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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ION

General Statement of the Problem

The present paper 1is concerned with the characteristics
and determinants of risk decision making. The particular
emphasis here is on group decision making, on the differences
in decisions made by individuals and groups, and especially
on the differences found under different group conditions.

Risk situations require a choice between altermnate
actions, and generally involve both uncertainty of outcomes
and differences in the values associated with the alternate
outcomes. Typically, the least likely outcome is the most
valued. There is often also relatively greater loss associated
with trying and falling to achieve the least likely outcome.
Risk situations, thus, vary as a function of the likelihoods
and values associated with outcomes.

Historical Background 1: Early Approaches

As Kogan and Wallach (1967b) point out, "Experimental
work explicitly concerned with the comparison of individuals
and groups in the taking of risks is of quite recent origin'
{p. 232). Speculation on this problem, though, 18 traceable

at least as far back as LeBon's The Crowd (1960), first pub-

lished in 1895, Speculation by LeBon, and such other early
social theorists as McDougall (1920) and Freud (1960; first

edition, 1921), typlcally characterized groups as far more



emotional than individuals, more impulsive, more violent, and
knowing neither doubt nor uncertainty. While the overall
impression conveyed is that groups are considerably more risky
thau individuals, this might be misleading since groups were
also characterized as easily susceptible to panic (McDougall,

1920), as being fundamentally '"'conservative,'" and as having
""a deep aversion to all innovations and advances and an un-
bounded respect for tradition'" (Freud, 1960, p. 14).

In actuality, early thought on individual and group
differences did not clearly differentiate risk as a separate
category of behavior. Since groups were more emotional than
individuals, it followed that group decisions would be more
extreme than those of individuals; but the direction of the
extremeness, or the determinants of direction were scarcely

considered.

Historical Background 11; Contemporary Approaches

More recent approaches to the problem of the differences
between individual and group risk taking differ from the
earlier work in three important ways. The earliest work (e.g.,

LeBon's The Crowd) focused primarily on large, short lived,

unconstructured groups, i.e., crowds or mobs. Later theorists,
like McDougall and Freud, began to explore some of the differ-
ences between structured and unstructured groups, but attention
was still directed to large, pervasive organizations, (e.g.,
the Church and the army in Freud, 1960). Contemporary work

is essentially concerned with small, task oriented, decision



making groups.

Secondly, with the exception of Freud, early theorists
sought for explanations in emergent characteristics of the
group (e.g., emotional contagion, irrational thought processes),
which as causes of behavior were somehow qualitatively differ-
ent from the antecedents of individual action. In contempor-
ary theory, the group alters the stimulus context in which
decisions are made, but explanations are ultimately based on
psychological principles which are similar to those employed
in explaiing individual decision making.

Third, in contrast to the highly speculative approaches
of early social theorists, present theory is rooted in an
active empiricism.

Contemporary models of risk decision making have
generally been based on the assumption of man as a rational,
economic creature, seeking maximum galns and minimum losses,
According to these models, decisions are said to be a functiom
of the probabilities and values of outcomes. Differences be-
tween models are malnly centered on whether probabllities
and values (or utilities) should be specified in objective or
subjective terms (Edwards, Lindman, and Phillips, 1965).

Kogan and Wallach (1967b), in a thorough review of the
risk taking literature, criticize these models of risk deci-
sion making on a nmnumber of grounds. They point out the un-
avajilability of methods for measuring subjective probabilities

and values. They question the common assumption that, from



the perspective of the decision maker, probabilities and
values are independent of each other. They doubt the valid-
ity of the ''rational man'' assumption of human decision making;
and they note the inadequacy of present models to account for
the findings of risk taking research, particularly the marked
individual differences reported.

Kogan and Wallach (1967b) suggest the need for a model
that ''leaves...room for the possibllity of variation of
decision styles along risky or conservative lines" (p. 123);
that is, for inclusion of a notion of "utilicy of risk"

(p. 119). Another way of expressing this same idea is to
conceptualize the term risk taking as the description of a
class of operant responses. An adequate explanation of such
responses would entail not only consideration of the intrinsic
contingencies associated with decisions (i.e., gains or losses)
and their respective schedules of occurrence (i.e., probabil-~
ities), but it also becomes necessary to consider other con-
sequences, ones which are extrinsic to the actual risk alter-
natives,

For example, in an earlier monograph, Kogan and Wallach
(1964) reported that subjects who were classified in the
category ''strongest motivational disturbance'" because of both
a high need for approval and high fear of failure, were more
consistent in risk taking behavior across a number of situations
than those not so classified (see also Kogan and Wallach, 1967a).

The latter ''were more responsive to the varying task and



situational characteristics that faced them in one or another
decision-making procedure'" (Kogan and Wallach, 1967b, p. 211).
That is, they responded primarily to the intrinsic contingen-
cies of the decision making task. The highly ''disturbed"
subjects had other, extrinsic, goals in mind. Kogan and
Wallach (1367b) comment: "A person who is disnosed to make
sure that others view him in a favorable light will...always
want to appear bold and daring if he views risk taking as
socially more desirable, or he will always want to appear to
be careful and judicious if he views conservatism as more
desirable in the eyes of others” (p.210).

Risk Taking in Groups

Although theoretical interpretations and experimental
procedures have varied considerably, research in group risk
taking has usually involved, at the least, a comparison of
the riskiness of decisions made by individuals working alone
with the decisions of individuals working in groups, and/or
a comparison of levels of risk under different group condi-
tions. These comparisons have generally produced two major
findings. Compared to individuals working alonme, the varia-
bility of risk levels acrose individuals working in groups
is reduced (Wallach and Kogan, 1965; Teger and Pruitt, 1967,
Flanders and Thistlethwaite, 1967). In other words, group
interaction leads to a convergence of members' decisions.
(This 18, of course, an inevitable consequence 1if group con-

gsensus 1s required.)



Secondly, most studies report a ''risk shift.' Compar-
ed to the average of individual decisions, there is a reliable
increase (or decrease In some conditions) in the levels of
risk chosen by groups (Wallach, Kogan, and Bem, 1962, 1964;
Rettig, 1966; Marquis, 1962; Teger and Pruitt, 1967).

Since Stoner (1961) first reported that groups tended
to make riskier decisions than individuale, this risky shift
phenomenon has been observed by a score of investigators,
under a variety of experimental conditions, on a diversity
of populations, and with an assortment of different decision-
making tasks. A number of explanations have been offered to
account for this phenomenon; each of these, subsequently,
being challenged by later research and alternate points of
view. While each explanation seems to account for a partic-
ular set of results, none appears to encompass all experi-
mental findings.

The past decade has seen the development of four major
theoretical positions to account for the data reported: re-
sponsibility diffusion theory, familiarization theory, lead-
ership theory, and value theory. 1In their attempts at ex-
plaining the differences between individuals and groups in
riskiness these theories may be distinguished according to
whether they ascribe such differences to intrinsic or extrin-
sic influences.

Responsibility Diffusion. Kogan and Wallach's (1967a)

position emphasizes an intrinsic determinant: a decrease in



the probability of negative consequences in groups. Wallach,
Kogan, and Bem (1962, 1964) have argued that the shift toward
risk is a consequence of 'responsibiliity diffusion.'" That 1is,
under group decision making conditions the burden of responsi-
bility for failing as a result of an overly risky decision is
removed from the individual, leading to an increase in the
boldness of decision making. 1In the more recent statements

of the responsibility diffusion position, such feelings of
responsiblility are said to arise from other feelings: the
establishment of affectional bonds between members (Kogan

and Wallach, 1967b, p. 260).

These authors have provided support for their point of
view by experimentally manipulating the responsibility for
decision making in both a simulated risk situation (''the
“"Choice Dilemma'') and an actual risk taking task with money
as the stake, Compared to individual decision making, in-
creased riskiness was found under various conditions when
decisions were made by the group as a whole.

For example, in the study by Wallach, Kogan, and Bem
(1964) some subjects were responsible for only their own out-
comes, and some were responsible for the outcomes of other
group members, as well as their own. When risk levels were
decided alome, without group discussion, those responsible
for others were more cautious than those responsible for them-
selves only. 1In contrast to this, when the respounsibility for
choice of risk levels was shared through group discussion,

decisions of both groups—- -those responsible only for them-



selves and those responsible for others——exhibited a sig-
nificant risky shift. Interestingly, the risky shift was
greater for those whose outcomes determined the outcomes of
others.

Responsibility diffusion theory has been criticized on
a number of grounds. It has been unable to account for
reports of cautious shifts (Stoner, 1961; 1968; Rabow, Fowler,
Bradford, Hofeller, and Shibuya, 1966). 1t also appears
inadequate to explain Bateson's (1966) and Flanders and
Thistlethwaite's (1967) familiarization effect, 1.e., the
finding that directed individual restudy of the choice prob-
lems 18 sufficient to produce a risky shift.

According to responsibility diffusion theory, group
discussion serves to permit the establishment of affectional
bonds and the sharing of responsibility over decisions. Other
aspects of the discussion, e.g., information exchange, are not
considered important. Therefore, Pruitt and Teger's (19069)
failure to find a risky shift when direct discussion of the
risk items was prevented, while members both shared in the
responsibility for decisions and established affectional bonds,
argues against the adequacy of responsibility diffusion theory.
Responsibility diffusion theory also seems incapable of
accounting for Lamm's (1967) finding of equivalent risk shifts
in observers of, and participants in group discussions. The
former should presumably have been less able to establish
affectional bonds.

Aside from such empirical repudiations, responsibility

diffusfion theory suffers from an important conceptual inadequacy.



Lamm (1967) has expressed this clearly. Much of this risky
shift research has been carried out with Wallach and Kogan's
(1959) Choice Dilemma scale, on which subjects make decisions
about lLypothetical satoriles.

The question is then raised of whether the concept
of responsibility is really applicable in view of
the hypothetical nature of the Choice Dilemmas.
For whom, to whom, in which way and to what extent
are the group members responsible? Essential
dimensions of responsibility are absent in this
decision context. (Lamm, 1967, pp. 470-471).

Famjliarization. Another explanation of the differ-

ences between individual and group risk taking has been pro-
posed by Bateson (1966), and also by Flanders and Thistle-
thwaite (1967). Theilr 'familiarization' theory ascribes the
dif ferences between individual and group decisions to an
extrinsic influence. They propose that group discussion
leads to an increased familiarity with the risk situation,
and that, independent of the intrinsic contingencies, this
has an unconstraining effect on decision makinyg. This
incrensed familiarization can follow from group discussion,
but can just as readily result from instructing individuals
to carefully restudy. on their own, the risk situation.
Flanders and Thistlethwaite (1967) report that such instruc-
tions lead to as great a shift as does group discussion, and,
further, that group discussion following individual restudy
does not produce a significantly greater shift than does
restudy alone.

It might be noted that familiarization theory, as

elaborated by Flanders and Thistlethwaite (1967), ignores
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totally shifts toward caution and attributes the increased
riskiness that comes with familiarization, not to wiser or
more enlightened decision-making, but to individuals' in-
variable urmwillingness to make anything but relatively
cautious judgments before adequate information is gathered.
With increased information, decision-making is presumed to be
disinhibited. The generality of this assertion that increased
comprehension of a situation is8 always ~ssocliated with in-
creased riskiness seems particularly doubtful, especially

in the light of Flanders and Thistlethwaites own finding of
cautious shifts on two of the Cholce Dilemma items.

Bateson's (1966) and Flanders and Thistlethwaite's
(1967) familiarization explanation seems also to fall short
of a complete understanding of the risky shift. For one
thing, the '"validity" of the findings of these authors is
called into question by Pruitt amnd Teger (1969) who failed
to reproduce the familiarization effect in four separate
replications.

As another point, it is obvious that varilations in
environmental stimull or social structure which beget vari-
ations in the risky shift, while holding constant opportun-
ities to become familiar with the risk situation, preclude
explanation via familiarization. Such results are reported
by Rettig and Turoff (1367) and Kogan and Wallach (1967c).
Rettig and Turoff (1967) found that direct observationm of

a group discussion led to significantly greater risk taking
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on post-discussion decisions than did listening to a tape
recording of the same discussion. In a similar study, Kogan
and Wallach (1967c¢c) compared the effects of active partici-
pation in a group with listening to a recording of the
discussions, and found risk taking greater by the narticipants.

Leadership. A third explanation of the risk shift has

been suggested by Collins and Guetzkow (1964). These authors
propose that high risk takers may, in general, be more per-
gsuasive than more cautious persons. In other words, high
risk takers are more likely to emerge as group leaders and
it is thelr influence which causes the shift in others.

Whether Collins and Guetzkow's (1964) ''leadership"
theory is based on intrinsic or extrinsic influences is
unc lear, and depends on whether they are referring to (in the
terminology of Deutsch and Gerard, 1955) normative or infor-
mational social influences. Leadership theory posits a
positive correlation between risk tendencies and leadership
potential, and assumes that leaders lead their groups to
greater risk than would normally be taken by the other members.
Such an explanation would be invoking intrinsic factors 1if
the influence of the leader were primarily informational,
i.e., if he influences the other group members to actually
reevaluate the probabilities and outcomes of the risk
alternatives.

Consistent with the leadership explanation is the

finding by Wallach, Kogan, and Bem (1l962) that the riskier
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members of the group were judged by theilr co-members to be
the more influential group participants. 1In this study,
though, the direction of causality 1s not clear. As Kogan
and Wallach (1967b) put it, '"The judgment that high risk

takers are more infiuential might be a consequence of the

group shift toward greater risk taking rather than a cause
of this shift " (p. 256).

Brown (1965) argues that both the choice of leader
and the direction of shift are consequences of members'
values, and he reports that when the shift is toward caution
it is the more cautious members who are judged as most irnflu-
ential. Rabow et al. (1966) have confirmed this finding.
This evidence casts doubt on the notion that high risk takers
are invariably maxe influential than low risk takers, but it
(and most other research as well) does not say anything about
the effect of leadership in groups comprised of members who

differ in already established status.

Data on this question were reported in a recent study
by Mackenzie (1969) in which he utilized as subjects middle
managers at a U.S., govermment installation. Individuals and
then groups worked on the Choice Dilemma, and within-group
status differences based on real rank on the job were arranged.
The direction of shift was found to depend on the original
Choice Dilemma position of the highest status member of the
groun. Thus, leadership appeared to play a significant role,
and 1t should be obvious that great care should be taken

before making generalizations about risk taking behavior in
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groups with established status structures from data gathered
in leaderless, peer groups.

Rettig and Turoff (1967) point out that the findings
of differences in thelr taped and live exposure conditions
is not explainable in terms of risk leadership. The influence
of leaders would be exerted predominantly by verbal communi-
cation, but this did not wvary across the two conditions.
Kogan and Wallach (1967b, p. 258) also rejected the leader-
ship notion as sufficient explanation because of their
failure to find, at least in males, any transituational
leadership qualities in high risk takers., Such persons
were Nno wore persuasive than low risk takers in groups dis-
cussing non-risk probiems.

Stoner has rejected the leadership hypothesis on a
number of counts. He did not find high risk takers to be
significantly higher than others in initiated interaction
(Stoner, 1961). Hoyt and Stoner (1968) report results which
support the notion that 'risk taking propensity may in fact
be situation specific and not a stable and general person-
ality characteristic as implied by the leadership hypothesis'
{(p.281).

A recent study by Swap and Miller (1969) was based on
leadership theory. These authors noted the faillure of dyads
to exhibit significant risky shifts on the Cholce Dilemma
(cf., Rim, 1967). On the basis of social exchange theory,
they suggested that in stable dyads the riskier members should

be unable to assert leadership on each item because of the need
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to reciprocate the less risky member for conforming on early
decisions. They predicted that i1f a new dyad was formed for
each Choice Dilemma item, such needs for reciprocation would
not arise. Hence, the riskier members could continue to
exert leadership and risky shifts should occur. Their
results substantiate their prediction.

The relationship between risxkiness and persuasiveness
was discussed in a recent paper by Burnstein (1369). He cites
a dissertation by Clausen (1965) which found high risk takers
tc be more confident of the correctness of their choices than
those who chose more conservatively., If it 1is assumed that
greater confidence 18 associated with greater persuasiveness,
it should follow that high risk takers should generally be
the more persuasive members of the group.

The hypothesis that the risky shift is mediated by the
greater confidence (and, hence, the greater persuasiveness)
of the risky members was supported by Clausen's additional
finding that the positive correlation between confidence and
probability of failure choices was directly related to the
risky shift. That is, the greater the confidence of the
riskiest group member in his initial decisions, the greater
the likelihood of “he group exhibiting a risky shift.

Clausen (1965) also hypothesized that if groups were
arranged so that the more cautious individuals were the most
confident, these cautious members should be the more persuasive
members of the group and the shifts following discussions would
be roward caution. While such an arrangement did eliminate

the risky shift, no shift toward cautlion was evidenced.
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Burnstein (1969) pointed out that perhaps a cautious shift
should not have been expected since the initial choices of
the members labeled by Clausen as conservative were, in fact,
generally located on the risky half of the choice scale.

The question of why the risky members should possess
greater confidence than the cautious members is worth con-
sidering. 1In her experiment, Clausen employed Wallach, Kogan
and Bem's (1964) ''college board'" instrument. Burnstein (1969)
indicates that on this and other ''real life' risk instruments
the distribution of individual responses is generally skewed
toward the cautious end of the decision scale. Thus, it
should be more likely to find extremely risky than extremely
cautlous subjects.

It might be recalled that Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall
(1965) reported a positive relationship between the extreme-
ness of a position and the degree of confidence in or commit-
ment to that position. Additionally, Tannenbaum (1956),
among others, has found that those holding extreme attitudes
are more resistant to persuasion than those advocating more
moderate positions. Thus, the greater confidence and per-
suasiveness (or resistance to being persuaded) of the risky
subjects in Clausen's (1965) study may be related to the
fact that they were more likely to be advocating relatively
extreme positions.

In contrast to the distribution of individual choices
in real life risk situations, Burnstein (1969) notes that

individual risk responses to hypothetical rxrisk situations
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(e.g., the Choice Dilemma, the BPS) are not distributed toward
the risky end of the scale. The frequency of extreme risk
appears to be no greater thanm the frequency of extreme caution.
If the risky subjects in such situations were also found to
be more conflident about their positions, such an association
between riskiness and confidence could not be explained in
terms of the relative probabilities of extreme risk and cautionm.
Values. Brown (1965) has taken an approach to the
question of individual and group differences in riskiness
which emphasizes the role of cultural values., Noting
Nordhy's finding (cited in Brown, 1965, p. 702) that under
structurally similar group decision making conditions some
risk situations produce a risky shift while others produce
shifts in the direction of Increased caution, Brwr suggests
that the direction of shift depends on members' values.
Different situations will evoke or engage a value which
encourages either riskiness or caution, and group discussion
reinforces the salient value producing appropriate shifts
in position.
More specifically, Brown's (1965) value theory
actually proposes two value related determinants of the risk
shift— —one intrinsic and one extrinsic (p. 705). With regard
to the former, he suggests that group discussion enhances
the saliency of the values associated with the risk alter-
natives. The second determinant proposed by Brown is based
on the assumption that individuals generally wish both to

maintain risk positions of at least an average degree of



-17-

axtremeness in comparison with others, and tend to under-
estimate the true positions of others. After group discus-
sion reveals true positions, those below the average are
likely to make more extreme choices, The contingenciles
assoclated with succeeding or failing at maintaining such
average positions are extrinsic to the particular alternatives
inherent in the specific risk situations.

