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ABSTRACT 

The growing c o m p l e x i t y  o f  con tempora ry  t e c h n c l o g i c a l  s o c i e t y  

l e a d s  t o  a n  e v e r  i n c r e a s i n g  need  t o  r e l y  on t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  g roup  

d e c i s i o n  making i n  p r e f e r e n c e  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n  making. S i n c e  

1961, a c o n s i d e r a b l e  number o f  s t u d i e s  have  been  p u b l i s h e d  which 

are c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  t h e  s p e c i f i c  q u e s t i o n  o f  v ~ h e t h e r  t h e r e  e x i s t  

d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  d e q r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n q  between i n d i v i d u a l  and  

g roup  d e c i s i o n s .  Most o f  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  have  been  based  on t h e  ad- 

m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  s o - c a l l e d  "di lemma-cf-choice" q u e s t i o n n a i r e  - 
d e v e l o p e d  by Wal lach  a n d  Kogan i n  1959  - t o  v a r i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t a l  

s u b j e c t s  i n  l a b o r a t o r y  s e t t i n g s .  I t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  m a j o r  per-  

t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h e r s  who u s e d  t h a t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  have  assumed t h a t  

i t  a d e q u a t e l y  s i m u l a t e s  complex r e a l - l i T e  d e c i s i o n  making. How- 

e v e r ,  t h i s  a s sumpt ion  a p p e a r s  t o  be q u e s t i o n a b l e .  

Most o f  t h e  s t u d i e s  t h a t  have  been c o n d u c t e d  s i n c e  1961  have 

i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  g r o u p  d e c i s i o n s  have  a s i g n i f i c a n t  t endency  t o  be 

r i s k i e r  t h a n  t h e  a v e r a g e  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  which were 

made by t h e  members o f  t h e  g r o u p s  p r i o r  t o  t h e  g roup  d e c i s i o n  mak- 

ing .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, some o f  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  have  i n d i r e c t l y  

thrown c o n s i d e r a b l e  d o u b t s  on t h e s e  f i n d i n g s ,  a n d  it  would a p p e a r  

t h a t  t h e  r i s k y  s h i f t  i n  g roup  d e c i s i o n s  may be a n  a r t i f a c t  which 



r e s u l t s  from t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  manner i n  which t h e  di lemma-of-choice 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  f r e q u e n t l y  h a s  been a d m i n i s t e r e d .  Because t h e  d i lem-  

ma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  f u r t h e r m o r e ,  d o e s  n o t  seem t o  be a s u i t -  

a b l e  i n s t r u m e n t  i f  u sed  f o r  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  complex r i s k  t a k i n g  

by i n d i v i d u a l s  a n d  groups ,  i t  would a p p e a r ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  

a d e f i n i t e  p r o b l e m  o f  in-. 

I n  o r d e r  t o  a r r i v e  a t  a b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  phenomenon 

o f  complex r i s k  t a k i n g ,  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  a number o f  m a j o r  

v a r i a b l e s  h a s  been  unde r t aken .  T h i s  a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  p a s t  a t -  

t e m p t s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  complex r i s k  t a k i n g  have  n o t  done  j u s t i c e  t o  

t h e  enormous c o m p l e x i t y  o f  t h e  phenomenon. Fu r the rmore ,  t h e  con- 

c e p t u a l  framework t h a t  h a s  been  used  i n  t h e  p a s t  is n a i v e  a n d  d o e s  

n o t  h e l p  t o  a c h i e v e  a p r o p e r  a s s e s s m e n t  OF complex r i s k  t a k i n g .  

The p r e s e n t  pape r  s u g g e s t s  a new d e f i n i t i o n  o f  dec i s ion -mak ing  

i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  a n d  o f f e r s  a new l a n g u a g e  a s  well a s  new t o o l s  f c r  

t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  complex r i s k  t a k i n ~ .  The c r e a t i o n  o f  a more s o p h i s -  

t i c a t e d  c o n c e p t u a l  framework p e r m i t s  a F r e s h  a p p r o a c h  t o  t h e  i n v e s t i -  

g a t i o n  o f  t h e  phenomenon. I t  is  f u r t h e r m o r e  shown t h a t  s u c h  i n v e s t i -  

g a t i o n s  would have  t o  be f i e l d  r a t h e r  t h a n  l a b o r a t o r y  s t u d i e s .  

However, t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  whet c o n s t i t u t e s  a  " r i s k y n  d e c i s i o n  is 

s o  complex t h a t  a n  o b j e c t i v e  a s s e s s m e n t  0 6  " r i s k i n a s s "  f r e q u e n t l y  

w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  n o t  i m p o s s i b l e .  T h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  i s  compounded 

by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h o  n a t u r e  o f  complex g r o u p  d e c i s i o n  making a p p e a r s  

t o  be s u c h  t h a t  it m i g h t  be i m p o s s i b l e  t o  s a y  a h e t h e r  i t  d i f f e r s  i n  

r i s k i n e s s  from i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n  making: Complex dec i s ion -mak ing  



problems which would r e q u i r e  g roup  d e c i s i o n  making a r e  g e n e r a l l y  so 

i n v o l v e d  t h a t  t h e y  would n o t  a l l o w  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n  making t o  

beg in  wi th .  The c o n c l u s i o n  is drawn t h a t ,  f o r  now and  t h e  n e a r  fu- 

t u r e ,  r e s e a r c h  i n t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  

complex i n d i v i d u a l  and  group d e c i s i o n  making may b a r e l y  be wor th  t h e  

e f f o r t .  The o n l y  way o u t  of t h i s  p red icament  a p p e a r s  t o  be t o  con- 

c e n t r a t e  on t h e  s t u d y  o f  complex r e a l - l i f e  r i s k  t a k i n g  by i n d i v i d u a l s .  

The r e s u l t s  g a i n e d  from s u c h  s t u d i e s  m i g h t  c o n c e i v a b l y  e n a b l e  u s  t o  

deve lop ,  a t  some f u t u r e  time, methods f o r  s t u d y i n g  group r i s k  t a k i n g  

s o  t h a t  i t  then  migh t  become p o s s i b l e  t o  c m p a r e  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  g roup  

r i s k  t a k i n g .  
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

The growing complexity o f  contemporary technological society 

exerts powerful pressures on techniques o f  decision raking. One 

r e s u l t  o f  these pressures appears t o  be tha t  more and more organi- 

zations of various types are forced t o  recognize an increasing need 

t o  r e l y  on the process of group decision making i n  preference t o  

ind iv idua l  decision making. It comes as no surprise, therefore, 

tha t  the area o f  decision making has a t t rac ted  considerable atten- 

t i o n  among researchers and tha t  an ever increasing number o f  studies 

have been directed a t  i t s  various aspects. However, i t  mas not  un- 

t i l  the beginning o f  t h i s  decade that  any attempts were made t o  ex- 

plore the question o f  whether differences i n  the desree o f  r i s k  

tak ina could be observed i f  group decision making were t o  be com- 

pared t o  ind iv idua l  decision making. 

The f i r s t  major experimental inqu i ry  comparing degrees o f  r i s k  

taking i n  ind iv idua l  and group decision making was conducted by 

Stoner (1961). His experiment showed tha t  group decision8 have a 

s ign i f i can t  tendency t o  be r i s k i e r  than the average o f  the i nd i v i -  

dual decisions which were made by the members o f  the groups p r i o r  



t o  t h e  group dec i s ion  making. The g r e a t  m a j o r i t y  of p e r t i n e n t  s t u -  

d i e s  t h a t  have been undertaken subsequent ly  t o  S t o n e r ' s  p ioneer  

work have b a s i c a l l y  confirmed t h e  r e s u l t s  which had been ob ta ined  

by S toner ,  A s  a consequence of  t h i s  r e p e a t e d  confi rmat ion,  t h e  ge- 

n e r a l i t y  of t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon which - under c e r t a i n  exper i -  

mental  c o n d i t i o n s  - occu r s  i n  group dec i s ion  making a p p e a r s  t o  have 

found widespread acceptance,  Yet t h e r e  would seem t o  e x i s t  reason  

t o  s e r i o u s l y  ques t i on  t h e  wisdom of  t h i s  acceptance.  

Although t h e  b a s i c  concern o f  p a s t  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h  appears  

t o  have been t o  ga in  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  r i s k - t a k i n g  behavior a s  it might 

occur i n  complex r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making, t h e  chosen method of  

i n q u i r y  h a s  been t o  conduct exper imenta l  l a b o r a t o r y  s t u d i e s  r a t h e r  

than f i e l d  research .  Furthermore, t h e  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e s e  expe- 

r i m e n t a l  l a b o r a t o r y  s t u d i e s  used e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same t o o l  t h a t  had 

p rev ious ly  been employed by S tone r  i n  h i s  1961 experiment. Th i s  

t oo l ,  t h e  so -ca l l ed  ndilemma-of-choice" ques t i onna i r e ,  p u t s  s u b j e c t s  

i n t o  decision-making s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  do I-& l e a d  t o  a c t u a l  conse- 

quences f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t s  a s  far a s  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n  making is concerned. 

Only a v e r y  sma l l  n m b e r  of s t u d i e s  used methods where t h e  s u b j e c t s  

found themselves  i n  a n  exper imenta l  s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  provided f o r  a c t u a l  

conseauences t o  t h e  s u b j e c t e  a s  a r e s u l t  o f  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n  making. 

The v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  con t en t i on  t h a t  group d e c i s i o n s  have a s i g -  

n i f i c a n t  tendency t o  be r i s k i e r  than  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  rests, 

t h e r e f o r e ,  l a r g e l y  on t h e  v a l i d i t y  of one exper imenta l  i n s t r u n e n t .  

However, t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h i s  ve ry  i n s t rumen t  appea r s  t o  be doubt- 



Pul and should  be examined. 

There a r e  f u r t h e r  r ea sons  why it appea r s  adv i sab l e  t o  concen- 

trate on a  thorough examination o f  t h e  r a t i o n a l e  t h a t  u n d e r l i e s  t h e  

use of t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t ionna i re .  1, Experiments which 

use t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e  a r e  aesuned t o  s i m u l a t e  t h e  

kind of complex real-life dec i s ion  making t h a t  most i n v e s t i g a t o r s  

a r e  appa ren t ly  i n t e r e s t e d  in .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  few experiments  

t h a t  i nco rpo ra t e  actual-payoff  c o n d i t i o n s  d i d  s o  through t h e  use o f  

experimental  procedures  which e s s e n t i a l l y  a r e  based on r e l a t i v e l y  

s imple gambling-type s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  can ha rd ly  be viewed as r e q u i r i n g  

t h e  s u b j e c t s  t o  engage i n  complex dec i s ion  making. 2, There appear  

t o  be Pew grounds on which one cou ld  ques t i on  t h e  soundness of  t h e  

gambling-type experiments.  The h igh  degree t o  which gambling- type 

experiments  (which have many of  t h e  b a s i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  pure 

gambling experiments  ) approximate r e a l i t y  h a s  a l s o  been recognized 

by two o f  t h e  major r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  dec i s ion  making who 

r e c e n t l y  - with  r e f e r e n c e  t o  p u r e  gambling experiments  - have made 

t h e  fo l l owing  s t a t emen t  ( ~ o g a n  and Wallach, 1967a, p. 160): 

.. it is p o s s i b l e  t o  create c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y  
t h a t  rill  produce a p a t t e r n  of  r i sk - t ak ing  behavior q u i t e  
similar t o  t h a t  observed i n  n a t u r a l  gambling s i t u a t i o n s .  
A s  far a s  gambling behavior is concerned, then, t h e r e  is 
no i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  s e p a r a t e  "lawsa of  r i s k  t ak ing  w i l l  
have t o  be formulated f o r  l a b o r a t o r y  and f i e l d  s e t t i n g s .  
I t  seems q u i t e  f e a s i b l e  t o  create c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  labo- 
r a t o r y  t h a t  w i l l  produce t h e  same s o r t s  o f  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  
abou t  r i s k  t a k i n g  a s  are de r ived  from n a t u r a l i s t i c  f i e l d  
s t u d i e s ,  

Although it mould seem t o  be p o s s i b l e  t o  p o s t u l a t e  r ea sons  why 



one might  a l s o  want t o  ques t ion  t h e  soundness  o f  ~ambl inn - type  ex- 

periments,  it appea r s  n e v e r t h e l e s s  h igh ly  probable  t h a t  such  cr i t i -  

cism would t u r n  o u t  t o  be of f a r  lesser magnitude than  t h e  criticism 

t h a t  can be vo iced  i n  ques t i on ing  t h e  v a l u e  o f  those  exper iments  

t h a t  make use  of  t h e  dilemma-of-choice a u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  3, There 

e x i s t  v i r t u a l l y  no f i e l d  s t u d i e s  t h a t  are concerned wi th  permanent 

groups engaged i n  complex decision-making i nvo lv ing  r i s k  under r e a l -  

l i f e  cond i t i ons .  4. F ina l l y ,  it appea r s  t h a t  s o  f a r  - t o  t h e  b e s t  

o f  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  knowledge - no  one has  made any s e r i o u s  a t t e m p t s  t o  

thoroughly examine t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  dilemma-of-choice question- 

n a i r e  and  t o  e x p l o r e  t o  what degree  i t  a c t u a l l y  approximates  t h e  

k ind  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  can be expec ted  t o  e x i s t  i n  complex r e a l -  

l i f e  decision-making i nvo lv ing  r i s k ,  

A thorough examinat ion o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  dilemma-of-choice 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  and t h e  degree t o  which i t  approximates  r e a l i t y  should  

p r e f e r a b l y  not be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  an  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  only a few of t h e  

a s p e c t s  of t h e  problem, b u t  should  r a t h e r  touch  on a s  many a s p e c t s  o f  

r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  and group dec i s ion  making a s  poss ib le .  Any 

o f  a g r e a t  number o f  v a r i a b l e s  cou ld  conce ivab ly  be o f  cons ide rab l e  

o r  even c r u c i a l  importance as f a r  a s  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  

making is concerned, The au thor ,  then, f e e l s  t h a t  a t heo re t i c a l - ana -  

l y t i c  t ype  o f  i n q u i r y  a l l ows  f o r  a g r e a t e r  r ange  of  p o i n t s  t o  be exam- 

i n e d  than  would be p o s s i b l e  i f  an  exper imenta l - labora tory  approach 

would be used. I t  is fur thermore  hoped t h a t  such  a theore t ica l -ana-  



l y t i c  inves t iga t ion  might l ead  t o  an increased understanding of the 

fac tors  tha t  govern complex r e a l - l i f e  r i s k  taking. I f  we succeed 

i n  gaining t h i s  greater understanding, we would c e r t a i n l y  have crea- 

t ed  a sounder b a s i s  from which further experimental i n q u i r i e s  might 

be conducted. 



Chapter  I I 

MOOES OF I N Q U I R Y  

The purpose  of t h i s  c h a p t e r  is twofold:  F i r s t l y ,  i t  is t o  of- 

fer some s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  d e c i s i o n  t o  use  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l -  

a n a l y t i c  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l - l a b o r a t o r y  approach. Second- 

l y ,  i t  is t o  show t h a t  t h e  major r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  a r e a  o f  d e c i s i o n  

making ( a )  have i n d i c a t e d  q u i t e  c l e a r l y  t h a t  t h e i r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  

were aimed a t  a b e t t e r  unders tand ing  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  complex real- 

l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making and  ( b )  seem t o  have c o n s i d e r a b l e  m i s g i v i n g s  - 
w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e i r  use  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  method g e n e r a l l y  and  

t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  s p e c i f i c a l l y .  I n  o r d e r  t o  f a c i l -  

i t a t e  t h e  a ims  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  d i r e c t  q u o t e s  w i l l  be used r a t h e r  ex- 

t e n s i v e l y .  I t  is hoped t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i v e  awkwardness o f  d i r e c t  quo- 

t i n g  w i l l  be p r o f i t a b l y  o f f s e t  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  method makes i t  

easier t o  e s t a b l i s h  as f i r m l y  a s  p o s s i b l e  t h e  c o n t e n t i o n s  b rought  

forward i n  t h i s  chap te r .  A t  t h e  same time, d i r e c t  q u o t i n g  a s s u r e s  

t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n s  t a k e n  by t h e  a u t h o r s  quoted can be r e l a t e d  wi th  

g r e a t e r  accuracy.  



1. Some Words on t h e  Phi losophy o f  S c i e n t i f i c  I n q u i r y  

One o f  t h e  b i g  c o n t r o v e r s i e s  among s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  is, of  

course ,  whether t h e r e  is a % i g h t n  way t o  conduc t  s c i e n t i f i c  in-  

q u i r i e s .  T h i s  ongoing d e b a t e  a b o u t  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  merits o f  ex- 

pe r imenta l ,  f i e l d ,  and  t h e o r e t i c a l  s t u d i e s  h a s  r e s u l t e d  i n  some 

degree  o f  p o l a r i z a t i o n  among s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  where one extreme 

p o s i t i o n  is h e l d  by " s o c i a l  p h i l o s o p h e r s n  and  where t h e  o t h e r  end 

o f  t h e  continuum is occup ied  by t h o s e  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  who t a k e  

p r i d e  i n  t h e i r  e x c l u s i v e  use  o f  % i g o r o u s  s c i e n t i f i c  methodologyn 

and  who c o n s i d e r  themse lves  a s  b e i n g  very  c l o s e  t o  t h e  n a t u r a l  sci- 

e n t i s t s .  Futhermore, t h e r e  are t h o s e  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  who d o  not 

f e e l  comfor tab le  i n  e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  two ex t reme  p o s i t i o n s  and  who 

p r e f e r  t o  t a k e  a n  eclectic p o s i t i o n .  

I t  a p p e a r s  t o  be a n  open q u e s t i o n  whether it is l e g i t i m a t e  

and  p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e s  t o  emula te  t h e  methods used 

i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e s .  Nagel (1961) seems t o  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  so- 

c i a l  s c i e n c e s  have a good chance o f  becoming more and  more l i k e  t h e  

n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  methods o f  i n q u i r y  used, where- 

as S c r i v e n  (1964) t a k e s  a much more s c e p t i c a l  view o f  t h i s  chance, 

a t  l e a s t  as f a r  as psychology is concerned. The main p o i n t ,  how- 

e v e r ,  seems t o  be t h a t  t h e r e  is no  agreement  a t  p r e s e n t  among s o c i a l  

s c i e n t i s t s  as  t o  what c o n s t i t u t e s  sound methods o f  i n q u i r y .  Nagel 

(1961, p. 448) states t h i s  f a c t  v e r y  s u c c i n c t l y :  



I t  is .. g e n e r a l l y  acknowledged t h a t  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  sci- 
ences  t h e r e  is noth ing  q u i t e  l i k e  t h e  almost  complete 
unanimity commonly found among competent workers i n  t h e  
n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e s  a s  t o  what a r e  matters of  e s t a b l i s h e d  
f a c t ,  what a r e  t h e  reasonably  s a t i s f a c t o r y  exp lana t ions  
( i f  any) f o r  t h e  assuned f a c t s ,  and what are some o f  t h e  
v a l i d  procedures  i n  sound i n q u i r y  ... 
A t  any r a t e ,  i t  is a ma t t e r  of p u b l i c  r e c o r d  t h a t  s o c i a l  
s c i e n t i s t s  cont inue  t o  be d iv ided  on c e n t r a l  i s s u e s  i n  
t h e  l o g i c  o f  s o c i a l  i n q u i r y  which a r e  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  
ques t i ons  mentioned above, 

For those  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  who, i n  t h i s  cont roversy  over meth- 

ods of inqui ry ,  p r e f e r  an eclectic approach r a t h e r  than  committing 

themselves  t o  one o r  t h e  o t h e r  o f  t h e  two extreme pos i t i ons ,  t h e  

ques t i on  of what c o n s t i t u t e s  sound methods of i n q u i r y  r e q u i r e s  d i f -  

f e r e n t  answers a t  d i f f e r e n t  times, S ince  t h e r e  is probably no one 

% i g h t n  method per  se, t h e  problem then seems t o  be t o  f i n d  t h e  moat 

p r m i s i n q  method o f  i nqu i ry  i n  any given case.  However, j u s t  

c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  "most promisingn method i n  a given ca se  can, of  course,  

aga in  become t h e  o b j e c t  o f  controversy.  With a  s i t u a t i o n  such a s  t h i s ,  

one is tempted, i f  n o t  forced,  t o  admit  t h a t  it may r e a l l y  n o t  be pos- 

s i b l e  t o  come up with an ansuer  t h a t  would be accep tab l e  t o  everybody, 

A l l  one can do is t o  sugges t  t h a t ,  i n  any given case of inqui ry ,  i t  

may be p o s s i b l e  t o  p o i n t  o u t  enough convincing evidence t h a t  f a v o r s  

t h e  use of  one s p e c i f i c  method over o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  methods of inqui ry .  

Th i s  au thor ,  with r e g a r d  t o  t h e  method o f  i n q u i r y  chosen f o r  

investigation, would be i n c l i n e d  t o  defend h i s  choice  of  t h e  t heo re t -  

i c a l - a n a l y t i c  method of  i n q u i r y  by po in t ing  o u t  t h e  following8 (a) 

The problem of complex r e a l - l i f e  i n d i v i d u a l  and group decision-making 

under c o n d i t i o n s  of  r i s k  does n o t  seem t o  l end  i tself  very  we l l  t o  in- 



v e s t i g a t i o n  by t h e  experimental- laboratory method. Experimental 

methods used i n  t h e  p a s t  have n o t  even come c l o s e  t o  doing j u s t i c e  

t o  t h e  enormous complexity of  t h e  problem under i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  and 

a number of  major r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  a r e a  o f  dec i s ion  making have 

expressed  cons ide rab l e  doubts  whether t h e i r  use o f  t h e  experimental-  

l a b o r a t o r y  method c o n s t i t u t e d  a $ a t i s f a c t o r y  choice  t o  begin with. 

However, i f  t h i s  problem has  a l r e a d y  been acknowledged, it would 

appear  t h a t  immediate f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  o f  t h e  exper imenta l  type  

would only he lp  t o  compound t h e  e x i s t i n g  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and doubts. 

( b )  The whole f i e l d  of decision-making under cond i t i ons  o f  r i s k  

has  a l r e a d y  become s o  f r u s t r a t i n g  t o  one of t h e  major r e s e a r c h e r s  

(S toner )  t h a t  he has  decided t o  g e t  o u t  of  i t  a l t o g e t h e r  (pe r sona l  

communication from J.A.F. Stoner ,  s p r i n g  1968). Although Stoner ' s  

r e a c t i o n  may n o t  be r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  f o r  t h e  f e e l i n g s  of o t h e r  re- 

s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  of  dec i s ion  making, it n e v e r t h e l e s s  appears  

t o  be i n d i c a t i v e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l l  is n o t  well with t h e  state 

of a f f a i r s  i n  t h i s  a r e a  o f  research.  ( c )  The problem o f  r i s k  

t a k i n g  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  and group d e c i s i o n  making has, i n  t h e  pas t ,  

been a lmos t  e x c l u s i v e l y  i n v e s t i g a t e d  through t h e  use of  experimen- 

t a l - l abo ra to ry  methods. Exc lus iv i t y  such as t h i s ,  homver ,  appears  

t o  be somewhat suspec t ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  t h e  methods used have obvi- 

ous ly  tapped only a very  r e s t r i c t e d  s e c t o r  o f  t h e  problem under in-  

v e s t i g a t i o n  - i f  they have a t  a l l  been d i r e c t e d  a t  t h e  problem. In 

a s i t u a t i o n  such a s  t h i s ,  us ing  a method of i n q u i r y  which is d i f f e r -  

e n t  from those  which have been used i n  t h e  p a s t  c e r t a i n l y  would ap- 



pear  t o  be j u s t i f i e d .  ( d )  I t  seems t o  be good s c i e n t i f i c  p r a c t i c e  

t o  have a reasonably  c l e a r  i d e a  o f  a s  many a s p e c t s  a s  p o s s i b l e  o f  a 

given problem be fo re  t h e  dec i s ion  should  be made t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h a t  

problem by t h e  use o f  s imu la t i on  techniques .  Without having such a 

c l e a r  i dea ,  i t  n o t  on ly  is very  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s k  t h e  r i g h t  q u e s t i o n s  

t o  begin with, b u t  it fur thermore  becomes ve ry  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  ex- 

per imenta l  de s igns  which w i l l  be used may t u r n  o u t  t o  be far t o o  

s imple  and naive; t h a t  is, they  may n o t  a t  a l l  be d i r e c t e d  a t  what 

they a r e  be l ieved  t o  be d i r e c t e d  a t .  However, t h i s  is e x a c t l y  what 

appea r s  t o  have happened t o  r e s e a r c h  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  and 

group decision-making under c o n d i t i o n s  of  r i s k .  There i s  a c e r t a i n  

degree o f  i r ony  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  sane major workers i n  t h a t  

f i e l d  appear  t o  be b a s i c a l l y  aware o f  t h e  problem and y e t  never the-  

less have f a i l e d  t o  d e a l  wi th  it i n  s u f f i c i e n t  depth* As f a r  a s  

t h s  minor workers are concerned, they show l i t t l e  - i f  any - aware- 

n e s s  w i t h  r ega rd  t o  t h e  b a s i c  methodological  problems which a r e  i n -  

h e r e n t  i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  f i e l d  o f  inqui ry .  

I n  t h e  n e x t  two s e c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r  t h e  au tho r  w i l l  exam- 

i n e  t h e  ques t ion  o f  what presumably c o n s t i t u t e d  t h e  real g o a l s  o f  

t h e  i n q u i r i e s  conducted by t h e  major r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  a r e a  of  de- 

cision-making i nvo lv ing  r i s k  and how t h e s e  r e s e a r c h e r s  expressed  

t h e i r  doubts  wi th  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  methods o f  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  which t hey  

have used i n  t h e  p u r s u i t  o f  t h e i r  goals.  



2. The Goals o f  Past Pert inent Research 

Experimenters who used the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire i n  

the i r  studies presumably d id  no t  do so because they had a mere aca- 

demic i n te res t  i n  f ind ing out how subjects, as ind iv iduals  or as 

members of a group, might respond t o  t h i s  k ind  of questionnaire. 

Had such been the sole purpose o f  the experiments, there would hard- 

l y  be any room fo r  questioning them; and, probably, nei ther would 

these experiments have served any pa r t i cu la r l y  useful  or important 

enda. However, there i s  not  much reason t o  assme tha t  i t  was such 

a l i m i t e d  goal which was i n  the minds o f  the experimenters who used 

the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire i n  the i r  research i n t o  the area 

o f  decision-making involv ing r isk.  Quite t o  the contrary, there are 

s u f f i c i e n t  grounde t o  believe that  these workers were interested i n  

f ind ing  out something about r isk- tak ing behavior o f  ind iv iduals  and 

groups who are i n  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making situations. 

I n  the in t roduct ion t o  h i s  thesis, which was the f i r s t  major 

experimental work i n  the area o f  ind iv idua l  and group decision- 

making under condition8 o f  r isk,  Stoner (1961, pp. 1-2) makes the 

fol lowing statement t 

Decision making groups have become an important and contro- 
ve rs ia l  par t  o f  the American scene. Both i n  business and 
i n  government fa r  more group decisions are made today than 
were made a century ago. Some observers re jo i ce  a t  the 
growing importance o f  groups i n  the Nation's l i f e ;  they 
c i t e  the advantages o f  having many minds focused on the 
same problem, the increased morale which i s  believed t o  



be connected wi th  " p a r t i c i p a t i o n n  i n  t h e  dec i s ion  making 
process ,  and s o  on. Other obse rve r s  complain about  t h e  
s lowness  o f  t h e  group process ,  t h e  conservat ism and cau t ion  
of  groups, and t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  de te rmin ing  who is "real- 
l y "  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  a dec i s ion  made by a group, 
A pass ing  remark o f  a l o c a l  bus iness  execu t ive  a roused  t h e  
a u t h o r ' s  i n t e r e s t  i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  phase o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  
group dec i s ion  making. The execut ive ,  who is a l s o  a re- 
t i r e d  general ,  was commenting upon managerial  d e c i s i o n  
making and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  He poin ted  o u t  t h a t  Counci ls  
o f  War rere d iscont inued  as s t r a t e g i c a l  and tactical de- 
c i s i o n  making bodies  du r ing  t h e  C i v i l  War because t h e  cour- 
ses o f  a c t i o n  which they recommended tended t o  be very  cau- 
t i ous .  I t  was r epo r t ed  t h a t  t h e  most c a u t i o u s  member o f  
t h e  group would r e f u s e  t o  accep t  any course  o f  a c t i o n  o the r  
than t h e  s a f e s t  and t h a t  he would succeed i n  convincing t h e  
o t h e r  members t o  f o l l o u  t h e  s a f e s t  course.  
This  execut ive  seemed t o  f e e l  t h a t  a s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n  would 
p r e v a i l  i n  t h e  bus iness  environment, and probably i n  o t h e r  
ereas of s o c i e t y  where d e c i s i o n s  i nvo lv ing  r i s k  were being 
made. 

I t  can be deduced from t h i s  s t a t emen t  t h a t  S tone r  was i n t e r e s t e d  i n  

canplex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making invo lv ing  r i s k  and t h a t  i t  was 

t h i s  i n t e r e s t  which motivated S toner  t o  do h i s  t h e s i s  i n  t h a t  spe- - 
c i f i c  area.  

Brown, who has  w r i t t e n  one o f  t h e  major a n a l y s e s  of  t h e  work 

done i n  t h i s  a rea ,  ha s  expressed h i s  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  de- 

c i s i o n  making i n  t h e  fo l lowing  words ( 1 9 6 ~ ~  p. 656)r 

I t  very  o f t e n  happens t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  make p r i v a t e  deci- 
s i o n s  concerning a problem and then meet toge the r  t o  a r -  
r i v e  a t  a group dec i s ion  concerning t h a t  same problem, 
In  1962 t h e  in format ion  t h a t  t h e r e  were S o v i e t  missiles 
i n  Cuba l e d  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  i n s t i t u t e  a blockade o f  
Cuba. Probably P re s iden t  Kennedy's a d v i s e r s  made t h e i r  
i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  from a s tudy  o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e  r e p o r t s  
and a cons ide ra t i on  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  before  meet ing as a 
group t o  dec ide  on t h e  course  of ac t i on .  I t  is c l e a r l y  
o f  some importance t o  know how such group d e c i s i o n s  fob- 
lowing d i scus s ion  d i f f e r  from i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  and 
t h a t  is one oP t h e  problems t o  which r e s e a r c h  on group 
dynamics has  been addressed. 



There  a r e  many dimensions  on which d e c i s i o n s  can v a r y  
and  t h e r e f o r e  many dimensions  on which group d e c i s i o n s  
migh t  c o n s i s t e n t l y  d i f f e r  from i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s .  
One such  dimension,  one t h a t  was i m p o r t a n t  i n  t h e  dec i -  
s i o n  a b o u t  Cuba, is r i s k i n e s s .  

Brown t h e n  c o n t i n u e s  t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  i t  is g e n e r a l l y  assuned  t h a t  

group d e c i s i o n s  are more c a u t i o u s  t h a n  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  and t h a t  

"consequent ly  a r e c e n t  d i s c o v e r y  t h a t  g roup  d e c i s i o n s  fo l lowing  dis-  

c u s s i o n  are c o n s i s t e n t l y  r i s k i e r  t h a n  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  h a s  occa- 

s i o n e d  some s u r p r i s e w  (1965, p. 657). Brown, i t  s o  happens, was re- 

f e r r i n g  t o  S t o n e r ' s  1961 t h e s i s .  Judg ing  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t aken  by Brown 

as  e x p r e s s e d  i n  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  q u o t e s  from h i s  book, it would appear  

t h a t  he, j u s t  l i k e  S toner ,  is i n t e r e s t e d  i n  complex r e a l - l i f e  deci -  

sion-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  

Kogan and Wallach, who are probably  t h e  most p r o l i f i c  r e s e a r c h e r s  

i n  t h e  area o f  d e c i s i o n  making, a l s o  seem t o  be p r i m a r i l y  concerned 

w i t h  what happens i n  c a n ~ l e x  r e a l - l i f e  decision-making under condi- 

t i o n s  o f  r i s k .  I n  t h e i r  la test  major a n a l y s i s  o f  d e c i s i o n  making - 
a p r e v i o u s  a n a l y s i s  was p u b l i s h e d  by t h e s e  same a u t h o r s  i n  1964 - 
t h e y  have t h i s  t o  s a y  ( ~ o g a n  and  Wallach, 1967a, p. 224): 

To c o n s i d e r  d e c i s i o n  making under c o n d i t i o n s  o f  r i s k  a t  
t h e  l e v e l  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  ,, is t o  c o n s i d e r  o n l y  p a r t  
of  t h e  psychology o f  making r i s k y  d e c i s i o n s .  Whatever 
may be h i e  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o c l i v i t i e s ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker, 
more o f t e n  t h a n  n o t ,  carries on h i s  work i n  a s o c i a l  con- 
t e x t .  Many, i f  n o t  most, d e c i s i o n s  w i l l  be made i n  a c t i v e  
c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  o t h e r s .  
One example is manager ia l  d e c i s i o n  making. Even whan ul-  
t i m a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  r e s i d e s  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  i n  t h e  
hands  o f  a s i n g l e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  h a r d l y  e v e r  dose  he a r r i v e  
a t  h i s  d e c i s i o n  w i t h o u t  s o l i c i t i n g  and  weighing t h e  opin- 
i o n s  o f  o t h e r s .  Often t h e s e  o t h e r s  w i l l  i n t e r a c t  m o n g  
themse lves  i n  a r r i v i n g  a t  recomatendations t o  p r c s o n t  t o  



t h e  f i n a l  dec i s ion  maker. In many o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  under 
cons ide ra t i on ,  i n  tu rn ,  u l t i m a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  r e s i d e e  i n  
t h e  hands of a group o f  persons  r a t h e r  than one ind iv idua l .  
The f i n a l  d e c i s i o n  is reached d i r e c t l y  a s  a r e s u l t  o f  diu- 
cuss ion  t o  a consensus by t h e  members o f  a committee. They 
a r e  e x p e r t s  who pool t h e i r  viewpoints  o r  t h e i r  i n fo rma t iona l  
r e s o u r c e s  t o  f i n d  a s o l u t i o n  t o  a problem. 

The a u t h o r s  then  proceed t o  d e s c r i b e  t h r e e  f i c t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n s  of 

cons ide rab l e  complexity a s  they  might occur i n  real  l i f e  (Kogan and 

Wallach, 1967a, pp. 224-226) r 

The f i r s t  s i t u a t i o n  is one where a group o f  medical d o c t o r s  h a s  

t o  t r y  t o  a r r i v e  a t  a d e c i s i o n  whether they should  perform an  ex- 

t remely d e l i c a t e  operat ion.  X-rays have shown t h a t  t h e  p a t i e n t  has 

a t m o r  which, i f  malignant,  would qu ick ly  l e a d  t o  t h e  p a t i e n t ' s  

death.  I f  t h e  tunor  were non-malignant, however, it could be kept  

i n  check by nonsu rg i ca l  means, The x-ray evidence does n o t  permit  

any conc lus ions  t o  be drawn with r e g a r d  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  tuaor ,  

On t h e  o the r  hand, t h e  ope ra t i on  t h a t  would have t o  be performed i f  

t h e  tumor is malignant  would be a ve ry  dangerous opera t ion  indeed 

which, i f  n o t  succes s fu l ,  would l e a d  t o  t h e  p a t i e n t ' s  death.  

In t h e  second s i t u a t i o n ,  a passenger-carrying f r e i g h t e r  with a 

cargo  of  h igh  exp los ives  is on fire. Th i s  happens a t  n i g h t  and dur- 

i n g  a very stormy sea.  The c a p t a i n  and t h e  s h i p ' s  o f f i c e r s  must de- 

c i d e  whether t o  e n l i s t  t h e  passengers* he lp  i n  t h e  f i r e - f i g h t i n g  

e f f o r t s  o r  whether t h e  passengers  should  be pu t  t o  s e a  i n  l i f e b o a t s .  

The former course  o f  a c t i o n  might make it p o s s i b l e  t o  con ta in  t h e  

f ire and t o  prevent  an explosion,  bu t  would - a t  t h e  same time - 



endanger the passengers1 l i v e s  i n  the case where the f i r e  could not 

be contained and the explosion would occur. The l a t t e r  course o f  

action, on the other hand, would doom the ship, but would remove the 

passengers from the scene o f  the explosion. However, the passengers 

would be exposed t o  the p o s s i b i l i t y  t ha t  same of the l i feboats  might 

capsize i n  the stormy sea so that  same o f  the passengers would face 

the high probab i l i t y  o f  drowning. The f i r e  s i tua t ion  i s  c r i t i ca l ,  

and very l i t t l e  time can be l o s t  i n  making the decision. 

I n  the t h i r d  situation, f inal ly,  the ch ie f  o f  s tate o f  country 

X, together w i th  h i s  p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  advisers, must decide 

whether or not  t o  f i g h t  a pre-emptive war against country Y. A new 

head o f  government has l e g a l l y  come t o  power i n  the neighboring coun- 

t r y  Y, and t h i s  new man i s  well-known fo r  h i s  long-standing feel ings 

o f  h o s t i l i t y  toward country X. I t  i s  possible tha t  he might order 

h i s  armed forces t o  attack country X. On the other hand, h i s  new 

pos i t ion  o f  power may have a sunewhat mellowing inf luence on him 

which might lead him t o  tone down h i s  aggressive a t t i t ude  toward 

country X. I f  country X takes a wait-and-see att i tude, however, 

i t  might expose i t s e l f  t o  m i l i t a r y  at tack fran country Y; and the 

posi t ion o f  country X, i f  h o s t i l i t i e s  would break out, would be much 

bet ter  i f  country X would mount a quick pre-emptive war against 

country Y. On the other hand, such a pre-emptive war would very 

l i k e l y  lead t o  a l l  sor ts  o f  in ternat ional  repercussions the impl i -  

cations o f  which could turn out t o  be extremely unpleasant f o r  coun- 

t r y  X. 



The t h r e e  s i t u a t i o n s  which have been d e s c r i b e d  above had been 

s u g g e s t e d  by Kogan and Wallach as  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  examples of cm- 

p l e x  r e a l - l i f e  group decision-making under  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  r i s k .  Th is ,  

o f  course ,  l e a v e s  l i t t l e  doubt  as t o  t h e s e  a u t h o r s '  b a s i c  g o a l s  a n d  

concerns .  

We have, then,  s e e n  t h a t  it is h i g h l y  p robab le  t h a t  t h e  real 

r e s e a r c h  g o a l s  o f  such major  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  a s  S t o n e r  and  Kogan and 

Wallach appear  t o  have been t o  f i n d  o u t  what happens i n  complex real- 

l i f e  group decision-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k ,  and  we have a l s o  s e e n  t h a t  - 
Brown a p p a r e n t l y  was i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  same goal.  Furthermore,  it 

would seem r e a s o n a b l e  t o  assume t h a t  t h e  work o f  most o f  t h e  o t h e r  

r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  d e c i s i o n  making was d i r e c t e d  a t  similar 

k i n d s  o f  goals .  

We s h a l l  now t u r n  t o  t a k e  a look  a t  hou t h i s  b a s i c  concern w i t h  

complex r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making t h a t  h a s  been e x p r e s s e d  by t h e  ma- 

j o r  workers  seems t o  b a s i c a l l y  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  u s e  o f  exper imenta l -  

l a b o r a t o r y  methods o f  i n q u i r y  i n  g e n e r a l  and  wi th  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  d i -  

lemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a s  t h e  major  i n s t r u m e n t  employed i n  

t h e s e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  and  how t h e  most i m p o r t a n t  re- 

s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  d e c i s i o n  making - Kogan and  Wallach - have 

viewed t h i s  c o n f l i c t .  



3, The Acknowledqed Problems o f  Real i ty Approximation 

The too p r i nc ipa l  researchers i n  the area o f  decision making 

appear t o  be worried by the question o f  whether complex r e a l - l i f e  

decision-waking under conditions o f  r i s k  can be adequately and sa- 

t i s f a c t o r i l y  investigated by experimental methods and, speci f ical-  

ly, by the use o f  the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire. 

Kogan and Wallach, wi th  reference t o  the three l i f e  s i tuat ions 

tha t  were re lated by t h i s  author on pages 14 and 15 o f  t h i s  thesis, 

s tate (1967a, p, 224) that  "whether experimentation could be de- 

vised tha t  would have any bearing on such examples as these is, o f  

course, a very open q~est ion. '~  They fur ther  amplify t h i s  point  w i th  

the fol lowing statement (pp. 226-227) t 

Whether i t  i s  possible, wi th in  the confines o f  a contrived 
experimental setting, t o  capture anything o f  the dynamics 
involved i n  the examples considered must remain, o f  course, 
a moot point, A t  best, the work carr ied out i n  a laboratory 
may be suggestive o f  what might happen i n  l i f e  settings, but 
no more. It nevertheless seemed relevant t o  depict, a t  the 
outset, some possible l i f e  s i tuat ions tha t  f i t  the category 
o f  group r i s k  taking, It remains f o r  the reader t o  judge 
whether the experimental f indings t o  be discussed have any 
bearing on the hypothetical examples presented ear l ier .  

The nexperimental f indings t o  be discussedn, referred t o  by Kogan 

and Wallach i n  the above statement, consist almost e n t i r e l y  o f  stu- 

dies tha t  have used the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire as the i r  

basic t o o l  o f  investigptkon. 

