., an electrical engineer, who is married and has one
- child, has been working for a large electronics firm since
graduating from college 5 years ago. He is assured of-a 1ife-
time job with a modest but adequate salary and liberal pension
benefits upon retirement. On the other hand, it is very

unlikely that his salary will increase much before retirement.

While attendinc. a convention, Mr. A. is offered a new 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 competition of the larger .firms.

Imagine you are advising Mr. A.

The respondents are then asked.to choose from among six alter-
natives whichvindiCate‘defering probabilities of the company proving
financially sound. The choiées range from high risk‘(recommendation
that Mr. A. take the job eVén if fhefe is only a 10% chance of finan-
cial success for the new company) to low risk»(recommending that Mr.

A. reject the offer of the new company'even if there is a 90% chance
of success for the new company).

The CDQ has dominated the research on the issue of risk and con-

servatism. Dion, Baron, and Miller (1970)'have noted that 80% of the



empirical research onvrisk.assessment haé been conducted Using the CDQ.
From considerable empirical work, three major theoretical positions
emerged. vThese will be discussed in turn. |

Nhyte (1956) and‘BérnTund (1959) posited that team work or:group‘
interaction always leads to a conservafive shift. SchaCter.(1957), on
~the other hand, be]ieves that an averaging effect occurs during group
interaction iﬁ which the extreme views of the group are compromised in
order to mafntain group cohesion. These first'two views comprise the
intuitive positions of early theorectical work on the sdbject of kisk.
Later, a countefintuitive position was'advanced by fhe}work of Stoner
(1961), Wallach (1967),-Bateson (1966) , Fianders and Thistlewaite (1967).
. This position, known as the risky-shift, gave rise to four emergent
explanations, which will be the-subject of tﬁevnext,portion of this
report.

The interrelationship among variables in the risky-shift seems to be
quite complex. In attempting to isolate sa]ient variables, the early
“studies found that greater familiarization with the testing device;:even
~in the absence of group'discussfon, led to the risky-shift. Bateson

(1966), Flanders and Thistlewaite (1967) proposed the explanation of the
fami]iarity hypotﬁesis. These theorists asserted the shift to risk as a
pseudofgkoup effect, namely one that can occur wfth0ut an actual group.
Despite.severe empirical criticism by Pruitt and Tegef‘(1967) and Miller
and Dion (1970), the familiarization hypothesis stili retains popularity
in-empirical research on the shift td risk.

‘Kogan and Wallaéh (1967:51) believe that Vfaiiure'of a risky cdurse

is easier td_bear when others are implicated in'the decision...(PeopTe)
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might be especially willing to di ffuse respOnsibi]ity in.an effort to
relieve the burden 6f possible fear of failure." This position has been
called the responsibility-diffusion explanation. According to the
responsibility-diffusion exp]anation; the risky—shift represents a true
group effect, namely one that cannot occur in isolated individuals
(secord and Backman, 1964). A major component of fhevresponsibi]ity—dif-
fusion hypothésis'is an aspect known as affective bonds. The basis'of
the affective bonds explanation is that stronger'affective;bOnds presum-
ably increases the feelings of shared responsibility. The basis of the
responsibility-diffusion hypothesis has been empiricé]]y chaT]enged
(Pruitt and Teger,.1967), but has had considerable influence in current
theoretical perspectiveé.

Marquis' (1962) posifion, known as the leadership or persuasion
hypothesis, proposes that groups make riskier decisidn-because the influ-
ence of the.1eadér'is riskforiented. The leadership hypothesis is one of
the major components df Burn's (1967) enhancement model of the risky-
shift, which will be explained later.

‘ Hind's (1962) major contribution to the risky-shift literature is
| the cultural~value hypothesis. Thé position described by the cultural-
-value hypothesis suggests that our cu]tUre values riskiness and encour-
ages daring, and that this value overrfdes our conéervéti?e value system.
Later empirical evidence recognized the exisfence of cultural values for
caution (Nordhgy's, 1962), even though the predominant value is risk-ori-
ented. Two major components of the cultural Va1uefexp]anati0n are the
value hypothesis and the relevant information hypothesis. Pilkonis and

Zanna (1969) have found, in support of the value hypothesis, that individ-



ua]s_typica11y select odds riskier than their own when they are asked to
indicate tHat level of risk-taking which they most admire. Secondly,
BroWn (1965) inicated that group discussion increases thé salience of the
values elicited in injtjal decision-makfng. The logical conclusion to
fhe're]evantlinformation‘hypothesis statés that items initially eliciting
tendencies towards risk produce even riskier decisions following discus-
sion or exposure to information about the‘ya]ués_that others hold with
regard to risk.

Thus, four explanations have been prominant in thevrisky-shift Tit-
erature: familiarization, diffusionvof responsibility, persuasion, and
risk as a cultural value. Currently, invéstigaiors are more concerned.
with the direction of the shift, rather than the presence of the shift.
Current theoretical perspectives combine sévera] different explanations
in order fo deal with the complexity of influences which effect the basis
of changes in risk-taking.

Methodological Problems

To this pofnt, I have outlined_the basic expianatory mechanisms
which were influential in the thought about the{risky—shift. A.further
~"area.of impqrtance in explaining the risky-shift is the manner in which
+ early research was conducted. It is hoped that exposing the weaknesses
of ea?]y empirical investigations will provide the insight necessary for
'understanding.the'modifications of the research design which will be dis-
cussed later in this report.

Dion's (1970) work has gained eXceptiQna] popularity in the analysis
of the fisky-shift. .One'Of‘h{s major contributions was a .comprehensive

critiQue of early methodologies. In his work, he outlines four basic



areas of theoretical and methodological concerns: theoretical chauVinism;i
single testihg'site, obligue experimentation, and myopic scholarship.

Theoretical chauvinism is a term used to describe the process where-
by early theorists have found tenab]e-and acceptable explanations and
stopped 1ooking for better explanations. Since early theorists were
rather simplistic in their explanations, a more soﬁhisticated theoretical
approach seems necessary to‘addressthé complexity of the risky-shift.

Earlier in this report, mention was inen'to the frequency with
which the CDQ is used to test the risky-shift (see page 3). This fact is
the basis oleion's'objectioné which he called the sing]e‘testing site.
A related issue is the use of the pré-posi tesi design as the exclusive
design for testing the riéky-shift. The use of the post-test only design
has been suggested by Dion, Miller and Baron (1970). The advantage of
an aiteratioﬁ in design is that generalizability would be enhanced be-
“cause the respondent would not have been'sensitized to the material, and
the score wou]d reflect a truer risk measurement. |

| “Clark and Willems (1969) have criticized the design of the CDQ be-

11ev1ng it to measure unimportant social events in which the respondent
does not haVe an opportunity to get involved. Further criticism within
v‘the-risky-shift Titerature has been ]evéled against the difficu]ty which
the'potehtia] respondént'has in selecting adequate responses that reflect
their risk level. In the CDQ, a high score indicates Tow visk and a low
score indicates'hiéh risk.

A third criticism leveled égainst the riskyfshift'methodologies is
that researchers tend to operationalize their variables weakly, or in

error. The example of'the affective bonds hypothesis as part of the



‘responsibility-diffusion explanation illustrates ineffective operational-
ization. The assumption of the hypothesis is that strong affective bonds
have been formed in akbitrari]y,assigned groups. In reality, a more ef-
fective méasure of the affective bonds pﬁbposition might have beenrtested
in groups with a high degree of solidarity.

Methodologists_have long been aware of the problem of testing 109ico-
deductive hypotheées.‘.Bla1ock (1967), for instance, believes that it is
impossible to test a deductive hypofhesis. In attempting to operational-
ize and test hypotheses, salient factorslare Frequeﬁt]yvomitted»from con-
sideration for the sake of producing a statistically logical account of
re]ationshibs. These criticisms. are the éomponent part of what Dion hdsl
called myépic scholarship. The basic premise of the criticism is that
the phenomenon is too éomp]exed to be1redu¢ed to .a simple paper and pen-

cil test (i.e., the CDQ).

Enhancement_qué]s

In attempting to deal with the major'theoretical propositions'out-
1ined‘ear11er, as well as the methodo]ogicél concerns outlined above, two
current and major camps have emerged to address the issue of the risky-
shift: the social comparison model, and the enhancement model. The
social compqrison model diréct]y‘extends the cu]tura] value exb}anation
. and incorporates the relevant information hypothesis. The treatment of
the cultural value hybothesis'ahdAeépecially the affective bonds hypo-
thesis is the major strength of this péerectiVe. Its weaknessess, and
consequently, the basis for rejecting the model, are fhe failure to con-
l5€der'sa1ient %eatures such as the initial tendencies of the group, the‘

effects of the leadership on the group, and the effects of familiarization.