Brown's approach has been supported by Madaras and
Bem (1968) who found that in risk situations which usually
produce a risky shift, risk takers were judged more favorably
by others than ''risk-rejectors.' 1In risk situations which
usually evoke cautionary shifts, risk-takers received less
favorable judgments.

Additional support for Brown's theory has been
provided by Wallach and Wing (1968) who report that subjects
generally judged thelr own positions on risk problems pro-
ducing risky shifts to be more risky than the positions of
a hypothetical group of peers. They propose (following
Brown, 1965, p. 700, who cites a similar unpublished study
by Hinds, 196Z) that in the group risk taking situation,
some individuals, finding themselves to be either below or
no more risky than average, and thus failing to live up to
a value that calls for at least or more than average riski-
ness, consequently revise their positions in the direction
of greater risk (assuming riskiness to be the value engaged

by the risk situation).
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The role of values 18 supported further in a study by
Rabow, Fowler, Bradford, Hofeller, and Shibuya (1966). These
authors used items similar to those on the Choice Dilemma,
and found either no shift at all or a shift toward cautiocn
rather than risk. The Choice Dilemma consists of a series
of twelve stories, each depicting a character faced with e
choice between a very attractive but very risky goal or a
less attractive and less risky goal. Subjects are asked to
indicate the lowest probability of success they would require
before recommending that the potentially more rewarding
alternative be chosen. Most--but not all--Choice Dilemma
items normally elicit a risky shift (Wallach, Kogan, and
Bem, 1962).

Some of Rabow's et al. (1966) revised stories intro-
duced a negative consequence of achieving the more attractive
goal (e.g., galning a political office will reduce even
further the time available to spend with children). This
devaluing of the more positive outcome was apparently
sufficient to arouse relatively cautious or conservative
values and produce a shift toward caution.

Rabow et al. also eliminated the risky shift in
stories without altering the value of the more desirable
outcome. They used two Choice Dilemma stories exactly as
they had been used by Wallach, Kogan, and Bem (1962), but
changed only the impersonal reference of the stories. The
original Cholce Dilemma instructions ask subjects to imagine

that they are consultants to some unspecified other person
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(e.g., a businesszman, a soldier). Rabow et al. instructed
subjects to imagine that they were advising their father
(about an operation) or their brother (about escaping from
a prisoner-of-war camp). These stories ordinarily show a
risky shift. The change in reference eliminated this shift,.
Rabow et al. explain their findings in terms of normative
differences in the personal and impersomal decision-making
conditions.

Further support for value theory has recently been
provided by Wallach and Mabli (1970). They argued that one
of the implications of value theory is that group discussions
primarily affect the more conservative members of the group
by informing them ''that a more risky position than theirs
is available'" (p. 155). Risky members should be far less
affected., They also hypothesized that this differential
effect of discussions shculd hold regardless of whether
conservatives possess minority or majority status in the
group. Their findings strongly supported their hypotheses.
Wallach and Mabli's (1970) finding of a risky shift in
groups with conservative majorities has also been obtained
in a study by Vinokur (1970).

Vidmar (1970), also, reported that the magnitude of
individual risky shift was inversely related to the member's
relative initial positions in the group. According to Vidmar
{1970), another implication of value theory 18 the prediction
that the ''magnitude of group risky shift should be directly

related to the differences (or heterogeneity) of opinions
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among the group members' initial preferences' (p. 155). Tha
3g, the greater the discrepancy between the riskiest member's
initial preferences and those of the other members, che
greater should be the shift of the other members as they
bring their preferences into line with the more risky member.
This prediction was confirmed.

If a direct test of value theory is at all possible,
it would require some independent measurement of subjects’
values and utilization of these measurements as predictors
of risk shifts. Research along these lines was conducted
recently by Stoner (1968) with results that are consistent
with the value position. Stoner had subjects rank items on
a list of statements describing various ''widely held values"
in order of importance to themselves. Subjects also made
risk decisions on stories which simultaneously presented
two such values in conflict. He found that the rank ordering
of value statements predicted both individual responses to
the stories, and also the direction of shift following group
discussion.

Stoner's conclusions with respect to the validity of
value theory might have been more convincing if he had used
a procedure that more adequately established the independence
of his independent and dependent variables. In his study,
the value statements were derived directly from the stories,
and the act of ranking any two particular value statements
is not dissimilar from favoring one of two risk alternatives

in the storles. Stoner's findings might be more simply
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explained in terms of stimulus generalization or consisten-
cies in responding.

An alternate approach could use some independent
criterion of values, such as the Allport, Vernon, Lindzey
Study of Values (1960), and then assess the correlation
between value scores and risk responses to an independently
constructed set of risk situations designed to engage related
values. While any such correlational design would not pre-
clude explanation in terms of stimulus gemneralization, it
could enhance the tenability of value theory.

A few other studies have attempted to identify
subjects' pre-experimental or pre-shift values, and then
tried to relate these to the risky shift. Teger and Pruitt
(1967), assuming that an individual's values determine
initial Choice Dilemma positions as well as any subsequent
risky shifts, predicted positive correlations between these
two responses across items (but not across groups). Their
data confirmed this prediction.

Alker and Kogan (1968) attempted to manipulate the
immediate saliency of generalized norms of caution or
conservatism. They found that preliminary group discussions
which upheld "universalistie' ethical norms were followed
by conservative shifts on the Choice Dilemma items. These
authors assert that "...group affirmation of a society's
fundamental values induces or releases dispositions toward
congervatism..."” Whether or not one wishes to accept an

explanation in terms of released dispositions, it is worth
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taking note of the interesting finding that the risky shift
(and supposedly the values under whose mediation this shift
is presumed to occur) may vary with variations in the
stimulus context preceeding the decision making problems.

Another attempt to test value theory is provided in
a recent study by Levinger and Schmeider (1969). Using the
Choice Dilemma scale, these authors not only measured
individuals' responses to the usual set of instructions
(according to which subjects enact the role of advisers to
the stories' protagonists) but afterwards instructed
subjects to indicate the positions which they themselves
most admired. These latter positions were consistently more
risky than the former ''own choice' positions. ''Admire"
scores supposedly reflect subjects’ ideal values, and the
results are thus understood to support the hypothesis that
the risky shift is mediated by such values,

Levinger and Schneider's (1969) data lead them to
propose a modification of Brown's theory, though values
still retain a major--but not the only--influence on decision
making. These authors label thelr proposal the ''choice shift'
effect. Subjects' initial positions were found to be about
midway between their bellefs about the positions of a
"majority of their fellow students'' and their ideal or most
admired positions. They suggest that in thus positioning
their initial choices, subjects were making a compromise
between what they valued and what they considered reason-

able. When discussion uncovered that the true positions of
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others were closer to one's own ideals or values than
previously suspected, a new compromise was made, one that
more closely approximated these ideals, The change to this
new position constituted, in effect, the risky shift.

Value theory has not gone unscathed in the arena of
risky shift research. For example, Bateson's (1966) and
Fianders and Thistlethwaite's (1967) finding that familiar-
ization, t.e., directed individual restudy of the choice
problems, is sufficient to produce a risky shift has not
been explained in terms of value theory. Nor can it veadily
accomodate Wallach and Kogan's (1965) failure to find a
risky shift under conditions which did permit exchange of
information on both initial and revised risk positions,
but which did not allow the usual group discussions. (Teger
and Pruitt, 1967, in a criticism of this study, used a similar
but slightly modified design and failed to confirm the Wallach
and Kogan, 1965, finding.)

Recall that Brown (1965) proposed two reasons for the
risky shift, The first was based on the value-related
argunents in group discussions: '"The value engaged will
influence the flow of information so that more relevant
information will be elicited supporting the value than
opposing it'' (p. 705). Brown's second reason cited subjects'
underestimation of the positiomsof others. He suggested
""that the discuasion served to make known the actual distri-
bution (of positions) and all those who were below the group

average could no longer think € themselves as living up to
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the value on risk. So...they change to riskier decisions’
(p. 705).

While there is ample evidence that even cautious
subjects do, 1lndeed, think themselves at least as risky as
the average person (Wallach and Wing, 1968; Levinger and
Schneider, 1969), a recent study by Willems (1969) leads to
a serious question about the validity of Brown's r2cond
determinant. Willems found that even after discussions,
group members continued to underestimate the riskiness of
hypothetical peers (e.g., other University students). In
other words, contrary tn Brown's hypothesis the group
discussions did not change members' judgments about the
positions of others (with the excention, of course, of the
other participants in the group).

Considering Willem's (1969) finding that after group
discussions subjects retained their origlnal estimations of
peer positions, it would seem to be necessary to attribute
the risky shift to antecedents other than Brown's conjecture
about the reassessment of such positions. Brown's first
stated reason concerning pro-risk arguments might provide
part of the answer. 1In line with this, Rettig and Turoff
(1967) noted that in the discussion of items which display
a riaky shift, groups tend to formulate justifications for
the riskier alternatives,

Why such justifications are more likely to come to
mind in the group situation, as compared to individuals

working alone, is not clear (Rettig and Turoff, 1967).
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Brown (1965) suggested that ''No single member of a group is
likely to possess all the information that objectively bears
on the decision and so the discussion will give each one some
new reasons for moving toward the value'" (p. 705). 1t would
seem, though, that with nonobjective problems as in the
Choice Dilemma, quantity of information may not be a relevant
variable, As will be discussed more fully below in the
section on "locus of control'' theory (Rettig, 1969a), the
answer may lie in differences in the contingencles associated
with individual and group decision making.

There is additional data that is difficult to re-~
concile with value theory. It cannot easily account for the
differential effects of live and taped discussions (Rettig
and Turoff, 1967; Kogan and Wallach, 1967c¢) on risky shift,
since information exchanged under these two con&itions is
the same.

It is also difficult to reconcile value theory with
Rettig's (1966) finding (confirmed recently by Alker and
Kogan, 1968) of a risky shift in situations involving
ethical dilemmas. In Rettig's research commission of a
crime (e.g., stealing) is the risky alternative. Ordinarily
it would be assumed that such anti-social behavior is dis-
valued and, according to value theory, cautious shifts
should ensue. It may be, though, that the contexts of the
ethical dilemmas in Rettig's Behavior Prediction Scale (BPS)
are far from ordinary and, on the contrary, provide

sufficient justification for supporting an act such as
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stealing. For example, in one situation the protagonist
needs money for a '‘crucial operation.'' Perhaps, at least
with the populations sampled, these are situations in which
stealing is not antithetic to subjects' values; but rather,
that subjects feel that such behavior i1s appropriate and
desirable. This question is considered further later.

Kelly and Thibaut (1969) have proposed an explanation
of the risky shift that is similar to Brown's (1965) in that
it too is based on discussion mediated changes in the intrin-
slc values assoclated with the risk alternatives. Like Browm
(1965, p. 705) they suggest that these changes come about
from arguments for or against particular risk positioms.

But, whereas Brown attributes the power of the arguments to
the introduction of additional information ( a cognitive
influence), Kelley and Thibaut speculate that their persuasive
effect 18 due to an emotional influence based on the ''rhetoric
of risk.' That is, they suggest that the proponent of a

risky position "may have the advantage of a more potent
language, more Intensively produced" (Kelley and Thibaut,
1969, p. 82).

Kelley and Thibaut are themselves aware of some of the
limitations of their rhetoric of risk notion. They point out
that 1t can not explain Kogan and Wallach's (1967c) finding
of differences between direct and taped exposure conditioms.
In the Kogan and Wallach study, as in Rettig and Turcff's
(1967) similar study, the rhetoric was identical for both

conditions.



Perhaps the major disadvantage of Kelley and Thibaut's
explanation of the differences between individual and group
risk taking is that, in contrast to Brown's value theory,
it totally ignores shifts toward caution.

Before terminating this review of the major theoret-
ical attempts to account for the risky shift, it should be
mentioned that in a recent article, Ciark and Willems (1969)
questioned the valldity of these various interpretations.
They suggested that the findings in much of the risky shift
research (specifically, in those studies that have employed
the Choice Dilemma or instructions derived from the Choice
Dilemma) can be attr.buted to a demand characteristic of
the instructions. The Cholce Dilemma instructions ask for
subjects to check the ''lowest" probability of risky accept-~
able. By eliminating the word "lowest' froem their instruc-
tions, Clark and Willems (1970) eliminated the risky shift.



CHAPTER 11
SOCIAL PROCESSES AND LOCUS OF CONTROL

Social Processes

The previous theories differ markedly in their
interpretations of the social process underlying group
risk taking and the risk shift. To Kogan and Wallach
(1967b) it is the affective component of the social process
that produces the risky shift. Through discussion, members
form affective bonds. These bonds enable members to share
responsibility with each other for any possible negative
consequences resulting from their decisions. Lifting from
each individual the burden of responsibility for failure
relecases the members of the group from a major constraint
on their risk taking behavior,.

For Brown (1965) it is not the affective bonds of the
soclal interaction that account for the risky shift, but,
rather, it is the value-relevant information exchanged
during the discussion. Through discussion, members rein-
force the salient value invoked by the risk situation, they
provide each other with encouragement for bringing their
own decisions into line with this value, and they learn
that their own decisions do not uphold the value to the
degree that seems appropriate.

Some group interaction is essential since the critical
information being exchanged concerns the relative positions

0of the various members of the group. Interaction need not

-28 -
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occur, though, at anything but a minimal level since infor-
mation about others' positions alone should be sufficient

to produce a revision of one's own risk level. These
minimal conditions were set up in an experiment by Teger and
Prultt (1967). The results support Brown's theory.

Bateson (1966) and Flanders and Thistlethwaite (1967)
would agree with Brown that the effective component of the
group process is information exchanged, though they would
not ascribe any special importance to information about
relative position. They disagree with him, also, on the
necessity of that exchange for producing the risk shift, and
question whether group interaction is essential at all. They
argue Iinstead that discussion produces increased comprehension
of alternatives and consequences, and that this increased
coumprehension may be achieved just as well through careful
conslderation of the risk situation as it can from social
intercourse.

It is worth noting that the instructions utilized by
Flanders and Thistlethwaite to induce restudy may have un-
wittingly introduced a social stimulus into theilr design
(aside from the always present social relationship between
subject and experimenter). While subjects in the familiar-
ization condition did not overtly interact with each other,
at each testing session three subjects worked on their tasks
simultaneously in the same room. The instructions led them
to believe that the purpose of restudy was to ''prepare for a

"

group discussion which (would) involve all three
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It is not clear to what degree this expectation of an impend-
ing group discussion affected risk judgments, beyond the
effects of restudy alone, but certainly effects from the
psychological (as well as the physical) presence of others
should not be overloocked. (In this context, it might be
mentioned that Zajonc, Wolosin, Wolosin, and Loh, 1970,
tested and falled to support a soclial facilitation explan-
ation of the risky shift.)

Although Flanders and Thistlethwaite did not find
any differences between familiarization through discussion
(i.e., social interaction) and familiarizatiom through
individual reanpraisal in their respective effects on risk
shift, they do note a difference in the effects on within-
group variability. The former conditlon produced not only
a risky shift, but also led to decreased variability (or a
convergence) of positions. Fumlliarization without dis-
cussion did not have this effect.

Explanations of the risk shift in terms of group
leadership emphasize the influence of structural components
of the group in group risk taking, and introduce notions
of differential social role, influence, and conformity.

In the Mackenzie (1969) study, in one condition, two
relatively risky lower status members shifted or conformed
toward the positions of a more cautious but higher status
member .

Interestingly, the cautious, high status member
himself displayed a risky shift-~-the reverse of the other

two; but the overall group shift was toward caution. It
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appears then that, even though power was distributed
unequally, under these conditions (two low status members
against ome high status member) each member exerted some
amount of influence on the others in the group, and each did
some conforming. In contrast to this, when the experimen-
tal manipulations called for a single low status member to
defend his (cautious) position against two higher status
{risky) members, power appeared to reside totally with the
two risky members. The group as a whole exhibited a risky
shift, and each member shifted toward greater risk.

In general, it may be seen that tiae Mackenzie (1969)
research demonstrates that the structural compoments of the
group have a critical effect on group decision making
behavior, above and beyond the value of the risk.

The importance of structural variables has been
demonstrated in a series of studies by Kogan and his co-
workers. Hermann and Kogan (1968) arranged dyads so that
some subjects were assigned the role of leader, and others
were given a lower status ''delegate" position. After four
leader -delegate dyads reached joint decisions on the Choire
Dilemma, four-person homogeneous (all leader or all delegate)
groups were assembled and asked to reevaluate the items and
arrive at unanimous decisions. It was found that groups
composed of all leaders manifested a risky shift, That 1is,
their new decisions were riskier than the average of the
members' earlier decisions in dyads. The delegates did not

exhibit any such shift. Hermann and Kogan (1268)



suggest that relative to the leaders, the lower status
delegates felt more constrained to uphold the positions of
their former groups. Neilther values, familiarization, nor
affectional bonds appears to be varied in the Hermann and
Kogan (1968) study, and the explanations based on these
variables do not appear to be relevant.

Using the Hermann and Kogan (1968) study as a point
of departure, Kogan, Lamm, and Trommsdorff (1969) established
similar leader-delegate dyads and attempted to ''enhance the
aversiveness of leader sanctions over delegates and the
salience of 'loss-of-face' considerations that leaders might
experience in their relations with delegates'” (p. 2). This
was accomplished by having delegates negotiate in the physical
presence of their leaders and by having leaders negotiate
in the physical presence of their delegates.

In contrast to the results reported by Hermann and
Kogan (1968), delegates exhibited a risky shift, and the
magnitude of the risky shift did not differ significantly
between leader and delegate discussants. Kogan, Lamm, and
Trommsdorff (l969) suggested that the difference between the
findings of these cwo studies might be explalned by the fact
that in the Hermann and Kogan (1968) study a 'natural status"
distinction (age and college class) was utilized in the
assigmment of roles in the dyads, while in their own study
roles were assigned randomly. They assumed that when assigned
status colncided with real-life status, delegates were more

likely to refrain from deviating from the positions approved
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by leaders.

Kogan, Lamm, and Trommsdorff (1969Y) did find that
compared to leaders, delegates consulted more with their
former dyadic partner and more often failed to achieve
consensus,

Lamm and Kogan (1969) also investigated the effects
of discrepancies in status on risk decision making. Unlike
the studies by Hermann and Kogan (1968) and Kogan, Lamm, and
Trommsdorff (196Y) in which status was ascribed by the
experimenters, Lamm and Kogan (1969) instructed three-person
groups to each elect a representative and an alternate to
negotiate with status equivalents from other groups. Elections
were held after each group established positions for half
the Choice Dilemma items.

For these six '"fixed'" items and for the remaining
six "oren'" items, nonrepresentatives and alternates mani-
fested risky shifts in their negotiated decisions. As pre-
dicted, renresentatives did not display a risky shift and
tended to reach decisions through averaging. The absence
of a risky shift by representatives is attributed to the
strength of thelr commitment to their original positions.

Lamm and Kogan (1969) conclude that whereas Brown's
value theory may account for risky shifts in ''randomly
assembled individuals of equal status'" (n. 13), the influ-
ence of values can be offset by other factors introduced into
the risk situation, e.g., role or status discrepancies. As

will be evident below, part ot the research of the present



dissertation bears a resemblance to the Lamm and Kogan
(1969) study. There is also a similarity in the findings
and in the explanation of results; but, as will be elabor-
ated upon in the discussion of "locus of control,'" the
present writer argues for the importance of socio-
structural factors for explaining the risky shift of even
"randomly assembled individuais of equal status.'