This author i s  somewhat taken aback by the fac t  t ha t  Kogan and 

Wallach, despite being f u l l y  aware o f  the basic problem tha t  haunts 

experimental research i n  the area o f  r i s k  taking i n  group decision 



making, seem t o  p r e f e r  t o  l e t  t h e  m a t t e r  rest  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  

t h a t  h a s  been quoted above. I n s t e a d  o f  d e a l i n g  i n  d e p t h  w i t h  t h e  

r a m i f i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  s t a t e m e n t ,  t h e y  s imply  t o s s  t h e  whole mat- 

ter i n t o  t h e  r e a d e r ' s  l ap .  Furthermore,  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e i r  clear- 

l y  e x p r e s s e d  m i s g i v i n g s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  experimen- 

t a l  r e e e a r c h  i n  t h e  area o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  - Kogan and  Wallach - 
th roughout  t h e i r  subsequen t  for ty-pages- long a n a l y s i s  o f  p e r t i n e n t  

e x p e r i m e n t a l  r e s e a r c h  - c o n s i s t e n t l y  t r e a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e s e  ex- 

p e r i m e n t s  i n  such  a f a s h i o n  t h a t  t h e  r e a d e r  is l e d  t o  assune t h a t  

Kogm and  Wallach c o n s i d e r  t h e s e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  r e s u l t s  as be ing  re- 

p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  what might  be e x p e c t e d  t o  o c c u r  i n  r e a l - l i f e  r i s k  

taking.  

Kogan and  Wallach's  f a i l u r e  t o  d e a l  i n  g r e a t e r  d e p t h  w i t h  t h e  

d o u b t f u l  v a l i d i t y  o f  e x p e r i m e n t a l  r e s e a r c h  i n  t h e  area o f  d e c i s i o n -  

making under c o n d i t i o n s  o f  r i s k  becomes even h a r d e r  t o  unders tand  

when viewed i n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  earlier s t a t e m e n t s  made by t h e s e  a u t h o r s  

i n  connec t ion  w i t h  t h e  same problem (1964, p. 6): 

Many s t u d i e s  c a r r i e d  o u t  f r m  t h e  v iewpoin t  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s  have c o n f i n e d  themse lves  t o  d e c i s i o n s  i n  hypo- 
t h e t i c a l  c o n t e x t s ,  o f t e n  on t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e s e  re- 
p r e s e n t e d  a s i m u l a t i o n  o f  what t h e  s u b j e c t  would have done 
i n  a real d e c i s i o n  s i t u a t i o n  ... The s u b j e c t s  i n  t h e s e  s t u -  
d i e s  d i d  n o t  e x p e r i e n c e  p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t i v e  o u t c a u e s  a s  a 
consequence o f  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s .  Choices  i n  t h e s e  hypothe- 
t i c a l  d e c i s i o n  c o n t e x t s  t h u s  might  n o t  have r e l a t e d  t o  choi-  
ces under payoff  c o n d i t i o n s  ... S u b j e c t ' s  e g o  involvement  
i n  d e c i s i o n s  o f  a h y p o t h e t i c a l  s o r t  migh t  have been q u i t e  
weak ... 

And, w i t h  s p e c i f i c  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  use  o f  t h e  dilemma-of-choice 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h e y  c o n t i n u e  t o  s a y  t h i s  (p. 6): 



The procedure  was of a s e m i p r o j e c t i v e  n a t u r e ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  
having been a s k e d  how he would a d v i s e  o t h e r s  i n  t h e  s i t u -  
a t i o n  desc r ibed .  I t  was assuned,  o f  course ,  t h a t  t h e  sub- 
j e c t ' s  a d v i c e  t o  o t h e r s  r e f l e c t e d  h i s  ouxi r e g a r d  f o r  t h e  
d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  f a i l -  
ure.  T h i s  "dilemma-of-choicen s i t u a t i o n  o b v i o u s l y  represen-  
t e d  d e c i s i o n  making o f  a h y p o t h e t i c a l  s o r t .  

Then, a s  t h e y  d i d  i n  1967, Kogan and Wallach l e t  t h e  matter rest a f -  

ter hav ing  e x p r e s s e d  t h e i r  misgivings .  We w i l l  see i n  c h a p t e r  I11 

t h a t  a n  a n a l y s i s  of the o r i g i n  o f  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t ion-  

n a i r e  shows t h a t  Kogan and  Wallach, who developed t h a t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

i n  1959, a p p a r e n t l y  never  made any a t t e m p t s  a t  v a l i d a t i n g  it. A l -  

though t h e y  c l e a r l y  have long-s tand ing  d o u b t s  a s  t o  its v a l i d i t y ,  

t h e y  s imply c o n t i n u e  t o  use  i t  year  a f t e r  year.  Unfor tuna te ly ,  t h e  

s i t u a t i o n  does  n o t  look  any b r i g h t e r  when one c o n s i d e r s  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e  same q u e s t i o n n a i r e  has,  w i t h  o r  wi thou t  m o d i f i c a t i o n s ,  a l s o  

been used by most  o f  t h e  o t h e r  r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  a r e a  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  

and  group decision-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  

There  a r e  f u r t h e r  s t a t e m e n t s  y e t  by Kogan and Wallach which in-  

d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e y  are aware o f  same v e r y  b a s i c  r e s e a r c h  problems i n  

t h e  area of decision-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  The r e a d e r  may recall 

t h a t  i n  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h i s  t h e s i s  (on page 3) a s t a t e m e n t  was 

quoted from Kogan and  Wallach wi th  r e f e r e n c e  t o  exper iments  o f  t h e  

gambling t y p e  t h a t  i n v o l v e d  real payoffs .  I n  t h a t  s t a t e m e n t ,  t h e  

a u t h o r s  ( ~ o g a n  a n d  Wallach, 1967a, p. 160) e x p r e s s e d  t h e i r  b e l i e f  

t h a t  n t h e r e  is no  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  s e p a r a t e  'laws' o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  

w i l l  have t o  be fo rmula ted  f o r  l a b o r a t o r y  and  f i e l d  s e t t i n g s e n  T h i s  

s t a t e m e n t ,  however, i m p l i e s  t h a t  where t h e  s i m u l a t i o n  t e c h n i q u e  o f  



t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e  is used, we might indeed ob ta in  

a set  of  "lawsn which only apply  t o  c a s e s  where t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  tech- 

n ique  h a s  been employed. Yet i f  such would be t h e  case,  where, then, 

would t h e  se t  of  nlawsn be der ived  from which would apply  t o  f i e l d  

s e t t i n g s ?  

Kogan and Wallach add re s s  themselves t o  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  problem 

i n  on ly  i n d i r e c t  fash ion  by c r i t i c i z i n g  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  American psy- 

c h o l o g i s t s  a r e  r e l u c t a n t  t o  undertake f i e l d  s t u d i e s  (1967a, p. 1 5 6 ) t  

Whenever a psychologis t  under takes  t h e  s tudy  of  r i s k - t a k i n g  
behavior  i n  a l abo ra to ry  s e t t i n g ,  he has  good reason  t o  men- 
de r  whether t h e  r e s u l t s  ob ta ined  have any i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  
r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  everyday l i f e  ,.. 
Since  r i sk - t ak ing  behavior is l i k e l y  t o  be  h igh ly  s u s c e p t i b l e  
t o  t h e  s i t u a t i o n a l  c i rcumstances under which it is assessed ,  
one might expec t  t h a t  p sycho log i s t s  would have made s e r i o u s  
e f f o r t s  t o  check some of  t h e i r  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  i n  n a t u r a l  
f i e l d  s e t t i n g s .  Actual ly ,  very few American a r t i c l e s  r e p o r t  
r e sea rch  o f  r i sk - t ak ing  behavior i n  t h e  f i e l d .  Th i s  ave r s ion  
t o  f i e l d  r e s e a r c h  reflects t h e  American psychologis t s '  pre- 
f e r ence  f o r  c o n t e x t s  t h a t  a l lom maximum exper imenta l  con t ro l .  
We should a l s o  no t e  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  s h a r p  cleavage between 
nbas i cw  and "appl iedw r e s e a r c h  i n  American psychology, and 
t h e  a s s o c i a t e d  va lue  connota t ions  t h a t  g ive  t h e  former more 
p r e s t i g e  than t h e  l a t t e r .  Many psycho log i s t s  would p lace  
f i e l d  r e s e a r c h  i n  t h e  "appliedtt  category. 

I t  should  be po in ted  o u t  t h a t  Kogan and Wallach made t h e  above remarks 

while  d i s cus s ing  r e sea rch  i n  t h e  a r e a  o f  r i sk - t ak ing  behavior per se, 

In t h e  s p e c i f i c  a r e a  o f  s t u d i e s  t h a t  compare i n d i v i d u a l  t o  group r i s k  

tak ing ,  t h e  absence of  f i e l d  s t u d i e s  is even more notable .  However, 

t h e  main p o i n t  seems t o  be t h a t  Kogan and Wallach a r e  q u i t e  aware of  

t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  laws der ived  from l a b o r a t o r y  s t u d i e s  may n o t  a t  

a l l  apply  t o  f i e l d  s e t t i n g s ,  

To sum up, then, Kogan and Wallach - with  r e f e r ence  t o  t h e  area 



o f  decision-making i nvo l v i ng  r i s k  - have repeatedly expressed t h e i r  

conaiderable concern w i t h  regard t o  the v a l i d i t y  o f  experimental re-  

search general ly  and the use o f  the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire 

i n  such research spec i f ica l ly .  Yet despite t h e i r  manifest concern, 

Kogan and Wallach apparently have never made any attempts t o  f o l l ow  

up the questions which they themselves have ra i sed  so poignantly. 

Why they have f a i l e d  t o  do what they should have done a l ong  time 

ago can only be speculated about, and t h i s  author would consider i t  

a ra ther  f r u i t l e s s  expenditure o f  e f f o r t s  t o  engage i n  such conjec- 

ture. 

Stoner, who - as might  be reca l l ed  - d i d  the f i r s t  major study 

comparing the degrees of r i s k  tak ing i n  i n d i v i d u a l  and group decision 

making, seems t o  have had only minimal concern w i t h  regard t o  the va- 

l i d i t y  o f  the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire and merely d i rects,  i n  

passing, the fo l low ing  remark a t  t h i s  problem (1961, p. 15): "The 

major disadvantage o f  t h i s  instrument i s  the subjectst  l ack  o f  d i r e c t  

involvement w i th  the p r i zes  and stakes." Stoner does n o t  say any- 

th ing  about what he would consider t o  be the instrument's minor dis- 

advantages. 

The author has no t  come across any evidence which would ind ica te  

t ha t  the other - more minor - researchers i n  the area o f  decision- 

making i nvo l v i ng  r i s k  have expressed any pa r t i cu l a r  awareness w i th  

regard t o  the problems o f  i nqu i r y  t h a t  e x i s t  i n  t h a t  s p e c i f i c  area 



o f  research. This, o f  course, i s  n o t  t o  say t h a t  they are unaware 

o f  the existence o f  these problems; such awareness may w e l l  have 

been present, bu t  these researchers may - f o r  one reason o r  another - 
have chosen no t  t o  address themselves t o  t ha t  face t  o f  t h e i r  inves- 

t igat ions.  However, the strong suspicion cannot be avoided t h a t  

these other researchers might  have f a l l e n  i n t o  the pa t te rn  o f  simply 

cont inuing work which had come i n t o  existence as a r e s u l t  o f  Stoner's 

1961 pioneer study. Their error, o f  course, i s  t h a t  o f  omission: 

These researchers may have continued such work wi thout  ever stopping 

t o  question the basic premises on which the i n i t i a t i o n  o f  work t h a t  

compares i n d i v i d u a l  t o  group r i s k  tak ing o r i g i n a l l y  had been based. 

The author now would l i k e  t o  say a few concluding words w i t h  

regard t o  the question o f  the respect ive mer i t s  o f  experimental and 

f i e l d  studies i n  order t o  make h i s  pos i t i on  as c lear  as possible. 

Nagel r i g h t l y  a t tacks the unsoundness o f  c r i t i c i z i n g  laboratory  ex- 

periments on the grounds t h a t  they are "unrealn, but  he continues 

t o  s ta te  (1961, p. 456) t h a t  "it fs a sound observation t h a t  no ge- 

ne ra l i za t i ons  concerning s o c i a l  phenomena based exc lus ive ly  on la -  

boratory experiments can be sa fe ly  assumed wi thout  fu r the r  i nqu i r y  

t o  ho ld  i n  n a t u r a l  s o c i a l  environments." 

Final ly ,  Nagel makes a statement t h a t  can be used as a ra ther  

damning argument against  the manner i n  which past  per t inen t  research 

has been conducted t h a t  was based on the use o f  the dilemma-of-choice 

questionnaire as the major t o o l  of invest igat ion.  Nagel, i n  t h a t  



statement (1961, p. 466) takes the pos i t i on  t h a t  ". . if the process 

o f  gathering evidence f o r  some hypothesis about a given sub ject  mat- 

t e r  y i e l ds  only data whose character ist ics,  i d e n t i f i e d  as const i tu-  

t i n g  the re levan t  evidence, are created by the process i t s e l f ,  i t  i s  

patent ly  unsound t o  evaluate the hypothesis simply on the basis o f  

such data." This author fee ls  t ha t  nothing can be added t o  Nagel's 

atatemen t. 

I n  t h i s  chapter an attempt has been made t o  examine the problem 

o f  modes o f  inquiry.  I t  was ind ica ted  t h a t  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  do n o t  

appear t o  be i n  agreement as t o  what const i tu tes  "sound methods o f  

inquiryn, and the author has s ta ted h i s  reasons f o r  using the theo- 

r e t i ca l - ana l y t i c  method o f  i nqu i r y  f o r  h i s  inves t iga t ion  ra the r  than 

employing the experimental-laboratory approach. I t  mas f u r t he r  shorni 

t h a t  there can be l i t t l e  doubt t h a t  the major researchers i n  the area 

o f  i n d i v i d u a l  and group decision-making under condi t ions o f  r i sk ,  con- 

sidered the r e a l  goal o f  t h e i r  s tud ies t o  be the attempt t o  f i n d  out  

something about r i s k - t ak i ng  behavior i n  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision 

making ra ther  than merely wanting t o  determine how subjects might  re-  

a c t  t o  the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire. Th is  questionnaire, how- .- 

ever, was nevertheless considered by most o f  the experimenters as con- 

s t i t u t i n g  a reasonable approximation o f  condi t ions as they might be 



e x p e c t e d  t o  be p r e s e n t  i n  real-life decision-making s i t u a t i o n s .  I t  

was f u r t h e r m o r e  shorn  t h a t  t h e  two p r i n c i p a l  r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  area 

o f  d e c i s i o n  making, Kogan and  Wallach, have r e p e a t e d l y  v o i c e d  con- 

s i d e r a b l e  d o u b t s  as  t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t he  e x p e r i m e n t a l  approach and  

o f  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i n  its u s e  i n  r e s e a r c h  i n t o  

complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  Yet d e s p i t e  t h e i r  

doubts ,  t h e s e  two i n v e s t i g a t o r s  have f a i l e d  t o  make t h e  thorough ex- 

amina t ion  t h a t  one might  have expec ted  t o  r e s u l t  from t h e i r  awareness  

o f  t h e  b a s i c  problems t h a t  e x i s t  i n  t h e i r  area o f  r e s e a r c h .  T h i s  au- 

t h o r  f e e l s  t h a t  such  a thorough examina t ion  is overdue. 

However, b e f o r e  t h i s  d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  o f  f a c t o r s  t h a t  appear  t o  

be o f  prime importance i n  complex r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making can be at- 

tempted, i t  is n e c e s s a r y  t o  f i r s t  t a k e  a look  a t  t h e  h i s t o r y  o f  pre- 

v i o u s  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h .  Furthermore,  t h e  o r i g i n  o f  t h e  dilemma-of- 

c h o i c e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  must be examined. To d e a l  w i t h  t h e s e  t a s k s ,  then,  

w i l l  be t h e  purpose  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c h a p t e r .  



Chapter I I I 

THE HISTORY OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

We s h a l l  now t u r n  t o  t a k e  a look  a t  t h e  h i s t o r y  o f  p a s t  r e a e a r c h  

t h a t  h a s  been concerned wi th  comparisons  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  a n d  group de- 

c i s i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  I t  is n o t  t h e  c e n t r a l  purpose  o f  t h i s  t h e s i s  

t o  g i v e  a comprehensive h i s t o r y  o f  p a s t  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  b u t  t h e  

f o c u s  r a t h e r  is on a thorough examinat ion o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n  t o  what ex- 

t e n t  p a s t  e x p e r i m e n t a l  r e s e a r c h  t h a t  used t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques- 

t i o n n a i r e  a s  its b a s i c  t o o l  o f  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  c o n s t i t u t e d  a r e a s o n a b l e  

approximat ion o f  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  

There fore ,  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  p a s t  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h  w i l l  be b r i e f  

and w i l l  n o t  d e a l  w i t h  d e t a i l s  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  d e s i g n s  t h a t  have 

been used  i n  s u c h  r e s e a r c h ;  nor  w i l l  t h e r e  be a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  meth- 

o d s  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  t h a t  have been employed by t h e  v a r i o u s  

i n v e s t i g a t o r s .  The o r i g i n  o f  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

m i l l  be examined i n  c o n s i d e r a b l e  d e t a i l ,  and  a n  a t t e m p t  w i l l  be made 

t o  b u i l d  a b r i d g e  t o  c h a p t e r  IV where t h e  c e n t r a l  p a r t  o f  t h i s  thesis 

begins.  



1. A P r e l i m i n a r y  R e c a p i t u l a t i o n  

I t  may be well t o  start t h i s  c h a p t e r  w i t h  a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  

some b a s i c  f a c t s  t h a t  e x i s t  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  p a s t  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h ;  

a l s o ,  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  p o s i t i o n  concern ing  t h e s e  facts w i l l  be r e s t a t e d .  

I t  is not t h e  c a s e  t h a t  complex r e a l - l i f e  group d e c i s i o n  making 

had been observed t o  be r i s k i e r  t h a n  such  d e c i s i o n  making by i n d i v i -  

d u a l s ,  and  t h a t  - a s  a r e s u l t  o f  such  o b s e r v a t i o n s  - e x p e r i m e n t a l  

r e s e a r c h  had been conducted i n t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  u& s u c h  group de- 

c i s i o n  making is r i s k i e r .  Q u i t e  t o  t h e  c o n t r a r y 1  The s i t u a t i o n  is 

r a t h e r  euch t h a t  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  became i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  problem of  

whether t h e r e  m i q h t  e x i s t  a n y  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  r i s k  t a k i n g  between i n -  

d i v i d u a l s  and  g r o u p s  who f i n d  themse lves  i n  complex r e a l - l i f e  dec i -  

sion-making s i t u a t i o n s ,  and  t h a t  - as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  i n t e r e s t  - 
t h e s e  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  proceeded t o  u s e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  l a b o r a t o r y  s t u d i e s  

i n  o r d e r  t o  f i n d  a n  answer t o  t h e i r  quest ion.  When t h e y  found what 

t h e y  t h o u g h t  was t h e i r  a n s w r  - t h e i r  answer happened t o  be  t h a t  

group d e c i s i o n s  are r i s k i e r  t h a n  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  - t h e y  accep- 

t e d  t h a t  answer and  began t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  ahy group  d e c i s i o n s  a r e  

r i s k i e r .  

Yet, d u r i n g  a l l  t h i s ,  t h e y  d i d  n o t  b o t h e r  ( a )  t o  conduc t  a 

thorough check o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e i r  e x p e r i m e n t a l  p r o c e d u r e s  

and  (b)  t o  t a k e  a good look  a t  a c t u a l  r e a l - l i f e  decision-making - 

groups. N e i t h e r  d i d  t h e y  a p p a r e n t l y  f i n d  it n e c e s s a r y  t o  t h i n k  

much a b o u t  t h e  p o s s i b l e  dynamics o f  s u c h  r e a l - l i f e  decision-making 



groups  and  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  which migh t  be i m p o r t a n t  i n f l u e n c e s  i n  t h e  

d e c i s i o n  making o f  s u c h  groups. Furthermore,  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  who 

conducted t h e  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h  used a l m o s t  e x c l u s i v e l y  one b a s i c  

t o o l  of i n q u i r y :  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  

T h i s  a u t h o r ,  then,  f e e l s  s t r o n s l y  t h a t ,  under t h e  c i r c u n s t a n c e s ,  

t h e  f o c u s  of  h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  s h o u l d  be on t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h a t  pre- 

dominant method o f  i n q u i r y  used i n  p a s t  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  and he  

f u r t h e r m o r e  f e e l s  t h a t  he s h o u l d  c o n c e n t r a t e  on t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  

v a r i a b l e s  which v e r y  l i k e l y  govern t h e  r i s k - t a k i n g  behav ior  o f  real- 

l i f e  decision-making groups. When viewed w i t h i n  t h e  framework o f  t h e  

p r e s e n t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  d e t a i l s  o f  e x p e r i m e n t a l  d e s i g n s  a n d  methods o f  

s ta t i s t ica l  e v a l u a t i o n s  used i n  p a s t  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h  a p p e a r  t o  be 

o f  m i  nor  importance.  

2. Some E a r l y  S t u d i e s  

Exper imenta l  s t u d i e s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  d i r e c t e d  a t  comparing t h e  de- 

g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  and  group d e c i s i o n s  were n o t  con- 

duc ted  u n t i l  t h e  beg inn ing  o f  t h e  s i x t i e s .  Kogan and  Wallach (1967a, 

p. 232) d e s c r i b e  a s t u d y  t h a t  was done by Hunt and Rome i n  1960, and  

t h i s  s t u d y  was probably  t h e  f i r s t  exper iment  o f  t h e  comparison kind. 

I n  t h a t  s tudy ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were p l a c e d  i n  a h y p o t h e t i c a l  inves tment  

s i t u a t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  o f  Hunt and  Rowels exper iment ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  

Kogan and  Wallach, showed t h a t  t h e r e  are no  d i f f e r e n c e 8  i n  t h e  de- 



g r e e s  of r i s k  t a k i n g  between i n d i v i d u a l  and  group d e c i s i o n s .  

I n  a n o t h e r  e a r l y  s t u d y  be on erg an and  AcClintock,  1961 ), t h e  sub- 

J e c t s  were asked  t o  make chance b e t s  under e x p e r i m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s  

where t h e  s u b j e c t s  cou ld  win o r  l o s e  money. The r e s u l t s  o f  t h a t  s t u -  

dy showed t h a t  o n l y  a v e r y  s l i g h t  and  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  n o n s i g n i f i c a n t  

s h i f t  toward g r e a t e r  r i s k i n e s s  took p l a c e  i n  t h e  group d e c i s i o n  mak- 

ing.  

A t h i r d  e a r l y  s t u d y  (Attho-, 1961 ), a g a i n  o f  t h e  b a s i c  gambling- 

t y p e  (wagers  on mathemat ical  problems),  i n d i c a t e d  a s h i f t  toward g r e a t -  

er c a u t i o n  i n  g roup  d e c i s i o n s .  However, Atthowe used dyads  as  h i s  

ngroupsN. T h i s  probably  p u t s  t h e  exper iment  i n t o  a s u b s t a n t i a l l y  d i f -  

f e r e n t  c a t e g o r y  i f  comparisons  are made t o  t h e  o t h e r  two s t u d i e s  be- 

c a u s e  t h e  dynamics t h a t  o p e r a t e  i n  dyads  are d i f f e r e n t  from t h o s e  t h a t  

i n f l u e n c e  t h e  behav ior  o f  l a r g e r  groups. 

A t  any rate, t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  t h r e e  exper iments  mentioned above 

do n o t  pe rmi t  f o r  any d e f i n i t e  c o n c l u s i o n s  t o  be d r a m  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  

p o a s i b ~ o  d i f f e r e n c e s  between i n d i v i d u a l  and g roup  r i s k  t ak ing .  None 

o f  t h e s e  t h r e e  exper iments  - a t  t h e  time o f  t h e i r  p u b l i c a t i o n  - seemed 

t o  have a t t r a c t e d  any p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  among o t h e r  r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  

t h e  area o f  d e c i s i o n  making, and  it would v e r y  much seem t h a t  s t u d i e s  

c a n p a r i n g  i n d i v i d u a l  and  group r i s k  t a k i n g  s imply  were n o t  y e t  " inn.  

Furthermore,  t h e r e  is e v e r y  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  S toner ,  t o  whose 1961 s t u d y  

r e  s h a l l  t u r n  nex t ,  had not been aware o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e s e  t h r e e  

s t u d i e s .  H i s  t h i n k i n g ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  c o u l d  n o t  have been i n f l u e n c e d  by 



the f i nd ings  o f  these three experiments. 

3, Stoner's 1961 Study 

Stoner (1961) conducted the f o u r t h  ea r l y  experimental study w i t h  

regard t o  i n d i v i d u a l  and group r i s k  taking, and h i s  study - un l i ke  the 

three mentioned above - a t t r ac ted  a great  deal o f  i n t e r e s t  indeed. I n  

h i s  experiment Stoner used the so-cal led "dilemma-of-choicett question- 

na i r e  which had previously been developed and used by Wallach and Ko- 

gan (1959, 1961) and which i s  reproduced i n  the appendix. Th is  ques- 

t i onna i re  describes i n  r e l a t i v e l y  b r i e f  fashion twelve complex decision- 

making s i t ua t i ons  i nvo l v i ng  r i s k  as they might occur i n  r e a l  l i f e .  

I n  each o f  these f i c t i o n a l  s i t ua t i ons  an imaginary cen t ra l  char- 

ac ter  - a Mr. X - has t o  choose between two a l t e rna t i ve  courses o f  ac- 

t i on :  One course o f  ac t i on  i s  "safen whereas the other i s  "r iskyn. I f  

Mr, X decides f o r  the safe course, he can be ce r t a i n  t o  r e t a i n  a l ess  

valuable nstake" bu t  must, a t  the same time, ignore the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

obtain ing a more valuable ye t  l ess  c e r t a i n l y  ava i lab le  "prizen. If, 

however, Mr. X decides i n  favor o f  the r i s k y  course, he w i l l  r i s k  the 

l o s s  o f  h i s  stake wi thout  being ce r t a i n  o f  winning the prize; i n  other 

words, he might  f i n d  himsel f  - as a r e s u l t  o f  having made the r i s k y  de- 

c i s i on  - worse o f f  than he rpas before he made t h i s  decision. With each 

o f  these twelve items, several  d i f f e r e n t  l eve l s  o f  p robab i l i t y  are given 

which govern the chances Mr. X has o f  being successful i n  obta in ing the 



prize. The subjects t o  whom the questionnaire i s  given are asked t o  

make a decis ion as t o  the l e v e l  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  a t  which they would 

advise flr. X t o  take the r i s k y  course o f  action. The procedure, then, 

appears t o  be essen t ia l l y  o f  a p ro j ec t i ve  nature. 

Stoner, i n  h i s  1961 experiment, handed i n d i v i d u a l  copies o f  the 

questionnaire t o  each o f  h i s  101 subjects and asked them t o  record 

t h e i r  p r i va te  decisions on t h e i r  copy o f  the questionnaire. The sub- 

j ec t s  had approximately 23 minutes per question for making t h e i r  de- 

cisions. Stoner assumed t h a t  these decisions establ ished the subjects'  

w i l l ingness t o  take r isks,  an assumption which w i l l  be thoroughly exam- 

ined  i n  chapter V. 

A t  some l a t e r  time (presumably a f t e r  no t  more than a few days; 

Stoner i s  no t  spec i f i c  on t h i s  point), 78 o f  these 101 subjects were 

brought together i n  t h i r t een  groups o f  s i x  members each. I n  each o f  

these groups each subject  was given an i n d i v i d u a l  copy o f  the ques- 

t ionnaire, and the subjects were asked t o  make a unanimous group de- 

c i s i on  regarding the advice t h a t  should be given t o  Mr.  X. Each sub- 

j e c t  was a lso  t o l d  t o  record these group decisions on h i s  copy o f  the 

questionnaire. A f te r  the subjects had accomplished t h i s  task, they 

were given a post-decision answer sheet on which they had t o  record 

both the group's decision f o r  each o f  the twelve i tems as w e l l  as t h e i r  

own p r i va te  decisions as they would have been made by the subjects a t  

the t ime the group decisions had been agreed upon. 

Stoner a l so  used a con t ro l  group o f  23 subjects who were not 

brought i n t o  a group decision-making s i t u a t i o n  bu t  t o  whom the ques- 



t i o n n a i r e  was clnce more i n d i v i d u a l l y  acW.nisPesed a f t e r  a p e r i o d  of  

betweon s i x  t o  %v~an~y-tno days foklawinq the F i s a t  a d n i n i s b r a t i o n  o f  

t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i s o ,  

The r e s u J . t s  of S t o n e s ' s  expaciment  were a s  f o l l o c s t  ( a )  Ths 

l e v e l s  of p r o b a b i l i t y  at which t h o  q roups  a d v i s e d  Mr. X t o  t a k e  t h e  

r i s k y  c o u r s e  o f  a c t i o n  were s i q n 2 f i c a n t l y A y e r  t h a n  t h e  a v e r a g e  lc- 

v e l s  o f  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a t  which t h e  group members had made t h e i r  ear- 

l i es  p r i v a t e  d e c i s i o n s  dur!np t h e  f i r s t  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  qwes- 

t i o n n a i r e -  (b) The get1? rrernborst second p r i v a t e  d e c i s i o n s  - tho 

ones t h e y  had been asked t o  r e c o r d  immeddatoly a f t o r  t h e  group 68ci-  

s i o n s  had beon made - a l s o  showed t h e  s m e  s h i f t  t h a t  had appeased 

i n  t h e i r  group d a c i s i a n s .  I n  o t h e r  words, t h i s  e v i d e n c e  a p p e a r s  t o  

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  s r rbJsc t s  v e r y  l i k e l y  c o u l d  n o t  have f e l t  be ing  

p r e s s u r e d  by t h e  group v~hen they d e c i d e d  f o r  a r i s k i e r  d e c i s i o n  to-  

g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  group members. ( c )  The c o n t r o l  group, on t h e  

o t h e r  hand, shoued 2 s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t s  toward e i t h e r  l o v ~ e s  o r  h i g h e r  

l e v e l s  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  a t  t h e  time when t h e  second p r i v a t e  adminis-  

t r a t i o n  o f  t h s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was conducted w i t h  t h e  c o n t r o l  group. 

S t o n e s  i n t e r p r e t e d  t h e  results ~f  h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  as an i n d i -  

c a t i o n  t h a t  group d e c i s i o n s  have a s i g n i f i c a n t  tendency t o  be r i s k i e r  

t h a n  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s .  S t o n e r ' s  assumption,  o f  course ,  is  o n l y  

j u s t i f i e d  i f  h i s  b a s i c  assumption is v a l i d  t h a t  t h e  dilemma-nf-choice 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p lace ,  measures  s u b j e c t s 8  u ~ i l l i n g n e s s  t o  

take risks. However, t h i s  problem o f  valic' i ty  will, a s  has  been poin- 

t e d  o u t  on t h o  p r e v i o u s  page, bo thoroughly  examined i n  c h a p t e r  V. 



4. The Impact of  S toner ' s  Study 

The f i n d i n g  of S tone r ' s  s tudy  t h a t  group d e c i s i o n s  a r e  r i s k i e r  

than i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  r a n  counter  t o  t h e  widely he ld  b e l i e f  t h a t  

group d e c i s i o n s  a r e  more c a u t i o u s  than i n d i v i d u a l  dec is ions .  S tone r  

(1961) feels t h a t  t h i s  b e l i e f  pos s ib ly  is he ld  by t h e  ma jo r i t y  o f  

people, and Bateson (1966, p. 119)  c la ims  t h a t  when he asked Engl i sh  

c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t s  #whether they mould expec t  an  i n c r e a s e  o r  a decrease  

i n  r i s k i n e s s  fo l lowing  .. group d iscuss ion ;  about  90 per c e n t  p r e d i c t  

a decrease." Brown (1965, p. 657) a l s o  exp re s se s  h i s  s u r p r i s e  a t  

S tone r ' s  f i n d i n g s  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  # t h e  academis committees on which 

one has  served, committees t o  dec ide  on appointments,  course  o f f e r i n g s ,  

and degree recommendations do n o t  l e ave  one b r e a t h l e s s  wi th  t h e i r  dar- 

ing." S imi l a r  s en t imen t s  have been voiced  by Whyte (1956) wi th  r e g a r d  

t o  t h e  team approach i n  business .  I t  would fur thermore appear t o  be a 

ma t t e r  o f  p u b l i c  r eco rd  t h a t  people i n  a l l  walks of  l i f e  f r e q u e n t l y  

i n d i c a t e  t h e i r  convic t ion  t h a t  decision-making groups a r e  slow t o  ar- 

r i v e  a t  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s  and t h a t ,  a f t e r  t h e s e  groups f i n a l l y  have ar- 

r i v e d  a t  a dec is ion ,  such a dec i s ion  more o f t e n  than n o t  is over ly  

c a u t i o u s  and conservat ive.  A t  any r a t e ,  i t  was probably l a r g e l y  be- 

cause of  t h e  unexpected n a t u r e  of S tone r ' s  f i n d i n g s  t h a t  o t h e r  workers 

began t o  d i r e c t  cons iderab le  r e sea rch  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  t h i s  r i s k y - s h i f t  

phenomenon. 

In most o f  t h e  i n q u i r i e s  t h a t  were conducted subsequent ly  t o  Sto- 

ne r ' s  1961 experiment,  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e  has  been 



used as  t h e  major  t o o l  o f  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  The mere f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  

q w s t i s n n a d s e  e n j o y s  such  a widespread a c c e p t a n c e  is a s t r o n g  i n d i -  

c a t i o n ,  i t  would seem, t h a t  t h e  b a s k  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h i s  ins tsunrent  

v e r y  l i k e l y  h a s  n o t  been s e r i o u s l y  q u e s t i o n e d  by t h o s e  workers who 

had no  h e s i t a t i o n  t o  use  it i n  t h e i r  own i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  

The t a c i t  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  dilenuna-of-choice 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a s  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  i n s t r u n e n t  o f  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  must have 

been c o n s i d e r a b l y  s t r e n g t h e n e d  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  which 

had been o b t a i n e d  by S t o n e r  were a g a i n  and  a g a i n  conf i rmed i n  t h e  

v a s t  m a j o r i t y  o f  subsequen t  r e s e a r c h  i n  which t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was 

used. The r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t  i n  s t u d i e s  which used t h e  dilemma-of- 

c h o i c e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was observed  i n  American e x p e r i m e n t s  (e.g.8 

Kogan and  Uallach,  1967b; Marquis, 1962; Teger and P r u i t t ,  1967; 

Wallach and  Kogan, 1965; Wallach, Kogan, and  Ban, 1962; Wallach, 

Kogan, and  Bust, 1965),  i n  a B r i t i s h  i n q u i r y  (Bateson,  1968) ,  and 

i n  Israeli i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  (8.9, r R i m ,  1964  and  1965). The r i s k y -  

s h i f t  phenomenon was observed wi th  males a n d  females  ( ~ a l l a c h ,  Ko- 

gan, a n d  Bern, 1962)  and  w i t h  s e n i o r  e x e c u t i v e s  a s  well a s  w i t h  c o l -  

l e g e  s t u d e n t s  (marquis ,  1962). Teger and P r u i t t  (1967) found t h e  

e f f e c t  t o  occur  even w i t h  g roups  who r e s t r i c t e d  themse lves  t o  a non- 

v e r b a l  exchange w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e i r  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  on t h e  d i -  

lemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  Wallach a n d  Kogan (1965)  d i s c o v e r e d  

t h a t  it is & n e c e s s a r y  t o  r e q u i r e  o f  g roups  t h a t  t h e y  r e a c h  a una- 

nimous d e c i s i o n  and  t h a t  merely  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  problems is s u f f i c i e n t  



f o r  a c h i e v i n g  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t .  Wallach and  Kogants 1965 s t u d y  

was r e p l i c a t e d ,  a n d  the r e s u l t s  were confirmed, i n  a n  exper iment  by 

Wallach, Kogan, and  Bur t  (1965). 

Although t h e  c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  S t o n e r ' s  f i n d i n g s  was & restric- 

t e d  t o  exper iments  which used t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  

t h e r e  a r e  a p p a r e n t l y  on ly  two p u b l i s h e d  e x p e r i m e n t s  i n  which t h i s  

procedure  was ngt employed. Wallach, Kogan, and  Bem (1964) o b t a i n e d  

t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t  i n  a n  exper iment  t h a t  o f f e r e d  p o s s i b l e  mone- 

t a r y  g a i n s  t o  s u b j e c t s  who were engaged i n  problem-solving a c t i v i t i e s ,  

and t h e  same a u t h o r s  (Bern, Wallach, and  Kogan, 1965) observed t h e  ris- 

ky s h i f t  i n  a n  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  where t h e  s u b j e c t s  had been given t h e  i m -  

p r e s s i o n  t h a t  t h e y  might  s u f f e r  p h y s i c a l  d i s c o m f o r t  and  pa in  a s  a re- 

s u l t  o f  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s .  However, t h e s e  t o o  exper iments  were essen-  

t i a l l y  o f  t h e  gambling-type, and  such  e x p e r i m e n t s  - as  was p o i n t e d  o u t  

i n  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h i s  t h e s i s  on pages  3 and 4 - cannot  be cons id -  

e r e d  t o  s i m u l a t e  complex d e c i s i o n  making. For t h i s  r e a s o n  t h e  a u t h o r  

w i l l  n o t  i n c l u d e  t h e s e  two e x p e r i m e n t s  i n  his f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  

o f  p a s t  r e s e a r c h .  

The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon i n  g roup  

d e c i s i o n  making h a s  found c o n s i d e r a b l e  accep tance ,  a t  l e a s t  among t h e  

ma.for r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  d e c i s i o n  making, is r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s .  Kogan and  Wallach (1967a9 p. 249) f e e l  t h a t  

t h e  phenomenon o f  a g r o u p i n d u c e d  r i s k y  s h i f t  .. would seem 
t o  have c o n s i d e r a b l e  g e n e r a l i t y .  I t  is a p p l i c a b l e  whether 
t h e  consequences  under c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a r e  h y p o t h e t i c a l  o r  ac- 
t u a l .  



The same a u t h o r s  ( ~ o g a n  and  ~ a l l a c h ) ,  w i t h  s p e c i f i c  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  

dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  t echn ique ,  s ta te  (196i'a, p. 242) t h a t  

" t h e  phenomenon o f  a g r o u p i n d u c e d  s h i f t  toward enhanced r i s k  t a k i n g  

on t h i s  procedure  seems t o  be c o n s i s t e n t  and  enduring. '  Brown (1965) 

a l s o  l a r g e l y  a c c e p t s  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon. The - 
b a s i c  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  phenomenon can fu r the rmore ,  by i m p l i c a t i o n ,  

be deduced from t h e  a p p a r e n t  f a c t  t h a t ,  t o  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  knowledge, 

on ly  one r e s e a r c h e r  h a s  q u e s t i o n e d  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  e f -  

f e c t r  S t o n e r  (1967) a p p e a r s  t o  be t h e  o n l y  one who h a s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  

and  d i r e c t l y  a d d r e s s e d  h imse l f  t o  t h i s  problem. However, as we s h a l l  

see i n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  t h e  results o f  a number ~f 

r e c e n t  s t u d i e s  can be i n t e r p r e t e d  as  c o n s t i t u t i n g  a t  leas t  i n d i r e c t  

e v i d e n c e  a g a i n s t  t h e  g e n e r a l i t y  o f  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenmenon. 