The social comparison model ]iteraturev(sée Madaras and Bem, 1968) is
methodo]dgica]]y strong, but theoretically inadequate.

The second model, or'thé enhancément model has two majﬁr contrib-
utors: J. F. Burns, and Marqﬁis and'Reitz._ Burns'' (1967) model asserts
that grOupé behave MOre'eXtremely (more decisively) than do individuals.
The notion of the enhancement model is 1like the notion of the Teadership
or persuasion hypotheses (see page 5 of this report): -it-assumes that
those who -hold a more extreme view tend to exert greater amounts of in-
f]uence\on the group. Burns 'is also careful to include the possibility
of cautious shifts in his theoretical approach.

Marquis and Reitz (1969)'stress the enhancing function of group dis-
cussion; however, their position:is closer to‘the familiarization hypo-
thesis. Specificé]]y, Marqgis and Reitz suggest that group discussion
has two effects. First, it enhances prior expected values of various
possible outcomes. Secondly, they hypothesize that where there is initial
uncertainty, subsequent dfséussion increases risk taking behavior. The
two assumptions thét underlie the second hypothesis also underlie. the
fami]iarization hypothesis and the responsibility-diffusion hypothesis:
(1) risk-taking is generally inhibited‘ih situafions'of uncertqinty, and
(é)bgroup discussion reduces uncertainty. Their final premise is that
the enhancement - of expected values and the function of uncertainty-re-
duction act independently of each other. Therefore, Marquis and Reitz's
model explicitly specifies two independent parameters of group ‘risk-
taking, both of which require consideratién_before generatihg a predic+
tfon or éxpianation. U

Marquis and Reijtz used4gamb1ing behaviors to test their predictions.
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Their data suggests that uncerfainty reduces the willingness of individ-
uals to take,risks,v}They further found that with initial certainty in |
risk, the direction of the shift after discusﬁion.will depend on the ex-
pected outcome. A positive expected value will prddUce a shift to risk, -
where a zéro expected value will produce no change. A negative expected
value will produce a shift to conservatism.. With initial uncertainty,
‘group discussion will produce a shift to risk when the outcome has either
a positive or zero potential. A negative outcome potential will depend
-oh which‘forcé.is strongér: the decrease of uncertainty, or the salience
of the negative expected value (Dion,vl970:360),

The particular appeal of the Marquis.and.Reitz model is that it can
account for risk obtained in CDQ_experiments as wé11 as gambling behavjor
experiments since one can argue fhat the items of;the CDQ are uncertain
risk problems, which do not specify the exact value vasuccessior failure
(Hubbard, 1963).

The model of Marquis and Reitz hasc been used as a springboard for
further research by Moscovici and Zavalloni (1969). This research added
the increase in involvement in decision making. The increase in involve-
ment presumably causes'a‘po1arizétion of initial risk taking tendencies.
This position is made more tenable by - the attitude changeiresearch‘of
Sherif and Hdv]and'(i961). The éttitude change research shows that per-
_sons who are more involved with their positions on.én issue take a more
extreme stand in reporting their_positions. -

The basis, therefore, of rhe énhancement modelbis the belief that
'groups‘behave more extreme]y.thah do individuals. The enhancement model

as represented by Burns, Marquis and Reitz, and Moscovici and Zavalloni
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‘kepresents the position that the conditions which have produced a shift to
“risk have one thing in common: they involve subjects in situations in
which they are embedded, and _increase the importance of the common judge-
mental object——the_prOblém‘requiring a-decision.‘

It is from thiS'posjtibn which I conducted the research explained in
this report. I will use one further element which has not been used to
this point in the Titerature: self-assessed fisk;‘ Se1fFassessed_risk is
defined as. the tomposite ana]ysis.of'behaviorvand choices wHich indicate
how the individual perceives themselves in terms of risk. I will further
use a mixed,(Sexua11y) gfbup‘in an entirely military context, and will be -
using the Solomon  four-group design to cbhduct'the'experiment. These
features of‘the currentiinvestigation make it Uhique.

The enhancement model provides an interesting theoretical perspec-
tive from which the bbserye choice shifts. I formed two hypotheses dir-
ectly from the Titerature on the enhancement model. These hypotheses are
listed below (2,3) and will be discussed Tater in this thesis.

The remaihing two hypotheses are not élearly‘re]ated'to the theoret-'
‘ica] litérature és preSented in this report. . I chose, for -instance, to
examine the first_hypothesis (socialization ihf]uences risk) on the basis
of its social significanée_in a military»subtulture,~ There is little
theoretical substantiation for the assertioh of hypothesis'one, with the
  poss1b]e exception of Janis' (1971) Groupthink, and the uﬁcertainty
reduction principle mentioned as part of the enhancement model. The last
hypothesis (self assessed risk) was based on. the assumption that there is
no correlation between what peop]e say about their propensity toward risk

and how they berform on an objective assessment of risk-taking. The
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basis of this hypothesis follows the possible cultural conflict surround-
”1ng the language of risk. In other words, the fourth hypothesis suggests
that different situations wi]] elicit differing;expécfations for fisk be- .
havior, and that this will be ref]ec;ed in-an insignificant correlation
betweén<selfjassessed risk and objective risk."

My objectives, therefore, for this réhbrt'are_to integrate the unique
features outlined above into the weafth of literature about the r{Sky-
shift in order to examine the following hypotheses:

1) There will be a ke]ationship‘ih‘military respondents between the
amount of socialization (as measuredturthé amount of active mil-
itary time), and the améunt of risk that one will take on.a cDQ.

2) There will be a relationship between'the presence of discussion
and the amount of shift (towards either extreme) across the
levels of socialization.

3) Life issue stories (those stories where the consequence of risk
involves the loss of Tife) will yield iower initial risk scores
than leisure oriented stories.

4) There wiT] Be no significant correlation between the 1evé] of

self-assessed risk, and the risk level indicated by the CDQ.Z‘

2. Technically, one cannot assert the nu11'hypdthesis. ‘This‘hypothesis
is offered, however, to statistically indicate that there is no rela-
tionship,which is a counterintuitive position.



CHAPTER 11
METHODOLOGY

Thjs chapter will fbcus on five areas related to the methodology of
the cUrrént iﬁvestigation: the sampTe; the design; the instrument; the
analysis; and the ethical considerations of th1s project.

Sample

From the population of all military personnel, I selected a non-ran-
dom group of réspondents which was composed of 3670fficers and 36 enlisted
military members. The sources for these respondents were: the U.N.O.

Pen and Sword Society, U.N.O. students.wﬁb were on -campus in "Operation
Boofstrap," cadets and officers'from_Air Force R.0.T.C. Detachment 470,
individua]é responding to a newspaper ad servicing Offutt Air Force Base,1
and individuals selected from 10cé] recruiting‘offices. Those who were
selected from.recruiting.efforts were’typica]]y'individua1s who Had been
to basic training in their branch of the service, and were assigned to -
the recruiters to assist in the recruiting effort.

| w Procedure

I utilized the following éteps in making assignménts from the sam-
ple. Each potential respbndent2 was asked his name, rank,'mafital status,
educétion, age, years in service, and the last four numbers of his social

security number. With two pieces of that information, I constructed six

1. The advertisement ran three days in the Air Pulse. A total of three
individuals responded to the ad. Of those three, none met the re-
quirements of the sample, namely military service, even though the ad
clearly defined that requirement.

2. There were 66 males and 6 females (see pége30 for explanation of sex-
ual composition of the sampie.) '

13
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categories ofvrespondents. The information which I used fof this-ass1gn-~
ment was the individuals' status (commissioned officer or enlisted person)
and their amount of socialization in the military, as defined by the num-
ber of years they had in servicé. Three of the aforementioned categories
were: officers with over twelve years of service (category A); officers
with Tess than twelve years, but more than six years of service {category
B); éhd those officers with less than six years of seryice-(categofy c).
The kemaining‘three categories (D, E, .and F) had the same service require-
ments, but involved enlisted individuals. tAfter the respondents were as-
Signed to one of the six categories (A through F), I rearranged the Tist
‘of respondents in the categories according to their social security number.
I had 96 potential respondents. The experimental design called fof 72
respondents, with 12 people in each of the six categories. As soon as I
had at least 12 people per Catégory, I used a table of random numbers to
eliminate those respondents in excess of twelve in each of the six cat-
egories. This was accomplished by examining the last four digits of the
respondents' social security number (SSN) and selecting a final 1ist from
the first twelve people whose SSN agreed with the random number table.
‘The division of socialization levels at six year intervals is based .
primarily on informal data that I gathered in having gerved in the mil-
fta}y for six years, rathef‘than‘a_c1ear1y definéd-princip]e or regulation
of military service. Officers as well as enlisted pedpie, tend to sep-
arate after one :of two points in their career. Those who stay past twelve
years. usually spend their entire career in the military until retirement

at twenty years.
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Design
Terms:
The fo]iowing terms will be used throughout the report to'differen-

tiate the appropriate unit of analysis.