The findings of Rettig and Turoff (1967) and Kogan
and Wallach (1967c¢) of higher risk levels in those exposed
directly to a group discussion than in those exposed to a
tape recording of the same discussion seem also to have
revealed a significant effect of structural aspects of the
social interaction in groun decision making. In both exper-
iments, the difference between the two exposure conditions
indicates an influence of the physical presence of others
over and above the influence of added information provided
by the discussion.

Lamm (1967) also found that direct observation (behind
a one-way mirror) led to a somewhat greater risky shift than
listening to the same discussion via loudsneaker. Unless
attention or perceptual causes lie behind the differences
between listening-to-only and visually observing a group
discussion, these findings indicate clearly that, beyond
any effects of information exchange there is an additiomal
effect on group risk taking that derives from some other

aspect of the group process.
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It should be noted that findings such as those of
Mackenzie (1969), Rettig and Turoff (1967), and Lamm (1967)
do not necessarily embarrass responsibility diffusion,
value, or familiarization theories in the sense that these
theories would have vnredicted results other than those
reported. The limitation of each of these theories 1is that
they posit little or no role in group risk taking to social
structure, Each theory is formulated loosely enough so that
presumably they could, on an ad hoc basis, incorporate such
structural variations; but none directly specifies a role
for structural determinants.

Locus of Control

Addressing himself to such structural determinants,
Rettig (l969a) has recently suggested that an important and
hitherto disregarded influence on group risk taking is the
transfer of the ''locus of control" over an individual's
behavior and outcomes from the individuai to the group.

The social process underlying group risk taking may be under-
stood as an instance of norm formation. The members of the
group, through their interaction, arrive at some standard

(or range, if consensus is not required) of acceptable or
"correct'' behavior(s). With the joint establishment of the
norm (the acceptable level of riskiness) the members no
longer retain purely personal control over their behavior

and outcomes. The control now resides to some extent within

the established norm,
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Since groups are often more likely to be successful
than individuals, an individual seeking some goal may joln
with and permit himself to be influenced by a group in order
to increase his chances of success. Rettig (1969a) argues
that this 'transfer of the locus of control,' brought about
by each member's experiences with and confidence in the
group's superior powers, should usually lead to riskier
decisions being made by the group as a whole than by most
of its members individually,.

It should be noted that the meaning of the words
“"risk' and '"riskier'' in the above context are not quite as
obvious as they initially appear. For example, a mountain-
climbing enthusiast might hesitate to climb a difficuit
mountain alone, i.e., he might be dissuaded by the prob-
ability of failure, and make a non-risky decision. His
decision might be altered, though, 1f he were able to join
with or organize an expedition of skilled and similarly
interested enthusiasts, Moreover, his concern would then
probably center more on the positive aspects of the expe-
dition than on the dangers.

Clearly, from any ordinary perspective, climbing a
mountaln is typically more risky than the behaviors associated
with not climbing a mountain; but, on the other hand, both
the subjective and objective estimate of risk 18 considerably
lower when the climb is made by a group. In fact, ip many
circumstances, the accompaniment of others can transform a

risky situation into a fairly sure bet and, consequently,
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reorient attention to the pnositively reinforcing dimensions
of the risk situation.

It is therefore necessary to differentiate the vari-
ous underlying conditions through which group decisions
become more ''risky'' than those of individuals. 1In some
cases this change might be attributable to alterations in
the objective or subjective probablility of success. At
other times the change might result from group reinforcement
of risk-encouraging values. As will be discussed more fully
below, Rettig (1966) notes four intrinsic or '"internal"
determinants of risk taking: the reinforcement values of
galn and censure (or loss), and the expectancies of galn
and censure (or loss). Group induced changes in the levels
of any of these variables can lead to a change in risk
decisions.

Locus of Control and Direction of Shift

Utilizing the notion of locus of control does not
invariably demand a nrediction of greater risk taking
following group interaction. As Brown (1965) has preoposed,
sometimes the group may reinforce cautionary values and
sometimes the accompaniment of others may increase rather
than decrease the negative potential of an outcome. It is
also important to emphasize that, in some cases, members may
refuse to relinquish control to a particular group, and if the
situation permits such avoidance of normative control (e.g.,
consensus is not required), we should expect little differ-

ence between individual and group decislions,
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For example, Wallach, Kogan, and Burt (1267) found
that groups made up of all field-independent subjects
required significantly more time to reach consensus on risk
taking decisions that did groups of field-dependent subjects.
Menmbers of the former groups attempted to resist group
pressure (i.e., refused to yield control), and displayed
""stubborn clinging'' to their own positions. Presumably, 1f
consensus had not been required, little convergence would
have occurred.

In some cases, members may accept group control, but
may, for any of various reasons, lack coniidence in the
group's goal attaining capabilities. Here again a risky
shift should not be expected. Under some conditions,
negative consequences (e.g., detectability of an espionage
ring) might even increase with group size and the probabil-
ity of risky behavior should diminish. Attractiveness of the
group or fear of deviating from its standards may underlie
adherence to group norms, and these need not imply either
an increase in the expectancy of gain or a subsequent shift
toward risk.

Rectig's (l969a) application of the "locus of control"
notion is consistent with some earlier work on individual
risk taking. 1In a discussion of betting behavior, Cohen
(1960) postulated that risk taking was a positive function
of perceived control over outcomes. Littig (1962) tested
this hypothesis in a betting situation, and found that when

outcomes depended on skill (high control), subjects took
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greater risks than when these were controlled by chance.

Strickland, Lewicki, and Katz (1366) found betting
before the throwing of dice to be riskier than betting
after the dice were thrown. Although, objectively, control
over outcomes was identical under these two conditions, they
suggested that dice players engage in a kind of magical
thinking which provides them with a subjective sense of
control over the outcome of the throw. This sense of
control was eliminated when, in their ''sealed fate' con-~
dition, bets were made after throws.

Strickland, Lewicki, and Katz (1966) also distin-
guished subjects in terms of Rotter's (1966) dimension of
internal and extermal control, and found greater risk
taking by the internally controlled subjecte. In contrast
to this, an earlier study of Liverant and Scodel (1960),
using a similar betting procedure, reports an opposite find-
ing; Their internally controlled subjects preferred safer
bets than those scoring high at the external end of the
continuum,

In a more recent study which employed an intergroup
conflict game rather than betting, Higbee and Streufert (1969)
renort that participants wbho believed they had little control
over outcomes attempted more risky strategies than those
who believed they had some degree of control, The difficulty
in assessing, from the point of view of the subject, the real
gains and losses in a simulated intergroup conflict situation,

hinders comparison of the Higbee and Streufert study
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to those employing betting procedures.

There do not appear to be firm theoretical reasons
for making specific predictions as to the relationship
between the internal-extermal control dimension and risk
taking. Rotter's (1966) I-E Scale purports to measure
feelings about control over outcomes, but in the typical
betting situation positive outcomes are determined by chance
and objective control is precluded. Assuming that both the
internally and the externally controlled subjects have
equal understanding of the probabilistic nature of betting
situations, it i3 necessary to question whether feelings
about control ns measured on the I~E Scale, generalize
to such situations where there 1s no possibility of control.

The relationship between Rotter's (1966) and others
use of locus of control as a personality construct (internal
versus external control) and locus of control as it is used
in the present context is an interesting one. When trans-
lated into present usage, the internal-external distinction
seems to be differentiating between conditions in which an
individual believes his behavior has an effect on his
positive outcomes (internal control) from conditions in which
variations in behavior are believed not to affect such out-
comes (external control). In other words, external control
refers to generalized exnectancies that the forces control-
ling positive outcomes are beyond ones control.

The internal-external distinction refers thus to

variatlons in the quantity of control. In contrast to this,
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locus of control as presently employed denotes qualitative
differences in control. While it hcs been suggested that in
certain kinds of risk situations, group control over positive
outcomes 1s greater than individual control, this would not
necessarily be the case for all tasks, in all contexts.

The question of real galns and losses must always
be carefully considered when trying to explain ''risk taking'
on the Choice Dilemma or on Rettig's Behavior Prediction
Scale, since on both instruments subjects are dealing with
hypothetical stories, the outcomes of which have little
consequence for them. The argument that with group member-
ship comes an enhanced opportunity for goal attainment at
first glance appears not to be relevant. Similar reasoning
can also be utilized for rejecting a ''responsibility diffusion"
explanation for the risky shift found with the Choice Dilemma.
As cited earlier, Lamm (1967) questioned the plausibility
of responsibility diffusion theory in explaining responses
to hypothetical dilemmas by asking, ''For whom, to whom, in
which way and to what extent are the group members respon-
sible?" (p. 471).

Closer analysis reveals, though, that while the out-
comes of the hypothetical stories appear to have little
importance for the group members, there are still other
consequences which may, in fact, involve real risk taking
decisions. 1It is in these outcomes that the motivation for
transferring control to the group, and perhaps also some

deeper understanding of the risky shift might be sought.
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As Sherif (1936) has demonstrated with the autokin-
etic phenomenon, the responses of s.bjects to ambiguous
stimuli reliably converge toward the establishment of some
binding and lasting group norm. In order to give a ''correct”
response in a situation where there is no objectively correct
position, individuals provide each other with mutual support
and arrive at some acceptable standard. Here, transferring
control to the group provides each member with some positive
outcome, namely, being ''right.'" ILike the autokinetic
situation, the hypothetical risk taking stories do not have
any objectively correct responses, and accordingly, similar
yielding of contrcl to the group {(i.e., the formation and
adoption of a groun norm) should be anticipated.

By recognizing that there are, in fact, real outcomes
for subjects responding to the Choice Dilemma or to the
Behavior Prediction Scale, the argument that the risky shift
may be accounted for by the increased confidence that comes
with group (as compared with individual) decision making
takes on a new relevance., It seems reasonable to assert
that taking what seems like an extreme stand--whether it be
for extreme risk or extreme caution--is itself, for many
people, risky. It places the individual in a potentially
vulnerable position, particularly when both the stimuli to
be judged and the scale of judgment lack familiar anchors.

Faced with a series of problems, but without guide-
lines for ''good'" or ''correct'' solutions, individuals

responding alone, in order to avoid appearing foolish or
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{(on the Behavior Prediction Scale) unethical, may inhibit
tendencies to give relatively extreme responses, More
extreme (e.g., riskier) responses might be displayed when,
through group interaction, (at least some) members openly
encourage or reward behaviors which more fully support
values engaged by the risk situation. By jolning with and
transferring control to the group, the burden of advocating
an extreme position is removed from the individual to be
shouldered by the group as a whole.

With regard to the direction of shift, in unstruc-~
tured peer groups, this would seem to depend on the values
of the members. In groups comprised of status unequals
(cf. Mackenzie, 1969), control may be distributed unequally
among members and power may override values, leading to a
shift toward the position of the member of highest status.

In the light of the locus of control notion, the
previously made distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic
contingencies may be usefully applied to the Mackenzie
(1969) data. 1If the high status member was considered to
have some special skill or wisdom in such risk taking
situations, this would, of course, have increased his
potential contribution toward the control over the intrinsic
outcome of choosing a correct alternative. The lower status
members would then have moved toward his position in order
to Increase thelr chances of being right.

It seems more likely, though, that the movement of the

lower status members toward the position of the higher status
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member was an instance of ingratiation (Jones, 1964) and,
accordingly, a function of the high status member's control
over extrinsic outcomes related to the subjects' real-life
occupational roles, When such control over extrinsic
contingencies provides the only rcason for transferring
control to others, as when control is considered illegiti-
mate or is exerted through force, it would be expected

that the individuai thus controlled would seek to remove
such extrinsic influence.

While the present explanation in terms of locus of
control is similar to Brown's (1965) value theory, in that
it too acknowledges that members' values can determine the
direction of shift, unlike Brown's approach, social (e.g.,
structural and not just informational influences of group
interaction are recognized. (Although for the purposes of
the present paper the term "values' will be employed, its
meaning is actually far too elusive for explaining individual
differences in risk taking. A8 a cause of behavior or as an
independent variable its operational characteristics are not
sufficiently specifiable. In accounting for the direction
of shift, it would be advantageous to replace this term with
precise descriptions of the relevant conditioning histories
of individuals.)

The notion of locus of control also bea's a resem-
blance to responsibllity diffusion theory, in that it too
asserts that there may be safety in numbers. But In contrast

to responsibility diffusion theory, locus of control does
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not imply that this added safety holds for all siCuations.
More importantly, by focusing on the real rather than the
fictitious contingencies of the risk situations, locus of
control theory leads only to the prediction of more extreme
responses by groups; not necessarily riskier ones,.

The argument that subjects inhibit the extremeness of
their responses under certain conditions (e.g., when
responding individually or perhaps also when responding with
relatively unfriendly others) is supported by data revealing
other conditions under which similar constraining of
responses appeared to occur. For example, Rettig (1966)
found risk levels to be siynificantly greater on the imper-
sonal than on the personal form of the BPS. On the imper-
sonal form, subjects are asked to predict how a hypothetical
other would act. On the personal form, subjects predict
how they themselves would act. The ethical implications of
the BPS were presumably heightened on the personal form, and
responses were subsequently less extreme.

More direct evidence for the ''inhibition' of responses
is supplied in the above mentioned study by Levinger and
Schneider (1969). Using the Choice Dilemma, these authors
found not only that subjects believed thelr own responses to
be more risky than ''fellow students,' but also that they

most admired a choice more risky than their own. Levinger

and Schneider (1969) propose a Choice-shift' model which
bears some resemblance to the locus of control notion. They

suggest that a choice-shift will occur:
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whenever (&) a group member has an ideal prefer-
ence that is discrepant from what he believes to
be the group standard, (b) his own choice concern-
ing real behavior lies between his ideal and his
assumed group standard, and (c¢) a group discussion
(or some other information) reveals that the group
standard 1is substantiallK closer to (or farther
from) his ideal than he had earlier believed
(p. 168).
. In contrast to what seems to be an implication of
Levinger and Schneider's (1969) choice-shift model, it
should be made clear that the word "inhibition" in the
present discussion by no means implies that when subjects
respond alone they fake their responses, or that there is
some active suppression of latent values. The present
position holds only that, as a function of the reinforce-
ment histories of individuals, in different situations
different responses will appear appropriate or ''Feel"”
correct. On the basis of the contingencies associated with
the atimulus materials in the typical risky shift experiment,
a response which appears correct when responding alone, will

appear overly cautious when responding in a group.

Implications of Locus of Control

It should be noticed that with regard to risky shifts
on the Choice Dilemma or BPS, by utilizing the notion of
locus of control and by focusing on the real contingencies
assoclated with decisions, the risk content of the hypothetical
stories is relegated to only a particular instance of a more
general phenomenon. Group responses should be more extreme

than those of individuals regardless of the specific content
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being judged, as long as judgments are made of ambiguous or
nonobjective stimuli (e.g., the scaling of attitude state-
ments). Research by Moscovici and Zavalloni (1969) and
Doise (1969) supports this conclusion. These studies report
that attitudes and opinions of groups were more extreme than
those of individuals.

The locus of control notion suggests a number of
manipulations which, by affecting locus of control, should
alter or even preclude the risky shift. Just as Sherif
found that providing discrediting information about the
other members of the group reduced the convergence of
responses to the autokinetic stimulug, s0o too might similar
or other manipulations (e.g., the assignment of special roles,
the introduction of status differences, or varying the
homogeneity of values in groups) induce the individual to
give priority either to his own judgment or to that of
some other group. For example, in a recently completed study,
Rettig (1969b) found that the magnitude of the risky shift
varied directly with the trustworthiness of the other group
members.

The above mentioned study by Hermann and Kogan (1968)
on differences in leader and delegate discussion groups may
also be understood in terms of locus of control. s is
implicit in Hermann and Kogan's (1968) own explanation,
lower status delegates were less able to transfer control
to their new groups, and in thelr later groups more often

arrived at compromise decisions which were close to the
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average of their original positions. On the other hand, the
higher status leadership role seemed to nermit greater
freedom from the constraints of earlier decisions and allowed
control to be shifted to the new groups. In contrast to the
conservative pressures in the all-delegate groups, in the
all-leader groups the processes underlying the risky shift
were able to operate.

L.ocus of control also suggests an explanation of
Wallach, Kogan, and Burt's (1967) finding that field-
independents took considerably more time than field-depen=-
dents to reach consensus. Since field-independents are
characterized by greater self-reliance, it would be
expected that they should manifest greater resistance to
yielding control.

The reports of greater risk taking in the direct, as
compared to the taped, exposure condition (Rettig and Turoff,
1967; Kogan and Wallach, 1967c), is also explainable in terms
of locus of control 1f it is assumed that transfer of control
1s generally facilitated by direct, personal interaction.

For example, in the taped exposure condition, group pressure
on those who tend to deviate from the majority norm is
diminished. Also, for subjects who prefer to avoid advocating
an extreme stand alone, the direct exposure condition should
arouse greater confidence in the reality of the social

support provided by the group.

Internal Components and Locus of Control

Risk situations involve both gain (or reward) and

cost aspects. In Rettig's research with the Behavior
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Prediction Scale, the relative effects of these internal (or
intrinsic) components on decision making have been amalyzed
separately. The four components are defined by Rettig (1966,
p. 631) as the expectancy of gain {(Egn), the reinforcement
value of gain (RVgn), the expectancy of censure (Ecens),

and the reinforcement value of censure (RVcens). Each com-
ponent 1s represented in the BPS by a high and low level,

and the component scores are based on the differentiations
between these levels.

Rettig has found differences in the patterns of
component scores under different experimental conditions,
For example, in a number of studies in which subjects were
tested individually (Rettig, 1964; Rettig and Pasamanick,
1964 ; Rettig and Rawson, 1963), he found that RVcens
"explained more variance in predictive judgments than the
remaining built in determinants'' (Rettig, 1966, p. 630).

On the other hand, when decisions followed group discussion,
the RVgn was found to be the most important component,

In his recent paper on locus of control, Rettig (1969a)
attempted to apply this notion to explain the increased
"emphasis'' on the gain component of risk taking in the
group decision making condition. He suggested that,
“"Shifting the locus of control from the self to the group
should increase the stress on reward components as opposed
to cost compoments of outcomes, since such shift is usually
accompanied by the expectation of a more favorable ocutcome'

(p. 425).
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Rettig appears to be saying that in making potentially
costly decisions, a single individual is in a less efficient
position than someone performing in concert with others.
Therefore, for the person responding alone, pursuit of
positive goals (as they are represented in the RVgn component)
may be comparatively less critical than the avoidance of
negative consequences (as these are represented in the RVcens
component). Thus, the high RVcens scores of individuals
would be explained by the supposition that it 1is more impor-
tant for the individual risk taker to clearly differen-
tiate the possible negative consequences of his decisions,
i.e., the high from the low levels of RVcens. The Iincreases
in RVgn feound in group conditions could then be explained
by supposing that with the comparatively improved outlooks
for success and safety provided by social support, greater
attention may be given to differences in the opportunities
for gain.

This explanation, while accounting well for Rettig's
findings, is not tested directly in the usual administraticn
of the BPS since the hypothesized within-component compari-
sons are not actually observed. The component scores are
derived indirectly through a mathematical procedure, and
no explicit within-component comparisons are made., Addition~
al support for Rettig's explanation might be obtained through
the use of a more direct scaling procedure, whereby subjects,
under individual and group conditions, would be asked to

scale the high and low levels of each component along their
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respective dimensions., Comparisons of the distances between
scale positions assigned to the high and low levels of each
component could then serve as supplementary, and more direct,
indicants of degree of differentiation within components.