FJna l ly ,  a few words s h o u l d  be s a i d  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  explana- 

t i o n s  t h a t  have been o f f e r e d  f o r  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenmonon i n  group - 
d e c i s i o n s .  O f  t h e  many e x p l a n a t i o n s  which have been advanced and  

t e s t e d ,  on ly  f o u r  a p p e a r  t o  remain s t r o n g  con tenders ,  

Bateson (1966) and  F l a n d e r s  and  T h i s t l e w a b t e  (1967) f e e l  t h a t  

t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t  is  a r e s u l t  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  exchanqe between 

t h e  group members and  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t s 1  consequen t ly  g r e a t e r  degree  

of f a m i l i a r i z a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  problems a f t e r  t h e y  have been d i s c u s s e d  

by t h e  group members. Brown (1965) makes t h e  q u a l i f i e d  s u g g e s t i o n  

t h a t  g roups  may, a t  times, v a l u e  r i s k  pe r  se and  t h e r e f o r e  may, when 

t h i s  c o n d i t i o n  p r e v a i l s ,  e x h i b i t  a tendency ~ o u J ~ I X ~ ~  i n c r e a s e d  r i s k  



t ak ing .  R i m  (1965) and Kogan and Wallach (1967a) f a v o r  t h e  expla-  

n a t i o n  t h a t  l e a d e r s h i p  i n f l u e n c e s  i n  g roups  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e  g r e a t -  

er r i s k i n e s s  which h a s  been observed i n  c e r t a i n  k i n d s  o f  group de- 

c i s i o n  making, w i t h  Kogan and Wallach (1967a and  b)  b e i n g  i n c l i n e d  

t o  s u s p e c t  t h a t  d i f f u s i o n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  group d e c i s i o n  mak- 

i n g  is a n  a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r  t h a t  a c c o u n t s  f o r  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phe- 

nomenon, With r e g a r d  t o  l e a d e r s h i p  i n f l u e n c e s  and  d i f f u s i o n  o f  re- 

s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  Kogan and  Wallach (1967a, p. 262) s ta te  t h a t  I t the 

( r i s k y - s h i f  t )  phenomenon may arise from a person-cen te red  f a c t o r  

o f  g r e a t e r  p e r s u a s i v e n e s s  on p a r t  o f  t h e  h i g h  r i s k  t a k e r s ,  from a 

group-centered f a c t o r  o f  d i f f u s i o n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  o r  from 

both* 

Although t h e r e  e x i s t s ,  a t  p r e s e n t ,  no  agreement among t h e  re- 

s e a r c h e r s  a s  t o  what c a u s e s  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  i n  group d e c i s i o n  mak- 

i n g  under c e r t a i n  e x p e r i m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  t h e  e v i d e n c e  a a a i n s t  t h e  

r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon - which w i l l  be  examined i n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n  

o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r  - seems t o  f u r n i s h  a f a i r l y  s t r o n g  f o u n d a t i m  f o r  

t h e  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t ,  f o r  r e a s o n s  t o  be d i s c u s s e d  later,  t h e  i n f o r -  

mation-exchanae/familiarization h y p o t h e s i s  migh t  be t h e  s t r o n g e s t  

o f  t h e  f o u r  e x p l a n a t i o n s  t h a t  have been mentioned above, a n d  t h a t  

i t  migh t  be t h e  one most l i k e l y  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  r i s k y  s h i f t  which 

o c c u r s  under c e r t a i n  e x p e r i m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  



5. Evidence Aqa ins t  t h e  Risky-Shi f t  Phenomenon 

I t  must be s t a t e d  a t  t h e  o u t s e t  t h a t  t h e  e v i d e n c e  a g a i n s t  t h e  

r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon is n o t  d i r e c t  e v i d e n c e  such  a s  would r e s u l t  

from exper iments  which p r o v e  t h a t  t h e r e  is no  r i s k y  s h i f t .  Evidence 

of t h i s  kind,  t o  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  knowledge, d o e s  n o t  e x i s t .  The expe- 

r i m e n t a l  f i n d i n g s  which t h e  a u t h o r  i n t e r p r e t s  as c o n s t i t u t i n g  e v i -  

dence a g a i n s t  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon do s o  o n l y  i n  i n d i r e c t  

f ash ion ;  t h e  a u t h o r  h a s  s imply  chosen t o  l o o k  a t  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  

from a p o i n t  o f  view d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  which h a s  been t aken  by 

t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  who p r e v i o u s l y  made and  i n t e r p r e t e d  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s .  

Brown (1965) was probab ly  t h e  f i r s t  who p u b l i c l y  cast doubt  on 

t h e  u n i v e r s a l i t y  o f  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon. He p o i n t e d  o u t  

t h a t  Nordhby, w h i l e  working on h i s  Mas te r ' s  t h e s i s  a t  t h e  Massa- 

c h u s e t t s  I n s t i t u t e  o f  Technology, became concerned w i t h  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  one item i n  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  used by S t o n e r ,  

item 12 ,  had, f o l l o w i n g  group d i s c u s s i o n s ,  c o n s i s t e n t l y  gone i n t o  

t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  g r e a t e r  c a u t i o n .  Nordhby then,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Brown, 

began t o  look  a t  what had happened t o  t h i s  item i n  exper iments  t h a t  

o t h e r  workers  had conducted s u b s e q u e n t l y  t o  S t o n e r ' s  1961 inqu i ry .  - 
Nordhby a g a i n  found t h a t  item 1 2  went c o n s i s t e n t l y  i n t o  t h e  c a u t i o u s  

d i r e c t i o n  f o l l o w i n g  group d i s c u s s i o n s .  He t h e n  wrote  a d d i t i o n a l  d i -  

lemma-of-choice items t h a t ,  i n  subsequen t  exper iments  conducted by 

NordhbY, a l s o  went i n t o  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  g r e a t e r  c a u t i o n  a f t e r  group 



d i s c u s s i o n s .  

S tones ,  i n  a r e c e n t  s t u d y  t h a t  se t  o u t  t o  e x p l o r e  t h e  p o s s i b i l -  

i t y  o f  wr i t ing  items where t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  s h i f t  c o u l d  be pre- 

d i c t e d  i n  advance, h a s  d e a l t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  w i t h  t h i s  s h i f t  towards  

g r e a t e r  c a u t i o n  t h a t  o c c u r s  w i t h  some items (1967, p. 8): 

... t h e  b a s i c  r i s k - t a k i n g  i n s t r u m e n t  was a 1 2  item l i f e  sit- 
u a t i o n  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  which i n c l u d e d  f o u r  r i s k y - s h i f t  items 
used i n  e a r l i e r  r e s e a r c h  (S toner ,  1961, Marquis, 1962, Wal- 
l a c h ,  Kogan, and  Bem, 1962, e tc . ) ,  t h e  two items from Nord- 
hby's  r e s e a r c h  which demonstra ted c a u t i o u s  s h i f t s ,  and  s i x  
new items, For two of  t h e  new items a n  a t t e m p t  was made t o  
engage wideby h e l d  v a l u e s  f a v o r i n g  a  r i s k y  c o u r s e  o f  a c t i o n .  
For f o u r  
v a l u e s ,  
o n s t r a b  
c a u t i o u s  

The r e s u l t s  

had s h i f t e d  

items taken  

e f  t h e  items an a t t e m p t  was made t o  engage c a u t i o u s  
Thus, i t  was e x p e c t e d  t h a t  two new items would dem- 
r i s k y  s h i f t s  and  f o u r  new items would demons t ra te  
s h i f t s  .., 
o f  S t o n e r ' s  s t u d y  showed t h a t  a l l  s i x  r i s k - o r i e n t e d  i t e m s  

i n  t h e  e x p e c t e d  d i r e c t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e  two c a u t i o n - o r i e n t e d  

from ~ o r d h b y ' s  work showed 3 s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t s  i n  e i t h e r  

d i r e c t i o n ,  and  t h a t  two o u t  o f  t h e  f o u r  c a u t i o n - o r i e n t e d  items had 

s h i f t e d  s i q n i f i c a n t l y  i n  t h e  c a u t i o u s  d i r e c t i o n  whereas t h e  o t h e r  two 

showed no s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t s  i n  e i t h e r  d i r e c t i o n .  S t o n e r  (1967, p. 1 9 )  

conc ludes  from t h i s  t h a t  whereas "it a p p e a r s  t o  be a r a t h e r  s imple  mat- 

t e r  t e  write items which demons t ra te  r i s k y  s h i f t s  ( b o t h  new .. a t t e m p t s  

were s u c c e s s f u l ) ,  f o r m u l a t i n g  c a u t i o u s - s h i f t i n g  items is more d i f f i c u l t  

(onby t v ~ o  o f  t h e  f o u r  a t t e m p t s  were c l e a r l y  s u c c e ~ s f u l ) . ~  

S toner ,  i n  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  h i s  1967 exper iment ,  t a k e s  

t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  h i s  F i n d i n g s  f a v o r  t h e  v a l u e  hypothes i s .  The v a l u e  

hypothes i s ,  s t a t e d  on pages  35 and  36, had been s u g g e s t e d  by B r o w  

(1965). Because Brown had been aware t h a t  some items o f  t h e  dilemma- 



of-choice  type have a tendency t o  s h i f t  i n  t h e  c a u t i o u s  d i r e c t i o n  

f o l l o m i n g  group d i s c u s s i o n ,  he  had s u g g e s t e d  a dua l -na tu re  v a l u e  

hypothes i s8  Depending en t h e  n a t u r e  ~f  tb c h o i c e  dilemma, t h e  

group i n t e r a c t i o n  may b r i n g  t o  t h e  f o r e  e i t h e r  v a l u e s  f a v o r i n g  r i s k y  

a c t i o n  o r  v a l u e s  f a v o r i n g  c a u t i o u s  a c t i o n ,  However, t h e  c e n t r a l  

p o i n t  is n o t  s o  much v ~ h a t  c a u s e s  t h e  c a u t i o u s  s h i f t  on some items, 

b u t  r a t h e r  is t h a t  s u c h  a c a u t i o u s  s h i f t  can a c c u r r  Whatever may 

be t h e  r e a s o n  f o r  t h e  c a u t i o u s  s h i f t ,  t h e  f a c t  r emains  t h a t  such  a 

s h i f t  r o o t r i c t f i  t h e  g e n e r a l i t y  o f  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon, 

Rabom, Fowler, Bradford,  H o f e l l e r ,  and  Shibuya (1966) Pound 

t h a t  two items ( i t e m s  3 and  5 i n  t h e i r  s t u d y )  which had shown r i s k y  

s h i f t s  i n  a p r e v i o u s  s t u d y  by Wallach, Kogan, a n d  Bem (1962),  d i d  

no  l o n g e r  d o  s o  i f  t h e  i d e n d i t y  o f  t h e  anonymous "Mr. XH mas changed 

t o  "your f a t h e r "  a n d  "your b r o t h e r n .  They f u r t h e r m o r e  m o d i f i e d  me 

item (item 4 i n  t h e i r  s t u d y )  t h a t  p r e v i o u s l y  had been used by Wallach, 

Kogan and  Bem i n  t h e i r  1962 s t u d y  a n d  t h a t  had - i n  t h a t  s t u d y  - gone 

i n t o  t h e  r i s k y  d i r e c t i o n ,  and t h e y  (Rabow st  a l . )  a l s o  c r e a t e d  one 

new item ( i t e m  6 i n  t h e i r  s t u d y )  which had never  been used  i n  any 

p r e v i o u s  s t u d i e s .  They found t h a t  b o t h  t h e  items 4 and 6 went i n t o  

t h e  c a u t i o u s  d i r e c t i o n  i n  t h e i r  s t u d y  ( ~ a b o w  e t  al. ). 

Although Kogan and  Wallach cri t icize t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  Rabow e t  al.  

on t h e  grounds t h a t  t h e  c a u t i o u s - s h i f t i n g  items i n v o l v e d  u n e t h i c a l  as- 

p e c t s  connected w i t h  t h e  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  and  t h a t  t h e s e  a s p e c t s  l e d  

t o  a " r e d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  u n c e r t a i n  



and the cer ta in  optionsn (1967a, p. 241), t h i s  c r i t i c i s m  cannot be 

j u s t i f i e d  wi th  regard t o  the two items where the idendi ty  o f  "Mr. XM 

had been changsd t o  "your fathert1 and Hyour brotheru (items 3 and 5 

i n  the study by Rabow e t  al.). The example which is c i ted  i n  Kogan 

and Wallach's c r i t i c i s m  (item 6 i n  the study by Rabow e t  a l e )  i s  one 

o f  the two items ( the other i s  item 4) where Rabow e t  a l e  deliberate- 

l y  introduced norm conf l icts.  It i s  furthermore the more extreme of 

the two and f a  the one which, as was stated above, never had been 

used i n  previous studies. The tmo items where the idendi ty  o f  the 

centra l  character had been changed (items 3 and 5 i n  the study by 

Rabow e t  al. ), come s t ra igh t  from the o r i g i n a l  dilemma-of-choice 

questionnaire, and nothing but the idendi ty  o f  the cent ra l  charac- 

t e r  had been changed i n  these items. Kogan and Wallach's cr i t ic ism, 

then, stands on very shaky grounds. It does no t  a t  a l l  inval idate 

the evidence found by Rabm e t  a l e  tha t  the changing o f  the cent ra l  

character f ran n M r e  XI t  t o  "your fathern and "your brotherH i n  items 

3 and 5 eliminated r i s k y  s h i f t s  which previously (Wallach, Kogan, 

and Bem, 1962) had occurred fo r  these two items. 

The fact, then, t ha t  items 3 and 5 i n  the study by Rabow e t  a l e  

d id  no longer exh ib i t  any s h i f t s  fol lowing group discussions consti- 

tutes the second r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  the general i ty o f  the r i sky -sh i f t  

phenomenon. 

Bateson (1966) and Flanders and Thistlewaite (1967) found tha t  

the s h i f t  magnitude can be reduced or that  the s h i f t  can be e n t i r e l y  



e l i m i n a t e d  i f  t h e  s u b j e c t s ,  b e f o r e  e n t e r i n g  i n t o  a group mee t ing  and  

d i s c u s s i o n ,  are given a s u f f i c i e n t  chance t o  f a m i l i a r i z e  themse lves  

w i t h  t h e  items on t h e  q u a s t i o n n a i r e  and  t o  t h i n k  a b o u t  as  many a s p e c t s  

o f  t h e  problem as p o s s i b l e  ( t h e  r e a d e r  may recall  that t h e  s u b j e c t s  i n  

S t o n e r ' s  1961 e t u d y  had o n l y  a b o u t  23 m i n u t e s  p e r  q u e s t i o n  t o  make 

t h e i r  d e c i s i o n ) .  Kogan and  Wallach (1967a and  b )  are n o t  any h a p p i e r  

w i t h  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  than  t h e y  mere w i t h  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  Rabow e t  el. 

I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  f a m i l i a r i z a t i o n  h y p o t h e s i s ,  however, Kogan and  Wal- 

l a c h ' s  criticism is r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a t t a c k i n g  B a t e s o n g s  f i n d i n g s  only. 

F l a n d e r s  and  T h i s t l e w a i t e ' s  s t u d y  was p u b l i s h e d  t h e  same y e a r  i n  which 

Kogan and  Wallach's  two s t u d i e s  were p u b l i s h e d  - 1967 - a n d  i t  must be 

a s s m e d  t h a t  Kogan and  Wallach had n o t  been aware  o f  F l a n d e r s  and  

T h i s t l e w a i t e ' s  s tudy.  

To s u p p o r t  t h e i r  criticism o f  B a t e s o n t s  s t u d y ,  Kogan and  Wallach 

(1967a) r e f e r  t o  t h e i r  o t h e r  s t u d y  (1967b) i n  which t h e y  had made tape 

r e c o r d i n g s  o f  i n t e r a c t i n g  g roups  and  t h e n  had p layed  back t h e s e  t a p e s  

t o  o t h e r  s u b j e c t s  who merely  had t o  l i s t e n  t o  t h e s e  t a p e s  b u t  who had 

n o t  been p u t  i n t o  t h e  group-discuss ion s i t u a t i o n .  Kogan and  Wallach 

(1967b) found t h a t  b o t h  t h e  i n t e r a c t i n g  and  t h e  l i s t e n i n g  g roups  s h o w  

e d  s h i f t s  i n  t h e  r i s k y  d i r e c t i o n ,  b u t  t h a t  t h e  s h i f t  magnitude for t h e  

i n t e r a c t i n g  g roups  was c o n s i d e r a b l y  l a r g e r  t h a n  f o r  t h e  l i s t e n i n g  

groups. The a u t h o r s  concluded from t h i s  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  f a m i l i a r i z a t i o n  

a l o n e  c a n n o t  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e  r i s k y  s h i f t  i n  group d i s c u s s i o n .  

However, it would seem t h a t  Kogan and  W a l l a c h t s  argument may n o t  

be as  sound a s  it might  a p p e a r  a t  a f i r s t  g lance.  L i s t e n i n g  t o  tape 



recordings o f  discussions i s  a very passive k ind  o f  a c t i v i t y  which 

probably does & lead the subjects t o  an involvement and a degree 

o f  fami l ia r iza t ion  as intensive as can be expected t o  r e s u l t  from 

hawing t o  s i t  down and t o  th ink and wr i te  out as many a r g ~ e n t s  as 

possible wi th  regard t o  the items, a condit ion which characterized 

both Batesonls and Flanders and Thistlewaite's experiments. Fur- 

thermore, i n  Bateson's study each subject was t o l d  t o  prepare a brief, 

and i n  Flanders and Thistlewaitels experiment the subjects were t o l d  

t o  make t h e i r  notes i n  preparation f o r  a defense o f  t h e i r  posi t ions 

which they would have t o  make i n  a subsequent group diecussion. It 

must a lso be considered, w i th  regard t o  Kogan and Wallachls cr i t ic ism, 

tha t  the resu l t s  o f  the study by Flanders and T h i s t l e m i t e  support and 

considerably strengthen Batesonls position, A t  any rate, the resu l ts  

fra the 1966 study by Bateson and from Flanders and Thistlewabte's 

1967 study const i tute the t h i r d  case o f  evidence against the genesal- 

i t y  o f  the r i sky -sh i f t  phenomenon. After a l l ,  i f  i t  seems tha t  mom 

fami l iar izat ion with the problems el iminates the r i s k y  s h i f t  i n  many 

cases, then the r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon appears t o  have been a sather 

somewhat a r t i f i c i a l  one t o  begin with. 

We have, then, a s i tua t ion  where i t  would seem that  the sfsky- 

s h i f t  e f f e c t  i n  group discussions may wel l  no t  be as %obusttJ as Ko- 

gan and Wallash (1967a, p. 265) declare i t  t o  be8 We hsve seen tha t  

some items consistently s h i f t  i n  the cautious d i rec t ion ;  tha t  some 

items - i f  the idendi ty  o f  the centra l  charactor is changed f r o m  Vlr. 



Xn t o  "your Fa ther"  a n d  "your b r o t h e r f 1  - do n o t  e x h i b i t  anx shrift 

t e n d e n c i e s  fo l lowing group  d i s c u s s f a n  ~ r a s ; ~  ths idencldty h a s  been 

changed; and t h a t  subjocts rho  hove a cbnnce t o  thorot$ly think 

a b o u t  tho pcohlems and  t o  familiarize t3hemsoLvos with as many as- 

p e c t s  of' t h e s o  psoblerns a s  poso ib le ,  a l s o  f r e q u e n t l y  do n o t  any 

l o n p r  e x h i b i t  s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t s  - if any - i n  subsequent group 

d i s c u s s i e n s .  

Although t h e  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  h a s  boen d e a l t  w i t h  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  

o f  t h e  c h a p t e r  t h s m ~ s  c o n s i d e r a b l e  doubts  on t h e  g e n e r a l i t y  o f  t h s  

r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t  i n  group d i s c u s s i o n s  undss  c e r t a i n  e x p e r i m e n t a l  

c o n d i t i o n s ,  i t  n e v e r t h e l e s s  must be made clear t h a t  t h i s  e v i d e n c e  

a g a i n s t  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon comes e x c l u s i v e l y  from s t u d i e s  

which used  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  or  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  

t h e r e o f ,  i n  t h e i r  e x p e r i m e n t a l  d e s i g n s .  T h i s  a p p a r e n t  l i m i t a t i o n  

wi th  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  e v i d e n c e  a g a i n s t  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  effect, however, 

r e a l l y  a p p e a r s  t o  be q u i t e  un impor tan t  i f  one c o n s i d e r s  t h e  fact 

t h a t  t h e  e v i d e n c e  for t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon, wi th  o n l y  two ex- 

c e p t i o n s ,  a l s o  is d e r i v e d  from e x p e r i m e n t s  which used t h e  dilemma- 

of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  T h i s  f a c t  seems t o  s o r t  of even t h e  odds. 

6. Four Explana to ry  Hypatheees R e v i s i t e d  

Although the a u t h o r  v ~ b l l  n o t  a t t e m p t  t o  o e t t l e  t h o  con t ssvur -  



sies t h a t  have a r i s e n  over  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  what c a u s e s  t h e  r i s k y -  

s h i f t  i n  group d i s c u s s i o n s  under c e r t a i n  e x p e r i m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s  

and  whether t h i s  s h i f t  tendency is a s  g e n e r a l  a n d  r o b u s t  a s  Kogan 

and Wallach seem t o  t h i n k  it is, t h e  a u t h o r  n e v e r t h e l e s s  f i n d s  it 

tempt ing  t o  s a y  a few f i n a l  words w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  f o u r  hypothe- 

ses t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  r e s e a r c h e r s  have o f f e r e d  a s  e x p l a n a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  

observed r i s k y - s h i f t  phenomenon. 

The r e a d e r  may recall t h a t  i n  t h e  f i n a l  pa ragraph  o f  s e c t i o n  

4 of t h i s  c h a p t e r  (on page 36) t h e  s t a t e m e n t  had been made t h a t  t h i s  

a u t h o r  t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e  i n f  orrna ti on-exchange/farniliariza tioo hypothe- 

sis may be t h e  most  l i k e l y  e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenome- 

non. We s h a l l  now t a k e  a n o t h e r  l o o k  a t  t h i s  s t a tement .  

As had been s t a t e d  on pages  35 and  36, f o u r  e x p l a n a t i o n s  f o r  

t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t  appear  t o  remain s t r o n g  contenders .  These 

f o u r  e x p l a n a t i o n s ,  i n  brief', were as  f e l l o w s :  (a)  t h e  in format ion-  

eucchange/famibiarization hypothes i s ;  ( b )  t h e  v a l u e  hypothes i s ;  ( c )  

t h e  l e a d e r s h i p  hypothes i s ;  and  ( d )  t h e  leadership/responsibility- 

d i f f u s i o n  hypothes i s .  

I f  we look  a t  hypotheses  ( c )  and ( d )  first, it becomes q u i c k l y  

e v i d e n t  t h a t  t h e s e  two hypotheses  r e q u i r e  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  phenome- 

non t o  be as  g e n e r a l  and  r o b u s t  a s  i t  is supposed t o  be a c c o r d i n g  

t o  Kogan and  Wallach. We have, however, s e e n  t h a t  t h e  s h i f t  effect 

does  appear  t o  be o f  a t r u l y  g e n e r a l  or r o b u s t  n a t u r e .  Th i s ,  

then,  creates t h e  r a t h e r  embar rass ing  q u e s t i o n  why, i n  some cases ,  



leadership inPl.uanr,es and d i f  ft-rsinn nf s e s p ~ n s i h i l i t y  are e i t he r  

not. prene~n-!, o?, i f  t,hey _RFC) -- present, w h y  the!, fniJ. ko e x h i b i t  t h e i r  

a l h g s d  tendmcy t o  oxor& pressures tov~mds greater siskbness. Sto- 

nes expresses simALar sentiments when he dAscusses the Fact t h a t  

sme items an khs dilema-af-choice questionna%co do a s h i f t  i n t o  

the s isky  dLrectAon and that  mine i tems even s h i f t  f n t a  the cautious 

d i rec t ion.  He states t ha t  "unfortunately, them i s  nothing, t o  the 

euthor8s knomledge, i n  the d i f f u s i o n  of cesponn ib i l i t y  h y p ~ t h e s i s  

which explains why respensdbi l i ty  d i f fuses  for sme l i f e  s i t ua t i on  

items and not for otherst1   toner, 1967; p, 211, 

The value hypothesis, on the athes hand, a l l ~ u s  f o r  s h i f t s  t o  

go i n  e i t h e r  the r i s k y  or the cautious d%sectionsJ depending on which 

k i nd  o f  valus becomes s t s ~ n g l y  engaged; and i t  al lows f o r  pc e h i f t e  

t o  occm i f  ne i ther  values favor ing r i s k  nos values favor ing caut ion 

become stsangly engapd. In other words, the value hypothasis does 

no t  depend an tho postubatian o f  a general and sobust r i s k y - s h i f t  - 
phenomenon. Movmver, ths value hypothesis s t i l l  is based on the as- 

sumption t h a t  g m r p  discussions f requent ly result i n  shifts t~wasds  

e i t h e r  groates caut ion or  greater r i sk .  

Tho in~osma&ion-exchan~efiami1.ia2:1zati~n hypothesis, then, i s  

the last one which remains t o  be considered, and i t  appears more and 

more t h a t  t h i s  hypothesis may be the most l i k e l y  explanation f o r  the 

r isky-shiPk e f f e c t  i n  group discussions undss cer ta in  experimental 

conditions. Vndes t h i s  hypathesis, subjects who are given a chance 

t o  s u f f i c i e n t l y  f am ib i t x i t o  themselves w i t h  the problems can be ex- 



pec ted ,  i n  most cases, not t o  e x h i b i t  any  s h i f t s  towards  g r e a t e r  

r i s k i n e s s  i n  subsequen t  group d i s c u s s i o n s .  To be s u f f i c i e n t l y  fa- 

miliar w i t h  v a r i ~ u s  a s p e c t s  o f  a problem on which one h a s  t o  make 

a d e c i s i o n ,  fur thesmose,  would also a p p e a r  t o  be  one o f  t h e  major  

p r e r e q u i s i t e s  demanded by persons  who f i n d  themse lves  i n  a real- 

l i f e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  However, i f  t h i a  - 
l a s t  s t a t e m e n t  is t r u e ,  t h e n  it would seem t h a t  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  

t h a t  f o l l o w s  group d i s c u s s i o n s  is a n  a r t i f a c t  t h a t  r e s u l t s  from 

t h e  u n - l i f e l i k e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s  under which, p r i o r  t o  group 

d i s c u s s i o n ,  s u b j e c t s  a r e  given s u f f i c i e n t  time t o  became thor-  

oughly f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  problem. 

The i n f  orma tion-exchange/familiariza t i o n  h y p o t h e s i s  would, of 

course ,  be even s t r o n g e r  i f  t h e r e  had been any exper iments  performed 

t h a t  would have t e s t e d  t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  on c a u t i o u s - s h i f t i n q  items 

only. However, such  exper iments  have, unfor  t u n a t e l y ,  n o t  y e t  been 

under taken.  Furthermore,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  - as S t o n e r  (1967) h a s  poin- 

t e d  o u t  - i t  is r a t h e r  d i f f i c u l t  t o  write c a u t i o u s - s h i f t i n g  items, 

would appear  t o  create c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  t h e  e x e c u t i o n  

o f  such  exper iments .  Yet i f  such  e x p e r i m e n t s  c o u l d  be p r o p e r l y  per- 

formed, t h e  a u t h o r  would be i n c l i n e d  t o  s u s p e c t  t h a t  t h e y  would v e r y  

l i k e l y  show t h a t  c a u t i o u s - s h i f t i n g  items no l o n g e r  would t e n d  t o  ex- 

h i b i t  a c a u t i o u s  s h i f t  i n  subsequen t  group d i s c u s s i o n s  i f  t h e  sub- 

jects had been given a chance t o  thoroughly  familiarize themse lves  

w i t h  t h e  i t e m s  b e f o r e  go ing  i n t o  t h e  group d i s c u s s i o n .  T h i s  expec- 

t a t i o n  would seem t o  be l o g i c a l  i f  one c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  



strong evidence which ind icates t h a t  f a m ~ . ~ . ~ . n ~ i z a t i m  el iminatesb i n  

most cases, the r i s k y  s h i f t  t ha t  frequenfly f'o?.Roos group discussion, 

I f  t ha t  i s  so, why, then, should familj.ariza?Aen not a lso  oAJminate 

the cautious s h i f t  t h a t  occurs w i t h  same items? The f a c t  that, w i t h  

some items, no s h i f t  a f t e r  group discussion occurs t o  begin with, 

does n o t  r e a l l y  con t rad ic t  the pos i t i on  taken by the author. The no- 

s h i f t  e f f e c t  can eas i l y  be explained w i t h  the value hypathesAs, and 

the author sees no reasons f o r  considering the infernation-exchange/ 

f am i l i a r i za t i on  hypothesis t o  be incompatible w i t h  $he value hypothe- 

r i s .  

However, the author is ,  t o  repeat an e a r l i e r  statement, & at-  

tempting t o  s e t t l e  the controversies t h a t  e x i s t  w i t h  regard t o  the 

genera l i ty  and causes o f  the r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t  i n  gsaup decision- 

making under ce r t a i n  experimental conditions; he meroXy intended t o  

show (a) t h a t  the r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t  may ne t  be as genepal as has 

been widely assuned, and (b) t h a t  the s h i f t  e f f e c t  could w e l l  be an 

a r t i f a c t  o f  the s p e c i f i c  experimental conditions. 

7. An Intermediate Recapi tu lat ion 

I n  any examination o f  previous reaeasch i n  the area o f  i n d i v i -  

dual and group decision-making under condi t ions of- siak, the danger 

t o  lose  ono% bba~dngs i s  svos psoaont. Xt may bo advisahleb these- 

fore, t o  glancs back and t o  attempt a pul l ing-tagether o f  what a p  



pear t o  be the s a l i e n t  facts w i t h  regard t o  past  per t inen t  research. 

(a) Past r emarch  has v i r t u a l l y  exc lus ive ly  been performed un- 

der experimental laboratory  conditions, F i e l d  research i n t o  complex 

r e a l - l i f e  decision-making i nvo l v i ng  r isk ,  and thorough theore t i ca l  

examinations of the var iab les  which govern t h i s  type o f  decision-mak- 

ing, appear t o  be - a t  l e a s t  as f a r  as can be assmed from the study 

of North American l i t e r a t u r e  on the subject matter  - t o t a l l y  absent, 

This s i tuat ion,  i t  would seem, i s  a r e s u l t  o f  noat  North American 

psychologists' preference f o r  .research under contrabled experimental 

condi t ions and o f  theee psycheh3qi8ts1 b ias  whAeh f a v o ~ a  "puro" CJOT 

Happlied" research, 

(b) The experimental research t h a t  has been conducted has large- 

l y  r e l i e d  on = basic  method o f  invest igat ion,  namely, the use o f  the 

dilemma-of-choice questionnaire or o f  modi f ica t ions thereof'. This, A t  

would appear, had been done because the use o f  t h i s  questionnaire was 

thought t o  create experimental condi t ions i n  which complex r e a l - l i f e  

decision-making under condi t ions o f  r i s k  could be sat is%aetord ly  eimu- 

lated. Although two o f  the major researchers i n  the Pkold o f  decbnlon 

making (Kogan and Wallach) have repeatedly ~X~RQSS€I~ censidesablo 

doubts w i t h  regard t o  the v a l i d i t y  o f  the experimental approach and 

the use o f  the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire in their investiga%bons, 

both these reeeaschers - j u s t  as the vast  r n a j s ~ b t y  OF the  other sew 

searchers - continue t o  use the experimental method as wela as the 

dilemma-of-choice questionnatre, It can be s n n u w d  th+. because o f  

the manifeatby strong desire t o  s inu la te  c c s l o x  r e d l i f ~  d s ~ d s i o n  



making, very few experiments o f  the qamblinq-type which incorporate 

real-payof f  condi t ions have been performed. Such gambling-type ex- 

periments, although they appear t o  c m e  Par c loser  t o  r e a l - l i f e  de- 

c i s i on  making than those experiments v~here the dilemma-of-choice 

questionnaire has been used, nevertheless do nnt seen t o  i nqu i r e  i n -  

t o  cmp lax  decis ion making - unless, o f  course, one would take the 

pos i t i on  t h a t  gambling decisions constitute cmp lex  decis ion making, 

a pos i t i on  t o  which the author cannot subscribe. 

(c) The r e s u l t s  o f  experimental research which used the dilem- 

ma-of-choice questionnaire as the major t o o l  o f  i nves t iga t ion  are 

ambiquaus, t o  say the least .  Many o f  the workers who have employed 

t h i s  method o f  i nves t iga t ion  appear t o  take the posit ion, however, 

t h a t  there i s  st ronq evidence f o r  the contention t h a t  group decisions 

are r i s k i e r  than i n d i v i d u a l  decisions. Based on this posit ion, these 

workers have expanded considerable energies t o  i nqu i r e  i n t o  the p r o b  

lem o f  what causes t h i s  apparent enhanced r i s k  tak ing i n  group deci- 

s ion making. They have not, however, a r r i ved  a t  any consensus as t o  

what the causes are. 

(d) A number of the i n q u i r i e s  t h a t  had been motivated by the 

deaire t o  f i n d  out  what causes the r i s k y - s h i f t  phenunenon have, i n -  

c idental ly ,  produced evidence which n o t  only throws considerable 

doubts on the gene ra l i t y  o f  the phenomenon bu t  furthermore gives 

r i s e  t o  the suspicion t h a t  the r i s k y - s h i f t  e f f e c t  observed i n  cer- 

t a i n  types o f  experimental laboratory  research may by somewhat o f  

an a r t i f a c t .  



( e )  The a s s u n p t i o n  can be made t h a t  it is p o s s i b l e  t o  d e v e l o p  

modi f i ed  r e s e a r c h  d e s i g n s  which use  t h e  dilemma-of-choice approach 

i n  o r d e r  t o  f i n d  o u t  f o r  s u r e  whether o r  n o t  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  pheno- 

menon observed i n  p a s t  r e s e a r c h  t h a t  used t h i s  s p e c i f i c  approach  is 

an  a r t i f a c t .  I f ,  as  t h i s  a u t h o r  s u s p e c t s ,  t h e  phenmenon would t u r n  

o u t  t o  be a n  a r t i f a c t ,  t h e n  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  would have t o  be drawn 

t h a t  no d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t  between i n d i v i d u a l  and group d e c i s i o n  mak- 

i n g  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  - f inder t h e s e  e x p e r i -  

m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s !  On t h e  ether hand* i P  s u c h  hypothetical  r e s e s c c h  - 
would ehow t h a t  t h e  r i s k y - s h i f t  ePFsct i n  group d e c i s i o n s  is 

a r t i f a c t  a f t o r  a l l ,  t h e n  t h e  concbusion would have t o  be t ha t  group 

d e c i s i o n s  are r i s k i e r  t h a n  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  i n  many i n s t a n c e s  - 
under t h e s e  experimantd c o n d i t i o n s !  So, whatever  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  

f u t u r e  e x p a s i m e n t a l  r e s e a r c h  u s i n g  t h e  dilemma-of-choice approach 

mould t u r n  o u t  t o  be, we still would be f a c i n g  t h e  same b a s i c  prob- 

lem we a r e  Facing now: Does e x p e r i m e n t a l  r e s e a r c h  which u s e s  t h e  

dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  - o r  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  t h e r e o f  - r e a l b y  

c o n s t i t u t e  a v a l i d  s i m u l a t i o n  o f  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making 

under c o n d i t i o n s  o f  r i s k ?  

Although - a t  least  i n  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  e s t i m a t i o n  - p a r t  o f  t h e  

ev idence  t h a t  had been d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h i s  and  the p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r s ,  

a l r e a d y  h a s  cast c o n e i d e r a b l e  d o u b t s  on t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  p a s t  p e r t i -  

n e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  it n e v e r t h e l e s s  remains  absobutnby n e c e s s a r y  t o  in-  

q u i r e  i n t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making i n v o l v i n g  



r i sk ,  Only such an i n q u i r y  can show the f u l l  ex tent  o f  the cham 

th3 t  eeoas t o  e x i s t  hc tmon complex r e a l - l i f e  decis ion making on 

ono hand and - on tho othos - past  attempts t o  simulate t h i s  type 

o f  dscia ion making i n  ths laboratory. 

However, bofoso v:o can begin the i nqu i r y  i n t o  complex rea l -  

l i f e  decis ion Imking, no have t o  look  f i r s t  a t  the o r i g i n  o f  the 

dilemma-of-e?~oice quos%bonnaire. 

8. The Or iq in  o f  the Dilemma-of-Choice questionnaire 

The dilemma-of-choice questionnaire was f i r s t  developed and 

used by Wallach and Kogan (1959 and 1961). To the author's knowl- 

edge, no papers t h a t  dea l  w i th  the va l i da t i on  o f  the instrument 

have been publ ished by i t 8  creators, bu t  i t  i s  ce r t a i n  t h a t  i t  had 

n o t  been developed f o r  the purpose of i nves t i ga t i ng  possib le d i f f e r -  - 
enws  t h a t  might e x i s t  between i n d i v i d u a l  and group decis ions w i t h  

regard t o  degrees o f  r i s k  taking. Stoner (1961) was d e f i n i t e l y  the 

f i r s t  researcher who used the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire fo r  

t h a t  s p e c i f i  c purpose. 

As for  Wallach and Kogan, they f i r s t  used t h i s  instrument i n  a 

1959 study which was e n t i t l e d  "Sex Differences and Judgement Pro- 

ceasest1, and the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire was only one o f  

several  d i f f e r e n t  instruments employed i n  t h a t  study. The authors 

present an abbreviated vers ion o f  the questionnaire i n  t h e i r  study 



and claim tha t  i t  measures conservatism-risk taking. However, a t  

no point  i n  t h e i r  paper do they address themselves t o  the question 

o f  the v a l i d i t y  o f  the instrument, and nei ther do they define what 

they mean by " r i sk  takingw. 

The plaae which the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire had i n  tha t  

study, and the importance which the authors might have assigned t o  

it, can only be determined ind i rect ly ;  and t h i s  might best be accom- 

pl ished by considering a quotation taken from tha t  study (Wallach 

and Kogan, 1959; p. 557) r 

It i s  evident .. tha t  a thorough assessment o f  conservatism 
i n  judgement requires us t o  consider no t  only the par t i cu la r  
decisions made, but also how cer ta in or uncertain the ind i -  
vidual 's decisions seem t e  h%m. While both cer ta in ty  and ex- 
t remity of judgement may be a re f l ec t i on  o f  some more basic 
process such as risk-taking, i t  i s  no less  essent ial  t ha t  we 
specify more exact ly the factors tha t  may underl ie sex d i f -  
ferences i n  judgement. Accordingly, the present research 
w i l l  explore the extremity of judgements f o r  men and women 
when made a t  varying levels  o f  certainty. The study w i l l  a l -  
so contrast various realms o f  content, and inqui re as t o  pos- 
s ib le  sex differences across areas o f  sub ject-matter i n  w i l -  
l ingness t o  choose a r i s k y  al ternat ive. 

The author fee ls  tha t  t h i s  quotation indicates w i th  reasonable 

cer ta in ty  tha t  the dilemma-of-choice questionnaire was not the major 

instrunent in tha t  par t i cu la r  study. Neither does i t  appear as i f  

tha t  study rpas concerned pr imar i ly  wi th  the question o f  r i s k  takinq. 

I t  rather seems tha t  the authors' f i r s t  concern was wi th  sex d i f f e r -  

ences i n  cer ta in ty  and extremity o f  judgement and tha t  they must 

have f e l t  that  i t  might be in te res t ing  t o  also get some form o f  meas- 

ure that  might possibly r e f l e c t  on the s u b j e o t s ' w ~ l l i n g n e s s  t o  take 

risks. Howevera as was pointed out ear l ier ,  the authors, i n  that  study, 



do not define r i s k  taking. 

The concept o f  r i s k  taking seems t o  be f i r s t  touched upon by 

Wallach and Kogan i n  a study that  d i d  employ the dilemma-of- 

choice questionnaire and tha t  mas directed a t  the question o f  how 

cer ta inty  o f  judgement re la tes  t o  an ind iv idual 's  subjective ewal- 

uation of r isk .  I n  tha t  study, Kogan and Wallach (1960, p. 211) 

s ta te  tha t  r i s k  "may we l l  have two, samewhat d i f f e r e n t  facets: A 

'choice' aspect, where the focus i s  on probabi l i ty;  and a 'danger8 

aspect, where the emphasis i s  on sever i ty  o f  negative consequen- 

c e ~ . ~  This statement t e l l s  us sanethinq about Kogan and Wallach's 

cmcept o f  r i s k  taking, but surely no t  very much. In order t o  f i n d  

out a b i t  more about t he i r  concept of r i s k  taking, we have t o  go t o  

a t h i r d  study of theirs. - 
That study (blallach and Kogan, 1961 ) invest igated the question 

o f  how age differences might inf luence cer ta in  aspects o f  judgement 

and decision making, and i t  i s  the second study i n  which the d i l m -  

ma-of-choice questionnaire had been used. The authors describe the 

purpose o f  t ha t  study w i th  the fol lowing words (1961, p. 23): 

In making supposedly r a t i o n a l  decisions, we must invest igate 
a t  l eas t  two types o f  quantity, namely, the r e l a t i v e  proper- 
t i e s  o f  d i f fe ren t  outcomes o f  a l te rna t ive  courses o f  act ion 
and the degree o f  our preferences f o r  the d i f f e ren t  outcmes. 
The extent t o  which the fear o f  f a i l u r e  deters us and the 
hope o f  success spurs us on, as we l l  as the degree o f  our 
confidence i n  what may happen, a l l  determine our decisions. . . . The present paper has two major concerns: (1) The in -  
vest igat ion of empir ical  relat ionships among variables de- 
r i v e d  Qran the domain o f  decision making and the psychology 
o f  judgement; (2) the examination of age differences i n  these 
domains. 



I t  can he seen,  then ,  t h a t  t h i s  study was somewhat more spec i -  

f i c a l l y  concosned mi th  d e c i s i o n  making. In  order t o  g a i n  a b e t t e r  

i n o i g h t  i n t o  tho a u t h o r s '  concep t  of' r i s k  t a k i n q ,  we have t o  look  

a t  ---- a n o t h e r  of t h e i r  s t a t c m s n t s  i n  t h e  same s tudy .  T h i s  s t a t e m e n t  

a d d r e s s e e  i t se l f  dhcostly t o  &he u s e  of t h e  dilemma-a?-choice quea- 

t i o n n a i r e  i n  t h a t  p a s t i e u l a r  s tudy.  Ira e x p l a i n i n g  the pt.ciocpore o f  

t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  W d l a c h  and  Kogan g i v e  s a n e  i n d i s n t l o n  o f  t h e i r  

i d e a  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  (9961, p. 2718 

I t  would appear ,  then,  t h a t  r i s k  t a k i n g  - f o r  Wallach a n d  Kogan 

i n  1961 - is n o t  t o  be detosrsd by t h e  * d i s u & i l f t y  of f a i l u r e n  i n  

one 's  d e c i s i o n  mcikLng becausa  m e  is mare attracted by the " u t i l i t y  

o f  success." H m w o s ,  t h o  a u t h o s s  - i n  t h a t  study - m a i n  do n o t  s a y  

a n y t h i n g  a b o u t  t h e  v a l i d i t x  of thois ques t i cnnabre ;  they mere ly  state 

f l a t l y ,  as can be s e e n  from tb above quote,  t h a t  the  q u s s t i ~ n n a i r e  

measures r i s k  t ak ing .  

