CHAPTER II1I
METHODOLOGY

Description of the Survey

The survey method is used for data-gathering purposes
in this study. The samples selected consist of employees
of the independent property and liability insurance agencies
in the State of Georgia, namely 1) employees who have
experience with the agency and have_reached, in the minds
of their'principals, a terminal position and 2) the princi-
pals of the agencies. One thousand agencies were seléqted
randomly from a population of 1,488 using a random number

table.1

A first group of 500 questionnaires was mailed to
estimate response rate and determine if any changes needed
to be made. There were no indicated changes, and response
‘rate was abouf 1 questionnaire out of 5. The‘second group
of 500 was then mailed. The final response rate was 20.6%
for the principals and il.l% for the employees. .
The correspondence consisted of a cover letter
explaining the purpose of the study, instructions for com-

pleting the questionnaire, and two questionnaires, one to

be filled out by the principal and one to be completed by
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an employee who met the conditions of the study. These
conditions indicated that the employee should have been
with the agency for some time and therefore would have
reached, for all practical purposes, a terminal . position.
Also provided were two return envelopes to be used to

send the completed questionnaires, separately, to ‘the
Division of Research, University of Georgla to be férwarded
:to the author. The second group was sent out after most

of the responses from the first group were returned to‘
detect any possible problems with the design.

The mailing of two groups of qﬁestionnaires also
provides the opportunify to compare the tWo'groups to see
if there is any stafistically'significant difference between
them, creating a control technique for ensuring that the
samples are representative of the enfire population of |
principals énd employees and therefore can be used.for
statistical inference.

The results of the comparisons between samples and
identification of the variables'(#l-lSj are given in Table 3.
As shown in the table, the only variable that showed a
statistical difference was variable #13, for the employees
only, which measures the Probability Indexlwith-agenCy
money; Those employees éurveyed in the second mailing
exhibited a higher adherence to the theory of probabilityr
preferences than did those surveyed in the first mailing.

Strict adherence to the theory would dictate a preference
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of 3;00, represéntihg a 50/50 probability of winning. The
first group was 0.56 beiow this level (2.44) and the second
group was 0.17 higher than 3.00 (3.17). This qualitative
difference was exhibited by the principals (2.88 and 3.16),
but not significantly. This evidence does not indicate a
conclusion that the samples are not representative of the
population, since all other variables are not statistically
different.

The'return rate for the principals was 20.6%, for
a total of 206. The return rate for the employées was 11.1%,
for a total of 111. It was expected that supervisor
pressure might contribute to a greater return rateAfor the
employees than for the principals. Such was.not the case.

In designing thé survey, the question of sample size,
hence response rate, was considered to be an important
factor; The problem of non-response bias becomes less
important as sample size increases, thereby minimizing non-
response bias and providing clear results. |

The questionnaire deals with much sensitive informa-
tion, such as salary, age, and personal traits, with which
respondents might not want to be identified. For this
reason, questionnaires were mailed on ah anonymous basis in
an attémpt to maximize response rate. It was not poséible,
therefore, to identify those individuals who did not |
respond, thus preventing a follow-up survey of non-

respondents.
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In order fo compensate for this, the questionnaires
were mailed in two groups, as has been explained, to show
that those who did respond were representative of the entire
population. TFor the purposes of this study, given the con-
straints of an anonymous survey, this technique is sufficient.

Tests for significance are carried out using the
parametric t-test. The size of the samples analyzed was
sufficient to enable the use of the non-parametric t-test,

If ng and n, had both been less than 30 and the data were
non-normal, a non-parameﬁric test (i.e., the Chi~square3
would be appropriate and would be considered the "exact -
test," However,.in this study, whenever the difference
between two sample correlation coefficients (calculated by
the'Fiéher z'-transformation) is examined, both n, and n, are

2 Therefore, the form of the distribu-

much greater than 30.
tion of the original data, which can be assumed to be normal,
indicates that the t-test for significance can be considered

appropriate.

Description of the Instrument

The data in this study are gathered by use of-the
survey technique. The type of question used is forced
response; or multiple choice,'which allows respondents to
indicate easily the information required of them. There
are possibly two problems that may be.encountefed in this
type of questions: 1) data must be divided into groups for

which range of responses is strategically determined, and



94

Z2) there must be the facility‘tb indicate any possible
response in the given answers from which subjects may'
choose. The terms continuous and ekhaustive have been
used most frequently to describe these two requirements.

The questions in the instrument used here (see
' Appeﬁdix A) satisfy both of these requirements. The
possible Tesponses-are continuous, and in each questidn
the choices range from infinity in the direction of nega-
tivity to infinity in the direction of positivity, with
the range subdivided into Specific groups. This enéures
that there always is a possible choice to be made by the
respondents no matter what their preference may be.

The size of the intervals from choice to choice in
a givén question_has been &etermined by.assessment of the
nature of the question and the expected maximum and minimﬁm
values to be féund in the sample. Experience, inquiries,
and common sense indicated the ranges to be chosen for the
choices for any given question; the data gathered indicated
that the ranges were chosen'appropriately;

The desire to compare the two groups of individuals
performing the tasks of employmentrwork in role, the
principals of the agencies and the employees in the
agenciés, required that two quesfionnaires be prépared
because there are some inherent differences in the two roles.
They involve minor wording differences as in question #14,

which involves the perceived assessment of. the effect of the
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individual‘s-performance in the employee questionnaire and
the effect of market trends in the principal's question-
naire. The intent of the question in both cases is to
obtain an indicator of the iength of time the individual
mightllook ahead in his role; the effect is the same in
both cases. Question #12 in the employee questionnaire

and question #15 in the principal questionnaire essentially‘
are the same, involving the frequency of evaluation of
performance, but the wording is somewhat different, as is
“the case in question #14,

Question #12 in the principal questionnaire is
peculiar to that questionnaire as it involves evaluation
of the agenﬁy' financial position by'means of financial
statements, a function of the principal. Quéstion #15 of
the-employee questionnaire is concerned with-the preferred
frequency of evaluation of the employee by a superior and
is peculiar to the employeé questionnaire. This question
is not included in the prinéipal questionnaires as such
because questions #12 and #14 will indicate this preference
indirectly without the question being bréught to the atten-
tion of the principal directly. . This avoids some redundancy
in the queétionnaire. The remaining questions iﬁ'the |
instrﬁments essentially are the same as the information.
sought is common to both groups. (For a more detailed

analysis of the questions, see Appendix B.)
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Calculation of the Indices for Time Span
and Risk Propensity

The questiohnaire includes seven questions'reiated-
to the notion of time span (questions #9-15). To calculate
an acceptable measure of time span, the average of the
responses to these questions for each individual in the
'sample is used. Since these questions are concerhed with
different approaches to the measurement of time span, the_‘
‘value calculated for the time-span index for each subject
is expected to be a good approximation of that individual's
perceived notion of his optimum time span in role.

‘The risk measures are more complicated and require
~more intricate analysis. As descriped in Chapter II,
there are many techniques that have been used in the past
to measure risk propensity. One of those used here
concerhs the measurement of utiiity, which has been proven
to be related closely to risk. |

To determine comparative indicator of utility among
subjécts, it is necessary to determine the point at
which the individual enters into the portion of his
utility curve that is indicative of a turning away from

risk or becoming risk averse. TFor example, an individual

might be willing to accept a relatively'low probabiiity of
success in a venture that involves amounts of money of low
magnitude. As the amount of risk increases, he or she

would be expected to demand a higher probabilitf of success
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in the venture. If an arbitrary point is consistently
used in all cases as a'Benchmark point against which all
responses are measured, noting the amount at risk beyond
this point, the point in dollars at which the individual
becomes risk averse can be detefmined, giving an indica-
tion of his utility. (The point chosen for this study is
4/6 probability, since it is indicated that there should
exist a preferencé for intermediate probability. It is
clear.that an individual will deviate from this preference
only in the presence of another facfor, his aversion for
risk when large sums of money are involved.)

The trade-off here between a preference for inter-
mediate probability (3/6 or a 50/50 chance) and the amount
at risk shows us where the effect of probability preférence
is overcome by afersion to risk involving ihcreasing sums
of‘money. If the point at which the subjects become more
sensitive to risk can be identified, an indication of
their utility for risk can be approximated.

The.technique then will be to determine the point at
which an individuai requires at least 4/6 probability of
success as the amount of risk increases (questions #22-26,
employees and questions #23-27, principals). This point
will be determined for both personal risk when the indivi-
dual's money is involved in tﬁe probability preference
questions and his or hér occupational risk when fhe agency's

money is involved in the probability preference'questions.-
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This tendency has been demonstrated by Swalm, and
.is represented graphicaily by the gradual flattening of
.anAindiVidual's utility function past some monetary
level.® Swalm iﬁdicates that this point is related
closely to an individual's "planning horizon,'" that is,
the largest single amount of money he or she would
recommend be spent by his or her firm.

There are several special situations that require
explanation. VIf an individual will not accept any risk in
‘the Questions, that is, 6/6 probability-is required for
all ventures given, he or she is considered extremely risk
averse and will receive a scoré of zero, indicating a
very low utility for risk. If, on the other hand, the
individual indicates that he or she would prefer probaﬁili—
ties less than 4/6 for all ventures,-heior she is con-
sidered to have a very high utility for risk and will be
scored with a 7. The other possibilities, 1 through 6,
will be indicated according to ‘the number of the Question
to which the individual responds with the preferred proba-
bility of at least 4/6 for the first time in the series of
questions. If he or she first indicates a preference of
4/6 or higher in.the-questions--an expected value of
$1,000--the utility score will 4, since this is the fourth
question in the series on probability preferences. This
point calculated for both personal and occupational roles

will be referred to as the personal turn-away-from-risk



point and the occupatioﬁal turn-away-from-risk point
(TAFR). (See discussion, pp. 79-80.)

There are four more indices to be calculated from
the series of questions involving probabiiity preferénces:
questions #22-26, eﬁployees and #23-27, principals;
risk indices, ﬁersonal and occupational, and the proba-
bility indices, personal and occupational. The proba-
bility indices will be calcu;ated as the average of the
responses to the questions in the personal and occupa-
tional roles ranked according to the degree of adherénce
to the theory of probability préferences for any given
question. For éxample, if an individaul chooses
response #3 for any given question, indicating preference
for thé probability,of 3/6 for the venture, we can say
that he or she is adhering to the theory of probability
preferences.4 For a response such as this, a score of
6 would be aésigned,'indicating the high degree of
adherence to the theory. If the individual were to éhdose
response #6, the largest deviance from the theory, the
lowest score, 1, would be assigned to his or her adherence
to the theory. The other conversibn factors derived
according t0 this process are as follows: |

Indicated Response S Converted Score

B2
H WO &N
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The index for the probability preference-indicataf will be
calculated as the aVerdge of scores (converted)} for the
questions involving the proBaBility preferences.

For example, in the employee questionnaire, if a
‘respondent chose answer #3 for any of the questions #22-26
 (3/6 probability), he or she would be scored very high (6)

because an alternative was chosen that'is,in'keeping with
the theory Qf probability preferences (a preference for
intermediate prqbability). If the individuai chose
alternative #6 (6/6 probability), he or she would be
scored very low since intermediate probability was avoided.
After all scores for the five questions have been deter-
mined, they will be averaged to give fhe probability
preference index for that individual.