Sumary of Locus of Control Theory

It may be seen that the notion of locus of control
is not incompatible with the eariier mentioned approaches
to group risk taking, since 1t recognizes and incorporates
many of the very same independent variables as controlling
risk responses as these other theories, e.g., the contents
of group discussions, the size of groups, the emotional
relationships between group members. But, in contrast to
these other positions, locus of control also attempts to
account for the effects of additional independent variables,
particularly group structure.

Unlike these other theories, which tend to emphasize
variations in one or another intervening variable, locus of
control, by focusing directly on the different contingencies
associated with individual and group risk taking, translates
readily into operational specifications. Unlike all but
value theory, the application of locus of control does not
necessarily predetermine the direction of shift. Of primary
importance, locus of control does not posit any single
independent variable as the sole determinant of the
difference between individual and group risk decision making.

In summary, then, by using Rettig's (1969a) notion of

locus of control, it may be proposed that group--in contrast
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to individual--risk taking is often characterized by an
increase in members' power to secure some positive ocutcome
and/or avoid some negative outcome. This increased power
enables the members to exhiblt more extreme responses than
they would exhibit if acting individually. Collections of
individuals that do not transfer control to the group or who
transfer control to an unequal degree (cf., Mackenzie, 1969),
should perform differently in risk taking than collections
of individuals that do transfer control. 1In the absence of
this relinquishing of control, decisions should remain

closer to those made by individuals independently.



CHAPTER I11
HYPOTHESES

General Statement of Primary Hypotheses: Structural Variables

Hypothesis 1. The risky shift is a function of locus

of control (defined in terms of variations in role prescrip-
tions and group or normative controls).

If locus of control is relevant to group risk taking,
manipulation of variables that are assumed to alter locus
of control should have an effect on risk taking behavior.
The present research proposed to test this prediction.
Specifically, it was assumed that variatioms in both repre-
sentative control and direct group control constitute
variations in locus of control. That is8, each of these
variations operationally defines one of many possible kinds
of independent variations in locus of control. Since such
variations in locus of control are assumed to affect the
contingencies controlling decision making, it was hypoth-
esized that these manipulations would affect risk taking
decisions as measured by risky shift and internal component
scores. (Since the present experiment required consensus
decisions in all group conditions, variations in convergence
were precluded.)

The basic design called for each subject to receive
two administrations of the BPS. For all four experimental
conditions, first BPS encounter took place in similar three-
person groups. The second BPS administration also took

place in groups. These groups were newly formed and thelr
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precise conditions varied across the four treatments.

With respect to representative control as an inde-~
pendent variable, the study compared the responses of
newly formed groups, comprised of subjects who were instruc-
ted to represent the risk positions of their earlier groups
(i1.e., Representative groups) to responses of other newly
formed groups whose members had not received any such role
assigmment (i.e., Independent groups).

This part of the study, thus, compared the decision

e L

making of groups comprised of "representatives,' each of
whom represented a different fixed set of positions on

the BPS, to groups comprised of an equal number of inde-
pendent discussants. It was assumed that the behaviors
required to produce positive outcomes would differ for
members in each condition. The Representative condition

was designed to induce a degree of intergroup conflict

(the group represented versus the new group joined), and

the resolution of this conflict through compromise was
expected to be the primary goal of subjects in this condition.
The Independent coundition was not expected to generate such
intergroup conflict. Instead, the new groups were expected
to provide an opportunity for continued exploration of the
positive aspects of riskiness. The change in riskiness from
the Pre-Representative to Representative conditions was thus

predicted to be smaller than the change from the Pre-

Independent to Independent conditions.
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Hypothesis la. Pre-Independent to Independent risky

shift scores will be larger than Pre-Representative to
Representative risky shift scores.

With respect to direct group controls as an inde-
pendent variable, the second part of the study compared
the decisions of groups comprised of three intact subgroups,
each with a somewhat different fixed set of previously
established positions on the BPS, to an equal sized group
of (9) independent participants whose earlier three-person
groups had been disbanded.

It was predicted that the risky shift from the Pre-
Disbanded to the Disbanded Subgroups conditions would be
greater than the shift from the Pre-Intact to the Intact
Sub-groups conditions. The reasoning behind this prediction
runs parallel to the arguments concerned with the Repre-
sentative and Independent conditions. Given the likelihood
in the Intact Subgroups conditioun of within-subgroup support
for original positions and the subsequent generation of
intergroup conflict, it was expected that continued
exploration of the risk situations would be at least
partially preempted by the behaviors focused on achieving
the required consensus. Subjects in the Disbanded Subgroups
condition were not bound to earlier decisions, and were
not expected to engage in conflicts like those predicted
for the Intact Subgroups condition. Hence, it was assumed
that the group processes which ordinarily produce the risky

shift would continue to operate.
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Hypothesis 1lb. Pre-Disbanded Subgroups to Disbanded

Subgroups risky shift scores will be larger than Pre-Intact
Subgroups to Intact Subgroups risky shift scores.

Hypothesis 2. Absolute deviation scores will be a

function of locus of control.

The methods used to bring about differences in locus
of control in both experiments was predicted to have another
influence on members' decision making. Members in the Repre-
sentative and Intact Subgroups condition--in each case
representing already controlled positions--were expected to
deviate as little as possible from their original positions,
regardless of direction, in arriving at a group consensus.
Minimum deviation for each representative in a group or for
each intact subgroup in a larger group is best accomplished
if the consensus position arrived at is identical with the
mean of each of the interactor's (Representative's or Intact
Subgroup’s) original positions. Therefore it was predicted
that in the Representative condition and in the Intact
Subgroups condition, the absolute deviation of the new
group consensus from the mean of the participants' original
positions would be smaller than in the Independent and
Disbanded Subgroups conditions.

Since deviation scores were derived from the same
numerical values as risky shift scores, it follows that 1f
risky shift scores are in the same direction in all experi-
mental conditions then deviation scores become automatically
predictable from a knowledge of risky shift scores.

Hypothesis Z2a. Pre-Independent to Independent
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deviation scores will be larger than Pre-Representative to
Representative deviation scores.

Hypothesis 2b. Pre-Disbanded Subgroups to Disbanded

Subgroups deviation scores will be larger than Fre-Intact
Subgroups to Intact Subgroupsa deviation scores,

The experimental design also allowed for comparisons
between the Representative and Intact Subgroups conditions,
and the Independent and Disbanded Subgroups conditions.

The latter conditions differed essentially in terms of

group size. Groups in the Independent condition contained
three members. Groups in the Disbanded Subgroups conditlion
were made of of nine members. There is evidence that with
groups of up to five nersons the risky shift increases with
group size (Teger and Pruitt, 1967; Rettig, 196%9a). A
positive relationship between group size and risk level
would be explained in locus of control theory by positing

an analogous relationship between size and control over
outcomes, On the other hand, recalling Asch's (1956) finding
that control is transferred to groups of three as readily

as to groups of fifteen, there did not seem to be an adequate
theoretical basis for predicting a difference between these
conditions.

Directional predictions also did not appear feasible
in the comparison between the Representative and Intact
Subgroups conditions. 1In the Representative condition,
control presumably resided largely with the former group;
but this group was not available for consultation or

decision reassessment. Acquiescence to pressure from the
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new group to adopt new positions might therefore have
brought with it the likelihood of forfeiture of positive
outcomes provided by the group being represented.

In contrast to this, in the Intact Subgroup condition,
decisions in the new large group were arrived at with the
participation of the entire subgroup. This participation
could conceivably have had more than one effect. Intra-
subgroup support of old positions might have increased
resistance to change in the larger groups. On the other
hand, the opportunity of the assembled subgroups to
actually reassess their earlier position (a possibility
not available in the Representative condition) could have
provided sufficient freedom in the new large groups to be
influenced by such pressures as new value-engaging argu-
ments.

There did not appear to be clear theoretical grounds
for predicting which of the possible effects of within-
subgroup support would be more likely. As such, prediction
of differences between the Representative and Intact Sub-
group conditions were not specified.

Hypothesis 3. Internal component scores are a

function of locus of control.

Since the predicted increase in risk scores in the
Independent and Disbanded Subgroups conditions was presumed
to come about as a result of the relatively greater focus
on the positive aspects of the risky alternatives under
these conditions, and since this greater focus on gain was

expected to lead to increased differentiation between the



~59-

high and low levels of RVgn, it was also predicted that
these conditions would, respectively, exhibit higher RVgn
scores than the Representative and Intact Subgroups

conditions.

Hypothesis 3a. RVgn will increase more in the

Pre-Independent to Independent comparison than in the Pre-
Representative to Representative comparison.

Hypothesis 3b. RVgn will increase more in the Pre-~

Disbanded Subgroups to Disbanded Subgroups comparison than
ln the Pre-Intact Subgroups to Intact Subgroups comparison.

Postexperimental Questionnaire. The above manip-

ulations constituted the major conditions and prompted the
major hypotheses of the experiment. The predictions were
based on theoretical variations in locus of control. Locus
of control was varied primarily through differences in
written instructions and in the arrangements of groups.

The efficacy of these independent varjiables was measured on
a brief postexperimental questionnaire.

The first question was specifically concerned with
locus of control, and was introduced as a check on whether
subjects complied with instructions. It asked each subject
to judge whether their responses in their second group were
influenced more by the discussions of that group or of their
earlier group. It was expectea that if the experimental
manipulations were effective, there would be differences
between the Representative and Independent conditions and

between the Intact and Disbanded Subgroups conditions 1in the
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attribution of influence (or control). It was predicted

that subjects in the Representative and Intact Subgroups

conditions would be more likely to attribute influence to
their earlier groups.

The three other questionnalire items dealt essentially
with the distributions of influence within a2 group. These
questions were added primarily for exploratory purposes--to
determine if any relationship existed between subjects’
awareness of intergroup and intragroup influence patterns.

Specific predictions were not made.

General Statement of Subsidiarvy Hypotheses

Group Size. To test for the presence of an individual

to group risk shift--what was a partail replication of
Rettig's (1966) original work on this phenomenon--mean risk
levels of the original three-person groups were compared to
the mean risk level of subjects who responded to the BPS
individually. This replication was carried out primarily
to evaluate the relactive degree of riskiness of the original
groups. If these groups were forced to be more risky than
the individuals--confirming Rettig's finding and indicating
that in these groups a risky shift had already occurred--it
could help in understanding any shifts taking place between
the original and the later recombined groups. Any such
additional shifting in the new groups would come on top of
a "shift'" that had already occurred. (A ceiling effect in
the direction of greater risk should not occur since even

after the risky shift Rettig, found that subjects rarely used
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the mnst risky choices on the BPS.)

The present replication differed from Rettig's (1966)
study in that Rettig had subjects make individual judgments
after group discussion, while the present design called for
group consensus judgments. Also, Rettig did not place a
time limitation on discussion. Wallach and Kogan (1965)
report little difference between consensus and nonconsensus
postdiscussion decisions on the Choice Dilemma.

Both Teger and Pruitt (1967) and Rettig (1969a)
reported increasing riskinesas with increased group size.
Rettig (1969a) also found an increase in the importance of
the RVgn component with increasing group size, and attributed
this to an increased shift in the locus of control to the
group as group s8ize increased (up to some limit perhaps).
Compared to smaller groups, the support derived from larger
groups should permit the chancing of more extreme responses
and allow for increased focus on the gain aspects of the
BPS.,

In order to evaluate the contribution of group size
in the present study, an additional control condition was
employed. This consisted of nine-person groups receiving
only one BPS administration. While there are theoretical
reasons for predicting a positive relationship between size
and both the level of risk and RVgn scores, it would also be
expected that as size increased beyond some number, this
relationship would change (cf., Asch, 1956). The limits

of the relationships between size and risk responses need
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to be determined empirically. Taking first exposure BPS
scores only, this relationship between group size (groups
of one, three and nine members) and both risk and internal
component s8cores was examined.

Admire Responses. The risky shift as originally

defined refers to greater riskiness in group thamn in
individual decision making. In the major manipulations of
this experiment, subjects responded in groups to two
exposures of the BPS risk situations, and first-to-second
exposure shifts in risk levels were compared across a
number of conditions. On the basis of prior group risk
taking research, even on the first BPS exposure, group
responses should be fairly extreme in comparison to
individual responses. As discussed earlier, locus of control
theory attributes the greater extremeness of group responses
to the capability of groups to more fully support values
engaged by the risk situation without fear of negative
consequences. It was reasoned that differences in conditions
in first-to-second exposure shifts might, therefore, be
precluded by the possibility that 1in their original responses
groups already upheld the relevant values to capacity.

In a test of value theory, Levinger and Schneider
(1969) asked subjects which positions on the Choice Dilemma
risk items they ''most admired," and found these positions
to be riskier than the positions chosen in response to the
original instructions. These admired positions were taken
to be indicants of underlying values;, and since the risky

shift and admire shift were both in the same positive
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direction, the hypothesis that the risky shift is mediated
by subjects’ values seemed to be supported.

Adopting this conclusion as an assumption in the
design of the present study, it was supposed that after
ordinary first exposure responses, a measure of most
admired positions would indicate the degree to which group
responses upheld the engaged values; and whether, upon a
second exposure to the risk situations, further change would
be possible. Thus, another control condition was created.
As in the experimental conditions, subjects received their
initial BPS administration in three-person groups. These
groups were then disbanded and individual subjects were
given their second copy of the BPS. They worked on these
alone, and the instructions for this second administration
called for responding in terms of most admired positions.

One additional control condition was set up since it
was thought advisable to check the validity of the '"admire"
procedure for use with the BPS. A question about most
admired position may be a satisfactory index of values when
the values concerned are, say, economic or achievement values,
and the admiration of riskiness is fairly acceptable. But
the same question might not adequately reveal actual values
when expression of these values calls for public admiration
of stealing or other behavior that 1s usually considered
unethical. Therefore, measures of most admired positions
on the BPS should not be accepted as an index of values,

unless the replies of subjects responding individually
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predict--as it appears to on the Choice Dilemma (Levinger
and Schneider, 1969)--the direction of group induced risk
shifct.

As mentioned above, in order to replicate Rettig's
(1966) original risky shift study, a control condition was
established in which subjects responded to the BPS alone.
These same subjects served in the present control condition.
After completing their initial BPS responses, they received
a second copy of the BPS with instructions to indicate
positions they most admired. As in the l.evinger and Schneider
(1969) study, these admire responses were compared to their
original responses, and the direction of the ''admire shift"
was compared to the usual direction of the individual to
group risky shift.
Primary Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. The risky shift is a function of locus

of control (defined in terms of variations in role prescrip-
tions and group or normative controls).

la. Pre-Independent to Independent risky shift scores
will be larger than Pre-Representative to Representative
risky shift scores. (Independent variable: representative
controls.)

l1b. Pre-Disbanded Subgrouns to Disbanded Subgroups
risky shift scores will be larger than Pre-Intact Subgroups
to Intact Subgroups risky shift scores. (Independent

variable: direct group controls.)
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Hypothesis .. Absolute deviation scores will be a

function of locus of control.

Z2a, Pre-Independent to Independent deviation scores
will be larger than Pre-Representative to Representative
deviation scores.

Zb. Pre-Disbanded Subgroups to Disbanded Subgroups
deviation scores will be larger than Pre-Intact Subgroups
to Intact Subgroups deviation scores.

Hypothesis 3. 1Internal component scores are a

function of locus of control.

3a. RVgn will increase more in the Pre-Independent
to Independent comparison than in the Pre-Representative
to Representative comparison.

3b. RVgn will increase more in the Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups to Disbanded Subgroups comparison than in the
Pre-Intact Subgroups to Intact Subgroups comparison.

(No differences between the shifts to the Independent
and Disbanded Subgroups conditions and between the shifts
to the Representative and Intact Subgroups conditions were
predicted. Neither were any differences between these

conditions predicted for component scores.)

Postexperimental Yuestionnaire

In answering the postexperimental questionnaire,
subjects in the Representative and Intact Subgroups
conditions will be more likely than subjects 1in the
Independent and Disbanded Subgroups conditions to attribute

influence over their decisions in their second groups to the
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discussions of their origimal groups. No specific predictions
were made regarding the other questions.

Subsidiary Hypotheses

Hypothesis 4. Group risk scores will be higher than

those of individuals. No specific prediction was made for
the comparison between three-and nine-person groups.

Hypothesis 5. Group RVgn scores will be larger than

those of individuals. No specific prediction was made for
the comparison between three- and nine-person groups.

Hypothesis 6. The measurements of individuals'

admire responses after both individual and group BPS admin-
istrations with the regular BPS instructions were employed
primarily as control conditions to aid in interpreting the
results of the primary experimental manipulations. Accor-

dingly, specific predictions were not made.



CHAPTER 1V
METHOD
Subjects
Students at Newark State College served as subjects.
Sumples were drawn randomly from volunteers available for
each testing session. Experimental conditions were also
asgigned randomly to each testing session, with one
exception. Whenever at least twenty-seven subjects were
avallable for an experimental session, priority was given
to the Disbanded Subgroups condition. This condition
required multiples of twenty-seven at each administration.
Since the school contained comparatively few males,; and
since large numbers of subjects were needed to fill all
conditions, only females were utilized as subjects,.
In all, 558 individuals served as subjects.

Materials: The Bl'S

Risk taking was measured on the impersonal form of
the BI'S (Rettig, 1966). Rettig describes the scale as

follows:

...the scale consists of » series of stimulus
items, each peortraying a person (either hypo-
thetical or the subject himself) in conflict
about stealing money from a bank. Each item
presents four determinants (the expectancy and
reinforcement value of gain, and the expectancy
and reinforcement value of censure) Iin the same
sequence, randomly varying the levels of any
one determinant (high or low) from item to item.
This combinatign of determinants and levels
requires 16 (27) stimulus items. Subjects were
requested to predict on a scale ranging from O
(definitely not) to 6 (definitely yes) whether
or not the money would be taken (p. 631).
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The following 1s a sample item:

A bank employee was in urgent need of a large
sum of money for a crucial medical operation

he needed. The employee was thinking of
stealing the money from the bank. The operating
surgeon could not give the employee any guarantee
that the operation would cure his illness. The
employee was certain that his theft would be
detected sooner or later. However, the employee
was convinced that if he was caught he would
settle the matter privately with the bank
president (Rettig, 1966, p. 631).

Level of risk on the BPS 1s defined in terms of
predictive decisions to steal money. The higher the
probability of stealling indicated by subjects in their
responses on the 0-6 scale, the higher the level of risk.
Rettig refers to this as ''ethical risk.'' 0f course, there
is implicit in any risk situation a second type of risk,
the risk related to the value foregone if the ''risky"
alternative is not taken. For example, in the BIS items

ti

which refer to a '"crucial medical operation,' this second
source of risk is the possibly dire consequence of not
receiving the operation. 1In discussing risk on the BPS,
the present paper will adopt Rettig's usage, and focus on
"ethical risk."

Since only females were used ns subjects, the sex of
the stories' protagonists was changed to a girl. The
dependent variable or manner of measuring level of risk was
identical to that used by Rettig (1966). Within each
condition, the sum of each group's resnonses on the BFS

was averaged. Since the BPS scale runs from zero to six on

each item, the highest or most risky score any group could
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have received was 96 (6 times 16 items). In fact, though,
scores are typically distributed toward the lower end of
the scale. Rettig (1966) found average scores ranging
from 24 to 41, A copy of the BPS will be found in
Appendix A,

The BPS wvaries the four internal components or
determinants of risk taking: reinforcement value and
expectancy of gain, and negative reinforcement value and
expectancy of censure. Each of these determinants has a
high and a low level varied across the stories:

1. Reinforcement value of gain (RVgn): high--

the money is needed for a cruclal medical
operation; low--the money is needed by
other people.