By t h e  year  1961, then,  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  had 

been i n  e x i s t e n c e  f o r  two y e a r s  and  had been u s e d  i n  two s t u d i e s  by 

its c r e a t o r s .  Ne i the r  o f  t h o s e  taa s t u d i e s  wese ddroctod a t  crwnpar- 

i s o n s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  and p ~ o u p  d s c i e i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  The ques- 

t i o n n a d s e  a a s  a l logsd  t o  measure r i s k  t ak ing ,  bit& t h e  v a l i d i t y  of  

t h a t  claim had n o t  boon proven by Wallach and Kogan. Fusthormose, 



they had given only a very per func tory  d e f i n i t i o n  a? r i s k  taking. 

I t  would a l s o  appear t h a t  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e  came 

i n t o  exbs tsnce  r a t h e r  a c e b d m t a l l y  as a  restrat of  Wallach and uogan'a 

d e s i r e  t o  t a p  an a d d i t i a n a l  v a r i a b l e  i n  t h e i r  1959 s tudy  which was 

pr imar i ly  d i r e c t e d  a t  an  examination of p o s s i b l e  s e x  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  

judgement processes.  

This,  then, mas t h e  s i t u a t i o n  a t  t h e  time when Stoner  decided 

t o  do h i s  mas te r ' s  t h e s i s  - e n t i t l e d  Canparison of Ind iv idua l  and 

Group Decis ions  Involving Riskw - a t  t h e  masaachuset ts  I n s t i t u t e  of 

Technology i n  1961 under t h e  guidance of  Donald G. Marquis and Michael 

A. Wallach. 

I t  mas i n  S tone r ' s  t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  dilemma-of-choice question- 

n a i r e  mas f i r s t  used f o r  t h e  s p e c i f i c  purpose o f  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  pos- 

s i b l o  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  degrees  of  r i s k  t ak ing  i n  dndiv idua l  and 

group dec i s ion  making. S tone r  (1961, p. 10) j u s t i f i e s  t h e  use  of 

t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e  a s  t h e  major t o o l  employed i n  

h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  as fol lows:  nThe ins t rument  employed t o  measure 

w i l l i ngnes s  t o  choose r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  both t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  and 

group s e t t i n g  is a  ques t i onna i r e  devised  by Wabhch and Kogan (1959s 

1961 ) f o r  a s i m i l a r  purpose." I t  should  be po in ted  ~ u t  t h a t  Stoner  

appears  t o  s t s o t c h  t h e  t r u t h  when he u se s  t h e  wards a  s i m i l a r  

purposem; As taa poin ted  out  above, n e i t h e r  i n  t h e i r  1959 nor  i n  

t h e i r  1961 study d i d  Walhch  and Kogan use t h e  dilemma-of-choice 

ques t i onna i r e  fo r  the study of  p o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between ind iv i -  

dua l  and group r i s k  taking.  



Stoner ,  a s i d e  from u s i n g  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t ionna i re ,  

i n d i r e c t l y  i n d i c a t e s  h i e  b a s i c  acceptance  of  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of  t h e  

i n s t r u n e n t  when he d e s c r i b e s  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e  of  t h e  items i n  

t h e  ques t i onna i r e  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  w i th  each item s e v e r a l  probabi l -  

i t i e s  of winning t h e  p r i z e  a r e  given (1961, p. 10) r 

... The s u b j e c t  is asked t o  a d v i s e  t h e  c e n t r a l  cha rac t e r  i n  
each s i t u a t i o n .  The advice  is given by s e l e c t i n g  t h e  lowes t  
p r o b a b i l i t y  of succes s  f o r  which t h e  c h a r a c t e r  should pursue 
t h e  r i s k y  course  of  ac t i on .  
Therefore,  i n  comparing two i n d i v i d u a l s  who chose d i f f e r e n t  
p r o b a b i l i t i e s  i n  accep t ing  t h e  r i s k y  course  o f  ac t i on ,  i t  is 
p o s s i b l e  t o  s ay  t h a t  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  with "equaln s t a k e s  and 
"equaln p r i ze s ,  one i n d i v i d u a l  demanded a lower p r o b a b i l i t y  
of success ,  and thus  was more r i s k y ,  than t h e  o ther .  

The second paragraph of t h e  above quo ta t i on  is, of course,  t h e  key 

t o  S toner ' s  p o s i t i o n  with r e g a r d  t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of  t h e  dilemma-of- 

choice  ques t ionna i re .  

S toner  f u r t h e r  a m p l i f i e s  h i s  p o s i t i o n  a s  fo l l ows  (1961, pp. 14- 

The ques t i onna i r e  has  a nunber of  f e a t u r e s  which make i t  a 
l o g i c a l  choice  a s  t h e  ins t rument  f o r  t h i s  experiment. It 
o f f e r s  t h e  s u b j e c t  twelve d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s  i n  uhich t h e  
s t a k e s  and p r i z e s  d i f f e r  g r ea t ly .  Each ques t ion  18 q u i t e  
ambiguous, fo r c ing  t h e  s u b j e c t  t o  p r o j e c t  himself  i n t o  t h e  
s i t u a t i o n  i n  o rde r  t o  be a b l e  t o  make a choice  which is mean- 
i n g f u l  t o  himself .  Although t h e  concept  of  expected va lue  
can be used a s  a convenient  t o o l  f o r  working towards a so l -  
u t i o n  t o  some of  t h e  ques t ions ,  none of t h e  ques t i ons  is 
s u f f i c i e n t l y  d e t a i l e d  t o  a l l ow  more than a very  rough ap-  
proximation t o  be made through t h i s  means. S u b j e c t s  tend 
t o  f i n d  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  bo th  i n t e r e s t i n g  and involving.  The 
number of s i t u a t i o n s  i n c r e a s e s  t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  i n s t r u -  
ment, and t h e  v a r i e t y  o f  s i t u a t i o n s  h e l p s  t o  g ive  t h e  r e s u l t s  
a degree of  gene ra l i t y .  

The two quo ta t i ons  which have been c i t e d  above seem t o  i n d i c a t e  

c l e a r l y  t h a t  S tone r  must have thought  t h a t  t h e  i n s t r u n e n t  is bas i ca l -  



l y  valid. However, i t  must be h d d  t o  Stoner's c r e d i t  t ha t  he was 

not en t i re l y  f ree o f  misgivings when he decided t o  use the dilemma- 

of-choice questionnaire as the p r i nc ipa l  i n s t r m e n t  i n  h i s  inves t i -  

gation. His concern i s  indicated i n  one s o l i t a r y  statement on page 

15 o f  h i s  thesis: 

The major disadvantage o f  t h i s  instrument i s  the subjects' 
lack o f  d i r e c t  involvement wi th  the prizes and stakes. I? 
the subject f i rm ly  disagrees with the major i ty  o f  the group 
members on the course o f  act ion t o  be pursued, he can s t i l l  
agree t o  the choice without running the r i s k  of a tangible 
loss. 

As the present author has already pointed out much ea r l i e r  - on page 

21 - i n  connection wi th  the f i r s t  sentence o f  the above quote, Sto- 

ner speaks o f  the "major disadvantage'' o f  the instrument, but nowhere 

does he say what he thinks are the minor disadvantages o f  the dilem- 

ma-of-choice questionnaire. 

Indicental ly, although t h i s  po in t  w i l l  be deal t  wi th  i n  great 

d e t a i l  i n  chapter V, Stoner's statement which had been quoted imme- 

d ia te ly  above touches on what i s  probably centra l  weakness i n  

the dilemma-of-choice approach, and very l i k e l y  i s  the main reason 

why t h i s  i n s t r m e n t  should be ru led  out as a v a l i d  t o o l  f o r  inves- 

t i ga t i ng  r i s k  taking: I f  the subjects are not  "running the r i s k  o f  

suf fer ing a tangible lossN, then what k ind  o f  a " r isk"  are they run- 

ning? It cannot, o f  course, be disputed that  subjects who do the 

dilemma-of-choice questionnaire are i n  a decision-makinq situation, 

because t h i s  they obviously are, but there ex is ts  a very strong ar- 

gument tha t  they may not be i n  a decision-making s i tua t ion  invo lv inq  

r i sk1  But more about t ha t  i n  chapter V. - 



I t  should  be po in t ed  o u t  t h a t  t h e  dilemma-of-choice question- 

n a i r e  h a s  n o t  always been used i n  its o r i g i n a l  form i n  p a s t  p e r t i -  

nen t  r e sea rch ,  and some of  t h e  modif ied and new items t h a t  have been 

employed a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  nunber of dilemma-of-choice i t ems  i n  

two r e c e n t  s t u d i e s  ( ~ a b o w ,  Fowler, Bradford, Hofe l le r ,  and Shibuya, 

1966; and Stoner ,  1967) can be found i n  t h e  appendix. However, t h e s e  

modif ied and new items do no t  c o n s t i t u t e  a d e p a r t u r e  from t h e  b a s i c  

s p i r i t  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  ques t i onna i r e ,  and t h e  s t a t emen t  made i n  t h e  

l a s t  paragraph a p p l i e s  t o  t h e s e  i t e m s  as w e l l .  

F ina l l y ,  a l t hough  t h i s  probably is n o t  o f  any g r e a t  importance,  

t h e  r a n s e  of t h e o r e t i c a l  l i f e  s i t u a t i o n s  which have been dep i c t ed  i n  

v a r i o u s  dilemma-of-choice items i n d i c a t e s  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a l a r g e  

r e s e r v o i r  of p o t e n t i a l  items of t h i s  kind. I t  may be s h e e r  specu- 

l a t i o n ,  b u t  t h e  a u t h o r  cannot  h e l p  b u t  wonder whether t h e  ease o i t h  

which dilemma-of-choice i t e m s  can be w r i t t e n  - provided one does  n o t  

a t t emp t  t o  write c a u t i o u s - s h i f t i n g  items - may have something t o  do  

with t h e  popu la r i t y  which t h e  dilemma-of-choice approach h a s  enjoyed 

i n  p rev ious  p e r t i n e n t  research .  

9. Bu i ld in s  a Br idse  

I t  is now time t o  sun up t h e  prev ious  s e c t i o n  and t o  a t t emp t  t h e  

bu i l d ing  of a b r idge  t o  t h e  n e x t  chap te r .  



The prev ious  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  p re sen t  chap te r  r evea l ed  a very pe- 

c u l i a r  s i t u a t i o n ;  Although t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e  ap- 

pa ren t ly  never had been va l ida t ed ,  it was n e v e r t h e l e s s  considered, 

by its c r e a t o r s ,  t o  measure t h e  degrees  t o  which i n d i v i d u a l s  are w i l -  

l i n g  t o  t ake  r i s k s .  Af te r  i t  had been used only twice a s  a  secondary 

ins t rument  i n  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  which d i d  d e a l  wi th  comparisons o f  

i n d i v i d u a l  and group r i s k  tak ing ,  S toner  decided t o  use t h e  dilemma- 

of-choice ques t i onna i r e  a s  t h e  ma.jor ins t rument  i n  h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

which was concerned wi th  comparisons of i n d i v i d u a l  and group d e c i s i o n s  

i nvo lv ing  r i s k .  

S toner  accepted  t h e  b a s i c  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  ins t rument  b u t  never- 

t h e l e s s  was the f i r s t  r e sea rche r  who, i n  p r i n t ,  expressed  some m i s -  

g iv ings  with r e g a r d  t o  its v a l i d i t y .  Furthermore, i t  would appear  

t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  misg iv ings  which S tone r  s t a t e d ,  may well t u r n  o u t  

t o  be t h e  key a rgunent  a g a i n s t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of  t h e  dilemma-of-choice 

ques t i onna i r e  as an ins t rument  which measures r i s k  taking.  

Yet, a s  we have seen  i n  chap te r  11, t h e  b a s i c  weakness of  t h e  

dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e  as a measure of  r i s k  t ak ing  apparent-  

l y  had - f o r  obscure reasons  - & been perceived by most of  t h e  re- 

s e a r c h e r s  who, subsequent  t o  S toner ' s  s tudy,  cont inued  t o  use t h e  

ques t i onna i r e  i n  t h e i r  own i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  Even Kogan and Wallach 

d i d  n o t  begin t o  pub l i c ly  exp re s s  doubts  about  t h e i r  own quest ion-  

n a i r e  u n t i l  some y e a r s  a f t e r  S toner ' s  1961 study. Yet Kogan and Wal- 

lach ,  d e s p i t e  t h e i r  own s t a t e d  misg iv ings  with r e g a r d  t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  

o f  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t ionna i re ,  a f t e rwards  still cont inued t o  



u s e  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  - and  t h e y  still do1 - i n  most o f  t h e i r  inves -  

t i g a t i o n s  i n t o  comparisons of i n d i v i d u a l  and group d e c i s i o n s  invo lv-  

i n g  r i s k .  The rest, a s  was shown earlier i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  c h a p t e r ,  is 

h i s t o r y .  

The a u t h o r  h a s  now come t o  t h e  e n d  o f  h i s  a n a l y s i s  o f  p a s t  per- 

t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  an a n a l y s i s  t o  which, e s s e n t i a l l y ,  t h e  whole f i r s t  

p a r t  o f  t h i s  t h e s i s  had been devoted. 

T h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  i n  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  view, h a s  amassed s u b s t a n t i a l  e v i -  

dence t h a t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  most o f  t h e  p a s t  r e s e a r c h  

i n t o  comparisons  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  and  group d e c i s i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  is 

doubt fu l .  However, t h i s  e v i d e n c e  a g a i n s t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  most o f  t h e  

p a s t  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h  is bound t o  be s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t e d  by a d d i t i o n -  

a l  e v i d e n c e  which emerges from t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  major v a r i a b l e s  

t h a t  v e r y  l i k e l y  govern much o f  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making 

under c a d i t i o n s  o f  r i s k .  

S i n c e  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  - which w i l l  beg in  i n  t h e  n e x t  c h a p t e r  - w i l l  

u se  t h e  same t h e o r e t i c a l - a n a l y t i c  approach t h a t  h a s  been employed 

th roughout  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  t h e  a u t h o r  may be p e r m i t t e d  t o  s a y  a few f i n -  

a l  words w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h i s  t y p e  o f  approach.  

The problem is not whether a t h e o r e t i c a l - a n a l y t i c  i n q u i r y  i n t o  

t h e  v a l i d i t y  of p a s t  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h  w i l l  be c o n s i d e r e d  a s  s c i e n -  

t i f i c a l l y  " a c c e p t a b l e n  by t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  North American psycholo- 

g i s t s .  The problem r a t h e r  is t h a t  w i t h o u t  s u c h  a b a s i c  t h e o r e t i c a l -  

a n a l y t i c  i n q u i r y  t h e r e  appear  t o  e x i s t  few, i f  any, chances  t o  f i n d  



the answer t o  the p r i n c i p a l  question o f  whether there e x i s t  any d i f -  

ferences w i t h  regard t o  the degrees o f  r i s k  tak ing  between ind iv idu-  

a l s  and groups who are engaged i n  r e a l - l i f e  complex decis ion making. 

To pu t  the problem i n t o  a nutshel l8 Before one can attempt t o  simu- 

l a t e  something, one must f i r s t  be qu i t e  c lea r  about the nature o f  t h a t  

which one wants t o  simulate. I t  i s  the author's considered view, how- 

ever, t h a t  past  per t inen t  researchers who used the dilemma-of-choice 

questionnaire as t h e i r  major t o o l  o f  invest igat ion,  had apparently not 
been c lear  about the nature o f  t h a t  which they wanted t o  simulate i n  

the laboratory, namely, complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making under con- 

d i t i o n s  o f  risk. 

We s h a l l  now t u r n  t o  chapter I V  and begin the second p a r t  o f  t h  

thesis; The inves t iga t ion  o f  the major var iab les  which probably govern 

the behavior o f  r e a l - l i f e  groups who are engaged i n  complex decision- 

making invo lv ing  r i s k .  This inves t iga t ion  u i l l ,  i n  the next  chapter, 

be concerned w i t h  some basic d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  r i s k  tak ing which have been 

advanced i n  the past  by major per t inen t  researchers. Furthermore, a 

look w i l l  be taken a t  what we already know w i t h  regard t o  some o f  the 

important var iab les  which govern complex r i s k  taking. 



Chapter  IV 

WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT RISK TAKING 

Before  it  becomes p o s s i b l e  t o  t u r n  our  a t t e n t i o n  towards  t h e  

a t t e m p t  o f  f i n d i n g  a b e t t e r  unders tand ing  o f  complex r e a l - l i f e  de- 

cision-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k ,  i t  is n e c e s s a r y  t o  examine t o  some 

e x t e n t  t h a t  which we a l r e a d y  know a b o u t  t h i s  area. I n  o r d e r  t o  do 

t h i s ,  t h e  a u t h o r  w i l l  f i r s t  d e a l  wi th  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  

t h a t  have been advanced by some of  t h e  major  p e r t i n e n t  r e s e a r c h e r s .  

A f t e r  t h i s  h a s  been done, a s t e p  w i l l  be  t a k e n  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  

de te rmin ing  what can be a a i d  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  two e x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  

a s p e c t s  o f  complex d e c i s i o n  making: The problems of  v a l u e  and  o f  

p r o b a b i l i t y ,  i n  connec t ion  w i t h  which a n m b e r  o f  q u e s t i o n s  w i l l  be  

r a i s e d  which cen o n l y  be answered by conduc t ing  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  problem of  s t a t i c  v e r s u s  dynamic d e c i s i o n  making w i l l  

be b r i e f l y  considered.  



1. S t o n e r ' s  D e f i n i t i o n  of Risk Tak ing  

According t o  S t o n e r  (1961, p. 6 ) ,  " t h e  realm of  d e c i s i o n  sak- 

i n g  under r i s k  is n o t  c l e a r l y  unders tood  a t  p r e s e n t ;  i n  f a c t ,  t h e  

v e r y  word ' r i s k '  means d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s  t o  d i f f e r e n t  p e ~ p l e . ~  I t  

would seem t h a t  S t o n e r  I s  s t a temen  t n o t  o n l y  a c c u r a t e l y  r e f l e c t e d  

t h e  s i t u a t i o n  a s  i t  was i n  1961, b u t  t h a t  i t  a p p l i e s  j u s t  a s  much 

t o  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  a8 i t  is now i n  1968: We s i m p l y  do n o t  a p p e a r  t o  

have a clear i d e a  o f  what we mean when we s p e a k  o f  r i s k  t ak ing .  

One r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  r a t h e r  u n f o r t u n a t e  s i t u a t i o n  would seem 

t o  be t h a t  p a s t  r e s e a r c h  i n  d e c i s i o n  making p l a c e d  c o n s i d e r a b l e  em- 

p h a s i s  on t h e  examinat ion o f  gambling-type d e c i s i o n  making. Such 

d e c i s i o n  making is g e n e r a l l y  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by hav ing  c l e a r l y  iden- 

t i f i a b l e  e lements ;  There  i s  a % t a k e H  which can be exposed t o  l o s s ;  

t h e r e  is a " p r i z e n  which can be won; t h e r e  is the p r o b a b i l i t y  which 

governs  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  winning t h e  p r i z e ;  and  t h e r e  a r e  two cour- 

s e s  of a c t i o n  - a c a u t i o u s  and  a r i s k y  course .  The c a u t i o u s  c o u r s e  

a s s u r e s  t h e  r e t e n t i o n  of t h e  s t a k e  and  r u l e s  o u t  t h e  o b t a i n i n g  o f  

t h e  p r i z e ,  and  t h e  r i s k y  c o u r s e  makes p o s s i b l e  t h e  o b t a i n i n g  o f  t h e  

p r i z e  o r  t h e  l o s s  o f  t h e  s t a k e  i f  t h e  p r i z e  is n o t  ob ta ined .  

Any decision-making s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  has t h e  a fo rement ioned  b a s i c  

s t r u c t u r e  - and  such  s i t u a t i o n s  w i l l  a l m o s t  a lways  be o f  t h e  g a m b  

l i n g - t y p e  - l e n d s  i t s e l f  r e a s o n a b l y  well t o  c o n t r o l l e d  e x p e r i m e n t a l  

s t u d i e s  because  t h e r e  e x i s t s  a c o n s i s t e n t  b a s i s  f o r  measur ing r i s k  

t a k i n g :  I f  t h e  s u b j e c t  chooses  t h e  r i s k y  course ,  h e  acts  - by de- 



f i n i t i o n  - " r i s k i e r n  t h a n  if he had chosen t h e  c a u t i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Furthermore,  i f  i t  is p o s s i b l e  t o  v a r y  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  which gov- 

e r n  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  of winning t h e  p r i z e ,  t h e n  t h e  s u b j e c t  acts ' I r i s -  

k i e r n  i f  he  chooses  a lower r a t h e r  t h a n  a h i g h e r  p r o b a b i l i t y .  Th i s ,  

o f  course ,  is not t o  s a y  t h a t  t h i s  k i n d  o f  r i s k - t a k i n g  r e s e a r c h  is 

f r e e  o f  problems o f  measurement, b u t  t h e s e  problems a r e  minor i f  cm- 

pared  t o  t h o s e  which are encounte red  i f  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  is t o  s t u d y  

r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  complex r e a l - l i f e  s i t u a t i o n s .  

I t  is t h i s  c l e a r - c u t  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  gambling-type s i t u a t i o n  

which is supposed t o  be r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  items o f  t h e  dilemma-of- 

c h o i c e  q u e o t i o n n a i r e .  However, i t  s h a l l  be shown l a t e r  on t h a t  t h i s  

is not t h e  case. A c a u t i o u s  and  a r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  e x i s t  i n  o n l y  

seven  o f  t h e  twelve items o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  ( i n  items 1, 3, 4, 5, - 
6, 10, and  11) ,  and  ob. iect ive  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  f o r  winning t h e  n p r i z e M  

can - a t  b e s t  - be e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  on ly  f i v e  o f  t h e  twelve items 

(items 2, 6, 8, 9, and  l o ) ,  on ly  too o f  which ( i t e m s  6 and 1 0 )  a l s o  

f i t  i n  w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  group. 

I t  seems t o  be f a i r l y  obvious  t h a t  S t o n e r ' s  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  com- 

ponen ts  o f  r i s k - t a k i n g  behav ior  must have been based  on t h e  assunp- 

t i o n  t h a t  t h e  items o f  t h e  di lemma-ohchoice  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  r e p r e s e n t  

t h e  s i m p l e  gambling-type s t r u c t u r e  (1961, pp. 6-8) a 

The a u t h o r  w i l l  n o t  a t t e m p t  a r i g o r o u s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r i s k ,  b u t  
w i l l  i n s t e a d  d e s c r i b e  t h e  f o u r  pa ramete rs  which he  c o n s i d e r s  
t o  be i n h e r e n t  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  The paramete rs  
a r e  t h e  s t a k e ,  t h e  p r i z e ,  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  l o s i n g  t h e  s t a k e  
and t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  winning t h e  p r i z e .  
The s t a k e  is t h a t  which t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  must expose  t o  l o s s  i n  
o r d e r  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  r i s k y  s i t u a t i o n .  For s i m p l i c i t y  



it is assuned he re  t h a t  a l l  s t a k e s  and p r i z e s  have p o s i t i v e  
u t i l i t y .  
The prize is t h a t  which he s t a n d s  t o  ga in  i f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  is 
dec ided  i n  h i s  favor .  
The p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  l o s i n s  t h e  s t a k e  and t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  
winninq t h e  p r i z e  a r e  l a r g e l y  s e l f - exp l ana to ry  terms, bu t  it 
should  be po in t ed  o u t  t h a t  t h e  au tho r  is r e f e r r i n g  t o  "objec- 
t i v e "  o r  " s t a t i s t i c a l n  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  and n o t  t o  " sub j ec t i ven  
o r  npsycholog ica l"  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  ... 
Although " r i sky  d e c i s i o n n  is a hard term t o  d e f i n e  i n  such  a 
may t h a t  most i n d i v i d u a l s  w i l l  a g r ee  wi th  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n ,  it 
is n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  some r u l e s  which make i t  pos- 
s i b l e  t o  c l a s s i f y  one course  of  a c t i o n  a s  more r i s k y  than an- 
o the r .  
Choice A w i l l  be cons idered  t o  be more r i s k y  i f :  - both  cho i ce s  have t h e  same p r i z e  and t h e  same p r o b a b i l i t i e s  
of winning t h e  p r i z e  and of l o s i n g  t h e  s t a k e ,  b u t  cho ice  A 
h a s  a h igher  s t a k e  than choice  Be - both  choices  have t h e  same s t a k e s  and p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o f  win- 
n ing  and l o s ing ,  b u t  cho ice  A has  a s m a l l e r  p r ize .  
S i m i l a r l y ,  wi th  o t h e r  parameters  cons t an t ,  A is more r i s k y  
than  BI i f  t h e  chance of  winning t h e  p r i z e  i n  A is less, o r  - o t h e r  t h i n g s  c o n s t a n t  - t h e  chance of  l o s i n g  t h e  s t a k e  i n  A 
is g r e a t e r .  

I n  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e ,  o f  course ,  r i s k i n e s s  is 

c o n t r o l l e d  by va ry ing  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  of winning t h e  p r i ze s .  How- 

ever ,  S t o n e r ' s  use  of  t h e  terms n p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  winning t h e  p r i z e n  

and " p r o b a b i l i t y  of l o s i n g  t h e  s t a k e n  is both confus ing  and confused 

because it i m p l i e s  t h a t  t h e s e  terms r e f e r  t o  two independent  parame- 

ters. Yet such is not t h e  c a s e  where t h e  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  can have - 
only two o u t c m e s t  win o r  l o se .  In  t h e  dilemma-of-choice quest ion-  

n a i r e ,  t h e  so -ca l l ed  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  h a s  * outcome p o s s i b i l i t i e s  

i n  s i x  of t h e  twelve items ( i n  items 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, and 1 2 )  and 

more than  two outcane p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  o t h e r  s i x  items ( i t ems  1, 

2, 3, 5, 8, and 9). 

I t  i e  a b a s i c  and accep ted  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  the p r o b a b i l i t i e s  f o r  

d i f f e r e n t  outcomes of a given cou r se  of a c t i o n  must add up t o  1.0. 



I f  a  given course  can have only two outcomes, win o r  l o se ,  then t h e  

p r o b a b i l i t y  of winning is cunplementary t o  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  losing.  

So i f  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of  winning happens t o  be 0.3, then t h e  proba- 

b i l i t y  of l o s i n g  must be 0.7. Furthermore, i f  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of  win- 

n i n g  would change by a  given f r a c t i o n  of  1.0, e.g. : 0.2, then t h e  pro- 

b a b i l i t y  of l o s i n g  would correspondingly have t o  change by e x a c t l y  t h e  

same f r a c t i o n  of 1.0. Th i s  means t h a t  r a t h e r  than being two indepen- 

d e n t  parameters,  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o f  winning t h e  p r i z e  and of  l o s i n g  

t h e  s t a k e  a r e  in te rdependent  a s p e c t s  of t h e  same parameter i n  any 

course  of a c t i o n  where t h e  outcome p o s s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  win o r  lose .  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  a  given course  can have more than two pos- 

s i b l e  outcomes - such a s  win, l o se ,  and s t a y  even, f o r  example - then 

t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of winning t h e  p r i z e  would not be complementary t o  t h e  

p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  l o s i n g  t h e  s t ake ,  and t h e  two p r o b a b i l i t i e s  t r u l y  would 

be two independent parameters. 

I t  must a l s o  be po in ted  ou t  t h a t  some of  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  descr ibed  

i n  t h e  items of t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t i onna i r e  have more than two 

a l t e r n a t i v e s .  I f  both of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  given a r e  courses  o f  ac t i on ,  

then t h e r e  is always a  t h i r d  course,  namely, t h a t  of  i nac t ion .  Such a  

t h i r d  course e x i s t s  i n  items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, and 12, and it 

may or  may n o t  be a c a u t i o u s  course. 

In t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques t ionna i re ,  items 2, 7, 8, 9, and 1 2  

a r e  t r e a t e d  l i k e  t h e  remaining seven items wi th  r ega rd  t o  vary ing  t h e  



p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  w i t h  t h e  s o - c a l l e d  " r i s k y n  a l t e r n a t i v e .  How 

ever ,  s i n c e  t h e s e  f i v e  items r e a l l y  d o  not have a c a u t i o u s  and  a ris- 

ky, b u t  o n l y  two r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o f  s u c c e s s  s h o u l d  

be l i s t e d  f o r  b o t h  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  t h e s e  f i v e  items. I f  t h i s  is n o t  

done, then  t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  is m i s r e p r e s e n t e d .  

To s u n  up, S t o n e r ' s  a n a l y s i s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  is based on t h e  s t r u c -  

t u r e  o f  qamblinq-type r i s k  t a k i n g  and on t h e  a s s u n p t i o n  t h a t  it is - t h i s  

t y p e  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  which is r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques- 

t i o n n a i r e .  The items o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  however, are n o t  a l l  o f  t h i s  

s imple  type:  Some o f  t h e  items d o  n o t  have a  r i s k y  and a c a u t i o u s  al- 

t e r n a t i v e ,  b u t  o n l y  have r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s ;  some items have more t h a n  

two a l t e r n a t i v e s ;  o b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  can o n l y  be e s t a b l i s h e d  w i t h  

some of  t h e  items; and  t h e  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  a nunber o f  t h e  items - 
have more t h a n  two outcome p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  T h i s  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  i n  t h e  

n a t u r e  o f  t h e  items r e f l e c t s  t h e  l a c k  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  complex de- 

c i s i o n  making and  shows how t h i s  i n a d e q u a t e  knowledge h a s  c o n t r i b u t e d  

t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  state o f  confus ion  i n  r i s k - t a k i n g  r e s e a r c h .  

2. Brown's D e f i n i t i o n  o f  Risk  Tak inq  

A view o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  which is v e r y  similar t o  t h a t  o f  S t o n e r  i e  

t a k e n  by Brown (1965, p. 691 ) : # A  d e c i s i o n  under r i s k  i n v o l v e s  choos- 

i n g  between a more c e r t a i n ,  less a t t r a c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  ( t h e  ' s t a k e ' )  



and a less  certain, more a t t r a c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  ( the Un- 

fortunately, Broom's explanation could lead t o  confusionr The term 

"more cer ta inn could mean t h a t  the stake i s  ce r t a i n  - which i t  i s  w i t h  

the cautious course o f  ac t i on  - or  i t  could mean t h a t  the stake i s  not 

ce r ta i n  bu t  i s  nevertheless more ce r t a i n  than the p r i ze  - which could 

be the case where there are two r i s k y  a l ternat ives.  I n  the l a t t e r  

case, however, problems develop w i t h  regard t o  the d e f i n i t i o n s  f o r  

"stakew and "pr izew: I s  a "more ce r t a i n  ye t  pJ cer ta inn stake a 

stake or a l e s s  desirable p r i ze?  It would seem t h a t  terms such as - 
"stake" and npr izen become progressively more d i f f i c u l t  t o  work w i t h  

as the complexity o f  decision-making s i t ua t i ons  increases; eventually, 

the p o i n t  i s  reached where these terms become next  t o  useless and only 

lead t o  confusion. 

Yet one should no t  be over ly  dismayed t h a t  such d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i t h  

terminology arise. A f te r  a l l ,  much o f  the language used i n  deal ing 

w i t h  complex decis ion making has been taken over from research which 

dea l t  w i t h  simple gamblinq-type r i s k  taking. Such language, however, 

simply i s  no longer adequate i f  appl ied t o  complex decis ion making. 

As s h a l l  be demonstrated i n  chapter V, complex decis ion making can- 

no t  be proper ly defined o r  dea l t  w i th  unless a more complex language 

i s  used. 

Brown makes another statement w i th  regard t o  r i s k  tak ing which 

n o t  only i s  dubious, bu t  appears t o  be ou t r i gh t  wrong (1965, p. 658): 

nTo take a r i s k  i s  v o l u n t a r i l y  t o  endanger ( the) stake." Risk tak ing  



c e r t a i n l y  w i l l  f r e q u e n t l y  be of t h e  k i n d  where t h e  s t a k e  is v o l u n t a r -  

i l y  exposed t o  l o s s ,  b u t  one surely c a n n o t  restrict r i s k  t a k i n g  t o  

s u c h  v o l u n t a r y  a c t i o n .  I n  any decision-making s i t u a t i o n  where t h e r e  

a r e  o n l y  r i s k y  and  n o  c a u t i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  e x p o s i n g  t h e  s t a k e  t o  

l o s s  is a n y t h i n q  b u t  vo lun ta ry .  I n  many such  c a s e s  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  

p o s s e s s i o n  of t h e  s t a k e  is t h r e a t e n e d  t o  a h i g h  degree ,  and  r e s t o r -  

i n g  t h e  s e c u r i t y  o f  p o s s e s s i o n  becomes t h e  prize. Brown's s t a t e m e n t ,  

however, is a n o t h e r  e x c e l l e n t  example o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  confus ion  w i t h  

r e g a r d  t o  t h e  concep t  o f  r i s k  t ak ing .  

With s p e c i f i c  r e f e r e n c e  t o  item I of  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques- 

t i o n n a i r e ,  Brown makes still a n o t h e r  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  s t a t e m e n t  which 

s h o u l d  be examined (1965, p. 658) r 

I f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  is t o  have a problem of  d e c i s i o n  making t h e  
p r i z e  must exceed  t h e  v a l u e  of t h e  s t a k e .  I f  t h e  p r i z e  and  
s t a k e  were e q u a l l y  v a l u a b l e  and y e t  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of a t t a i n -  
i n g  t h e  p r i z e  v a r i e d ,  a s  it does  i n  problem 1 .., then Mr. A 
would n o t  c o n s i d e r  r i s k i n g  h i s  a t a k e .  Would he g i v e  up h i s  
p r e s e n t  job  i n  o r d e r  t o  t a k e  a  new job  e x a c t l y  l i k e  t h e  one 
he h a s  i n  a company t h a t  might  f a i l ?  Probably not .  

L e t  u s  make c l e a r  f i r s t  t h a t  Mr. A, were he t o  make t h e  move t o  t h e  

new company under t h e  c i rcumstances  d e s c r i b e d  by Brown, would i n d e e d  

t a k e  a  r i s k y  c o u r s e  of a c t i o n .  Now, Brown s t a t e s  t h a t  Mr. A, under 

t h e s e  c i r c u n s t a n c e s ,  would probably  not make t h e  move. Why n o t ?  Mr. 

A c o u l d  have any nunber o f  r e a s o n s  f o r  making t h e  r i s k y  move under 

t h e s e  circumstances. He migh t  want t o  s p i t e  h i s  o l d  boss; he  might  

want t o  tell  o t h e r s  t h a t  he  moved t o  a b e t t e r  job a l t h o u g h  i n  r e a l i t y  

t h e  new j o b  is not b e t t e r  and  less s e c u r e  on t o p  o f  t h i s ;  he might  



J u s t  s imply be f e d  up w i t h  h i s  o l d  s u r r o u n d i n g s  and  d e s i r e  a change 

i n  scenery ;  he  might  have convinced h i m s e l f  t h a t  t h e  new job, i n  t h e  

l o n g  run,  o f f e r s  b e t t e r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  advancement a l t h o u g h  h i s  

hope migh t  r e a l l y  be w i t h o u t  any founda t ion  i n  fact; he  might  have 

a v e r y  a t t r a c t i v e  s e c r e t a r y  i n  t h e  new job; etc., etc. A t  any rate, 

t h i s  a u t h o r  does  & t h i n k  t h a t  it is a lways  n e c e s s a r y  t h a t  t h e  p r i z e  

must be of g r e a t e r  v a l u e  t h a n  t h e  s t a k e ,  a l t h o u g h  it probably  is more 

o f t e n  t h a n  not.  Furthermore,  a s  we s h a l l  see i n  s e c t i o n  4 o f  t h i s  

chap te r ,  t h e  problem o f  "value" is a d i f f i c u l t  one indeed.  

I t  s h o u l d  a l s o  be k e p t  i n  mind t h a t  same people  w i l l  endanger 

t h e  s t a k e  f o r  t h e  s h e e r  k i c k  o f  p l a c i n g  it i n t o  jeopardy.  The t l p r i z e n ,  

i n  s u c h  cases, a p p e a r s  t o  be t h e  t h r i l l  o f  r i s k i n g  t h e  s t a k e .  Examples 

f o r  t h i s  k ind  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  can be found i n  t h e  games o f  "Russian Rou- 

l e t t e n  and  "Chickenu. O f  course ,  i n  t h e s e  games, a d m i r a t i o n  from a n  

a u d i e n c e  may c o n s t i t u t e  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  p r i z e .  

3. Kosan and  Wallach's  D e f i n i t i o n  of Risk  Takinq 

We s h a l l  now t u r n  t o  a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  t h a t  h a s  been 

advanced by Kogan and  Wallach i n  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h e i r  most re- 

c e n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  matter (1967a, p. 115): 

To t a l k  a b o u t  r i s k  t a k i n g ,  then ,  is t o  r e f e r  t o  behav ior  i n  sit- 
u a t i o n s  where t h e r e  is a d e s i r a b l e  g o a l  and  a l a c k  o f  c e r t a i n t y  
t h a t  it can be a t t a i n e d .  The s i t u a t i o n s  may t a k e  t h e  form o f  
r e q u i r i n g  a c h o i c e  between more o r  less d e s i r a b l e  g o a l s ,  w i t h  
t h e  former hav ing  a lower p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  a t t a i n m e n t  t h a n  t h e  



l a t t e r .  A f u r t h e r  p o s s i b l e ,  b u t  n o t  necessa ry ,  c h a r a c t e r -  
i s t i c  o f  such  s i t u a t i o n s  is t h e  t h r e a t  o f  n e g a t i v e  conse- 
quences  f o r  f a i l u r e  s o  t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  a t  t h e  pos tdec i -  
s i o n a l  s t a g e  may f i n d  h imse l f  worse o f f  t h a n  he was b e f o r e  
he made h i s  d e c i s i o n .  

There  a r e  a nunber o f  q u e s t i o n a b l e  p o i n t s  i n  t h e  above state- 

ment, F i r s t l y ,  t h e r e  is t h e  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  a c h o i c e  migh t  be re- 

q u i r e d  nbetween more o r  less d e s i r a b l e  goa l s ,  w i t h  t h e  fo rmer  hav- 

i n g  a lower  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  a t t a i n m e n t  t h a n  t h e  latter." T h i s  state- 

ment is o f  a n a t u r e  v e r y  s i m i l a r  t o  one made by Brown which was quo- 

t e d  by t h e  p r e s e n t  a u t h o r  on pages  67 and  68 of  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  In  t h a t  

s t a t e m e n t ,  Brown a s s e r t e d  t h a t  "a d e c i s i o n  under r i s k  i n v o l v e s  choos- 

i n g  between a more c e r t a i n ,  less a t t r a c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  ( t h e  ' s t a k e '  ) 

and  a less c e r t a i n ,  more a t t r a c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  ( t h e  ' p r i z e '  )." The 

p r e s e n t  a u t h o r  h a s  a rgued  t h a t  t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  by Brown l e a d s  t o  ques- 

t i o n s  a b o u t  whether a p o s s i b l y  u n c e r t a i n  s t a k e  is a s t a k e  o r  a less 

d e s i r a b l e  p ~ : i ~ e .  Kogan and Wallach's  terminology creates t h e  same 

k i n d  o f  d i f f i c u l t y :  Is t h e  "less d e s i r a b l e  goa l"  a s t a k e  o r  a less 

v a l u a b l e  p r i z e ?  I t  can o n l y  be r e s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  u s e  o f  terms s u c h  

as  "stake",  npr ize" ,  and  "more o r  less d e s i r a b l e  goals" ,  is f r a u g h t  

w i t h  danger and c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  confus ion  over  d e f i n i -  

t i o n s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g .  

The second q u e s t i o n a b l e  p o i n t  i n  Kogan and  Wallach 's  s t a t e m e n t  

is t h e i r  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  it must be u n c e r t a i n  whether t h e  d e s i r e d  g o a l  

can be a t t a i n e d .  I t  s h a l l  be shown i n  s e c t i o n  4 o f  c h a p t e r  V t h a t  un- 

c e r t a i n t y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  g o a l  a t t a i n m e n t  is a n e c e s s a r y  r e q u i r e -  

ment f o r  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  cases where g o a l  a t t a i n m e n t ,  a l t h o u g h  a s s u r e d ,  



may n e v e r t h e l e s s  a l s o  l e a d  t o  a d d i t i o n a l  consequences which have an  

impor tan t  bea r ing  on t h e  ques t i on  of r i s k  tak ing ,  

The t h i r d  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  a s p e c t  i n  t h e  au tho r s1  s t a t emen t  is t h e  

p e c u l i a r  way i n  which t hey  t i e  t oge the r  t h e  term nnega t ive  consequen- 

ces f o r  f a i l u r e n  wi th  a  s t a t e  o f  being worse o f f  i n  t h e  pos tdec i s io -  

n a l  s t a g e  than one was i n  t h e  p r e d e c i s i o n a l  s tage .  A s  s h a l l  be de- 

monstrated i n  s e c t i o n  4 of  chap t e r  V, i t  is not a d v i s a b l e  t o  restrict 

t h e  term "nega t ive  consequences f o r  f a i l u r e n  i n  t h e  f a sh ion  Kogan and 

Wallach have done. Furthermore, i t  s h a l l  be shown i n  s e c t i o n  3 of 

chap t e r  V t h a t  t o  simply speak of "nega t ive  consequencesn is not suf -  

f i c i e n t  i f  one wants t o  ga in  a  b e t t e r  unders tanding  of r i s k  taking.  