The risk index is somewhat more simple to calculate,

although it, too, involves a conversion, which simply is

a reversal of the reéponse indicated by the individual. A
choice of alternative #1, for instance, wéﬁid indicate

that the individual was willing to accept the alternative

involving the smallest probability of success; we could
consider him or her to exhibit a high utility for risk. He
or she would be scored high with a 6 for that partiéula;
-questions.- The index then is calculated as the average of

the respondent's converted scores on the probability

preference questions.

The manipulation of the data in the aforementioned
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manner allows the indices for the important variables

involving time span, risk,; variance preferences and proba-
bility preferences to be calculated. These indicators
then will be correlated with the other important responses
to determine the relationships and their strengths

existing among the responses chosen by the subjects in

the study.
TABLE 4
EXAMPLE CALCULATIONS FOR RISK INDICES
"QUESTIONS 22-26: EMPLOYEES AND
QUESTIONS 23-27 PRINCIPALS

Number Stated Dollar Response Response Response

Amount | Set A Set B Set C
1. $ 1.00 6 1 1
2. $ 10.00 6 1 2
3. $ - 100.00 6 2 3
4, $ 1,000.00 6 3 4
5. $ 10,000.00 6 3 5

If an individual in Response Set A responds with all
5s or 6s, he or she is chsidered to be extremely risk

averse, since certain or near certain probabilities for

success were chosen. The score will be 0, indicating a very
low utility for risk.

An individual imn Respdnse Set B whose responées all
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are below 4 is coﬁsidered to be willing to accept low value
for probability of sucéess and exhibit a very high utility
for risk. He or she would be scored 7.

An individual in Response Set C who prefers low
probability for small amounts and high probability for large
amounts will at some point exceed the set 4/6 probability.
This point will indicate. the initial infringement on his
or her planning horizon and the point where he or she is
said to turn away from risk. The éxample given for
Response Set C wouid receive a score of 5, since he or she
turns away at the fifth alternative.

 This original scoring technique ié an attempt to
implemeht directly a méthod for measuring the concepts of
utility analysis of choices inﬁolving risk. Since these
techniq@es have not been validated by others as fhey exist
here, there must be some_method for showing that they
produce suitable resulté. To do this, the results from
these techniqﬁes'will be compared with the results of the
probability preference test validated by Jaques -(Chapter II).
‘This is done through the use of significance testihg
of correlation coefficients of the risk measure and the
probability preference measure. If_there is a‘highly
significant correlation between the two, validity will bé
assumed to have been established. (See Chapter IV,

pp. 110-111 , for this test.)
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General Hypotheses

To explain the hypotheses to be tested by this
study, Figure 4 has been included. By examining it, a
ciear picture of the theoretical relationships can be
gained. The figure is divided into a four-segment matfix,
the horizontal elements representing the measures of per-
ceived suécess in the individual role and pefceived success
in the organizational role, respectively. The vertical
elements represent the measures of the time parameter, as
indicated by the time span of discretion, and the risk-
propensity paramater {Chapter Ii), as indicated_by the
risk measures. The correlation coefficients.betweeﬁ the
success measures and the time span'and risk measures
indicate the strength of the relationship between the pairs
of observatiqn. Stafistical analysis of the differeﬁces
in the correlation coefficients will show which is the
better predictor of success, time span or risk propensity,
in both personal and occupational roles. Since this is a
conceptual framework, there is no attempt to indicate
which.of the risk meésures is.implied or if there is a
combination of them implied. This will be detailed in an
analysis of the results. |

The first hypothesis to be tested stems from the
relationship involving the perception of risk in personal
roles as compared to occubational roles. The question to

be answered is, Is there a difference in the perception of




Success in Individual Role

Success in Occupational Role

How long- an individual
is willing and/or.
allowed to bear risk

How much and what type
of risk an individual is
willing to bear

Correlation Correlation
Coefficient Coefficient
" Correlation Correlatioecn
Coefficient Coefficient

Fig. 3. Conceptual relationships between risk
| ' and success :
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risk from personal to occupational roles? The general
hypothesis is stated as follows:

Risk Hypothesis: There- is no difference between
the perception of risk in personal
roles as compared to the per-
ception of risk in occupational
roles for the individuals in the
sample.

Criteria: Accept the Risk Hypothesis if
there is no significant differ-
ence between the two distribu-
tions as measured by the instru-
ment {see Appendix E) at the 0.05
level. -

The other general hypotheses to be tested concern

a comparison of the two parameters of decision making: the

time parameter and the perceived-risk parameter. It is of

interest to determine which parameter .is the best indicator

of success in both personal and occupatidnal roles. The

question to be answered-essentially is, Which is the best

indicator of success in the two roles--personal and occupa-

tional--the perceived time-span measures or the perceived

~risk-propensity measures?

The nature of the time-span measure lends itself to »
the occupational role; since the time-span concept is
presented in the context of that role. Its reiationship to
the personal success of theé individuals in the sample is
therefore indirect, while it is related directly to the
occupational roles. It might be expected.that there would

be a very good predictor to be found in terms of the occu--

pational role and perhaps a less accurate predictor of the
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individual role. The risk-propensity measures can be

related to both personal and oécupational roles merely by

changing the scope of the risk to involve direct reactions

in both roles. It might be the case, then, that the risk

notions would be better'indicators of success in the

personal roles since the relationship is direct in nature

of both roles. The hypotheses to be tested are as follows:

Success Hypothesis,
Personal:

Criteria:

Success Hypothesis,
Occupational:

Criteria:

In personal roles, the risk-
propensity index provides a

better indicator of success

than the time-span index.

Accept Success Hypothesis,
Personal if there is a signifi-
cantly higher correlation between
the risk propensity measure and
success in personal roles than
the correlation between the time-
span measure and success in
personal roles. Tests for sig-
nificance at the 0.05 level.

In occupational roles, the risk-
propensity index provides a
better indicator of success than

~the time-span index.

Accept Success Hypothesis,

- Occupational if there is a sig-

nificantly higher correlation
between risk-propensity measure
and success in occupational roles
than the correlation between
time-span measure and success in
occupational roles. Significance
is tested at the 0.05 level.

The significance of the differences between the

correlation coefficients is tested using the Fisher z'-

transformation test (see Appendix D).
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The Computer Model

" To analyze effectively the data from the sample in
the manner desired, as described in the preceding sections,’
it is necessary to utilize a computer model that can
accept many variables and compute the detectable correla-
tions existing between them. Theré also are certain inter-
mediate processes such.as the calculation of indices to be
used in the process that must be done by the computer, In
general, there have been two techniques involved in this
process: 1) the usé of a FORTRAN program written by the
author to tally data b? question and response and to com-
pute indices and 2) the use of a factor analysis model for
discovering correlations between variables. The FORTRAN
programs perform their functions in lihe with the processes
.described in the text,. |

The raw data and the indices then are used as input
for a regression and correlation model that computes a
correlation matrix, giving factors for the relationships
existing among the variables. The correlation matrix
indicates'pqsitive or'negative correlation between the

variables as well as strength of the relationship.

The Research Desigﬁ for Factor Analysis

The key to the successful analysis of data in .the
factor analysis process is to correctly structure the
data, that is, they must be in a form that allows the

formation of a matrix for input to the computer program to
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be used; The questionnaire form of gathering data and the
indiges computed by the FORTRAN programs developed'for this
specific purpose are suited perfecfly for the factor matrix
approach. If each questionnaire is considered to be a row
in the matrix and each component (chosen responses and
indices) is thought to be a column, fhe data fit nicely into
a two-dimensional matrix. That matrix is used as input

into the computer run and the correlation matrix is formed.
Also, the mean and standard deviation of each column are

calculated and included in the output.

~Evaluation of Results

With the data given by the factor analysis run--
correlation matrix, standard deviation, and means of the
individual components of the research tool--it is possible
to detect any relationships between them and make certain
statements and conclusions about the sample from which the
data were obtained'énd, in turn, the population of indepen-
dent property-liability agency principals and the chosen
employees. The results given by this model enable'the
hypotheses in the study folbe‘tested, and they prqfide'
information for predictive purpose in line with the méjbr::

objectives of the study.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND CONCLUSTONS

The results and conclusions of this study are
. presented in the following order. First, it is necessary

‘to validate the author's method for calculating the risk
index (RI). This is done in terms of Atkinson's probability
preference index (PI). ‘The correlation coefficients between
the RI and>the P are tested for statistically significant
difference.

The second step in the process is to test the major
hypotheses using validated measuriﬁg techniques. Finélly,
the questionnaire response data are presented to complete

the statistical picture of the two sample groups.

Validation of the Risk Index Measure

As explained in Chapter II, the risk index is an
original techniqﬁe,'developed by the author, to'implement.
the utility concept in a process that gives a measure of
risk in terms of an individual's pSychological assessment
of risk (subjective risk). |

To validate this meaSure, it is compared to results

- obtained from the same'samples as measured by the

110
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implémentatioh of Atkinson's theory of probability
preferencés.- If a statistically significant correlation
can be shown to‘exist betweén the two, the author's risk-
measurement device will have been validated. Table 5

shows the results of this comparison. As shown in Table 5

TABLE 5

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR VALIDATION
OF RISK INDEX (Significant at
the'.OOIVLevel)

Risk Index Probability Preference Index
Principals (personal 1ife) | .89270
Principals (occupational

life) .89954
Employees (personal 1life) _ B - .90740

Employees (occupational ,
life) 7 o .89157.

and the calculations for the teéfing of significance of

the correlation, the correlation between the risk index

and the probability preference index is significant beyond
the 0.001 level. This proves that the risk index used in
this study is a valid risk-measuring technique (Appendix E).

Analysis of the Correlation Matrix
and Testing of the Hypotheses

Previously, three pairs of hypotheses were presented‘

as the main areas of concern in this study. The first pair
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involved the perception of risk in personal and occupa-

tional roles, while the other two were concerned with the

best indicators of success in the two types of roles,

personal and occupational. Using data already presented

(text and Appendix C) and the computations in Table 1

and Appendix D, tests of the success hypotheses can be

made. The hypotheses were stated as follows:

Risk Hypothesis:

Criteria:

Success Hypothesis
Personal:

Criteria:

Success Hypothesis
Occupational:

]

3

There is no difference betweeén

the perception of risk in per-
sonal roles as compared to the
perception of risk in occupational
roles for the individuals in the
sample.

Accept the Risk Hypothesis if
there is no significant differ-
ence between the two distributions
as measured by the instrument.
Reject Risk Hypothesis if there

is a difference between the two
distributions as measured by the
instrument. Significance is
tested at the 0.05 level.

In personal roles, the risk-pro-
pensity index provides a better
indicator of success than the
time-span index.

Accept Success Hypothesis, Personal
if there is a significantly higher
correlation between the risk-
propensity index and success in
personal roles than the correlation

‘between the time-span index and

success in personal roles.

In occupational roles, the risk-
propensity index is a better
indicator of success than the
time-span index.
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Criteria: Accept the Success Hypothesis,
Occupational if there is a sig-
nificantly higher correlation
between the time-span index and
the perceived occupational
success measure than between the
risk-propensity index and the
measure of perceived success in
occupational roles. Reject the
Success Hypothesis, Occupational
if there is a higher correlation
between the risk-propensity index
and the perceived occupational
success measure than between the
time-span index and the measures
of perceived occupational success,

Significance is tested
at the 0.05 level.

To test the risk hypotheses, the means of the two distribu-

tions of the two groups will be tested to see if there is

- a significant difference between the perceived risk in

personal roles and the perceived risk in occupational roles.