2., Expectancy of gain (Egn): high--the medical

oE:ration was guaranteed to cure the illness,
t money obtalnable would helr many people;
low--the success of the operation was not
guaranteed, the money obtainable would help
only very few people.

3. Negative reinforcement value of censure (RVcens):

high--the theft would result in expulsion

from the bank and charge of criminal conduct;
low--the theft would be settled in private with
the bank president.

4. Expectancy of censure {Ecens): high--the theft

would be detected; low~~-the theft would go
unnoticed (Rettig, 1966, p. 631).

Scores on a component are obtained by "summing the
differences in...judgments across the eight postexperimen-
tally obtained pairs of items representing that component"
(Rettig, 1969a, p. 425)., For BPS administration, subjects

working alone and concurrently run grouns were both seated

in separate cubicles,.
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Procedure and Experimental Design

Structural Variables. The effects of lecus of control

and group structure on risk shift and deviation scores were
evaluated in separate two by two factorial analyses of
variance (see Figure 1). Risk shift and deviation scores
were both measured by subtracting from the overall risk
level of each of the new group the average of the risk
scores of members' former groups. Whereas risk shift scores
take direction of shift (i.e., sign) into account, as
described previously, sign 1s disregarded in computing
deviation scores.

Independent Variable: Representative Controls.- -
The BPS was given to 36 three person groups for group
discussion and evaluation to consensus. Each subject kept
her own record of group responses. These were recorded
on IBM answer sheets. Written instructions requested that
subjects read and discuss each item, and as a group predict
the probability of stealing by the story's protagonist (see
Appendix B, p. 130). Subjects were asked not to respond in
terms of judgments about how right or wrong they felt this
behavior was. 1In all conditions of the experiment, a maximum
of two minutes was alloted per item, though subjects were
free to work at a faster pace. An experimental assistant
reported the elapse of two minute intervals. All instruc-
tions in the experiment were written, except when the
experimenter responded to questions from subjects. Copies of

all written instructions are provided in Appendix B.
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Locus of Control

Group Structure Not Transferred Transferred
Representative
Control (3 person) Representatives Independents

Direct Group

Control (9 person) Intact Subgroups

Disbanded Subgroups

FIGURE 1.

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN FOR RISK SHIFT AND

DEVIATION SCORES ANALYSES OF VARIANCE.
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After group risk levels were recorded, half the
groups (18) were randomly assigned to the Representative
role condition and half to the Independent condition. Both
of these conditions were comprised of new three-person
groups. Within each testing session, subjects in both
conditions were assigned to their new groups on a random
basis, except for the constraint that no two members from
any of the earller groups were assigned to the same new
group. Subjects kept the answer sheets from their original
groups for reference in theilr new groups.

New instructions provided to subjects were different
for each condition. Members of the Representative groups
were asked to act as representatives of thelr initial groups
and to argue for the positions taken by these groups (see
p. 134). The preservation of control by these [ormer
groups was sought by giving these subjects the fictitious
information that their initial group would subsequently
be reassembled, and that any deviation from its positions
would have to be defended. Subjects in the newly formed
Independent groups received instructions that in order to
gain additional imsight into the BPS they were to redlscuss
and reappraise the items with the other members of their new
groups (see p.133). All groups were instructed to reach
unanimous decisions within the two minutes allowed for each
item, and new answer sheets were provided.

After BPS responses were recorded in the new groups
and all materjials were collected, subjects were separated

and given questionnaires to answer.
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Independent Variable: Direct Group Controls.--
Subjects were divided into 108 three-person groups. Half
the groups were destined to eventually function as sub-
groups in the Intact Subgroups condition. The other half
were disbanded after their initial BPS encounter, and
members participated in the Disbanded Subgroups condition.
Except for a slight alteration in Instructions given to
subjects in the Pre-Intact Subgroups condition (see p. 132),
subjects in all initial three-person groups, regardless of
destination, received the same instructions (see p. 131 ).
These were also the same as those provided the I’re-Independert
and Pre-~-Representative groups.

As in the Pre-Independent and Pre-Representative
conditions, each subject in the Pre-Disbanded Subgroups
condition kept her own record of group responses; and this
record was retained for reference when subjects entered
their new groups. In the Pre-Intact Subgroups condition,
to foster subgroup ldentification, only one answer sheet
was provided per group. Tihe slight rewording of instruc-
tions to this group was due to this modification in group
record keeping.

After initial BPS responses were recorded, those
groups whose members entered the Disbanded Subgroups
condition were disbanded. Eighteen new nine-person groups
were then formed. Subjects were assigned to these in such
a manner that no two persons from the same earlier group

entered the same new large group. The Intact Subgroups
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condition was also comprised of 18 newly formed nine-
person groups. Each of these was made up of three former
groups which had remained intact after completing their
initial BPS responses.

New instruction sheets and answer sheets were pro-
vided; one per group. Members of the Intact Subgroups
condition were instructed to argue for the positlions of their
own subgroups in arriving at new BPS consensus decisions
(see p. 135). Disbanded Subgroups subjects were also
required to come to unanimous decisions, but were simply
told that further discussion in these new groups was pro-
vided for them to gain additional inmsight into the BI'S
items (see p. 133). As before, two minute intervals were
noted by an assistant,

When this second round with the sixteen BPS items
was completed, materials were collected and subjects were
separated for work on their questionnaires.

Postexperimental (Questionnaires. After recoxrding of

second exposure BPS responses, each subject in the Repre-
sentative, Independent, Intact Subgroups, and Disbanded
Subgroups conditions received a copy of the postexperimen-
tal questionnaire to work on individually. The questionnaire
contained four multiple cholce questions pertaining to
subjects feelings about influence over their decisions.

The first question was concerned with differences
between the influences of first and second exposure groups

on subjects' BPS responses in their second groups. 1In the
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Representative and Intact Subgroups conditions instructions
to arrive at new unanimous decisions in the second exposure
groups were opposed by instructions to uphold the positions
of earlier groups. 1In the Independent and Disbanded Sub-
grouns conditions, no such commitment to earlier positions
was required. It was expected that the locus of control
over decisions in the new groups would vary with these
instructieons about the fate of the earlier groups (e.g.,
intact or disbanded), and that these variations in control
would affect questionnaire choices.

The other questions asked about intragroup influence
within the second exposure groups. These three questions
were provided for exploratory purposes in order to assess
the possibility of an exnerimental effect on intragroup
influence. Difference between conditions in the fre-
quencies of questionnaire choices were evaluated with a
chli-square test. A copy of the postexperimental question-
naire will be found in Appendix C.

Group Size. The BPS was also administered to 18

individuals responding alone, and to 9 nine-person groups.
Participants in these nine-person groups received only a
single encounter with the BI'S, Their responses were com-
pared to those of individuals and three-person groups.
Differences were evaluated on a simple randomized analysis
of variance.

While a monotonic relationship between group size

and risk scores was not specifically predicted, it was
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expected that individuals would differ significantly from
three-person groups. Accordingly, a separate comparison
between these two conditions was carried out and evaluated
with a t-test.

Admire Responses. The l8 subjects in the Individual

condition, upon completing their initial set of BPS respon-
ses, received new instructions and a new answer sheet

(see p. 137). These instructions called for responding to
the BI’'S stories in terms of admire choices. That is, in
contrast to the usual BPS instructions, subjects in this
Individual Admire condition were requested to indicate how
right or wrong they felt stealing would be in the situations
described.

To test the assumptions that subjects' values
determine the direction of the risk shift, and that admire
choices are an indicant of values (Levinger and Schneider,
1969), the direction of the difference between the Indi-
vidual and Individual Admire conditions (i.e., the admire
shift) was compared to the direction of the individual-to-
group risk shift. 1If both assumptions are correct, the
directions should be the same. If tlhey are found to be
different, at le-sst one of the assumptions becomes doubtful.

If the directions are the same and the value assump-
tions are suprorted, then the recording of admire choices
after initial group responses might reveal whether it is
possible to provide still further support for the values

engaged on the BPS. Such post-group admire cholces were
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measured on an additional control group. Twenty-seven
subjects were first arranged into 9 three~person Pre-Admire
groups and reccived the same instructions as the other 'pre'
three-person groups (see p. 131). After initial responses
were recorded, these groups were disbanded and subjects
were separated. New instructions called for individuals
to work apone in reevaluating the BPS stories; but this time
responses were to be in terms of admire choices rather than
behavior predictions (see p. 138). These Post-group Admire
responses were compared to the regular responses of three-
person groups (actually, to the Pre-Admire control groups).
The various comparisons between individuals and
groups in the "admire' conditions were arranged into a two
by two factorial analysis of variance employing Lindquist's
(1953) Type I "'mixed" design (p. 266). See Figure 2 for an

outline of the design.
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Group Discussion

Instructions No Discussion Discussion

Predict Individuals Pre-Admire Groups

Admire Individual Postgroup Admire
Admire

FIGURE /. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN FOR ANALYSIS OF
VARIANCE FOR ADMIRE CONDITIONS
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CHAFPTER V
RESULTS

Primary (Structural) Variables

Hypothesis 1. The risky shift is a function of

locus of control.

Average risky shift scores for each of the four
experimental conditions are presented in Table 1. Risky
shift was measured by subtracting from the overall risk
level of each of the new groups the average of the overall
risk scores of members' former groups. (See Appendix D for
raw data and computations of risky shift scores for each
condition.)

Two way factorial analysis of variance indicates a
significant effect for locus of control only. As nredicted,
mean shift was significantly greater when control was trans-
ferred to the new groups than when it was retained primarily
by the original groups (F=z6.76; p«< .025 with 1 and 68
degrees of freedom). The null hypothesis of Hypothesis 1
was, therefore, rejected. Nelther group structure alone,
nor the structure by control interaction was significant
(see Table 2).

It should be pointed out that, while the present
analysis of the risky shift did reveal significant differ-
ences between conditions, the magnitudes of these shifts
were small relative to the size of the range of potential
shift scores. Table 5 gives mean BPS scores for each of
the first and second exposure conditions that comprised

the major experimental treatments. The four first exposure
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TABLE 1
MEAN RISKY SHIFT SCORES FOR REPRESENTATIVE,
INDE PENDENT, INTACT SUBGROUPS, AND
DISBANDED SUBGROUPS CONDITIONS

Locus of Control
Group Structure Not Transferred Transferred
Representative N X SD N X SD
Control Representatives Independents
(3 person groups)|| 13 0.59 3.88 13 3.901 8.91
Direct Group Intact Subgroups Disbanded Subgroups
Control 18 1.81 3.49 18 5.631 4.58
(Y person groups)
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TABLE 1
MEAN RISKY SHIFT SCORES FOR REPRESENTATIVE,
INDEPENDENT, INTACT SUBGROUPS, AND
DISBANDED SUBGROUPS CONDITIONS

Locus of Control
Group Structure Not Transferred Transferred
Representative N X SD N X SD
Control Representatives Independents
(3 person groups)|| 18 0.59 3.88 13 3.90}] 8.91
Direct Group Intact Subgroups Disbanded Subgroups
Control 18 1.81 3.49 18 5.63| 4.58
(Y person groups)
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TABLE 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR RISKY SHIFT SCORES IN REPRESENTATIVE,
INDEPENDENT, INTACT SUBGROUPS, AND DISBANDED SUBGROUPS

CONDITIONS
Source ss df Ms F
Total 2565.83 71 - -
Structure (A) 39,07 1 39.02 1.15
Locus of Control (B) 225,65 1 228.65 6.76%
A X B 1.13 1 1.13 0.03
Error 2297.01 68 33.77 -

* p<,045
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(""pre'') conditions had identical group experiences and were
expected to produce highly similar BPS scores. By checking
Table 5 it may seem that this expectancy was confirmed.

Hypothesis la. FPre-Independent to Independent shift

scores will be larger thanm Pre-Representative to Representa-
tive shift scores.

Hypothesis lb. Pre-Disbanded Subgroups to Disbanded

Subgroups shift scores will be larger than Pre-Intact Sub-
groups to Intact Subgroup shift scores.

The simple effects of locus of control for each of
the structural variables was tested via a t-test for differ-
ences among several means (Bruning and Kintz, 1968, p. 112).
In order to achleve significance at the .05 level (one-tailed),
a difference between conditions had to reach or exceed a
critical difference of 3.24 (df=68). The difference between
the Independent and Representative conditions was 3.32.

The difference between the Disbanded and Intact Subgroups
conditions was 3.8Z2., Both differences were, thus, signifi-
cant at the .05 level, and in the predicted direction. The
null hypotheses associated with Hypotheses la and 1lb could
thus be rejected.

Hypothesis .. Absolute deviation scores will be a

function of locus of control.

Deviation scores were computed by subtracting from
the overall BPS scores of each of the newly formed groups,
the average of the risk scores of members' former groups.

As described previously, the signs of these differences were

disregarded in computing the average deviation scores for
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each condition,

The findings substantiate the prediction that in the
newly formed groups the absolute deviations from the means
of the members' initial positions would be a function of
locus of control. Mean absolute deviation was higher for
the conditions in which control was transferred to the
newly formed groups (see Table 3). As summarized in Table 4,
the null hypothesis may be rejected. Two way factorial
analysis of variance reveals the effect of locus of control
to be significant beyond the .005 level with 1 and 68 degrees
of freedom.

As in the above analysis of risky shift scores, it
should be noticed that the magnitudes of the deviation
scores obtained comprise only a small segment of the
potential range of such scores.

Hypothesis Za. Pre-Independent to Independent

deviation scores will be larger than Pre-Representative
to Representative deviation scores.

Hypothesis 2b. Pre-Disbanded Subgroups to Disbanded

Subgroups deviation scores will be larger than Pre-Intact
Subgroups to Intact Subgroups deviation scores.

The simple effects of locus of contrel on deviation
scorcs within each structural variable was assessed with a
t-test for differences among several means (Bruning and
Kintz, 1968, p. 112). Critical differences for signifi-
cance at the .05 and .0l levels (both one-tailed) were,

respectively, Z.52 and 3.61 with 68 degrees of freedom.



-84 -

TABLE 3

MEAN ABSOLUTE DEVIATION SCORES FOR THE REPRESENTATIVE,

INDEPENDENT , INTACT SUBGROUPS, AND DISBANDED

SUBGROUPS CONDITTIONS

Locus of Control

Group Structure Not transferred Transferred
Representative N X SD N X Sh
Control Representatives Independents

(3 person groups)|| 18 3.25 2.18 18 |7.L2 |6.62
Direct Group Intact Subgroups Disbanded Subgroups
Contrel 18 2.66 2.89 18 § 5.64 | 4.56

(9 person groups)
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TABLE 4
ANATYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR DEVIATION SCORES IN THE
REPRESENTATIVE, INDEPENDENT, INTACT SUBGROUPS,
AND DISBANDED SUBGROUPS CONDITIONS

Source SS daf MS F
Total 1634.94 71 - -
Structure (A) 19.43 1 19.43 0.94
Locus of Control 210.98 1 210,98 10. 24*
A x B 3.59 1 3.59 0.17
Error 1400,93 68 20.060 -
*p ¢ .005
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The difference between the Independent and Representative
conditions was 3.87, exceeding the requirements for signif-
icance at the .01 level. The difference of 2.97 between
the Intact and Disbanded Subgroups conditions attained
significance beyond the ,05 level. Accordingly, the null
hypotheses of both Hypothesis Z2a and Zb were rejected.

Hypothesis 3. Internmal component scores are a

function of locus of control.

With respect to the internal components, little
difference was found between any of the group conditions in
the pattern of component scores (see Table 6). As such, the
null hypothesis of Hypothesis 3 could not be rejected.

Hypothegis 3a. RVgn will increase more in the Fre-

Independent to Independent comparison than in the Pre-
Representative to Representative comparison.

Hypothesis 3b. RVgn will increase more in the Pre-

Disbanded Subgroups to Disbanded Subgroups comparison than
in the Pre-Intact Subgroups to Intact Subgroups comparison.
With regard to the specific predictions of differences
in the comparisons on the RVgn component, the data did not
support the hypotheses. From Table 6 it may be seen that the
size of the difference between the Pre-Representative and
Representative conditions (0.72) was almost identical to the
difference between the Pre-Independent and Independent con-
ditions (0.78).
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BPS MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR MAJOR EXPERIMENTAL

CONDITIONS, AND INDIVIDUAL AND NINE-MAN

GROUPS CONDITIONS

First Exposure

Second Exposure

"Pre'' Conditions Conditions
Group Group
Condition N [Size {Mean SD N | Size Mean Sb
Representatives 18 3 52.78 [14.07 18 3 53.72| 9.80
Independents 18 3 50.50 {10.30 |18 3 54 .06 12,17
Intact Subgrps. 54 3 50.00 |12.04 |18 9 51.88| 8.98
Disbanded Sub. 54 3 50.65 9.92 |18 9 56.28) 6.37
Individuals* 18 1 45,17 | 21.87
Nine-Person Grp. 9 J 47.11 7.50

*Subjects in these conditions

administration of the BPS.

received only one



«88 -

The difference between the RVgn scores of the Pre-
Disbanded Subgroups and the Disbanded Subgroups conditions
was equal to 1l.74; and that between the Pre-Intact Subgroups
and the Intact Subgroups conditions equaled 1..22. While
Hypothesis 3b predicted that the Pre-Disbanded Subgroups to
Disbanded Subgroups change in RVgn would be largexr than the
comparable Pre-Intact Subgroups to Intact Subgroups change,
the difference between these difference scores was small
(0.52), and failed to attain statistical significance on a
t-test (t =,20; df =140). In summary, the null hypothesis
could not be rejected for Hypothesis 3, 3a, or 3b.

There did appear to be an effect of exposures on the
internal compounents. There are 16 possible comparisons based
on exposures (e.g., Pre-Representative to Representative on
all four components; Pre~Independent to Independent on all
four components; etc.). Fourteen of these comparisons reveal
larger scores for the second exposure groups. The differ-
ences between the observed and expected frequencies of such
positive change is significant beyond the .01 level (xZ::9;
df =1). In other words, differentiation between the high and
low levels of the components was greater in the second
exposure groups than in the first exposure groups. Component
scores are broken down into high and low levels in Appendix E.

Fostexperimental Questionnaire

It was predicted that Iin answering the postexperimen-
tal questionnaire, subjects in the Representative and Intact

Subgroups conditions would be more likely than subjects in



TABLE b

INTERNAL COMPONENT SCORES FOR THE MAJOR EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS

AND THE INDIVIDUAL AND NINE-PERSON GROUPS CONDITIONS

Group SD SD SD SD
Condition N |Size Egn Egn | RVgn RVgn | Ecens|Ecens| RVcens|RVcens
Individuals 1l 1 7.73 | 4,67 { 11,50 [11.33| 4.84 (7.46 | 8.39 |7.66
Fre-Representatives |{ 18] 3 9.12 | 4.39 117.5 | 9.54) 6.56 |4.96 | 14,45 [6.67
Representatives 18] 3 10,62 | 3.73 118.28 | 8.18}) 8.73 |2.21 | 14.50 |3.10
rre-Independents 18| 3 11.73 [ 4.76 [ 12,95 6.23f 9.28 |4.27 |14.17 |5.76
Independents 13 3 10.50 | 6.99 | 13.73 | 4.26| 8.17 | 2,30 | 13.95 [5.12
Pre-Intact Subgrps. |{ 54| 3 11.89 | 4.48 | 11.34 | 8.00| 9.41 |5.2514.82 |6.94
Intact Subgroups || 18} 9 12,00 | 3.81 12.56 | 6.61|10.12 | 3.44 | 15.12 [3.67
rre-Disbanded Subg. ({54! 3 12,69 | 5.59 [10.32 | 6.14] 8.76 | 5.01 | 17.54 |5.46
Disbanded Subg. |[18] 9 13.62 | 3.98 | 12.06 | 4.19] 9.8 | 2.24 {18.73 (3.61
Nine-Person Groups 9t v 10,89 Y 3,45 (117.78 | 3.79] 8.8913.11 116,00 |4.937

- 68—
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the Independent and Disbanded Subgroups conditions to
attribute influence over their decisions in their second
groups to the discussions of thelr original groups. No
specific predictions were made regarding the other questions.