I t  was o u t l i n e d  i n  s e c t i o n s  1, 2, and 3 of t h e  p r e sen t  chap t e r  

t h a t  p rev ious  d e f i n i t i o n s  of r i s k  t a k i n g  a r e  inadequa te  and do n o t  

a l l ow  f o r  a  proper  a p p r a i s a l  and a n a l y s i s  o f  complex r i s k  taking.  

However, before  we can t u r n  t o  a  more comprehensive d e f i n i t i o n  of 

r i s k  tak ing ,  it is necessary  t o  f i rst  d e a l  wi th  t h e  problem of va lue  

and t h e  problem of  p robab i l i t y .  Furthermore, we must a l s o  t a k e  a  

b r i e f  l ook  a t  t h e  ques t i on  of s t a t i c  v e r s u s  dynamic d e c i s i o n  making. 

4. The Problem of  Value 

In o rde r  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  d i s cus s ion  i n  t h i s  and t h e  fo l l owing  sec- 

t i o n s  of t h i s  chap te r ,  t h e  au tho r  w i l l  a l r e a d y  s t a t e  t h e  f i r s t  b a s i c  



p r i n c i p l e  o f  h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r i s k - t a k i n g  s i t u a t i o n s :  I n  o r d e r  t o  

be i n  a decision-making s i t u a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k ,  t h e r e  must be a 

problem s i t u a t i o n ,  and  t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem must  seem both  

d e s i r a b l e  and  p o s s i b l e  t o  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker. 

Although t h e  terms "problem s i t u a t i o n n  a n d  n s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  

problemn a r e  ana logous  t o  t h e  terms "goa ln  a n d  n g o a l  a t t a i n m e n t n ,  

t h e  a u t h o r  n e v e r t h e l e s s  h a s  come t o  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  u s i n g  t h e  

new terms a l l o w s  f o r  g r e a t e r  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  d e c i s i o n -  - 
making s i t u a t i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  t h a n  would be p o s s i b l e  w i t h  t h e  u s e  

o f  t h e  old terms. 

I n  any decision-making s i t u a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k ,  t h r e e  b a s i c  

f a c t o r s  have t o  be cons idered :  (1) The p o s i t i v e  v a l u e  t h a t  is at- 

t a c h e d  t o  a s u c c e s s f u l  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem; (2 )  t h e  n e ~ a t i v e  

v a l u e  t h a t  is a t t a c h e d  t o  v a r i o u s  p o s s i b l e  n e q a t i v e  conseauences  

which may r e s u l t  from t h e  d e c i s i o n  making; and (3) t h e  p r o b a b i l i -  

t i es  which are a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem - 
and  t o  t h e  n e g a t i v e  consequences  which migh t  occur  s h o u l d  t h e  prob- 

lem n o t  be solved.  The a u t h o r  h a s  d e c i d e d  t o  use  t h e  same termi- 

nology which h a s  been employed by Wallach and  Kogan i n ,  f o r  example, 

t h e i r  1961 s tudy ,  a s  f a r  a s  f a c t o r  (1) is concerned; f o r  f a c t o r  (2), 

t h e  a u t h o r  w i l l  u s e  a m o d i f i c a t i o n  of a term taken  from Wallach and  

Kogan's 1961 s tudy.  The p o s i t i v e  v a l u e  t h a t  is a t t a c h e d  t o  a suc- 

c e s s f u l  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem, o r  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of t h e  g a i n s  

r e s u l t i n g  from g o a l  a t t a i n m e n t ,  w i l l  be c a l l e d  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  suc- 

cess whereas t h e  n e q a t i v e  v a l u e  t h a t  is a t t a c h e d  t o  v a r i o u a  p o s s i b l e  - 



n e g a t i v e  consequences,  o r  t h e  u n d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  c o s t s  r e s u l t i n g  

from non-at ta inment  o f  t h e  goal ,  m i l l  be c a l l e d  t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  ne- 

~ a t i v e  consequences. 

I n  complex r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making i t  is q u i t e  p r o b a b l e  t h a t  

t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  and  t h e  u n d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  conse- 

quences are l a r g e l y  o f  a s u b j e c t i v e  r a t h e r  t h a n  o f  a n  o b j e c t i v e  na- 

t u r e  because  t h e  impac t  o f  s p e c i f i c  g a i n s  and c o s t s  w i l l  be a s s e s s e d  

d i f f e r e n t l y  by d i f f e r e n t  people. I t  would, t h e r e f o r e ,  a p p e a r  t o  be 

d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  n o t  imposs ib le ,  t o  o p e r a t e  w i t h o u t  t h e  c o n c e p t s  o f  "u t i -  

l i t y H  and  " d i s u t i l i t y n  which by now have become a n  a c c e p t e d  p a r t  o f  

t h e  l anguage  of d e c i s i o n  making (e .  g. t Edwards, Lindman, and  P h i l l i p s ,  

1965)  and  which d e n o t e  t h e  s u b . i e c t i v i t y  o f  t h a t  which is v a l u e d  or 

fea red .  

S i n c e  t h e  whole problem of  v a l u e s  is f a r  t o o  complex t o  be d e a l t  

wi th  i n  d e t a i l  i n  t h e  frame of  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  t h e  a u t h o r  mus t  restrict 

himself  t o  touch ing  upon a few b a s i c  q u e s t i o n s  which he b e l i e v e s  t o  

be of c o n s i d e r a b l e  importance i n  t h e  realm o f  decision-making involv-  

i n g  r i s k .  

I n  a n  a n a l y s i s  o f  s t u d i e s  on b e t t i n g  behav ior  under b o t h  imagi- 

n a r y  and  r e a l  payoff  c o n d i t i o n s ,  Kogan and  Wallach come t o  t h e  f o l -  

lowing conc lus ion  (1967a, p. 143)  t 

I f  f o r c e d  t o  p i e c e  t o g e t h e r  8 t e n t a t i v e  conc lus ion ,  t h e  a u t h o r s  
would have t o  s a y  t h a t  real as opposed t o  imaginary payoff  con- 
d i t i o n s  seem t o  y i e l d  g r e a t e r  conserva t i sm i n  d e c i s i o n  making. 
T h i s  conserva t i sm i n c r e a s e s  a s  t h e  magnitude o f  t h e  p o s i t i v e  
and n e g a t i v e  i n c e n t i v e s  becomes l a r g e r .  f u r t h e r ,  t h e  rate of  
i n c r e a s e  i n  conserva t i sm as  p o t e n t i a l  l o s s e s  i n c r e a s e  seems t o  



exceed  t h e  r a t e  of i n c r e a s e  i n  r i s k  t a k i n g  a s  p o t e n t i a l  g a i n s  
i n c r e a s e .  

From t h i s  one c o u l d  draw t h e  t e n t a t i v e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  a v e r y  h igh  

d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences  may be a more i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r  

i n  d e c i s i o n  making t h a n  a v e r y  h igh  u t i l i t y  o f  success .  Tha t  is t o  

say,  i f  t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences  is c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be 

i n t o l e r a b l e ,  a person may well d e c i d e  not t o  t a k e  a r i s k  no m a t t e r  

how h i g h  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  might  be. Furthermore,  Kogan and  - 
Wallach appear  t o  be q u i t e  r i g h t  i n  s t a t i n g  t h a t  ".. d e c i s i o n  s i t u a -  

t i o n s  w i l l  v a r y  i n  t h e  degree  t o  which t h e  c o s t  i n c u r r e d  by f a i l u r e  

w i l l  d e t r a c t  s u b j e c t s  from t h e  p u r s u i t  of v a l u e d  g o a l s n  (1967a, p. 

Kogan and  Wallach, i n  t h a t  p a r t  o f  t h e i r  paper  which d e a l s  w i t h  

h y p o t h e t i c a l  d e c i s i o n  making, make two more s t a t e m e n t s  w i t h  r e g a r d  

t o  t h e  u t i l i t y  of s u c c e s s  and  t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequen- 

ces: " A s  t h e  v a l u e  o r  u t i l i t y  o f  t h e  d e s i r e d  outcome i n c r e a s e s ,  the 

c o s t s  i n c u r r e d  by f a i l u r e  w i l l  have less of  a d e t e r r e n t  e f f e c t n  

(1967a, p. 136), and  

.. p o t e n t i a l  g a i n s  and  c o s t s  w i l l  be p l a c e d  i n  sane s o r t  o f  
balance.  As t h e  v a l u e s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  g a i n s  a c h i e v e  domi- 
nance over  t h o s e  l i n k e d  t o  c o s t s ,  r i s k - t a k i n g  l e v e l s  s h o u l d  
go up. Correspondingly ,  conserva t i sm s h o u l d  be enhanced a s  
t h e  v a l u e s  t i e d  t o  c o s t s  exceed i n  importance t h o s e  t h a t  w i l l  
be f o s t e r e d  i n  p u r s u i t  o f  p o t e n t i a l  g a i n  (1967a, p. 138). 

Although Kogan and  Wallach made t h e  f o r e g o i n g  s t a t e m e n t s  i n  con- 

n e c t i o n  w i t h  a n  a n a l y s i s  o f  r e s u l t s  o b t a i n e d  i n  h y p o t h e t i c a l  d e c i s i o n -  

making s i t u a t i o n s  where t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  had been 

used,  it must be r e c o g n i z e d  t h a t  j u s t  because  t h e  dilemma-of-choice 



q u e s t i o n n a i r e  h a s  n o t  y e t  been demonstra ted t o  be a v a l i d  i n s t r u m e n t  

f o r  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  r e a l - l i f e  r i s k  t a k i n g ,  t h i s  still does  n o t  

mean t h a t  i t  can s e r v e  n o  u s e f u l  purpose  whatsoever.  

I t  would seem, then,  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker 's  a ssessment  o f  t h e  

u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  and  o f  t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences  con- 

s t i t u t e s  a v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r  i n  r i s k - t a k i n g  behavior .  Furthermore,  

i t  a p p e a r s  to  be a d v i s a b l e  t h a t  some f u t u r e  s t u d i e s  be d i r e c t e d  a t  ans- 

wer ing t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s :  

( a )  I f  b o t h  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  and t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  con- 

sequences  a r e  o f  a h i q h  magnitude, w i l l  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker e x p e r i e n c e  

c o n s i d e r a b l e  v a l u e  c o n f l i c t s  which w i l l  make i t  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  him t o  

a r r i v e  a t  a d e c i s i o n ?  

( b )  W i l l  t h e  dec i skon  maker t e n d  t o  downgrade t h e  u t i l i t y  of s u c c e s s  

i f :  

- t h e  g a i n s  f r a n  a s u c c e s s f u l  s o l u t i o n  may be t h r e a t e n e d  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  

by a f a c t o r  which is l i k e l y  t o  become o p e r a n t  a t  s a n e  f u t u r e  d a t e ?  

- t h e  v a l u e  o f  t h a t  which is ga ined  from a s u c c e s s f u l  s o l u t i o n  is 

l i k e l y  t o  d e c l i n e  a t  some f u t u r e  d a t e ?  

- t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker h a s  reason  t o  assume t h a t  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  

w i l l  be less va lued  by him a t  s a n e  f u t u r e  d a t e ?  

- t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h a t  which would be g a i n e d  by a 

s u c c e s s f u l  s o l u t i o n  s, c o u l d  be ga ined  a t  some f u t u r e  d a t e  when t h e  

d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences might be o f  a lesser magnitude 

than  it is a t  p r e s e n t ?  



( c )  W i l l  t h e  dec ie ion  maker t end  t o  downgrade t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  neqa- 

t i v e  consequences i f :  

- t h a t  which would be l o s t  a s  a  r e s u l t  of an  unsucces s fu l  a t t e m p t  t o  

s o l v e  t h e  problem may be t h r ea t ened  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  by a  f a c t o r  which i8  

l i k e l y  t o  become ope ran t  a t  some f u t u r e  da t e?  

- t h e  v a l u e  of  t h a t  which could  be l o s t  a s  a r e s u l t  of' an  unsuccess- 

f u l  a t t emp t  t o  s o l v e  t h e  problem is l i k e l y  t o  d e c l i n e  a t  some f u t u r e  

d a t e ?  

- t h e  dec i e ion  maker ha s  reason  t o  assume t h a t ,  a t  sane f u t u r e  da te ,  

he  w i l l  a t t a c h  a  lesser v a l u e  t o  t h a t  which could  be l o s t  as a  r e s u l t  

of an  unsuccess fu l  a t t e m p t  t o  s o l v e  t h e  problem now? 

- t h e  dec i s ion  maker b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h a t  which would be l o s t  a s  a  re- 

s u l t  of an unsuccess fu l  a t t e m p t  t o  s o l v e  t h e  problem =, could  be re- 

covered a t  some l a t e r  t ime? 

Whatever t h e  answers t o  t h e  fo r ego ing  q u e s t i o n s  may t u r n  o u t  t o  

be, it can be assumed t h a t  t h e  u t i l i t y  of succes s  and t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  

o f  nega t i ve  consequences a r e  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  i n  dec i s ion-  

making s i t u a t i o n s  where t h e r e  a r e  on ly  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and t h a t  

a t t e m p t s  t o  measure d e s r e e s  of r i s k  t a k i n g  w i l l  become more d i f f i c u l t  

a s  t h e  r o l e  which is p layed  by s u b f e c t i v e  v a l u e s  i n c r e a s e s  i n  a  given 

decision-making s i t u a t i o n .  

There a r e  a nunber o f  a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  tuhfch a r e  bound t o  in -  

f l uence  t h e  assessment  of t h e  u t i l i t y  of succes s  and t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  

of nega t i ve  consequences, and - a g a i n  - i t  would be d i f f i c u l t ,  with- 



o u t  conduc t ing  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  - t o  guess  j u s t  what t h e  n a t u r e  of 

such  i n f l u e n c e s  would b e t  

- P o s t d e c i s i o n a l  e f f e c t s ,  whatever t h e y  may be, may n o t  become known 

u n t i l  q u i t e  some time a f t e r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  h a s  been made. 1 k l 6  (1967), 

while  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  making o f  p r e d i c t i o n s ,  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  postde- 

c i s i o n a l  ( o r  p o s t - p r e d i c t i o n )  e f f e c t s  may f o l l o w  immediate ly  i f  

a l t e r n a t i v e  is chosen, b u t  may be de layed  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

I n  such  a  case, how w i l l  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker dec ide?  Which a l t e r n a -  

t i v e  would be more a t t r a c t i v e  t o  him? No answer i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  t h e s e  

q u e s t i o n s  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  time. 

- A f t e r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  h a s  been made, p o s t d e c i s i o n a l  a c t i o n  may be 

i n i t i a t e d  by t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker h imse l f  o r  by o t h e r s  who a r e  a d v i s e d  

o r  o r d e r e d  t o  act. 

- P o s t d e c i s i o n a l  e f f e c t s  may be d i r e c t e d  a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker him- 

s e l f ,  a t  someone e l s e ,  o r  a t  both  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker and s m e o n e  else. 

- F i n a l l y ,  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  and  t h o  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  con- 

sequences  may f r e q u e n t l y  have a s t r o n g  b e a r i n g  on t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker's 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  wi th  meaningful  o the rs .  I t  would compl ica te  t h e  dec i s ion-  

making p r o c e s s  c o n s i d e r a b l y  i f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker f i n d s  h imse l f  i n - a  

s i t u a t i o n  where he  c o n s i d e r s  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  t o  be h igh  and t h e  

d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences  t o  be low, b u t  where meaningful  

o t h e r s  v iew t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  t h e  o p p o s i t e  f a s h i o n .  

A t  any rate, i t  must be s t a t e d  e m p h a t i c a l l y  t h a t  t h e  problem o f  

v a l u e  c o n s t i t u t e s  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  b a r r i e r  t o  t h e  a s s e s s m e n t  and  measur- 



i n g  of r i s k - t a k i n g  behav ior  and t h a t  a  c o n s i d e r a b l e  amount o f  addi-  

t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  would be n e c e s s a r y  i n  o r d e r  t o  lolrrer o r  re- 

move t h i s  b a r r i e r .  These problems, u n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  become even  more 

fo rmidab le  when we t u r n  t o  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  which govern s u c c e s s  

and  f a i l u r e  i n  decision-making s i t u a t i o n s .  

5. The Problem o f  P r o b a b i l i t y  

Luce and  R a i f f a  (1957) s u g g e s t  t h a t  a d e c i s i o n  is made under 

r i s k  i f  c o n c r e t e  o b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  e x i s t  and  are known t o  t h e  - 
d e c i s i o n  maker, and  t h a t  a d e c i s i o n  is made under u n c e r t a i n t y  i f  s u c h  

c o n c r e t e  o b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  do not e x i s t  o r  are n o t  known t o  t h e  

d e c i s i o n  maker. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  u o r d s  % i s k y n  and  n u n c e r t a i n n  

are f r e q u e n t l y  used as  i f  t h e y  were i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e 8  I t  is o f t e n  said 

t h a t  a n  outcome is h i q h l y  u n c e r t a i n  i f  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  t h a t  outcome 

o c c u r r i n g  is well below 0.5, and t h a t  a c t i o n  based on t h e  hope t h a t  

t h a t  outcome w i l l  occur  is h i q h l y  r i s k y .  I t  can be seen,  then,  t h a t  

- u n l e s s  t h e  r a t i o n a l e  which u n d e r l i e s  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e s e  terms is c l e a r l y  

d e f i n e d  - t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  words n r i sky lg  and  " u n c e r t a i n n  may l e a d  t o  con- 

fus ion .  

8 0 t h  r i s k i n e s s  and  u n c e r t a i n t y  a r e  f u n c t i o n s  o f  t h e  l e v e l  o f  ma- 

b a b i l i t y  which governs  t h e  occur rence  o f  a  s p e c i f i c  outcome. R i s k i n e s s  

h a s  a n  i n v e r s e  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h a t  p r o b a b i l i t y  l e v e l ,  t h a t  is, r i s k i n e s s  

i n c r e a s e s  a s  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  l e v e l  d e c r e a s e s ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  degree  of 



r i s k  t a k i n g  is i f  t h e  l e v e l  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  i s  h i q h  and,  v i c e  v e r s a ,  

t h a t  t h e  degree  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  is h i q h  i f  t h e  l e v e l  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  is 

low. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, u n c e r t a i n t y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  occur rence  o f  - 
a s p e c i f i c  outcame h a s  a n  i n v e r s e  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  l e v e l =  

l o n s  a s  t h a t  l e v e l  d e c r e a s e s  from 1.0 towards  0.5, and  a  d i r e c t  rela- 

t i a n  t o  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  l e v e l  a s  t h a t  l e v e l  f u r t h e r  d e c r e a s e s  from 0.5 

towards  0.0. T h a t  is t o  s a y  t h a t  u n c e r t a i n t y  is a t  b o t h  h i q h  and  

low l e v e l s  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  and h i q h  around t h e  medium (0.5) l e v e l  o f  - 
p r o b a b i l i t y :  I f  t h e  l e v e l  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  is high,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker 

can be h i q h l y  c e r t a i n  t h a t  t h e  s p e c i f i c  outcome is l i k e l y  t o  occur ,  

t h a t  is, h i s  l e v e l  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y  i s  h. S i m i l a r l y ,  i f  t h e  l e v e l  o f  

p r o b a b i l i t y  is  low, t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker can  be hicihly c e r t a i n  t h a t  t h e  

s p e c i f i c  outcome is l i k e l y  t o  occur ,  t h a t  is, h i s  l e v e l  o f  uncer-  

t a i n t y  a q a i n  is h. However, i n  c a s e s  where t h e  l e v e l  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  

is a round  0.5, t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker c a n n o t  a t  a l l  be c e r t a i n  whether o r  

n o t  t h e  s p e c i f i c  outcome w i l l  occur ,  and  he  w i l l ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  e x p e r i e n c e  

t h e  h i q h e s t  d e g r e e  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y .  F i g u r e  1 on page 81 shows how t h e  

d e g r e e  o f  r i s k i n e s s  and  t h e  l e v e l  o f  u n c e r h i n t y  r e l a t e  t o  t h e  l e v e l  

of  p r o b a b i l i t y .  

I t  can be  assumed t h a t  i n  most  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making 

s i t u a t i o n s ,  outcome p r o b a b i l i t i e s  more o f t e n  than  n o t  w i l l  be unknown, 

which means t h a t  t h e y  s h o u l d  be viewed as i f  t h e y  were a t  t h e  0.5 l e v e l ,  

and t h a t ,  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h i s ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker starts from a b a s i s  

o f  maximum u n c e r t a i n t y .  However, i t  i s  a well-known f a c t  t h a t  p e o p l e  
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g e n e r a l l y  f e e l  v e r y  uncomfor table  i f  t h e y  are i n  a  s ta te  of  h igh  o r  

maximum u n c e r t a i n t y .  For t h i s  r e a s o n  i t  would appear  r e a s o n a b l e  t o  

o p e r a t e  under t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker, whenever he is 

i n  a decision-making s i t u a t i o n  of maximun u n c e r t a i n t y ,  w i l l  t e n d  t o  

e x h i b i t  a tendency t o  move towards sreater c e r t a i n t y ;  t h a t  is, he 

w i l l  t e n d  t o  create sub . i ec t ive  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  which, depending on t h e  

c i rcumstances  t h a t  p r e v a i l  i n  t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n ,  may ei- 

t h e r  be f a i r l y  h i g h  o r  f a i r l y  low. Of course ,  t h e  tendency t o  create 

s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  is a l s o  p r e s e n t  i n  cases where o b j e c t i v e  

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  e x i s t ,  be t h e y  h i g h  o r  low. 

The problem o f  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  and t h e i r  i n f l u e n c e  on 

r i s k - t a k i n g  behav ior  r a i s e s  a  number o f  q u e s t i o n s  toward which f u t u r e  

r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  shou ld  be d i r e c t e d t  

( e )  I f  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  is h i s h  and  t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  

consequences  is -, w i l l  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker t e n d  t o  create a h i s h  

s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  succese?  

( c )  I f  b o t h  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  and  t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  

consequences  are h i sh ,  w i l l  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker a s s i g n  a h i g h e r  sub- 

j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t y  t o  s u c c e s s  o r  t o  n e q a t i v e  consequences,  o r  w i l l  

he a s s i g n  a 0.5 l e v e l  t o  both?  

( d )  Whenever t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker w i l l  show a tendency t o  downgrade 

t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e q a t i v e  consequences,  w i l l  he t e n d  t o  create a 

h i ~ h  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s ?  

( e )  Whenever t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker w i l l  show a tendency t o  downgrade 



t h e  u t i l i t y  of s u c c e s s ,  w i l l  he  t e n d  t o  create a &J s u b j e c t i v e  pro- 

b a b i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s ?  

A t  any  r a t e ,  a t t e m p t s  t o  measure d e ~ r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  w i l l  be- 

come more d i f f i c u l t  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  m a k e r t s  tendency is t o  

c r e a t e  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  i n  a  g iven decision-making s i t u a t i o n .  

I t  s h o u l d  be p o i n t e d  o u t  i n  t h i s  connec t ion  t h a t  t h e  i m p o a i t i o n  

o f  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  of * o b j e c t i v e n  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  on t h e  s u b j e c t s  who 

do t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  would, f o r  many o f  t h e  items, 

appear  t o  be r a t h e r  u n r e a l i s t i c  f o r  still a n o t h e r  reason:  An "objec- 

t i v e "  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f ,  l e t  u s  say,  0.7 i n  any o f  t h e  items may well 

have q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  sub- iec t ive  meanings f o r  d i f f e r e n t  s u b j e c t s .  I n  

o t h e r  words, a person choosing 0.7 conce ivab ly  c o u l d  ac t  s u b ~ i e c t i v e l y  

" r i s k i e r n  t h a n  a person who chooses  0.5 i n  t h e  same item. 

I n  complex r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making t h e r e  are probably  nunerous  

c a s e s  where t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker e i t h e r  is n o t  aware o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

he might  s u f f e r  n e g a t i v e  consequences  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  h i s  d e c i s i o n  mak- 

ing,  o r  where he h a s  a s s i g n e d  such  a h i g h  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t y  t o  

s u c c e s s  t h a t  he f e e l s  h e  can s a f e l y  f o r g e t  a b o u t  t h e  p o s s i b l e  nega- 

t i v e  consequences. In  s u c h  cases i t  would be a n  open q u e s t i o n  whether 

t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker can be c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be i n  a sub . fec t ive  s t a t e  o f  

r i s k  t a k i n g ,  and, i f  asked,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker may well i n s i s t  that 

he is & t a k i n g  any r i s k  i n  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  s o l v e  h i s  problem. 

C l o s e l y  t y i n g  i n  w i t h  t h e  problem of p r o b a b i l i t y  is t h e  problem 



of  s k i l l  v e r s u s  chance. Kogan and Wallach, i n  t h e i r  d i s c u s s i o n  of 

t h i s  q u e s t i o n  and w i t h  r e f e r e n c e  t o  one o f  t h e i r  own s t u d i e s  (1964), 

s t a t e  t h a t  n.. a s k i l l  c o n t e x t  appeared  t o  s t i m u l a t e  a moderate l e v e l  

of r i s k  t ak ing ,  whereas a chance c o n t e x t  seemed t o  induce  a n  avoid- 

ance o f  i n t e r m e d i a t e  i n  f a v o r  o f  ex t remely  r i s k y  o r  c o n s e r v a t i v e  

s t r a t e g i e s "  (1967a, p. 128). However, o t h e r  s t u d i e s  (e.9. r L i t t i g ,  

1962)  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  r e l y i n g  on s k i l l  i n c r e a s e s  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  r i s k  

t a k i n g  compared t o  s i t u a t i o n s  where t h e  outcome depends on chance 

r a t h e r  t h a n  on s k i l l .  

The problem, o f  course ,  is t h a t  "h igher  r i s k  t a k i n g "  is assuned  

t o  t a k e  p l a c e  whenever s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a r e  i n c r e a s e d  a s  a 

r e s u l t  o f  a person ' s  c o n v i c t i o n  t h a t  h i s  s k i l l  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  h i s  

chances  of s o l v i n g  h i s  problem. Yet t h e  assumption t h a t  a n  i n c r e a s e  

i n  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t y  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  r e l y i n g  on o n e ' s  s k i l l  con- 

s t i t u t e s  h i g h e r  r i s k  t a k i n g  may n o t  be e n t i r e l y  j u s t i f i e d .  

Le t  u s  t ake ,  f o r  example, t h e  c a s e  of a  person who p r e f e r s  t o  

d r i v e  i n  h i s  own car a c r o s s  t h e  c o n t i n e n t  i n s t e a d  o f  t a k i n g  an  air- 

plane.  T h i s  person may w e l l  be aware t h a t  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  having 

an  a c c i d e n t  and maybe g e t t i n g  k i l l e d  is  much h i g h e r  i f  he  d r i v e s  a 

car t h a n  it would be were he t o  t a k e  a  commercial f l i g h t .  By t h e  

same token, t h a t  person a l s o  might  be q u i t e  aware  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

h i s  d r i v i n q  s k i l l  i n c r e a s e s  h i s  chances  o f  g e t t i n g  a c r o s s  t h e  c o n t i -  

n e n t  w i t h o u t  an  a c c i d e n t ,  whereas - i f  he t a k e s  the  p l a n e  - he h a s  

no  chances  whatsoever o f  p r e v e n t i n g  a  p o s s i b l e  p l a n e  c rash .  T h i s  - 
a u t h o r  is i n c l i n e d  t o  s a y  t h a t  a  person who makes such c a l c u l a t i o n s  



may n o t  be e n t i r e l y  wrong. A f t e r  a l l ,  t h e r e  a r e  a f a i r  number o f  

d r i v e r s  who, i n  twenty o r  more y e a r s  of d r i v i n g ,  never  had a c a r  

a c c i d e n t  and whose a c c i d e n t - f r e e  d r i v i n g  r e c o r d  is l a r g e l y  a r e s u l t  

of t h e i r  exceed ing ly  h igh  d r i v i n g  s k i l l s .  However, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a 

person p r e f e r s  d r i v i n g  t o  f l y i n g  may, i n  many i n s t a n c e s ,  be a func- 

t i o n  o f  h i s  f e a r  o f  f l y i n q  r a t h e r  t h a n  r e s u l t i n g  from h i s  c o n v i c t i o n  

t h a t  he is a much b e t t e r  than  a v e r a g e  d r i v e r .  

I t  would appear  t o  be f a i r l y  e a s y  t o  ci te more examples f o r  t h e  

a u t h o r ' s  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  an  i n c r e a s e  i n  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t y  a s  a 

r e s u l t  of a person ' s  r e l i a n c e  on h i s  own s k i l l s  does  not n e c e s s a r i l y  

mean a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  s u b j e c t i v e  r i s k i n e s s .  However, t h e  a u t h o r  is 

q u i t e  w i l l i n g  t o  a h i t  t h a t  t h e  problem of  s k i l l  v e r s u s  chance and 

its i n f l u e n c e  on s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  i n  decision-making involv- 

i n g  r i s k  is f a r  from be ing  s e t t l e d .  J u s t  a b o u t  a l l  one can say  w i t h  

r e a s o n a b l e  c e r t a i n t y  is t h a t  a p e r s o n ' s  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  h i s  own l e v e l  

of s k i l l  p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  is bound t o  in-  

f l u e n c e  h i s  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t y  e s t i m a t i o n s  somehow. 

A f i n a l  f a c t o r  t h a t  probably  i n f l u e n c e s  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  subjec-  

t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  is  t h e  amount and  k i n d  of i n f o r m a t i o n  which is a v a i l -  

a b l e  t o  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker i n  a g iven  decision-making s i t u a t i o n .  I f  

t h e r e  is a v a i l a b l e  v e r y  l i t t l e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n i t i a l l y ,  t h e  assumption 

can p robab ly  be made t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker w i l l  be i n  a s t a t e  of con- 

s i d e r a b l e  u n c e r t a i n t y  from which he cannot  move u n t i l  he a c q u i r e s  more 

i n f o r m a t i o n .  However, i n  which d i r e c t i o n  h i s  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  



w i l l  d e v e l o p  cannot  be a s c e r t a i n e d  u n t i l  one knows how t h e  d e c i s i o n  

maker w i l l  a s s e s s  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  which he  e v e n t u a l l y  w i l l  

a c q u i r e .  

Kogan and Wallach have s t i p u l a t e d  t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f a c t o r s  gov- 

e r n  t h e  a c c u n u l a t i  on o f  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  (1967a, pp. 128-129) 8 

( 1 )  The g r a v i t y  of t h e  d e c i a i o n  t h a t  h a s  t o  be made; ( 2 )  t h e  c o s t  o f  

o b t a i n i n g  in format ion ;  and (3) t h e  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  which 

is a c q u i r e d ,  where t h e  amount of a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  a c q u i r e d  is t h e  

less t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  t h e  a l r e a d y  a c q u i r e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  - 
is. Kogan and Wallach a l s o  f e e l  t h a t  r a t h e r  t h a n  s e e k i n g  t o  a c q u i r e  

" a l l  p o s s i b l e  r e l e v a n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  .. a moderate l e v e l  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  

s e e k i n g  may well prove t o  be op t imaln  (1967a, pp. 131-132), and  t h e y  

f u r t h e r  s tate t h a t  t h e y  ".. s t r o n g l y  s u s p e c t  t h a t  t h e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  

for 'ces a t  work i n  a n  in format ion-seek ing  c o n t e x t  militate a g a i n s t  maxi- 

mal i n f o r m a t i o n  s e e k i n g  (p. 132).  

The p r e s e n t  a u t h o r  f e e l s  t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t  a t  least  f o u r  more fac -  

t o r s  which i n f l u e n c e  t h e  g a t h e r i n g  of a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n &  (4) The 

amount o f  p r e d e c i s i o n  time a v a i l a b l e  f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  seeking;  (5) t h e  

v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  acqu i red ;  ( 6 )  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker 's  s k i l l  

i n  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  which he h a s  acqu i red ;  and, f i n a l l y ,  (7) 

some d e c i s i o n  makers1 tendency t o  use  i n t u i t i v e  s h o r t - c u t s  i n  a s s e s s i n g  

b o t h  t h e i r  i n f o r m a t i o n  needs  and  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  which 

h a s  been a c q u i r e d .  

To sun up, t h e  problem of  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  is ex t remely  complex and  



is - i n  any  given case - bound t o  be i n f l u e n c e d  by a v a r i e t y  o f  fac -  

t o r s  which f r e q u e n t l y  w i l l  i n c l u d e  such  v a r i a b l e s  a s  e s t i m a t i o n  o f  

one ' s  own s k i l l  and t h e  s e a r c h  f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  informatiion. Fur the r -  

more, t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  most r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making l e a d s  t o  t h e  

c r e a t i o n  of s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  makes it v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  draw 

comparisons w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  both  between d i f -  

f e r e n t  decision-making s i t u a t i o n s  and between d i f f e r e n t  d e c i s i o n  mak- 

ers. Forc ing  " o b j e c t i v e "  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  on t h e  s u b j e c t s  who do t h e  

dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  would seem t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  a u r a  o f  

a r t i f i c i a l i t y  which a l r e a d y  s u r r o u n d s  t h a t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  

5. S t a t i c  v e r s u s  Dynamic Decis ion Makinq 

A f i n a l  q u e s t i o n  which d e s e r v e s  b r i e f  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  is t h a t  o f  

s t a t i c  v e r s u s  dynamic d e c i s i o n  making. 

Edwards, Lindman, and  P h i l l i p s  (1965) p o i n t  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  can- 

p l e x  r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making is dynamic r a t h e r  t h a n  s t a t i c ,  The au- 

t h o r s  s ta te  t h a t  s ta t ic  d e c i s i o n  making is o f  t h e  k i n d  where t h e  dec i -  

s i o n  maker h a s  a clear and  wel l -de f ined  problem and  a l s o  h a s  t h e  i n f o r -  

mat ion which he needs  i n  o r d e r  t o  make h i s  d e c i s i o n .  Once h i s  d e c i s i o n  

is made and  a c t e d  upon, t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  h a s  come t o  an 

end, 

In  dynamic d e c i s i o n  making, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker 

f a c e s  a sequence o f  d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  may o r  may n o t  relate t o  one a n o t h e r  



and  t h a t  may o r  may n o t  a l l  s e e k  t h e  same goa l .  The d e c i s i o n  maker's 

i n i t i a l  d e c i s i o n ,  once a c t e d  upon, may n o t  immediate ly  l e a d  t o  t h e  so- 

l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem b u t  may on ly  c o n s t i t u t e  a f i r s t  s t e p  towards  

t h a t  s o l u t i o n .  However, a s  a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  a c t i o n  t h a t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  

f i r s t  d e c i s i o n ,  t h e  problem s i t u a t i o n  w i l l  beg in  t o  chaege e n d  new fac- 

t o r s  w i l l  beg in  t o  emerge. Furthermore,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker w i l l  have 

r e c e i v e d  some feedback w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  h i s  f i r s t  d e c i s i o n  

and  w i l l  now have a g r e a t e r  poo l  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e .  He now a l s o  

may o r  may n o t  be c l o s e r  t o  t h e  f i n a l  s o l u t i o n  o f  h i s  problem. T h i s  

p r o c e s s  w i l l  be r e p e a t e d  wi th  each  s u c c e s s i v e  d e c i s i o n  u n t i l  t h e  prob- 

lem is e i t h e r  s o l v e d  o r  its s o l u t i o n  is abandoned. 

Now, i n  many - i f  n o t  most - s u c h  dynamic decision-making a i t u a -  

t i o n s ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker is probably  q u i t e  aware o f  t h e  a fo rement ioned  

c i r c u m s t a n c e s  b e f o r e  he  makes h i s  f i r s t  d e c i s i o n .  Yet t h e  e x t e n t  to  

which t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker is aware o f  t h i s  complex i ty  is bound t o  i n -  

f l u e n c e  h i s  f i r s t  d e c i s i o n .  Depending on how much he b e l i e v e s  h imse l f  

t o  be i n  c o n t r o l  o f  h i s  f u t u r e  a c t i o n s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  

h i s  problem, h i s  d e g r e e  o f  conf idence  concern ing  h i s  f i r s t  d e c i s i o n  

may d i f f e r  c o n s i d e r a b l y  from s i t u a t i o n  t o  s i t u a t i o n .  Of course ,  i n  

any a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  complex decision-making s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h e  

a n a l y s t  can o n l y  concern h imse l f  w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  d e c i s i o n  because  h i s  

a n a l y s i s  does  i n c l u d e  any feedback w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  consequences 

which would have fo l lowed  t h a t  f i r s t  d e c i s i o n  had i t  been made i n  a 

r e a l  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  i n  a t h e o r e t i c a l  one. T h i s  - 
l i m i t a t i o n  s imply c o n s t i t u t e s  a n o t h e r  b a r r i e r  which l i e s  i n  t h e  p a t h  



toward a b e t t e r  understanding o f  r i s k  tak ing ,  and i t  c o u l d  o n l y  be 

overcome by conduct ing f i e l d  s t u d i e s  o f  r e a l - l i f e  complex r i s k  tak- 

ing. 

We s h a l l  now, f i n a l l y ,  turn t o  t h e  a t tempt  o f  f i n d i n g  a b e t t e r  

understanding o f  complex r i s k  taking.  



Chapter V 

TOWARD A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF RISK TAKING 

I t  now becomes poss ib le  t o  at tempt t o  a r r i v e  a t  a b e t t e r  under- 

s tand ing of complex r e a l - l i f e  r i s k  taking. I n  t h i s  chapter, the au- 

t h o r  w i l l  suggest a new and more comprehensive d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r i s k  

taking. Based on t h a t  new d e f i n i t i o n ,  the  concept o f  "negative con- 

sequences" as w e l l  as the  concept o f  l1a l te rnat ivesn w i l l  be thorough- 

l y  examined. Fo l lowing th is ,  a new t o o l  f o r  the  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  

complex decision-making s i t u a t i o n s  w i l l  be of fered.  The author then 

w i l l  rev iew the  quest ion o f  whether the  sub jec ts  who do the  dilemma- 

of-choice quest ionnaire do o r  do n o t  engage i n  decision-making & 

volvinta r i s k .  A f t e r  t h a t  has been done, the  quest ion o f  measuring 

and comparing degrees o f  r i s k  tak ing  w i l l  be d e a l t  w i t h .  The chap- 

t e r  w i l l  conclude w i t h  a b r i e f  l ook  a t  the  problem o f  s tudy ing r e a l -  

l i f e  decision-making groups. 



1. Some P r e l i m i n a r y  C o n s i d e r a t i o n s  

The a u t h o r ,  a t  t h e  e n d  o f  c h a p t e r  111, had s t a t e d  t h a t  b e f o r e  

me can a t t e m p t  t o  s i m u l a t e  something,  one must f i r s t  be q u i t e  clear 

a b o u t  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h a t  which one wants  t o  s i m u l a t e .  He f u r t h e r -  

more e x p r e s s e d  h i s  o p i n i o n  t h a t ,  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  r e s e a r c h e r s  who used 

t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  as t h e i r  major  t o o l  of i n v e s t i -  

ga t ion ,  had a p p a r e n t l y  not been c l e a r  a b o u t  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h a t  which 

they  wanted t o  s i m u l a t e  i n  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y ,  namely, complex r e a l - l i f e  

decision-making under c o n d i t i o n s  o f  r i s k .  We have fu r the rmore  seen  

i n  c h a p t e r  IV t h a t  p r e v i o u s  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  appear  t o  

have been based on s i m p l e  gambling-type r i s k  t a k i n g  r a t h e r  t h a n  on 

complex r e a l - l i f e  r i s k  t a k i n g .  

Kogan and  Wallach, a t  the e n d  of t h e i r  a n a l y s i s  of g roup  deci-  

s i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k ,  made t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t  (1967as p. 266):  

For t h e  most p a r t ,  then,  t h e  p r e s e n t  e s s a y  must l e a v e  t h e  re- 
s e a r c h  t r a d i t i o n s  concerned w i t h  t h e  t a k i n g  o f  r i s k s  by i n d i -  
v i d u a l s  and by g roups  i n  a s t a t e  o f  u n n a t u r a l  s e p a r a t i o n .  
While a t t e m p t s  t o  u n i t e  t h e s e  two frames o f  r e f e r e n c e  a r e  be- 
g i n n i n g  t o  be mads, most o f  t h i s  t a s k  remains  a s  u n f i n i s h e d  
b u s i n e s s  f o r  t h e  f u t u r e .  

There indeed  e x i s t s  a "state of  u n n a t u r a l  s e p a r a t i o n n  between re- 

s e a r c h  on i n d i v i d u a l  and  group r i s k  t ak ing ,  and  it is n o t  o v e r l y  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e e  why t h i s  s h o u l d  be s o r  (1) Research i n  i n d i v i d u a l  

r i e k  t a k i n g  h a s  c o n c e n t r a t b d  on t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of gambling-type 

r i s k  t a k i n g  which is a r e l a t i v e l y  s i m p l e  form o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  and  

l e n d s  i t s e l f  t o  t h e  development o f  mathemat ica l  models o f  r i s k  tak-  

ing.  (2 )  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, r e s e a r c h  c a n p a r i n g  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  group 



r i s k  t a k i n g  h a s  been d i r e c t e d  towards  complex r i s k  t ak ing ,  b u t  has  

l a r g e l y  - by u s i n g  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  - r e l i e d  on 

i n a d e q u a t e  s i m u l a t i o n  t echn iques .  (3) The dilemma-of-choice ques- 

t i o n n a i r e  n o t  on ly  is i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  k ind  of r i s k -  

t a k i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  its items, b u t  fu r the rmore  is based 

on a  c o n c e p t  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  which is simple-minded and t o o  i n s u f f f -  

c i e n t  t o  t a k e  up t h e  enormously wide range  o f  r e a l - l i f e  r i s k - t a k i n g  

phenomena. 