The technique to be used is the analysis inﬁolving the t-

distribution, since the sample = means are now known.1
The relevant data are as follows:
Personal Roles  Occupational Roles
Principal ny = 206 , n, = 206
: L
Y. = e - O
Xy = 3.13 X, 2.89 o
_ g+
o, = 1.54 6, = 1.56 ®aon
_ | " Qe
Employees n, = 111 n, = 11‘1 b 8“'56
X, = 2.85 - X, = 2.72 g”
, - -
[N ]
oy = 1.51 g, = 1.61 0w

Criteria: For principals;‘if the calculated t value
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infinite degrees of freedom), reject the Risk Hypothesis,
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fPrincipals) and réject the Risk Hypothesis (Employees), |

observing that there is a significant difference at the

0.05 1éve1; Otherwise, accept the Risk Hypothesis,

(Principals) and‘accept the Risk Hypothesis(Employees),

concluding that there is no significant differeﬁce. '
The calculated t vaiues were as folloWs:

Principals: t = 1.568, so accept the Risk

Hypothesis (Principals), observing. that there is no signi-

ficant difference at the 0.05 level.

Employees: t = 0.618, so accept the Risk
Hypothesis (Employees), observing that there is not a
difference that is significant at the 0.05 1eve1.  (See

Appendix E for calculations.)

This finding seems to contradict one of the currently

held beliefs about risk-handling behavior. Most authorities

on the subject of risk believe that there is indeed a

difference in the handling of risk on the individual level,

from personal to-occupational roles, and that most people

are more tonservative with other people's money. Why,

then, does the contradiction exist between the findings of

this study and the current literature. Perhaps it is due

to the fact that people generally deal with more money in

their occupational role than they do in their personal role.

So the perception of risk does not vary, just the amounts

of



115

capital dealt wifh. It wouid be interesfing to test to
see 1f persons who deal with similar amounts of capital
in both roles differ in their risk perception frdm role
to role, all else being held constant. It is the belief
6f the author that they would not. This finding also

supports further use of the risk measure by indicating

that it could be used in personal or occupational roles
as a technique for individual role assessment.

The reSultS'of the hypothesis tests for significant
difference between the perception of risk from occupa-
tional roles to personal roles show that neither principals
nor employees see a significant difference at the 0.05
level.

To determine the validity of the other tﬁo sets of
hypotheses, the correlation data obtained from the corre-
lation matrix must be used. It is important to observe
the valﬁes of the correlation coefficients between risk
and time span in respect to the success measure. Tests
for significant differences between the correlation coeffi-
cienfs utilize the Fisher z'—transformation. (See
Appendix D fér formulas used in the process and the actual
computation.)

The Success'Hyﬁothesis, Personal is concerned with
personal roles. Noting the cofrelation coefficients for
the principals group for success in personal roles and the

time-span index and risk index, it is clear that the
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time-span index (.96014) is more closely Correlated with

success than is the risk index (.86475). The same is

true for the employees group, whefe the correlation
coefficients for suécess versus the time-span index and

the risk index are .96020 and .86847, respectively,
Therefore, we must reject the Success Hypothesis, Personal,
since the time-span measure provides a stronger relation-
ship with the personal success measure. This difference

is significant beyond the .001 levélffor'infinite degrees
of freedom.

The Success Hypothesis, Occupational is concerned
with the relationship in occupational roles of risk and
time span with perceived success. To test the hypothesis,
fhe figures from the correlation matrix are-used.égain,
but for the occupétional roles (see Appendix D). Examina-
tion shows that for the principals group the time-span
index value (.96927) again is more closel? related to the
success measure than the risk indei-(.85966); for the
employees group the correlétion coefficients for succesé
versus the.time-span index and the risk index are ,95834
and .83553, respectively: .Theréfore, the Success
Hypothesis, Occupational must be rejected since the time-
span heasure is more closely correlated with success than
is the risk—prdpensity index. This différence‘élso is .

g: | significant beyond the .00l level for infinite degrees of

freedom.
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This conclusion supports the hypothesis of Jaques
that time span of discretion is a viable measure of level
of work in role. It is indeed a better indicator of
success than the risk measures studied here. The impli-
cations of such an occurrence, discussed earlier, seem to

be supported. This finding, since it is so significant

(beyond the 0.001 level), is deemed the major finding of

the study.

Analysis of the Indices
(See Appendix C)

The turn-away-from-risk index (TAFR) indicates the

‘monetary point at which the individual begins to gain

Subjective Expected Utility (SEU) in a decreasingly

- marginal sense as the amount at risk increases. This is

the utility test discussed preﬁiously, and'the TAFR point
is that point in each individuél's utility curve when the
amount at risk becomes moré imﬁortant than tﬁe'probabilities
involved. The dividing point for this study is choice #4

in the questionnaire. The individual begins to choose

alternatives exhibiting less inherent risk according to the

rule of risk management, which states than an individual
should not risk more than he or she can afford to lose.

The Tesults were as follows:

Employee n = 111 Principal n = 206
x - | X
Own Money 2.52 - Own Money 2.96

Agency Money 2.26 ‘Agency Money 2.60
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As expected, the principals turned away from risk at
higher points than_did.thé emﬁloyees, indicating a higher
utility for risk among the individuals in the principals
sample. | |
When the results within each group are compared
considering agency money versus own money, we find that
‘both groups turned away from risk at higher points with
their own money than With-their agency's money. This
ﬁseems to indicate that the individuals in the samples
exhibit more utility for fisk with their own money than
with ﬁheir agency's money. This difference is not signi-
ficant at any powerful level, so no absolute conclusions
can be made based on the data. However, this finding is
supported by the data on variance preferences (questions #21
‘and #22) for the principals Sampie.l-The variance prefer-
.ences data for the empioyee sample seem to indicate some
contradiction to the TAFR data, since the variance prefer-
ence measure for the employees indicates a preference for
more variance when shifting from the personal role to the
occupational role (2.58 t0:2.64j. But none of these
figures is significant; therefore, no valid claim based on
these data can be made to support an argument for dis-
credifing the approaches used to calculate the variance
'preference measure or the TAFR measure. If the differences
had proved to be statistically sighificant; theré would be

a basis for question; since significance does not exist,
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any conclusion either way would be unsupported by these
data.

Time-Span Index, Variable 45 (mean of QUestions #9- -

15). As with all the indices, the time-span measure showed
a_larger‘value for the principals than for the employees.

The mean for the employees was 3.04, and for the principals
it was 3.38. This implies that the perceived tiﬁe span of
discretion for principals'is longer than that for employees.

Risk Index, Variables 46 and 48. Although the risk index

differences are not signifitént, they do support the argu-
ment that the variance preference measure (questions #21
and #22) indicates valid results as far as utility for risk
is concerned. The varianée preference measure indicated

a decrease in the utility for risk when moving from one's
own moneyAto the agency's money. The risk index did the
same. Even though the data are not significant at any
powerful level, the variance preference measure provides

further validation of the risk index.

Employees : Principals
Own Money 2.85 7 - Own Money 3.13
Agency Money 2.72 Agency Money 2.89

This index supports the above findings that individuals
are less prone to risk with the agency's money than with
their own.

Probability Preference Index, Variables 47 and 49.

Both groups seemed to prefer intermediate probability in
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their choices involving risk. On the average, the prin-
cipals were aligned mofelclosely with the theory of'proba-
bility preferences than were the employees, as was
expected. In fact, the mean response was exactly 3.00 for
choices involving agency money, whiéh is the preference
indicating the exact probability of 3/6 in the survey.
Mean responses were slightly higher in choices involving
individuals' owﬁ money, 3.16; but even this was éloser

to 3.00 than either of the two respbnses'of the employees.

Employees o ' Principals
Own Money 2.82 . o Own Money - 3,16
Agency Money . 2.74 Agency Money 3.00

Analysis of Questionnaire
: Response Data

The data on which these comments are based appear in
Appendix C. These comments compare the data.

Question #1: Age. As might be expected, the mean

age of the principals is older than that of the emplbyees
(45.2 years vs. 40 years). The standard deviation is larger
for the employees, indicating more dispersion in that.group_
This is supported by calculated ¥ for each sample (0.25

and 0.31, respectivelf). Thus, the ages of the employees
are mdre widely spread. This is reasonable since one would
not eXpect a very young person to be a principal, but he
orlshe may well be an employee. -Thefe is high correlation

between age and personal risk'(0.84) and occupational risk

(0.82).
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Question #2: Attained Level of Education. The

'largest percentage of employees {45.0) graduated from

high school but did not attend college. The next two
largest groups (27.0% and 21.6%) had some college experi-
ence or received a college degree. In the principal

group, a majority (52.4%) had graduated from college and
only_14.0% had not attended college at all. In fact,

7.3% of the principals had earned a graduate degree,
compared with only 1.8% of the employees. It is reasonable
to conclude that the principals are better educated than
the employees. |

Question #3: Sex. The greatest difference between

employees and principals in the study is found here. 1In
the employees group, the percentage of males is 27.0;

in the principals_groups, the percentage of males is

94.6, The existence of this difference, combined with its
magnitude, is indicative of role prescriptions for males
and females in this society. It is not the intent of this
study to rationalize or_viilify this imbalance, which seems
to be changing with respect toiwomen. It generally is
accepted that a difference exists between men and women in
fisk—taking behavior, with women being more conservative.
This could account for detected differences in risk
handling to some degree, since some bias will result from
this imbalance in the composition Qf the groups. 'Because,

the employee group is composed primarily of women, the
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sample should exhibit more risk aversion.

Question #4: Professional Designations Earned. The

large majority of employees (83.8%) indicated they had not
‘earned aﬁy professioﬁal designation at all. This is
expected, because they were selected as being in a sb»called
terminal position and not likely to advance beyond their
present poéition; There woﬁld be 1little motivation for
such an employee to seek a professional designation. The
surprising fact is that almost the same percentage of
principals (80%) have not earned a professional designation
either. In fact, only 6.3% of the sample had earnéd'the
CPCU designation. This is ﬁnexpected becéuse of the close
parallel between the knowledge gained by taking the CPCU
| course and the role of the agency principal in the inde-
pendent insurance agency. It will be interesting to see
if a detectable trend develops toward a higher percentége
as the professionalism of the industry advances.

Question #5: Current Compensation from Occupation.

The mean compensation levél of the principals, including
salary and fringe benefits ($33,000), is about 2.5 times
that of the employees ($13,600). While it is to be
expected that the principal would enjoy a higher level of
compeﬁsation, the difference is rather dramatic. It should
be noted that the majority of employees (84.7%) are in the
$20,000 to $39,999 income bracket. No employees earn more

than $60,000, while nearly 10% Qf the principals do.
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Question #6: Current Total Income. The respohse to

this questidn indicates that 8.5% of the principals' total
income is from sources other than employment. The figure
for the employees is higher (11.7%), which ;ould be due to
the imbalance between the total compensation for the two
groups. It appears that the employees go elsewhere to seek
extra income to meet the demands of today's economy. It

also indicates an inherent difference in the motivation or

ability of employees and principals to make money outside

their occupation. The measures of personal risk propensity
ine valuable information about this relationship, as the
correlation between the income measures and the risk index
are significantly high.