Analysis of the results of the questionnaire revealed
that differences between conditions occurred on the first
question only. This was the question concerned with locus
of control. Table 7 provides the frequency distributions
of cholces for each of the four experimental conditions.

As predicted, in both the Intact Subgroups and Representative
conditions control over choices did not transfer as readily
to the second exposure groups as they did in either the Dis-
banded Subgroups or Independent conditions. Comparison
between the Independent and Representative conditions

yielded a chi-square of 11.40 which is significant beyond

the .005 level (df=2). The difference between the Intact

and Disbanded Subgroups conditions is significant beyond

the .05 level (X_z:6.38, with 2 degree of freedom),

Table 8 presents data on the relationships between
responses to (uestion 1 of the questionnaire and both risky
shift and deviation scores. Subjects within each condition
were grouped (on paper) according to their responses to
Question L, and the risky shift and deviation scores of
each of these groups were compared.

For deviation scores, the pattern is comsistent. In
all four conditions, those who selected answer (b) for Question

1 had higher deviation scores than those who chose either of
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the other alternative. Separate one-way analyses of
variance were computed for each condition and significant
differences were found for deviation scores in the Intact
Subgroups condition (F= 3.32; df =2 and 159; p<(.05), the
Independent condition (F=5.31; df =2 and 51; p(.0l), and
the Representative condition (F= 3.28; df =2 and 51, p(.05).

With regard to risky shift scores, as Table 8§
indicates, a clear pattern did not emerge. In the Inde-
pendent and Intact Subgroups conditions, those who re-
sponded to Question 1 with answer (b) had higher risky
shift scores than those who chose (a) or (c¢c). Iu the
Representative and Disbanded Subgroups conditions, the
differences in risky shift scores between subjects who gave
different responses to Question 1 were small, but those who
chose (a) had somewhat larger risky shift scores than those
who chose (b). A one-way analysis of variance was carried
out within each condition to evaluate these difference 1in
risky shift scores. Significant F ratios were obtained
only in the Independent condition (F = 5.31; df - 2 and 51;
p< .01) and in the Intact Subgroups condition (F = 5, 56;
df =2 and 159; p ¢ .005).

Although resnonses to questions /2, 3 and 4 did not
vield significant differences between conditions, within
each condition an assessment was made of the relationship
between responses to the first and second question. This
was accomplished by computing a separate chi-square for

each condition. For (uestion Z, to compensate for the small



TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES ON POSTEXPERIMENTAL

<UESTIONNAIRE
Condition
! Disbanded | Intact

questions Independent |{Representative| Subgroups | Subgroups
Most influence

(a) earlier groups 7 'y 36 43
(b) second groups 24 13 73 51
(¢) both equal 23 13 53 63
Own influence

{a) least 1 Q 2 2
Ebg little 2 3 20 27
c) moderate 34 29 98 80
(d) considerable 16 17 41 47
(e) most 1 5 1 0
Decision nrocess

(a) comnromise 45 4o 125 122
(b) unequal influence 9 3 37 4%
Own influence more in

(a) first groups 17 16 03 75
(b) second groups 13 11 23 8
(c) about equal 24 27 76 79

_‘z 6_



TABLE 8
RISKY SHIFT AND DEVIATION SCORES DIVIDED
ACCORDING TO RESPONSES TO (UESTION 1

Condition
Disbanded Intact
Independent Representative Subgroups Subgroups

Risky Risky Risky Risky
Guestion 1 ||Shift Dev, Shift Dev, Shift Dev. Shift Dev,
(a) -3,71 | 10.00 1.27 5.36 6.61 9.00 0.18 6.48
(b) 9.04 | 12.71 -4.9¢ 9.85 5.66 9.8 4,94 9.37
(c) 1.26 b.24 2.21 9.79 4.385 8.17 -0.65 7.15

-E 6-
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expected frequencies in the end categories, the obtained
frequencies of (a) and (b) were combined, as were those of
(d) and (e). Thus each chi-square was computed from a three
by three contingency table and tests of significance were
based on 4 degrees of freedom. Only in the Representative
condition was a significant chi-square obtained Gi?:9.7z;

p ¢ .05); but since three of the nine cells had expected
frequencies of less thanm 5, the applicability of the chi-
square test for this data is questionable. Chi-squares

for the other conditions were 5.83, 5.50, 3.56, respectively,
for the Independent, Disbanded Subgroups, and Intact Sub-
groups conditions.

Subsidiary Hypotheses

Hypothesis 4. Group risk scores will be higher than

those of individuals. No specific prediction was made for
the comparison between three- and nine-person groups.

Table 5 depicts risk levels of the various individual
and group conditions. Risk scores of both three- and nine-
person groups were larger than those of individuals.

Taking first exposure groups only, analysis of variance

comparing Individual, three-person ''Pre' group, and Nine-
rerson group conditions failed to show a significant
relationship between group size and risk level (see Table 9
for Surmary Table).

A separate comparison of the Individual and three-person

""Pre'' group conditions was carried out as a replication of

Rettig's (1966) original '"risky shift'' study. The mean and



-9 5~

standard deviation of Individual scores were, respectively,
45.17 and 21.87. For all the ''Pre'" groups combined these
values were 50.68 and 11.30., The difference between means
was 5.51 which compares closely with Rettig's (1966) finding
of a difference of 5.27. While the present finding paralled
Rettig's in that three-person groups predicted greater
riskiness than Individuals, the size of this differences in
the present study, when evaluated on a t-test corrected for
heterogeneity of variance (Edwards, 1960, pp. 106-107),

fell short of acceptable significance levels (t =1.05;

critical t =1.73; df=zl7 and 143).

05
Hypothesis 5. Group RVgn scores will be larger than

those of individuals. No specific prediction was made for
the comparison between three- and nine-person groups.

Table 6 Indicates that this prediction was not sub-
stantiated., In the Individual condition RVgn was the largest
component. With the exception of the Pre-Representative
and Representative condition3, the largest component in the
various three-person conditions was RVcens. 1In general,
the pattern of individual component scores differed from the
general pattern of group scores. Egn, Ecens, and RVcens
scores were considerably lower for individuals than for
groups. Only RVgn was similar in individual and group
conditions.

Hypothesis 6. The measurements of individuals' admire

responses after both individual and group BFPS administrations

with the regular BPS instructions were employed primarily as



TABLE 9

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE EFFECT OF GROUP

SIZE ON RISK SCORES

Source SS daf MS F
Total 61,580 170 - -
Between Conditions 554 P 277 {1
Within Conditions 61,026 168 363 -
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control conditions to aid in interpreting the results of the
primary experimental manipulations. Accordingly, specific
predictions were not made.

Table 10 presents mean BPS scores for the four exper-
imental conditions. Rather than finding a similarity in the
directions of the admire and risky shifts, it was observed
that individuals, when responding to the BPS in terms of
most admired positions, chose far lower positions than they
did when making behavior predictions.

Analysis of variance (Table 11) revealed a signif-
icant effect of instructions (p¢ .005), as well as a signif-
icant interaction effect (p ¢ .025); that is, the shift
toward caution was significantly more pronounced in the
individual (No dicussion) condition than in the group
(Discussion) condition. The main effect of group discussion,
i.e., having versus not having initial BPS encounter in a
discussion group, fell short of accepted statistical signif-
icance levels (p < .20).

Individual BPS scores declined from prediction to
admiration responses. Under instructions to indicate most
admired positions, subjects chose far less risky ( or more
ethlcal) alternatives. This difference between the Individual
and Individual Admire conditions was found to be significant
beyond the .00l level on a two-tailed t-test for differences
among several means (critical difference=15,58; df=43).
While this decline from prediction to admiration choices was

sizable, a significant correlation was found between these



TABLE 10

MEAN BPS AND COMPONENT SCORES FOR ADMIRE CONDITIONS

Group Discussion

I

Instructions No Discussion 0 Discussion
BPS | Egn |RVgn | Ecens RVcensll BPS [Egn Ran Ecens [RVcens
Individuals Pre-Admire Groups
Predict |]45.17) 7.73 |11.50 [ 4.84 8.39 146.33|11.56] 11,56 10.89] 14.23
Individual Admire Postgroup Admire
Admire 27.55( 3.56 | 8.00 [ 1.56 3.78 140.55]10,41 ) 7.60) 5.52( 10.12

—96-
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two sets of scores (r=t+.51; df=16; p <.05).

In the group discussion condition, where subjects
arrived at their initial BPS predictions through group
discussion, the effect of the admire instructions was far
less potent. Scores declined somewhat, but this difference
did not attain statistical significance on a t-test. 1In
other words, choosing initial positions through group
discussion and consensual decisions apparently prevented the
sharp cautious shift that occured when individuals responded
to the admire instructions without having had this group

experience,.
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TABLE 11
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BPS COMPARISONS
IN ADMIRE CONDITIONS

Source ss af MS F
Between Subjects 26,428 44
Conditions (A) 1,083 1 1,083 1.84
error, 25,345 43 589
Within subjects 12,351 45
Instructions (B) 2,485 1 2,485 12.24%
A X B 1,128 1 1,128 5.56%%
errorw 8,738 43 203
* p < .005

** p .05
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION

Scructural Variables. The notion of locus of control

proved useful for predicting the differences between the
various group conditions in risk taking scores and question-
nalre responses. Other theoretical positions do not seem to
be formulated in a manner that would have led to similar
predictions.

Responses to the first question of the postexperimen-
tal questionnaire indicate the effectiveness of the various
instructions in inducing differences in subjects' feelings
about the locl of control over their decisionms. Subjects
who enacted the role of representative or who maintained
identification with their subgroup were more likely to
attribute influence over their choices to their original
groups. As expected, this retention of control by the
original groups was manifested in a conservative effect
on responses in the new groups. That is, cholces in the
Representative and Intact Subgroups conditions remained
closer to choices in the earlier groups than did those of
the Independent and Disbanded Subgroups conditions.

Comparison of the Representative and Intact subgroups
conditions on the distribution of answers to (uestion 1 con-
cerning the relative influence of the earlier and later
groups, points up an interesting difference between these

conditions. Groups in the Intact Subgroups condition were
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made up of nine members, all of whom were present and
divided into three subgroups. In a sense, groups in the
representative condition were also made up of nine members
divided into three subgroups; but in this case, only three
members were present, the three representatives.

While the difference between these two conditions in
the distribution of responses to uestion 1 failed to reach
statistical significance (H?;:Q.O; df = 2), it should be
noticed from Table 7 that 40% of those in the Representative
condition attributed primary influence to thelr original
groups; whereas only 26% of those in the Intact Subgroups
condition made a similar attribution. Thus, in the Intact
Subgroups condition, with the entire subgroup present and
able to reevaluate earller positions, subjects appeared
somewhat more likely to attribute their final compromise
decisions to the events in thelr later groups than were
subjects acting alone in their second grouns as represen-
tatives of thelr earlier groups.

In both the Independent and Disbanded Subgroups
conditions, the primary source of influence was most fre-
quently located in the discussions in the second groups.
Consistent with this finding, the risky shift and absolute
deviation scores of these groups did not exhibit the same
conservative tendencies found in the Representative and
Intact Subgroups conditions. Not being so strongly bound
to their earlier positions, subjects in the Independent and
Disbanded Subgroups conditions were more readlily affected by

the risk inducing aspects of the discussions in their new
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groups,

Similarly, on the basis of the relative strengths of
ties to earlier group decisions, absolute deviation scores
in the Independent and Disbanded Subgroups conditions were
predicted to be larger than those in the Representative and
Intact subgroups conditions. In other words, regardless of
direction of shift, in the Independent and Disbanded Sub-
groups conditions the absence of obligations to uphold
earlier positions was expected to produce--in contrace Lu
the Representative and Intact Subgroups conditions--fewer
decisions which approximated mathematical compromises
(1.e., averages) of former positions. The Independent and
Disbanded Subgroups conditions seemed to offer greater
opportunities for actual reevaluation of the content of the
BPS itema. The data confirm this prediction.

As noted in Table 8, there was also evidence of a
within treatments relationship between yuestion 1l responses
and both risky shift and deviation scores. As would be
exnected, those who selected answer (b), attributing primary
influence on decisionsin their new groups to the discussions
of those groups, had consistently larger deviation scores
(i.e., moved further from the positions of their original
groups) than those who attributed primary influence to their
initial groups.

The relationship between responses to (uestion 1 and
risky shift scores was not as consistent; but in the two

conditions where a signlficant relationship was found
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(the Independent and Intact Subgroups conditions), it was
the subjects who selected answer (b) who had the larger
risky shift scores.

While confirmation of the major hypotheses concerning
differential movement toward more extreme responses was
obtained, attention must be pald to the fact that no move-
ments (or shifts) were particularly large. These small
changes are typical of findings with both the BPS (Rettig,
1966) and the Choice Dilemma (Teger and Fruitt, 1967).

As explained inthe introductory chapter, the BFS is employed
in the present study essentially as an indicant of subjects’
willingness to advocate relatively extreme positions. Thus,
it may be concluded that this willingness was affected
differently by the different experimental conditions (i.e.,
by locus of control), but that when considered alone none

of these conditions had a very marked affect on choices.

It should also be pointed out that even though
predictions concerning risky shift and deviation scores were
confirmed and the applicability of locus of control theory
was supported, in the comparison between the Intact and
Disbanded Subgroups conditions two variables--both of which
were designed to affect locus of control--were manipulated
simultaneously: (1) Subjects in the Intact Subgroups con-
dition participated in their second groups with two subjects
from their original groups while subjects in the Disbanded
Subgroups condition went into thelr new groups alone.

{(2) Subjects in the Intact Subgroups condition received

instructions to argue for their earlier positions while
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subjects in the Disbanded Subgroups condition were told

only to reassess the BPS5S problems. These variables were

thus confounded and it is therefore not possible to
determine how each of these contributed to the differences
between conditions. iihile the concern of the present study
was to evaluate the applicability of locus of control theory,
future research might profitably explore the relative and
interactive effects of the various varlables subsumed under
the notion of locus of control.

The overall patterns of component scores were similar
for all the group conditions, and were unaffected by either
exposures or instructions. The size of an internal compon-
ent reflects the degree of differentiation between the high
and the low levels of that component. The pattern of
component scores is based on the differentiation of the
levels of each component relative to the differentiation
of the levels of the others. Thus, while the different
conditions did lead to differences iIn overall BPS scores,
the relative degrees of differentiation between the patterns
of component scores were negligible.

The reasonm for the failure to find differences
between group conditions in the pattern of component scores
is not clear. According to Rettig (1969a; 1969b), overall
BPS scores and component scores are both mediated by the
orientations of emphases of subjects In contemplation or
discussion of the BPS items{with these emphases, in turn,

determined by locus of controil). Thus, the problem of
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explaining these negative results is complicated further by
the positive findings with the overall BPS scores.

If this theoretical position 1s assumed to be correct,
then some extraneous experimental factor may have precluded
obtaining the predicted result. There were certaln manip-
ulations emnloyed in the present design which are not
typical of work with the BPS, and while these apparently did
not prevent differences between conditions in overall BFS
scores, they might have had an effect on component scores,
For example, the present design employed a consensus require-
ment and imposed a time limitation on discussions. Although
there are no explicit theoretical reasons for excluding such
variations from the more general explanation (Rettig, 1969a),
further research is required to determine whether they did,
in fact, reduce component score differences between group
conditions,

While the patterns of component scores were highily
similar for all group conditions, the levels of component
scores were generally higher for second exposure groups
than for first exposure groups. In other words, with
increased exposure to the BPS and with increased familiarity
with the items, the degree of differentiation of levels
within components increased.

Group Size. The difference between individuals and

first exposure three-person groups did not achieve statis-
tical significance, but the direction of the difference was
as predicted: group responses were riskier than those of

individuals. Since the size of this difference (5.51)
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compares closely with Rettig's (1966) finding of a signif-
icant difference of 5.27 between similar conditions, the
present failure to reject the null hypothesis may be
related to the unusually large discrepancy between the
variances of the Individual and group conditions. The
correction for heterogeneity of variance required in the
statistical analysis of the present study was not necessary
for Rettig's data,

The finding of much greater variabllity of risk
responses across Individuals than across groups--a finding
which contrasts with the data reported by Rettig (1966)--may
be related to the present stipulation that group responses
be made unanimously. Rettig's (1966) subjects made post-
discussion responses on an Individual basis. It 1s apparent
that even though group BPS scores were on the average higher
than the scores of individuals, within a group a subject's
tendencies toward unusually high or low responses were
likely to be checked by the necessity to arrive at unamimous
decisions. Many such extreme responses were probably elim-
inated through compromise.

Individual-to-group risky shifts have been found with
the Choice Dilemma both when postdiscussion responses were
arrived at through the group's unanimous choice and when
cholces were made by individuals responding alone. In his
research with the BFS, Rettig has not employed a consensus
requirement. The present hynothesis that a risky shift on

the BPS would also be found with 2~ groun consensus requirement
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has not been confirmed by the nresent study. On the other
hand, considering the size of the difference between
individual and group scores and the statistical imrlications
of an heterogeneity of variance, it would apnear worthwhile
to confirm the present finding before concluding thnat risky
shifts on the BFS are limited to procedures which call for
postdiscussion decisions to be made on an individual basis.
Mean BPS score of the Nine-person grouns condition
was higher than that for Individuals, but the size of this
difference did not anproach statistical significance. As
Table 5 indicates, the comparison of individual, three-
person, and nine-person groups falled to replicate Teger and
Pruitt's (1967) finding of a nositive relationshinr between
risk level on the Choice Dilemma and group size, and
Rettig's (1969a) report of a similar trend with the BPS,.
The largest groups in the Teger and lPrultt study
congisted of five members., Rettig's research compared
individuals, dyads, and triads. Research with groups as
large as nine members has not yet been reported, 1In both
the Teger and Pruitt and Rettig studies no time limit was
imposed on the discussions, while in the present procedure
a maximum of two minutes was alloted for each item. 1If group
discussion and the development of justifications for risky
decisions play a mediating role in the risky shift (Rettig
and Turoff, 1967), then it might be speculated that two
minutes was not sufficient for adequate discussion (e.g.,

voicing of opinions, attempts at persuasion) in the Nine-
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person groups, Consistent with this interpretation is the
fact that in both the Teger and Pruitt (1967) and Rettig
(1969a) studies, when discussion of the risk items was not
permitted the linear relationship between group size and
risk level did nmot occur.

It is also worth pointing out that BYS scores were
significantly lower in the single exposure Nine-person
groups than in the Disbanded Subgroups condition. The
latter was also composed of nine-member groups, but their
members had each had an earlier BYS exposure in three-
person groups (t=3.19; p< .0l on a two-tailed test; df =25).