With a  s i t u a t i o n  such  a s  t h i s ,  t h e  v e r y  f i r s t  s t e p  towards  i m -  

provement would seem t o  be t o  f i n d  a b e t t e r  d e f i n i t i o n  of r i s k  tak- 

i n g  and t o  deve lop  some t o o l s  which can be o f  h e l p  i n  a n a l y z i n g  var-  

i o u s  r i s k - t a k i n g  s i t u a t i o n s .  

2. A Better D e f i n i t i o n  o f  Risk Takinq 

I t  s h o u l d  be made c l e a r  t h a t  t r y i n g  t o  d e f i n e  " r i s k  t a k i n g "  is 

somewhat l i k e  t r y i n g  t o  d e f i n e  "mental  i l l n e s s n :  Many mani fes ta -  

t i o n s  o f  menta l  i l l n e s s  are s o  obvious  and c l e a r - c u t  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  

d o c t o r s  a l l  w i l l  a g r e e  t h a t  t h e  p a t i e n t  is m e n t a l l y  ill. On t h e  

o t h e r  hand, i n  any o f  t h e  b o r d e r l i n e  c a s e s  such  agreement f r e q u e n t -  

l y  does  n o t  e x i s t .  The same s i t u a t i o n  p r e v a i l s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  r i s k  

t a k i n g :  L i t t l e ,  i f  any, d i sagreement  w i l l  be found i f  we l o o k  a t  

c l e a r - c u t  cases o f  r i s k  t a k i n g ,  b u t  c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i sagreement  is 

bound t o  occur  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  b o r d e r l i n e  cases. 



Because t h e  problem of  r i s k  t a k i n g  is f a r  t o o  c m p l e x  t o  a l l o w  

f o r  a n  i n c l u s i v e  d e f i n i t i o n ,  t h e  a u t h o r  must restrict h imse l f  t o  

e t a t i n g  t h e  minimun r e q u i r e m e n t s  which must be p r e s e n t  i n  o r d e r  t o  

be a b l e  t o  s a y  t h a t  a  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  is one t h a t  i n v o l v e s  

r i s k r  

( 1 )  There must be a  problem s i t u a t i o n ,  and  t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  

t h e  problem must seem both d e s i r a b l e  and  p o s s i b l e  t o  t h e  de- 

c i s i o n  maker. 

(2 )  There  must be a p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker may 

e x p e r i e n c e  n e g a t i v e  consequences a s  a  r e s u l t  of h i s  d e c i s i o n  

* 
making. 

(3) There  must be a v a i l a b l e  a t  l e a s t  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  which 

are r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n ,  a l t h o u g h  hav- 

i n g  a v a i l a b l e  o n l y  two r e l e v a n t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  may n o t  a lways  

be a  s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  r i s k  t ak ing .  Furthermore,  

t h e r e  must nat be a v a i l a b l e  an  a l t e r n a t i v e  which, w h i l e  as- 

s u r i n q  t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem, would r u l e  o u t  t h e  oc- 

c u r r e n c e  o f  any t y p e  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences. 

(4) I t  is n e c e s s a r y  t h a t  t h e r e  be u n c e r t a i n t y  w i t h  re- 

g a r d  t o  t h e  problem s o l u t i o n  i f  t h e r e  i e  u n c e r t a i n t y  w i t h  re- 

gard  t o  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  o r  t h e  impac t  o f  c e r t a i n  n e g a t i v e  con- 

sequences ,  

*) I t  s h o u l d  be k e p t  i n  mind t h a t  t h e  b a s i c  meaning o f  t h e  word 
" r i s k "  is ".. t h e  chance of i n j u r y ,  damage, o r  l o s s 3  dangerous  
chance; hazard  .." ( ~ e b a t e r ' s  New World Dic t ionary ,  1966, p. 
1257). 



(5 )  A d i s t i n c t i o n  must be made between ob ject ive  and sub- 

j e c t i v ~  decision-making invo lv ing  r i s k8  I f  the decision 

maker as w e l l  as outside observers perceive the decision- 

making s i t u a t i o n  as being one t h a t  involves r i s k  according 

t o  the c r i t e r i a  ou t l i ned  under po in t s  (1) t o  (4) ,  then the 

decision maker i s  i n  a decision-making s i t u a t i o n  invo lv ing  

r i s k  both ob jec t i ve ly  and sub-fectively. If, however, the 

decis ion maker does perceive the decision-making s i tua- 

t i o n  as one invo lv ing  r i s k  although i t  i s  perceived as such 

by outside observers, then the decis ion maker cannot be con- 

sidered t o  be i n  a s t a te  o f  sub ject ive  r i s k  tak ing although 

he i s  i n  a s ta te  o f  ob jec t ive  r i s k  taking. By the same tok- 

en, i f  only the decis ion maker perceives the decision-making 

s i t u a t i o n  as one i nvo l v i ng  r i sk ,  but  i f  outside observers do 

no t  share h i s  perception, then the decision maker must s t i l l  - 
be considered t o  be i n  a subject ive s ta te  o f  r i s k  tak ing a l -  

though he i s  e i n  an ob ject ive  s ta te  o f  r i s k  taking. 

I n  the next  two sections o f  t h i s  chapter, the concepts o f  "nega- 

t i v e  consequencesn and "a l ternat ives"  s h a l l  be examined i n  deta i l ,  and 

i t  s h a l l  be shown how a greater soph is t i ca t ion  i n  the d e f i n i t i o n  o f  

these concepts w i l l  he lp  i n  the creat ion o f  a valuable t o o l  which can 

be used f o r  the analysis o f  decision-making s i tuat ions.  



3. The Concept o f  Neqat ive  Consequences 

A s  had been shown i n  s e c t i o n  3 of t h e  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r  - on page 

72 - Kogan and Wallach restrict t h e  concep t  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences 

t o  n e g a t i v e  consequences  f o r  f a i l u r e ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  a t  

t h e  p o s t d e c i s i o n a l  s t a g e  migh t  f i n d  h imse l f  worse o f f  t h a n  he was be- 

f o r e  h e  made t h e  d e c i s i o n n  (1967a, p. 115). The a u t h o r s  appear  t o  

l i n k  t h e  concep t  o f  " n e g a t i v e  consequencesn t o  t h e  concep t  o f  " l o s i n g  

t h e  s t a k e n .  In  t h i s  t h e y  do n o t  seem t o  be a lone :  Both S toner  (1961) 

and Brown (1965)  appear  t o  t a k e  a  s i m i l a r  view. I t  can s a f e l y  be as- 

s m e d  t h a t  a l l  of t h e s e  workers  view " n e g a t i v e  consequencesw a s  mean- 

i n g  t h a t  one l o s e s  t h e  s t a k e  as a  r e s u l t  o f  having f a i l e d  t o  win t h e  

p r i z e .  T h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  t h e  concep t  of n e g a t i v e  consequences is, 

however, one o f  t h e  main r e a s o n s  why t h e  terminology used a t  p r e s e n t  

i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  complex r i s k  t a k i n g  is s o  i n a d e q u a t e  and  c r e a t e s  s u c h  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  a b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  phenomenon. 

The p r e s e n t  a u t h o r  h a s  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  b a s i c  p r i n c i p l e  i n  

any d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  is t h a t  t h e r e  must be a  problem s i t u a -  

t i o n  and  t h a t  t h e  a o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem must seem b o t h  d e s i r a b l e  

and p o s s i b l e  t o  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker. Now, one r e s u l t  o f  f a i l i n g  t o  

a c h i e v e  a  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  problem may be t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker f i n d s  

h imse l f  worse o f f  i n  t h e  p o s t d e c i s i o n a l  s t a g e  t h a n  he  ruas i n  t h e  pre- 

d e c i s i o n a l  s t a g e  because  he has ,  f o l l o w i n g  h i s  d e c i s i o n  making, l o s t  

something which he  p r e v i o u s l y  had possessed.  Such a skate of  b e i n g  

worse o f f  i n  t h e  p o s t d e c i s i o n a l  s t a g e  s h a l l  from now on be c a l l e d  



primary nega t ive  consequences, o r  PNC. 

Howver, n o t  having been a b l e  t o  s o l v e  one ' s  problem - whether 

t h a t  non-solution r e s u l t s  from having f a i l e d  i n  one's a t t empt s  t o  

s o l v e  t h e  problem o r  from one's dec i s ion  t o  abandon t h e  a t tempts  t o  

s o l v e  t h a t  problem - c o n s t i t u t e s  i n  i t s e l f  a nega t ive  consequence 

because a s o l u t i o n  had i n i t i a l l y  been des i r ed ,  and t h a t  which had 

been d e s i r e d  was n o t  achieved. Th i s  type  of  nega t ive  consequences 

s h a l l  hencefor th  be known a s  secondary nega t ive  conseguenws, o r  SNC. 

From t h i s  it fo l lows  t h a t  i n  any given decision-making s i t u a t i o n  in-  

vo lv ing  r i s k  t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  achieve problem s o l u t i o n  w i l l  always l e a d  

t o  secondarv nega t ive  consequences, bu t  may o r  may n o t  l e a d  t o  pri- 

mary nega t ive  consequences. 

There is y e t  another  k ind  of  p o s s i b l e  nega t ive  consequences. 

Some decision-making s i t u a t i o n s  may be of  t h e  kind where e i t h e r  t h e  

a t t empt  t o  s o l v e  t h e  problem o r  t h e  abandoninq of  t h i s  a t t empt  may 

c r e a t e ,  i n  t h e  pos tdec i s iona l  s t age ,  a problem r e s u l t i n g  from 

t h e  decision-making per se. The r eade r  is asked t o  r e f e r  t o  page 

15 of  t h i s  t h e s i s  where t h e  t h i r d  of  t h r e e  examples o f  complex de- 

c i s i o n  making is descr ibed.  In t h a t  s i t u a t i o n ,  count ry  X has  t o  

dec ide  whether t o  f i g h t  a pre-emptive war a g a i n s t  count ry  Y, and 

it was s t a t e d  t h a t  f i g h t i n g  such a pre-emptive war "would very l i k e -  

l y  l e a d  t o  a l l  s o r t s  of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r epe rcus s ions  t h e  imp l i ca t i ons  

of which could t u r n  o u t  t o  be extremely unpleasant  f o r  country X e W  

Kogan and Wallach desc r ibe  t h e s e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r epe rcus s ions  a s  fo l -  

lows (1967a, p. 226): 



World op in ion  .. would s e v e r e l y  condemn c o u n t r y  X f o r  in-  
vad ing  a ne ighbor ing  n a t i o n  w i t h o u t  d i r e c t  p rovoca t ion ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  i n  view o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Y ' s  new l e a d e r  o b t a i n e d  
t h e  r e i n s  o f  government by due p r o c e s s  o f  law. The subse- 
q u e n t  r e p e r c u s s i o n s  i n  t e rms  o f  t r a d e  s a n c t i o n s  a g a i n s t  na- 
t i o n  X might  be severe .  Furthermore,  o t h e r  n a t i o n s  might  
send  m i l i t a r y  s u p p o r t  t o  Y, s o  t h a t  t h e  outcome o f  X'B m i -  
l i t a r y  i n t e r v e n t i o n  migh t  a c t u a l l y  be a d e f e a t  f o r  X. 

Le t  US, t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a n a l y s i s ,  f o r g e t  a b o u t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

m i l i t a r y  i n t e r v e n t i o n  by t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  community on b e h a l f  o f  

c o u n t r y  Y, and  l e t  u s  f o c u s  on t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  s e v e r e  t r a d e  sanc- 

t i o n s  a g a i n s t  c o u n t r y  X. These t r a d e  s a n c t i o n s  would c o n s t i t u t e  a 

p e r f e c t  example of t h e  c r e a t i o n  of a new problem as a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  

decision-making p r o c e s s  p e r  se. T h i s  new problem cou ld  be avoided,  

o f  course ,  i f  c o u n t r y  X d e c i d e s  a n a i n s t  f i g h t i n g  t h e  pre-emptive 

war. 

Now l e t  u s  compl ica te  t h i s  problem s i t u a t i o n  even more. Le t  us  

assume t h a t  c o u n t r y  X d o e s  n o t  have a  s t r o n g  democra t i c  t r a d i t i o n  and 

t h a t  p a s t  governments i n  t h a t  coun t ry  have, a t  s e v e r a l  occas ions ,  been 

overthrown a s  a r e s u l t  o f  a n  i n t e r n a l  p l o t .  The p r e s e n t  government o f  

c o u n t r y  X b a s i c a l l y  h a s  a "dovishm a t t i t u d e ,  b u t  "hawkstt are known t o  

be e a g e r  t o  form a new government. These hawks are now p u t t i n g  pres- 

s u r e  on t h e i r  government t o  invade n a t i o n  Y, and  t h e  government o f  na- 

t i o n  X is a f r a i d  t h a t  f a i l u r e  t o  g i v e  i n  t o  t h e  hawks' p r e s s u r e  might  

mean be ing  overthrown by them. The d e c i s i o n  makers o f  n a t i o n  X now 

face t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  i n v i t i n g  s e v e r e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a d e  s a n c t i o n s  

were t h e y  t o  o r d e r  t h e  i n v a s i o n  o f  c o u n t r y  Y, and  t h e y  f a c e  t h e  poss i -  

b i l i t y  of a n  i n t e r n a l  upheava l  were t h e y  not t o  o r d e r  t h a t  invas ion .  

In  o t h e r  words, t h e  d e c i s i o n  makers of  c o u n t r y  X f a c e  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  



o f  c r e a t i n g  a  problem whether  o r  n o t  t h e y  d e c i d e  t o  s o l v e  t h e i r  

o r i q i n a l  problem. 

Such c r e a t i o n  o f  a new problem a s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n -  

making per se, s h a l l  from now on be known a s  t e r t i a r y  n e q a t i v e  con- 

sequences ,  o r  TNC. T h i s  t y p e  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences  would, i n  some 

c a s e s ,  be somewhat a k i n  t o  what R e t t i g  and  Rawson (1963) have c a l l e d  

"censure"  i n  t h e i r  s t u d y  o f  u n e t h i c a l  behav io r .  

If ,  i n  any g iven  decis ion-making s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e r e  e x i s t  n o  pos- 

s i b i l i t i e s  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker may s u f f e r  a t  least  one o f  t h e  

t h r e e  t y p e s  of n e g a t i v e  consequences ,  t h e n  t h e  decis ion-making si- 

t u a t i o n  c a n n o t  be one i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  Genera l ly ,  t h e  most  clear- 

c u t  decis ion-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  w i l l  be found i n  cases where = 
a l t e r n a t i v e  r u l e s  o u t  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  o f  primary n e g a t i v e  consequen- 

ces whereas  t h e  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  makes p o s s i b l e  t h a t  occur rence .  

In  s u c h  c a s e s ,  it is t r u l y  p o s s i b l e  t o  speak  o f  a  c a u t i o u s  a n d  a  

r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  a n d  t o  s a y  t h a t  a  person,  by choos ing  t h e  r i s k y  

a l t e r n a t i v e ,  ac t s  r i s k i e r  t h a n  i f  he had chosen t h e  c a u t i o u s  a l t e r -  

n a t i v e .  However, even i n  s u c h  c a s e s  we mus t  q u a l i f y  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  

t h a t  a pe r son  " a c t s  r i s k i e r  by choos ing  t h e  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e "  be- 

c a u s e  we have t o  c o n s i d e r  t h e  problem of t h e  s u b j e c t i v i t y  o f  u t i -  

l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  v e r s u s  d i s u t i l i t y  of  n e g a t i v e  consequences ,  a n d  be- 

c a u s e  we have t o  c o n s i d e r  t h e  problem o f  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  

L e t  u s  now sum up t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  t h r e e  t y p e s  o f  n e g a t i v e  



consequences:  

PRIMARY n e g a t i v e  consequences r e f e r  t o  a s ta te  of  being worse off  i n  

t h e  p o a t d e c i s i o n a l  s t a g e  than  one was i n  t h e  p r e d e c i s i o n a l  s t a g e  a s  

a r e s u l t  o f  hav ing  s o l v e d  one's  problem. Whenever pr imary nega- 

t i v e  consequences  occur ,  secondary n e g a t i v e  consequences must a l s o  

occur.  

SECONDARY n e g a t i v e  consequences r e s u l t  from the non-solut ion of t h e  

problem per  se and  occur  whenever t h e  problem h a s  been solved,  

be t h i s  as a r e s u l t  o f  having f a i l e d  i n  one 's  a t t e m p t s  t o  s o l v e  t h e  

problem o r  as  a  r e s u l t  o f  having abandoned one 's  a t t e m p t s  t o  s o l v e  

t h e  problem. Secondary n e g a t i v e  consequences o r  may n o t  occur 

t o g e t h e r  w i t h   primer^ n e g a t i v e  consequences. 

TERTIARY n e g a t i v e  consequences r e s u l t  from t h e  c r e a t i o n  of a new prob- 

lem f o l l o w i n g  t h e  decision-makinq p r o c e s s  per se. T e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  

consequences  may o r  may n o t  occur  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  primary and  secondary 

n e g a t i v e  consequences.  

We s h a l l  now t u r n  t o  t h e  c o n c e p t  of " a l t e r n a t i v e s n  and  t o  t h e  

problem o f  outcome u n c e r t a i n t y .  

4. The Concept o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  and  t h e  Problem of Outcane U n c e r t a i n t y  

Prev ious  a t t e m p t s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  complex r i s k  t a k i n g  have, as was 

shown i n  c h a p t e r  IV, o p e r a t e d  w i t h  on ly  two c o u r s e  a l t e r n a t i v e s :  The 



c a u t i o u s  and  t h e  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e .  Such a r e s t r i c t i o n ,  however, is 

j u s t  as dangerous  as  t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n  t o  o n l y  one t y p e  o f  n e g a t i v e  con- 

sequences.  I f  we want t o  a c h i e v e  a b e t t e r  unders tand ing  o f  complex 

r i s k  t a k i n g ,  we must expand t h e  c o n c e p t  of  " a l t e r n a t i v e s " .  

Kogan and Wallach, i n  t h e i r  d e f i n i t i o n  of r i s k  t a k i n g  which had 

been quo ted  on pages  70 and 71, had s t a t e d  t h a t  " t o  t a l k  a b o u t  r i s k  

t ak ing ,  then,  is t o  r e f e r  t o  behavior  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  uhere  t h e r e  is a 

d e s i r a b l e  g o a l  and a l a c k  o f  c e r t a i n t y  t h a t  i t  can be a t t a i n e d n  (1967a, 

p. 115). The p r e s e n t  a u t h o r ,  i n  commenting on t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  on p a g e s  

71 and 72, has e x p r e s s e d  t h e  o p i n i o n  t h a t  u n c e r t a i n t y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  

g o a l  a t t a i n m e n t  ( o r  problem s o l u t i o n )  is  a necessa ry  requ i rement  

f o r  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  cases where g o a l  a t t a i n m e n t ,  a l t h o u g h  assured ,  may 

n e v e r t h e l e s s  a l s o  l e a d  t o  a d d i t i o n a l  consequences  which have a n  impor- 

t a n t  b e a r i n g  on t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  r i s k  t ak ing .  I t  shou ld  be po in ted  o u t  

t h a t  we are, o f  course ,  r e f e r r i n g  t o  s u b - l e c t i v e  r a t h e r  t h a n  o b j e c t i v e  

u n c e r t a i n t y  . 
I n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s e c t i o n ,  t h e  concep t  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  and t h e  ques- 

t i o n  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  g o a l  a t t a i n m e n t  s h a l l  be d e a l t  w i t h  

t o q e  t h e r  . 

Ae was s t a t e d  above, o p e r a t i n g  w i t h  o n l y  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  is not 

s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  complex r i s k  t a k i n g .  The a u t h o r  f e e l s  t h a t  

we must expand t h e  r a n g e  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  i n c l u d e  a t  least  t h e  fol low- 

i n g  seven  k i n d s  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  which a r e  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  e i t h e r  by spe- 

c i f i c  c e r t a i n t i e s  o r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  primary and secondary  - 



nega t ive  consequences and wi th  r ega rd  t o  achievement o f  problem s o l -  

u t i on  (goa l  a t t a inmen t ) ,  o r  APS: 

(1) The SURE-FIRE a l t e r n a t i v e .  This  a l t e r n a t i v e  a s s u r e s  t h a t  t h e  

problem w i l l  be so lved  and, t he re fo re ,  r u l e s  o u t  t h e  occurrence of 

primary o r  secondary nega t ive  consequences. 

(2 )  The CAUTIOUS a l t e r n a t i v e .  Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  r u l e s  o u t  t h a t  t h e  

problem w i l l  be solved. The cau t ious  a l t e r n a t i v e  can only  e x i s t  i n  

s i t u a t i o n s  where t h e  non-solution of  t h e  problem cannot l e a d  t o  p r i -  

mary nega t ive  consequences. Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t he re fo re ,  r u l e s  o u t  

the occurrence o f  primary nega t ive  consequences, bu t  a s s u r e s  t h e  oc- 

cur rence  of  secondary nega t ive  consequences. 

(3) The SEMI SURE-FIRE a l t e r n a t i v e .  Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  o r  may n o t  

l e a d  t o  t h e  s o l u t i o n  of  t h e  problem. The semi s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  

j u s t  l i k e  t h e  c a u t i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  can o n l y  e x i s t  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  where 

t h e  non-solution of  t h e  problem cannot  l e a d  t o  primary nega t ive  conse- 

quences, This  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  then, r u l e s  o u t  t h e  occurrence of  pr imary 

nega t ive  consequences. However, s i n c e  t h e  problem may o r  may n o t  be 

solved,  secondary nega t ive  consequences  ma^ o r  may n o t  occur wi th  t h i s  

a l t e r n a t i v e .  

(4)  The REDUCED RISK a l t e r n a t i v e .  Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  may o r  may n o t  

l e a d  t o  t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem, Furthermore, pr imary nega t ive  

consequences o r  may n o t  occur  i f  t h e  problem is n o t  solved. & 

condary nega t ive  consequences, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, a r e  a s su red  t o  oc- 

cur  i f  t h e  problem is n o t  solved. 

(5) The STANDARD RISK a l t e r n a t i v e .  Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  may o r  may n o t  



l e a d  t o  t h e  s o l u t i o n  of t h e  problem. However, i f  t h e  problem is not 

so lved ,  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  o f  b o t h  primary and  secondary  nega t ive  conse- 

quences  is assured .  

( 6 )  The ENHANCED RISK a l t e r n a t i v e .  T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  r u l e s  o u t  t h a t  

t h e  problem can be s o l v e d  and  a s s u r e s  t h e  occur rence  of secondary ne- 

g a t i v e  consequences.  Pr imary n e g a t i v e  consequences  may o r  may n o t  

occur  w i t h  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

(7 )  The DOOMSDAY a l t e r n a t i v e .  T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  r u l e s  o u t  t h a t  t h e  

problem can be s o l v e d  and  a s s u r e s  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  o f  both  p r imary  and  

s e c o n d a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences.  

The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e s e  seven  a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  

t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t o  pr imary n e g a t i v e  consequences (PNC), secondary  

n e g a t i v e  consequences (SNC), and  achievement  o f  problem s o l u t i o n  (APS), 

t h e n  are as fo l lows :  

S u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  g 

Caut ious  a l t e r n a t i v e  g 

Semi s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  .. - 
Reduced r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  I - - 
Standard  r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  - 

0 

Enhanced r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  - 
Doomsday a l t e r n a t i v e  - 

e i t h e r  r o 
o r  t o 

e i t h e r  r o 
o r :  0 

o r :  x 

e i t h e r  r o 
o r  : x 

SNC - 
0 

X 

0 

X 

0 

X 
X 

0 

X 

X 

X 

X 



A s  can be seen, f ou r  o f  t h e  seven a l t e r n a t i v e s  have outcome cer- 

t a i n t y  wi th  r ega rd  t o  achievement of problem s o l u t i o n  (APS): The sure -  

f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  a s s u r e s  t h a t  t h e  problem can be solved,  and t h e  cau- 

t i ous ,  enhanced r i s k ,  and doomsday a l t e r n a t i v e s  r u l e  o u t  t h e  s o l u t i o n  

of  t h e  problem. The o t h e r  t h r e e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  - t h e  semi sure- f i re ,  

reduced r i s k ,  and s t anda rd  r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e s  - do not have outcome 

c e r t a i n t y  wi th  r e g a r d  t o  achievement o f  problem s o l u t i o n  (APS). 

If,  i n  any given decision-making s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  a l t e r -  

n a t i v e s  were &. of  t h e  kind which has  outcome c e r t a i n t y  with r ega rd  

t o  achievement of problem s o l u t i o n ,  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n  - according t o  Kogan 

and Wallach's d e f i n i t i o n  of r i s k  t ak ing  - could not be one i nvo lv ing  

r i s k .  However, we now must t a k e  i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

t h a t  i n  any decision-making s i t u a t i o n  t h e r e  may o r  may n o t  e x i s t  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  expe r i enc ing  t e r t i a r y  nega t i ve  consequences a s  a  r e s u l t  

o f  t h e  decision-making per  se. Furthermore, such t e r t i a r y  nega t i ve  

consequences conceivably cou ld  occur wi th  any of  t h e  seven a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

I f  we, then,  have a  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  i n  which a l l  a v a i l a b l e  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  have outcome c e r t a i n t y  wi th  r e g a r d  t o  achievement o f  prob- 

lem s o l u t i o n ,  b u t  one o r  more of t h e s e  a v a i l a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a l s o  

c a r r y  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  exper ienc ing  t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences, 

we then  have a  r i s k  f a c t o r  e n t e r i n g  i n t o  such a s i t u a t i o n .  Th i s  r i s k  

f a c t o r ,  o f  course ,  is t h e  v e r y  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  expe r i enc ing  t e r t i a r y  

n e g a t i v e  consequences. Furthermore, t h e  r i s k  f a c t o r  is of  a  d u a l  na- 

t u r e :  On one hand is t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e s e  t e r t i a r y  nega t i ve  consequen- 

ces may o r  may n o t  occur,  and on t h e  o t h e r  hand is t h e  problem of pro- 



p e r l y  assessing the  impact o f  these t e r t i a r y  negat ive consequences 

should they occur. 

To r e f e r  once more back t o  the h y p o t h e t i c a l  case o f  country X 

f i g h t i n g  a  pre-emptive war aga ins t  country Y: That s i t u a t i o n  may be 

such t h a t  f i g h t i n g  the  pre-emptive war assures v i c t o r y  and, thereby, 

solves t h e  o r i g i n a l  problem. If, however, t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  severe 

t rade sanct ions - imposed by the  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  community - exists ,  

then f i g h t i n g  t h a t  pre-emptive war would be r i s k y  indeed. And, as 

we had seen e a r l i e r ,  not f i g h t i n g  t h a t  war would a l s o  be r isky ,  b u t  

f o r  two reasons: (a) Country Y might  a t t a c k  country XI and (b) the  

hawks i n  country X might  overthrow t h e i r  own government because i t  

d i d  & f i g h t  the  pre-emptive war aga ins t  country Y. I t  would seem, 

then, t h a t  r i s k  t a k i n g  does r e q u i r e  uncer ta in ty  with regard  t o  

achievement o f  problem s o l u t i o n  i f  - al though there  e x i s t s  a  sure- 

f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  - there  a l s o  e x i s t s  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t e r t i a r y  

negat ive  consequences might  occur i f  t h i s  s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  

used. 

The author 's d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r i s k  taking, which was given on pages 

93 and 94, s t a t e d  i n  paragraph 3 t h a t  nthere must be a v a i l a b l e  a t  

l e a s t  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  which a re  r e l e v a n t  t o  the  decision-making s i -  

tuat ion, a l though having a v a i l a b l e  on ly  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  may n o t  a l -  

ways be a  s u f f i c i e n t  cond i t i on  f o r  r i s k  taking." Th is  statement s h a l l  

now be explained: I f  a man i s  on a  s i n k i n g  s h i p  which has no l i f eboa ts ,  

he has two a l t e r n a t i v e s  - he can e i t h e r  do no th ing  and go down with the  



s h i p ,  which would be t h e  doomsday a l t e r n a t i v e ,  o r  he can j u n ~  i n t o  

t h e  water and  s t a r t  swimming, which would be t h e  s t a n d a r d  r i s k  a l -  

t e r n a t i v e .  So u n l e s s  t h i s  man were w i l l i n g  t o  commit s u i c i d e ,  he  

had b e t t e r  start  swimming. I t  would & seem j u s t i f i a b l e  t o  s a y  

t h a t  he  is t a k i n g  a  r i s k  by choosing t h e  s t a n d a r d  r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e ;  

he r e a l l y  h a s  no  o t h e r  c h o i c e  i f  he  wants  t o  s a v e  h i s  l i f e .  

The a u t h o r ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g ,  a l s o  i n  paragraph 3 o f  

t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n ,  fu r the rmore  s t i p u l a t e d  t h a t  " t h e r e  must & be a v a i l -  

a b l e  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  which, whi le  a s s u r i n q  t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem, 

would r u l e  o u t  t h e  occur rence  o f  any t y p e  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences." 

The r e f e r e n c e  h e r e ,  o f  course ,  is t o  a s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  any  

case where t h e  occur rence  of t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences is r u l e d  

o u t  j u s t  as much as  primary and  secondary  n e g a t i v e  consequences are 

a lways  r u l e d  o u t  w i t h  t h e  s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e .  I t  is q u i t e  e v i d e n t  

t h a t  any such s i t u a t i o n  c o u l d  n o t  p o s s i b l y  be one t h a t  i n v o l v e s  r i s k .  

However, t h i s  s t i p u l a t i o n  l e a d s  u s  d i r e c t l y  t o  a  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  which, 

t o  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  knowledge, h a s  been a b s e n t  i n  p r e v i o u s  r i s k - t a k i n g  

r e s e a r c h .  

There  may be a  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  i n  which t h e r e  e x i s t s  

a s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  whi le  t e r t i a r y  as well a s  primary and  secon- 

da ry  n e g a t i v e  consequences are r u l e d  out.  However, t h e r e  may never- 

t h e l e s s  e x i s t  a reduced  r i s k  o r  s t a n d a r d  r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  t h a t  

s i t u a t i o n .  Now, a l t h o u g h  t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  as such  would 

n o t  be one i n v o l v i n g  r i s k ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker still might  choose, f o r  - 
v a r i o u s  reasons ,  t o  employ e i t h e r  t h e  s t a n d a r d  r i s k  o r  t h e  reduced 



r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e .  One example o f  t h i s  k i n d  o f  a c t i o n  might r u n  a s  

fo l lows :  A young person wants t o  g e t  a c r o s s  a  r i v e r  a t  a p o i n t  where 

t h e  r i v e r  is spanned by a br idge.  I n  o r d e r  t o  s o l v e  h i s  "problem", 

t h e  youngs te r  merely would have t o  walk a c r o s s  t h a t  br idge,  and  do- 

i n g  t h i s  would be t o  choose t h e  s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  However, t h e  

youngs te r  chooses  t o  accomplish  t h e  s o l u t i o n  t o  h i s  "problem" by walk- 

i n g  on t o p  o f  t h e  b r i d g e  r a i l i n g .  T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  would be a  stan- 

d a r d  r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  because  it may o r  may n o t  l e a d  t o  achievement 

o f  problem s o l u t i o n  a n d  w i l l ,  i f  the s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  problem is & 

achieved,  l e a d  t o  pr imary n e g a t i v e  consequences,  namely, i n j u r y  o r  

even death .  T h a t  young person,  then,  made a r i s k y  d e c i s i o n  a l t h o u g h  

he was not a t  f i r s t  i n  a  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  

Such forms of  r i s k  t a k i n g  would p robab ly  have t o  be c a l l e d  "needless"  

o r  " r e c k l e s s "  r i s k  t a k i n g ,  b u t  r i s k  t a k i n ~  t h e y  a r e .  

A s  was p o i n t e d  o u t  i n  s e c t i o n  I of t h e  p r e v i o u s  chap te r ,  a  number 

o f  items i n  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d e p i c t  s i t u a t i o n s  i n  

which t h e r e  a r e  no c a u t i o u s  b u t  on ly  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  Because a 

person,  i n  such  s i t u a t i o n s ,  can on ly  choose between r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  

it migh t  be p o s s i b l e  t o  a p p l y  t h e  term "forced  r i s k  t ak ing"  t o  such  

s i t u a t i o n s  i n  o r d e r  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  them from v o l u n t a r y  r i s k  t a k i n g  

which t a k e s  p l a c e  when a r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  r a t h e r  t h a n  a n  e x i s t i n g  

c a u t i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e  is chosen. However, t h a t  d i s t i n c t i o n  would have 

t o  be t r e a t e d  w i t h  g r e a t  care because  of t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  b o r d e r l i n e  

c a s e s  i n  which t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences  a r e  poss ib le .  I f  t h e  - 



s i t u a t i o n  is  s u c h  t h a t  t h e r e  is a c a u t i o u s  and a  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  

b u t  t h e  c a u t i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e  e n t a i l s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  e x p e r i e n c i n g  

t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences,  t h e n  we migh t  a l s o  have a case o f  

f o r c e d  r a t h e r  t h a n  v o l u n t a r y  r i s k  t ak ing .  Furthermore, i n  any case 

of f o r c e d  r i s k  t a k i n g  i t  might  be q u i t e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e c i d e  whether 

course  A is  r i s k i e r ,  less r i s k y ,  o r  j u s t  a s  r i s k y  a s  c o u r s e  B. 

S t i l l  a n o t h e r  problem w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  de te rmin ing  t h e  r i s k i n e s s  

o f  a g i v e n  course  a r i s e s  where t h e r e  is a p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  s e p u e n t i a l  

a l t e r n a t i v e  runs .  I n  item 6 of t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  

t h e  c e n t r a l  c h a r a c t e r  h a s  t o  choese  between t a k i n g  h i s  Ph.D. a t  a  

h i q h - p r e s t i g e  u n i v e r s i t y  where t h e  chances  o f  s u c c e s s  are smal l ,  o r  

t a k i n g  h i s  degree  work a t  a &-pres t ige  u n i v e r s i t y  where v i r t u a l l y  

e v e r y  c a n d i d a t e  g e t s  t h e  degree.  Now, a d e c i s i o n  t o  e n t e r  t h e  high- 

p r e s t i g e  u n i v e r s i t y  would appear  t o  be a r i s k y  dec i s ion .  However, 

t h e  c a n d i d a t e  may, i f  he r e a l i z e s  a f t e r  one o r  two semesters t h a t  

h e  c a n n o t  make it, t h e n  go t o  t h e  low-pres t ige  u n i v e r s i t y  wi thou t  

r e a l l y  having l o s t  a n y t h i n g  because  t h e  c o u r s e  work done a t  t h e  high- 

p r e s t i g e  u n i v e r s i t y  c e r t a i n l y  would coun t  a t  t h e  o t h e r  u n i v e r s i t y .  

And even i f  he s h o u l d  have f a i l e d  h i s  course  work a t  t h e  high-pres- 

t i g e  u n i v e r s i t y ,  he  still c o u l d  t r y  t h e  l o w p r e s t i g e  u n i v e r s i t y  and  

would, a t  t h e  worst ,  have l o s t  one s e m e s t e r ' s  time. In t h e  l i g h t  

o f  t h i s ,  then,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  e n t e r  t h e  h i g h - p r e s t i g e  u n i v e r s i t y  

may n o t  r e a l l y  be v e r y  r i s k y ,  i f  i t  is r i s k y  a t  a l l .  

I t  shou ld  be p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  " s e q u e n t i a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  runs"  must 

n o t  be confused w i t h  "dynamic d e c i s i o n  making": S e q u e n t i a l  a l t e r n a -  



t i v e  r u n s  r e f e r  t o  a l t e r n a t i v e s  which e x i s t  b e f o r e  t h e  f i r s t  d e c i s i o n  

is made, whereas dynamic d e c i s i o n  makinq r e f e r s  t o  s i t u a t i o n s  where 

new a l t e r n a t i v e s  emerge a f t e r  t h e  f i r s t  d e c i s i o n  h a s  been made and  - 
feedback h a s  been r e c e i v e d  f o l l o w i n g  t h a t  first d e c i s i o n .  

Based on t h e  f i n d i n g s  i n  c h a p t e r s  IV and V, it now becomes pos- 

s i b l e  t o  deve lop  a  new t o o l  f o r  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  decision-making 

s i t u a t i o n s .  

5. A New Tool  f o r  t h e  I n v e s t i s a t i o n  o f  Complex Decision-Makinq 

S i t u a t i o n s .  

I t  i s  e v i d e n t  by now t h a t  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making si- 

t u a t i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  can, i n  t h e i r  n a t u r e ,  d i f f e r  c o n s i d e r a b l y  from 

each  o t h e r .  I t  s h o u l d  fu r the rmore  be e v i d e n t  t h a t  t h i s  d i v e r s i t y  must  . 

be t a k e n  i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  i n  any a t t e m p t s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  complex de- 

c i s i o n  making. The a u t h o r  i s  o f  t h e  op in ion  t h a t  a  necessa ry  s t e p  i n  

t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  a b e t t e r  unders tand ing  o f  t h e  phenomenon under inves -  

t i g a t i o n  would be t h e  development of a  s y s t e m a t i c  approach t o  t h e  prob- 

lem o f  a n a l y z i n g  decision-making s i t u a t i o n s .  Such a s y s t e m a t i c  ap- 

proach might  b e s t  be ach ieved  by a s k i n g  a number o f  s p e c i f i c  q u e s t i o n s  

w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  any given decision-making s i t u a t i o n  which 

is t o  be i n v e s t i g a t e d ,  and t h e  a u t h o r  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  twen- 

t y - f i v e  q u e s t i o n s  might  p r o f i t a b l y  be asked:  



(1) What is t h e  decis ion-maker ' s  problem s i t u a t i o n ?  T h i s  q u e s t i o n  

s h o u l d  t a k e  t h e  form o f  a s k i n g  whether t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker s h o u l d  o r  

s h o u l d  n o t  d o  a  c e r t a i n  t h i n g ,  o r  whether t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker s h o u l d  

d o  ( a )  o r  (b)  o r ,  conceivably ,  any o f  a g r e a t e r  number o f  th ings .  

The p roper  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  decis ion-maker ' s  problem is a v e r y  

i m p o r t a n t  s t e p ,  and  c a r e  s h o u l d  be t a k e n  wi th  t h i s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  

(2)  Is t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  problem bo th  d e s i r a b l e  and  p o s s i b l e ?  

Yes; no; cannot  be determined. 

(3) Is t h e r e  a p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker might  e x p e r i e n c e  

n e g a t i v e  consequences as a  r e s u l t  o f  h i s  d e c i s i o n  making? Yes; no; 

cannot  be determined. T h i s  is an i m p o r t a n t  q u e s t i o n  because,  i f  t h e  

answer t o  it is %on, t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  would be one 

i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  

(4)  I f  t h e r e  is a p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  e x p e r i e n c i n g  primary n e g a t i v e  con- 

sequences ,  what would be t h e i r  n a t u r e ?  The answer t o  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  

can, t o  some e x t e n t ,  i n d i c a t e  t h e  magnitude o f  p o s s i b l e  r i s k  t a k i n g  

i n  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n .  

(5) Is t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  primary n e g a t i v e  consequences t h e  l o s s  o f  

l i f e  o r  something o f  similar s e v e r i t y ?  Yes; no; cannot  be determined. 

(6) Is t h e r e  a p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker m i g h t  e x p e r i e n c e  

t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences as  a r e s u l t  o f  h i s  d e c i s i o n  making? 

Yes; no; cannot  be determined. 

(7 )  What would be t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences? 

(8) Is t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences t h e  l o s s  o f  

l i f e  o r  something o f  similar s e v e r i t y ?  Yes; no; cannot  be determined. 



(9 )  Are t h e r e  a v a i l a b l e  a t  l e a s t  two a l t e r n a t i v e s ?  Yes; no; cannot  

be determined. 

(10) Are t h e r e  a v a i l a b l e  more t h a n  two a l t e r n a t i v e s ?  Yes; no; cannot  

be determined.  

(11) How many and what k i n d s  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e ?  I t  is i m -  

p o r t a n t  t h a t  t h e  t y p e  o f  a v a i l a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  be c l e a r l y  determined. 

(12) Is t h e r e  a v a i l a b l e  a s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  which r u l e s  o u t  

t h r e e  t y p e s  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences? Yes; no; cannot  be  determined. 

I f  t h e r e  is, t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n  cannot  be one i n v o l v i n g  r i s k .  

(13) Is t h e r e  a v a i l a b l e  a c a u t i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e ?  Yes; no; cannot  be de- 

termined. I f  t h e r e  is, and  i f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  does not e n t a i l  t h e  pos- 

s i b i l i t y  o f  t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences,  t h e n  we have a case of  vo l -  

u n t a r y  r i s k  t a k i n g  which may, depending on t h o  c i rcumstances ,  make i t  

r e l a t i v e l y  e a s y  t o  de te rmine  what t h e  deqree  of such p o s s i b l e  r i s k  tak-  

i n g  migh t  be. 