TABLE I
Terms
Terms Definitions
Status: ' Officer or Enlisted .
Socialization Level One of three ranges of service time
(0-5, 6-11, 12+)
Category Everyone sharing Status and Social-
_ ization Level '

Experiment Group Three randomly selected Individuals

' ' from a Category
Experimental Condition Either Experimental or Control Groups

One and Two, per Solomon four-
group. .- These Conditions shall
be referred to as E 1 (for Ex-
perimental One), and E 2 (Ex-
perimental Two); C 1 (for Con-
trol One), or C 2 {Control Two).

Research Design:

From within .each category, I randomly assigned three respondents to
one of the four experimental or control conditions described in table one.
At this point, I had delinéated six categories, and_four experimenta1‘con—
‘ditions per ;ategory. Reference to any subset, hereafter, will be made
according to this system of classification.

Each e%perimenta] condition went through'pért or all of the following

sequence as outlined in table two.
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TABLE 11

Experimental Activity by Experimental Condition

Read Story Make Decision Group Make (or Remake)
L about Risk ~ Discussion Decision
E 1 E 1. E 1 E 1
C1 C1l | C1
E 2 E.2 E 2
C 2 C:2

Fo]]owing the presentation cof the first story, the procedufe, as out-
lined in‘tabje two, was repeated for three more stories. Discussion (E 1,
E 2) groups had a maximum of 6 minutes to reach a decision. Non-Dfscussion
groups wrote their rationalé for a maximum of 6 minutes.

Randomization

A random sample of military personnel is extremely difficult to ob-
tain due to Department of Defénse regulations. }The procedube for obtain-
ing such a sample is long (over one year), and costly, as well as the
risk one would take at not having cdqperation from‘the individuals once
they were selected. These prob]ems, as well as the 1ogi$tics of obtain-
ing a reasonah]e,samb]e that could be efficfently-assemb]ed,fjuStified“the
non-random selection fromthe universeof military personnel to the sam-
ple which I Obtainedu The second selection process, namely from the sam-
ple to the experimenta] condition; was conducted in a random fashion-bya
~choosing two random numbers. to indicate initial position on the 1ist and
intérva] of se]ection."The 1nit1a]‘choice in categories with more than

twelve names was conducted similarly.
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»Instrument

The original Wallach (1967) et al, questionnaire had twelve items
which were similar to the i]]ustration offered,in chapter one.(page 3).

In choosing the‘appropriaté measures for my instrument, Ivrejected two
items which,:on the Wallach instrument, prddUced'a'conservative shift.

Of the remaining ten itens, i chose two items which had the greatest'mean
difference between the pre-test and the post-test. The two items se-
lected were'recreatibna11y—oriented, and the consequence'of'risk-waé not
severe. 1 further chcse two items which had ‘markedly lower risk scores
and which also had considerable higher consequences for taking risk. The
‘demonstrated risk on the life-issue storiés was lower.

In choosing to limit the instrument to four items, I hoped to enhance
the retainability of the respondents. A larger number of items would have
made the requjred'time unacceptable for an experiment in which there was
no remuneration_offered.

During the pilot study phase of the experiment, it was brought to my
attention that some of the questions were "sexist." The speéifiC‘question
.at'which the sexist charge was 1eve1edeas'the story about the captain of
the college football team. The story asks what ﬁg_shou1d do: either pur-
suing a risky a]ternativé or gpting for the tie score. I modified that
question by using a plural pronoun in p]ace of the masculine pronoun.
Further, I modified certain stories so that they would contain the same
essential information,_but would bé‘less time-consuming. The instrumenp
used in the stﬁdy}is found in the appendix.

Self-Assessed Risk

The questionnaire designed. to measure one's assessment of one's own
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Eisk-taking behaviors and ideas was designed as a three part questionnaire.
and was administered after the CDQ so»as not . to c]dé anyone to expected.
responses. In the first section, I asked a question which gave the re-
spohdent an opportunity to express what circumstances needed to occur in
order to justify risk-taking behaviors.

TheAsecond section askéd the respondent to identify which behavidra]
settings are situations in‘which they take risks. The optibns'for'this
question included: financial, occupational, relational (i.e., romance),
or leisure. The option was avai]ab1e for the individual to'reépond that
they did not consider themselves risky at all, and therefore would not
mark ahy of the aforementioned options. The second part of the second
questidn was offering to the respondent a 1ist of eight behaviors which
were either considered risky or conservative. The respondent's choice of
a bebhavior (such as playing poker) would be scored as a risky behavior,
while wearing seat belts is generally considered a conservative behavior,
and was scored as such. |

The last part of the questionnaire asked the respondent to assess
generally, how they considér themselves in terms of risk. They are then
ésked to specify their assessment of risk for 1ife and death decisfons,
and for 1ef$uke oriented activities. This'inﬁtrument'had é measured
re]iabi]ity of ..703 (Spearman-Brown);

: Analysis

The CDQ is traditionaf]y interpreted as an interval measurement
(Dion, etaT,‘1970; Wailach,'Kogan, and Bem, 1967), and as such, the anal-
ysis offefed in this report will ref]ect‘that tradition. The self-assessed

level of risk is nominal, in part, and ordinal in part. The aha]ysis
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utilizing the questionnaire will be partly an QrdinaT Tevel of analysis.
The hypothesis offered at the end of chapter one will be examined

within the following framework.

TABLE III
Variables
Hypothesis ‘Independent Variable. Dependent Variable
1. Socialization ‘Mean Initial Risk
2. Discussion Shift to Risk
3. Type of Story Mean Initial Risk
4.

Self-Assessed Risk " Mean Initial Risk

To test the first hypothesis, I will use data collected from'expek—
imental conditions E 1, C 1, and C 2. The purpose for the exclusion of
experimeﬁta1lcondition}E 2 is the fact that this group of respondents had
an opportunity to discuss the incidents before making any decisioh., I
used the pretest information for E 1 and C 1, since‘this reflects the in-
inital risk-taking decision for comparison with group C 2. Since I am
treating socialization as interval.data, and am treating mean initial
risk as interval data, I used the F-test of signifitanCe of assOciatibn to
determine if, in fact, there is statistical evidence for rejection of the
null hypothesis,isuggestfng that as one's time in service increases, SO

‘does the riskiness whiéh the individual is willing to take.

The ;econd hypothesis states that there will be a difference 1n.the
post-test score from the pre-test, in the difectjon of risk. In order to
test this hypothesis, I took the data from E lvand compared it to the
data from C 1. I lTikewise made comparisons from E 2 and C 2 to test the

post-test only characteristic mentioned in chéptervone. Failure to
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" reject the,nul]'hypothesis will suggest that there is no difference in
direction or degree of a shift between those‘groups'with discussion and
those groups without discussion. Since the presence of discussion is

etredted interva11y,'1 will use a t-test to detefmine the occurance and
statistical signifieance.of the risky-shift.

The difference between étories one and four (those in which the
consequence'of risk determines someone's<1ife'or death), and two and

“three (where the consequences for risk might be the loss of a geme) is
measured in this hypothesis with a t-test of signifieance. Rejection
of the null hypothesis would suggest that there is a difference between
the amount of risk that someone will take when‘the stakes are inter-.
preted as being high, and the risk they w%]l take when the stakes are
not as high. The data fpr the 1ndepehdent variable in the operational-
jzation of,thiS-hypothesis is treated nominally, while the dependent
variable is, again, treated intervally.

‘The major factor in testing the fourth-hypothesis is the accuracy
of the code which is used to interpret the results of fhe questionnaire}
For this reason, I compared the code values which I arrived at .with
those arrived at by several collegues. The consistency between'coding
activities demonstratee adequate fe1iab111ty with a score using Spearmah-
Brown rank correlation coefficient of .703. The code that I used awarded

the‘fo]]owiﬁg values for coding the questionnaire.
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TABLE IV

Coding for the Self-Assessed Risk Questionnaire

Question , Description Points Awarded Responses Given
1. Open-ended - 0 No response
- 1 Any situation ex-
plained
2. Risky Situation 1 (per choice) Any choice except
llnonell
3. Behavior Selection 1 (per choice) Any choice defined
, ' as risky
4., General Risk 3 - Answering "yes"
2 Answering "somewhat"
1 Answering "no"
. 0 .. , No answer
Specific Risk (same as' General)

A persdn scoring from 12-16 points was_coded?as‘a high risk-taker.