The pattern of individual component scores differed
substantially from the patterns of group component scores.
Except for RVgn, individual component scores were considex-
ably smaller than group component scores; and whereas RVcens
was generally the largest component in the group components,
RVgn was the largest component in the individual condition.
That is, subjects in the individual condition did not
differentiate as clearly between the high and low levels of
Egn, Ecens, and RVcens as did subjects responding in groups.
(In the Pre-Representative and Representative conditions, while
RVcens was relatively large, it was exceeded by RVgn. This
was probably due to chance rather than treatment factors,
since in terms of subject selection and experimental pro-
cedures the Pre-Representative groups did not differ from
any of the other ''Fre' groups.)

The present findings on the differences between
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individual and group scores on the internal components
differ from those reported by Rettilg (1966, 1969a). In

his earlier study, the results were opposite to those
presented here; RVcens was the largest component in the
individual condition and RVgn was largest in the group
condition. 1In Rettig's more recent study, RVcens was the
largest component in both individual and group conditions,
but there was a noticeable increase in RVgn from individuals
to dyads to triads,.

It 18 not clear how to account for the differences
between the present findings and those of Rettig. It is
worth noting, though, that in his earlier study, Rettig
(1966) manipulated a number of independent variables, and
his data on individual and group component scores were
actually averages calculated from the scores of a number of
different treatment conditions. Inspection of the pattern
of the component scores of Rettig's group condition which
most closely resembles the present group conditions findsa
fair degree of similarity between the two, with RVcens
larger than RVgn.

By considering the ethical implications of BFS
responses and speculating on how these might relate to the
component scores, it may be possible to offer some under-
standing of the differences between individual and group
component scores. According to locus of control theory,
subjects working alone should be more cautious than those who

work in groups. Without group support, tendencies to avoid
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appearing unethical should be maximized. 1In common sense

or conventional terms, the ethical quality of an act depends
primarily on the intentions of the actor or on the goal for
which the act is undertaken, 1.e., on the levels of the
reinforcement value of gain (ar RVgn). Other considerations
such as the likelihoods of success or failure (Egn or Ecens),
or the possibility of unpleasant consequences (RVcens) are
more likely to be thought of as matters of practicality
rather than ethics. On the basis of some such conventional
understanding of ethics, if responses on the BPS were intend-
ed to be (or appear to be) as ethical as possible, decisions
would be determined solely or primarily by the levels of
RVgn. Practical considerations should not make much differ-
ence.

Thus, in responding to the BPS, an attempt onthe part
of individuals to appear ethical should be reflected in
maximal differentiation among the high and low levels of
RVgn, and much less differentiation among the levels of
the other components. In contrast to this, social support
in group decision making should permit the participants to
take greater account of the more practical aspects of the
stories, l.e., Egn, Ecens, and RVcens.

According to the present interpretation, as concern
with the morality of judgments increases, the sizes of the
Egn, Ecens, and RVcens components should decrease. It seems
reasonable to suppose that the ethical implications of

judgments are augmented by instructing subjects to respond
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in terms of admire choices. By checking the admire conditions
of Table 10 it may seem that in comparison to the prediction
responses in the Individual condition, Egn, Ecens, and RVcens
were markedly reduced in the Individual Admire condition.

RVgn was less affected by the change in instructions.

While these findings in the Individual Admire con-
dition support the present argument, it should be mentioned
that a similar effect of admire instructions was not found
in the intermal component scores of individuals who partic-
ipated in the group discussion conditions of Table 10,

This may have resulted from the possibility that groups

in the lre-Admire condition were more likely than individ-
uals to emphasize the practical aspects of the risk
situations. (Note, for example, the high RVcens score of

the Pre-Admire groups.) If group standards endured into the
l'ostgroup Admire condition--as overall BI'S responses indicate
they did--then the change to admire responses should not

have reduced the Egn, Ecens, and RVcens components to the
same low levels as found in the Individual Admire condition.
Table 10 shows that these component scores were, in fact,
markedly higher in the Postgroup Admire condition than in the
Individual Admire condition.

The above sneculation does not address itself to
explaining the differences between the present findings on
component scores and those reported by Rettig. Clarification
of the differences between the findings of Rettig and those

of the present study requires additional research in which
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variations in procedures (e.g., the consensus requirement,
the presence of a time limitation, the sex of subjects,
etc.) are carefully controlled and studied,

Admire Responses. The major finding with admire

responses~--that the admiration of risk was far less pro-
nounced than the prediction of risk--seems to be incom-
patible with a value theory explanation of the risky shift.
At the least, it seems to exclude certain kinds of decision
making materials from those to which value theory might
apply.

The ~dmire shift found on the BrS 7i.e., the
difference between subjects' prediction and admiration
responses) was in the opposite direction from the positive
admire shift found by Levinger and Schneider (1969) with
the Choice Dilemma. According to Levinger and Schneider
(1969), both the risky shift and the admire shift are
direct functions of a third (intervening) variable,
subjects values; but the present results found these two
dependent variables to be inversely related to each other.
In the light of this finding it might be argued that the
usefulness of value theory might be limited to only those
situations where the risky alternative is soclally valued,
i.e., where the riskier positions are also the positions
which evoke greater degrees of admiration. Risky shifts
with socially disvalued behaviors would then require some
other explanation. This limitation 18 not likely to be

accepted by proponents of value theory since one of this
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theory's primary virtues is its claim to account for the
occurrence of cautious shifts when the risky alternative
is socially disvalued. Such cautious shifts have not been
found on the BPS.

A second possibility might be to try to retain value
theory as a general explanation of the risky shift phenomenon,
including shifts on the BI'S, and to seek some other explan-
ation of why subjects chose cautious positions for their
BPS admire responses. The BPS deals with what 1is ordin-
arily considered socially undesirable behavior. Subjects
may therefore have hesitated to openly indicate admiration
of risk since they may have feared that such behsvior would
be interpreted as unethical, The imnlications of such an
explanation would seem, though, to lead toward responsibil-
ity diffusion theory (Kogan and Wallach, 1967a), rather
than value theory. That is, it seems to be saying that
subjects will take the risk of justifying and belng
identified with positions which others may label unethical
if they ncquire some social support. The risky shift on
the BFS would thus occur because of the diffusion of
responsibility among group members in the selection of a
seemingly unethical alternative,.

Furthermore, the absence of any substantial decline
in the admiration choices in the Postgroup Admire condition
could be similarly explained. These subjects made their
initial (prediction) responses after group discussion.

On ambiguous stimuli such as contained in the BFS (or Choice



-115-~

Dilemma), the group sets the standard for acceptable respon-
ses, With the responsibility for responses deferred to
such group standards, it is not nearly so threatening to
make risky admire responses, as long as they do not differ
greatly from previous group nrediction scores. Unfortunately,
as described earlier, responsibility diffusion theory has
conceptual and empirical problems of its own.

A third possibility would be to substitute a
strictly operational analysis for value theory, respon-
sibility diffusion theory, or any such mediationmal theory,
and to concentrate on the question of what reimnforcing
stimuli the risky shift (and risk taking in general) is a
function. Risk taking situations, whether they involve
groups or individuals, are characterized by the nresence
of both nositive and negative consequences contingent upon
some particular behavior. Rettig's (1966) reference to
the internal determinants of risk taking expresses a
similar notion. The theoretical model of Zajonc, Wolosin,
Wolosin, and Sherman (1969), based on the probabilities and
sizes of nayoffs (in a betting situation), also seems to
emphasize these same directly observable determinants of
risk taking.

From the perspective of an operant analysis, the
answers to questions about differences in group and
individual risk taking would be sought in an amnalysis of,
for example, changes in reinforcement schedules (or expec-

tancies or payoff probabilities) as a functiom of group
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characteristics. These variables are presumed to change
with changes in locus of contreol over outcomes.

With regard to the admire conditions, the present
findings might be understood by considering the different
contingencies likely to be associated with predicting, as
opposed to expressing admiration for, unethical behavior.
Under ordimary circumstances, the latter should be more
likely to produce negative consequences and would, thus, be
avoided. The fact that risky admiration responses were not
avoided in the Postgroup Admire condition, may have been due
to the development of justifications for the unethical
choices in prior group discussions (Rettig and Turoff,
1967). \Vith responses under the control of such group
standards, the negative consequences of advocating risky
admire positions would have been largely neutralized.

Qther Implications. It should be added that the

major findings of this study may have implications beyond
the area of risk taking research and have relevance for
questions concerned with intergroup bargaining. As already
noted, representatives and intact subgroups displayed
smaller average changes of positions than subjects in the
Independent and Disbanded Subgroups conditions. It seems
reasonable to suggest that since the representative role

and the maintenance of subgroups both involve the constraint
of nreviously fixed positions, if consensus had not been

required, such change would have been even smaller.
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A number of experiments on intergroup negotiations
support this suggestion. Mouton and Blake (1962) found that
negotiators who represented positions established in earlier
groups were more likely to come to a deadlock than negoti-
ators without such prearranged commitments. Druckman (1467)
also found an increased resistance to compromise in an
intergroup bargalning situation when bLargainers experiemnced
a prenegotiation period of strategy plannin;, which focused
only on theilr own goals and ignored the positions of their
opponents. On a somewhat broader level, Sawyer and
Guetzkow (1965) have noted the constraints imposed on
negotiators by strong ''hublic oninion” (pp. 506-507).
Apparently, the structural variables which have been found
here to affect risk decision making, also affect decision
making in a variety of other contexts.

The present study makes extensive use of Rettig's
(1969a) notion of locus of contrel. Unlike other explana-
tions of group risk taking or the risk shift, this notion
permits fairly explicit n»nredictions about the cffects of
structural components of the group on the decisions that
are made. As structural components have been ignored in
theory, so have they been largely omitted from experimental
designs. The present experiment attempted to introduce
these components through the manipulation of representative
control and direct group control. Many other manipulations
are possible. Rettig (19Y69a) mentions credibility of other

group members and the amount or quality of relevant infor-
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mation possessed by these other members. Other possible
variations inciude relative social status of members,
attractiveness of the group, and heterogenelty of values

and need achievement of members.



CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Risk taking was suggested to be a function of the
intrinsic and extrinsic contingencies associated with the
risk situation., The intrinsic contingencies are those
inherent In the particular altermatives of the risk
situation. The extrinsic contingencies refer to outside
influences affecting responses, e.g., social rewards for
generally risky or cautious behavior.

Rettig's (1969a) notion of locus of control posits
that for individuals and groups engaged in risky behavior
there are differences in the contingencies associated with
outcomes. Locus of control is essentially a structural
variable, and the present research attempted to explore
the implications of this notion for two kinds of structural
variations: representative control and direct group control.

It was predicted that decision making groups com-
prised of subjects assigned the role of representative--each
with a different set of previously established positions--
would choose risk positions which were less risky and more
closely approximating the average of former positions than
a comnparable set of groups whose members were not obliged to
uphold earlier decisions. It was also predicted that groups
comprised of subgroups--each having established previously,
a different set of risk positions--would ~hoose risk positions

which were less risky and more closely anproximating the
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average of former positions than a comparable group whose
members were no longer associated with subgroups. Both
predictions were substantiated, and the results were
explained in terms of differances in the probabilities

of subjects transferring control to their new decision
making groups.

It was assumed that locus of control would be more
readily transferred to the new groups under conditions where
subjects were not explicitely bound to the decisions of
their earller groups; and that in groups made up of these
independent members, the processes underlying the risky
shift could continue to operate. A nostexperimental
questionnaire verified the assumptions about the effects of
the experimental conditions on locus of control.

The nresent study also compared groups of different
sizes, Three-person groups chose riskier positions than
individuals, but the size of the difference failed to reach
an accentable significance level. Since the difference
between the means of the individual and group conditions
compares closely to similar data which was found significant
in Rettig's (1966) study, this failure may have been related
to the heterogeneity of variance apparently brought about
by the consensus requirement placed upon group decision
making in the present comparison,

Nine-person groups were only slightly more risky
than individuals and it was conjectured that the two minute

time limit per item was not sufficient for nine-person groups
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to develop justifications for riskiness.

Iavinger and Schneider's (1969) technique of querying
subjects about most admired positions was applied to the
BFS., On the basis of Levinger and Schneider's research
in support of value theory, the admire shift and risky
shift should have been in the same direction. Contrary to
such expectations, admire scores were less risky than
ordinary risk scores; and yet, both individual-to-group
and group first exposure-to-second exposure risky shifts
were in a positive direction. Accordingly, the validity
of accepting admire scores as an indicant of values, and
also the utility of value theory itself, is called into
question. The choice of less risky alternatives when
individuals were 1instructed to indicate most ndmired
~ositions was explained in terms of a higher probability
of negative consequences for advocating admiration of
nresumably unethical choices than for marking the same
cholces on a behavior prediction scale.

In contract to Rettig's (1lv66) findings with the
internnl component scores, the nresent study did not find
that groups made larger RVgn scores than individuals. The
reverse was found. Moreover, the RVcens scores of groups
were consistently higher than those of individuals, and the
predicted differences between groun conditions were not
found. It was suggested that the ethical implications of
the risk situations were more compelling for individuals

than for groups, and that for individuals to respond in an
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ethical manner the levels of the RVgn component required
maximum differentiation. The other components are less
concerned with matters of ethics and more concerned with
practicality.

It may be seen that the notion of locus of control
is nmot incompatible with either value or responsibility
diffusion theories since it recognizes the very same
independent variables as controlling risk decision making,
e.g., the contents of group discussions, the size
of groups, the relationship between group members. Unlike
these theories, its analysis remains on an operational
level, and 1t does not nrosit any single variable as the

sole determinant of risk decision making.
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1. A bank employee had to have some money in order to lend
it to other people who needed it. The employee was
thinking of stealing the money irom the bank. The
money she cou get would be enough to help a great number
of people. The employee was sure that her theft would
go unnoticed by the bank. However, the employee knew
that IT she were caught, she would be expelled from the
bank and charged with criminal conduct.

definitely no fifty-fifey definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. A bank employee had to have some money to pay for a
crucial medical operation she needed. The employee
was thinking of stealing the money from the bank.
The operating surgeon had guaranteed the employee
that the operation would cure the Illness. The
employee was sure that her theft would go unnoticed
by the bank. However, the employee knew that 1% she
were caught, she would be expelled from the bank and
charged with criminal conduct.

definitely no fifty-fifey definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. A bank employee had to have some money in order to
lend it to other people who needed it. The employee
was thinking oI stealing the money from the bank.
The money she could get would be enough to help a
great number of people. The employee was sure that
her theft would go unnoticed by the bank. Further-
more, the employee was convinced that if she were
caught, she could settle the matter privately with
the bank president.

definitely no fifty —-fifty definitely yes
0 ! P 3 4 5 6
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4. A bank employee had to have some money to pay for a
crucial medical operation she needed. The employee
was thinkIng of stealing the money from the bank,.
The operating surgeon could not give the employee
an uarantee that the oneration would cure the
II%ness. The employee was sure that her theft would
be detected sooner or later. However, the employee

was convinced that 1if she was caught, she could
settle the matter privately with the bank president.

definitely no fifey-fifry definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

5. A bank employee had to have some money to pay for a
cruclal medical operation she needed. The employee
was thinking of stealing the money from the bank.
The operating surgeon could not give the employee
an uarantee that the operation would cure the
{Ifness. The employee was sure that her theft would
go unnoticed by the bank. Furthermore, the employee

was convinced that if she were cuaght, she could
settle the matter privately with the bank president.

definitely no fifey-fifery definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. A bank employee had to have some money in order to
lend it to other people who needed it. The employee
was thinking ol stealing the money from the bank.

The money she cou get would be enough to help a
great number of people. However, the employee was
sure that her thelt would be detected sooner or
later. However, the employee was convinced that 1if
she was caught, she could settle the matter privately
with the bank president.

definitely no fifty-ftifey definitely yes
0 1 p. 3 4 5 6
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7. A bank employee had to have some money to pay for a
crucial medical operation she needed. The employee
was thinking of stealing the money from the bank.
The operating surgeon could not give the employee
an uarantee that the operation would cure the
1I¥nesa. The employee was sure that her theft would
go unnoticed by the bank. However, the employee

knew that 1I she were caught, she would be expelled
from the bank and charged with criminal conduct.

definitely no fifry-fifty definitely ves
0 1 2 3 & 5 6

8. A bank employee had to have some money to pay for a
crucial medical operation she needed. The employee
was thinking of’stealing the money from the bank.

The operating surgeon d guaranteed the employee

that the operation would cure her 1illness. However,
the employee was sure that her theft would be detected
sooner or later. Furthermore, the employee knew that
if she was caught, she would be expelled from the bank
and charged with criminal conduct.

definitely no fifty-fifty definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. A bank employee had to have some money in order to
lend it to other people who needed it. The employee
was thinking of stealing the money from the bank,
The money she cou get would only be enough to help
a very few people. The employee was sure that her theft
would go unnoticed by the bank. However, the employee
knew that 1I she were caught, she would be expelled
from the bank and charged with c¢riminal conduct.

definitely no fifcy~-fiftry definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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10. A bank employee had to have some money in order to
lend it to othexr people who needed it. The employee
was thinking oI stealing the money from the bank.
The money she could get would only be enough to help
a very few people. However, the employee was convinced
that Eer theft would be detected sooner or later.
Furthermore, the employee knew that if she was caught,
she would be expelled from the bank and charged with
criminal conduct.

definitely no fifty-fifery definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 b

11. A bank employee had to have some money to pay for a
crucial medical operation she needed. The employee
was thinking of stealing the money from the bank.

The operating surgeon had yguaranteed the employee
that the operation would cure her illness. The
employee was sure that her theft would be detected
sooner or later. However, the employee was convinced
that if she was caught, she could settle the matter
privately with the bank president.

definitely no fifey-fifey definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

12. A bank employee had to have some money in order to lend
it to other people who needed it. The employee was
thinking of stealing the money from the bank. The money
she could get would only be enough to help a very few
people, The employee was sure that her theft would
o unnoticed by the bank. Furtherrore, she was also
certain that if she were caught, she could settle the
matter privately with the bank president.

definitely no fifety-fifey definitely yes
0 i 2 3 4 5 6
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13. A bank emnloyee had to have some money in order to lend
it to other people who needed it. The employee was
thinking of stealing the monmey from the bank. The money
she could get wou only be enough to helg a very few
people. The employee was sure that her theft wou
detected by the bank sooner or later. However, the
employee was convinced that if she was caught, she
could settie the matter privately with the bank

president,
definitely no fifry-fifey definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

14, A bank employee had to have some money to pay for a
crucial medical operation she needed. The employee
was thinking of stealing the money from the bank.
The operating surgeon could not give the employee
an uarantee that the operation would cure the
iIfness. The employee was sure that her theft would
be detected sooner or later. Furthermore, the
employee knew that 1f she was caught, she would be
expelled from the bank and charged with criminal
conduct.

definitely no fifey-fifey cefinitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

15. A bank emnloyee had to have some money to pay for a
crucial medical operation she needed. The employee
was thinklng of stealing the money from the bank.

The operating surgeon had guaranteed the employee
that the operation would cure the iliness. The
employee was sure that her theft would go unnoticed
by the bank. Furthermore, the employee was convinced
that 1f she were caught, she could settle the matter
privately with the bank president.

definitely no fifey~-fifey definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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16. A bank employee had to have some money in order to lend
it to other people who needed it. The employee was
thinking of stealing the money from the bank. The
money she cou get would be enough to help a great
number of people. However, the employee was sure
that her theft would be detected sooner or later,
Furthermore, the employee knew that if she was caught,
she would be expelled from the bank and charged with
criminal conduct.

definitely no fifry-£fifry definitely yes
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Ar+ENDIX B
INSTRUCTIONS

131, ... iat .Instructions for Pre-Representative,
Pre-Independent, Pre-Disbanded
Subgrouns, Pre-Admire Groups, and

Nine-person groups conditions.