Question #7: Compensation Five Years Ago. There is

a sharp difference in the percentage increase in the level
of compensation from occupations between the two groups.‘
The level of compensation fér principals increased 61% over
the past five-year period while that of employees
increased only 27%. If we assume a rate of inflation of
10% per year, the employees lost 34% buying power (10%

inflation for 5 years = 61% price increase with 27% increase

ad

in compensation: 61% - 27% = 34%. The principals were-
able to match exactly the rate of inflatiom by salary
increases (61% compensatioﬁ increase -~ 61% inflation =
0.0% decrease). The following question explains whaf the

employees did about the disparity between increases in
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income from occupation and rate of inflation.

‘Question #8: Total Income Five Years Ago. The

figures show that the rate of increase in total income for
both groups was 40%. With'the difference between the two
groups‘in level of compensation, this indicates that
employees were very successfully involved in supplementing
their occupational role income. This has implications for
the principals of the agencies employing these people.
Their employees afe_underemployed, that 1is, they-have
excess capacity that they are willing and able to tap to
maintain the 1ife style to which they have become accus-
tomed. Whether or not this capacity could be utilized
within the occupational role is a question beyond the scope
of this study. | |

Question #9: Length of Time in Current Position.

As the age difference and ‘reason suggest, the mean length
of time in position was found to be higher for principais
(11.25 years) than for employees (7.83 years). The
greatest difference to be noted was in the under five-year
groups fo which 45.9% of employees and only 28.6% of
principals belonged. | |

Question #10: Types of Decisions Faced in Employment. -

The data indicate that the principals were accustomed to
making,more high-level decisions in their role, tending to
support the theory that ambiguity in role increases as one

moves up the corporate ladder. It is interesting to note,
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however, that there is a relatively high percentage of
employees (25.2%) wwho faée decisions involving all phases
of agency operation. This seems to be inconsistent with
‘their level of compensation in occupational role.

Not surprising is the indication that 76.2% of the
principals are faced with these decisions involving all
aspects of agency operation. A question that might be.
asked is, with what are the other 23.8% involved? It can
be assumed that in large'agencieé there are subordinates.
who can handle those decisions'bf lesser ambiguity,
enabling the principals to concern themselves with upper-
level management decisions. But a total of 10.2% of the
principals indicated that they faced only the decisions of
lower ambiguity. A small group (1.5%) indicated that they
made no decisions at all. |

Of the employee group, the largest percentage (43.2)
indicated that they faced day-to-day décisions;.the third
largest percentage (20.7) indicatéd that they were
concerned chiefly with superfisory decisions.

Question #11: Planning Horizon. The mean magnitudes

of the decisions made by the two‘groups were significantly
different, the employees indicating a figure of $25,280 and
the principals indicating a figure of $75,465. This is not
unusual and would be expected. The‘implication is that
because of this the employees,would feel more comfortable

handling small amounts of capital, and the principals would
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be more comfortable handling larger amounts. This rela-

tionship is indicated in the risk-propensity measures.

Question #12: Ffequency of Agency Evaluation by

) *
Means of Profit and Loss Statement or Balance Sheet. More

than 68% of the principals indicated that they performed
this éction monthly. Owing tb the distribution of the data,
the indication is that the frequency of evaluation is
between monthly and qﬁartérly.

Question #13: Length of Time to Train a Subordinate

to Perform the Duties of Your Position. As would be

expected, the periods required'for the two groups differed,
with the principals indicating a longer periodrrequired
(between 6 months and 1 year) and the employees indicating
a shorter time (between 3.and 6 months).

Question #14: Principals--Anticipation of Market

‘ - *&
Trends; Employees--Anticipation of Effects of Performance.

The largest percentages in both groups indicated that
the period they chose was one year. The mean for the
employées fell between 3 and 6 months; for the principals

the mean fell between 6 months and 1 year.

* . ' . .
This question is particular to the principals’
questionnaire.

X S _
These questions, while not identical, were designed
to measure approximately the same concept but in different
spheres. -Since market trends are largely affected by the
collective individual performances of its component groups,
it can be reasoned that the questions essentially are the
same. ' |
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Question #15: ~Frequency of Review by SUpérior. The

data indicated that the employee group preferred more fre-
quent review than did the principals. On the average, the
employees preferred to be evaluated oﬁ a 3-to-6-months basis,
while the majority (69.9%) of principais are never evalu-
ated. These figures indicate that there is considerable
difference between the time spans of discretion of the two
groups, the principals indicating a much longer tihé span
than the employees. This is in line with the assumptions
indicated by the literature.

Question'#lﬁz Employees--Preferred Frequency of

Review. The data indicate that on the gﬁerage the employees
would prefer to be evaluated on-a 3-to-6-months basis rather
| than monthly, suggesting that they perceive their.level.of
work as being higher than their employers perceive it to be.
As waslexplained in the preceding chapters, this could
éreate_dissatisfaction, which should be iﬁdicated in the
questions concerning satisfaction. |

Question #17: Satisfaction in Personal Life. There

is very little difference-in the means of the two groups

in response té this question: (5.467employees; 5.40
principals). If any difference is to be considefed, one
‘must conclude that thé employees are somewhat more satisfied
than the principals; There is some difference in the
standard deviations of the two groups, with the principals

-exhibiting more dispersion than the employees. This can



128

be explainéd by the inherent difference in the effects of
the roles on personal life, The employeés as a group have
exhiBitéd more financial success, percentage wise, over
the past five years, and individual differences could lend
~themselves to the variance in dispersion. It should be |
noted that while none of the employees indicated total
dissatisfaction with their personal life, 3.9% of the
principals indicated this feeling.

Question #18: Success in Occupation. There is some

difference between the two groups in the means of the
responses to this question (5.03 employees; 5.05 principals];
But when considering the individual alternatives there are
more employees (34.2%) than principals (8.7%) wﬁose percep-
“tion of their success falls in the first three categories.
There were no employees who indicated they felt themselves

to be Very Successfu1 in response to this question, while

8.3% of the principals did.

Question #19: Employees; Question #20: Principals:

Success in Personal Life. The employees indicated higher

levels of success in personal life than did the principals,
which can also be attributed to a comparison by the
employees betwéen their personal lives and their occupa-
tional lives. 1In personal issues, they are not faced with
the restrictions of occupational life and, thus, are able
to use more discretion. This could lead to a higher

perception of success in personal life and might indicate
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that thereis too much structure in fhe average on-the-
job setting, which related to the exercise of discretion
in role.

In separately comparing the two groups regarding
perceived success and satisfaction, ‘the employees.indicated
they were more successfﬁl and more satisfied with their

personal lives than with their occupational lives.

Employees
Success: S Satisfaction:
Personal 5.28 | Personal 5.46
Occupational 5.03 . Occupational 5.04

The principals indicated similar opinions, being more
satisfied with and successful in their personal 1ives.

Their highest perceived notion of success was with their

agency.
Principals
Success: Satisfaction:
Personal 5.16 Personal:  5.40
Occupational 5.06 Occupationéi 5.13
Agency 5.21

Question #21: Variance Preference, Own Momey. -The

principals, in accordance with the theory of variance:
preferenée and utility for risk, exhibited a preference for
more variance with their own money than did the employees,
The mean for employees was 2.58; for principals it was 3.13.

The largest percentage of principals (35.4) chose the
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alternative With $100.00 as the amount at risk,.

Question #22: Variance Preference, Agency's Money.

The principals again exhibited a preference for more
variance than did the employees. The mean for employees
was found to be 2.64; for principals it was 3.03. Thé.
largest percentage of principals also chose the alternative
with $1,000 at risk, but tﬁe largest percentage of
employees chose the lowest amount possible, the alternative.
with §1.00 at risk. The latter choice prbbably is dg% to
the fact that the principals were now using agency money,
as this is the only difference between the questions.

This apparent shift By several individuals in the
sample was not substantial enough to offset the trend of
the gfoup as a whole. In shifting from their own monéy to
agency money, the data indicate an increase in the utility
“for risk as evidenced by-the shift to a preference for more
variance on the average (from 2.58 td 2.65). This differ-
ence is not significant atrthé 0.0Silevel. Such was not
the case with the principals, whose mean response for the
question was 3,13 with their own money and 3.03 with agency
money. Principals preferred less variance when using thé
agency's money thaﬁ whén using their own money, which
seemslto indicate a higher utility for risk with fheir own
money. This difference is not significant and Cannot_be

construed to support a claim that such a difference exists.
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Further Anal&sis of the Corrélation‘Matrix

Aside from thé data pertaining to the hypotheses
tested in this study, there is much useful information to
be gained from the correlation matrix that has been
generated. The computer model used for data analysis
enabled the relatively easy production of correlation
‘coefficients for every Variabie with every other variable.
In all, 2,352 coefficients were generated among the
variables.

Many of these variables measure the same things,
however, as demonstrated by the factor coefficients. -Thus,
analysis of the correlation matrix is accomplished easily
by identifying those variables that are not essential to
discussion. For instance, the time span of discretion
measure (TSD) is calculated from questions #9-15. The
risk index (RI) and the probability preference index (PI)
are calculated from questions #23-42. Since thé‘data in
questions #9-15 and #23-42 are used élsewhere, it is not

- necessary to evaluate them in ‘detail. Analysis of the
matrix, however, should involve the variables concerned
with age, education, compensation, satisfaction, succeés,v‘
and the indiceé for measuring risk (RI), probability

preference (PI), variance preference (VAR), and the turn-

away-from-risk point (TAFR). These correlation coefficients
are given in Table 2; the entire correlation matrix is

given in Appendix C,
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Aside from the data in the correlation model that
apply directly to the main hypotheses tested, there is
much useful information presented concerning the relation-
ships among the variables. From these additional data,
severel questions that might occur can be answered. Among
them, for example, are questions relating to the relation-
ship between age and time spaﬁ of discretion or between
age and success. It is important to note that all of the
correlation coefficients discussed here are statistieally
significant.because of the relatively large sample sizes.
Consequently, this discussion must be assessed in.terms of
relative strength of the correlations rather fhan their
statistical significance. Even so, the relationshipe are
interesting.

To further analyze the correlation matrix (see
Table 2), the correlation coefficients between age,
education, compensation, and satisfaction and the indices
calculated-for the risk measures are examined. Age appeefs
to be highiy correlated with time span and success, while
being less highly correlated with the risk indices,
probabiiity indices, and variance preference indices, The.
variable. lowest correlated with age is the turn-away-from-
Tisk ﬁeint, which 1s to be expected because the TAFR
measure should exhibit a tendency toward intermediate risk
for the highly successful individuals.

The correlations with the education variable are very
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similar to those with the age variable, with time span and
success being highly correlated with education. The |
correlations between éducation and risk measure, proba-
bility preference measure, and variance measure are lower
than with TSD and success, Agéin, the correlation between
education and TAFR also is the lowest of the indices
examined.

The compensation variables were highly correlated
with the TSD and Succesé, as would be expected, bﬁt they 
are not as highly correlated with the risk measure as are
the age and education variables..'Compensatidn seems.to
be more highly correlated with the variance preferénce 
measure than withrthe risk'measure."The TAFR measure was
-again the lowest correlated variable with the compensation
variable.

The satisfaction measure seems to‘berhighly correlated
with TSD and Success, as would be expected, and the cor-
relation between these variables is very high. An inter-
esting observation is that the satisfaction in occupational
roles is very highly correlated with the variance prefer-
ence measure for occupational roles. This might lead to
the conclusion that variénce in terms of the Coombs and
Pruitt model is a highly important factor in job-related
satisfaction, thereby supporting their-findings.