A person scoring from 8-11 points_was consfdered a medium risk-taker, and
those who séored under eight points were considered low risk-takers.

I. have mentioned the genekaj reliability of the self-assessed ques-
tionnaire, The_CDQ,-however, has an even higher Spearman-Brown score es-’
‘tablished byiprfor research at scores of‘.BO;

I analyzed the fourth‘hypothesis in three ways. First, I took the
composite‘séore from the questioqnaire and compared it to their mean
initial score on the CDQ;. To test the relationship .statistically, I con-
ducted an F-test. The test is designéd to see if the mean inital score
is significantly variant according to their se]f-asseésed score. Secondly,
I took the score of‘all'respondents'on the quéstion which‘asked if the
respondent took'risks‘in 1ife and deathlsituations, and ccmpared it to
the actual results of stories one and four. Thirdly, I repeated the above

procedure using the leisure stories to see the relationship between
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self-assessed risk and objective measures, such as the CDQ. The F-test
was:used for the'kemqining‘portions of the statistica] ana1ysis'outlined
above. '1n a]];statfética] tests, I have’adopted the convention of Signif-
icance at the .05 Tevel. ATl calculations were done by hand.

The summary of the analysis,which‘was'perforhed on the various hypo-

theses is below in table five.

TABLE V

Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis' Groups Used Pre (P)~or Statistic
Post (Po) test '
_Scores
1. E1,C1,C2 P F
2. E1,C1, E2,C?2 P, Po t
3. E1, C1l, E2,C2 P t
4. E1, C1,E2,C2 P F
Ethics

~Consent Form:
| For each respondent, 1iobta1ned_an informed consent form. The form
| is located in the appendix (pagé*48) to this report. I read the statement
to each respondent, and applied no pressure td obtain the cooperation of
the respondent. The research design and informed_cohsent form was sub-
mitted to the Institutional Review Board for the University of Nebraska,
and was approved.

The general 1nf0rmati6n Sheet (see appendix)., the inf§rmed'consent

form, and the CDQ were kept in a locked drawer to assure confidentiality.
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Debriefing:
After the intefviews, I debriefed each respohdent. The‘debriéfing
took the form of:
) explanatioﬁ'of hypotheses
-B) explanation of testing devices
C) explanation of proposed analysis
) explanation of appreciation for participation.
After the initial debriefing, I provided an opportunity for the

‘respondénts to ask~questions about their experience.



CHAPTER THREE
Results and Discussion
Four hypotheses were examined in the investigation of‘the shift to
risk in the mf1itary. The following chapter will provide the results of
that empirical'investigation which was outlined in Chapter two.

Hypothesis One

There is a relationship in military respondents between the amount
of socialization and the amount of risk that one.wiTl‘take on the CDQ.

I‘consider the first hypothesis to be the most significant one.in
military socialization, both theoretically and in terms of social and
cultural ramifications. This poeition was explained in chapter two of
this report. The contention of the first hypofhesis is that there will
be a measurable differenCe'in the mean initial risk score from the CDQ
“for grouped socialization Tevels within experimental conditions (i.e.,
officers and enlisted people over twelve years of service were combined,
qs'were officers and enlisted peqp]e,W1th.zero to six years of service).
The rationale for combining these mixed status groups was obtaining a
smaller number of groups who shared similar socia]izationITevels. The
statistical rejection of the null hypothesis will lend support to the
notion that the longer one is exposed to the socialization processes of
the military, the greater will be their propensity to score highly on
risk-assessing instruments such as the CDQ.

The statistical'eXamination of the aforementioned principle produced
an F test With a result which was neak]y twice the Tisted critical value
for that meaeure (F (df=2,69), P=.001). The rejection of the null hypo-

thesis, therefore, is statistically supquted.v

24



25

TABLE VI

Total and Mean Score for Experimental Conditions

Conditfon : " .Tota1

Mean
A E1 64 5.33
A C1 30 2.5
A C2 30 2.5
D E1 52 . . 4.33
D C1 54 4.5
D C2 64 5.33
B E1 52 4.33
B C1 32 2.67
B C2 62 5.17
E E1 52 4.33
E C1 56 4.67
E C2° 62 5.17
C E1 70 5.83
C C1 60 5. .
C C2 62 5.17
F'E1 56 4.67
F C1 56 4.67
F.-C2 58 4,83

Table sixi indicates that the means are different for the comparison
groups, and in the predicted direction. The contention of the hypothesis
Ts that there is a difference between values for military people with over
12 years and those with over 6 but less than 12, etc. By observation and
statistical analysis, there is reason fortrejection of‘the nu11 hypothesis.

_The assumption of the first hypothesis follows very closely to the
assumptions of the risk as a cultura] value hypothesis mentioned in chap-
ter one. Both the risk as a cu]tura] value and the first Hypothesis'of
this investigation assume that.the processes of socialization, or the pro-
duct of socialization, elicits risk from the respbndent which the respon-

dent perceives as normatively acceptable. In other words, some facet df



26

military socialization enhénces the téndencies of_m11itary:members to pur- -
sue riskier courses of action. As mentioned in the preface, one must be
cautious not to infer from the aforementioned assumption that it is the
position of this report that the military is a mindless group of thrill-
seekers with no rationa] Timitations on their behaviors; rather, 1t is the
intention of this report to suggest ithat the meitary»subcu]ture‘eljéits
measureable tendencies toward risk. It is further not the intention of
this investigation to suggest thaf the military risk_ﬁethic” is necassar-
ily any more risky than the analogous civilian risk "ethic." The data,
fn fact,_may suggest the opposite to be true (see, for example, Wallach,
et al., 1963), for results on a nonmilitary culture, althOUQﬁ no direct
éomparisons have been made in the literature.

It is the suggestion of this report that the -situations with which.
the military typibally deal {the transportatibn and use of large artil-
lery, nuclear weaponry , and a number of véry dangerous weapons) makes the
consequence of risk in a military context considerably more grave. The
propensity toward risk, understood in this conteXt,_h§s a great deal of
social significance. Assuming that the longer one is socia]ized;ih the
military, the greater‘wil1‘be their propensity tbwards risk, and assuming
that those who have the greatest'degree of socié]ization are also the most.
1nf1uentia] within the military subculture, one could, by extension, sug-.:
gest that the most 1nf1uent1a] efforts éfe influenced by'the most comp]éte
socializatioh of the risky "ethic."

The consequence, socially, of’this ihvestigationlis tempered some-
what by the fact that many mi]itary.decisions are made through civilian

channe]s, or with the advice and consent of civilian authorities.
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Additionally, as the mi]itaryvofficer'moves‘up in the rahk, their roles
assume a greater po]iticd] influence, so at certain times in their career
the military and political role are functidna]]y inseperable (see Bletz,
1971)ﬁ Nonetheless, the decisions that are solely mi1itary are 1nf{uenced
by risk; just as the deCisionsfwhich represent consensus of political and
military fnf]uences.

The second qualification of the findings described above is that the
current military structure is'not a total institutfon'(ala Goffman's Asy-
lums, 1961). With the exception of basic training, or its functional
equivalent, military members are members of .two cultures, as opposed to
one isolated subculture. It is, thereforé, inappropriate to speak of the
military values as unique and tofa]lyseparate from the culture at Tlarge.
It is more appropriate to speak df a set of mores which are indicative'of
the military subculture, and of which risk is a part.

The ramifications, all qua]ifications aside, of risk in a mi]itahy
tontekt are, nonetheless, still quite significant, in my'opinion. If,
'for instance, a‘school system experienced a teacher's strike,‘the local
economy , political environment and social structure might by temporarily
'rearranged. If, however, the.mi1itary; of even a small part of the
military, Were to take that same action, the ramifications could invo]ve
international ahd 1ntranatipna1 ca]amity;

There are a.number'of rival hypotheses which must be considered
‘before attempting to draw any type of concTusion about the validation of
a hypothesis vié‘statistjca]\eXamination. .The possible rival explanations
‘which will be considered in this portion of the repo?t aré: - age, educa-

'tion, marital status, and sex. Through examining these variables, the



28

the relationship between socialization and risk-taking behavfdrs.wi]1 be
clarified. |

| As a prelude to a discussion of rival hypothesés,‘ft‘shou]d be noted
that there are a number of inherent limitations which must bendealt with in
dealing with_a non-random initial assignment of;personnel to a samﬁ]e |
such as I used in arriying at the sample for this investigation. The re-
sults obtained in this investigation-are oriented towards more-macro social
trends rather than to generalization to particular cases.