132, i iii i ..Instructions for Pre-Intact Subgroups
condition.
133, ..cv v Instructions for Independent and Dis-

brnded Subgroups conditions.

134, ...... .....Instructions for the Representative
condition.

135, .00 ehe ... Instructions ftor the Intact Subgroups
condition.

136, « oo v i i il Instructions for the Individual
condition.

137, .. ve i i et ..Instructions for the Individual Admire
condition.

138, . . oovens ...Ilnstructions for the lostgroun Admire
condition.
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Behavior Prediction Scale

This questionnaire presents 16 different situations,
each situation portraying a nerson in conflict about taking
money which does not belong to him., You are to read each
situation carefully and then discuss each situation with
the other members of your group. For each situation the
group must come to a unanimous decision, predicting whether
or not the person would take the money.

Each situation is followed by a set of numbers ranging
from 0 to 6. Choose the O 1f you feel that the person will
definitely not take the money. Choose the 6 if you feel that
the person will definitely yes take the money. Choose the 3
if you feel that the chances are about equal that the person
will or will not take the money. Use tﬁg in-between numbers
for the varying degrees of certainty, 1 or 2 being more on the
no side, 4 and 5 being more on the yes “side’

All cholices must be recorded on your answer sheet
onlz Do not mark in the booklets. Each item is numbered,

rough 16. On your answer sheet mark the group's cholice
for item one in row 1 on the left hand side of the sheet.
Use choice positions 0 through & only; ignore positions 7,
8 and 9. Mark your chcice for item Z in row 2 on the right
hand side of the page. Continue through item 16. Ignore
all other scoring spaces on the answer sheet. Since the
group must come to a unanimous decision on each item, each
member of the group will have identical answers recorded
on his answer sheet. New answer sheets may be obtained if
necessary.

You will have two minutes to spend on each item, and
will be signaled at the end of each two minute time period.
I1f you finish an item before the two minutes have elapsed
you may go on to the next item, but do not take longer
than the allotted two minutes per item.

Remember, your choice of the numbers is to indicate
whether or not the person would take the money; not whether
it 1s right or wrong to take the money. Although the 16
situations may avnpear to you very much alike at times, each
situation differs in some respect from every other situation.

Your group number 18 indicated in the upper right hand
corner of your answer sheet. Place your name at the top of
the answer sheet and begin.
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Behavior Prediction Scale

This questionnaire presents 16 different situations,
each situation portraying a perscn In conflict about taking
money which does nmot belong to him. You are to read each
situation carefully and then discuss each situation with
the other members of your group. For each situation the
group must come to a unanimous decision, predicting whether
or not the person would take the money.

Each situation is followed by a set of numbers ranging
from O to 5. Choose the 0 if you feel that the person will
definitely not take the money. Choose the 6 if you {feel
that the person will definitely yes take the money. Choose
the 3 if you feel that the chances are about equal that the
person will or will not take the money. Use t%e In-between
numbers for the varying degrees of certainty, 1l or 2 being
more on the no side, 4 and 5 being more on the yes side.

All cholices must be recorded on your answer sheet only.
Do not mark in the booklets. Each item is numuered, 1 through
16, On your answer sheet mark the group's choice for item
one in row 1 on the left hand side of the sheet. Use
choice positions O through 6 only; ignore positions 7, 8, and
4. Mark your choice for item < in row £ on the right hand
side of the page. Continue through item 16. Ignore all
other scoring spaces on the answer sheet.

You wilil have two minutes to spend on each item, and
will be signaled at the end of each two minute time period
If you finish an item before the two minutes have elansed
you may go on to the next ltem, but do not take longer than
the allotted two minutes per item.

Remember, your choice of the numbers is to indicate
whether or not the person would take the money; not whether
it is right or wrong to take the money. Althoupth the 16
situations may appear to you very much alike at times, each
situation differs in some respect from every other situation.

Your group number is indicated in the upper right hand
corner of your answer sheet. Flace your names at the top
of the answer sheet and begin,
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In order to gain additional insight into the 16
gsituations of the Behavior PYrediction Scale, you have
been assigned to a new group. In this group you are to
reread and discuss with the other group members each of
the 16 situations.

The new group must arrive at a unanimous decision
for each item, and, as before, two minutes are allotted
per item. You will be signaled every two minutes.

Enter your name on your new answer sheet, and also
mark your original group number (e.g., la, lb, Za, etc.)
in the upper right hand corner of this new answer sheet.

Tnen begin.
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You have been assigned to a new group. In this group
you are to reread and discuss with the other group members
the 16 situations of the Behavior Prediction Scale. You
are to act as a representative of your original group and
to argue for adontion by the new group of the positions of
your original group. If necessary, you may refer to your
original answer sheet to recall any of these positions,

The new group must arrive at a unanimous decision
for each item, and, as before, two minutes are allotted
per item. You will be signaled every two minutes.

If you choose, as your group's representative, you
may agree to a posl !o» which differs from that arrived at
in your original group, but later you will have to defend
any such changes before the members of your original group.

Enter your name on your new answer sheet, and also
mark your original group number (e.g., la, 1lb, 2a, etc.)
in the up»ner right hand corner of this new answer sheet,
Then begin.
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Your group has been combined with two other groups into
one large group. In this large group you are to reread and
discuss with all the other group members the 16 situations
of the Behavior Prediction Scale. Your own original sub-
group is to work together for the adoption by the large
group of your subgroup's original positions. If necessary,
you may refer to your original answer sheet to recall any of
these positions.

The new group must arrive at a unanimous decision for
each item, and, as before, two minutes are allotted per
item, You will be signaled every two minutes,

Choose one member to record the group's choices on

the new answer sheet. On this new answer sheet, in the
upper right hand corner, you will find a roman numeral
indicating the number of your new group. After that

roman numeral the recorder will enter the numbers of the
three subgroups. Then begin.
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Behavior Prediction Scale

This questionnaire presents 16 different situations,
each situation portraying a person in conIlict about taking
money which does not belong to him. You are to read each
situation carefully. For each situation you must predict
whether or not the person would take the money.

Each situation is followed by a set of numbers ranging
from O to 6. Choose the 0 if you feel that the person will
definitely not take the money. Choose the 6 if you feel
that the person will definitely yes take the money. Choose
the 3 if you feel that the chances are about egual that
the person will or will not take the money, se the in-
between numbers for the varying degrees of certainty, 1
or 2 being more on the no side, 4 and 5 being more on the

yes “gide.

All choices must be recorded onm your answer sheet only.
Do not mark in the booklets. Each item is numbered, 1
through 1l6. On your answer sheet mark your cholce for item
one in row 1 on the left hand side of the sheet. Use choice
positions O through & only; ignore positions 7, 8, and Y,
Mark your choice for item 2 in row 2 on the right hand side
of the page. Continue through item 16, Ignore all other
scoring spaces on the answer sheet. New answer sheets may
be obtained if necessary.

You will have two minutes to spend on each item, and
will be signaled at the end of each two minute time perilod,
If you finish an item before the two minutes have elansed
you may go on to the next item, but do not take longer than
the nllotted two minutes per item.

Remember , your choice of the numbers is to indicate
whether or not the nerson would take the money; not whether
it is right or wrong to take the money. Although the 16
situations may apnenr to you very much alike at times, each
situation differs in some respect from every other situation.

Your number 1is indicated 1in the upper right hand corner
of your answer sheet. Place your name at the top of the
answer sheet and begin.



Your responses to the 16 situations indicated your
egstimation of the likelihood that the person described
in the storles would choose to take the money. Now,
reread and reconsider each of the stories. This time
your task 1s not to predict the likelihood of taking
the money, but to indicate which decision (or position
from 0 to 6) you would most admire. 1In other words, on
your new answer sheet indicate which decision would be
the best in each situation. Choose the 0 if you feel
certaln that the person should definitely not take the
money. Choose the 6 1f you feel that the person should

definitely yes take the money. The other positions are
51&

for interme te degrees of certainty as to which is
the best action in the situation.

Your number is indicated 1in the upper right hand
cerner of the answer sheet. Enter your name at the top
of the answer sheet and begin.

-137~
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For the next taak, you will work alone.

Your responses to the 16 situations iundicated your
estimation of the likelihood that the person described
in the stories would choose to take the money. Now,
reread and reconsider each of the stories. This time
your task 1s not to predict the likelihood of taking
the money, but to indicate which decision (or position
from O to 6) you would most admire. 1In other words,
on your new answer sheet indicate which decision would
be the best in each situation. Choose the 0 if you
feel certaln that the person should defiaitely not take
the money. Choose the 6 1f Kou feel that the person
should definitely yes take the money. The other positions
are for Intermedlate degrees of certainty as to which is
the best action in the situation.

Your number is indicated in the upper right hand
corner of the answer sheet. Enter your name at the top of
the answer sheet and begin.



APPENDTX C

POSTEXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

~139-



-140-

PLEASE WRITE YOUR NAME IN THE SPACE PROVIDED, AND ANSWER
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS CAREFULLY.

NAME .

1. Which source do you feel had more influence on the
cholices you made in your second group:

a) the choices made in your earlier group

b) the discussions in the second group

c) the influence of a and b was about equal

2. Compared to others in the group, how much influence do
you feel you had on the decisions made in your second group’

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
least little moderate conslderable most
influence influence influence influence influence

3. Check the description that you feel is a better
description of the way decisions were made in your second group:

a) Choices were a fairly equal compromise
among all members,

b) Influence on choices did not seem to be
equally shared by all members.

4. Regardless of the other members in your groups,
compare your own influence in your second group to your
influence in your first group:

a) I was more influential in the first group than
I was in the second group.

b) I was more influential in che second group
than I was inthe first group.

c¢) 1 was about equally influential in both
groups. _
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LW

Independents

61

72

77

63

52

54

45

L2

Pre-Independents
64
37
65
67
67
69
65
67
69
37
67
69

45
G4
28
39
45
49
34
34
52
43

Mean
’re-Independents

55.33

67.67

6/.00

S57.67

48.33

37.33

45.00

43.00

-142-

d-~Scores

4+ 5.067

+4.33

+10.00

+ lou.67/

-1.00



10.

11,

12.

13.

14,

15.

lo.

Independents

44

35

47

50

47

35

I're-Indenendents
51
43
39
36
65
46
36
65
46
36
65
40
43
40
57
43
40
57
43
40
57
44
50
56

Mean

Pre-Independents

44,

49.

49 .,

46.

46.

40,

50.

33

00

Q0

.00

67

67

00

-143-

d-Scores

-0.

~-14.

+ 8.

+ 0.

-11.

33

00

.00

.00

33

33

o7

.00



17.

18.

Indenendents

55

74

re-Independents

4
50
56
44
50

56

-144 -
Mean

Pre-Independents d-Scores

50.00 +5.00

50.00 +24 .00



Disbanded
Subgroups

60

L

09

Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

59
58
65
60
59
43
60
56
70

53
05
60
59
43
60
36
70
54
58
65
00
59
4o

Mean
Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

59.44

59.44

59.44

-145-

d-Score

+0.56

+ Z2.56

+5.56



3.

Disbanded
Subgroups

(cont.)

53

54

58

Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups
60
56
70
60
45
45
37
45
44
506
56
65
60
4>
45
37
45
44
56
56
65
60
45
45

Mean
Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

50.33

50.33

50.33

~146-

d-S5cores

+ 2.67

+ 3.07

+ 7.67
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Mean
Disbanded Pre-Disbanded Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups Subgroups Subgroups d-Scores

6. {cont.) 37
45
44
56
56
65

7. 54 55 53.67 +0.33
52
45
52
53
45
45
71
65

8. 63 55 53.67 + 9.33
54
45
52
53
45
45
71



10.

11.

Disbanded
Subgroups

57

52

54

Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups
55
52
45
52
53
45
45
71
65
52
56
46
35
42
57
39
56
51
52
S0
4o
35
42
57

Mean
Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

53.67

48.22

48 .22

d-Scores

+3.33

+3.78

+ 5.78
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Disbanded
Subgroups
11.(cont.)
12. 56
13. 43
14, 45

Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

39
56
51
52
56
46
35
42
57
39
56
51
39
54
59
32
32
58
46
29
39
39
54
59

Mean
Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

48.22

43,11

43.11

-149-

d-Scores

4+ 7.78

-0.11

+ 1,89



Disbanded
Subgroups
14 (cont.)
15. 43
16, 58

Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

32
32
58
46
29
39
39
54
59
32
58
46
29
39
65
58
34
49
44
45
54
40
53

Mean
Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

43.11

49.11

-150-

d-Scores

+ 5.89

+8.89



17.

18.

Disbanded
Subgroups

66

64

Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

65
58

49
44
45
54
40
53
65
58
34
49
4
45
54
40
53
65

Mean
Pre-Disbanded
Subgroups

49.11

Hu.11

-151-

d-Scores

+16.89

4+ 14 .89



Intact
Subgroups

48

70

52

44

59

49

62

44

Pre-Intact
Subgroups
54
54
36
54
51
79
50
51
44
38
48
438
57
52
50
44
50
57
41
74
6l
43
50
40

Mean
Pre-Intact
Subgroups

48.00

61.33

48.33

44 .67

53.00

50.33

60, 33

44 .33

d-Scores

0.00

4+ 8.67

+ 3.067

-0.67

4+ 0.00

-1.33

+ 1.67

-0, 33

-152-



10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15.

lo.

Intact
Subgroups

50

66

46

52

60

37

52

49

Pre-Intact
Subgroups

61
27
61
58
o4
46
51
36
38
45
51
64
67
49
64
49
33
15
43
59
57
53
47
52

Mean

Pre-Intact
Subgroups

49.

56.

41.

53,

60.

32.

53.

50.

67

00

67

33

00

33

814

67

d-Scores

4+ 0.33

4+ 10.00

¥ 4.33

-1.33

+ 4.67

-1.00

-1.67

~153-



17.

18.

Intact
Subgroups

58

36

rre-Intact
Subgroups

60
56
55
53
36
23

Mean
Pre-Intact
Subgroups

57.00

37.33

d-Scores

4+1.00

-1.33

-154-



Wl

Renresentatives

62

69

54

60

o0

33

42

45

Pre-
Representatives
50
79
52
50
79
52
50
79
52
37
67
64
65
64
67
45
39
28
49
4l
28
51
43
41

Mean
Pre-

Representatives

60.

60.

60.

56.

05,

37.

39.

45.

33

33

33

00

33

33

33

00

-155-

d~Scores

+.1.67

+ 8,07

+ 4,00

0.00



10,

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

Representatives

41

60

54

b1l

66

ol

61

49

bre-
Representatives
54
41
34
60
66
48
60
66
48
60
66
48
65
59
63
05
59
63
65
59
63
47
57
25

Mean
Pre-
Representatives

42.33

58.00

58.00

58.00

.33

62.33

62.33

43.00

-156~

d-Scores

-1.33

+2.00

-4 .00

+3.00

+3.67

-1.33

-1.33

4+ 6.00



17.

18.

Representatives

44

45

rre-
Representatives

47

57

25

47

57

25

Mean
Pre-
Representatives

43.00

43.00

-157-

d-Scores

+ 1.00

+ 2.00
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Scores for High and Low Levels of Each Component

! Egn RVgn Ecens RVcens
) Condition [ High |Low High | Low High | Low High | Low
Individuals | 26.44 1872 28.33 | 16.82 | 20.17 | 25.00 [16.39 | 26.78
Pre-Representatives ‘30.94 21.83[35.17 17.61 | 23.11 | 29.67 |19.17 | 33.61
Representatives { 32,17 | 21.56 136,00 : 17.72 | 22.50 } 31.22 {19.61 | 34.21
Pre-Independents 31.11 | 19.39 i31.7z 18.78 | 20.61 | 29.89 {18.17 |32.22
Independents 33.28 1 20.78 1 33.89 | 20.17 | 22.94 | 31.11 |20.06 | 34.00
Fre-Intart Subgroups 30.95 [ 19.06 | 30.60 | 19.33 | £0.30 | £9.70 [17.59 |32.39
Intact Subgroups 31.94 | 19.94 | 32,22 | 19.66 | ¢0.89 | 31.00 |18.39 |33.50
Pre-Disbanded Subgroups || 31.06 [18.98 | 30.43 | 20.17 [ 20.95129.70 |16.55 |34.09
Disbanded Subgroups 34.83 | 21.33 | 34.17 [ 22,11 [ 23,50 [32.78 |18.78 |37.50
Nine-rerson Groups 29.00 {is.1 | 34.44 | 14,67 119,11 | 28.00 l15,55 |31.55

=661~
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AVERAGE ITEM RVgn SCURES FUR
INDIVIDUALS IN THE MAJOR

EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION
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22
23
24
<5
26

27

I're-Representative
1.00
1.38
1.38
1.38
1.00
1,38
1. 38
1.00
1.38
2,13
1.75
2.13
0.75
1.75
1.88
0.75
2.63
2.63
2.63
1.63
0.75
1.63
1.88
1.88
1.3
1.75

.13

Representative
0.75
0.75
0.75
1.88
1.88
1.88
1.75
1.75
1.75

1.63
1.03

-161~



28
29
30
31
32
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Abstract

GROUP STRUCTURE AND LOCUS OF CONTROL
IN PREDICTIVE RISK JUDGMENTS
by

Michael schulman

Adviser: 'rotftessor Salomon Rettiy

Rettig's (1469a) notion ot lecus ot control nposits
that ftor individuals and groups epngdayged in risx decision
meking there are differences In the contingencies
associated with outcomes. Locus of control {s essentially
a structural variable, and the present research attempted
to explore the implications of this notion for two kinds
of structural variations: representative control and direct
Lroup control.

It was predicted that decision wmawing groups com-
prised of subjects assigned the role vl representative--
each with a different set o1t previously established
positions--would choose Tisk positions which were less
risky and more closely approximating the average of former
positions than a4 comparable set of groups whose members were
not obliged to uphold earlier decisions. It was also pre-
dicted that grouns comprised of subgroups--each having
established previously a ditferent set ot risk positions-~-
would choose risk positions which wera less risky and more

closely approximating the average of former positions than a



comparable group whose members were no

with subgroups. Both predictions were

the results were explained In terms of

probabilities of subjects transferring

new decislon making xgroups.
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the EKiS, (i Lhe nasis ot levinger

in supnort ot value theory, tne admire
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ordinary risk scores; and yet,
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My
variance apparently
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s'isnt vy
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rositions was
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differences in the
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in a positive direction. Accordingly, the validity of
accepting admire scores as an indicant of values, and also
the utility of value theory itself, is called into question.
The cholce of less risky alternatives when individuals
were instructed to indicate most admired positions was
explained {n terms of a higher probabilitv ot negative
consequenced for advocating admiration ot presumably
unethical choices than o marsning Lhe sq4ame (nNolces on 4
henavior prediction scale.

In contract to RKettig's (l+uny tindings with (he

internal component scores, the present study did not tind

)
t hat groups made larger KVgegn scores thdan fudividuals, i he
rever se was found, Moreover | the KVecens soores of xprouls
were consistent ly nigner tnadan tnose o! individuals, and {ae
aredicted diffterences between proup condit fons were not
tound. [1 was suggested tnat the etinicai lmprivat {ons

the risk situations were morte compeliing tor individuais
than for groups, and tnat ftor individuadalis to respond in an
ethical manner the levels of the KVgn component reqguired
max imuan different iation. 'ne otner component s 4+ less

concerned with mAatters ot et hlcs nd motre concerned with
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