While no concrete conclusions that are statisticallf

significant as to the strength of the correlations can be
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dféﬁn from this'discussion; the data presented hefe do
give édditional information about the saﬁple and the risk.
measures involved in the study. No major confradiction of
any theorylis evident from these data, but there is some

support given to the pertinent theories.

Summary of Results

There are two major observations and two major
conclusions indicated by the results of the data analysis
in this study.

Observation 1: COmpositidn of the Sample Groupings.

The employee group was composed mostly of females and the
'principal_gréup mostly of males. Tt is expected that this
imbalance will begin to even out.as women assume a

more prominent place as business persons in society.

This has happened in many other industrieé, and there is
no reason it éhould not happen iﬁ the insurance industry.

Observation 2: The Trend of Employees to Supplement

Océupational Income. The'déta suggest that in the past

five years many persons employed in the agencies studied

seek to supﬁlement their level of compensation, which can

lead to outside endeavors from which. they have successfully
~earned needed extra incdme. In fact, the'employees have

been far more suécessful, percentage wise, 1n sﬁpplementing_

their income than have the princiﬁals, implying that there

is extra capacity available to the agencies from their own
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employeeé.for which they could be rewarded while performing
a service to the employing'organization.
The.fact that these employees feel they can seek
additional compensation implies they are somewhat under-
- employed in their occupational role. This implication is
supported by the data 6n occupational satisféction among
the employee group (Employee question #17: X = 5.04§
Principal questions #17: X = 5.13). |

Conclusion 1: Perception of Risk Seemingly Unvariabie

from Personal to Occupational Roles. The findings of this

study indicated that the perceptidn of risk does not vary
greatly from personal réles_to occupational roles. A
difference in perception would lend itself to a difference
in reaction to risk and to means of handling it, as indi-
cated by the data obtained from the study. This'was not
detected at the 0.05 level. -

Conclusion 2: The Better Indicator of Success in

Organizational Coping. It was found, owing to the signifi-

cantly higher.corrélation between time span and success,
that the time-gpan index as described by the study is a
beiter indicator of success in organizational coping fhan
is the risk index,_subject=fo possible probiems due to
non-résponse bias. There was no component‘of the risk
index that was more -closcly correlated with success in
either personal or oﬁcupational_rolés than the fime-span

measure,
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Footnotes

For a detailed discussion of this technique; see

- Charles T. Clarke and Lawrence L. Schkade, Statistical

Analysis for Administrative Decisions (Cincinnati, Ohio:
Southwestern Publishing Co., 1974). '
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APPENDIX A

COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE

"Cover Letter

Dear Agency Principal:

You are being asked to participate in a survey of risk as it relates
to decision making for principals of the Independent Property-Liability
Insurance Agencies in the State of Georgia. :

Enclosed are two questionnaires complete with stamped, addressed
envelopes for return. There is one questiomnaire to be completed by
you and one to be completed by an employee of your choice who has
experience with your agency and has reached, for all practical purposes,
a terminal position. Ary employee who will not, in your estimation,
advance significantly beyond his or ‘her current position is suitable
for purposes of this study

- Responses to this questionnaire will be kept confidential and no
attempt will be made to 1dent1fy the response of any one participant.

Please complete your questlonnalre and select an employee as
described above to complete the other. Then return them separately, as
soon as possible, in their respective envelopes. If you wish, you will
. be informed of the major findings of this study.

Your cooperatidn will be greatly appreciated. If you have any
questions, feel free to contact E. J. Leverett or me at this address.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

R. Martin Richards

E.J. Leverett or

R. Martin Richards ~
Department of Risk Management and Insurance
College of Business

University of Georgia

Athens, GA 30602
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Eﬁployee'QUestionnairé
Circle the number of your chosen response.
1. How old are you? (Circle one)
1. Under 30 years 4, 50-59 years
2. 30-39 years 5. 60 years or older
3. 40-49 years
. 2. What is your attained level. of education? (Circle one)
1. Some high school ' ' 4, ‘Earned college degree _
2. High school diploma but no college 5. Studying for graduate degree
3. Some college but no degree 6. Earned graduate degree -
3. Are you male or female? (Circle one)
1. Male 2. TFemale
4. What professional designations have you earned?
1. None 4, - Certified Public Accountant
2. Chartered Life Underwriter 5. Other (Please specify)
3. Chartered Property and Casualt
Underwriter _ :

5. What do you estimate your current compensation to be, including salary
and fringe benefits such as automobile, expense account and insurance
from your employment?

1. Under $20,000 : 4. $60,000-$79,999
2. $20,000-$39,999 5. $80,000-$99,999
3. $40,000-$59,999 _ 6. $100,000 or over

6. What do you estimate your current total income from all sources to be,
- including investment income?

1. Under $20,000 4. $60,000-$79,999
2. $20,000-$39,999 5. $80,000-$99,999
3. $40,000-$59,999 | ' 6. $100,000 or over

7. What was your approximate compensation five years ago, including
salary and fringe benefits such as automobile, expense account and
insurance from your employment? -

1. Under $20,000 4. $60,000-$79,999
2. $20,000-$39,999 5. $80,000-$99,999
3. $40,000-$59,999 6. $100,000 or over

8. What was your approximate total income from all sources five years
ago, including investment income?

1. Under $20,000 4, $60,000-$79,999

2. $20,000-$39,999 5. $80,000-$99,999

3.  $40,000-§59,999 6. $100,000 or over
9. How long have you held your current position?

1. Under 5 years o 4, 15-20 years

2. 5-10 years - - 5. 20-25 years

3. 10-15 years ' 6. over 25 years
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10. Wnich of the following beat typifies the cyues of decisions you face in your

employmant?

1. No decisions at all 4. Decisions of a financial nature.
2 Day~to-day routine decisions 5. Upper lavel management decisions
3. Decisions of a supervisory nature (financial and supervisory)

6. Declslons involving all the above

Ll. What is the largest single decision in terms of capital outlays for the
business (in dollars) that you arve Likely to make for the agency this year?

‘1. Less than $10,000 4. $100,000-$499,999
2. $10,000-849,999 5. §500,000-$1,000,000
3. $s0, 000—399 999 &. Over $1,000,000 -

12. How often are you evaluated by your superior, in terms of the progress you are
making in your ovarall performance?

1. Daily 4, Quarterly or Semi-annually
2. Weekly 5. Annually or aven less often
3. Monthly "6, MNaver

13, How long would it take you to ‘trailn a subordinate to perform the duties of
your positien, assuming the emplovee to be potentially capable of performing
these duties?: '

1. One month or less . 4. Oune to two years
Z. Three months -5, Two years or more
3. Six months

14. How far ahead do you try to anticipate the effects of your performance?

1. One day 4. Three months
2. One week 5. Six months
»3. One wonth 6. One year or more

15. How often would you prefer to have your performance evaluatad by your superior?

1. Daily 4. Every three to six monthks
2. Weekly 5.  Every year
3. Momthly 6. I have no preference

USE THE FOILOWING SCALE TO INDICATE YOUR RESPONSES TO QUESTIO&S 16 and 17.

Tocally Dissatisfied Moderately Satisfied Totally Satisfied
L i l

L 2 3 4 .5 : 5 7

16. How satisfied are you with your personal life, excluding factors relatiag to
your occupational 1ifa? 1 2 2 4 35 6 7

17. How satisfied are you wicth vour 6ccupatioaa1 life, excluding facrors velating
© ko your personal life? 1 234 567

USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE TG INDICATE YCUR RESPONMSES TO QUEsTIONS 18 and 19.
Not Successful Moderatel} Successful Totally Successful

- )
1 2 3 4 .5 6 7

18, How succéssful do you feel ydu have been in your occupation? 1 2 34 36 7

19. How successful do you feel you have been in your personal life? 12343 6 7

{dext Page)
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GIVEN THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVES, SELECT THE ONE MOST ATTRACTIVE TO YCU, WITH
YOUR OWN MONEY AT RISK AND WITH THE AGEMCY'S MONEY AT RLISK. :

1., 50% chance of winning $ 1.00 versus 507 chence of losing $ 1.00
2. 50% chance of winning § 10.00 versus 50% chance of losing § 10.00
3. 50% chance of winning § 100.00 verxsus 50% chance of losing §  100.00
4. 50% chance of winning § 1000.00 versus 50% chance of losing § 1000.00
%, 50 chance of winning $10,000,00 versus 50% chance of losing $10,000.00

20. Wich my own money at risk, T would prefer alternative .
21. With the agency's money at risk, I would prefer alternative : .

IN EACH OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, SELECT THE VENTURE THAT IS MOST ATTRACTIVE
TO YOU WITH YOUR OWN MONEY AT RISK AND WITH THE AGENCY 'S MONEY AT RISK.

22. For an investment of $1.00 would you prefer:
1. 1/6 chance of winning $6.00 ‘
2., 2/6 chance of winning $3.00 A, With my own money at risk,

3. 3/6 chance of winning §2.00 _ ] I would prefer )
4. 4&/6 chance of srinning $1.50 B. With the agency's money at risk,
5. 5/6 chance of winning $1.20 I would prefer : .

6. 6/6 chapce of winning $1.00

23, For an investment of §10.00 would you prefer:

1. 1/6 chance of winning $50 ) :

2. 2/6 chance of winning $30 A. With my own money at rtisk,

3. 3/6 chance of winning $20 I would prefer .

4, 4/6 chance of winning $15 8. With the agency's money at rtisk,
5. 5/6 chance of winning $12 I would prefer

6. 6/6 chance of winning $10

264. Tor an investment of §100 would you prefer:
1. 1/6 chance of wimming $600

2. 2/6 chance of winning $300 A, With my own money at risk,
3. 3/6 chance -of wimning 3200 _ I would prefer .
4. 4&/6 chance of winning $150 B. With the agency's meney at tisk,
5. 5/6 chance of winning $120 I would prefer .

6. 6/6 chance of winaing $100

25. For an investment of $1000 would you prefer:

L 1/6 chance of winning $6000

2. 276 chance of winning $3000 A. With my own money at risk,

3. 3/6 chance of winning $2000 - I would prefer .

4. 4/6 chance of winning $1500 B, With the agency's money at risk,
5. 3/6 chance of winning $1200 I would prefer _ S

6, 6/6 chance of winning $1000

26, For an investmenC. of $10,000 would you prefer:
1. 1/6 chance of winning $60,000

2. 2/6 chance of winning $30,000 A. With my own money at risk,-

3, 3/6 chance of winning $20,000 I would prefer .

4. 4&f6 chance of winning 515,000 B. With the agency's money at tisk,
5. 5/6 chance of winning $12,000 I would prefer . :

6. 6/6 chance of winning $10,000

(Fnd of Questionnaire - Thank you.)
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Principai.Questionhaire
Circle the number of ydur chosen responsé.
1. How old are you? (Circle one)
1. Under 30 years . _ : 4, 50-59 years
2. 30-39 years 5. 60 years or over
3. 40-49 years :

2. What is your attained level of education? (Circle one)

1. Some high school 4. Earned college degree
2. High school diploma but no college 5. Studying for graduate degree
3. Some college but no degree 6. Earned graduate degree
3. Are you male or female? (Circle one)
1. Male 2. Female
‘4, What professional designations have you earned? ‘
1. None 4, Certified Public Accountant
2. Chartered Life Underwriter 5. Other (Please specity)
3. Chartered Property and Casualty :
Underwriter

5. What do you estimate your current compensétion to be, including salary
and fringe benefits such as automobile, expense account, and
insurance from your employment?