As a rival explanation to the relationship between socialization and
fisk, one might reasonably contend'that_risk is re}ated'to age via the
following syllogism: . ‘as socialization inérease;, so does one's mean CDQ
score (rfsk); as socialization fncreases, so does the respondents' age;
therefore, as one's agé increases, so does oneFS riék. Céfta1n1y;-it is
safe to assume that, for thepmost part, greather socialization covaries
with.age,'and within certain bounds, those who have been in the service
1onge$t, are the older members of .the subculture. One is confronted with
a difficu]ty 1n'exp1a1n1ng that»]ogic in reference tO‘thé proposed asser-
tion because it is counterfntuitive. Itlwoqu be intuitively accurate to
assert that youth covaries with risk, because the risk as a cultural value .
hypothesfs includes the premise that our culture is Tooking. for ways to
identify with youth, one of which, fhey’suggest, would be a risk-orien-
tation.

The re1evaht information hypothesis,_in.rebutta], suggests that as
uncertainty decreases, risk increases. The relevant information hypo+

thesis would suggest that as people age,"thay-have'more informatiOn;abouts

alternatives which would, in effect, reduce their uﬁcertainty, and
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increase their-risk-taking propensity. Therefore, the ré]evant 1nforma-
tion hypothesis, which is part of the explanatory mechanisms of the En-
hancement model would support the data tendencies that as one increases
in amounts of exposure to a social system (and ages), their propensity
towérds risk would actually increase.

It mfgﬁi be noted, at this point, that the age range for the sam-
ple of this 1nvestigationlwas 29 years. The ranges of ages pér category,
and the mean age per category, along with information which will be used
in discussing the next three rival explanations, is presented in tabuTar

form on the next page.
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Demographié Characteristics
by Individual and Grouped Socialization.Levels
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Individual and

Characteristic Grouped X s.d. Range
Socialization
Level
Age A (officers 12+) 38.67 3.32 13(33-46)
D (enlisted 12+) 32.92 3.9 11(29-40)
A and D (12+) 35.78 17(29-46)
B (officers 6-12) 29.58 1.51 4(28-32)
E (enlisted 6-12) .25.17 3.07 9(21-30
B and E (6-12) 27.38 11(21-32)
C (officers 0-6) 24.75 2.67 10(21-31)
F (enlisted 0-6) 120.5 2.61 8(17-21)
C and F (0-6) 22,63 14(17-31)
Education A (officers 12+) 17.25 1.91 5(16-21)
D (enlisted 12+) 15.5 2.27 6(12-18)
A and D (12+) 16.38 9(12-21)
B (officers 6-12) 16.33 .65 2(16-18)
E (enlisted 6-12) 12.83 1.27 3(12-15)
B and E (6-12) 14.52 6(12-18)
C (officers 0-6) 16.5 .9 2(16-18)
F (enlisted 0-6) 12.25 .45 1(12-13)
C and F (0-6) 14.38 | 6(12-18)
N N % N %2 N % N % N % N %
Category A B C D E F TOTAL
Married 10 83.3 9 75.0 8 66.6 9 75.0 11 91.6 8 66.6 55 76.4
Single = 2 16.6 3 25.0 4 33.3 3 25.0 1 8.3 4 33.3 17 23.6
Male 11 91.6 11 91.6 11 91.6 11 91.6 10 83.3 12 100.0 66 91.6
Female 1 8.3 1 83 1 83 1 83 2 16.6 0 0 6 '8.3
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A second rival explanation for‘the relationship between risk and social-.
ization is the educational attainment of the respondent. Stoner (1961)'in.
~ his original work was criticized for the use 0f Qraduate students as.respon-
dents. Dion (1971), etal., has also criticized the early risky-shift exper-
iments for thé skewedness»in:terms of'responQents who are drawn frém educa-
tional institutions, ergo are assumed to represent the upper half of the in-
telligence distribution. The suggestion of Dion,~as well as other critics
of the‘kiSKy-shift methodb]gy, is that educatiohvacts to free one from their .
inhibitions about risk. In the samp]é 1 amfdealingOW1th, the differént edu-
cational mean éttainments for the combined status groups are 1nsigh1f1cant.
The differences respectively for the first g}oup (category A and'D), the
second group (category B and'E), and the third group (category C and F) are
16.38, 14.52, and 14.38. This essentially indicates that the differences in
the experimental design were separated educétiona]]y by'the_same‘margin as
the difference between a first semester senior and a first semester sophomore
in college. . Thus, regardless: of the p]ausibf]ity of the variab1e, educa-
tiona1‘achievment'for exp]aining'risk, the data dbes-nOt provide enough var-
jation to effectively test the statistical significance of the relationship.

A third rival hypothesis for risk-taking may be defined_in terms of
marital status. The cultural justificétion for making a connection between
marital status and risk .can be seen in the case of the auto insurance'agenf. _
The business of the insurance agent is to determine the finiancial risk of
an-individual and charge them enough so. that they will make a profit even if
the client must take advantage of their services. Commonly, married individ-
uals ‘pay lower premiums because they are aﬁsumed to bé‘1ess risky. Regard-

Tless of the logic of the insurance industry, in our cultural context,
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marital relationship tends to bestow an image of reduced risk distinct from
not being married, particularly with males. The relationship of risk to mar-
ital status éannthbe‘measured with this data, other than to say that 76.4%
of the respondents were married, and the re1ationship eetween the respondent's
socialization level and risk-taking behavior pfovided a basis for the rejec-
tion of the null hypothesis. It dis fufther significant'to notice the dis-
tribution of married and non-married Yespondeﬁts in table six. Since the
distribution was fairly even, jt might'be suggested.that marital status may
not be.an-effective rival explanation. |

Lastly, sex as a variable was examined in Wallach's (1967) study. The
conclusion at that time was that sex was not influential in the production
of the risky—shift. Later research cha11enged these findings,>and'Marquis
(1969) has even suggested that a combination of males and females tends to.
stalemate any group decision.

There are currently 2,220,000 members of the armed forces. Of those
members, about 134,310 are female (Air Force Magazine, December, 1979). ,The

~sample I selected'had 8.3%‘fema1es, which exceeds the 6.6% service average;
As-such, it is difficult to draw any conclusions about theHeffeCt of sex on
the risky-shift from the sample which I had: It is, again, noteworthy to
point out the distribution of females within the sample. For the most part,
the relationship was similar to the relationship of married persons.'to non-
married persons.

Thus, the issue of age covarying with risk is theoretically accurate,
even though it is counterintuitive. The experiment wés not designed to dis-

_criminate differences based on age, so any suggestion that age effected risk

‘would be unfounded. Educational attainment was examined in relation to
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increasing risk, and again; the small differences in the means for grouped
data'providéd little evidence for?modifying the original ré]ationship between
risk and socialization. Since a significant proportion of the ‘respondents
were married,‘and«the distribution of non-marriéd to marriéd respondents
wasessentia11y‘even, it‘is~Can1udéd,that marital status in the context of
“this 1nvest1gati0n had ]ittle‘to do with risk taken on fhe CDQ. The rela=
tionship of sex to risk might provide a good possibility for Furthef_research
‘pqrticu1ar1y as females become more inf]uehtja] in the mi1itahy hferarchy.

The”first'hypothesis,'therefore, was found to have a statiética] ration-
ale for rejection of fHe null hypothesis. In examining'riva] explanations,
generally the data was not suited to any-cléar evidenée; however, age was"
found to be theoretically and 109ita1]y related to risk, despite its coun-
terintuitive nature. ‘

Hypothesis Two

There will be a relationship between the presence of d1scuss1on and
the amount of shift across the levels of socialization.

The second hypothesis ‘which was operationa1ized similarly in earlier

| risky-shift reSearbh efforts suggested a difference in the mean score from
pretest to post-test in two conditions: where thgfe is group discussion,

"~ and where there is no group discussion. The first two experimental con-
ditions (i.e., experimental one and control one) were used because the
hypothesis called for a pre-post test design. In each case, I subtracted
the setond score from the first score (pretest) and arrived at a risk-shift
‘score. If'the,scpre was positive, that indicated that the second score was
“higher in risk, and lower in numerical value. The opposite is true for neg-
'athe differences. Then I duplicated the procedure for the second and third

person of the group. The sum of these differences became the group shift
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score. The tab1e listed be]oW‘provides a diagramﬁof the results from the
group risky—éhift scores.