(14) Is it a decision-making s i t u a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k ?  Yes; no; c a n n o t  

be determined. Although t h e  a u t h o r  f e e l s  t h a t  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  i t  s h o u l d  

a lways be p o s s i b l e  t o  answer t h i s  q u e s t i o n  w i t h  e i t h e r  H y e s N  o r  %oN t 

he h a s  n e v e r t h e l e s s  i n c l u d e d  t h e  answer-category "cannot  be  determined". 

T h i s  h a s  s t r i c t l y  been done i n  o r d e r  t o  be on t h e  s a f e  s i d e .  

(15) Do any  o f  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n v o l v e  the e x e r c i s e  o f  s k i l l  

on r e  p a r t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker? Yes; no; cannot  be determined. 

(16) Is t h e r e  a p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  s e q u e n t i a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  r u n s ?  Yes; no; 

cannot  be determined. 

(17) How many outcome p o s s i b i l i t i e s  e ,xfs t - : for  e a c h  o f  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  a l-  



t e r n a t i v e s ?  One; two; more than two. Risky a l t e r n a t i v e s  with more 

than  two outcome p o s s i b i l i t i e s  may by some people be perceived a s  

less r i s k y  than r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s  which have only two outcome pos- - 
s i b i l i t i e s  (win o r  lose) .  

(18) Can o b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e a  be as s igned  t o  any of  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  

a l t e r n a t i v e s ?  Yes; no; cannot  be determined. I f  t h e r e  a r e  no objec- 

t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s ,  t h e  problem of  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  w i l l  make 

it very  d i f f i c u l t  - i f  n o t  imposs ib le  - t o  determine degrees  of  r i s k  

t a k i n g  . 
(19)  How much time does t h e  dec i s ion  maker have before  he must make 

h i s  dec i s ion?  Five minutes  o r  less; between f i v e  minutes and one hour; 

between one hour and s i x  hours; between s i x  hours  and twelve hours; 

between twelve hours  and twenty-four hours; more than twenty-four 

hours  bu t  not more than a  week; more than a  week; cannot be determined. 

This  ques t i on  is impor tan t  because t h e  m o u n t  of  time a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  

dec i s ion  maker before  he has  t o  make h i s  dec i s ion  n o t  only is an i m -  

p o r t a n t  de te rminant  o f  t he  gene ra l  psychologica l  f i e l d  wi th in  which 

t h e  d e c i s i o n  making t a k e s  place,  bu t  fur thermore is o f  c r u c i a l  s i g n i -  

f i c ance  wi th  regard  t o  t h e  amount of  information which t h e  dec i s ion  

maker w i l l  be a b l e  t o  ga ther  before  he must dec ide  what t o  do. The 

choices  which t h e  au tho r  o f f e r s  f o r  answering t h i s  ques t ion  a r e  some- 

what a r b i t r a r y ,  bu t  f i x i n g  d e f i n i t e  time spans  r u l e s  o u t  t h e  problem 

of having t o  make s u b j e c t i v e  judgements which would be r equ i r ed  i f  t h e  

answer-categories  would be such a s  "very l i t t l e  time", "a moderate 

amount o f  timen, etc. 



(20) When w i l l  t h e  p o s t d e c i s i o n a l  e f f e c t s  become known f o r  each  of 

t h e  a v a i l a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ?  For each  a l t e r n a t i v e ;  Within f i v e  min- 

u t e s  o r  l e s s ;  w i th in  between f i v e  minutes  and one hour; w i th in  bet-  

ween one hour and s i x  hours;  wi th in  between s i x  hours  and twelve  

hours; w i th in  between t u e l v e  hours  and twenty-four hours; w i th in  

between twenty-four hours  and one week; a f t e r  more than  one week; 

cannot  be determined. For reason  f o r  f i x e d  answer-categories ,  see 

exp l ana t i on  under ( I 9  ) . 
(21) Who i n i t i a t e s  t h e  p o s t d e c i s i o n a l  a c t i o n ?  The dec i s ion  maker 

himself ;  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker t oge the r  wi th  o the r s ;  o t h e r s  only; can- 

n o t  be determined. 

(22) Who is a f f e c t e d  by t h e  p o s t d e c i s i o n a l  a c t i o n ?  The d e c i s i o n  

maker himself ;  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker t o g e t h e r  wi th  o the r s ;  o t h e r s  only; 

cannot  be determined. 

(23) Could t h e  problem be so lved  a t  some l a t e r  time under more favor- 

a b l e  c i r cuns t ances?  Yes; no; cannot  be determined. 

(24) Could t h a t  which would be l o s t  as t h e  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  occur rence  

o f  primary nega t i ve  consequences be r ega ined  a t  some f u t u r e  da t e?  

Yes; no; cannot  be determined. T h i s  same ques t i on  could a l s o  be 

asked w i th  r ega rd  t o  t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences. 

(25) Is t h e r e  a c o n f l i c t  wi th  meaningful o t h e r s  wi th  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  

dec i s ion  which t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker would be i n c l i n e d  t o  make? Yes; 

no; cannot  be determined. 

Although it would probably be p o s s i b l e  t o  a s k  any number of 



d i t i o n a l  q u e s t i o n s ,  t h e  a u t h o r  f e e l s  t h a t  n o t  v e r y  much c o u l d  be 

ga ined  by t h i s  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  time. I f  t h e  a fo rement ioned  twenty- 

f i v e  q u e s t i o n s  would be a s k e d  i n  any  g iven  r e a l - l i f e  decision-mak- 

i n g  s i t u a t i o n ,  our  understanding o f  complex decision-making involv-  

i n g  r i s k  would be c o n s i d e r a b l y  improved compared t o  what i t  is w i t h  

t h e  p r e s e n t  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s :  We would o b t a i n  k n o w l e d ~ e  w i t h  re- 

g a r d  t o  a  number o f  i m p o r t a n t  v a r i a b l e s  which have been i g n o r e d  i n  

p a s t  r e s e a r c h .  I t  s h o u l d  be p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  t h e  items o f  t h e  di -  

lemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  are n o t  v e r y  s u i t a b l e  f o r  t h i s  k i n d  

o f  thorough a n a l y s i s  because  they  d o  n o t  c o n t a i n  enough r e l e v a n t  

in fo rmat ion .  

6. Risk Tak ins  and t h e  S u b j e c t s  Who Do t h e  Dilemma-of-Choice Ques- 

t i o n n a i r e  

T h i s  t h e s i s  h a s  one c e n t r a l  aim, To show t h e  r a n g e  and magni- 

t u d e  o f  t h e  o b s t a c l e s  which b lock  t h e  a t t e m p t s  o f  i n q u i r i n g  i n t o  t h e  

q u e s t i o n  of r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  complex i n d i v i d u a l  and  group d e c i s i o n  mak- 

ing.  I t  h a s  been demonstra ted t h a t  complex decision-making under 

c o n d i t i o n s  o f  r i s k  is l i t t l e  unders tood  a t  p r e s e n t ,  and  t h e  a u t h o r  

has, i n  c h a p t e r s  IV and  V, shown a v a r i e t y  o f  i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r s  t h a t  

must be c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  s t u d y  o f  complex r i s k  taking.  I t  h a s  been 

s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  twen ty- f ive  q u e s t i o n s  might  p r o f i t a b l y  be a s k e d  i n  any 

given complex decision-making s i t u a t i o n  s o  t h a t  it becomes p o s s i b l e  



t o  g a i n  a b e t t e r  unders tand ing  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  p resence  o f  v a r i o u s  

f a c t o r s  which a r e  invo lved  i n  such  s i t u a t i o n s .  Furthermore,  t h e  au- 

t h o r  h a s  r e p e a t e d l y  s t a t e d  th roughout  t h i s  t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  dilemma- 

of-choice  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d o e s  & appear  t o  be a v a l i d  t o o l  f o r  t h e  

s t u d y  o f  complex r i s k  t ak ing ,  and it i s  t o  $& problem t h a t  we must 

now r e t u r n .  

I t  was s t a t e d  i n  paragraph (2)  o f  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  of r i s k  

t a k i n g  t h a t  " t h e r e  must be a p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker may 

e x p e r i e n c e  n e g a t i v e  consequences  as a  r e s u l t  o f  h i s  d e c i s i o n  making." 

8y u s i n g  t h i s  s i m p l e  c r i t e r i o n  i t  must be s a i d  t h a t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  

whether t h e  s u b j e c t s  who do t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a r e  

engag ing  i n  decision-making i n v o l v i n q  r i s k  a p p e a r s  t o  be answered; 

They a r e  noti The s u b j e c t s  who do t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  can e x p e r i e n c e  

n e i t h e r  primary n o r  secondary  nor  t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences. 

Thereform, whatever e l s e  t h e  s u b j e c t s  may be doing,  t h e y  most c e r t a i n -  

l y  are n o t  t a k i n s  any r i s k s  i n  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n  making. 

However, t h e  q u e s t i o n  remains  t o  what e x t e n t  and how r e l i a b l y  

t h e  s u b j e c t s  migh t  be p r o j e c t i n g  themse lves  i n t o  t h e s e  decision-mak- 

i n g  s i t u a t i o n s .  If such  p r o j e c t i o n  would be v e r y  e x t e n s i v e  and  reli- 

a b l e ,  it would be p o s s i b l e  t o  s a y  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t s  a c t  as i f  t h e y  

r e a l l y  were i n  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s .  The a u t h o r  must a d m i t  t h a t  h e  can- 

n o t  o f f e r  a comple te ly  s a t i s f a c t o r y  answer t o  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  and t h a t  

he  must restrict  h imse l f  t o  l i s t i n g  a number o f  r e a s o n s  f o r  h i s  con- 

t e n t i o n  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t s  v e r y  l i k e l y  cannot  p r o j e c t  themselves  i n t o  



t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s  t o  such  an  e x t e n t  t h a t  t h e y  would d e c i d e  i n  t h e  same 

manner as  t h e y  would i f  t h e y  r e a l l y  were t o  f i n d  themse lves  i n  t h e s e  

s i t u a t i o n s .  

(1) The s u b j e c t s  a r e  f o r c e d  t o  make a l l  k i n d s  o f  a s s u n p t i o n s  

w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  i m p o r t a n t  c i rcumstances  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  d e s c r i b e d  

i n  t h e  items. A p e r f e c t  example f o r  t h i s  can be found i n  Kogan and  

Wallach (1967a, pp. 234-239). The a u t h o r s  t h e r e  g i v e  a t r a n s c r i p t  

o f  a  group d i s c u s s i o n  t h a t  t o o k  p l a c e  among s e v e r a l  s u b j e c t s  w i t h  re- 

g a r d  t o  item 5 o f  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  I n  t h a t  item, 

t h e  p r e s i d e n t  of a n  American c o r p o r a t i o n  h a s  t o  d e c i d e  whether o r  n o t  

t o  b u i l d  a branch f a c t o r y  i n  a p o l i t i c a l l y  u n s t a b l e  f o r e i g n  country .  

The t r a n s c r i p t  af t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  c l e a r l y  shows t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t s  a r e  

making a s s u n p t i o n s  wi th  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f a c t o r s  o f  t h e  s i t u -  

a t i o n :  The f i n a n c i a l  s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e  company; t h e  amount o f  i n v e s t -  

ment c a p i t a l  t h a t  is a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h a t  company; t h e  c a p i t a l  c o s t s  f o r  - 
t h e  inves tment  i n  b o t h  t h e  U.S. and t h e  f o r e i g n  country;  t h e  magni tude 

o f  t h e  inves tment  r e t u r n  f o r  bo th  t h e  U.S. and  t h e  f o r e i g n  country;  

t h e  l e n g t h  o f  t h e  payoff  t ime  f o r  domes t ic  v e r s u s  f o r e i g n  investment ;  

t h e  l e n g t h  o f  t h e  p e r i o d  o f  p o l i t i c a l  s t a b i l i t y  which might  be expec- 

t e d  i n  t h e  f o r e i g n  country;  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  as i t  migh t  e x i s t  wi th  re- 

g a r d  t o  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  c a p i t a l  investment ;  and, f i n a l l y ,  as- 

sumptions  are made wi th  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  p o s s i b l e  r e a c t i o n s  o f  t h e  com- 

pany 's  s h a r e h o l d e r s  t o  any r i s k y  i n v e s t m e n t  v e n t u r e s .  

Now, i t  is q u i t e  obvious  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t s  have t o  make a  similar 

range  o f  assumpt ions  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  o t h e r  e l e v e n  items of  t h e  ques- 



t i o n n a i r e  a s  well .  However, having t o  make a l l  t h e s e  assumptions,  

and having t o  do t h i s  i n  a  completely  a r b i t r a r y  fash ion ,  l e n d s  an  

a i r  of u n r e a l i t y  t o  t h e  decision-making s i t u a t i o n .  fur thermore,  

d i f f e r e n t  s u b j e c t s  and d i f f e r e n t  nroups a r e  bound t o  make d i f f e r e n t  

assumptions and w i l l ,  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  assumptions,  

a r r i v e  a t  d i f f e r e n t  dec i s ions .  

(2)  The s u b j e c t s  a r e  n o t  asked whether o r  n o t  they would make 

t h e  r i s k y  dec i s ion ,  bu t  r a t h e r  a r e  asked  a t  what l e v e l  of p r o b a b i l i t y  

t hey  would make t h e  r i s k y  dec i s ion .  Th i s  is a very  dubious procedure 

because even under t h e  b e s t  o f  c i rcumstances  it would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  

j u s t i f y  o b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  i n  more than  f i v e  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  

(items 2, 6, 8, 9, and l o ) ,  and even i n  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s  t h e  d e c i s i o n  

maker, i n  r e a l  l i f e ,  might r e p l a c e  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  by sub- 

J e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a s  a  r e s u l t  of w i sh fu l  th ink ing .  Furthermore, 

items 2, 7, 8, 9, and 12  do have a  c a u t i o u s  course  o f  a c t i on ,  and 

t h i s  f a c t  is poin ted  o u t  i n  t h e  ques t i onna i r e .  However, a s  h a s  

been s t a t e d  before ,  it is q u i t e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  dec ide  which of  two r i s k y  

cou r se s  is t h e  r i s k i e r  one. 

(3)  Even i n  t h e  group d i s cus s ions ,  t h e  time a v a i l a b l e  f o r  dec i -  

s i o n  is cons iderab ly  less than  one hour per  item ( a s  a  matter of  f a c t ,  

i n  most s t u d i e s  it has n o t  been much more than  f i v e  minutes  per  i tem). 

Yet i n  r e a l - l i f e  s i t u a t i o n s  of  t h e  k inds  de sc r ibed  i n  items 1,  2, 3, 

5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12, t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker would c e r t a i n l y  expec t  

t o  have cons iderab ly  more time a v a i l a b l e  before  he would want t o  make 

a  dec i s ion .  



(4)  Whatever t h e  d e c i s i o n s  may be t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  w i l l  a r r i v e  

a t ,  t h e s e  d e c i s i o n s  w i l l  be i n f l u e n c e d  by t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  e x p e r i e n c e s  

wi th  t h e  k i n d  of s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  items. I f  a 

s u b j e c t  had no e x p e r i e n c e s  wi th  a  g iven s i t u a t i o n ,  he w i l l  be f a r  less 

a b l e  t o  p r o j e c t  h i m s e l f  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  i n t o  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n  than  he 

cou ld  i f  he had e x p e r i e n c e d  a s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n  before .  I t  is  a  mat- 

ter o f  common knowledge t h a t  peop le  f r e q u e n t l y  are t o t a l l y  wrong i n  

t h e i r  e s t i m a t i o n s  o f  how t h e y  would r e a c t  i n  a given n o v e l  s i t u a t i o n .  

(5 )  The s u b j e c t s  a r e  f u l l y  aware t h a t  t h e y  are o n l y  p l a y i n g  a  

a .  However, t h i s  "gamen l a c k s  one o f  t h e  most i m p o r t a n t  a s p e c t s  

o f  game p lay ing ,  namely, t h e  k i n d  o f  feedback where t h e  s u b j e c t s  a r e  

t o l d  what would have been t h e  " r i g h t n  d e c i s i o n  o r  how t h i n g s  might 

have worked o u t  f o r  t h e  c e n t r a l  c h a r a c t e r s  i n  t h e  items had t h e y  been 

r e a l  peop le  who fo l lowed  t h e  s u b j e c t s '  adv ice .  The s u b j e c t s  never  ex- - 
p e r i e n c e  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between counse lo r  and coun- 

selee w i t h  a l l  its involvemen t, feedback, and cons tan  t i n t e r a c t i o n .  

( 6 )  Because t h e  s u b j e c t s  are p l a y i n g  a  game, and because  t h i s  

ttgameN can n e i t h e r  be won nor  l o s t ,  t h e  problems o f  u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  

v e r s u s  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences can e n t e r  on ly  m a r ~ i n a l l y  

i n t o  t h e  s u b j e c t s '  d e c i s i o n  making. However, were t h e  s u b j e c t s  rea l ly  

i n  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h e s e  problems would become dominant f a c t o r s  i n  

t h e  decision-making process .  

(7)  The q u e s t i o n  o f  s k i l l  v e r s u s  chance v e r y  l i k e l y  becomes act i-  

v a t e d  o n l y  t o  a  minimal e x t e n t  f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t s ,  i f  i t  becomes a c t i v a -  

t e d  a t  a l l .  However, i n  r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making, t h e  s u b j e c t s '  s k i l l  



cou ld  become an  impor t a n  t f a c t o r .  

(8) F i n a l l y ,  even i f  a s u b j e c t  p r o j e c t s  h i m s e l f  u n u s u a l l y  ex- 

t e n s i v e l y  and  s t r o n g l y  i n t o  one o r  t h e  o t h e r  of  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  des- 

c r i b e d  i n  t h e  twelve i t e m s  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  he  s t i l l  would n o t  

o p e r a t e  i n  t h e  same p s y c h o l o g i c a l  f i e l d  t h a t  would e x i s t  i f  t h e  de- 

cision-making s i t u a t i o n  were real. 
i 

To sum up, t h e  a u t h o r  is r e a s o n a b l y  s u r e  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t s '  re- 

a c t i o n s  t o  t h e  items of  t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e  do & 

a l l o w  f o r  any v a l i d  c o n c l u s i o n s  t o  be drawn w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  sub- 

j e c t s '  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  t a k e  r i s k s  i n  r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making. 

7. f leaaur inq and Comparinq Degrees o f  Risk Takinq 

I n  o r d e r  t o  e x t e n d  t h e  p r e s e n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  decision-making in-  

v o l v i n g  r i s k ,  i t  would be i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  c o n a i d e r  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of 

what would be i n v o l v e d  i n  measur ing and c a n p a r i n g  t h e  d e g r e e s  o f  

r i s k  t a k i n g  i f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  d e p i c t e d  i n  t h e  dilemma-of-choice ques- 

t i o n n a i r e  were a c t u a l  r a t h e r  than  f i c t i o n a l .  L e t  u s  a s s u n e  t h a t  we 

a r e  now d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  c e n t r a l  c h a r a c t e r s  i n  t h e  items o f  t h e  ques- 

t i o n n a i r e  r a t h e r  t h a n  wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t s  who do t h a t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  

and l e t  u s  e x p l o r e  what t h e  d e c i s i o n s  o f  t h e s e  c e n t r a l  c h a r a c t e r s  

cou ld  t e l l  u s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e i r  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  t a k e  r i s k s .  

F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  t h e  a u t h o r  must a g a i n  s ta te  t h a t  i t  would be ex- 



t r emely  d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure d e s r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  any s i t u a t i o n  

where t h e r e  are on ly  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s  such  as  t h e  reduced r i s k ,  

s t a n d a r d  r i s k ,  and  enhanced r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  i f  n e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  would permi t  e s t a b l i s h i n g  o b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  In  

s u c h  s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h e  problem o f  s u b j e c t i v e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  canb ined  

w i t h  t h e  problems of u t i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s  v e r s u s  d i e u t i l i t y  o f  n e g a t i v e  

consequences would appear  t o  r u l e  o u t ,  o r  make a t  l e a s t  h i g h l y  dubious,  

any a t t e m p t s  t o  measure d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  u n l e s s  one would be w i l -  

l i n g  t o  a c c e p t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker 's  a ssessment  o f  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  pro-  

b a b i l i t i e s  as  he p e r c e i v e s  them. 

The same k i n d  o f  problem would seem t o  a x i s t  i n  cases where alter- 

n a t i v e s  a r e  p r e s e n t  which have c e r t a i n t y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  achieve-  

merit of problem s o l u t i o n  - s u c h  as t h e  s u r e - f i r e ,  c a u t i o u s ,  and  doans- 

day a l t e r n a t i v e s  - o r  where a semi s u r e - f i r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  is a v a i l a b l e ,  

if any o f  t h e s e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  happen t o  e n t a i l  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  ex- 

p e r i e n c i n g  t e r t i a r y  n e g a t i v e  consequences. Any such  s i t u a t i o n s  would 

become sanewhat l i k e  t h o s e  i n  which t h e r e  e x i s t  only  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

T h i s  would seem t o  l e a v e  u s  w i t h  o n l y  one t y p e  of decision-making 

s i t u a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  i n  which i t  is p o s s i b l e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  w i t h  a 

r e a s o n a b l e  d e g r e e  of accuracy,  a t  l e a s t  i n  a f a i r  number o f  such  c a s e s ,  

whether a  pe rson  h a s  a c t e d  r i s k y  o r  no t ;  and t h a t  k ind o f  decision-mak- 

i n g  s i t u a t i o n  is where t h e r e  e x i s t  a  c a u t i o u s  and one or more r i s k y  al- 

t e r n a t i v e s ,  and where t h e  c a u t i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e  cannot  l e a d  t o  t e r t i a r y  

n e g a t i v e  consequences.  However, even t h e n  we have t o  be aware o f  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  choos ing  t h e  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  might n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n s t i -  



t u t e  r i s k  t a k i n g  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker i n  any case where 

one o r  more o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f a c t o r s  a r e  p r e s e n t :  ( a )  The d i s u t i l i t y  

o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences  i s  viewed by t h e  d e c i s i o n  maker a s  hav ing  

l i t t l e  d e t e r r e n t  power e i t h e r  because  o f  i ts  n a t u r e  o r  because  o f  its 

judged low p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  occurrence .  (b) The e f f e c t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  

w i l l  n o t  become a p p a r e n t  f o r  a  l o n g  time t o  come, such  a s  years later. 

( c )  The d e c i s i o n  maker h i m s e l f  w i l l  not be a f f e c t e d  by h i s  d e c i s i o n .  

( d )  The d e c i s i o n  maker g r o s s l y  u n d e r e s t i m a t e s  t h e  d i s u t i l i t y  o f  nega- 

t i v e  consequences.  ( e )  The d e c i s i o n  maker is c o r r e c t  i n  h i s  assunp- 

t i o n  t h a t  h i s  unique s k i l l s  w i l l  h e l p  him t o  a c h i e v e  problem s o l u t i o n  

i n  a  s i t u a t i o n  where o t h e r  peop le  would have a  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  suc -  

cess .  In  our  p r e s e n t  d i s c u s s i o n ,  however, l e t  u s  a s s u n e  - f o r  s i m p l i -  

c i t y ' s  s a k e  - t h a t  none o f  t h e s e  f i v e  f a c t o r s  are p r e s e n t ,  s o  t h a t  it 

t r u l y  would be p o s s i b l e  t o  s a y  t h a t  t a k i n g  t h e  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n -  

s t e a d  o f  t h e  c a u t i o u s  c o u r s e  c o n s t i t u t e s  r i s k y  decision-making. 

I f  we now l o o k  a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  dilemma-of- 

c h o i c e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i n  o r d e r  t o  f i n d  o u t  i n  which o f  t h e s e  it would 

be p o s s i b l e  t o  s p e a k  o f  c a u t i o u s  v e r s u s  r i s k y  decision-making,  we 

f i n d  t h a t  t h i s  can o n l y  be done i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  d e s c r i b e d  i n  items 

1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, and  11. Only i n  t h e s e  s e v e n  s i t u a t i o n s  a r e  bo th  

a  c a u t i o u s  and a  r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e  a v a i l a b l e .  In t h e  o t h e r  f i v e  si- 

t u a t i o n s  - d e s c r i b e d  i n  items 2, 7, 8, 9, and  12 - o n l y  r i s k y  alter- 

n a t i v e s  a r e  p r e s e n t .  

I n  item 2, not hav ing  t h e  h e a r t  o p e r a t i o n  and r e s t r i c t i n g  one ' s  



a c t i v i t i e s  i n s t e a d ,  is  an  enhancad r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  because  it d o s s  

n o t  r u l e  o u t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  s u f f e r i n g  pr imary n e g a t i v e  consequen- 
7 

ces s u c h  as  f u r t h e r  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  o f  h e a l t h  o r  even d e a t h  due t o  h e a r t  

f a i l u r e .  

I n  i t e m  7, u s i n g  t h e  r i s k y  s t r a t e g y  i n  t h e  c h e s s  game but 

b i d i n g  one 's  time i n s t e a d ,  is  a reduced r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  because i t  

a l s o  may l e a d  t o  d e f e a t  j u s t  a s  c o u l d  happen w i t h  t h e  r i s k y  s t r a t e g y ,  - 
which would be a s t a n d a r d  r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e .  O f  course ,  t h e  reduced 

r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  may a l s o  l e a d  t o  v i c t o r y  o r  t o  a s t a l e m a t e .  - 
In  item 8, not e n t e r i n g  t h e  c o n s e r v a t o r y  b u t  going t o  medica l  

s c h o o l  i n s t e a d ,  is a n  enhanced r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  because t h e  achieve-  

ment o f  t h e  g o a l  - becoming a c o n c e r t  p i a n i s t  - is r u l e d  out ,  and t h e  

occur rence  o f  primary n e g a t i v e  consequences  is p o s s i b l e ;  Mr. H may 

n o t  succeed  i n  becoming a doc tor .  

I n  item 9, d e c i d i n g  not t o  e s c a p e  a p p e a r s  t o  be a n  enhanced r i s k  

a l t e r n a t i v e  because s t a y i n g  i n  t h e  prisoner-of-war camp, where t h e  

c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  a l l e g e d  t o  be " q u i t e  badn, may l e a d  t o  pr imary nega- 

t i v e  consequences  s u c h  a s  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  o f  h e a l t h  o r  even d e a t h  be- 

cause  o f  m a l n u t r i t i o n  o r  mal t reatment .  

F i n a l l y ,  i n  i t e m  12, b reak ing  o f f  wi th  t h e  g i r l  is a n  anhansed 

r i s k  a l t e r n a t i v e  because  Mr. M might  Find o u t  t h a t  he is  ex t remely  - 
unhappy w i t h o u t  t h e  g i r l .  He migh t  well came t o  f o r e v e r  r e g r e t  t h a t  

he had dec ided  t o  b reak  o f f  h i s  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  g i r l .  

From t h i s  we must conclude t h a t ,  a s  f a r  a s  measur ing and c m p a r -  

i n g  d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  is concerned,  o n l y  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  d e s c r i b e d  



i n  items 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 10,  and 11 can be used, provided t h a t  none 

o f  t h e  f i v e  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  d e s c r i b e d  on page 120 a r e  p resen t .  

So f a r  we have o n l y  been concerned w i t h  comparing r i s k  t a k i n g  

between d i f f e r e n t  i n d i v i d u a l s  who migh t  f i n d  themse lves  i n  t h e s e  

s i t u a t i o n s .  An a d d i t i o n a l  problem, however, arises i f  we want t o  

f i n d  o u t  whether t h e r e  would be any d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  d e g r e e s  o f  

r i s k  t a k i n g  between i n d i v i d u a l s  and g r o u p s  who migh t  f i n d  themselves  

i n  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s .  I n  o r d e r  t o  examine t h a t  ques t ion ,  we must a s k  

which o f  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s  would be o f  such  a n a t u r e  t h a t  a  g r o u p  of 

peop le  migh t  f i n d  themse lves  i n  t h a t  i d e n t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n  s o  t h a t &  

o f  t h e  group members would be a f f e c t e d  by t h e i r  d e c i s i o n ,  whatever 

t h a t  d e c i s i o n  might  be. However, t h i s  means t h a t  we now would have 

t o  e l i m i n a t e  items 1, 3, 4, 6, 10,  and  ?'I as well, and t h a t  we only 

c o u l d  keep item 5. T h i s  item, d e s c r i b i n g  a s i t u a t i o n  o f  c o r p o r a t e  

d e c i s i o n  making, is t h e  o n l y  item where group r i s k  t a k i n g  c o u l d  be 

examined. The o t h e r  i t e m s  a r e  o f  such  a n a t u r e  that  only  an  i n d i v i -  

d u a l  cou ld  f i n d  h imse l f  i n  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s .  - 
I t  would, of course ,  be p o s s i b l e  t o  s t u d y  group r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  

s i t u a t i o n s  where groups  t e n d e r  advice t o  o u t s i d e r s ,  bu t  where t h e  

members o f  t h e  group a r e  n o t  d i r e c t l y  invo lved  a s  f a r  a s  t h e  outcome 

is concerned. Yet do ing  t h a t  would o n l y  be a  shade  b e t t e r  t h a n  u s i n g  

t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  The g r e a t e r  degree  o f  realism 

i n  r e a l - l i f e  a d v i s o r y  group d e c i s i o n  making a s  compared t o  imaqinary 

a d v i s o r y  group d e c i s i o n  making a s  i t  o c c u r e s  w i t h  t h e  dilemma-of- 



c h o i c e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  would probably  be o f f s e t  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a n  

a d v i s e r  f r e q u e n t l y ,  i f  n o t  always, w i l l  t e n d  t o  g i v e  t h e  kind of ad- 

v i c e  which he t h i n k s  is b e s t  f o r  t h e  c l i e n t  r a t h e r  t h a n  a d v i s i n g  t h e  

c l i e n t  t o  do what he, t h e  a d v i s e r ,  would be i n c l i n e d  t o  d o  i f  he were 

i n  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n .  T h i s  f a c t o r ,  by t h e  way, may a l s o  be p r e s e n t  w i t h  

some o f  t h e  s u b j e c t s  who do t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  

I t  would, then,  appear  t h a t  r e a l - l i f e  complex group r i s k  t a k i n g  

c o u l d  on ly  be s t u d i e d  by o b s e r v i n g  r e a l - l i f e  groups  who a r e  engaged 

i n  decision-making i n v o l v i n g  t h e  t h r e a t  o f  n e g a t i v e  consequences t o  

themselves .  However, as we s h a l l  s e e  i n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n ,  t o  under- 

t a k e  such  s t u d i e s  w i l l  pose c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  

8. The Study o f  Real-Li fe  Decision-Makinq Groups 

I f  we would d e c i d e  t o  s t u d y  r e a l - l i f e  decision-making groups  t h a t  

a r e  engaged i n  complex decision-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k ,  we would encoun- 

ter a number o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  Nagel (1961, p. 457) states 

t h a t  " f i e l d  e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  h a s  some clear advan tages  over  experimen- 

t a t i o n  i n  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y ,  b u t  i t  is e q u a l l y  c l e a r  t h a t  i n  f i e l d  e x p s r i -  

ments t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  keeping r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e s  c o n s t a n t  is i n  gene- 

r a l  g r e a t e r . "  What, then,  would be s a n e  o f  t h e s e  " r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e s "  

as  f a r  as group decision-making under c o n d i t i o n s  o f  r i s k  i n  complex 

r e a l - l i f e  s i t u a t i o n s  is concerned? 



One v a r i a b l e  would be t h e  manner i n  which d i f f e r e n t  groups, o r  - 
t h e  same group a t  d i f f e r e n t  times, might  i n t e r a c t  p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  f i -  

n a l  dec i s ion  making. This  manner may d i f f e r  g r e a t l y  with r e g a r d  t o  

any o f  t h e  fo l lowing  f a c t o r s 8  ( a )  Degrees o f  freedom i n  exchange o f  

i d e a s  between t h e  group members. (b )  Degrees t o  which c e r t a i n  i d e a s  

might  be r i d i c u l e d  o r  even suppressed. ( c )  Degrees t o  which group 

members r h o  are i n  p o s i t i o n s  of  a u t h o r i t y  might e x e r t  p r e s su re s  on 

t h e  o the r  members of  t h e  group; t h e  " a u t h o r i t y  f i g u r e n  might be i n  

t h a t  r o l e  because o f  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  organiza t ion ,  genera l  knowledge, 

o r  s p e c i f i c  p r i o r  exper iences  with t h e  problem on which a dec i s ion  

h a s  t o  be made. (d)  The manner i n  which given groups cus tomar i ly  

a r r i v e  a t  t h e i r  dec is ions .  Th i s  may be accomplished by a ma jo r i t y  

vo t e  which may e i t h e r  be open o r  by secret b a l l o t ,  o r  t h e  goa l  might 

be t o  ach ieve  a unanimous dec i s ion  which might be accomplished wi th  

none, l i t t l e ,  or cons iderab le  p re s su re  on d i s s e n t i n g  members. I f  t h e  

emphasis is on ach iev ing  a unanimous dec is ion ,  and i f  - i n  t h e  course 

o f  ach iev ing  t h i s  goa l  - cons iderab le  p re s su re  is exe r t ed  on d i s sen t -  

i n g  group members, some group members would be fo rced  t o  change t h e i r  

dec is ion .  In such a case,  t h e  ques t ion  of  t h e  e f f e c t s  of  such pres- 

su re ,  no doubt, would p lay  a s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  with regard  t o  t h e  na- 

t u r e  of  t h e  f i n a l  group dec is ion .  However, groups t h a t  ope ra t e  on 

t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  unanimous dec i s ion  making may well r e p r e s e n t  a very 

p a r t i c u l a r  t ype  of  group dec i s ion  making which may n o t  a t  a l l  be ty-  

p i ca l .  The au tho r  would be i n c l i n e d  t o  t h ink  t h a t  unanimous group 

dec i s ion  making is an unna tu ra l  s t a t e  of  a f f a i r s  t h a t  v i o l a t e s  t he  



i n d i v i d u a l  g roup  members' p e r s o n a l  i n c l i n a t i o n s .  ( e )  The manner i n  

which g iven  g r o u p s  c u s t o m a r i l y  c o l l e c t  and e v a l u a t e  r e l e v a n t  i n f o r -  

mat ion.  Such i n f o r m a t i o n - g a t h e r i n g  m i g h t  be d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  mem- 

b e r s  w i t h  e a c h  o f  them b e i n g  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  segment, 

b u t  where t h e  group a c c e p t s  whatever i n f o r m a t i o n  its members c o n t r i -  

b u t e  w i t h o u t  s u b j e c t i n g  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  any  i n t e n s i v e  s c r u t i n i z -  

i n g  by t h e  group i n  o r d e r  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  informa- 

t i o n .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  group migh t  c o l l e c t i v e l y  g a t h e r  and 

examine &. t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  and s u b j e c t  it t o  c o n s i d e r a b l e  s c r u t i n y  

by t h e  group. 

Another r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e  which migh t  t u r n  o u t  t o  be d i f f i c u l t  

t o  c o n t r o l  would be t h e  r e a c t i o n  ~f t h e  group members t o  b e i n g  ob- 

se rved .  T h i s  would mean t h a t  a g iven  group m i g h t  act and d e c i d e  d i f -  

f e r e n t l y  when be ing  obse rved  than  it d o e s  when & be ing  observed,  a 

phenomenon which is assumed t o  occur  i n  t e l e v i s e d  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  o r  

p a r l i a m e n t a r y  d e b a t e s  and v o t i n g .  I t  can p robab ly  f u r t h e r m o r e  be 

assumed t h a t  many o c c a s i o n s  o f  complex d a c i s i o n  making would s imply  

be  i n a c c e s s i b l e  t o  any o u t s i d e  o b s e r v e r s  because  o f  t h e  unwi l l ing-  

n e s s  of t h e  g roup  t o  be obse rved  i n  c e r t a i n  k i n d s  o f  d e c i s i o n  making. 

T h e r e f o r e ,  any g i v e n  decision-making g roup  may o n l y  be o b s e r v a b l e  a t  

c e r t a i n  times and  n o t  a t  o t h e r s .  Th i s ,  houever,  would make i t  q u i t e  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  g roup ' s  r e c o r d  of  " r i s k i n e s s " ,  p a r t i c u -  

l a r l y  i f  it would happen t o  be  i n c o n s i s t e n t  i n  t h o s e  i n s t a n c e s  where 

i t  had been observed.  - 
F i n a l l y ,  p robab ly  t h e  most  i m p o r t a n t  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e  would be 



t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  decision-makinq problem i t s e l f .  S ince  i t  can be 

expec ted  t h a t  complex r e a l - l i f e  decision-making problems w i l l  very  

enormously from one s i t u a t i o n  t o  ano the r ,  i t  would appear t o  be ne- 

c e s s a r y  t o  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  c o l l e c t  i n fo rma t ion  from a g r e a t  number 

of d i f f e r e n t  decision-making groups, and i t  would f u r t h e r  seem t o  

be necessary  t o  observe each  o f  t h e s e  groups i n  a cons iderab le  nun- 

be r  o f  d i f f e r e n t  decision-making s i t u a t i o n s .  If t h i s  were & done, 

r e l i a b l e  conc lu s ions  a s  t o  t h e  deg ree s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  groups could  

ha rd ly  be drawn. Whether o r  n o t  such Herculean e f f o r t s  would be 

worthwhile s h a l l  be d i s cus sed  i n  t h e  n e x t  and f i n a l  chapter .  



Chapter V 1  

CONCLUSIONS 

P a s t  a t t e m p t s  t o  compare complex r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  and  

g roup  d e c i s i o n  making have been i n c r e d i b l y  n a i v e  with r e g a r d  t o  t h e  

methodology used i n  t h e s e  e f f o r t s .  I t  would fur thermore appear  t h a t  

t h e  dilemma-of-choice q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  which h a s  been used i n  t h e  v a s t  

m a j o r i t y  o f  r e l e v a n t  p a s t  r e s e a r c h ,  s h o u l d  be r u l e d  o u t  as a v a l i d  

i n s t r u n e n t  f o r  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  t h e  phenomenon of complex r e a l -  

l i f e  r i s k  t a k i n g .  S i n c e  no  s y s t e m a t i c  f i e l d  s t u d i e s  o f  complex real- 

l i f e  r i s k  t a k i n g  by i n d i v i d u a l s  and decision-making groups  have been 

under taken  i n  t h e  p a s t  e i t h e r ,  i t  must be s t a t e d  t h a t  we know n e x t  
- 

t o  n o t h i n q  a b o u t  complex r i s k  t a k i n g  under r e a l - l i f e  c o n d i t i o n s .  

The a u t h o r  is o f  t h e  op in ion  t h a t  it would be, a t  least  a t  pre- 

s e n t ,  a lmos t  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  deve lop  e x p e r i m e n t a l  methods by which com- 

p l e x  r e a l - l i f e  r i s k  t a k i n g  by i n d i v i d u a l s  and groups cou ld  be ade- 

q u a t e l y  s i m u l a t e d  i n  l a b o r a t o r y  s t u d i e s .  And even i f  such  s imula-  

t i o n  t e c h n i q u e s  c o u l d  be developed, t h e y  would have t o  be s o  e labo-  

r a t e  t h a t  t h e y  c o u l d  n o t  be k e p t  secret f o r  any l e n g t h  of  time. 

Tha t  is t o  say ,  i t  would become p r o g r e s s i v e l y  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  f i n d  

enough "naive" s u b j e c t s  i n  o r d e r  t o  be a b l e  t o  con t inue  s u c h  s t u d i e s .  



I t  would, t h e r e f o r e ,  appear  t h a t  t h e r e  is on ly  one way of  f i n d -  

i n g  o u t  something a b o u t  t h e  phenomenon o f  complex r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n -  

making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  as it is e x e r c i s e d  by i n d i v i d u a l s  and d e c i s i o n -  

making g roups t  And t h a t  is t o  s t u d y  such  r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  makinql 

However, it must be r e a l i z e d  t h a t ,  v e r y  l i k e l y ,  r i s k  t a k i n g  can o n l y  

be p r o p e r l y  a s s e s s e d  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  where t h e r e  e x i s t  b o t h  a c a u t i o u s  

and one o r  more r i s k y  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and t h a t  even then t h e  assessment  

may be u n r e l i a b l e  because  o f  t h e  enormous complexi ty  of t h e  phename- 

non. 