1. Under $20,000 4. $60,000-$79,999
2. $20,000-$39,999 ' 5. $80,000-$99,999
3. $40,000-$59,999 6. $100,000 or over

6. What do you estimate your current total income from all sources to
"~ be, including investment income?

1. Under $20,000 4. $60,000-$79,999
2. $20,000-$39,999 5. $80,000-$99,999
3.  $40,000-$59,999 - 6. $100,000 or over

7. What was your approximate compensation five years ago, including
salary and fringe benefits such as automobile, expense account and
insurance from your employment?

1. Under $20,000 | | 4. $60,000-$79,999
2. $20,000-$39,999 5. $80,000-$99,999
3. $40,000-§59,999 6. $100,000 or over

8. What was your approximate total income from all sources five years
ago, including investment income?

1. Under $20,000 4. $60,000-$79,999

2. $20,000-$39,999 - _ - 5. $80,000-$99,999

3. $40,000-$59,999 - 6. $100,000 or over
9. How long have you held your current position?

1. Under 5 years 4. 15-20 years

2. 5-10 years 5. 20-25 years

3. 10-15 years - 6, over 25 years
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10. Which of the following best typifies the:types of decisions you face inr your

employment?
l. Yo decislouns at all ) 4. Decisions of a financial nature
Day-to-day routine decisicns 3 Upper level management decisions

-
-
3. Decigions of a supervisory nature {financial and supervisory)
: 6. Decisions involving all the above

1. What is the largest single decision in terms of capital outlays for the
- business (in dollars) that you are likely to deal with this year?

1. Less than $i0,000 4. $100,000-§499,999
2. 510,000-$49,999 5. $500,000-51,000,000
3. $50,000-399,999 6. Over $1,000,000

12. How often, during a year, do you evaluate your agency's financlal position by
' means of a balance sheet or a profit~and-less stacement? .

L. Weekly 3. Quartarly or Semi-annually
2. Monthly 4. Annually or even less often
3. Never

13. How long would it take you to traim & subordinate to perform the duties
required of your position, assuming the employee to be potentially capable
to perform these duties?

1, One mouth or less B 3. Six months
2. Three months 4, One to two years
5., Two years ot mcre

14. How far ahead do you try to anticipate market projecticns or trends?

1. One month 3. Six months
2. Three months 4. Oue year
S, More than one year

15. ©Lf you have a superior, or scme person/group to wholm you must answer, how
often is your performance evaluated?

1. Weekly 3. Quarterly
2. ‘onthly 4, Annually
‘ ' 5. I have no superior or am never
evaluated : ’

Use the follewing scale to indicate your responses to the gquestions below:

Totally Dissatisiied Moderately Satisfied Totally Satisfied

! _ . )
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. How satisfied are you with your perscnal life, excluding those factors
relating to your occupational life? 1 2 3 4 567

17. How satisfied are you with your occupational 1life, excluding those
factors relating to your personal life? 1 2 3 456 7 )

Use the following scale to indicate your responses to the questiong below:
Not Successful Moderately Succassful Yery Successful -

L " i
1 2 3 z. 5 5 7

18. How successiul do you feel you have been in your osccupation? 1 234567
19. How successful do you feel your agency has been in ies function as a
business enterprise? 1 2 3 435 6 7

(Next Page)
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20. How successful do you feel you have been in your persomal life? 1 234 3567

GIVEN THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVES, SELECT THE ONE MOST ATTRACTIVE TO YOU WITH YOUR .
OWN MONEY AT RISK AND WITH THE AGENCY'S MONEY AT RISK.

50% chance of winning $1.00 versus 50% chance of losing $1.00

30% chance of winning $10G.00 versus 50% chance of losing $10.00
50% chance of winoing $100.00  versus 30% chance of losing $100.00
507 chance of winning $1000,00 versus 50% chance of losing $i000.00
50% chance of winming $1G000.00 versus 30% chance of losing $10000.00

LN o= LD 1D e

21. With my own money at risk, I would prefer

22. With my agency's money at risk, I would prefer ” N

In each of the following questions, select the venture that is most attractive
-to you with your own momey- at risk and with your agency's money at risk.

23, For an investment of $1.00 would you prefer:

l.. 1/6 chance of winming $6.00

2, 2/6 chance of winning $3.00 &. With my own momey at risk, I would
3. 3/6 chance of winning $2.00 ' prefer .

4, 4/6 chance of winnimg $1.50 B. With my agency's money at risk, I
5. - 5/6 chance of winning $1.20 would prefer .

6. b6/6 chance of winning $1.00

24. For an investment of $10.00 would yeu prefer:
1. 1/6 chance of winning $6Q

2. 2/6 chance of winning $30 A.  With my own momey at risk, I would
3. 3/6 chance of winning $20 prefer .

4. 4&/6 chance of winnlng $13 B. With my agency’'s momey at risk, I
5. 5$/6 chance of winning $12 would prefer .

6. 6/6 chance of winning $10

25. For an investment of $100 would you prefer:
1. 1/6 chance of winning $600 ‘
2. 2/6 chance of winning $300 : A. With my own money at risk, I would
3. - 3/6 chance of wianing $200 prefer .
4. 4/6 chance of winnidg $130 B. With my agency's money at tisk, I
5. 5/6 chance of winning 3120 .. would prefer .
6.

6/6 chance of winning $100

26, For an investment of $1000 would you prefer:
1. 1/6 chance of winning $6000 -

2. 2/6 chance of winning $3000 A&. With my owh money at risk, I would
3. 3/6 chance of winning 52000 prefer

4, 4/6 chance of winning 31500 B. With my agency's money at risk, I
5. 5/6 chance of winning $1200 would prefer .

6. 6/6 chance of winning $1000

27. TFor an investment of $10,000 would you prefer:
1. 1/6 chance of winning $60,000

s

2, 2/6 chance of winning $30,000 A. With my own money at risk, I would
©3. 3/6 chance of winning $20,000 prefar .

4, 4/6 chance of winning 315,000 B. With my agency's money ab risk, T

5. 5/6 chance of winning $12,000 would prefer ..

6. 6/6 chance of winning $10,000

{End of Questiocnmaire. Thank You)




APPENDIX B

ANALYSIS OF THE QUESTIONS:
BOTH QUESTIONNAIRES

There are certain aspects about the questidns that may
not be appérent from a cursory examination of the question-
naire and should be explained. To do this, a brief descrip-
tion of the questions not coverely previously is included

here.

Question #1: Age. Five groups ranging from under 30

years to over 60 years. Range of each intermediate group is
10 years.

Question #2: Level of Education. Six groups ranging

from no high school diploma to graduate degree.

--It should be noted that there is_a_required high
'school diploma for licensing as an agent in the State of
Georgia and the first response was included for the benefit
of the'employees to be eﬁamined.

Question #3: Sex. Male or female.

Question #4: Professional Designation.

A--It is felt that the two most probable designations
would be CLU or CPCU, although the CPA designétion wds
included as a choice and the "other" choice was included as

well.
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Question #5: Current Compensation. Six choices

ranging from under'$20;000 to $100,000 or over.

--The intent here is to determine the level of
compensation from the employment situation including ffinge
benefits. This is to be distinguished from the current total

income estimate in the next question.

Question #6: Current Total Income. Six choices
ranging fromrunder $20,000 to $100,000 or over.
- --This figure includes not only the-compensation from
the employment situation, but also the income from all other
sources including those outside the employment situation.

Question #7: Compensation Five Years Ago. Six

choices ranging from under $20,000 to $100,000 or over.

--This figure is the same concept as in question five
but for a period in time five years ago. It is believed that
a comparison between this figure and the one given in Question
five will give an indication of any trehd that might be

present.

Question #8: Total Income Five Yeérs'Ago. Six
choices ranging from under $20,000 to $100,00d or over.

--This is the same concept as imn question #6 but for
a period in time five years ago. This also-is an indicator
of a trend in income.

Question #9: Length of Time in Current Position. Six

choices ranging from under five years to more than twenty-five

years.



153

Question #10:" Type of Decisions Faced in Employment.

Six choices ranging from no decisions at all to all types of

decisions, including upper-level management decisions.

Question #11: Planning Horizon. S8ix choices ranging
from less than $10,000 to over $i,000,000. |

--This question will indicate'thé size of the agency
in therprincipals' casé and give an indication of the amounts
of money ah individual is accustomed to handling.

Question #12. Previously discussed.

Question #13. Length of Time Required to Train

Another to Perform Duties of Role. Five choices ranging from

one month or less to two years Or moTe.

Question #14, Previously discussed.

Question #15: Previously discussed.?

Question #16: Satisfaction in Personal Life. Seven

choices ranging from totally dissatisfied to totally satis-
fied. |

--As in questions #17, #18, and #19, there were seveh
choices provided since sufficient discrimination among answers
was sought, but it also was desirable not to:present too many
choices. Seven is the subjective decision of the author and

his dissertation chairman.

*Questions #9-15, when averaged, will be used as the
time-span index since they all are related to that concept.
Each question will be examined on its own, and the time-span
index also will be examined in the analysis of results.
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Question #17: Satisfaction in Occupational Life.

Seven choices ranging from totally dissatisfied to totally
satisfied.

Question #18: Success in Occupational Life. Seven

choices ranging from not successful to very successful.

Question #19; Principal: Success of Agency.*¥*

Seven choices ranging from not successful to very successful.

Question #19: Employee: Success. in Personal Life.

Seven choices ranging from not successful to very successful.

Question #20:; Principal: Success in Personal Life.

Seven choices ranging from not successful to very successful.

At this point, the quesﬁionnaires differ as far as
numerical sequence is concerned.‘ The addition of the qﬁestion
of success of the agency in the_principal questibnnaire
caused there to be one more question than in the employee
questionhiare. The remaining questions are identical, but

there is a difference in numbering.

Question #20: Employee; #21 Principal: Variance

Preferences, Own Money. Five choices ranging from $1.00 to

$10,000. Probability constant at .50.

--Since there is the indication that individuals might

**The question of success of the agency was asked only
of principals. It is possible that the success of the agency
of which a subject is principal might be directly related to
that subject's satisfaction and success indicators, since he
or she is so closely attuned to the agency for which he or she
is responsible.
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vary as to their risk propensity when their own money is
involved and when the agency's money is involved,'there will -

be two questioﬁs for each subject making this distinction.

Question #21 Employee; #22 Principal: Variance

Preferences, Agency Money. Five choices ranging from $1.00

to $10,000. Probability constant at .50.
--Second question this time involving agency's money
as explained in the note above.

Question #22 Employee; #23 Principal: Probability

Preferences. Six choices of equal expected values but

different probabilities and payoffs.

--There are A and B parts to the rest of the questions
to allow.for choices when the individual's own money is
involved and when the agency's mohey is involved to indicate
any difference as explained above.