The next step in determining the accuracy of the predictive nafure of 
the second hypothesis was to repeat.the experimental procedure for Control
and Experimental group two. In this comparison, it is understood that ‘I am
notbmeasuring the shift to risk, rather, I am measuring for fami]iarizétion
as“an'effect'oh the,first comparison (E 1-C 1). “In other words, I am meas-
uring the differences between situations which have two tests, and those
| which have only one test to examine the influence of retest sensitivfty.
This'pkocedure was conceptua11y.derived from the work of Flanders and
Thist]ewaité (1967). The results of the secbnd ébmparison, as well, are
indicated in table eight.

| TABLE VIII

A Comparison of Two Experimental Design Results

Post-test only _ : _ : Pre-post Test
‘Item t df Item : ot df

1 -2.28* 34 1 5.08**%* 34
2 -2.14%* 34 2 2.47* 34
3 -1.65 34 3 2.35%* 34
4 -4.,06%** .34 4 3.21*%* 34

‘all stories  -4.62%** 142 all stories 2.55* 142

 *p = .05 ' B : . '

. k= .01

* %k = .001

Note: The post-test only t results are negative because they represent raw
scores, rather than computations as is the case in the pre-post design.
When finding the difference between E 2 and C 2, predictably, the raw score
of C 2 would be higher (lower risk) than E 2, and therefore the results
would be negative, causing the fraction for t-test computation to also be
negative. The most direct comparison would be in terms of the absolute

value of t.




35

The results of the first comparison c1ear1y-indicate'the statistical
rationale for the rejection'of the null hypothesis. The suggestion‘of
‘such a hypothesis is that all stories, particularly one and four,~demon-
:strated;mé&surab]e shifts in the scores that were derived from their‘eval-'
‘uations.h This finding is consistentwithear]y research. The theoretical
Justification for the exhibited results,ihdicate that group discussion
polarized the inttiai tendencies of the groups towards risk.

Thus, the evidence seems to indicate that not only are higher social-
ization levels associated with risk, but that also, group discussion,_whén
-the tendency 1is there, tends to polarize that tendency.. "In this exper-
ihent, the direction was definitely toward risk.

In choosing to analyze the last two experimental conditions, it was
my intention to exp]bit the virtues of the Solomon. four group design. One
of those virtues 1s‘£haf it provides an opportunity to examine the condi-
tions under which the respondents did not have an opportunity'to be sen-
sitjzed to the instrument.

“In compa?ihg the two types of experimental desiéns (E 1-C 1 and E 2-

C 2), I found the same tendencies, but less dramatic results. From the
preceding table, the résu]ts of the second coﬁparison can'be contrasted
with the first comparison.

By‘observation; one can see the results of test-retest sensitivity.
Essentially, howevek, the results add support to the notion that discus-
sioh enhances or pd]arizes initia] group tendencies. Oné can ]1kewise
observe that stories two and three tgnd’to be Tess Hramatic in terms of
their shift than the stories which deal with life and death.  The ration-

ale for that phenomen can be twofold: the leisure .stories (as will be
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.discussea']ater) had higher scores to_begin with; and, secondiy, the will-"
ingness to express a position about which the respondenits were fairly cer-
tain was greater in situation where the stakes weke lower. In other words;
there would be more uncertainty. in situations where the stakes are higher,
and there would likewise be more of an inhibition of risk where the situ-
ation is uncertain. Therefore, the shifts are less dramatic where the
situation is more certain by virtue of the fact that thereAjs less at
stake.

In both designs, story three had the Teast dramatic shift. Stony
three relates the situation of a football éaptain. There was Tittle shift
in thﬁs_stony because many‘times the idea'has expressed, "If you don't
win, why play?" I informally observed sevefal'times when people who were
uncertaiﬁ.about their initial choices were presented with the logic indic-
-ated‘by the above statement,‘ahd'wou]d then choose a very high risk score
because they did not wish to argue with the conviction of those who be-
1ieved that one should play to win. |

In three of the four stories‘the shift was more dramatic in the pre-
post test design than in the,post;test onjy-design. The sole exception
was story four, which was about the POM, One»bf-the most frequent in-
teractions which I observed with regard to this story centered on the

 tradit1ona} military position compafed to the moré‘modern position. Trad-
itionally, the p0$1tion was'express that.it is a POW's duty to escape at
a]]'costé. The more modern interpretation is that a POW should only es-
cape when there is a reasonable probability of success in the escape
“attempt. Since fhis cohfusion.was brought up in the groups with discus-

sion, it seems reasonable that the post-test only deéign would display a
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."more dramatic shift, which, in fact, table eight suggests.

Hypothésis Three

Life issue :stories will elicit Tower risk than leisure oriented
stories. ‘ '

‘The third hypothesis‘was operationalized by taking the mean initial
‘score for stbries{oné and four, as well as stories two and three, and com-
paring them. The results suggest the position that_an'inCrease in‘va]ue‘
df the consequence wi]1 be accompanied by a decrease in the amount of risk
that will be taken. I chose two}storiés which represented the values of:
life as an invalid compared to death; and life as an abused prisoner of
war comparéd to death by executioh'if caught. Then I chose two stories
which indicated another set of values: winning versus tieing, and‘win-.
ning versus losing. The theoretical basis forithis test was the relevant
information'hypothesis,which was mentioned earlier as part of the enhance-
ment modei. Theoretically, and intuitively, one would assume that the
higher the stakes; the more uncertainty there would be, and.the more - un-
certainty there is, thé'less risk is "justifiab]e." The results in this

regard were predictable.
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TABLE IX

A Comparison of Life Issue versus Leisure Issue Stories

Story X df : 't
1 4.5
4 4.64
2 3.92
3 3.83
1 and 4 4.56
2 and 3 3.87 386 3.83*
* p=.001

Thus, as the table indicates, there is statistical rationale for the
rejection of the null hypothesis. The.differenCes; accordingly, in the
level of risk elicited by each story diffef significantly across the sam-
ple.

Even though the results were predictable. and strong, several respon-
ses from the questionnaire which I édministered‘aftér the ekperiment,_as
well as from group discussion raised some doubt in my mind'ébout the gen-
eka]izabilify of the hypothesis in terms of which types of issu2s elicits
more risk from a military sample. In the questionnaires, 25% of the re-
spondents mentioned thaf the only justification for risk-taking behavior
was severe or extreme situations. In 17 out of 72 (23.6%) responses to
the questionnaire, the comment was offered that the only justification for
risk is wheh_one's family, friends, or own ]ifélis “on‘thejline.“ Also
a favorite response, was the idea that risk is justified when the situa-
tions .are so overwhelmingly negative that one hés no;hing to lose. Sev-

eral people in group interviews felt this way about the chess player story.
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The comment was offered; that "the ]ow—rahked guy is going to 1ose enyway,
why shouldh't he try some razzle-dazzle and peyche hﬁm (the opponent) out!"
In other WOrds, despite the fact that statistically people teok greater
risks in 1e1eure stories, their open-ended queStions and the questionnaire
seemed to 1ndicate‘that risk‘shdqu be taken more often when the situation
was either beyond hope or when the sitUationAWas‘extremeiy important.

I?Tustrating»the,point which.suggests'that‘high‘risk should be equated
with severe circumstances, were the discussions about fhe heart patient
and his possible surgery. I held twleve group interyiews about_this story,
and in four cases it was directly mentioned that living as an’inva]id4wa$
no better than dying, and was in fact worse becaese of the burden to the
fami]y. Several mentioned'the’thodght that the patient had no guarantee
that he would live as.an'invalid, therefore suggesting that their choice
of risk was mbtiVatedvby worst-case planning, i.e., "What did he have to
lose?".

.fhe-balahce of the responses to the questionnaire offered answers
‘whichywill be discussed in more detail in hypothesis four.

'Thus,.hypothesis three yie]ds.severa1.seeming contradictory pieces
of information: first that the cDQ scofes foreleisure demonstrated higher
risk than the life issue stories; and secondly, that the questionnaire and
discussion technique for assessing risk’ frequently demonstrated that risk
is most'justified and taken in situations where the stakes are very high.
The resolution of the seeming contradiciton of evidence may be found in
‘the idea that term risk takes on differing meanings when the stakes are
high. 1In other words, when the stakes are.low, then it is culturally

acceptable to be risky, and to identify one's actions as such. On the
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,oféer,hand, when the stakes are high it 1sj1eSS acceptable to be risky,'
even though those are thé situations in which risk occurs, and-even though
the actions are riéky,-they‘are more justified out of desperation. and lack
of plausible alternatives.

}Final]y,_one interesting_poiht was mentioned in grqup discussion
which I fee1 noteworthy. Insituations involving 1éi5ure,-the justification
for risk was not lack of alternative, or fatalism, as in certain 1ifé
issue stories, rathér'it_was incehtive.to 1mprbve4the chances for success.
Specificé]]y I-am-referring to comments made by'several-peOple in group
discussibn thch'indicated that,takfng‘the risk at, say, 10% would pro-
vide incentive for'thefplayers df'the fooéba]] team in story two to play
even harder to increase their chance of winning to over ten‘per cent.
Thus, the risk was used, in these éases, to stimulate the risk takers to
play harder. |

Hypothesis Four

There will be no significant corré]ation-bétween»the level of self-
‘assessed risk and the CDQ score.