Yet d e s p i t e  a l l  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  which l i e  i n  t h e  p a t h  o f  f i e l d  

r e s e a r c h  i n t o  r e a l - l i f e  complex r i s k  t ak ing ,  a beginning cou ld  be made 

by u s i n g  t h e  twenty- f ive  q u e s t i o n s  which t h e  a u t h o r  has  sugges ted  f o r  

t h e  s t u d y  o f  r i s k  t ak ing .  Using t h i s  approach,  we would a t  least  have 

a chance t o  c o l l e c t  a  body of  s p e c i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  which, a t  some fu- 

t u r e  time, might  be ana lyzed  w i t h  same p r o f i t .  Yet t h e  t a s k  o f  i n -  

q u i r y  would be = monunental  t h a t  n e i t h e r  an  i n d i v i d u a l  worker nor a  

small g roup  o f  r e s e a r c h e r s  would have much of a  chance t o  accomplish  

t h i s  g o a l  w i t h i n  a  r e a s o n a b l e  l e n g t h  o f  time. For t h i s  r eason ,  t h e  

a u t h o r  sees on ly  one way o f  a t t a c k i n g  t h e  problems D i f f e r e n t  workers  

i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  decision-making i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  must g e t  t o g e t h e r  and  

d i s c u s s  t h e  f u l l  r a n g e  o f  t h e  problem. They e v e n t u a l l y  would have t o  

work o u t  a n  agreed-upon s y s t e m a t i c  approach t o  t h e  s t u d y  of r e a l - l i f e  

r i s k  t a k i n g ,  and t h e  chosen r e s e a r c h  method would have t o  do c r e d i t  

t o  t h e  complexi ty  o f  t h e  problem t o  be i n v e s t i g a t e d .  The twenty-f ive  



q u e s t i o n s  s u g g e s t e d  by t h e  a u t h o r  a r e  o n l y  a  s m a i l  be$.qr:i?g. f a k i n g  

i t  from t h e r e ,  i t  migh t  be p o s s i b l e  t o  d e v e l o p  much moxe s u p h i s t i c a t e d  

t o o l s ,  a n d  i f  s u c h  t o o l s  would be used by t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  p e r t i n e n t  

r e s e a r c h e r s  - i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  computer e v a l u a t i o n  - we migh t  even- 

t u a l l y  come c l o s e r  t o  f i n d i n g  a n  answer t o  o u r  o r i g i n a l  q u e s t i o n  o f  

whether  t h e r e  e x i s t  any d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  be t -  

ween i n d i v i d u a l  a n d  group d e c i s i o n s  made under  complex r a a l - l i f e  con- 

d i t i o n s .  

However, t h e  a u t h o r  must  c o n f e s s  t h a t  he  is  sti l l  v e r y  p e s s i m i s t i c  

w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  wor th tuhi leness  o f  s u c h  e f f o r t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  

r e g a r d  t o  s t u d y i n g  g r o u p  d e c i s i o n  making. A t  times, i t  is  v e r y  d i f f i -  

c u l t  n o t  t o  be i n f l u e n c e d  by one ' s  i n t u i t i o n s ,  and t h e  a u t h o r  i n t u i -  

t i v e l y  s u s p e c t s  t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f a c t o r s  s t r o n g l y  s u g g e s t  t h a t  f u r -  

t h e r  r e s e a r c h  i n t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  p o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  

d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  a s  e x h i b i t e d  by i n d i v i d u a l s  and g roups  who are 

engaged i n  complex r e a l - l i f e  d e c i s i o n  making, may be n o t h i n g  b u t  a mo- 

numenta l  waste  o f  times 

( a )  Many complex r i s k - t a k i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  a r e  o f  t h e  k i n d  where t h e r e  

e x i s t s  no  c a u t i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e  and  where i t  would, t h e r e f o r e ,  seem t o  

be almost i m p o s s i b l e  t o  o b j e c t i v e l y  e s t a b l i s h  d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t ak ing .  

( b )  Whatever t h e  group r i s k - t a k i n g  s i t u a t i o n  may be9 i t  would a p p e a r  

t o  be i m p o s s i b l e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  tak-  

i n g  f o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  members o f  t h e  g roup  as compared t o  t h e  f i n a l  

g roup  d e c i s i o n  because  by t h e  time t h e  g roup  d e c i s i o n  can  be made, t h e  

i n d i v i d u a l  members of t h e  g roup  are i n  a  p o s i t i o n  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e i r  



d e c i s i o n  making which t h e y  c o u l d  n o t  p o s s i b l y  have ach ieved  had t h e y  

n o t  been members of t h a t  group! Tha t  is  t o  say,  t h e y  have i n t e r a c -  - 
t e d  t o  such  an  e x t e n t  a s  members o f  t h e i r  group t h a t  whatever d e c i -  

s i o n  t h e y  would make a s  i n d i v i d u a l s  a t  t h a t  p o i n t ,  cou ld  no l o n g e r  

be c o n s i d e r e d  t o  c o n s t i t u t e  a  t r u l y  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n .  On t h e  o t h e r  

hand, i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n  making b e f o r e  t h e  group i n t e r a c t i o n  b e g i n s  

would, i n  many c a s e s ,  be i m p o s s i b l e  because  most complex group dec i -  

s i o n  making is l i k e l y  t o  be concerned w i t h  problems o f  such  complexi ty  

t h a t  t h e  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e s e  problems s imply  is beyond t h e  powers o f  any 

s i n g l e  i n d i v i d u a l .  

(c) F i n a l l y ,  even i f  it were p o s s i b l e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

e x i a t  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  and g roup  

d e c i s i o n s ,  i t  would be h i g h l y  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  such  d i f f e r e n c e s  would 

t u r n  o u t  t o  be of a c o n s i s t e n t  n a t u r e .  Furthermore,  i t  would seem t o  

make a b s o l u t e l y  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  whether o r  n o t  such  d i f f e r e n t i a l s  i n  t h e  

d e g r e e s  o f  r i s k  t a k i n g  might e x i s t .  The i n c r e a s i n g  complexi ty  o f  mo- 

de rn  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  s o c i e t y  f o r c e s  u s  i n t o  a n  e v e r  i n c r e a s i n g  r e l i a n c e  

on g roup  d e c i s i o n  making s o  t h a t ,  even i f  we were t o  come t o  r e g a r d  

group d e c i s i o n  making a s  be ing  i n f e r i o r  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n  making, 

we still  would have no  c h o i c e  b u t  t o  c o n t i n u e  u s i n g  group d e c i s i o n  mak- 

i n g ]  

The a u t h o r  must then come t o  t h e  f i n a l  conc lus ion  t h a t  r e s e a r c h  

concerned wi th  comparisons o f  complex i n d i v i d u a l  and group d e c i s i o n s  

i n v o l v i n g  r i s k  may, f o r  now and t h e  n e a r  f u t u r e ,  b a r e l y  be worth t h e  



e f f o r t .  The only way o u t  of t h i s  predicament appears  t o  be t o  cm- 

c e n t r a t e  on t h e  s t udy  o f  complex r e a l - l i f e  r i s k  t a k i n g  by ind iv idu-  

a l s .  The r e s u l t s  ga ined  from such  s t u d i e s  might  conceivably enable  - 
u s  t o  develop, a t  some f u t u r e  time, methods f o r  s t udy ing  s roup  r i s k  

t ak ing  s o  t h a t  i t  then  might become pos s ib l e  t o  compare i n d i v i d u a l  

t o  group r i s k  taking.  
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APPENDIX 

I n  t h i s  append ix ,  Wallach a n d  Kogants  (1959, 1961 ) dilemma-of- 

c h o i c e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w i l l  be r e p r o d u c e d  a s  i t  h a s  been used  by Sto-  

n e r  (1961,  a p p e n d i x  A-1). S t o n e r  changed t h e  fo rma t  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n -  

n a i r e  o n l y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  c o v e r  s h e e t :  The second  p a r t  o f  t h e  

i n s t r u c t i o n s  on t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ' s  c o v e r  s h e e t ,  rtzmely, t h e  p a r t  

t h a t  s a y s  " P l e a s e  d o  n o t  d i s c u s s  the material i n  t h i s  s e s s i o n  w i t h  

any  o f  your  f e l l o w  s t u d e n t s ,  even if t h e y  have a l r e a d y  t aken  p a r t  i n  

t h e  expe r imen t " ,  had  & been c o n t a i n e d  on t h e  c o v e r  s h e e t  of t h e  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a s  i t  had t e e n  u s e d  by Wallach and  Kcgan i n  t h e i r  1953 

and  1961 s t u d i e s .  

A l s o  i n  t h i s  append ix ,  some m o d i f i e d  and  new dilemma-of-choice 

items w i l l  be r e p r o d u c e d  i n  t h o  same a b b r e v i a t e d  form i n  which t h e y  

have been  p u b l i s h e d  i n  two r e c e n t  s t u d i e s  by Rabou~, Fowler, Bradford ,  

H o f e l l e r ,  a n d  Sh ibuya  (1966)  a n d  by S t o n e r  (1967:. These  items g : i l l  

b e  numbered c o n s e c u t i v e l y  t o  t h e  items of t h e  o r i g i n a l  dilernma-of- 

c h o i c e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h a t  is, t h e  m o d i f i e d  and new items w i l l  bog in  

w i t h  # 13. They w i l l  a l s o ,  i n  b r a c k e t s  beh ind  t h e i r  c o n s e c u t i v e  num- 

b e r s ,  c o n t a i n  t h e  numbers t h e y  had i n  t h e  two s t u d i e s  i n  which t h e y  

had  been  u s e d  as  p a r t  of  t h e  t o t a l  number o f  di lemma-of-choice items 

which had been employed i n  t h e s e  s t u d i e s ,  Fur thermore ,  t h e  m o d i f i e d  



and new items w i l l  be l i s t e d  i n  two sections, one each for  the two 

studies from which these items have been taken. 



1. The O r i g i n a l  Dilemma-of-Choice Ques t i onna i r e  

WALLACH-KOGAN QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name 

INSTRUCTIONS 

On t h e  fo l lowing  pages you w i l l  f i n d  a  series of  s i t u a t i o n s  

t h a t  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  occure  i n  everyday l i fe .  The c e n t r a l  person i n  

each  s i t u a t i o n  is faced  wi th  a choice  between two courses  of a c t i on .  

We want your op in ion  a s  t o  how d e s i r a b l e  i t  is f o r  t h e  person t o  

fo l l ow  one o f  t h e  two cou r se s  of a c t i on .  Read each  s i t u a t i o n  care -  

f u l l y  before  g i v i n g  your opinion. 

P lease  do  n o t  d i s c u s s  t h e  m a t e r i a l  i n  t h i s  s e s s i o n  with any 

of your f e l l ow  s t u d e n t s ,  even i f  they have a l r e a d y  taken p a r t  i n  

t h e  experirnen t . 



1. Mr. A, an e l e c t r i c a l  engineer who i s  marr ied  and has one ch i ld ,  

has been u~ork ing  f o r  a  l a r g e  e l e c t r o n i c s  corpora t ion  s ince graduating 

from co l lege  f i v e  years ago. He i s  assured o f  a  l i f e t i m e  job w i t h  a  

modest, though adequate, salary, and l i b e r a l  pension b e n e f i t s  upon re -  

t i rement. On the  other  hand, i t  i s  very  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  h i s  sa la ry  w i l l  

increase much before he r e t i r e s .  While a t tend ing  a  convention, Mr. A 

i s  o f f e r e d  a  job  w i t h  a  small, newly founded company w i t h  a  h i g h l y  un- 

c e r t a i n  future.  The new job would pay more t o  s t a r t  and would o f f e r  

the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  share i n  the  ownership i f  the company surv ived 

the compet i t ion o f  the l a r g e r  f i rms. 

Imagine t h a t  you a re  adv is ing  Mr. A. L i s t e d  below are  severa l  

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o r  odds o f  the  new company's p rov ing  f i n a n c i a l l y  sound. 

PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST PROBABILITY THAT YOU WOULD CONSIDER ACCEPTABLE 

TO MAKE I T  WORTHWHILE FOR M8. A TO TAKE THE NEW JOE. 

- The chances a re  1 i n  10 t h a t  t he  company w i l l  prove f i n a n c i a l l y  
sound. 

- The chances are  3 i n  10 t h a t  t he  company w i l l  prove f i n a n c i a l l y  
sound. 

- The chances are  5 i n  10 t h a t  the  company w i l l  prove f i n a n c i a l l y  
sound. 

- The chances a r e  7 i n  10 t h a t  t he  company w i l l  prove f i n a n c i a l l y  
sound. 

- The chances are  9 i n  10 t h a t  t he  canpany w i l l  prove f i n a n c i a l l y  
sound. 

- Place a  check here if you t h i n k  Mr.  A should take the new 
job, no matter  what the  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  



2. Mr.  8, a 45-year-old accountant, has r ecen t l y  been informed by h i s  

physic ian t h a t  he has developed a severe hear t  ailment. The desease 

would be s u f f i c i e n t l y  ser ious t o  force Mr. B t o  change many o f  h i s  stron- 

gest l i f e  hab i t s  - reducing h i s  work load, d r a s t i c a l l y  changing h i s  d iet ,  

g i v i ng  up favor i te  l e i s u r e  time pursuits. The physician suggests t h a t  a 

de l i ca te  medical operat ion could be attempted which, i f  successful9 would 

completely r e l i e v e  the hear t  condit ion. But i t s  success could no t  be as- 

sured# and i n  fact, the operat ion might prove fa ta l .  

Imagine t h a t  you are adv is ing Mr.  8. L i s t ed  below are several  pro- 

b a b i l i t i e a  or odds t h a t  the operat ion w i l l  prove successful. PLEASE CHECK 

THE LOWEST PROBABILITY THAT YOU WOULD CONSIDER ACCEPTABLE FOR THE OPERATION 

TO BE PERFORMED. 

- Place a check here i f  you t h i n k  Mr. B should & have the operation, 
no matter  what the p robab i l i t i es .  

- The chances are  9 i n  10 t ha t  the operat ion w i l l  be a success. 

- The chances are 7 i n  10 t h a t  the operat ion w i l l  be a success. 

- The chances a re  5 i n  10 t h a t  the operat ion w i l l  be a success. 

- The chances are 3 i n  10 t h a t  the operat ion w i l l  be a success. 

- The chances are 1 i n  10 t h a t  the operat ion w i l l  be a success. 



3. Mr. C, a  m a r r i e d  man w i t h  two c h i l d r e n ,  h a s  a  s t eady  job t h a t  pays  

him a b o u t  $6000 p e r  y e a r ,  He can e a s i l y  a f f o r d  t h e  n e c e s s i t i e s  o f  l i f e ,  

b u t  few o f  t h e  l u x u r i e s .  Mr. C ' s  f a t h e r ,  who d i e d  r e c e n t l y ,  c a r r i e d  a 

84000 l i f e  i n s u r a n c e  p o l i c y .  Mr. C would l i k e  t o  i n v e s t  t h i s  money i n  

s t o c k s .  He is well aware o f  t h e  s e c u r e  "blue-chip" s t o c k s  and bonds 

t h a t  would pay a p p r o x i m a t e l y  6% on h i s  inves tment .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

Mr. C h a s  hea rd  t h a t  t h e  s t o c k s  o f  a  r e l a t i v e l y  unknown Company X m i g h t  

doub le  t h e i r  p r e s e n t  v a l u e  i f  a new produc t  c u r r e n t l y  i n  p r o d u c t i o n  is 

f a v o r a b l y  r e c e i v e d  by t h e  buying pub l i c .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  tho  pro- 

d u c t  is unfavorab ly  r e c e i v e d ,  t h e  s t o c k s  would d e c l i n e  i n  va lue .  

Imagine t h a t  you a r e  a d v i s i n g  Mr. C. L i s t e d  below a r e  s e v e r a l  pro- 

b a b i l i t i e s  o r  odds t h a t  t h e  Company X s t o c k s  w i l l  double t h e i r  value .  

PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST PROBABILITY THAT YGU WOULD CONSIDER ACCEPTABLE 

FGR MR. C TO INVEST IN COMPANY X STOCKS. 

- The chances  a r e  1 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  s t o c k s  w i l l  double  t h e i r  v a l u e ,  

- The chances  a r e  3 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  s t o c k s  w i l l  double  t h e i r  va lue .  

- The c h a n c e s  are 5 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  s t o c k s  w i l l  double  t h e i r  value .  

- The chances  are 7 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  s t o c k s  w i l l  double  t h e i r  va lue .  

- The c h a a c e s  are 9 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  s t o c k s  w i l l  double  t h e i r  va lue .  

- P l a c e  a check h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  Mr. C s h o u l d  not i n v e s t  i n  Company 
X s t o c k s ,  no matter what t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  



4. Mr. D is t h e  c a p t a i n  o f  C o l l e g e  X's f o o t b a l l  team. Col l ege  X is  

p l a y i n g  i ts  t r a d i t i o n a l  r i v a l ,  Co l l ege  Y, i n  t h e  f i n a l  game o f  t h e  sea- 

son. The game is  i n  its f i n a l  seconds ,  and Mr. 0 ' s  team, C o l l e g e  X, is 

beh ind  i n  t h e  s c o r e .  Co l l ege  X h a s  t ime t o  r u n  one more play.  Mr. 0, 

t h e  c a p t a i n ,  must  d e c i d e  whether i t  would be b e s t  t o  s e t t l e  f o r  a t i e  

s c o r e  w i t h  a p l a y  which would be a l m o s t  c c r t a i n  t o  work; o r ,  On t h 8  o t h e r  

hand, s h o u l d  he  t r y  a more complicated and r i s k y  p l a y  which c o u l d  b r i n g  

v i c t o r y  i f  i t  succeeded,  b u t  d e f e a t  i f  no t .  

Imagine t h a t  you are a d v i s i n g  K r .  D. L i s t e d  below a r e  s e v e r a l  pro- 

b a b i l i t i e s  or odds t h a t  t h e  r i s k y  p l a y  w i l l  work. PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST 

PRC8ABILITY THAT YOU WOULD CORSIDER ACCEPTABLE FOR THE PLAY TO BE ATTEMP- 

TED. 

- P l a c e  a check h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  Mr. D s h o u l d  - n o t  a t t e m p t  t h e  r i s k y  
p lay ,  no  m a t t e r  what t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  

- The chances  a r e  9 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  r i s k y  p l a y  w i l l  work. 

- The chances  a r e  7 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  r i s k y  p l a y  w i l l  work. 

- The chances  are 5 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  r i s k y  p l a y  w i l l  work. 

- The chances  a r e  3 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  r i s k y  p l a y  w i l l  work. 

- The chances  a r e  1 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  r i s k y  p l a y  w i l l  work. 



5. Mr. E is  p r e s i d e n t  o f  a  l i g h t  metals c o r p o r a t i o n  i n  t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s .  

The c o r p o r a t i o n  is q u i t e  prosperous ,  and h a s  s t r o n g l y  cons ide red  t h e  p o s s i -  

b i l i t i e s  o f  b u s i n e s s  expansion by b u i l d i n g  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  p l a n t  i n  a new lo- 

c a t i r n .  Tho c h o i c e  i s  between b u i l d i n g  a n o t h e r  p l a n t  i n  t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s ,  

where t 9 e r e  would Ln a c o d a s a t e  r e t u r n  on t h e  i n i t i a l  inves tment ,  o r  bu i ld -  

i n g  a  p l a n t  i n  a f o r e i g n  country .  Lower l a b o r  c o s t s  and easy  access t o  raw 

m a t e r i a l s  i n  t h a t  c o u n t r y  would mean a much h i g h e r  r e t u r n  on t h e  i n i t i a l  in- 

ves tment .  Cn t h s  o t h e r  hand, t h e r e  is a  h i s t o r y  o f  p o l i t i c a l  i n s t a b i l i t y  

and r e v o l u t i o n  i n  t h e  f o r e i g n  c o u n t r y  under c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  In f a c t ,  t h e  

l e a d e r  o f  a  s m a l l  m i n o r i t y  p a r t y  is  committed t o  n a t i o n a l i z i n g ,  t h a t  is, 

t a k i n g  over,  a l l  f o r e i g n  invas tments .  

Imagine t h a t  you a r e  a d v i s i n g  Mr. E. L i s t e d  below a r e  s e v e r a l  pro- 

b a b i l i t i e s  o r  odds  o f  c o n t i n u e d  p o l i t i c a l  s t a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  f o r e i g n  c o u n t r y  

under c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  PLEASE CgECK THE LOWEST PROBABILITY THAT Y O U  WOULD 

CUNSIOER ACCEPTAi3LE FUR P1R. E'S CCRPORATICJN T O  BUILD A PLANT IN THAT COUNTRY. 

The chances  a r e  1 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  f o r e i g n  c o u n t r y  w i l l  remain 
p o l i t i c a l l y  s t a b l e .  

- The chances  a r e  3 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  f o r e i g n  c o u n t r y  w i l l  remain 
p o l i t i c a l l y  s t a b l e .  

- The chances  a r e  5 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  f o r e i g n  c o u n t r y  w i l l  remain 
p o l i t i c a l l y  s t a b l e .  

- The chances  a r e  7 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  f o r e i g n  c o u n t r y  w i l l  remain 
p o l i t i c a l l y  s t a b l e .  

- The chances  are 9 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  f o r e i g n  c o u n t r y  w i l l  remain 
p o l i t i c a l l y  s t a b l e .  

- P l a c e  a check h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  Mr. E ' s  c o r p o r a t i o n  shou ld  not b u i l d  
a p l a n t  i n  t h e  f o r e i g n  coun t ry ,  no  matter what t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  



6. Mr. F is c u r r e n t l y  a c o l l e g e  s e n i o r  who i s  vory e a g e r  t o  p l r s u e  

g r a d u a t e  s t u d y  i n  c h e m i s t r y  l e a d i n g  t o  t h e  Doctor  of  Ph i losophy  degree .  

He h a s  been a c c e p t e d  by b o t h  U n i v e r s i t y  X and  U n i v e r s i t y  Y. U n i v e r s i t y  

X h a s  a world-wide r e p u t a t i o n  f o r  e x c e l l e n c e  i n  chemis t ry .  While a de- 

g r e e  from U n i v e r s i t y  X iuould s i g n i f y  o u t s t a n d i n g  t r a i n i n g  i n  t h i s  f i e l d ,  

t h e  s t a n d a r d s  a r e  s o  v e r y  r i g o r o u s  t h a t  o n l y  a f r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  d e g r e e  

c a n d i d a t e s  a c t u a l l y  r e c e i v e  t h e  dogroo.  U n i v e r s i t y  Y, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

h a s  much less  o f  a r e p u t a t i o n  i n  chemis t ry ,  b u t  a lmos t  eve ryone  a d m i t t e d  

is  awarded t h e  Doctor  o f  P n i ~ o s o p h y  dcgrcs, though t h e  d e g r e e  h a s  much 

less p r e s t i g e  t h a n  t h e  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  d c g r e e  From U n i v e r s i t y  X. 

Imagine t h a t  you are a d v i s i n g  Mr. F. L i s t e d  balou~ are s e v e r a l  pro- 

b a b i l i t i e s  o r  odds t h a t  Mr. F would be awarded a degree  a t  U n i v e r s i t y  X, 

t h e  one w i t h  t h e  g r e a t e r  p r e s t i g e .  PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST PROBABILITY 

THAT YOU WOULD CDNSIDER ACCEPTAYLE TU M A K E  IT dOZTHUJHILE FCR MR. F TO 

ENROLL IN UNIVERSITY X RATHER THAN LihiIVERSITY Y. 

- P l a c e  a check h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  fir. F s h o u l d  not e n r o l l  i n  U n i v e r s i t y  
X, no  matter what t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  

- The c h a n c e s  a r e  9 i n  10 t h a t  Mr. F would r e c e i v e  a d e g r e e  f r a n  
U n i v e r s i t y  X. 

- The chances  a r e  7 i n  18 thai hr .  F would r e c e i v e  a d e g r e e  from 
U n i v e r s i t y  X. 

- The c h a n c e s  a r e  5 i n  10 t h a t  Mr. f would r e c e i v e  a degree fran 
U n i v e r s i t y  X. 

- The chances  a r e  3 i n  10 t h a t  Mr. F would r e c e i v e  a d e g r e e  f r a n  
U n i v e r s i t y  X. 

- The chances  a r e  1 i n  10 t h a t  Mr. F would r e c e i v e  a d e g r e e  from 
U n i v e r s i t y  X. 



7. Mr. G, a compe ten t  chsss p l a y ~ r ,  i s  p z r t i c i p a  t i n 9  i n  a n a t i o n a l  

c h e s s  tournament .  In a n  e a r l y  match !it? d2a1.116 t ha  bop-favored p l a y e r  

i n  t h e  tournaiaent  a s  h i s  oppwant.. Mr. G h a s  Seen  g i v e n  a r e l a t i v e l y  

low r a n k i n g  i n  v iew o f  h i s  per 'farroance in prev io i l s  t ou rnamen t s .  

Dur ing  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  h i s  p l a y  i;:it!-i %hi2 top-favc3red man, Mr. G n o t e s  

t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a d e c e p t i w  t h o ~ g h  r i s k y  naneuve r  ehieh m i g h t  b r i n g  

. . him a q u i c k  v i c t o r y .  A t  t h e  sai;ia tim, i f  t h c  z t t o m p t e d  o~ansu.u;.r 

s h o u l d  f a i l ,  N r .  G v~ou ld  ac l e f t  iii sr? oxposed p o s i t i o n  and &Feat 

would a l m o s t  c e z  t a l n l y  fcllc::~. 

Imagine t h a t  you a r e  c d v i s i n c  . . Listcd ssloui are s e v e r a l  

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o r  odds t h a t  i'ir. S% ddecrpt ive  p l a y  would succeed .  

PLEASE CHECK THE LGdEST F R U 3 A Z I i I T Y  TMT YGii WGULD CUI:;STDER ACCEPT- 

ABLE FOR THE R I S K Y  PLAY If\; OiJESTIi iN Ti3 3E ATTENPTCD. 

- The c h a n c e s  are 1 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  p l a y  would s u c c e e d .  

- The c h a n c e s  a r e  3 i n  20 t h a t  t h e  p l a y  would succeed .  

- The c h a n c e s  are 5 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  p l a y  would succeed .  

- The c h a n c e s  are 7 i n  1C t h a t  t h e  p l a y  would succeed .  

- The c h a n c e s  are 9 i n  1 0  t h a t  t h e  p l a y  u~ou ld  succeed .  

- P l a c e  a c h e c k  h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  Rr. C s h o u l d  not a t t e m p t  
t h e  r i s k y  p l a y ,  no  matter what  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  



8. Mr. H, a c o l l e g e  s e n i o r ,  has  s t u d i e d  t h e  p iano  s i n c e  chi ldhood.  

He h a s  won amateur  p r i z e s  and given small r e c i t a l s ,  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  

Mr. H h a s  c o n s i d e r a b l e  m u s i c a l  t a l e n t .  A s  g r a d u a t i o n  approaches ,  Mr. 

H h a s  t h e  c h o i c e  of going t o  medica l  scho~P t a  bzccme a phys ic ian ,  a 

p r o f e s s i o n  which would b r i n g  c e r t a i n  p r e s t i g o  and f i n a n c i a l  rewards;  

o r  e n t e r i n g  a c o n s e r v a t o r y  o f  music f o r  advanced t r a i n i n g  wi th  a well-  

known p i a n i s t .  Ms. H r e a l i z e s  t h a t  even upon completion of h i s  p i a n o  

s t u d i e s ,  which would t a k e  many more y e a r s  and a l o t  o f  money, s u c c e s s  

a s  a c o n c e r t  p i m i s t  would n o t  be a s s u r e d ,  

Imagine t h a t  you a r e  a d v i s i n g  Mr. H. L i s t e d  below a r e  s e v e r a l  

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o r  odds t h a t  Mr. H would succeed as a c o n c e r t  p i a n i s t .  

PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST PROBABILITY THAT YOU WOULD CONSIDER ACCEPT- 

ABLE FOR MR. H TO CONTINUE WITH HIS MUSICAL TRAINING, 

- P l a c e  a check h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  Mr. H s h o u l d  pursue h i s  
m u s i c a l  t r a i n i n g ,  no  m a t t e r  what t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  

- The chances  a r e  9 i n  10 t h a t  Mr. H would succeed  a s  a c o n c e r t  
p i a n i s t ,  

- The chances  are 7 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. H would succeed  a s  a c o n c e r t  
p i a n i s t .  

- The chances  are 5 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. H uouPd succeed  a s  a c o n c e r t  
p i a n i s t .  

- The chances  a r e  3 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. H would succeed  a s  a c o n c e r t  
p i a n i e  t. 

- The chances  a r e  1 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. H 3~ouJ.d succeed  a s  a c o n c e r t  
p i a n i s t .  



9. Mr. J i s  an American who was captured by the enemy i n  World War 

I1 and placed i n  a prisoner-of-war camp. Conditions i n  the camp are 

qu i t e  bad, w i t h  long hours o f  hard phys ica l  labor  and a barely s u f f i -  

c i e n t  d ie t .  A f te r  spending several  months i n  t h i s  camp, Mr.  J notes 

the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  escape by concealing himsel f  i n  a supply t ruck  

t h a t  shu t t l es  i n  and out o f  the camp. O f  course, there i s  no guaran- 

tee t ha t  the escape would prove successful. Recapture by the enemy 

could w e l l  mean execution. 

Imagine t h a t  you are adv is ing Mr.  J. L i s t ed  below are severa l  

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  or odds o f  a successful escape from the prisoner-of-war 

camp. PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST PROBABILITY THAT YOU WOULD CONSIDER 

ACCEPTABLE FOR AN ESCAPE TO BE ATTEMPTED. 

- The chances are  1 i n  10 t ha t  the escape would succeed. 

- The chances are 3 i n  10 t ha t  the escape would succeed. 

- The chances are 5 i n  10 t h a t  the escape would succeed. 

- The chances are 7 i n  10 t ha t  the escape would succeed. 

- The chances are 9 i n  10 t h a t  the escape would succeed. 

- Place a check here if you th ink  Mr .  J should not t r y  t o  
escape, no matter what the p robab i l i t i es .  



10. Mr. K is a  s u c c ~ s s f u l  businessman who h a s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  a  num- 

b e r  of c i v i c  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  c o n s i d e r a b l e  v a l u e  t o  tho community. Mr. 

K h a s  been approached by t h e  l e a d e r s  of  h i s  p o l i t i c a l  par ty  a s  a  pos- 

s i b l e  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  c a n d i d a t e  i n  t h e  n e x t  e l e c t i o n .  Mr. K %  p a r t y  is  

a m i n o r i t y  p a r t y  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t ,  though t h e  p a r t y  has won o c c a s i o n a l  

e l e c t i o n s  i n  t h e  pas t .  Mr. K would l i k e  t o  h o l d  p o l i t i c a l  o f f i c e ,  b u t  

t o  do  s o  would i n v o l v e  s e r i o u s  f i n a n c i a l  s a c r i f i c e ,  s i n c e  t h e  p a r t y  

h a s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  campaign funds. iie would a l s o  have t o  endure  t i le 

a t t a c k s  of h i s  p o l i t i c a l  opponents i n  a  h o t  campaign. 

Imagine t h a t  you a r e  a d v i s i n g  Mr. K. L i s t e d  below a r e  s e v e r a l  

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o r  odds o f  Mr. K D s  winning t h e  e l e c t i o n  i n  h i s  d i s t r i c t .  

PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST PROBABILITY THAT Y O U  WOULD CONSIDER ACCEPTABLE 

TO MAKE IT YORTHWHILE FOR MR. K TO R U N  FOR POLITICAL OFFICE* 

- P l a c e  a check h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  Mr. K s h o u l d  - n o t  run f o r  p o l i t i -  
c a l  o f f i c e ,  no  m a t t e r  what t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  

- The chances  a r e  9 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. K would win t h e  e l e c t i o n .  

- The chances  a r e  7 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. K would win t h e  e l e c t i o n .  

- The chances  a r e  5 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. K would win t h e  e l e c t i o n .  

- The chances  a r e  3 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. K would u i n  t h e  e l e c t i o n .  

- The chances  a r e  1 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. K would win t h e  e l e c t i o n .  



11. Mr. L, a mar r ied  30-year-old p h y s i c i s t ,  h a s  been given a f ive-year  

appointment  by a major u n i v e r s i t y  l a b o r a t o r y .  A s  he contemplates t h e  

n e x t  f i v e  years ,  he r e a l i z e s  t h a t  he might  work on a d i f f i c u l t  long-term 

problem which, i f  a s o l u t i o n  c o u l d  be found, would reso lve  b a s i c  s c i e n -  

t i f i c  i s s u e s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  and b r i n g  h igh  s c i e n t i f i c  honors. If no  so lu -  

t i o n  were found, however, Mr. L would have l i t t l e  t o  show f o r  h i s  f i v e  

y e a r s  i n  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y ,  and t h i s  would make i t  hard fo r  him t o  g e t  a 

good j o b  a f t e rwards .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, he could,  a s  most of h i s  pro- 

f e s s i o n a l  a s s o c i a t e s  a r e  doing,  work on a s e r i e s  of short-term problems 

where s o l u t i o n s  would be easier t o  f i n d ,  b u t  where t h e  problems a r e  of 

l e s s e r  s c i e n t i f i c  importance.  

Imagine t h a t  you a r e  a d v i s i n g  Mr. L. L i s t e d  below a r e  s e v e r a l  

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o r  odds t h a t  a s o l u t i o n  would be found t o  t h e  d i f f i c u l t  

long-term problem t h a t  Mr. L h a s  i n  mind. PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST PRO- 

BABILITY THAT YOU WOULD CONSIDER ACCEPTABLE TO MAKE I T  WORTHWHILE FOR 

MR. L TO WORK ON THE MORE DIFFICULT LONG-TERM PROBLEM. 

- The chances  are 1 i n  10 t h a t  Mr. L would s o l v e  t h e  long-term problem. 

- The chances  a r e  3 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. L would s o l v e  t h e  long-term problem. 

- The chances  a r e  5 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. L would s o l v e  t h e  long-term problem. 

- The chances  are 7 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. L would s o l v e  t h e  long-term problem. 

- The chances  are 9 i n  1 0  t h a t  Mr. L would s o l v e  t h e  long-term problem. 

- Place  a check h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  Mr. L shou ld  not choose t h e  long-term, 
d i f f i c u l t  problem, no m a t t e r  what t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  



known f o r  a l i t t l e  more t h a n  z y e a r .  R e c e n t l y ,  h o ~ v a v e r ~  a number o f  

a r g u m e n t s  have  o c c u r r e d  between t h e n ,  s u g g e s t i n g  some s h a r p  d i f f e r -  

e n c e s  o f  o p i n i o n  i n  t h e  way e e c h  vicvm c e r t a i n  m a t t e r s .  Indeed,  t h e y  

d e c i d e  t o  s e e k  p r o f e s s i o n a l  a d v i c e  f rm a m a r r i a 2 3  c o u n s e l o r  as  t o  

whe the r  i t  would be wise f o r  t h e n  to marry.  bn t h e  b a s i s  of t h o s e  

m e e t i n g s  w i t h  a r n a r r i a g s  c o u n s e l o r ,  t h e y  r e a l i z r ?  t h a t  a happy m a r r i a g e ,  

w h i l e  p o s s i b l e ,  would n o t  be a s s u r e d .  

Imagine  t h a t  you are  a d v i s i n g  Kr. M znd  Miss 7'. L i s t c d  below are  

s e v e r a l  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  or  odds t h a t  t h o i r  m a r r i a g s  a o u l d  p rove  t o  be a 

happy a n d  s u c c e s s f u l  one. FLEASE C h E C K  TtiE L W E S T  PRQEABILITY THAT YOU 

WOULD CONSIDER ACCEPTA3LE FOR MR. Pi Ad3  K I S S  T TO GET RARRIED. 

- P l a c e  a check  h e r e  i f  you t h i n k  Rr. id and Miss T s h o u l d  not 
marry,  n o  matter what  t h e  p r o b z b i l i t i e s .  

- The c h a n c e s  a r e  9 i n  10 t h a t  the m a r r i a g e  would be happy a n d  
S U C C B S S ~ U ~ .  

- The c h a n c e s  are 7 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  m a r r i a g s  would be happy a n d  
s u c c e s s f ~ l .  

- The c h a n c e s  are 5 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  m a r r i a g e  would be happy a n d  
s u c c e s s f u l .  

- The c h a n c e s  a r e  3 i n  10 t h a t  t h e  m a r r i a g e  would be happy and  
s u c c e s s  f u1. 

- The c h a n c e s  are 1 i n  10 t h a t  t h s  m a r r i a g e  wculd be happy a n d  
s u c c e s s ? d .  



2. Some k d i f i e d  m a  hew C i  ;aar;r13-n,~-Ci:~~ce ltcjs f rom T:JS Recent 

S t u d i e s  

S e c t i o n  1 ( I t e m s  from t h e  s t u d y  by Rabuw, Fowler, Bradford, H o f e l l e r ,  

and Shibuya,  1966, p. 2 G ) t  

13. ( 3 )  Your b r o t h e r ,  a n  American p r i s o n e r  of  war i n  World War 11, 

must choose  between p o s s i b l e  e s c a p e  w i t h  t h e  r i s k  o f  e x e c u t i o n  i f  caugh t ,  

o r  r emain ing  i n  t h e  camp where p r i v a t i o n s  a r e  severe .  

14. (5) Your f a t h e r ,  who h a s  a s e v e r e  h e a r t  a i l m e n t ,  must s e r i o u s l y  

c u r t a i l  h i s  c u s t m a r y  way of  l i f e  i f  he does  n o t  undergo a d e l i c a t e  

m e d i c a l  o p e r a t i o n  which might  c u r e  him comple te ly  o r  might  prove f a t a l .  

I S ,  (4) A s u c c e s s f u l  businessman w i t h  s t r o n g  f e e l i n g s  of c i v i c  repon- 

s i b i l i t y  must  d e c i d e  whether o r  n o t  t o  r u n  f o r  Congress on t h e  t i c k e t  

o f  a m i n o r i t y  p a r t y  whose campaign funds  a r e  l i m i t e d .  He must a l s o  

c o n s i d e r  h i s  c h i l d r e n ,  who have f e l t  d e p r i v e d  o f  h i s  c o m p a n i o n s h i p  

16. (6) A v e r y  small community h a s  sponsored  t h e  medica l  e d u c a t i o n  

o f  a youn5 d o c t o r  i n  o r d e r  t o  r e p l a c e  t h e  o l d e r  and on ly  d o c t o r  of  t h e  

community. The young d o c t o r  must  d e c i d e  whether  o r  n o t  t o  f o l l o w  up a 

r e s e a r c h  i d e a  which may produce an i m p o r t a n t  m e d i c a l  advance,  a d e c i -  

s i o n  t h a t  w i l l  p r e v e n t  him from r e t u r n i n g  t o  t h e  small community. 



S e c t i o n  2 ( I t e m s  from t h e  s t u d y  by S t o n e r ,  1367; pp. 10-12): 

17. ( I  ) A d e n t i s t  w i t h  a f a m i l y  must  d e c i d e  whether t o  undergo a n  

o p e r a t i o n  which would remove a s e v e r e  p a i n  i f  successful b u t  would 

p r e v e n t  h i s  c o n t i n u i n g  h i s  d e n t a l  p r a c t i c e  i f  unsuc=ess fu l .  (CAU- 

TIOUS) 

16 .  ( 2 )  A man a b o u t  t o  embark on a  v a c a t i o n  t r i p  e x p e r i e n c e s  se- 

v e r e  abdominal  p a i n s  and must  choose between d i s r u p t i n g  h i s  v a c a t i o n  

p l a n s  i n  o r d e r  t o  see a d o c t o r  o r  board ing  a n  a i r p l a n e  f o r  a l o n g  

o v e r s e a s  f l i g h t .  (CAUTIOUS) 

19. (6) A f a t h e r ,  who h a s  r e c e n t l y  r e c e i v e d  a promotion, is con- 

s i d e r i n g  s p e n d i n s  some s a v i n g s  o r i g i n a l l y  se t  a s i d e  f o r  h i s  s o n ' s  

c o l l e g e  e d u c a t i o n  on a  f a m i l y  t r i p  t o  Europe. (CAUTIOUS) 

20. (8) A c o u p l e  must  choose  between a l l o w i n g  a compl ica ted  preg- 

nancy t o  con t inue ,  w i t h  danger  t o  t h e  m o t h e r ' s  l i f e ,  o r  hav ing  t h e  

pregnancy t e rmina ted .  (CAUTIOUS) 

21. (10) A person  i n v o l v e d  i n  on a i r p l a n e  a c c i d e n t  must  choose bet -  

ween r e s c u i n g  o n l y  h i s  c h i l d  o r  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  r e s c u e  bo th  h i s  s p o u s e  

and c h i l d  w i t h  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  bo th  w i l l  be l o s t  i f  t h e  a t t e m p t  

is unsuccess fu l .  (RISKY) 



22. ( 1 1 )  A r e c z n t l y  ~ a r r i c d  ynung nsn ~ i t h  a p r e ~ n c n t  w i f e  is decid-  

i n g  wkethes or r ia t  t a  g i v ~  up h i s  hobby o f  s p o r t s c x - r a c i n g .  (CAUTIOUS) 

23. (12)  A s a n  o f  mods ra te  means is  c a n s i d e r i n g  borrowing on h i s  l i f e  

i n s u r a n c e  t o  i n v e s t  i n  a s t o c k  which nay gro:rl s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n  value .  

( CAUT I ous ) 

In  o r d e r  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  r e f e r e n e a s  ths r e a d e r  m i g h t  wish t o  make 

from page 38 of  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  h e r e  is a l ist  e f  hoc t h e  items 1 7  t o  23, 

which have been c i t e d  above, went i n  S t o n e r ' s  1967 s t u d y :  

C a u t i o u s  items 

17. (1;  ~ o r d h b y )  - K O  s i g n i f i c a n t  shift. 

18. (2; new) - Caut ious  s h i f t .  

19. (6; nerc) - Doubtful;  p robzh ly  no  s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t .  

20. (a; new) - Caut ious  s h i f t .  

22. (11; new) - No s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t .  

23. (12; ~ o r d h b y )  - No s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t .  

Risky item 

21. (10; new) - Risky s h i f t .  

The o t h e r  f i v e  r i s k y  items i n  S t o n e r ' s  s t u d y  were a l l  from t h e  o r i g i n a l  

dilemma-of-choica q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w i t h  t h o  e x c e p t i o n  o f  one which had been 

modif ied .  A l l  o f  t h e s ~  f i v e  items showed a r i s k y  s h i f t .  