Questions #23-26 Employee; #24-27 Principal:

Probability Preferences. These questions are similar to

questions #22 Employee and #23 Principal, the dnly difference
being that the magnitude of the outcomes is different. The

expected values of the questions are as follows:

#22 Employee; #23 Principal  Expected Value = $1.00
#23 Employee; #24 Principal Expected Value = $iO.QO
#24.Employee; #25 Principal Expected Value = $100.00
#25 Employee; #26 Principai Expected Value = $1,000.00

= $10,000.00

#26 Employee; #27 Principal Expected Value
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" APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE DATA

Statistical Description of the Samples
Principals (n=206)

QUESTION: low old-are'youT

»
Ranges | ynder 30 | 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 or over
A .
8.3 21.4 36.9 22.3 1.2 |
X = 43.2 vears g = 11.1 years g = 0.25
X
QUESTION: #2 What Is vour attained level of educatien
Ranges some highi h,s. bot some college graduate | graduate l
school | no college college degree . work degree I
_ T I
% 2.4 11.6 24.3 524 F 1.9 7.3 |
H i i
T T 361 : g = .06 —— & 0.29
X
QUESTTON: # 3 Are vou male or female?
R 24
ane male female
i
% 94.6 5.4 }
- o
L= N.A = N.A 9= N.A
X
QUESTION: #4 Whir professional designaciane have wan aprnpd?
hanges | yone cCLU CPCU CPA l Other I
% . ' ' I |
: 80.1 1.9 | 6.3 0.5 1 107 |
7= VA , g =t 9 = y.A.
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Ranges

%

Ranges

K4

Ranges

Ranges

EL]

QUESTION:
including salary an

#35 What do

count, and insurance, from your emplovment?

157

you estimate your current -compensation to be,
d-fring benefits such as automoblle, expense ac-

QUESTION:

under 1§ 20,000 - 40,000 ~ 60,000 - 80,000 - | 100,000
520,000 39,999 59,999 79,9949 99,999 or over
25.2 47.1 ' 18.0 7.3 1.9 5
¥ .= 33,020 g = 19,800 g = 0.60
QUESTION: #6 uwhat do you estimate vour current total income from all
sources to be, including investment income?
under 20,000 - 40,000 - 60,000 - 30,000 - 100,000
$20,000 39,999 59,999 79,999 99,999 or over
17.0 42.2 24,3 8.7 3.4 ! 4.4
|
X = 36,100 g = 24,600 g _ 0.866

X
#7 What was your approximate compensatioun five vears ago,
{nciuding salary and fringe benefits such as autom
count, and Insurance from your employment?

obile, expense ac-—

under 20,000 - 40,000 - 60,000 - 80,000 - 100,000
520,000 39,999 59,999 79,999 99,999 or over
60.2 28.6 8.7 2.4 0 0
¥ = 20,510 o . 15,400 g = 0.73
' X
QUESTION: #8 What was vour aporoximate total income from all sources
five vears ago, including investment income? :
under 20,000 - 40,000 - 60,000 - 80,000 - 100,000
$20,000 39,999 59,999 79,999 99,999 or over
50.5 { 30.6 10.7 6.8 0.9 ‘ 0.5
£* 25,700 g = 20,200 _E_ = 0.79
X
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QUESTLON: #9 How long have vou held your current position?

Ranges under 5-10 10-158 . 15-20 20-25 over 25
5 years years yaars years years vears
% © 28.6 25.2 15.5 12.1 9.2 9.2
X = 11.26 “g o= 8.2 years g = 0.73
, X
QUESTION: #10 Which of the following best typifies the types of
decisions vou face in your emplovment?
) o . uppet levef all of
Ran - g
ges decisions day-to~day jsupervisory fipnanecial agmt ‘above
b 1.5 5.3 1.5 1.9 13.6 76.2
el 5.48 o =_1.21 i - 0.22
3 .
QUESTION: #11 What is the largest single decision in tarms of capital
outlays for the business (im dollars) that you are likely te deal with
this vear? ‘ :
Rangeg | LeSS tham | 10,000 - $5,000 = | 100,000 — | 500,000 - |  over
& $10,000 | 49,999 99,999 499,999  |1,000,000 . 1,000,000
p4 - 40.3 33.0 13.6 10.7 1.5 1.0
X = 75,465 T . ¥.A. g = N.A,
) b4
QUESTTON: # 12 How often during a vear do you evaluats your agency's
financial position by means of a balance sheet or profit-and-loss
statement? _
: auarterly o7 )
Ranges | yeekly monthly semi-annual | annually never -
% 2.9 68.4 12.1 13.6 2.9
P -1 o =
X T 2.45° . ¢ = 0.88 _— 0.36
X




Ranges

Ranges

A

‘Ranges

32

QUESTION: § 13 How long would it take vou to train a subordinite to per-

form the duties required of wour position, assuming the amwlovee to be
potentially capable to perform these duties?
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less than three six i - 2 more than
a mouth months months years 2 vears
2.4 13.6 17.5 40.8 25.7
X s 3,73 c'= 1.08 g = 0.24
X
QUEsTioN: #14 How far ahead do you trv to anticipate market projections
or treands?
one three six one over one
menth months . months vear year
[
a.7 ©16.0 28.1 33.0 : 12.1
3 =' 3.25 g = .17 - 0.36

QUESTION: #5 1f vou have a superior, or some person/

X

you must answer, how often is your performance evaluated?

group to whom

weekly monthly quarterly annually never
5.3 7.8 ’ 5.3 11,7 69.9
= 4,3 9 = 1.26 s = 0.29
E.
QUESTION: #16 How satisfied are'vou with your personal life, excluding

those factors relating to your occupational life?

Ranges

b d
23

Iotallv Dissatisfied Moderately Satisfied Totally Sarisfied
1 2 3 4 5 6 "7
3.9 0.5 5.8 14.56 18.9 28.6 27.7
—= 5.4 e 1. = 0.
7 g 1.53 0.28

q
X




Totallv Disgatisrfied

" QUESTION:

excluding those factors relating to'your personal life?

Moderatelv Satisfied

#17 How satisfied are vou with vour occupational life,
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Totallvy Satisfiad
Ranges 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
% 2.4 2.4 8.7 19.4 20,9 25.2 20.9
'}E = 5,13 g = 1‘51‘ g = 0,29
-k- l -
QUESTION: #18 How successful do you feel you -have been in your occupation?
Ranges 1 2 3 4 5 ’ 6 7
% 2.4 .5 R o150 | 9.8 | 28.2 8.3
'i'= 5.05 : o = 1.23 f)‘_ - 0.24
X
QUESTION: #19 How successful do you feel your agency has been in 1ts
function as a business enterprise?
Ranges 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
% 1.9 1.9 3.4 15.0 31.6 25.6 11.2
X = 5.21 - % . 1,25 g = 0.24
X
QUESTTIGCN: #20 How successful. do you feel vou have been in vour personal
1ife? '
Ranges 1 2 N 3 4 5 6 7
% 2.4 1.0 N' 6.3 14.1 33.0 29,1 14.1
-~ ‘ lz’ g =
T ® 5.16 : ) 1.36 ‘ = 0.26



Ranges

Ranges

el

QUESTION: #21 With my own money at risk, I would prefer:
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1 2 3 4 5

21.4 4.4 25.7 35.4 13.1

X = 3.13 ¢ = 1.37 g 0,44

X
QUESTION: #22 With my agency's money at risk, I would prefer:

1 2 3 4 5

27.7 2.9 20.4 34.5 14.6 I
§= 3.0 J LY, 0.49

wila




Ranges

Ranges

Ranges

Ranges

e

GUESTIOM: How

Employees (n=111)

old avre wou?
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under - 40-49 -59 e
ey | 30-3 50-5 £0
28.8 22.5 25.2 18.0 3.4
X = 40 = 12.3 <.=0.3
X
' QUESTION: #2 What is your attained level of education?
some high| H.S. but some college graduate graduate
school | |no college college degree wvork degree
2.7 i 45.0 ! 27.0 21.6 1.8 1.8
T = 2.80 5 = 0.99 G- 0.35
X
QUESTION: #3 Are vou male or Female?
male female
27.0 73.0
X = ¥.A. = N.a o_=
X
QUESTION: #4 What professicnal designations have you earned?
Hone cLuU cecCu CPA Other
87.8 0.0 2.7 0 13.5
T = N.A ¢ = N.A i =
X




Ranges

Ranges

=

/a

Ranges

%

QUESTION: #5  What do vou estimate your current compensation to be,
inciuding salary and fringe benefits such as automobile, expense
account, and insurance from vour employment?
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under §20,000 - $40,000 - $60,000 - §80,000 - 100,000
$20,000 39,999 59,999 79,999 99,999 or over
84,7 12,6 2.7 0 0 0
T = 13,600 ¢ = 9,000 g_ = 0.66
T .
QUESTION: #6 What do you estimate your current total income from
all sources to be, including investment income?
under °[$20,000 - | $40,000 - | $60,000 - | $80,000 - | 100,000
$20,000 39,999 59,999 79,999 99,999 or aver
' - s i
78.4 16.2 f 5.4 ! 0 0 I 0 i
X = 15,400 g = 11,200 ~Z o 0.73
] X
QUESTION: #7 uhat wag your approximate compensation five years ago,

including salary and fringe benefits such as automobile, expense ac-
count, and insurance from your employment?

under 20,000 - 40,000 - 60,000 - 80,000 - 100,000
$20,000 39,999 59,999 79,999 99,999 or over
96.4 3.6 0 0 0 0
X = 10,720 = 3800 ~2= 0.35
X
QUESTION: #8 What was vour approximate total income from all sources
five years ago, including investment income?
under 20,000 - 40,000 - | 60,000 — 80,000 - | 100,000
20,000 39,999 59,999 79,999 99,999 Qr over
93.7 5.4 0 0 0 0
% = 10,990 ¢ = 10,400 2= 095

=




Ranges

A

Ranges

L
a

Ranges

%

Ranges

13
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QUESTION: #9 How long have vou held your curreat position?
under 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 over 23
five yearsj years years years years years
45.9 27.9 1.7 5.4 6.3 2.7
X= 7.83 o= 6.5 9= 0.82
! X

QUESTION: # 10 Which of the Following best typifies the types of
decisions you face in vour employment?

" day-to= super- financial upper level] all of the
aen day visory nature mgme above
2.7 43.2 20.7 3.6 4.5 l 25.2
e 3.39 . g= 1Ll.70 ,{E_ = 0.30
X
QUESTION: # 11 What is the largest single decision in terms of capital
outlay for the business (Iin dellars) that you are likely to make for
the agency this year? ’
under 10,000 - 50,000 - 100,000 ~ 500,000 - over
$10,000 49,999 99,999 499,999 L,000,000 1,000,000
- 80.2 14.4 1.8 2.7 - 1.0 0
— [+] -
X = 25,280 = N.A. 2L 7 N
' X
QUESTION: # 12 How often are vou evaluated by your superior, in terms
of the progress you are makKing in your overall performance?
' warterly/ annually - never
daily weekly monthly emi~ann.
26.1 1.8 14.4 18.0 21.6 18.90
: ¢ -
x= 3.60 ¢ = 1.86 e = 0.52
X




QUESTION: # 13 How long would it take you to traia a subordinate to
pecform the duties of your position, assuming the employee to be wo-
tentially capable of performing these duties?
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R under. 1 three six 1 - 2 over 2

anges month nonths months years years

* 15.3 28.8 24.3 19.8 11.7
X = 2.84 ' g = 1,25 g = 0.44

X

QUESTION: # 14 How far ahead do you try to anticipate the effects
of vour performance?

Ranges day week month 3 months 6 months | 1 year
# 3.6 9.0 27.9 6.2 4 12.6 ! 30,6
- 4.17 1.52 s 0.26
b a= *? L.
X

QUESTION: # 15 How often would you prefer to have your performance
avaluated by your superior?