The assertion of this hypothesis is that there is no relationship
between aperson's self-assessed risk score, and thé'objeCtive risk score
as measued by the CDQ. - The null hypothesis suggests‘that, for ﬁhé most.
part, the semantics of risk are ambivalent culturally, and that, in fact,
people ake not aware that their behaQiors have any real value in terms of
risk. To test the re]ationship, I measured three specific aspects of the
relationship between one's image of their riskiness, and their actual
riskihess. This procedure is out]ined in chapter two‘(pége.Zl).

The first comparison, as suggested, supported the notion that there

is no statistical basis fqr-rejéction of the null hypothesis. With an
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F score of .38 (cv = 4.92, p=.05), there were 26 who scored themselves
as high risk takers and who had a:mean risk of slightly over 4. This score
was riskier than those whb had se]f%assessed totals of eight to eleven
risky behaviors.(medium se]f—risk), but the relationship, as delimited by
the F test was not significant. The mean risk score for'those whose self-
assessed score was medium waé 4.25, and for those whose self-assessed score
was low, the mean response was 4.31. The distributidn of respondents
across the limits oflhigh, medium, or.low self-assessed risk was 26, 20,
and 26 respectively.

- The majority of the answers which were found of the questionnaire,
‘discussed earlier in this report, made some }eference_td a balance of
cost andibenefits. Some responses gave actual quantitative méasuremeﬁts
defining when risk was specifically justified (i.e., when thé chances of ;
success are 70% or better).

The major point‘to'be understood in the analysis of the first compar-
ison is that there were no measureab]e differences between those respon-
dents who marked many behaviors which are considered risky on their'ques~_
tionnaire, and those who marked a few. A]] the responses were fairly close,
and the statistical variation could reasonably be attributed to chance.

The second part of the analysis compares responses'On'tHe question,
"Do you consider yourself risky-in situations inVolving life and death?"
with their objective scores on the CDQ, stories one and four. The respon-

ses are most efficientiyi presented in tabular form on the following page.
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TABLE X

Comparison of Self-Assessed Risk, and CDQ Stories One and Four

Response . | X ‘} F
Yes 5.15 : .
Somewhat 4,57 3.021
No- o . 3.72 '

These results are interesting to me, in that those who said they did
consider themselves to be risky'in.life and death issues, acfua]]y sCoged
lower in terms of risk (higher mean value) than did those who responded
the opposite way. This-suggeSts‘thatAevén though the null hypothesis is
still rejected (as predicted), there is possible some confusion as to the
ability of the respondent td understand the question; or elée, the meas-
urement indicated how the respondent féhf they would react, rather than
did‘react. Many people simply do not know how they will react in situa-
tions of great stress or danger, and predictions about that behavior are
notorious1y inaccurate. The major issue to be considered is that there is
sti11»statistica1 evidence for the predicted rejection of the null hypo-
thesis, even though the responses tend to indicéte rather dramaticé]]y
that thoée who believe themselves to be the .most risky, were not the most
risky in terms of their CDQ score, while those who did not believe them--
selves to be risky were almost 1.5 points riskier than others. ,The'dis—
tribution fdr this hypothesis was 20, 30, and 27 for high,‘medium, and Tow

respondents respectively.

TScheffé'test results of +5.23 > 0] >+4.93, +10.6 > 67 > +8.39.
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Finally, the procedure was repeated for the ]eiSure’issué stories com-
pared to stories two and three on the €DQ. The third comparison suggests
a great deal more accuracy on the paft_of.the_respondenté in terms of
their ability to assess risk, even though the results were statistically
1nsignificant. With a distfibution of 27, 31, and 14 respectively, the
last test yie]ded,.95 (p £ .05) for the F test. The meaﬁ-va]ueg; for this
comparison, differed predictab]y‘according tb“the cétegohy the respondent
was in (i.e., self-scored high risk—ﬁakér scored highly, etc.).

The final comparison indicated that the respondents predictably chose
risk 1eve1s that were consistant with the{r se]f—assessed risk, but that
the,diffefencés were prédictab]y insignificant.

In sum, I have offered statistical substantiation for the rejection of
three null hypotheses: one, two, and three. : The fourth hypothesis as-:
serted the null hypothesisy that is, I believed no re1ationshfp to exist,

and this, in fact was not rejected statistically.



CHAPTER IV
Summary and Conclusions

This report has been an addition to the literature which addresses
the risky-shift phehomenon. Chapter one dealt specifically Qitﬁ the the-
oretical deve]opmentiof the riskyfshift literature. In chapter oneg, the
Enhancement‘Mddel waS-proposed as a viable exp]anetidn for the counterin-
tuitive phenomenon called risky—shift.' Lastly, in chapterone,.a set of
‘fourvhypotheses were offered WhiCh Qere-derived from the Enhancement.
Modei, primarily of Marquis and Reitz (1969) Chapter two defihed the
methodoiogicai procedures used to conduct the investigation on a non-ran-
dom sample of military individuals, as wei] as explaining the choice of
~instrument and questions from the CDQ. Chapter three prov1ded a. summary
~of reievant results from the 1nvestigation, as well as the theoreticai
re]evance of those resuits

One of the maJpr assumptions of this work was the graVity of military
decisions, and subsequently, the imporfanceeof‘mi]itary decisionfmaking,
Given that assumption,‘the significance of an empiriea] investigetioh o

which seeks to evaluate the processes and decisions made in a military
context is, in my opinion, clear. If one is given to the Millsian! inter-
pretation oflfhe role of the military, the significance of this investiga-
‘tion becomes even more clearly defined.

In pursuit of an investigation of the phenomenon of military decision

“making, I tested four hypotheses which dealt with a number of variables

T See C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite (1956) In this work, Mills-posits
a total .integration.and unquestionabie network of the eiite members of
the military, political and economic communities, further suggesting,
‘like Eisenhower, that America vias threatened by a miiitary 1ndustr1a1
complex. . . .

44
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such as: the mean CDQ score (initial test), the person's years in ser-
vice, the influence of working in groups to arrive at a decision,.the ef-
fect of familiarization with the test instrument on the score of a CDQ,
the person's péfception»of their own risk-taking level, and the shift that
occured'towards conservatism or toward risk, after having been exposed to
a group discussion.

 In every case, with one exception, the rejection of the null hypéthe¥
sis was statistically substantiated. The sole exteption.fo11owed the theor-
etical predection of this report, in that hypothesis %dur predicted that
no relationship wou1d exist between the person's self-assessed risk score
and their CDQ score. This, in fact, was éenerally the éase. There was,
however, a negative correlation between the self-assessed risk level-and
the person's,Tife jssue stories examined as part of the last hypothesis.

The first hypothesis was essentially derived from the cultural-value
‘explanation and the relevant information hypothesié,‘gs was  the fourth.
The second hypothesis contributed to the understanding of the enhancement
principle known as po]ariiation and the familiarization hypothesis, while
the third hypothesis supported the relevant information and uncertainty |
reduction hypothesis.

Thus, from the Enhancement Model and it's component hypotheses: fam-
iliarization, expected value-outcome, uncertainty recudtion, relevant in-
formation, and cultural values, this empirica1.investigation was developed.

It should be noted that one major issue in the Enhancement Model
literature is the exp]anation‘of leadership or'persuasion influences. 1
chose not to deal with leadership because the intergroup structure was

almost never conducive to anonymity. In other words, it would be hard for
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6 10w-ranking person in a group to be chosen aslthe most influential When
‘a]]_group'members are in uniform.' Additibna]]y, this aspect of the Enhance—
-ment Model has received considerable attention'and‘ support. For this in-
vestigation to add significantly to the‘knbw]edge about the influence of
1eadefsh1p, I would have needed to expand the stpe of the investigation
to a point Wheré I,believed I would have_endangered the effectiveness of
the hypotheses that I‘had chosen to deal with, |

The risky-éﬁift‘has gone through‘conéiderable.modification in the past
two decades since Stoner's (1961) original endeavor. Curreht]y'there‘is
evidence to support conservative shifts for certain itemg, as well as a
wealth of empirf;al informatibn deTimitinQ exp]anatiqns for risky behaviors.
It has been the objectiVe of this report to expose sqme>of those limits in
support of a clearer investigation of military decision-making.

Furthek Research

A great deal of empirical research could be developed from the fhemes
established in this report. One could certainly specify the scope of an
investigation,‘that is, to évaluate‘just fighter pilots, or just 1nfantry
volunteers, for examp]é. One could furtheﬁ attempt a 1ohgitudina1 assess-
ment of 1ndiv1dda1s pre- and post-service. In othér-words;‘a researcher
could administer the CDQ to a pre-service volunteer at'time‘one, administer -
the CDQ to the military member (during service) at'time two, and administer
the CDQ to the individual upon retirement or separation from the armed ser-
vices. By comparing those who stayed in four years withlthose who stayed -
in Tonger,‘eSSentially the same types of measurements as outlined in this
report could be explored.

Further, one could (possibly) obtain ihformation on the actual .
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,deciéibn-making committees, and compare the results with decisions which
| were made by‘thé committee. Janis' (1971) study of Groupthink could pro-
vide the theoretical basfsffor eva1ua£ing behaviors observed in a study of
the éctual decision makers. Adjustments would need to be made in inter—“'
-pretihg the resu]ts, just as in moving'from inferential to descriptive
siatistica] analysis. |

EmpificaT data could also be obtained from examining issues_which“
have been éssessed as e]iciting ;onservative reSponSes. By evaluating
issues which were conservatively oriented, one would be able to gain a
broader perspective'on'the combohent parts of the military risk ethic.
Additionally, by'samp1ing civilian populaéidns, and comparing the results
‘with mi]i%ary»samp]e;'a direct comparison of cultural vé]ues‘might be
obtained. |

_Anothér’variation of the themes established in this report is the
comparison of real 1ife behavior in terms of risk, and those indicatiOns
of_risky behavfor‘obtained in a laboratory sifuatﬁon.

Lastly, a 1ongitudina1 study cou1d be designed to test the relation-
ship to risk in periods when the respondent was institutibnalized‘(i.e.,
basic tfaining) and in a very secure environment, and periods when the |
respondent was in a situation where less stringent institutional require-
ments could be offered.

In sum, there are a host of variables whiéh cou]d.be tested in ways,
some'of:whjch.aré'méﬁtidned above. Among the variables which could be in-
vestigated, and whiéh show theoretical and cultural relevance are? type of
job performed, the specific time in the person's career, and actual exam-

inations of decision-making committees.
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM.

The purpose of‘this:experiment'is‘the observation and evaluation of
decision-making activities in various éategdries‘df'mi]itary participants.
During the study, you3w111 be asked to Tisten to several stories and re--
cord'your decisions in the answer booklet provided:

If you decide to participate, wou will be making decisions about sev-
~eral s%tuatiohs by filling in from your own experience those details which
were omitted from the original story. The total experiment should not
exceed % hour.

The risks to you as a participant are neg1igib1e. Any information ob-
tained in this‘projéct will remain confidentia], Your name will not be on
the answer booklet, and I nor anyone else will not bg'able to identify |
your’information. ‘

Your decision to participate, or not}to-participate, wi]] not preju-
dice your future relations with the University bf Nebraska. If you decide
to participate, you may feel free to withdraw your consent at any time.
Fina]]y, you should be aware that even if you have complete the exercise
and should decidefthat you do not wish to have that data released, your
request will be granted.

If you have any questions concerning this experiment,'you may feel free
to ask.. Further, if anyrquestions should arise after the completion of the
experfment, you may contact the University Of Nebraska at Omaha, Department
of Sociology and Anthropology, at 554-2626, and a response will be at-

tempted to your question.

YOU ARE MAKING A DECISION TO PARTICIPATE. YOUR SIGNATURE BELOW IN-
DICATES THAT YOU HAVE DECIDED TO PARTICIPATE, HAVING READ THE ABOVE IN
FORMATION. '

(Date) (Participant) -

@Mz) Wi, L

(Investigator)
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STORY ONE:

A MAN WITH A SERIOUS HEART CONDITION MUST CURTAIL HIS USUAL ACTIVITIES
SIGNIFICANTLY TF HE DOES NOT UNDERGO A DELICATE HEART OPERATION. THE
OPERATION WOULD CURE HIM IF SUCCESSFUL, OR KILL HIM IF UNSUCCESSFUL.
INSTRUCTIONS: Evaluate this story on the basis of the probability of
success that you would demand for yourself. On that basis, assign a
probab111ty of success for the operation for the person you are consult-
ing, and indicate your choice according to the f6llowing scale:

mark ‘one if you would accept a 10% chance of success.

“mark three if you would accept a 30% chance of success.

mark five if you would accept a 50% chance of success.

mark seven if you would accept a 70% chance of success.

mark nine if you would accept a 90% chance of success.

mark ten if there is no way that ybu would recommend the operation to
your client.

Circle your answer

1357910
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STORY TWO:

THE CAPTAIN OF A FOOTBALL TEAM, IN THE FINAL SECONDS OF THE GAME WITH
THEIR TRADITIONAL RIVAL, MUST CHOOSE BETWEEN A‘PLAY'THAT.IS CERTAIN TO
'PRODUCE A TIE SCORE, OR A MORE RISKY PLAY THAT WILL LEAD TO A SURE VIC-
TORY IF SUCCESSFUL, A SURE DEFEAT IF NOT.

- INSTRUCTIONS: = Evaluate this story on the basis of the probability of
success that you would require-before taking'the‘risky play. Do not
worrylabout what your last answer was, simplyvmark this sheet on the
basis of this story. You may.gg}_lodk‘at your first story sheet.

mark 1 if you would accept a 10% chaﬁCe of success.

mark 3 if you wou1d'accept a 30% chance of success.

mark 5 if you would accept a 50% chance of success.

mark 7 if you woqu‘accept a 70% chance of success.

mark 9 if you would accept a 90% chance of success.

‘mark 10 if there is no way you would recommend taking the riskier play.

Circle your answer:

135 7 9 10

Await further instructions, and remember, DON'T LOOK BACK, PLEASE.
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- STORY THREE:

A LOW-RANKED PART ICIPANT IN A NATIONAL CHESS TOURNAMENT PLAYING AN

EARLY MATCH WITH A'TOP-FAVORED‘MAN‘HAS A tHOICE OF TRYING A RISKY MOVE
WHICH;'IF SUCCESSFUL WILL LEAD TO A SURE'VICTORY. IF THE MOVE IN UNSUC-
CESSFUL, IT WILL LEAD TO DEFEAT FOR THE LOW-RANKED'PARTICIPANT;

INSTRUCTIONS: Evaluate this story on the basis ‘of-what you feel is the
lowest probability that you wouid accept before recommending that the
Tow-ranked participant try the risky move. REMEMBER, mark this sheet
without looking at either of the previous stories.

mark 1 §f yoﬁ would accept a 10% chaﬁce of success.

mark 3 if you would accept a-30%'chance of success.

mérk 5 if you would accept a 50% chance of success.

mark 7 if you'woqu acceﬁt a 70% chance of success:

mark 9 if you would accept a 90% chance of success.

mark 10 if you would nbt recommend that the player try a risky move

at é]i.

Circle your answer:

1 3579 10

Await furtheriinstructions.



‘STORY FOUR:

AN AMERICAN PfO.W;"MUST CHOOSE BETWEEN POSSIBLE ESCAPE WiTH THE RISK OF
- EXECUTION IF CAUGHT,IOR REMAINING IN THE ENCAMPMENT WHERE CONDITIONS. ARE
VERY- POOR..

INSTRUCTIONS: Evaluate thié story as if you were giving advice to the:
P.O.W. ‘Calculate what the Towest probabi]ity of'success that you‘would
accept would be, and make your recommendation accordingly.

mark 1 if you would accept a 10% chance of succeSsu

mark 3 if you woh]d.accépt a 30% chance of success.

mark 5 if you would accept a 50% chaﬁce of success.

mark 7 if you would accept a 70% chance of success.

mark 9 if you would accept‘a 90% chance of success.

mark 10 if you’would not recommend the escape under any conditions.
Circle your answer:

1 357 9 10
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QUESTIONNAIRE. |

INSTRUCTIONS:
Please answer each question according to HON YOU FEEL ABOUT YOURSELF.

There are no wrong answers. Please answer honestly and openly. Thank
you! ~

1. Under which conditions would you feel justified in taking a risk? In
other words, what does it take for you to take a risk?

2. In wh1ch situations, if any, are you the most r1sky? (Mark as many i
as apply.)

Financial

Occupational

Relational

Recreational or Leisure
NONE

lllll

3. Identify thé characteristic from the list below which you now db,
or which you consider to be consistent with your persona]1ty (i.e., you
would do them if you cou]d) Mark as many as apply.

Picking up hitchhikers

Betting on horses

'Playing poker for money

Motorcycling without a helmet

Playing the stockmarket

Smoking cigarettes, cwgars, or pipes
Wearing seat belts

_Loaning money to a business associate

-“HHHH

Do you consider yourse]f to be a GENERALLY risky person?
YEs SOMEWHAT NO
..When dealing with very important issues?
YES  SOMEWHAT NO
...When dealing with leisure oriented activities?

YES - SOMEWHAT - NO
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