’ uo
Ranges daily weekly monthly 2-6 months yearly preference
% 10.8 4.5 18.9 23.4 7.2 35.1
X = 4.17 9 = 1.68 g = 0.40
' X

QUESTION:# 16 How satisfied are you with your personal life, excluding

factors relating to your occupational life?

Totally Dissatisfied Moderately Satigfied Totally Satisfied

Ranges 1 2 \ 3 4 5 \ 6 7

% 0 ‘ " 1.0 l . 6.3 13.5 T 27,0 l 29.7 22.5
7= S.46 g = 1.2 0w 0.22




ey

Ranges

Ranges

o
A

Ranges

. Ranges

p4

QUESTION: # 17 How satisfied are.you with your occupational life,
excluding factors relating to your personal life?
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.0 1.8 9.0 21.6 28.8 23.4 14.4
X = 5.04 o= 1.3t 9. =0.26

X
QUESTION:; # 18 How successful do you feel you have been in your
gccupation? '

1 2 3 4 5 l 6 7
10.8 i 4.3 ! 18.9 23.4 7.2 l 35.1 0
7= 203 g = 1.05 : 2. oz

: b '
QUESTION: # 19 How successful do you feel you have been in your
personal 1life? ' .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 1.0 6.3 13.5 27.0 29.7 22,5
X = 5.28 ¢ . 1,10 g = 0.21
X

QUESTION:# 20 is blank. OQuestion # 21 reads: With the agency's money
s ’ ar risk, 1 would prefer

.the alternative:

' 32.4 15.3 7.2

[+)

= 0.48

=




Ranges

QUESTIAN: # 22 For an investment of $1.00, would you prefer?

167

>l
3

1 2 -3 &
34,2 10.8 22.5 20.7 11.7
2.64 o 1.43 .54

it lo
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Statistical Déscription of the Indices
(Mean, Standard Deviation, and
Coefficient of Variation)

Principals
X X
Turn Away from Risk Point,

Personal 2.96 2.35 0.79
Turn Away from Risk Point,

Occupational : 2.60 2.37 .91
Time Span Index 338 0.58 0.17
Risk Index, Own Money '3.13 - 1.54 0.49
Risk Index, Agency Money 2.89 1.56 , 0.54

Probability Preference Index, - ‘

Own Money 3.16 1.77 0.56
Probability Preference Index, | _

Agency Money ' - 3.00 _ 1.76 0.59

Employees
Turn Away from Risk Point, | _

Personal : ; 2.52 2.30 0.91
Turn Away from Risk Point, o

Occupational ' .- 2,26 2,30 1.02
Time Span Index - 3,04 0.75  0.25
Risk Index, Own Money ' 2.85 1.51 0.53
Risk Index, Agency Money , 2.72 - 1,61 0.59
Probability Index, Own Money 2.82 . 1.70 0.35

Probability Index, Agency Money 2.74 1.76 0.64
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Description of Variables by Number

Principals

Number and Variable

Age
Education
Sex
Professional D651gnat10n
Current Compensation
Current Total Income
Past Compensation
Past Total Income -
Time in. Current Position
10 Type of Decisions
11 Planning Horizon
12 Frequency of Agency Evaluatlon
13 Training Time for Subordinate
14 Anticipation of Market Trends
15 Frequency of Evaluation
16 Satisfaction, Personal
17 Satisfaction, Occupational
18 Success, Occupational
19 Swuccess, Agency
20 Success, Personal
21 Variance Preference, Own Money
22 Variance Preference, Agency Money
23 Risk Measure, Own Money: $1.00 '
24 Risk Measure, Own Money: $10.00
25 .Risk Measure, Own Money: $100.00
26 Risk Measure, Own Money: $1,000.00 -
27 Risk Measure, Own Money: $10,000.00
28 Probability Measure, Own Money: $1.00
29 Probability Measure, Own Momey: $10.00
30 Probability Measure, Own Money: $100.00
31 Probability Measure, Own Money: §$1,000.00
32 Probability Measure, Own Money: $10,000.00
33 Risk Measure, Agency Money: $1.00
34 Risk Measure, Agency Money: $10.00
35 Risk Measure, Agency Money: $100.00
36 Risk Measure, Agency Money: $1,000,00
37 Risk Measure, Agency Money: $10,000.00
38 Probability Measure, Agency Money: $1.00
39 Probability Measure, Agency Money: $10.00
40 Probability Measure, Agency Money: $100.00
41 Probability Measure, Agency Money: §$1,000.00
42 Probability Measure, Agency Money: $10 000.00
43 Turn Away from -Risk Point, Personal
44 Turn Away from Risk Point, Occupational
45 Time Span Index (average of #9-15)
46 Risk Index, Own Money
47 Probability Index, Own Money
48 Risk Index, Agency Money
49 'Probability Index, Agency Money
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Employees

.Number énd‘Variable '

- .
DWW ~1hH= NN

e
RN

VRSN el el el
DWWV

i~
bt

Age

Educatlon

Sex . -

Professional D351gnat10n
Current Compensation .
Current Total Income -
Past Compensation.’

‘Past Total Income

Time in Current Position
Type of Decisions
Planning Horizon

Frequency of Evaluaflon by Superlor,_'

Training Time ' for Subordinate
Anticipation of Effects of Performance
Preferred Frequency of Evaluatlon
Satisfaction, Personal
Satisfaction, Occupational

Success, Occupatlonal

Success, Personal

Blank S

Variance Preference, Own Money
Variance Preference, Agency Money

Risk Measure, Own Money: $1.00

Risk Measure, Own Money: $10.00 .

Risk Measure, Own Money: §100.00

Risk Measure, Own Money: §$1,000,00
Risk Measure, Own Money: $10 000.00
Probability Measure, Own Money $1.00
Probability Measure, Own Money: $10.00
Probability Measure, Own Money: $100.00.

Probability Measure, Own Money: $1,000.00

Probability Measure, Own Money: $10 000.00
Risk Measure, Agency Money: $1.00

Risk Measure, Agency Money: $10.00

Risk Measure, Agency Money: $100.00

Risk Measure, Agency Money: $1,000.00

Risk Measure, Agency Money: $10 000.00
Probability Measure, Agency Money: $1.00
Probability Measure, Agency Money: §10.00

Probability Measure, Agency Momey: $100.00

Probability Measure,. Agency Money: $1,000.00

‘Probability Measure, Agency Money: $10 000.00
.Turn Away from Risk Point, Personal.

Turn Away from Risk Point, 0ccupat10na1
Time Span Index (average. of #9 '1.5)
Risk Index, Own Money

‘Probability Index, Own Money
Risk Index, Agency Money
 Probabi1ity'Index, Agency Money
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APPENDIX D
TEST‘FOR SIGNIFICANCE OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

-~ USING FISHER Z ' -TRANSFORMATION

Principalsr'Persqnal Roles .

1., Hl1 TSI 96014

T8 w1 .R6475 |
', = 1/2lop Ltr = 1/2log 196014 = 1/2 log. (49.0) = 1.946
1
2y 1/2 log %51;54- = 1/2 log 1.R6475 = = 1/2 log 13.32 = 1.295
2 14
- = ' - ' - = - = .
d -, 1.946 = 1,295 = .65
Y = 1 1 . =
% T gz = 0049 + .0093 ‘= 119
t o= .65 = 547 . |
- T119 5
Principals: OCCupational Rolés
2. Hl__, TST .96927
bR 85966 -
', = 1/21og Lltr = 1/2log 1.96927 = 1/2 log (F4.08) = 2.08
1-r] | 0.3073 . . :
', = 1/2 log 1,85966 = 1/2 log (13.25) = 1.290..
L14034

d = 2,08-1,29 = .79

' = _1 : . | 19 3
% + = = 119 ¢=T1I9 = 6.64

203 108
' 177




Employees: Personal Roles

1. Hls_é TSI vs. Success = ,96020
RI = .= .B68R4T

oL 14+, . 1.96020

B 1 .1/2 log 1 - ri = 1/2.10g.. v

= 1/2 log - (49.005)

= 1.946
2'y = 1/2%og Lltrx _ 1/2log 1.86847
gt .“ 2.1 . e =
é .— lZ-l 7 9 1.946 - 1,327 .62
o - 1 ) ' _
d- 503 7+ 108 = _.0649 + 0092 = .119
t =  L,62 = 5.20
.,119
Employees: Occupational Roles
2. Hls—b TSI = ,95R34
: RI = ,83583
2', = 1/2%og ltr = 1/2log 1.958%
' I S o 04
1 ' ,
2, = 1/2 log 1+ r, = 1/2 log - 1.83583
l+r .16
2 _ o
. ' = r L = - = : .
I 1.53 - 1,21 .72
g, = 1. 1 _
d 203 + 168 = _.119
t = 72 = 6,05

]

1.93

-1.21

178
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With t valﬁes for principals in personal and occu-
patioﬁal roles of 5.47 and 6.64, respectively, and for
‘employeés of 5.20 qnd 6.05, and checking for infinite degrees

of freedom, the differences between the éorrglatibn coeffiéients
for-bqtﬁ grbupsrin personal and occupaﬁional roles are
significéﬁt beybndfthe ,OOl_levé1 (t.5 3.291 for a tWo—failed.

- test at .001 level of significance)f




APPENDIX E
TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Test of Significancefbf‘Correlétion Cbefficiehts
of Risk Indices and Probability Indices

7 Prinéipals7:_

Ovmt Mbney' R § o : Agency Mohey
Risk Index vs. Probability Index Risk Index vs. Probabilitv Index

T = ,89270 - r = .80954

3

T . . : n-2
Formula: t=r if;z
Own Monev e = .89270A / 206 — 2

1 - .79691

= .89270 (31.69)

St =" 28,29
Agency Money: - - t = ,89954 "206'- 2
L : ~ 80917

= 89954 204
/.19083

.89954 (32,70)

t = 29,41

180




Employees T £

Own Money . : . ' ' _ Agency Money

Risk Index vs, Probability Index . Risk Index vs. Probability Index

.90740 ' 89157

Formula

Ovn Money: . ‘ " e= 90740 /111 -2 -
o T - .82337

- - = 907404 /109

\ V7663

= ,90740 (24.84)

t = 22,54

Agency Money:

t = L,891574 / 111 — 2

1 ~ .79490

= .89157, / 109
- \/ .20510
= .89157 (23.05)

t = 20.55
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T Test for Slgnlflcant D;ffgferce in the Means

of the Perceived Risk Levels for Personal
and Occupatlonal Roles

Formﬁlas: t = § - %
'?giv*——- where © X =X = .0 2 +n.g > n. +n
X=X, 12 171 22 1 2
nl +_n2 - 2 nln?
Principals ‘Personal Occupational
| ny, = 206 n, = 206
X = 3.;3 X, = 2.89
ql = 1.54 0, = 1.56
’ o - 206 (1.55)% 4 206 (1562 206 4 206
Ky~ Ky o= s : AT o 155
1 2 206 + 206 ~ 2 7(206)2
t ='3,13.- 2.8 = 24 = 1,55
Employees - Personal 0ccupatiohal.'
,nl = ]_l]_A C ) . n2 %.111
Xy = 2.85 ' ,‘: | X, = 2.72
'01‘= 1.51 0, = 1.61_
_ 2 2 ‘
0. .= _ 111 (1.51)° + 111 (1.61) ~111 4+ 111 = 217
b I A 101 + 111 - 2 | e
t = 2.,85-2,72 = .13 = 0,599

w217 «217




